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Potential to Emit for MACT Standards - - Guidance on Timing Issues, by Seitz USEPA, May 16,
1995

Final MACT Standards Table

MACT, CTG, NSPS, Act and Title 1 Rule Schedules

MCRs and Director’s Letters/Procedures
Legislative Communication, Memo by Powell, December 1, 2000
Legislative Communication, Memo by Powell, June 1, 2000

Formatting Correspondence, Memo by Snider, March 30, 1999

Mining

Permits for Mining Air Lines article, fax from Schiltz, July 21, 1994

Molding Machines

Injection Molding Exemption, Letter from Hodanbosi to Johnston, May 10, 1995

5 NSR Manual Book 1 - Original Scan 11/2006
Page 5



24.

25.

26.

27.

Modeling
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Radonuclide Topics, by Tucker through Hopkins, April 24, 1997
Radionuclide NESHAP Grant, Memo by Tucker, September 5, 1995
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List of NSPS Categories Table

Delegation of Authority for NSPS, letter from Adambkus, Region V, to Shank OEPA, June 1, 1988

NSPS - Kb
Flow Chart of NSPS Subpart Kb VOL Storage Vessels, by AQM&P, July 1, 1991
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PTI - Appeals

Appeals Flow Chart

PTI - Construction/Operation

Clarification on beginning installation, Letter from Hopkins to D. Newsad, RMT, October 21,
1998

Operation of New Sources Subsequent to a PTI Issuance, IOC from Orlemann to Cavote,
February 2, 1993

Changes to the Conditions in PTI’s, IOC by Hodanbosi, November 17, 1988

OFEPA Permit to Install Regulation, Letter by Tucker to Lu of HAMCO, April 6, 1987,
Definition of Installation, I0C from Tucker to Hodanbosi, 4/1/87
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Draft vs. Direct Final Permits, IOC by Hopkins, November 20, 1995
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February 24, 1994

Direct Final Action for Air Permits to Install, IOC by Walling, August 21, 1986;
Ohio EPA Policy Announcement of Direct Finals, by Walling, 1986

PTI - History

Existing Sources with no PTI, I0C by Hopkins, March 19, 1998 and July 17, 1 997
PSD Rules Evolution sheet, by Trinity Consultants

PTI - Modifications

Corrected Copy Processing Guidance, by Ahern, March 23, 2001

Update to 4/25/97 guidance on PTI Modification, I0C by Ahern, June 23, 2000;
PTI Modifications, IOC by Ahern, April 25, 1997

PTI Modification Fee Assessment Clarification, by Ahern/Rigo, August 8, 1997

Table of Modification Types and Structures, PMU
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PTI - Terms and Format

PTI General Terms and Conditions - Title V, PMU, January 2002;
PTI General Terms and Conditions - non-Title V, PMU, June 2001

Changed/ Expanded Guidance for Synthetic Minor PTI using new PTI format, Hopkins and
Ahern, April 7, 1999

PTI Tracking Guidance (Structure to transfer from PT{ to PTO)

Example PTI Structure, PMU

Engineering Guide #65 issues, Letter from Schregardus to Kinder, OH Chamber of Commerce,
January 24, 1997,

Gap-filing and Title V, Letter from Rothblatt to Hodanbosi, January 10, 1997

General Permit Conditions (for old format PTI), PMU

PTI - Violations

PTI for sources that will become “permit-by-rule” exemptions, I0C by Hopkins, December 18,
1995;

Sample Emergency Generator Permit Letter, by Ohio EPA, DAPC;

Holding PTI Applications that will be exempt soon, 10C by Hopkins & Parsons, December I,
1993

Permit to Install Exemptions - De Minimis

Waste Oil Space Heater - “De Minimis” Exemption, IOC by Hopkins, May 23, 1994

New PTI Exemptions, Memo from Braun to Mallett, April 28, 1994,
“Grandfather” under new PTI exemptions, I0C by Hopkins, April 11, 1994

PTI Exemptions - Discretionary

Discretionary Exemptions Requests by Hopkins, April 17, 1996

Rules Requiring Director’s Actions by Mallett, January 25, 1996
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48.

49,
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PTI Exemptions - Hardship

Revised Procedure for start construction exemption requests, IOC by Hopkins, November 20,
1994;
Procedure for start construction exemption requests, IOC by Hopkins, September 16, 1994

Permit to Operate (PTO)

Conditional Permits to Operate by Mallett, March 12, 1993

Enforcement Recommendation for New Source Violations by Engineering Steering Committee,
February 6, 1987 and January 9, 1987

Piich Fuel
Liquid Petroleum Pitch as a Fossil Fuel - Applicability Determination for Shell, by Bearden of

USEPA, February 1, 1996

Pollutants - NOx

NOx Control Costs for Utility Boilers by Colburn, New Hampshire D.E.S. to Gerrﬁ‘son, LADCO,
November 17, 1995

Pollutants - Other

Ozone from corona treaters, letter from Hodarnbosi to Ellison, ANC, September 23, 1994

Pollutanis - SO2

Source Compliance with SO2 FIP Emissions Limits, IOC by Hopkins, February 22, 1996

Portable Sources

Procedures to Permit Portable Air Pollution Emissions Units that Request Pre-Approvals, I0C
by Hopkins, May 3, 1995
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Potential to Emit (PTE). General

Application of “Calculating PTE for Emergency Generators” to other sources, Letter from
Newton of Region 5 to City of Indianapolis, March 5, 1997

Discussion Paper on Potential to Emit, Memo from Domike of USEPA to Regions, February 28,
1996

PTE - Calculating

Calculating Actual or Potential Emissions, Letter from Seitz of USEPA to Settle of ThermoRetec
Corp., June 5, 2001

Guidance for Calculating PTE from Oil-fired Asphalt Plants, Memo from Foster through
Orlemann, June 5, 1996

Calculating PTE for Emergency Generators, Memo from Seitz of USEPA, September 6, 1995

ISP Fine Chemicals and SOCMA Guidance on Calculating PTE, March 16, 1995

PTE - Limiting

Using Equivalent Gallons Method to Limit PTE & RACT, Letter by Miller of USEPA (e-mail by
Gire) to Wisconsin, April 26, 1996

Release of Interim Policy on Federal Enforceability of Limitations on PTE, Memo by Seitz of
RegionV, Jan. 22, 1996

Restricting Potential To Emit, Information by Hopkins, April 25, 1995
January 25, 1995 Memorandum Regarding PTE, Note by Kallam of USEPA, February 13, 1995

Options for Limiting the Potential to Emit of a Stationary Source Under Section 112 and Title V
of the Clean Air Act, Memo by Seitz of Region V, January 235, 1995

Rolling Averages, Phone notes by Hopkins, January 21, 1993

Policy Determination on Limiting Potential to Emit for Koch Refining Company’s Clean Fuels
Project, Memo by Rasnic, Region V, March 13, 1992

Use of Long Term Rolling Average to Limit Potential to Emit, Memo by Rasnic of USEPA to
Kee, Region V, February 24, 1992

Rolling 12-month Averaging for USS Kobe, Letter from MacDowell of Region 5 to Hodanbosi,
June 25, 1991
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55.

Limiting Potential To Emit In New Source Permitting, USEPA, June 13, 1989

Clarification of NSR Policy on Averaging Times for Production Limitation, Memo by Seitz,
Region V, April 8, 1987

Time Frames for Determination of Applicability to New Source Review, Memo by USEPA to
Miller, Region IV, March 13, 1986

Premise/Facility/Source

7/15/97 letter to OEPA (“facility” for Title V), E-mail by Gupta, July 16, 1997

Relocation of Air Emissions Source Within a Facility, Letter from Hayes of Vorys... to Hopkins,
February 20, 1996

Multiple Premise #'s at the Same Facility, by Rigo, April 25, 1994

Letter proposing “re-permitting” of the integrated steel mill at Acme in Chicago, to Sutton by
Newton of USEPA, undated copy

Interpretation of “Source” in QAC 3745-18-04, I0C by Tucker, January 9, 1992

Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) and Nonattainment New Source Review SR
General

PSD Application Requirements, Guide by AQM&P, mid-1990s

Example Completeness Letter, 1990s

Example PSD Permit Public Notice, 1990s

Letter in response to Wood Products Enforcement Initiative, to Collom from Stein of US EPA,
D.C., November 22, 1994

Part D New Source Review Requirements for Areas Requesting Redesignation to Attainment,
Memo by Nichols of Region V, October 14, 1994

Inside EPA’s Clean Air Report on Draft of NSR Regs, July 15, 1994

Memorandum of Applicability of PSD & New Source Performance Standards to the Cleveland
Electric, Inc., Memo by Lillis of USEPA (fax from MacDowell of Region 5 to Hodanbosi), May
26, 1992

Amended delegation of PSD Program to Ohio, Letter from Adamkus of Region 5 to Shank,
November 7, 19588
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57

58.

59.

Improving NSR Implementation, Memo from Potter of USEPA, December 1, 1987

PSD Applicability for Valero Transmission Company, Letter from Hathaway of USEPA to Bell
of Texas Air Control Board, November 3, 1986

PSD Regulation, I0C by Hodanbosi, June 28, 1978

PSD - BACT

Need for short-term BACT for Zimmer, Memo from Emison, to Key of USEPA, November 24,
1986

Letter in regards to provide further Guidance on PSD modification for Archer Daniels Midiand

proposed soybean plant, Letter by Newton of Region 5 to Sutton of Illinois EPA, DAPC, undated
copy

PSD - Circumvention

Applicability of NSR Circumvention Guidance to 3M, from Rasnic of USEPA to Czerniak of
USEPA, June 17, 1993

PSD - Environmentally Beneficial Projects

Example of a PSD Environmentally Beneficial Exemption, Letters and PNs (for Stone Container
- 4 items) by Parsons, 1996

Pollution Control Projects & NSR Applicability, Memo from Seitz of USEPA, July 1, 1994
NSR applicability to Pollution Control Projects, Note from Lillis of USEPA to Rothblatt,
February 7, 1994

PSD - Increment

New Guidance on Increment Consumption/Ambient Impact, Memo by Hodanbosi, January 135,
19971

Table of Increments
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60.
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62

63.

64.

PSD and Nonattainment NSR (NNSR) - Net Increase

Request for Clarification of Policy Regarding the “Net Emissions Increase”, Memo by Calcagni
of US EPA, September 18, 1989

Net Increase and De Minimis Emissions, Memo by Shafer to Van Mersbergen of USEPA,
October 28, 1988

PSD and NNSR (Offset Policy)

QOffsets Required Prior to Permit Issuance, Memo by Seitz of USEPA, June 14, 1994
Use of Shutdown Credits for Offsets, Memo from Seitz, date?

Table on History of NSR Program

PSD/NNSR Flow Chart

Environment Reporter Federal Laws

Appendix S Offset Policy Rule

PSD - Non-Criteria Pollutants

Noncriteria pollutants and NSR Transitional Guidance, Letter from Seitz of USEPA to Kalish in
response to April 10, 1995 letter, May 4, 1995
PSD -PM2.5

Interim Implementation of NSR Requirements for PM2.5, E-mail by Seitz of USEPA, June 5,
1991

PSD and NNSR - Violations and Injunctive Relief Policy
Injunctive Relief Policy, Fax from Damico, Region 5, U.S. EPA, January 13, 1999

Resolving Nonattainment NSR Violations by Making Major Sources Minor to McCutchen, from
Miller, December 1987
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65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

PSD - WEPCO/Utility Boiler Life Extension

Proposed modification to Columbus Municipal Electric Plant, Letter from Clay of USEPA to
Hodanbosi, June 18, 1990

Revised Final determination on PSD and NSPS applicability to WEPCO Life Extension Project,
Letter from Clay of USEPA to Boston of WEPCO, February 15, 1989,

Final determination on PSD and NSPS applicability to WEPCO Life Extension Project, Letter
Sfrom Thomas of USEPA to Boston of WEPCO, October 14, 1988; '

PSD and NSPS applicability to WEPCO Life Extension Project, Memo by Clay of USEPA,
September 9, 1988

Printing Sources

Emission Calculations for Printing Presses, IOC by Hodanbosi, November 21, 1996

Replacement

Replacement Source Guide-Draft, by Hodanbosi, March 22, 1995

National Lime & Stone Co./Review of Decision, Memo by Korleski of AGO, June 9, 1994

RACT/BACT/LAER Clearinghouse (RBI.C)

New Web Address and On-Line Data Entry for the RBLC, by Blaszczak of USEPA, RTP,
December 6, 1999

Instructions for Input Form for the 1999 Edition of RBLC, Memo by Steigerwald of USEPA,
March 5, 1999

Identification of Candidates for BACT Determinations, Memo by Seitz of USEPA, OAQPS, RTP,
March 22, 1994

Supplement to RBLC Clearinghouse, Memo by Blaszczak of CTC, RTP, March 2, 1989

Registration

Permitting of Sources Under PTI Registration Status, IOC by Hopkins, February 2, 1994

SBA Program
Small Business Assistance Program, 10C by Hodanbosi, April 27, 1995
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71.

72.

73,

74.

Start Construction

Interpretation of “Constructed” as it Applies to Activities Undertaken Prior to Issuance of a
PSD Permit, www.epa.gov. March 2, 2000

Start Construction NOV for DaimlerChrysler Corp., Letter from Guerriero of Region 5 to
Hodanbosi, August 25, 1999

Construction Activity Issues Prior to a PSD Permit, Letter from Johnson of US EPA, RTP to
Williams of Minnesota PCA, December 13, 1995,

Preconstruction Review and Cons, Memo by Howekamp of Air Toxics Division, USEPA,
November 4, 1993,

Construction Activities at Georgia Pacific, Memo by Rasnic of USEPA, May 13, 1993;
Construction Activities Prior to Issuance of PSD Permit..., Memo by Reich of USEPA, March 28,
1986

Soil Treatment

Soil Cleanup Guide, Guide by AQM&P, ciréa 1990

Thermal Treatment Plant Application Guidance, Guide developed by Director’s Office in
response to concerns, mid-1990s

Synthetic Minor

Changed/Expanded Guidance for Synthetic Minor Permits to Install Using the New PTI Format,
IOC by Hopkins & Ahern, April 7, 1999

Synthetic Minor Permit Guidance, IOC by Rigo, November 30, 1994
Synthetic Minor Permit Package Guidance, IOC by Daily & Orlemann, December 8, 1994

Synthetic Minor Determination Examples, 1990s

State Implementation Plan (SIP) - NSR

Proposed Disapproval of State of Ohio’s NSR State Implementation Plan, Letter by Schregardus
to Adamkus of Region V, June 3, 1994,

U.S. EPA’s Proposed Disapproval of Ohio’s NSR SIP, Letter by Kinder of Ohio Chamber of
Commerce to MacDowell of Region V, June 2, 1994

Federal Register of Ohio SIP, August 15, 1982
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75.

76.

77.

78.

79.

Note:

Title V

Title V Transitional Minor Sources, E-mail by Rigo, April 6, 2000

Permits To Install for Title 5 Synthetic Minors, AOM&P, DAPC

December 18, 1996 Call with Region 5 Discussing Issues (VE Limits, -Stack test /gap filing,
x;’;tg.;e I Acid Rain, PTI Federal Enforceability), Letter from Newton to Hodanbosi, February 3,

Title V Permit Program Briefing, by Rigo & Hopkins, July 27, 1994 & updated December 28,
1994

Federal Register of Ohio SIP for Chapter 35 FESOPs, October 25, 1994

Trading

Summary of the Final Federal Emissions Trading Policy Statement, JAPCA, 1987;
Federal Register of Emissions Trading Policy Statement, December 4, 1987

Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC) and OC

OAC rule 3745-27-07(G)(2), 10C by Orlemann, April 9, 1993

21-07 Flow Chart

21-09 Flow Chart

An Explanation of Ohio Air Pollution Hydrécarbon Regulations, Document by Blegen of

Ashland Chemical, June 29, 1972

Used/Waste Oil Burning

see PTI Exempt - De Mimimis

Waste Qil on Roads

Article Prohibiting Use of Waste Oil for Dust Control, DAPC Air Lines, March 12, 1992

This document includes the readily available Ohio guidance items, as well as some federal
guidance. There may be additional items that have been created over the years, which do not
appear here. Please notify DAPC of any missing items, so they may be reviewed for inclusion.
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[Misty Parsons - Re: Is Silica an Air 10Xic? " "Page 1]

From: Bob Hodanbosi
To: Tom Tucker
Date: 12/17/99 8:34AM
Subject: Re: Is Silica an Air Toxic?
Tom,
No. This question has been raised in the past and we have not used the toxic policy for the review of
silica.

Bob
>>> Tom Tucker 12/17/99 07:55AM >>>

Under what ci'rcumstances, would we require an Air Toxics evaluation for the effects of crystalline silica
(sand) emissions from a casting plant?

Silica is not a listed 112(b) HAP,' but it does have a TLV and is identified by some sources as a human
carcinogen. The TLV are for the respirable fraction (roughly PM2.5) and range from 0.05 to 0.1 mg/m3,
depending on crystal composition. ‘

Dana is currentiy reviewing the GM Power Train PSD rhodeling report.

Thank you. JTT

CcC: Dana Thompson ; Mike Hopkins ; Misty Parsons ; Paul Koval; Safaa ElOraby
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Ohio EPA Inter-Office Communication

Division of Air Pollution Control

To: DO Air Unit Supervisors & LAA Directors Date: 4/19/94

From: Bob_ Hodanbosi, Chief, DAPC

Subject:_Review of New Sources of Alr Toxic Emissions Policy

I have received a request from Director Schregardus’ Office to
clarify the role of the most recently proposed (January 1994}
"Review of New Sources of Alr Toxic Emissions” draft document.
The Director’s Office has received notification that some DOs and
LAAs are requiring PTI applicants to comply with the Proposed
1994 air toxics policy. This is not the correct use of the
proposed policy. The older "Option AY policy is the policy
currently in effect for PTI applications, which reguires the
modeling for toxic air contaminants be below the TLV/42 (MAGLC =
Maximum Allowable Ground Level Concentration). The proposed
Policy includes a MAGLC of TLV/100, plus a risk assessment be
conducted for sources of carcinogenic air contaminants.

The 1994 Policy has been released for its third and final public
comment period in January 1994. We have received, and are in the
process of responding to, many comments on the Policy. When the
regponse to comments is completed by Ohic EPA, the Policy will be
issued as the official policy to use for new PTI applications for
air pollution sources in Ohio. We anticipate the Policy to be
placed into use in May 1994. : :

. Until the release of the final Policy as modified by the most
recent public comment period, Ohio EPA DO’s are to use the
original "Option A" policy for sources of toxic ailr pollutants.

Some LAAs may have local authority to require additional
stipulations in the PTI. These LAAs may be using the proposed
Policy as their LAA’s determination of BAT for toxlc air
contaminants. This is the result of local pollution contrel laws
and not the Ohlo EPA DAPC.

If you have: any additional comments or questlons or, the proposed
Policy please call Paul Koval, Supervisor of ‘the Alr Toxics Unit
for DAPC ‘at (614)644;2270. Thank you:, ‘ .

v

_fé” DlStrlCt Qffice Air Unlt Superv1sors

,Local Air. Agency Dlrectors | o
”lgLynn MaLcolm, Bkron - o Briice Blankenship, Canton
Cory Cha&dwick, DES AQP (Clnn) Raobert Staib, Cleveland
Jéhn Paul, RAPCA Leon Weitzel, Lake County
Dén Walﬁén, Portsmouth Pat Deluca, NOVAA
. BOb Ramhoff, Mahoning-Trumbull Lee Pfouts, TESA
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Don Cavote, CDO

Fred Klingelhafer, SEDO
Dennis Bush, NEDO
Gerald Rich, NWDO

Phil Hinrichs, SWDO
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I NTER QFFICE COMMUNTICATTON
MEASIE
DATE: June 25, 1993 ‘ Ufi“*‘*“fw“ef r‘\
TO: District Offices and Local Adix Agencie LJU\NQ e 19'93 { /
FROM: % Lloyd - Ohio EPA, DAPC - Permits STEUBENVQ@%"\—/E—; :
SUBJECT: Ceramic tile manufacturers ~ FYI  OHIQ 43950

Recently, The Division of Alr Pollution Contrel of the OChioc EPA
reviewed two Permit to Install (PTI} applicaticons for kilns that
marmufacture ceramic tile that emit S0, and fluoride emissions.

Both of these sources were not permitted for 90, and/or fluoride
emigsiong, but did provide documentation in their PTI applications
that they did emit S0, and fluoride emissiona.

Up until the review of these permits and based on information found
in Ap-42, section 8.3, emission factors for the manufacturer of
bricks and related clay products, which indicated that SO, may be
emitted £rom the bricks when the temperatures reach or exceed 2500°F
and the fluorides, largely in gaseous form, are emitted from brick
manufacturing operations, we did have any data or indication that
thege sources emitted 80, and/or f£luoride emissions.

In addition, based on our belief that these facilities did not emit
80, emissiong, thegse sources were not included in the State’'s 802
State Implementation Plan (SIP). .

Therefore, to accounted for these emisgions, Ohio EPA ig regquesting
that the district offices and local air agencles investigate the
possibility that 80, and/or fluoride emissions are, in fact, being
emitted by these facilities. Depending on the results of your
investigation, you may need to requeat that the facilities apply
for and obtain PTI’'s and/or FTO’S.

If a new PTI and/or a new PTO is regquired and depending on the
amount of S0, and/or fluoride emissions that are emitted, then a
nurber of scenarios would be invoked. An example of one possible
scenario would be the following:

If the calculated allowables for S50, and fluoride emigzions are
above 25 and 3 tons per year, respectively, for a permit, then air
digpersion modeling would be reguired per Bob Hodanbosi’s memo. of
Japuary 31, 1989. This would require the facilities to meet a
maximum 24-hour ground level concentration of 45 micregrams/m’ for
S0, and & maximum 30 day average ground level concentration of .5
micrograms/m’ for fluerides. If you have questions, call me.
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State of Ohio Enwmnmental Protection Agency

. Box 1049, $800 WaterMark Dr.
_ olumbus, Ohio 43266-0149

(614) 644-3020 George V. Voinovich
FAX (614) 644-2329 Governor

MEMORANDUMH

To: A1l Ohioc EPA DAPC District Field 0ffices and

Local Air Authorities
From:  Bob Hodanbgg% - Manager, AQM&P
Subject: Air Toxics Modeling of New Sources
Date: August 13, 1991

A1l new sources generating greater than one ton per year of an
air toxic chemical must include air toxics modeling in their
permit to install (PTI) review. If your office runs the screen
model on a permit, please include the computer output with the
PTI application worksheets. If your office cannot run the screen
model, please submit the new source review coding forms so that
the model can be run here at central office. Inclusion of this
information will help to expedite processing of your permits,
The U.S5. EPA requires that we keep records of all air toxics
modeling. '

Although it 1is not required, it may be helpful to model sources
emitting less than one.ton per year of chromium, nickel, and
other chemicals having TLV's of less than or equal to 50 um/m3.
We have found that some modeling parameters can cause sources
emftting less than 1 ton per year of these" types of chemicals
exceed the, MAGLC (current Yair toxics po11cy)

BH/SJS/mmc .
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Ohio EPA _
Division of Air Pollution Control ) [1) n 7 @UJ
Engineering Guide # 70 L L
Question: -

What is the Ohio EPA’s current “Air Toxic Policy’,’ for prdcessing Pemﬁt—to-lnstall (PTI)
applications? . ' '

Answer:

Ohio EPA’s current “Air Toxic Policy” is entitled “Option A - Review of New Sources of Air Toxic
Emissions” (issued May 1986). Page 4 of this guideline is a one-page table that summarizes the
current “Air Toxic Policy” as established by “Option A” with the interpretations made by the Ohio
EPA since the original policy was issued. A copy of “Option A” is attached to this Engineering
Guide for reference. Also attached is a copy of the January 31, 1989 inter-office communication
(memorandum) from Bob Hodanbosi that establishes a 1.0 ton per year cut-off for “Air Toxic
Policy” evaluations.

Discussion:

A number of questions have been raised by agency staff related to the proper interpretation and use
of the current “Air Toxic Policy” (i.e., “Option A”}. The following questions/answers provide
further guidance to staff involved with the implementation of this policy.

Question I: The Ohio EPA has issued several draft updates to the Ohio EPA’s “Air Toxic Policy™.
The drafts contain numerous updates including an evaluation for carcinogenicity and a tighter
Maximum Acceptable Ground Level Concentration (MAGLC). Does Ohio EPA consider
compliance with anty of the draft policies necessary to meet BAT? ‘

Answer: Compliance with the current “Air Toxic Policy” (ie., “Option A™) is sufficient to
demonstrate BAT for emissions of toxic air contaminants. (Note: Enforceable local requirements
may be used by Local Air Agencies to establish a standard more stringent than the TLV/42.)

Question 2: If a new Maximum Achievable Control Technology (MACT) standard applies to a
proposed new source or modified existing source, does this source also need to meet the “Air Toxic
Policy” (i.e., “Option A”)?

Answer: No. Compliance with the MACT standard is sufficient to meet the Ohio EPA’s “Air
Toxic Policy” and BAT requirements. This is also the case for emissions that are controlled by any
other national standard. For example, if PSD applies and the pollutant in question complies with the
limits/modeling under PSD, then the “Air Toxic Policy” does not apply for that pollutant. MACT,
NSPS, NESHAPS, PSD, or major New Source Review are areas where the “Air Toxic Policy” does
not apply because of a pre-existing national standard.

{o'/"l-iq‘-‘-nr\gf (3’\/ @L‘,U"’r‘ﬂ‘lﬂ“\' ev¥ L\:"ﬂ“‘"!t"“\;‘ — -
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Question 3: What about emissions of a highly toxic compound (e.g., a known human carcinogen)

where the agency determines the “Air Toxic Policy” is not sufficient to protect public health? Is

compliance with the “Air Toxic Policy” sufﬁczent to meet BAT requirements in this case‘?
ADB;TU‘U'\'\/ l""":?-j "_L

Answer: No. The “Air Toxic Policy” is ot necessanlyn'ﬂ{em Highly tox1c compounds can

be evaluated on a case-by-case basis and, hmztationsﬁestabhshed to ensure that public health is

protected. Please contact the AQM&P Section for assistance in evaluating these situations.

Question 4: A new source is being installed at an existing facility. Do the emissions from the
existing sources at the facility need to be included in the model evaluation?

Answer: No. Only emissions from the proposed new source or modification must be evaluated.

Question 5: An existing source is being modified such that it needs a permit to install. The
emissions of an air toxic are being increased. Does the “Air Toxic Policy” require that the total
emissions after the modification be evaluated? Or, does the “Air Toxic Policy” only require that the
incremental increase in emissions be evaluated?

Answer: Only the increase in toxic emissions due to the change must be evaluated (i.e., the net
difference between the new allowable and the old allowable for the air toxic).

Question 7: Are only gaseous/vapor VOC type pollutants reviewed under the “Air Toxic Policy”
or are some particulates such as toxic metals reviewed? =

Answer: Any pollutant for which the American Conference of Governmental Industrial Hygienists
(ACGIH) has adopted a TLV or a Ceiling Value must be reviewed. (Note: As indicated in the

. response to Question 2, pollutants that are regulated under a MACT, NSPS, NESHAPS, PSD, or
Major New Source Review are excluded.)

Question 8: There are many “air toxic” lists. Which one do we use for the “Air Toxic Policy™?

Answer: The most recently published Threshold Limit Values (TLV) listing should be used
(“Threshold Limit Values for Chemical Substances and Physical Agents and Biological Exposure
Indices”, American Conference of Governmental Industrial Hygienists).

Question 9: Are there certain types of emissions units that do not need to be modeled under the “Air
Toxic Policy”(for example, do the emissions from a Gasolme Dispensing Facility (GDF) require
modeling)? -

Answer: Every emissions unit with one ton per year or more of the emissions of any air toxic must
be modeled unless an acceptable alternative demonstration is made (the one ton cut-off was
established in a memorandum from Bob Hodanbosi dated January 31, 1989). An acceptable
alternative demonstration includes modeling associated with an identical emissions unit with
comparable site characteristics.

?

- l"\ — —
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Question 10: Does the “Air Toxic Policy” require and evaluation of each specific air toxic

constituent of a VOC coating to determine if the one ton per year cut-off is exceeded?

Answer: Yes. Any source that emits one ton per year or more of any air toxic must be evaluated
under the “Air Toxic Policy™.

Question 11: Do air toxic emissions from combustion sources have to be evaluated?

Answer: No. Most combustion sources do not need to be evaluated for air toxics at this time. These
include boilers and heaters that burn fossil fuels exclusively (coal, natural gas, fuel oil, etc.). These
sources are already well regulated under existing rules. Exceptions to this are for combustion
sources that emit an air toxic from something other than theé combustion of the fossil fuels. Some
examples of this include incinerators where air toxics are generated from the burning of the waste
stream, and boilers where waste fuel or tires are burned along with the fossil fuel. These types of
sources should be evaluated under the “Air Toxic Policy”.

Page 3 of 4 U ‘&}g l\ﬁ/&yal Bpbk 1 Orlglnal Scan 11/2006
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Ohio EPA - Division of Air Pollution Control T f".ﬁ:
“Ail i icy” S S S R e
Air Toxic Policy G A
Summary
Element Ohio EPA’s Current Policy
PTI applications that Al new emissions units and all modlficatmns of emissions units that
requite an “Alr-Toxtc — | involveemissions atF CONTATTITGn
Policy” apalysis Jor which the ACGIH has adopted a Threshold Limit Value (TLV) or
ailis Yo lare DIt £320 Fxn
\--Ctliltg Vit ‘LiVUlﬁ J.VLHILI.P])‘

a-H0-min average \qulus vaul‘e"by_‘
0.737 to derive an 8-hr TLV.) ‘

Contaminants that require
analysis

All contaminants with an ACGIH TLV in effect at the time the

application is received.

Exemptions

Emission units subject to a MACT standard are exempt.
Emissions that are restricted by another federal standard are also

exciuded from the anal?ﬁ 5 (I N SPS ﬂﬁcr LAER O NESF@WSF

{(Note: [This includes VOC species that are controiled by an overriding
VOC emissions standard).

Amount of emissions that

I%e amount of the emlsszons increase requested in the PTI applzcatzon

maust be evaluated

Maximum acceptable

increases to be eva]uated in COHJUHCHDH w;th prev;ous authonzed

emzsszons)

TLV adjusted i for exposure to the general public and the duration of the

ground level concentration exposure,

(MAGLC) ' Maximuam:  TLV/10 (for operations <40 hours per week operation)
Intermittent: (TLV/10)}x (8/actual daily operating hours) x (5/actual

operating days per week)
‘ Minimam: TLV/42 (for continuous operations.)
'| Averaging time for MAGLC | One-hour average concentration.

comparison (The MAGLC specified as a 1-hour average concentration versus the
maximum predicted 1-hour concentration at the maximum hourly
emission rate.)

i bt — e S s — AL e A
Methedelegy—fer—MAG-LQ—Tj SCREEN3 or other US EPA approved model (model using the

analysis maximum 1-hour emission rate to predict the maximum off-site
concentration) i :
{Note: The distance to the nearest property line can be used in this
analysis.) oA v djo

ergl ects for Not required, each contaminant i evaluated independentty:

MAGLC contaminants

Class A,Band C -The current<Air Toxic Policy” does not include any special provisions

Carcinogens for Class A. B or C carcinogens. Extremelv toxic contaminants and/or

carcinogens should be evaluated independent of the “Air Toxic Policy”.

—_
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OPTIQON A

REVIEW OF NEW SOURCES

OF AIR TOXIC EMISSIONS

Ohio Environmental Protection Agency
Division of Air Pollution Control
1800 WaterMark Drive
Columbus, Ohioc 43215
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nier-office commumcaﬁnos

to: _Distribution ., _ - date: Mav. 1986
L ' :

from: _Bob Hodanb051, DAPC

~ subject: Mew Sourze Review Hahdbook: Guideline for Air Toxics

Ohio EPA is working to develop a policy for toxic air pollutahts. Three
{3) draft policies have been developed ~ Options &, B and C.

Until this policy is finalized, Option A (attached) will be used as the
guldellne for air toxiecs.

If you have any questlons, please do not hesitate to contact me at (614}
466-6116.

BH/ jlc

Attachment

NSR Manual Book 1 - Original Scan 11/2006
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OPTION A

REVIEW OF NEW SOURCES

OF AIR TOXIC EMISSIONS

Ohio Environmental Protection Agency
Division of Air Pollution Control
1800 WaterMark Drive
Columbus, Ohio 43215
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REVIEW OF NEW SOQOURCES OF.- TOXIC EMISSIONS

Synopsis

The following is a summary of the Ohio Environmental Protection

Agency (EPA) policy for the control of toxic air emissions.

Determine if a threshold limit value {TLV) exists for the

specific compound which is emitted from the source.

Divide the TLV by ten to adjust the standard from the working

population to the general public (TLV/10).

Adjust the standard to account for the duration of the exposure
(operating hours of the source) of "X" hours per day and "Y" days
per week from 8 hours per day and 5 days per week. This formula
is used to obtain the Maximum Acceptable Ground~Level

Concentration {MAGLC).

(rLv _ 8 _ 50 _ -, TLV _
<(—--10 X % X 'z)) = 4%=g.= MAGLC

The Director may, on a case~by-case basis, accept an alternate

analysis from a new source applicant.

NSR Manual Book 1 - Original Scan 11/2006
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Introduction

The basis for the air nrogram's activities have been based upon the

ambient air quality
standards, designed
established by U.S.
1. Total suspended

2. sSulfur dioxide,

3. Carbon monoxide,

standards for "criteria pollutants." These
to protect health and welfare, have been
EPA for the following six (6) pollutants:

particulates,

4. Nitrogen dioxide,

5. OQOzone, and

6. Lead (Pb)c

Emission limitations for new and existing sources have been

established under the federal National Emission Standards for

Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPs) for the following pollutants:

1. Vinyi chloride,
2. Asbestos,

3. Beryllium,

4. Mercury,

5. Benzene, and

6. Arsenic (proposed).

The federal New Scurce Performance Standards

several additional pollutants which are:

1. Fluorides,

2. Sulfuric acid mist,

NSR Manual Book 1 - Original Scan
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3. Hydrogen sulfide, and ) W

4., TReduced sulfur compounds.

For new sources, the Permit to Install rules require the application
of Best Available Technology, and emissions of non~specified
contaminants can be controlled through this mechanism. However, this
level of review may not be adéquate for toxic emissions. U.S. EPA
has been slow to prOmulgate‘NESHAPs for additional pollutants. In
order to assist in the feview of new sources of toxic contaminants,
the following policy has been developed by the Air Quality Modeling

and Planning Section of the Division of Air Pollution Control.

Background and Rationale

The American Conference of Governmental Industrial Hygienists {ACGIH)
has been involved with the safety aspects of work places where
individuals may be exposed to varying levels of toxic substances.
The ACGIH publishes and continuously updates a list of "Threshold
Limit values" (TLvVs) for many substances. These TLVs represent
maximum concentrations under which it is believed that nearly all
workers may be repeatedly exposed, day after day, without adverse
effects. Most of the TLVs refer to time~weighted average
éoncentrations for a normal work day, with certain excursions within
limits permissible during that time period, as long as the weighted
average is not exceeded. However, for certain substances, there are
levels that should not be exceeded at any time. ( ‘\

NSR Manual Book 1 - Original Scan 11/2006
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As outlined below, there are certain limitations and dangers in the

literal application of TLVs for air pollution control purposes.

1.

Threshold Limit Values are based on the information gathered in
industrial/commercial settings, through experience from medical
research and practice, from experimental human and animal
studies, and also from a combination of these sources. Only in a
few instances have the values been established firmly on a basis
of examinations of human subjects correlated with extensive

environmental observations.

The TLVs were determined for a population of workers who are
essentially healthy and who fall within a "working age group" of

about 17 to 65 years.

Synergistic effects of mixtures of substances are not considered
in the development of TLVs, although the TLVs for mixtures can be

calculated via the appropriate formula.

Individuals vary in sensitivity or susceptibility to toxic

substances.

Often a single value is given for substances which occur in

different forms and may have different toxicities.

.
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6. For most contaminants, a worker during a normal work schedule (8 (f;ﬁa
hours per day, 5 days per week) receives 40 hours of exposure per
week with daily and weekend periods in which the body may rid
itself of the accumulated substances before toxic levels are
reached. For a person living continuously in an environment
containing such substances, however, these recovery periods do
not exist. Exposure to TLV levels may, therefore, subject the

person to an unacceptably high risk of injury.

In setting ambient goals for toxic substances, two time periods must

be considered.,

1. Duration of Exposure - This is the amount of time a person spends

in contact with a toxic substance. (In this application, it is

assumed that a person may continuously b= exposad to the specific

contaminants during the opérating hours of a source.)

2. Averaging Time ~ This time period is used to measure compliance

with the standard.

For example, the OSHA TLVs have a maximum allowable duration of
exposufe of 8 hours/day and 40 hours/week, but an averaging time of 8
hours for determining compliance with the rules. Similarly, the
ambient lead standard has a continuous duration of exposure, but a
quarterly averaging time for determining compliance. Also, the ACGIH

publishes acceptable ceiling concentration values within an B8~hour

NSR Manual Bdok 1 - Original Scan 11/2006
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workday, and acceptable maximum peak concentrations for a short

period of time, in addition to the time~weighed 8-hour weekday.

Determination of Maximum Acceptable Ground-~Level Concentration (MAGLC)

Taking into account the duration of exposure and averaging time, the

~ following stepwise procedure should be used to determine the

allowable ambient air concentration for a toxic substance:

1, Determine if a TLV exists for the specific compound which is

emitted from the source,

2. Divide the TLV by ten {(10) to adjust the standard from the

working population to the general public (TLV/10).

3. Adjust the standard to account for the duration of the exposure
(operating hours of the source) of "X" hours per day and "Y" days

per week from 8 hours per day and 5 days per week.

4, The TLVs are based on an averaging time of 8 hours per day. The
standard method of determining the ambient air quality effect of
the scurce is through dispersion modeling., The most readily
adaptable averaging time for dispersion models is generally one

hour. The approvability of a source will be based on the

NSR Manual Book 1 - Original Scan 11/2006
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predicted one-hour averaging time (under worst-case metecrology) [“Ca
in comparison to the MAGLC obtained'from Step 3. 1If the impact By
of the source is greater than the MAGLC, additional measures by

the source will be necessary before the Permit to Install can be

issued. Because no adjustment is made to the formula in Step 3,

an additional safety factor of approximately 30% is produced (see

Appendix A for the derivation of the 30% safety factor).

By using a factor of 10 in Step 2 and by decreasing the ‘averaging
time in Step 3, the TLV has been adjusted for the greater
susceptibility of the general population in comparison to healthy ”fl

workers.

The 8/X and the 5/Y multipliers in Step 3 are used to relate the
exposure to longer than 40~hour time periods and ascertain that
the individual's total exposure will be no greater than that

allowed by the TLV.

For less than 40 hours per weék of plant operation, the MAGLC
formula will yield a value greater than the TLV/10, Although
excursions of Qp to three times the TLV can be calculated in some
cases, it does not appear reasonable to permit this situation for

the general population. A condition on the formula is,
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therefore, necessary to limit the allowable concentration to

TLV/10 for operating times less than 40 hours per week.

Thus, from the above analysis, the derivation of the maximum
acceptable ground-level concentration {(maximum one hour average)

beyond the plant boundary of a continuous emitting source would

be:

_ TLV 8 hours 5 days _ TLV
MAGLC = =75 * 27 hours * 7 days =~ 42

An example of this procedure is contained in Appendix B.

The application of the policy is for use as a guideline in the
review of new source applications. Theré may be cases where the
TLV‘values are inappropriate for this type of application. The
Director may consider, on a case~-by-case basis, other data in the

determination of a Maximum Acceptable Ground~Level Concentration

from a new source.

Comparisons of MAGLC to National Ambient Air Quality Standards Values

In order to determine the relative stringency of this procedure, a
comparison was made using this method with the National Ambient Air

Quality Standards (NAAQS) for sulfur dioxide and ozone, and with the

NESHAP for beryllium:
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Sulfur Dioxide

For a continuously emitting sulfur dioxide source, the accep*able

one-hour ground-level concentration would be:

(4)(TLV) _ (4)(5 ppm)

MAGLC = (X)(¥Y) ~ (24 nhr/day) (7 days/week)= 0.12 ppm

Under the NAAQS, the three-hour standard is 0.5 ppm, not to be

exceeded more than once per year.

Ozone

For an intermittent ozone source operating three hours per day.,

five days per week, the allowable impact would. be:

en _ (TLV) _ .Y ppm _

The NAAQS for ozone is 0.12 ppm one-~hour average, not to he

exceeded more than once per year over a three~year period.

- NSR Manual Book 1 - Original Scan 11/2006
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APPENDIX A

The vertical {o;) and horizontal (6;) dispersion parameters utilized
in most gaussian models were developed by Pasquilll and modified by
Giffordz. Although the original experiments were based on a
ten-minute sampling time, in practice, o} and c; values are
considered to represent dispersion for a one-hour average. Due to
wind direction fluctuations and variations in wind spged, it is
necessary to adjust predictions which are greater than one~hour to
account for these meteorological phenomena. To apply the predictions
to longer than a one-hour period, the following equation is suggested

by Turner3
- p
‘ S
Where

X is the concentration predicted over an averaging time ter

Xk is the concentration predicted over an averaging time t
P

! and

is a constant and should be between 0.17 and 0.2.

1 F. Pasquill, "The estimation of the dispersion of windborne

material," Meteorological Magazine, Vol. 90, 1961, pp. 33-49.

F.A, Gifford, "Use of routine meteological observations for
estimating atmospheric diffusion,”™ Nuclear Safety, Vol. 2, 1961
p. 47.

D.B. Turner, "Workbook of Atmospheric Dispersion Estimates,”
Office of Air Programs Publication, No. AP-26, U.S. EPA,
Research Triangle Park, North Carolina, 1970.

w](0=-
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As shown below, applying this equation to the case of estimating an
‘eight-hour average concentration, the one-hour predicted

concentration should be reduced by 32%.

_ P
S
X = (1) 0.185
X, (8
X
Xs = 0.680
Xy |

By not allowing for this adjustment when reducing the averaging time
from eight-hours to one-hour in step 4, an aditional safety factor of

32% is realized.
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APPENDIX B

A new hazardous waste incinerator is proposing to burn sludge
containing cadmium. The incinerator is equipped with a wet scrubber
which is designed to remove 98% of the cadmium in the waste gas
stream and will‘emit 4.6 pounds per hour of cadmium. The incinerator

will operate 24 hours per day, 7 days per week.

The TLV for cadmium is 0.1 mg/m3, and from Step 4, the maximum

allowable ground-level concentration would be:

3
_ 4(TLV) _ (4)(0.05 mg/m’) )
MAGLC = (x){(Y) = (24 hrs/day) (7 days/week) 1.19 x 10 3 mg/m3

6 3

1.19 x 10~

H

g/m

From the PTMAX model, the maximum one-hour impact from the source is

6

predicted to be 6.24 x 10 ° at 0.5 m/sec wind speed and F stability.

Since the predicted concentration is greater than the MAGLC of 1.19 x

10“6 g/m3, the source will be required to develop a plan to reduce

the ambient impact of the cadmium emissions.
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OEPA 1nter-office communication

to: DISTRI]?UATIC_}N date: Decembey 22, 1999
from: Mike 6%é%%f, Manager, AOM&P Section

subject: _New Preliminary Application Completeness Review Process Guidance

A small group of Central Cffice and District/LAA staff, the Application
Completeness Review (ACR) Team, was formed to develop a mandatory,
preliminary application completeness review procedure to be used statewide,
beginning with applications received on January 1, 2000.

There are several reasons why this review and system is needed. The Ohio
Revised Code requires the PTI program to track progress and prepare reports
which deal with timeliness issues. The Ohio Administrative Code also
requires that we have a completeness review program. In addition, the new
PTI computer tracking program will include a field for the completeness
check, which must be completed by the reviewer. Therefore, a standard
system is needed statewide. '

We earlier surveyed all DO/LaAs for suggestions, and reviewed the
information returned. The final system is a revision of the original CDO
system/checklists, and is similar to that currently used by some field
offices. Therefore, we hope it won't be too much of an adjustment to begin
using this system.

’he initial or preliminary completeness review, as we have termed it,
should be conducted within 7 business days of receipt of a PTI application.
This is not an in depth or technical completeness review. It is primarily
a check to determine whether all the items on the application forms have
been completed, and whether the application is signed. However, it will
also be a review to find any basic errors or items that need corrected on
the application and EAC forms. This review can be done by the PTI writer
or someone else (supervisor/clerical), and it is being left up to each
office to decide who will conduct the review,

There is a letter to send to the applicant for when the application is
incomplete, as well as one to use when it has been found to be
preliminarily complete. Checklists are beimnyg provided to help prompt the
reviewer to focus on key elements, as well as to show the deficiencies to
the applicant. This form will be sent along with the incomplete letter and
a copy will be placed in the file. This process is intended to be
"customer friendly" which is one reason that the reviewers name, as well as
an estimate of when the field office review will be finished, has been
included in the letter. The letters also stress that this is only a
preliminary determination, and not a full or technical determination of
completeness, and advise that construction cannot commence.

As offices use the system, it may become necessary to make revisions, which
is fine. This is not necessarily a final product. We had hoped to get
this information to you sooner to allow you as much time as possible before
“he new year, however we need to begin using it in January. If you have
any gquestions or comments on the system please contact me. Thank you.
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ACR Process IOC
December 22, 1999

page 2

DISTRIBUTION (with attachments)

. Isaac Robinson, Cesar Zapata, Mike Riggleman, CDO
Fred Klingelhafer, Glen Greenwood, SEDO

Dennis Bush, John Curtin, NEDO

Don Waltermeyer, Samir Araj, NWDO

Phil Hinrichs, Pam Smith, SWDO

Dale Aleman, Daniel Schiltz, Canton

Bradley Miller, Ajay Bahri, Cincinnati

Mark Vilem, Anlian Ang, Roland Lacy, Cleveland

Curt Marshall, Tim Wilson, RAPCA ‘

Karen Granata, Matt Stanfield, Toledo

Frank Markunas, Sean Vadas, Akron

Cindy Charles, Anne Chamberlin, Portsmouth

cc: Misty Parsons, Alan Lloyd, Safaa ElOraby, Sudhir Singhal, Bob
Hodanbosi, Jim Orlemann, Tom Rigo, Mike Ahern

Attachments
Incomplete form letter: "incomplt®
Complete form letter: "complt"

PTI ZApplication form checklists: "pti a99", "pti b99*, "pti c99°*

EAC form checklists:

"aggregat99", "agrichem99", "aluminum99", "ash99", "brick9Is",
"carbon99", "cement99", "coal99", "coating99", "coke9d9", "concreteds',
"dryclean99", "ferro99", "fertiliz99", "foundried99”, "fuelburn99"®,
"galvan99%, "gasoline99%, "glass99%, "grain9oH,

"inciner99", "inorg99", "iron99", "landfill9o*, "lime99", "loading99",
"mat_hand99", "metal99", "mineral99", "muni_inc99",

"org tank99", "process99", "pulp99", "roadpark9a",

"salt99", "sandblas99", "solvent99", "steel99", "storage9s”,
*woodwork99", "yeast9g® '
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<date> 3 CERTIFIED MAIL [Optional]

<contact name>
<company name>
<street>

<city>, <state> <zip>

Re: <subject; PTI #, eu number(s)/descriptions, etc.>
Dear Mr(s). <contact>:

This letter is to inform you that on <date> this office received your application(s) for a permit to
install (PTI) for the above referenced air pollution source(s), and that I [or reviewers name] have
[has] been assigned to process your application, After our initial review, your application has been
found to be preliminarily complete, therefore we can begin the technical review phase. This
preliminary completeness determination does not imply that the application is approvable, only that
we have enough information to continue the review. It does not allow construction, installation
or modification of any air contaminant source (emissions unit).

Applications are generally reviewed on a first come, first serve basis. During the technical review,
you may be contacted for additional information or for clarification. Once the review is complete,
a PTI recommendation will be prepared either approving or denying the application (if review
indicates a denial, you will be contacted to discuss options). The recommendation will then be
forwarded to the Ohio EPA, Division of Air Pollution Control (DAPC), Central Office. Itis possible
they may ask for clarifying information as well before proceeding to issue either a draft permit, a
direct final permit, or a denial of the application.

We estimate that review of your application will be completed and a recommendation forwarded to
the Central Office, DAPC in approximately <weeks or days>, provided the application is found to
be technically complete and no additional information is needed.

Please be assured that we will do everything possible to process your application in a timely manner.
If you have any questions concerning this letter or your application, please contact
<me/reviewer/supervisor> at <phone>.

Sincerely,

<permit reviewer> [or supervisor, etc.]
<title/office>
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<date> CERTIFIED MAIL [Optional]

<contact>

<company name>
<street>

<city>, <state> <zip>

Re: <subject; PTI #, eu numbers/descriptions, etc.>
Dear Mr(s). <contact>:

This letter is to inform you that this office has completed a preliminary review of the above
referenced permit to install application(s) received on <date>, and that I {or reviewers name] have
[has] been assigned to process your application. The purpose of this review is to identify basic
deficiencies as early in the permit process as possible, and allow you to make corrections. Our
review found that the application you submitted is not complete and cannot be processed at this time.
The attached checklist(s) details the additional information or corrections needed. A checklist is
provided for each form you submitted which needs additional information or corrections.

Please submit the requested information to this office as soon as possible, but no later than thirty (30)
days from the date of this letter. The sooner the needed information is received, the quicker the
preliminary review can be completed. The data you submit may need to be in the form of a complete
resubmittal, depending upon the box checked below:

O A new, signed copy of the complete application must be submitted. Signatures must be
original, not copies.

O The requested data can be submitted without resubmission of the complete application. Only
the pages with missing or incomplete information need to be resubmitted.

Ifthe requested information is not submitted within 30 days, your application can not be processed
and will be returned to you as incomplete. The preliminarily completeness review does not imply
that the application is approvable, only that we have enough information to continue the review. It
does not allow construction, installation or modification of any air contaminant source
(emissions unit).

~ If you have any questions concerning this letter or your apphcatmn please contact
- <me/reviewet/supervisor> at <phone>.

Sincerely,

<permit reviewer> [or supervisor, etc.]
<title/office>
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interoffice

MEMORANDUM

to: Air Prg Supervisors, Ohio EPA District Office Local Air Agencies
from; MWS Manager, AQM&P, through Bob H&f3bosi, Chief, DAPC
subject: PTI Requirements for Hot-Mix Asphalt Plants

date:  April 9, 1998

In response to complaints about asphalt plant emissions from affected citizens and neighboring
businesses, Ohio EPA Division of Air Pollution Control (DAPC) has undertaken an investigation
into VOC emissions from hot-mix asphalt plants. These facilities, also known as paving asphalt
plants, asphalt batch plants, bituminous asphalt plants, asphaltic concrete plants, etc., have
evolved beyond simply blending heated, virgin aggregate and asphaltic cement to produce a
finished product. In hot-mix plants operating today, ingredients that may contribute to increasing
VOC emissions include recycled asphaltic paving (RAP), foundry sand, slag, and recycled
asphalt shingles. Additionally, the burning of waste fuels in asphalt plants and the use of virgin
aggregate that may be contaminated with organic compounds has increased potential VOC
emissions. o,

In order to develop better information on VOC emissions from asphalt plants, DAPC is
undertaking an effort to acquire VOC emissions testing data. The available AP-42 emission
factors have low reliability ratings, and the limited VOC testing that has been conducted at Ohio
asphalt plants suggests significantly higher emissions than predicted by AP-42, As part of the
effort to bridge this gap in reliable emissions data, DAPC will begin requiring VOC testing of
hot-mix asphalt plants as a term and condition of permits to install (PTI). It is anticipated that
test results will indicate that, for most plants, this will be a one-time only test to establish a plant-
specific emission factor for VOC and to contribute to a general set of emission factors based on a
statistically-significant body of test results. It should be recognized, however, that plants with
uncommon fuels, job-mix formulae, or other potential contributors to VOC emissions may be
required to demonstrate on-going compliance with VOC limits beyond the initial PTI
demonstration. '

In light of the significant amount of information not known regarding the source(s) of VOC
emissions from hot-mix asphalt plants, we believe that placing a testing requirement on new and
modified plants is warranted and will not place a significant financial burden on the affected
permittees. The development of testing data covering a wide range of plant types and operating
scenarios is the only legitimate strategy for establishing reliable emission factors and identifying
the source(s) of VOC emission problems that have led to increasing complaints and enforcement
involving the paving asphalt industry. (Additionally, a significant number of existing facilities
will be required to test in order to contribute to the study, reducing any comparative disadvantage
borne by new permittees that are required to test for VOC.)
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Air Program Supervisors, Ohio EPA District Offices and Local Air Agencies
Page 2
April 8, 1998

The role of PTI writers in the hot-mix asphalt plant VOC emissions investigation shall be to
continue to set limits on organic compound emissions in the PTI, in accordance with OAC rule
3745-31-05, and to begin including a performance testing requirement corresponding to that
limit. The appropriate testing method should be identified as “method 25 or 254, as
appropriate,” with additional guidance to be provided by DAPC Engineering Section concerning
the testing of aggregate and the documentation of key operating parameters. Other aspects of the
PTI process are not expected to be affected by this project. '

Questions regarding the proposed testing or recommendations for the most appropriate
methodology to measure asphalt plant VOC emissions may be directed to Patrick Haines, DAPC
Engineering, at (614) 644-4838 or “patrick.haines(@epa.state.oh.us”.

Distribution List:
AQM&P Staff, DAPC
Jim Orlemann, DAPC
Bruce Weinberg, DAPC
Patrick Haines, DAPC
Lynn Malcolm, Akron
Dan Aleman, Canton

.- Bob Zahirsky, Canton
Cory Chadwick, HAMCO
Joseph Jasper, Cleveland
Ed Fasko, Cleveland
John Paul, RAPCA

Don Walden, Portsmouth
Karen Granata, Toledo
Bob Kossow, Toledo
Isaac Robinson, CDO
Fred Klingelhafer, SEDO
Dennis Bush, NEDO

Don Waltermeyer, NWDO
Phil Hinrichs, SWDO
Bert Mechenbier, Lake
Robert Ramhoff, Mahoning Trumbull
Harold Strohmeyer

MH:ph

c:\wp6 \docs\memes\pti-voe.wpl
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June 29,1997

FINAL SCOPE OF WORK FOR THE SECOND PHASE OF
DAPC’S INVESTIGATION INTO VOC EMISSIONS

FROM HOT-MIX ASPHALT PLANTS

Review the rules and policies observed by other States when permitting hot-mix asphalt
plants, and determine their appropriateness as a model for Ohio policy. What key
operating parameters are monitored and/or restricted? Do these parameters differ for
different plant types? Are these parameters more effective than outlet mass emission
limitations in minimizing VOC emissions?

Contact asphalt plant manufacturers for information on key operating parameters for each
type of asphalt plant and their proper operating levels. How are these parameters linked
to potential VOC emissions? What are the design drum and stack temperature ranges?
Do manufacturers recommend fuel types for specific plants? Are there recommended
RAP usage limitations? Do manufacturers have recommendations that address exotic
feed materials such as slag or high organic-content aggregate?

Based on (1), (2), and (8), define the key operating parameters for each type of plant that
should be monitored and the ranges, thresholds, and/or minimums that should be
established as part of BAT for the minimization of VOC emissions from hot-mix asphalt
plants.

Define the protocol for testing VOC emissions from hot-mix asphalt plants, using method
25, 25A, or a modified version of either or both. What are the limitations of each method
when applied to emission streams from asphalt plants? Are there inherent biases in either
method? What method(s) has USEPA used to develop the AP-42 emission factors?
What method(s) have been used in Texas in establishing their asphalt plant permitting
program?

Define the protocol for analyzing the organic content of aggregate. Are there USEPA
promulgated methods for such tests? If not, are there acceptable methods available from
ASTM, NIOSH, or other reputable entities?

Define new PTI permitting procedures to be implemented in light of the results of items
1-5 and 7, if needed. (The creation of new procedures should reflect whether or not
feedstocks, especially high-organic content aggregate, are the most significant contributor
to hot-mix plant VOC emissions.)

Test the VOC emissions of hot-mix asphalt plants to ensure compliance with new source
review and PTI requirements and to confirm the accuracy of AP-42 emission factors:

a. Testing of VOC emissions from hot-mix asphalt plants will be required for new or
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modified plants which receive a PTI subsequent to the issuance of the attached I0C
(April 9, 1998). The testing requirements will be included in the terms and conditions of
the PTI. Such tests will follow the testing protocol established through this Scope of
Work. Test reports will include detailed parametric monitoring data and analysis of
aggregate as determined through this Scope of Work.

b. Continue testing the VOC emissions of asphalt plants that have violations, verified
complaints, nuisance issues, enforcement actions, or other evidence of non-compliance.
Such tests will follow the testing protocol established through this Scope of Work. Test
reports will include detailed parametric monitoring data and analysis of aggregate as
determined through this Scope of Work. Identify, if possible, potential common sources
of problem emissions, such as aggregate with high organic content and/ or other high-
VOC releasing feedstocks.

¢. Testing of VOC emissions from hot-mix asphalt plants will be required for plants
which receive Federally Enforceable State Operating Permits (FESOPs). The testing
requirement will be included in the terms and conditions of each FESOP to confirm that
the VOC emissions are below the Title V applicability threshold of 100 TPY. Such tests
will follow the testing protocol established through this Scope of Work, Test reports will
include detailed parametric monitoring data and an analysis of the aggregate as
determined through this Scope of Work.

d. Assist in planning and witness a series of VOC emission tests sponsored by Flexible
Pavements, Inc., to determine the effects of different aggregate sources and operating
conditions on total VOC emissions from a single, representative source. Key operating
parameters of the source will be closely monitored, and aggregate(s) analyzed in order to
identify, if possible, the largest contributor(s) to plant VOC emissions.

8. Create a database for asphalt plant VOC emission testing data to include test results,
parametric monitoring data, job-mix formulae, organic content of aggregate, and other
relevant data as identified.

NOTE: USEPA is currently conducting testing of hot-mix asphalt plants to identify and
quantify HAP emissions toward the development of MACT. Therefore, DAPC will limit
this Scope of Work to addressing total VOC emissions, and will not duplicate the efforts
of USEPA by developing data on the speciation of asphalt plant emission streams.

Schedule for Completion of thé Scope of Work:

Item(s) Completion Date
4and 5 July 31, 1998

1 and 2 ‘ August 14, 1998
7 and 8 | August 28, 1998
Jand 6 October 30, 1998
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE PROPOSED SCOPE OF WORK
FOR THE SECOND PHASE OF THE DAPC’S INVESTIGATION INTO
VOC EMISSIONS FROM HOT-MIX ASPHALT PLANTS

Note: some comments are paraphrased for clarity.

Comment:

“The Scope of Work should identify the type of nuisance issues and evidence of non-compliance
that would justify ordering a VOC test of a hot-mix asphalt plant,” from Ed Fasko, Cleveland
Division of the Environment.

Response:

Based on the outcome of this Scope of Work, such guidance may be developed. However, it
would be premature at this time to attempt to identify all the scenarios that justify a VOC test of
an existing plant. Field offices are encouraged to exercise their discretion in ordering VOC tests
of existing plants. To date, such tests have been ordered for facilities receiving verified
complaints, facilities using non-traditional formulae that were not part of their permit
applications (such as the 50% slag mix currently required for some Ohio Turnpike jobs), and
facilities identified during routine inspections as having odor or nuisance problems.

Comment:

“Synthetic minor facilities that are issued a FESOP should be tested for VOC, to verify
compliance with the limits keeping them out of Title V,” from Ed Fasko, Cleveland Division of
the Environment.

Response:
DAPC agrees, and added this as item 7.c.

Comment:

“We need to have a better understanding of the various mixes that are produced and the raw
material constituents that differ from mix-to-mix. This information, in conjunction with the key
operating parameters for the different types of plants, should put us in a better position in telling
facilities what would constitute a "worst case scenario” for VOC emissions when they are
required to conduct tests,” from Don Waltermeyer, Ohio EPA, NWDO.

Response:

DAPC identified some of the parameters that contribute to “worst case™ for VOC emissions in
the complete Phase One Scope of Work, though this information does not appear in the Phase
One summary report. This information can be distributed as 2 memorandum to those field
offices that have not received a complete copy of the Phase One Scope of Work. Additional
information regarding “worst case” should become apparent through Phase Two.
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Comment:

“DAPC Central Office (CO) needs to put out some specific guidance right away telling everyone
that CO will coordinate the gathering of [VOC testing] information and that all intent-to-test
forms should be reviewed with CO staff to ensure consistency,” from Don Waltermeyer, Ohio
EPA, NWDO.

Response:

DAPC CO will continue to participate in hot-mix asphalt plant VOC tests. A cover memo will
accompany the distribution of this Scope of Work instructing field offices to contact Patrick
Haines of CO upon receipt of any Intent to Test form that includes an asphalt plant VOC test.
CO will provide guidance regarding the parameters to be monitored, the method(s) to be
employed, and the “worst case” operating scenario, based on the plant type and formulae mixed.

Comments:
“We suggest that items 4 and 5 [test procedures]... be defined as soon as possible,” from Fred
Frecker, President, Flexible Pavements, Inc.

Response: ‘
These items will be first among the first completed, as reflected in the Scope of Work schedule.

Comments:

“We suggest a subparagraph be added which references the proposed FPI/OEPA test to
investigate whether aggregates from particular sources cause higher VOC emissions than
predicted,” from Fred Frecker, President, Flexible Pavements, Inc.

Response:
DAPC has added item 7.d.

Comment:

“Flexible Pavements, Inc., would like to have it memorialized in the Scope of Work that any new
PTI permitting procedures that are developed as a result of the Scope of Work will reflect
whether or not aggregate is the most significant source of VOC emissions from plants with high
VOC emissions,” from Fred Frecker, President, Flexible Pavements, Inc.

Response:
DAPC has amended item 6.
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Comment:

“The Scope of Work seems to focus on the Texas DNRCC approach to control asphalt plant
VOC emissions through limits on key operating parameters. We believe that, should additional
steps to limit VOC emissions become necessary, it would be simpler and more effective to
provide outlet emission limits and allow each permitted entity to comply in the manner that best
suits their operations,” from Fred Frecker, President, Flexible Pavements, Inc.

Response:
DAPC has amended item 1 to include the rules and policies of other states in general, not only
Texas. '

Comment:

“Item 7 states that new or modified plants which have been issued a PTI in 1998 will be tested
for VOC emissions. Will this requirement be retroactive for facilities issued a PTI prior to the
April 9, 1998 memo?” from Fred Frecker, President, Flexible Pavements, Inc.

Response:

DAPC amended item 7.a to clarify that VOC testing requirements will be included in the terms
and conditions of new PTI(s). Therefore, those facilities that have received a PTI that does not
include a VOC testing requirement will not be retroactively required to test, unless they are .
subject to item 7.b.

Comment:
“In item 7, the word ‘contaminated’ may be inappropriate to describe high-organic content
aggregate,” from Fred Frecker, President, Flexible Pavements, Inc.

Response: _
DAPC has amended itemn 7.b.

Comment: .

“In item 8, the reference to the creation of a ‘statistically significant body of test results’ in
describing the proposed database may be overly-ambitious, given the large number of variables
that exist within the systems being studied. To accumulate a body of work with statistical
significance would require much more testing than has been proposed,” from Fred Frecker,
President, Flexible Pavements, Inc.

Response:
DAPC has amended item 8.
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-
Investigation Into VOC Emissions From Asphalt Batch Plants
Ohio EPA, Division of Air Pollution Control

Summary Report, Phase I
February 20, 1998

Introduction

In response to the expressed concerns of citizens, regulators, and industry representatives, Ohio
EPA, Division of Air Pollution Control (DAPC) has prepared a seven-part investigation
addressing VOC emissions from hot-mix asphalt plants. The investigation was prepared to fulfill .
the Scope of Work developed by the DAPC Engineering Section. A draft Scope of Work was
made available to interested parties for comment prior to initiating the investigation, and the final
version (attached) was distributed to affected parties during the course of the study.

The organization of this summary report reflects the organization of the seven-part, Phase I
investigation report. Highlights and conclusions from each part of Phase I follow. At the end of
this document, topics deserving additional research are noted. Supporting figures and tables are
attached.

Phase I, Part 1: Description of hot-mix asphalt manufacturing

Hot-mix asphalt is prepared by blending heated, sized aggregate with asphaltic cement. Most
asphalt plants include reclaimed asphalt pavement (RAP) in their formulations, as a substitute for
virgin aggregate. Virtually all hot-mix plants that are capable of accepting RAP will include
10% RAP in their formulations. When using 10% RAP, job-mix formulae do not need to be
adjusted from “all-virgin” formulae, and finished-product characteristics will be virtually
unchanged. Use of higher percentages of RAP may increase VOC emissions, as organic
compounds can be heat-stripped, or “scorched,” from RAP material.

While RAP use may be a contributor to VOC emissions, it is important to recognize that
recycling old paving material may provide significant environmental and economic benefits.
According to industry sources, almost 90% of the paving removed from roadways goes back into
paving asphalt, instead of being landfilled. Consumption of virgin aggregate and asphaltic
cement is reduced at a corresponding rate.

Three major plant configurations are used in the production of hot-mix asphalt: batch plants,
parallel-flow drum plants, and counter-flow drum plants. As Figure 1 illustrates, batch plants
combine aggregate that has been heated and dried in a rotary dryer with heated asphaltic cement;
the mixture is blended into paving asphalt in a pug mill. When used in a batch plant, RAP is
combined with heated, dried aggregate in the hot elevator or pug mill, prior to addition of
asphaltic cement. As such, the percentage of RAP that can be amended to batch-mixed asphalt is
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limited by the conductive heating capacity of the aggregate. Batch mix plants are generally
operated using no more than 20%-25% RAP.

As Figure 2 illustrates, parallel-flow drum plants combine heating and drying of aggregates with
mixing of liquid asphaltic cement in a single dryer/drum. Aggregate is sized and weighed “cold”
and is infroduced into the flame zone of the rotating drum. Asphaltic cement is added in the
lower third of the drum, where it is mixed with aggregate through the veiling action of the flights
lining the drum. Both aggregate and asphaltic cement move “downslope” through the drum in
the same direction as combustion products. Finished asphalt is conveyed to a hot storage silo or
surge bin. Unlike batch mixing, parallel-drum processes can continuously produce asphalt.

Parallel-flow plants can theoretically accommodate up to 50% RAP because RAP is heated
directly with aggregate. Unfortunately, exposure of RAP to flame fronts can cause noteworthy
emissions of VOC and “blue haze,” due to scorching. Parallel-flow plants typically limit RAP
usage to 30% to reduce the possibility of heat-stripping organic compounds from RAP.

As Figure 3 illustrates, counter-flow drum mix plants combine heating and drying of aggregates
with mixing of liquid asphaltic cement in a single dryer/drum, but unlike a parallel-flow drum
the mixing occurs behind (downslope of) the burner flame zone. The isolation of asphaltic
cement and RAP from the flame zone reduces opportunities for heat-stripping of organic
constituents by exhaust gases, with resultant reductions in VOC emissions. Finished asphalt is
conveyed to a hot storage silo or surge bin. Like parallel-flow drum mixing, counter-flow drum
processes can continuously produce asphalt.

Like parallel-flow plants, counter-flow plants can theoretically accommodate up to 50% RAP,
because of their ability to heat RAP directly. Counter-flow plants typically limit formulations to
about 40% RAP. Ohio Department of Transportation specifications for paving asphalt allow
RAP formulations between 10% and 50%, depending on the intended use of the paving product.
Higher-quality surface courses tend to allow less RAP usage; base courses can accommodate
higher RAP substitution.

According to US EPA, about 2,300 of the 3,600 active asphalt plants in the US are batch mix
plants, about 1,000 are parallel-flow drum plants, and about 300 are counter-flow drum plants.
The predominance of batch mix plants reflects the fact that batch mix technology is the oldest of
the three processes and has proven to be both rugged and cost-effective. The continuous-
production capacity of drum mix configurations is better sunited to large-scale operations with
fixed job mix formulae. Despite the predominance of batch mix plants among active facilities,
85% of the plants being manufactured today are of counter-flow drum mix design. Batch mix
plants and parallel-flow drums comprise 10% and 5%, respectively, of newly manufactured
plants.

Phase 1. Parts 2 & 3: VOC Emission Factors and Stack Test Results
Based on the information developed through this investigation, VOC emissions from hot-mix
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asphalt plants can range from less than 0.01 pound VOC/ton asphalt produced to as much as 1.0
pound/ton for different plants under various operating scenarios. Given that a typical hot-mix
plant produces between 200-300 tons of asphalt per hour, hot-mix asphalt plants have the
potentia] to be significant sources of VOC emissions. Despite this, there is currently no formal
activity underway within US EPA to establish VOC emission standards for hot-mix asphalt
plants.

US EPA has developed AP-42 emission factors for hot-mix asphalt plants. The existing VOC
emission factors are “D” rated, and the draft AP-42 emission factors currently under
development for asphalt plant VOC emissions are also “D” rated. The results of hot-mix plant
emission tests in Ohio and Texas (Tables 1,2) and the tests that contributed to AP-42 (Tables 3-
5) indicate that asphalt plant VOC emissions are highly variable and can greatly exceed the rate
predicted by AP-42,

Given the limited amount of VOC stack testing data available from Ohio-based hot-mix plants
and the low reliability rating of AP-42 emission factors, it may be necessary to develop
additional VOC emissions data through testing. Emission factors based on Ohio and Texas tests
are compared to current and draft AP-42 emission factors in Table 6. This investigation has
developed sufficient information to define the probable “worst case” operating scenarios for
different plant configurations, which will help define test parameters for future tests. “Worst
case” operations for VOC include maximizing RAP, maximizing aggregate sizing to minimize
aggregate surface area, maximizing dryer/drum temperature, and using the permitted fuel with
the highest potential VOC emissions.

Phase 1, Parts 4 & 5: Rules in Other States; Contribution of Agegregate-bound Organics
As part of this investigation, emission standards for hot-mix asphalt plants in other states were
examined. Among the 10 most-populated states, including Ohio, only New Jersey and Texas
have state rules specifically limiting VOC emissions from hot-mix asphalt plants. Testing
performed in these two states prior to enacting VOC-limiting rules supported the assertion that
asphalt plants may vary widely in their actual emissions from the predictions of AP-42..-

New Jersey has enacted rules limiting VOC emissions to 125 parts-per-million (ppm) from new
sources, 250 ppm from existing sources. Because of these rtles, testing data from New Jersey is
reported on a concentration basis and does not contribute significantly to this investigation.
Texas does not apply VOC emission limitations to asphalt plants by rule, but includes operating
restrictions in their air pollution permits to ensure that plants are maintained and operated in
accordance with good engineering practices (see Table 7). Such operatmg restrictions may
include, but are not necessarily limited to, the following:

. restrictions on the use of cutback, or solvent-thinned, asphalt;
. temperature restrictions on the dryer/drum;
. control of aggregate moisture content, to minimize quenching effects in
dryer/drum;
. restrictions on fuel type;
c\wpb1\docs\imemosthmaph1s3.wpd 3
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. use of pre-combustion chambers, revised flame fronts, double-barrel designs, and
other measures to prevent the exposure of RAP and asphaltic cement to flame;

. reduced RAP substitution;

. and, restrictions on the use of anti-strip chemicals and other organic additives
such as SBR-latex.

Questions regarding the contribution of aggregate-bound organic compounds to VOC emissions
were raised during the development of the Scope of Work, and every reasonable attempt was
made to answer those questions. Unfortunately, attempts to quantify the contribution of
aggregate-bound organic compounds to VOC emissions of hot-mix asphalt plants were largely
unsuccessful. The single Ohio quarry that acknowledged performing periodic analyses of
aggregate samples for total petroleum hydrocarbons declined to share data with this
investigation. In the absence of data defining a causal relationship between aggregate
composition and asphalt plant emissions, this investigation has focused on other contributors to
VOC emission rates, as described above. Testing in this area is needed, if the potential
contributions of aggregate-bound organics are to be quantified.

Phase 1, Parts 6 &7: YOC Control Strategies and Remaining Questions

Air pollution controls at asphalt plants are primarily intended to control emissions of particulate
matter and usually consist of fabric filters or venturi scrubbers. Add-on controls to reduce VOC
emissions, such as thermal oxidizers, are not common in Ohio nor in other states.

VOC emission tests indicate that plant configuration can play a major role in the expected
emissions of asphalt plants, particularly when RAP is utilized. As such, it may be reasonable to
establish plant configuration as Best Available Technology (BAT). Other factors affecting VOC
emissions can include the condition and make-up of aggrepate, degree of RAP substitution, type
of asphaltic cement, type of dryer/drum fuel used, and plant-specific engineering practices such
as operating temperature, vent stream quenching, exposure of RAP and asphaltic cement to direct
flame, condition of burners, etc. Identification of the factor(s) that most contribute to hot-mix
asphalt plant VOC emissions will require additional testing.

Based on a review of available testing data and interviews with persons including air pollution
authorities from Ohio and other states, owner/operators of hot-mix plants, and representatives of
the professional associations of the paving and aggregate industries, this investigation concludes
that good engineering practices and minor controls on feedstocks (such as aggregate OC content,
RAP substitution, asphaltic cement additives, etc.} can help to minimize VOC emissions from
hot-mix plants. However, ultimate VOC emission rates may stiil be substantial.

Conclusions

Testing in Ohio and elsewhere indicates that VOC emissions from hot-mix asphalt plants may be
more significant than predicted by AP-42 emiission factors. The magnitude of these emissions
may justify conirol requirements and/or operating restrictions not previously assigned to asphalt

c:\wp61\docs\memos\hmaph1s3.wpd 4
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plants in Ohio. Phase II of this investigation should include a determination of best operating
practices for each type of plant, based on information provided by manufacturers, trade
associations, and testing. Additionally, Phase II should include a significant number of VOC
emissions tests, to include stack sampling, analysis of aggregate organic content, and detailed
parametric monitoring. It should be possible to develop reliable emission factors based on such
testing, to identify those practices and parameters that most significantly affect VOC emissions,
and to quantify the role of aggregate-bound organic content as a contributor to VOC émissions.
Details of Phase II will be proposed in a Phase II Scope of Work.

c\wp6 I\docs\memos\hmaphls3.wpd 5
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Table 7. Operating Restrictions for VOC Control, Texas NRCC*

Operating Parameter ‘ Limit
Fuel Type Natural gas or #2 diesel only, with case-by-case exceptions allowing waste oil with sulfur,
metals and halogens feed limits
Aggregate Moisture <5% moisture content, unless control of particulate emissions requires case-by-case exception
Dryer/Drum Temperature - <325°F for all dryers/drums (<340°F allowed with compliance demonstration under worst case
conditions; compliance requires <5% opacity and no scorching/heat stripping of materials at
elevated temperature when making worst-case product)
Mix Additives:
Liquid amine anti-strip 1% by weight
Low- or no-amine anti-strip no limit
SBS (styrene-butadiene 6% by weight
amendment)
SBR latex (styrene butyl-rubber 6% by weight
latex)
EVA (ethyl vinyl acetate) - 10% by weight
Crumb rubber : 18% by weight
Gilsenite and similar fiber-based 1o limits
amendments
RAP 50% by weight (up to 95% allowed with thermal oxidizer)

* More information is available on the TNRCC website, NSR Air Permits web pages: “www.tnrcc.state.tx.us/air/nsr_perinits/”

ciwp6 I\docs\memos\hmaph1s3.wpd | ' 10
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Table 6. Emission Factors from AP-42 and Other Testing

Plant Type Firing #2 oil Firing #2 oil Firing #6 oil Firing #6 oil Firing nat. gas Firing nat. gas
{no RAP) (RAP) (no RAP) (RAD) {nc RAP) (RAP)
Batch
Current AP-42 0.046 Ib/T same 0.046 Ib/T same 0.017 I/T same
Draft AP-42 0.015 Ib/T same 0.043 1b/T same 0.015 Ib/T same
Investigation Tests’ * ¥ * * * *

Paraliel-flow

Current AP-42 0.069 Ib/T same 0.069 Ib/T same 0.051 I/T same
Draft AP-42 0.039 Ib/T same 0.091 /T same 0.03% Ib/T same
Investigation Tests! 0.068 Ib/T ** 0.355 /T 0.106 /T * * _ *

Counter-flow

Current AP-42 0.051 /T same 0.051 Ib/T same 0.051 Ib/T same
Draft AP-42 0.039 IW/T same 0.091 Ib/T same ¢.039 Ib/T same
Investigation Tests' * 0275 b/T * * * *

* insufficient testing data to develop independent emission factors

** discarding outlying value (1.999 Ib/T) from Investigation test results

! Calculated as the mean of data presented in Tables 1-5. Calculation of emissions factors for use in permitting may include more complex statistical methods
to assure confidence in the application factors to all sources.
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Table 2. Counter-flow Drum Plant Test Results (not included in AP-42)

Test Date Process Fuel Type % RAP Control Exhaust voC Test Company Name State
Weight Rate Equip. Temp. (°F) Emissions | Method
06/25/97 344 TFH #2 oil 15 Baghouse 212 0.167 Ib/T 25A Kokosing Materials, OH
Sheffield
07/29/97 350 TPH #2 oil 25 Baghouse 344 0.383 Ib/T 25A Kokosing Materials, OH
Sandusky
Mean: 0.275 /T SD: 0.153
Table 3. Selected AP-42 Tests of Batch Plant (SD: 4.61)
Test Date Process Fuel Type % RAP Control Exhaust VOC Test Company Name State
" Weight Rate ' Equip. Temp. °F} | Ermissions { Method
02/92 unk Nat. Gas unk Baghouse unk 0.021 Ib/T 25A Mathy Construction Co. WI
11/20/89 unk #2 Qil 0 Baghouse unk 0.010 Ib/T 25A Quality Materials, Inc, NJ
09/01/88 unk #2 Qil 0 Baghouse unk 8.0 Ib/T 25A Jackson Asphait Co. NJ
Table 4. Selected AP-42 Tests of Counter-flow Plants (SD: 0.024)
Test Date Process Fuel Type % RAP Control Exhaust YOC Test Company Name State
Weight Rate Equip. Temp. {°F) | Emissions | Method

08/05/92 unk Nat. Gas 0 Baghouse unk 0.009 /T { 25A Industrial Asphalt CA
0%9/01/94 unk Nat, Gas 0 l Baghouse unk 0.019 I/T 25A Fred Weber, Inc. MO
10/23/91 unk Nat. Gas 13 Baghouse unk 0.039 Ib/T 25A Lehman Roberts Co. TN
10/07/91. unk Nat. Gas 30 Baghouse unk 0.080 Ib/T 25A APAC of Tennessee ™
12/04/92 unk #6 Qil 30 Baghouse unk 0.043 Ib/T 25A Macasphalt, Melbourne FL

c:\wp6 I\docs\memosthmaphIs3.wpd
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Table 1. Parallel-flow Drum Plant Test Results (not included in AP-42)

Test Date Process Fuel Type % RAP Confrol Exhaust voc Test Company Name State
Weight Rate Equip. Temp. (°FY | Emissions | Method
07/02/97 296 TPH #2 oil 20 Baghouse 282 0.964 1b/T 25A StoneCo, Sandusky OH
07/93 352 TPH #2 ol 25 Baghouse 312 0.062 Ib/T 25A The Shelly Co. OH
07/93 349 TPH #2 oil 30 Baghouse n 0.039 Ib/T 25A The Shelly Co. OH
Mean: 0.355 Ib/T SD: 0.527
07/93 351 TPH #2 oil 0 Baghouse 311 0.045 Ib/T 25A The Shelly Co. OH
07/93 220 TPH #2 oil 0 Baghouse 280 0.140 Ib/T 25A The Shelly Co. CH
08/09/88 181 TPH #2 oil 0 Scrubber 315 0.045 I/T 25 Colorado Co. TX
08/10/88 161 TPH #2 cil ] Scrubber 198 1.999 1b/T 25 Colorado Co. TX
10/13/88 196 TPH #2 oil 0 Scrubber 278 0.041 I/T 25 Anustin Paving TX
Mean: | 0.0681/T* | SD: | 0.048 |
~ 09/08/88 263 TPH Waste oil 0 Scrubber 270 0.105 1b/T 25 Austin Paving X
09/07/88 237 TPH Waste oil 0 Scrubber 270 0.114 /T 25 Austin Paving TX
09/08/88 250 TPH Waste oil 0 Scrubber 270 0.086 Ib/T 25 Pioneer Aggregate TX
11/10/88 176 TPH Waste oil 0 Baghouse 305 0.119 Ib/T 25 Colorado Co. X
Mean: 0.106 Ib/T sD: 0.015
* discarding outlaying value (1.999 1b/T) from Investigation test resulis
c\wp6 I\docs\memos\hmaph1s3.wpd
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Parallel-Flow Drum Plant Test Resulis
Production Rate vs. Pounds VOC
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SCOPE OF WORK FOR THE FIRST PHASE OF THE
DAPC’S INVESTIGATION INTO VOC EMISSIONS FROM
ASPHALT BATCH PLANTS

1. Identify the different types of asphalt plant equipment configurations and explain the
operation of each. Which technology is the most common and why? Which is the newest
technology?

2. Which types of asphalt batch plants process recycled asphalt pavement (RAP)? What is the
average organic content of RAP? What is the typical % of RAP used in each type of asphalt
batch plant? What are the ODOT specifications concemning the use of RAP?

3. What are the current AP-42 emission factors for VOC emissions from asphalt batch plants?
What are the reliability ratings for these factors? What is the basis for each factor? Obtain
copies of the reports and stack tests that were used to develop each emission factor.

4. Is the USEPA in the process of updating the AP-42 emission factors for VOC emissions from
asphalt batch plants? If so, what are the proposed emission factors and the bases for those
proposed emission factors? Obtain copies of the relevant documents.

5. Identify and summarize the results of all the VOC emission tests that have been performed in
Ohio for asphalt batch plants. Include, if possible, the type of plant, the process weighit rate
during the test, the % of RAP being processed, the supplier of the aggregate, the type of control
equipment employed, the temperature of the exhaust gases during each test run, the VOC
emission rate for each test run, and the filterable and non-filterable particulate emission rate for

each test run. Is there any information that indicates what portion of the total VOC emissions is
condensible organics? :

6. Check with the USEPA and several other states (e.g., California, Illinois, Michigan and New
York) to see if they have a database for the results of VOC emission tests for asphalt batch
plants. Do the emission tests that were conducted for the use of crumb rubber contain helpful
information? Obtain as much of the information outlined in (5) as possible.

7. Summarize the information contained in the USEPA’s BACT/LAER clearinghouse
concerning VOC emissions from asphalt batch plants.

8. Have any studies and/or reports been written concérning VOC emissions from asphalt batch
plants? Check with the USEPA and Flexible Pavements, Inc. Obtain a copy of whatever is
available.

9. What would be the “worst case” operating scenario for VOC emissions for each type of
asphalt batch plant?
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Page 69



10. What types of control technologies could be used to control the VOC emissions from asphalt
batch plants? Are any of these technologies currently employed in Ohio? Survey the field
offices and check with Flexible Pavements, Inc. and the USEPA’s CTC.

11. How does the organic content of aggregates vary around the State? Is the organic content
routinely measured? If so, what test methods are used? Check with the Ohio Aggregates
Association to see if any information exists concerning these questions.

12. Should the organic content of the aggregate be a primary concem in determining when an
asphalt batch plant should be required to test for VOC emissions? Should the aggregate supplier
be required to provide an analysis of the organic content of the aggregate to the owner/operator
of the asphalt batch plant that will be using the aggregate?

13. Do any states regulate VOC emissions from asphalt batch plants? If so, how? Conducta
survey of the 10 most-populated states in the nation.

14. Does the USEPA have any written new source review policies concerning VOC emissions
from asphalt batch plants? If so, obtain a copy of whatever is available.

15, What additional information is needed to define the DAPC’s policy concemmg VOC
emissions from asphalt batch plants?

Schedule for completion of the Scope of Work:

Item(s) Completion Date
1and?2 | 09/26
3,4,7,8,and 14 10/03
5and 6 . 10717
9 and 13 10/24
11 and 12 10/31
10 1114

15 11/28

JAO - cAwpGi\docs\asphalt - 09/23/97
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10. What types of control technologies could be used to control the VOC emissions from asphalt
batch plants? Are any of these technologies currently employed in Ohio? Survey the field
offices and check with Flexible Pavements, Inc. and the USEPA’s CTC.

11. How does the organic content of aggregates vary around the State? Is the organic content
routinely measured? If so, what test methods are used? Check with the Ohio Aggregates
Association to see if any information exists conceming these questions.

12. Should the organic content of the aggregate be a primary concem in determining when an
asphalt batch plant should be required to test for VOC emissions? Should the aggregate supplier
be required to provide an analysis of the organic content of the aggregate to the owner/operator
of the asphalt batch plant that will be using the aggregate?

13. Do any states regulate VOC emissions from asphalt batch plants? If so, how? Conduct a
survey of the 10-most-populated states in the nation,

14. Does the USEPA have any written new source review pohcxcs concerning VOC em1ss1ons
from asphalt batch plants? If so, obtain a copy of whatever is available.

15. What additional information is needed to define the DAPC’s policy conccmmg vOC
emissions from asphalt batch plants?

Schedule for completion of the Scope of Work:

Item(s) Completion Date
1 and 2 09/26
3,4,7,8,and 14 10/03
5and 6 - 10/17
9 and 13 : 10/24
11 and 12 10/31
16 - 11/14

15 11/28
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State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency
- Central District Office ,
Street Address: Mailing Address: . George V. Voinovich

2305 Waestbrooke Drive, Building C P.O. Box 2198 Governor
Columbus, Ohio 43228 Columbus, Ohio 43288-2198 Donald R, Schregardus
614-771-7505 FAX 614-771-7571 Director

INTEROFFICE COMMUNICATIONS
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TO: . Distribution

FROM: Brad Thomas, DAPC, CDO

SUBJECT: Crumb Rubber Modified Asphélt Mix Test Results
DATE: May 18, 1994
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Attached are the emission summaries from the above referenced testing.
On July 28-30, 1993, six test runs were conducted on a 300 ton per hour
asphalt plant to determine emissions from crumb rubber modification of
asphalt cement. The tests performed were USEPA Metheods 1, 2, 3A (for
oxygen and carbon dioxide), 4, 5, modified Method 5 (for polynuclear
aromatic hydrocarbons), 7E (nitrogen oxides), 9 (opacity), 10 (carbon
monoxide), 18 (methane, benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, xylene,
styrene, and butadiene)}, 25A (total hydrocarbons), 29 (multiple
metals), 202 (condensible particulate matter), and SWA-846 Method
0011/8315 (formaldehyde). Methed 6C (for sulfur dioxide} was attempted
but the monitor failed during the testing. I do believe, though, the
sulfur dioxide emissions are significant with and without the crumb
rubber.

The first three runs were the "test" runs in which crumb~rubber was
added to the asphalt cement. The second three runs were the "centrol®
runs in which no crumb rubber was used.

The process parameters for the test runs and control runs are as
follows:

Test Runs (1-3

Mix temperature: 305-315°F

Production rate: Approximately 155 tons per hour

Mix composition: Limestone coarse aggregate, sand, asphalt cement
("AC~10") which was 7.9% by weight of total mix,
and crumbk rubber which was 19% by weight of asphalt
cement (or 1.5% of total mix by weight). The asphalt
cement was kept at 350°F while rubber was added.

Control Runs {4-6)

Mix temperature: 285-300°F
Production rate: Approximately 220 tons per hour

Mix composition: Limestone coarse aggregate, \s@fifa &S5PhaldnSenethos
@9 btrtod 50 recycled paper ("AC-20") which was 6.3% by weight of total mAage72



IOC

RE: Crumb Rubber Modified Asphalt Mix Test Results
May 18, 1994

Page 2

To sumharize the results:

~ the particulate matter emissions don't appear significantly
different between the “test" run and the "control® run;

- the organic condensibles were different but it could be explained
by different mix temperatures, different AC content, or addition of
crumb rubber;

- the multiple metal emissions, inorganic condensible emissions,
carbon monoxide, and nitrogen oxide emissions don't appear
significantly different between "test" runs and "control" runs;

~ the VOC data (Method 1B) appears consistent across the runs but
emissions of the target compounds (1nclud1ng formaldehyde) may
be higher without addition of rubber to mix;

- the total,hydrocarbon (THC) data (Method 25A) is significantly
different between "test¥ and “control™ runs (i.e. the measurements
show higher emissions as carbon in the test run). The reason for
this could be the different mix temperatures or the different AC
content. Note that the overall AC weight was 1.6 tons per hour
higher in the "control® mix than in the "test" .mix.

Before a cause and effect of emission increases/decreases due to the
addition of crumb rubber can be established, more rigorous testing
should be conducted and the operating condltlons of the plant should
be more consistent.

BCT/bja
Distribution:

Michael Hopkins, DAPC, CO

CDO Air Unit

Gerry Rich, NWDO

Phil Hinrichs, SWDO'

Fred Klingelhafer, SEDO

Dennis Bush, NEDO

Robert Ramhoff, Mahoning-Trumbull, APC

Lynn Malcolm, Akron Regional AQM District

Bruce Blankenship, Canton, APC Division

Cory Chadwick, DES, Air Quality Programs, Cincinnati

Robert Staib, Division of Environment, DHWP, Cleveland

John Paul, RAPCA

Leon Weitzel, Lake County, APC

Don Walden, Portsmouth Air Pollution Unit
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Table |

Particulate Matter Test Summary

07:29 - 10:45 0.0454 10.61 0.0604 1411 0.0061 1.43 91.9
'\;,Uf" 07:20 - 09:00 0.0503 10.75 0.1210 25.85 0.0064 1.37 101.8
Q)f“ ag) \“; 131:26 - 13:37 0.1147 24.31 0.1513 32.06 0.0134 2.84 98.7
v 4 07-30 | 07:06 - 08:32 0.0359 8.74 0.0091 2.21 -0.0027 0.66 91.9
. 5 07-30 | 10:12 - 371:37 0.0455 11.10 0.0071 1.73 0.0063 1.54 897.2
“ 6 | 07-30 | 13:15 - 15:22 0.0413 10.03 | 0.0021 0.51 0.0106 2.57 99.2
| SO, 7
Table fl-A & — {
o ' 3 Multi-Metals Test Summary &I /I/ WW{— dewir-
[ j).’*, sid. ﬁ’ pa b gridscf Con‘cgn!ralion/
D’___HGCF b on AP dnitm
':"3{;1’?3'3' t |o72s | 07:20-10:49 | <1.52x10°% B 1.07x10% §i - 4.19xi0* 4.57x10°ff  <7.16x10° 8.37x107 | <1.52x10% | <7.6ix107
[,H47, 3be 2 1 o720 [o715-08:56 | <1a2x10° §l 7.84x10% 5.60x10° 3.64x10° §  <5.60x10% | <2.24x107 {  <1,12xi0% | <5.60x107
1,173, oL 3 lo729 }11:6-13:29 | <1.23x10° i 8.58x10°* 1.26x10°% 3.37x10° §  <6.13x10° 8.88x107 | <1.23x10% | <6.13x107
1 o, M3 4 07-30 | 07:01-08:28 | <1.22x10° I i.Zth{}'sj 4.56%10* 4.86x10° <6.08x10° 5.47x107 <1.22x10% | <6.08x107
/, ?‘99, S35 [oz30 | 1007-1138 | <124x0% ] rozaos | <3aixie’ 404x10¢ §  <6.21x10° 528x107F  <1.24x10% | <6.21x107
{; W@, e8Pl 6 {or30 | 13:08-1507 | <1.19x10° §_9.80x10*° § <2.97x107 | <5.94x107 | <5.94x10° 534x10” ¥ <1.19x10% | <5.94x107
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Table 1I-B

Multi-Metals Test Summary
Tb/Mr Emissions

_ 1 <4.00x10° | 2.88x10° 0.113 1.23x10° <2.05x107 2.25x10% <4.09x107 | <2.05xi107
2 <2.77x10° 1.94x107 1.38x107 8.99x10™ <1.38x107 <5.53x10° <2.77x10° | <1.38x107
- . _‘ e
3 <31ix10* § 2.17x10? 3.19x10° 8.53x10" <1.55x10? 2.25x107 <3.11xi10? | <1.55x10"
4 <3.25x10% }j 3.25x10° 1.22x10° t.30x10° {l <i.62x10? 1.46x10" | <3.25x107 | <1.62x10°
5 <3.47x30% | 2.85x10% | <8.69x10° 1.13x10° <1.74x107 1.48x10° <3.47x10° | <1.74x10*
= 6 <2.97x10° § 2.45x10° | <7.42x10° | <t48xi0% | <1.48x10° 133x10% | <2.97x10° | <1.48x10°
Table il

PAH Test Susmmary

1 07-28 07:29 - 10:49 1.31x107 | 0.351
2 07-29 | 07:15 - 08:56 1.82x10° | 0.431-
. 3 07-29 11:16-13:29 2.25x10% | 0576
4 o730 | o701-08:20 5.37x10% | 0.156 :
5 07-30 10:07 - 11:35 5.66x10* | 0.152
6 07-30 13:08 - 15:07 2.19x10% | 0.058 __
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Table IV
Formaldehyde Test Summary

07:29 - 10:45
0729 | 07:20-0%:00 | 00005 | ~ 0.86 0.11
07-30 | 07:06 - 08:32 0.0018 3.36 0.44
Tab!e'V‘

Volatile Organic Compound
Concentration Summary

Methane, ppm ND* ND ND ND ND

“_ Styrene, ppm 4.73 ND ND 1.78 ND
Butadiene, ppm 0.80 ND 4.67 7.89 6.25

| Benzene, ppm 0.20 0.46 0.09 ND ND
“ Ethyl Benzene, ppm ND 0.05- 0.03 ND ND
“ ' Xylene, ppm ND ND 0.05 ND ND

ND
1.487
\-/
Benzene, |b/hr 0.066 0.139 0.031 ND ND
Ethylbenzene, ib/hr ND ’ 0.021 0.014 ND ND
Xylene, Ib/hr ND_/ ND 0.023 ND ND
\\-\_’.—/

* ND = not detected
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Table Vi- A
THC, NO,, CO, O, and CO, Test Summary

l' i |o728 ! 11:38-11:50 | 14.8 3.4 1129.9 25.4 295.0
2 10729 | 07:51-09:00 | 13.0 4.5 1472.5 33.5 802.0
3 Jo729]11:22-1336 | 13.8 4.2 1574.9 31.3 992.7
4 {0730 ] 07:08-08:31 | 15.2 3.4 441.4 26.4 703.1 |
5 lozso|1001-1137 | 143 3.7 454.3 25.5 936.4 |

I 6 | 0730 ] 13:18-1521 | 147 3.7 409.1 30.2 159.0 |

Table VI - B
THC, NO,, CO Emission Summary

1 76.76 4.95 35.00

2 91.48 5,97 87.00 mi
3 97.05 5.53 106.82 — M

4 31.21 5.35 86.81

5 32.26 519 | 116.13

6 28.86 611 | - 19.59
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FLEXIBLE PAVEMENTS, INC.

P.O, BOX 15186
COLUMBUS, OHIO 43216-6186 -« 6£14/221-5402

AASPHAINNR
100% RECYCLABLE

Fred F. Fracker, P.E.
President
Executive Director

AN ASSOCIATION FOR THE DEVELOPMENT, IMPROVEMENT AND ADVANCEMENT OF ASPHALT PAVEMENT CONSTRUCTION

June 30, 1994 RECEIVED

JUL 0 11934

REGIUNAL At PULLUTION
CONTROL AGENCY
Mr. Dane Marsee
P.A.P.C.A.
P. 0. Box 972
451 W. Third st.
Dayten, Chio 45422

Dear Dane:

As per our telephone conversation, I am forwarding a report
entitled "Evaluation of Stack Emissions From HMA Facility
Operations", Special Report 166, which represents a compilation

- of stack emissions data from hot mix asphalt facilities. This

~ report represents several years of coordinated effort between the

" National Asphalt Pavement Association (NAPA) and the U, S. EPA
Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards. As you know, the
current federal AP-42 Guidance Document For The HMA industry is
somewhat sketchy and has not been updated since 1986. For this
reason NAPA is working with EPA to update that guidance document.

Spe01al Report 166 includes data from nine to twenty-two
facilities dependent upon the category of pollutant sampled and
analyzed. Protocol for all NaPA testing and analyses was agreed
upon with EPA prior to beglnnlng the test preogram. All NAPA tast

- data has been supplied to EPA and w111 be utilized in a future
update of AP-42.

I have reviewed this report with Mr. Tom Rigo, manager of
the Field Operations and Permit Section, Chio EPA, and he
informed me that the emission factors contained in the report
were satisfactory for calculation a "Synthetic Minor" deferral of
Title V Operating Permits. Please let me know if you have a
guestion concerning any data from the report and I will try to
provide an answer.
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It was also ﬁy understanding from the meeting with Mr. Rigo

that the tonnage limitation contained in the P.T.I. was “enforce=-
able by the administration" for calculating a "Synthetic Minor"
deferral of Title V operating permits if the P.T.I. had gone
through the draft final process. When Mr. Rigo returns to his
office next week I will contact him to try and clear the points
you have raised on this issue.

Thank you for your time and talking to me on this matter, it
is appreciated.

Sincerely yours

ﬂ}/

Fred F. Frecker
President/Executive Director

FFF/js
Encl:
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Typical Emissions Inventory Calculations - HMA Facility

;ﬁ,a’/ " 1. Use Table I to calculate annual emissions (tons pollutant/yeér):
LQ/ i .
&»/ A tons pollutant _ Emission Factor . tons 1 ton
z W’C g — e Jfrom Table | X maxtmum HMA produced ( ver ~ 500075
| Example: Calculate annual formaldehyde emissions for a facﬂlty which
produces up to 500,000 tons HMA per year.
torns formaldehyde = Factor .00108 (Ibs fommld_ehyde] x 500,000 Etcn":.s HMA] x 1ton _ 0.27 (tons

year . ton HMA year 2000 s

2. Use Table I to calculate hourly emissions (Ibs pollutant/liour)‘

Ibs pollutant Emission Factor tons
hour operation T fomTablel * Average Pr Od”cm" Rate {71_5_]

Example: Calculate formnaldehyde emission rate for a facility which
produces at the average rate of 350 tons HMA/hour.

lbs fomaldehyde lbs formaldehyde tons HMA
= 0.00108 { 5 =
o e }xSO{T__,} 038{

J

3. Use Table II to convert emissions data for purposes of comparisons:

Example: Compare existing facility stack test data to emissions
' calculated in Example 2 above. Note: Assume existing stack
test data reported 0.0024 gr/dscf (grains/dry standard cubic
feet) and an average stack gas flow rate of 20,000 dscf/min
(dry standard cubic feet per minute) for the facility above.

From Table I
bs formaldehyde = gr dscf x 0.00857
hour d.sqf

Ibs formaldehyde

nour }

- 0.0024 (L1973 x 20.000 (Y% x 0.00857 - 0.41 (S
C Imin ]EUI'

Conclusion: The stack test results in this example are slightly higher
than emissions calculated in Example 2 above.
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Table II - How to Convert NAPA Emission Data to Other Units Frequently Used

r

| To Calcuiate PRm lbs/hr l ug/m’ gridse bs/hr ‘ _ugfm®
Tuitiply gridsef—rprdsef gridse pp PRI - ———pphreiet
dsef/min x dscf/min
bv by by by by by
Note: All Factors Corrected to Standard Conditions of 68 °F & I atm {20 °C & 760 mm)
Carbop-Mondwdde1C0) 1986 1 ooossy looasoss 0.000600 f_:if 115
Sulfur Dioxig (50!! E 0.00857 |22BBOB8 0.00116 9.537 ;;5.
Nitrogen Oxides tAs N} | 1196 | 0.00857 (2288088 0.000836 ;{; 181
Total Hydrocrbons 3440 ‘Q.00857 | 2288088 0.00028 2.4 0.67
{THCs as methane)
Benzene 2.9.?. 0.00857 (2288088 0.00142 i2.16 3.25
Toluene 597 0.00857 |2288088 0.00168 14.36 ;g;
HKylene _5_1£ 0.00857 12288088 0.00193 16.53 4.41
Ethyl ﬁenzggg“ 318 0.00857 12288088 000193 16.53 m
Methane - 3440 0.00857 12288088 0.000281 2.80 E
Formaldehyd 1835 0.00857 |2288088 0.000545 547 1.25
Any Compound wm 0.00857  |2288088 1817 x 10%x MW G156 3 MW
MW Z4.05

e o

1 Ib = 7000 grains
11b = 453.6 grams
1 cf = 28.32 liters

1 Ib-mole = 385.26 cf
1 m® = 1000 liters = 35.31 of
1 gr/dscf = 2288 mg/m®

ppm =~ mg/m® x

SN et o

Other Copve;swn F actors @ 6‘8' °F 1 ‘atm {20 °C 760 mm]

1 gr/dscf=1.9 1bs/1000 Ibs air
1 gr/dscf = 1.9 Ibs/13282 cf air
% Volume = ppm x 10

1 gram = 15.43 grains

1 grain = 64.8 mg = 64800 pg

1 mg/m® = 0.000437 gr/dscf

MW

m -
1 mg/ ppm x B0

AT

N omenclature.

AR e i b LS PRSP

ppm = parts per million

gr/dscf = grains per dry standard ft*

g = gram
1 = liter
gr = grains

m® = cubic meters

atm-=atmosphere

Ibs = pound

10

Ibs/hour = pounds per hour

dsef = dry standard ft® @ 68 °F & 1 atm
1g = microgram = 10°° grams

mg = milligram = 10 grams

cf = cubic feet

MW = molecular weight
°F = farenheit

°C = centigrade
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Glossary of Terms and Acronyms

‘) AREA SOURCE '
Any building, structure, facility or installation (Stationary Source) which is a source of Hazardous Air Pollutants
~ (HAPs) but is not a major source,

Example; For Hazardous Air Pollutants ‘
Area Source = Stationary Source that emits
<.10 tons/year of single air-toxic compound
< 25 tons/year of combination of air toxic compounds

ATTAINMENT/NON-ATTAINMENT _

Each state is divided into Air Quality Control Regions for assessment of compliance with National Ambient Air
Quality Standards. If a region is now meeting the standard for a particular pollutant within that regior, it is
labeled "Attairunent” for that pollutant. If a region is not meeting the National Ambient Air Quality Standards,
it is labeled "Non-Attainment” for that pollutont. The Clean Air Act of 1990 focuses on maintenance of
attainment regions and the assurance of reasonable further progress toward "attainmernt” in regians where
National Standards for air quality are not now being met.

BENZENE, TOLUENE, ETHYLBENZENE, XYLENE (BTEX) '

A subset of petroleum-based Volatile Organic Compounds [VOCs) for which EPA defines a specific test
procedure and analysis, These compounds appear on the list of 189 "Hazardous Air Pollutants” as defined in
the Clean Air Act of 1990 and are thought to have adverse effects on humnan health. They are relatives of
Polyeyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAHs} but are more volatile cmd must be dealt with in separate test
precedures,

BEST AVAILABLE CONTROL TECHNOLOGY (BACT) f :
This term normally has meaning for sources in regions of the country where National Ambient Air Quahty
Standards are consistently being met, Le., attainment areas. It is the most common level of technology
requirement and takes economics into account. Some emission standards have been developed for specific
sources in specific regions of the country, and are intended to reflect back on BACT.

9

CARBON MONOXIDE (CO)

A gas which occurs in the atmosphere, and is a primary product of incomplete combustion, Mobile sources,
such as cars, trucks, etc., combined with other sources concentrate the gases, particularly in urban areas. For
this reason and its known health effects, Carbon Monoxide has been declared by Congress as a priority
pallutant for regulation.

CLEAN AIR ACT {CAA)
The federal lawps which provide the basic framework for regulating air pollution sources in the U.S, The Clean
Alr Act of 1990 refers specifically to the most recently amended version of the Clean Air Act

EMISSIONS INVENTORY SURVEY

A process of tallying emissions of specific pollutants within a state or local air jurisdiction. It is mandated by
the Clean Air Act of 1990 in specific situations. This data is used to form the baseline reference point for

Judging a state’s implementation plan effectiveness and to document the sources of a particular pollutant whu:h
are subject to regulation.

EPA _
The United States Environmental Protection Agency. This agency is the official agency at the federal level
charged with administration of the Clean Air Act and other environmental lows.

FORMALDEHYDE :
Formaldehyde is a Volatile Organic Corn.pound and is a known product of incomplete combustion, especially &
where combustion zone temperatures are lower.
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HAZARDOUS AIR POLLUTANTS (HAPs, sometimes referred to as Air Toxics)

A list of chemicals which the Clean Air Act defined as Hazardous Alr Pollutants based upon a finding that

suggests these chemicals either participate in adverse human health effects or adverse enwironmental effects.
The initial list of 189 HAPs is to be extended based upon future findings by EPA. Many of the chernicals are
closely linked with petroleum and coal derivatives and products of combustion. For this reason, HMA
Manufacturing was one of 174 source categories named by EPA as a target for future regulation.

LOCAL AIR AUTHORITY

Refers to some county or city air pollution regulatory au.thon.ttes that have been delegazed authority to
administer provisions of the Clean Afr Act by the state and/or the U.S. EPA.

LOWEST ACHIEVABLE EMISSION RATE (LAER)

A term which has meaning under the non-attainment provisions of the Clean Air Act. Its applicarion is intended
to reflect the most stringent level of control for affected sources and allows no consideration for economics, The
implications are that emission standards would reflect the best 12% experience in reduring emissions for the
a _ﬁ'ected mdush-y and would usually require offsetting reductions in emissions from other sources in order to
comply.

MAJOR SOURCE
A term (referenced many times in the Clean Air Act of 1990} used to define a specific annual threshold quantify
Jor a specific pollutant. If a source emits more than the threshold quantity, it is termed a major source.

The tonnage threshold is not the same for all pollutants and all situations.

Example:
* Air toxics - Major Sowrce > 10 tonis/year of a single air taxic
2 25 tons per year of a combination of air toxics

e Attainment areas where National Ambient Air Quality Sta.nda.rds are consisteritly met
- Major 'sowrce = 100 tons/year or more (PM-10, CO,, SO,, NO,_, Lead, Ozone, CO)

MAXTMUM ACHIEVABLE CONTROL TECHN OI.OGY (MACT}
A term which has meaning when applying some provisions of the Clean Air Act, specifically Air Toxics. Must

use technology that has been proven to do the best job or meet the specified emissions standards. Economics

are _n__c_:_t taken into account. Emission standards are to reflect back on MACT when proposed.

METAL COMPOUNDS

A material which contains any one of eleven specifically named metals as part of the chemical structure of that
material These metals were identified on the list of 189 "Hazardous Air Pollutants” listed in the Clean Air Act
-of 1990, Specifically, the list includes; Antimony (Sbj, Arsenic (As), Beryllium (Be), Cadmiuwm {Cd), Chrom:.u.m
(Cr]. Cobalt (Co), Lead (Pb), Manganese (Mn}, Mercury {(Hgj, Nickel (N}, and Selenium (Se}. -

These metals are often associated with cormbustion of oil and coal

MOBILE SOURCE
Automobiles, trucks and airplanes, and non-road vehicles such as construction equipment, farm machinery,

lawn equipment, forklg’ts marine vessels, and locomatives which emit a pollutant for which there is a national
standard.

NATIONAL AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS (NAAQS)

To protect public health and public welfare, the Clean Air Act mandates atmospheric standards for six
pollutants: Particulate Matter (PM-10), Sulfur Oxides (SO,), Nitrogen Oxides (NO,), Ozone (05}, Carbon Monexide
(CO). and lead.
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NITROGEN OXIDES {NO,}
An air poliution term applied to a class of Nitrogen-bearing gases that are a primary product of combustion(,_

The gases are known to be a primary factor in the formation of smog and acid rain. For these reasons, Nitrogen
Oxides have been listed by Congress as a priority pollutant for regulation. Usually expressed as Nitrogen

Dioxide (NO,).

ORGANIC COMPOUND
Chemical compounds which contain carbon. Coal and oil-based products are rich in carbon.

OZONE (0,)

A gas which i{s known to be a primary component of smog w:!hm a 7-10 mile zone above the earth's surface.
Ozone in the atmosphere is produced through a complex set of chemical reactions involuing other gases
fNitrogen Oxides arnd Volatile Organic Compounds} and sunlight Because of its conceritration, particularly in
urban areas, Ozone has been declared by Congress to be a priority poliurant for regulation. Since Ozone {smog)
is a produrt of a reaction in the atmosphere, the focus of regulation is on gases which react (0 form O, ie.,
Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs] and Nitrogen Oxides (NO,).

PARTICULATE MATTER {(FM-10)

Particles which are captured in a specifically defined EPA test procedure and analysis, and have an average
diameter of 10 microns or less, These are components of dust, smoke, fumes etc. Because these particles are
viewed to be most respirable and have an impact on human health. PM-10 has been declared a priority
pollutant for requdation under the Clean Air Act

POLYCYCLIC AROMATIC HYDROCARBONS (PAHs) OR POLYNUCLEAR AROMATICS (PNAs)
Two air pollution terms used synonymously to describe a class of organic compounds that are largely
associated with combustion and petroleurn-based products. Because they tend to condense at atmospheric
temperatures, they diffract light and are often associated with blue haze. They are sometimes referred to as

semni-Volatile Organic Compounds, These materials were targeted by the Hazardous Ak Pollutant promsmn.z""

of the Clean Air Act due to the belief that they are associated with adverse health effects. The class include.

atleast 17 different compounds which have been specifically identified. Termed "hazardous®, these compound.s\'

are targets for future regulation. EPA specifies a test procedure for these compaunds.

POLYCYCLIC ORGANIC MATTER (POM]}

A term applied to a class of organic compounds, largely associated with combustion and petroleumn products,
that condense as they are emitted into the atmosphere. Because these gases condense in the armosphere and
diffract light, they are often observed as blue haze. They are sometimes referred to as semi-Volatile Organic
Compounds. The regulation focus is on a subset of 17 of these compounds, Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons
(PAHs) or Polynuclear Aromatics (PNAs). For air pollution control purposes, the terms are often used
synornymously, Le., POMs, PAHs, or PNAs. These chemicals are often asseciated with adverse health effects
and many are thought to be cancer causing. For this reason these compounds are labeled in the Clean Air Act
as Hazardous Air Pollutants.

POTENTIAL TO EMIT

A term used in emissions inventory processes to define the basis for calculating emissions from a source. It
normally sets the number of hours of operation to 8,760 hours of operation, 365 days, 24 hours per day for
emissions caloulations. Indications are that this is not o_federal mandeote and may be subject to state or local
interpretation.

REASONABLY AVAILABLE CON'IROL TECHNOLOGY (RACT}'

This termn has meaning under the Clean Air Act in regard to the upgrade of existing facilities where requu'ed
to assist in meeting National Ambient Air Quality Standards in non-attainment areas. It is usually the easiest
level of technology to meet, but could vary from one location to another, dependent upon the severity of the non-
aftainment problerm. In some areas, such as southem California, it could be very smngen: while in others, it
may be much more lenient.

(C
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STATE IMPLEMENTATION PLAN (SIP} N

The document submitted to EPA by the Governor of each state which details the state’s plan for administering
and enforcing the provisions of the Clean Air Act. The Clean Air Act requires approval of this plan by EPA. Upon
approval, a state is delegated authority to administer specific provisions of the Clean Alr Act. There are at least
two reqsons for a state to submit a plare potential loss of federa! grant maney, and the threat of federal
interverttion.

- STATIONARY SOURCE )
Any building, structure, facility, or installationt which emits, or has the potential to emit any air pollutant

SULFUR OXIDES {SO)

An air pollution term applied to a class of gases which are made up gf sulfur and oxygen in different
combinations. Jt is usually associated with the buming of fuels which contain sulfur, ie., diesel. coal, #6_fuel
oil, kerosene, ete. Because i is observed in the atmosphere in large quantities and is viewed to have an effect
on hurmnan health, vegetation, and acid rain, it has been labeled a priority pollutant for regulation by Cangress
in the Clean Air Act. Usually expréssed as Sulfur Dioxide (50,).

TOTAL HYDROCARBONS (THCs}

An air pollution term often used to describe gases (organic compounds} emitted from combustion processes,
It is often used synonymously with the term Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs} in non-combustion processes.
This may vary dependent on local interpretation, -

TOTAL ORGANIC COMPOUNDS {TOCs])
An air pollution term often used to describe gases (organic compounds) in the emissions from a manufacturing
process, It is often used synonymously with the term Volatide Organic Compounds (VOCs).

VOLATILE ORGANIC COMPOUNDS (VOCs] - sometimes used synonomously with THCs and TOCs
An air pollution term used In the Clean Air Act to describe gases or vapors which are typically emitted from
combustion or manutfacturing processes and also which are known to participate in the chemical formation of
OZONE in the presence of suntight and. other gases {é.g., smog). EPA specifies a test method for capture and
analysis. Since mobile sources such as autos and trucks are a significant source of VOCs, urban centers are
likely to be focal points for additional re ior. '
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. P.O. Box 10489, 1800 WaterMark Dr.
- Columbus, Ohio-43266-0149
(614) 644-3020 Fax(614) 644-2329

TO: Fred Klingelhafer, SEDO
Cn v AL
FROM: Chris Armstrong, Legal

SUBJECT: PORTABLE ASPHALT PLANIS - PROPOSED PILOT PROGRAM

DATE: January 14, 1991

Issue

Can a pilot program allowing the following be considered within QAC Rule
3745-31~03 or any other rule?

1. General notification by an asphalt company of the various sites where
portable plants are to be located (OFPA determines acceptability of
these various sites with each such acceptance being valid for three

% (3) years);

2. General notification by an asphalt company of the various portable
plants that may be moved to thest listed and accepted sites; and

3. Relocation of a listed portable plant to a listed and accepted site
would be deemed acceptable with a notification to the Director of
this relocation within ten (10} days of the relocation.

Discussion and Conclusion

Although the pilot program may provide administrative efficiencies, it
appears that the pilot program fails to meet the requirement of OQAC Rule
3745-31-03(A)(1)(n)(iii). The pilot program contains general notice of
the site and portable plant involved through the original listing of these
two groups. In the pilot program the specific notice of intent to
relocate a particular portable asphalt plant is required ten (10) days
prior to the actual relocation.

Under QAC Rule 3745-31-03(A)(1l)(n)(iii), the asphalt company must provide:

proper notice of intent to relocate the source to the .
Director within a minimum of thirty (30) days prior to the
scheduled relocation.

The use of the temm "scheduled relocation" appears to contemplate that a
specific portable asphalt plant will be moved to a specific OEPA approved
site. The notice of intent to relocate the plant to this particular site
must be provided to the Director within thirty (30) days.
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g Fred Klingelhafer, SEDQ
Portable Asphalt Plants
PAGE TWO

The pilot p.mg:ram attempts to satisfy the notice requirement by first:
providing a general notice list of the asphalt plants to be relocated. and
‘_‘seoond. pxcndulgagmral“_mtlce list oftheslteswl'lezeﬂieplmts_;

relocation.

Although the pilot program eventually satisfies the requirement of
spec1f1cally identifying the asphalt plant and where it is to be operated,
it does not do so until ten (10) days before the specific relocation. OAC
.Rule 3745—31—-03(A)(l)(n)(u1) requires specific notice of intent to
relocate "within a minimmm of thirty (30) days."

Because the general notice does not specifically identify the particular
asphalt plant and where it is going to operate, the general notice as
provided for in the pilot program does not satisfy QAC Rule 3745-31-
03(A)(1l)(n)(iii). In order for the pilot program to work within QAC Rule
3745-31-03(A) (1) (n)(iii), it appears that the rules must be amended to
allow for the ten (10) day notification pericd.

Another basis upon which the pilot program may operate is QAC Rule 3745~
31~03(A)(5). This rule allows the Director (at the Director’s discretion
and in writing) to exempt a source from obtaining a PTI for a period of up
to six (6) months “for purposes of research and development of more
effective prevention or control of air pollutant emissions or of more
efficient combustion of coal.*

It appears to me that a -pilot program emphasizing changes in its
notification process does not constitute "zesearch and development" for
purposes of QAC Rule 3745-31-03(A)(5).. term “research and
development” seems to include technological _chang'es being tested rather
than changes of notification, which appear to be changes of procedure
requiring neither research nor development.

Even if it can be alleged that changes in a particular notification
program constitute ‘"research and development" designed to lessen air
pollutant emissions, there remains the requirement that the Director
approve of this action in writing. Approval of the pilot program may be
obtained fram the Director just as easily by PTI rule changes without
having to rely upon a questionable legal theory that such a pilot program
constitutes ‘"research and development of more effective prevention or
control of air pollutant emissions.”

In addition, it is my understanding that such a basis (the use of QAC Rule
3745~31~03(A)(5)) has not been used to allcw the implementation of a pilot
program. Therefore, it is my conclusion that the pilot program as
proposed does not satisfy OAC Rules 3745-31-03(A)(1)(n)(iii) or 374531~
03(A)(5), and that the appropriate method of implementing this pilot
program would be to revise or add rules allowing it.

e,

CWA/dms
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VVtO: .LAA Dlrectors/%{/ﬁfnlt Supervisors “ date:- June 11; 1990-.‘._.».

ﬁom:»' ' Bob Hodanbo Manager, AQM&P , e ,“:J;? 'ﬁf

“suﬂeét Fuel 0il Usage‘at Asphalt Plants

Thls is a reminder that any new permit to install appllcatlons for _
asphalt plants should indicate the type of fuel used at' the facility. -
.If fuel o0il is to be utilized, be sure to obtain the necessary
applications for the. storage tanks of fuel oil. Also, any asphalt
‘storage tanks should be covered by permit. The resultant sulfur
dioxide emissions from the combustion of - fuel oil should also be
included on the New Source Coding Form for modeling. If there are
existing facilities, without storage tank permits, the company should
be asked to submit appllcatlons in order to obtain the required air
permit.

RB/mmc

o |RECEIVED
Jun 141930

Ohlo Environmantal Profscticn Arency
CENTRAL DIZVHICY OFVICE
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Sulfur Dioxide
Non-Attainment Sub-County Narrative
to Supplement the Map
Non-Attainment, Primary Standards

Coshocton
Franklin Township

Cuyahoga
Towhships of Olmsted and Riveredge
The Cities of Bay Village, Westlake, North Olmsted, Olmsted Falls,
Rick River, Fairview Park, Berea, Middleburg Hts., Stropgsville, North
Royalton, Broadview Hts., and Brecksville - Attainment,Remainder of
Cuyahoga County is primary non-attainment.

Jefferson ' |

The Cities of Steubenville and Mingo Junction
The Townships of Steubenville, Island Creek, Cross Creek, Knox and Wells

Lake

The Cities of Eastlake, Timber]aké, Lakeline, Ni]]oughby (north of U.S.2D),
and Mentor (north of U.S. 20 and west of S.R. 306).

Lorain Area Bounded on the north by fhe Norfdlk and Western R.R.
tracks, on the.east by S R 301(Abbe Road),on the south by
S R 254, and on the west by Oberlin Road.

Lucas

The area east of Route 23 and west of eastern beundry of Oregoen Township

--------
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PH10 NONATTAINMENT AREAS

CUYAHOGA COUNTY - Entire county

JEFFERSON COUNTY « The area bounded by Market Street (S5tate
Route 43) from the West Virginia/ohio border west to Sunset Blvd.
(U.8. Route 22), Sunset Blvd. west to the Steubenville
Township/Croszs Creek Township boundary, the township boundary
gsouth to the Steubenville Corporation limit, the corporation
boundary east to State Route 7, State Route 7 south to the
Steubenville Township/Wells Township boundary, the township
boundary east to the West Virginia/Ohio border, and north on the
border to Market Street.
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' i Misty Parsons - BAT terms and conditions Page 1

From; Tom Rigo

To: Cesar Zapata; CURT MARSHALL; Dale Aleman; Dennis Bush; Don Waftermeyer

Frank J. Markunas; Frank.Stoy@does.hamilton-co.org; Fred Klingethafer,

Harry.Schwietering@does.hamilton-co.org; Isaac Robinson; Jim Orlemann ; John Curtin; Karen

Granata; Mark Vitlem; Michael Kramer@does.hamilton-co.org;, Mike Hopkins ; Mike Riggieman; Misty
~ Parsons; Phil Hinrichs; Phillip_thompson@epa.chio.gov; Ron Hancher; Samir Araj; Tim Wilson

Date: 2/7/00 11:25AM

Subject: BAT terms and conditions IMPORTANT 1!il

Until further notice, please immediately direct your permit review staff for both Title V and bifurcated PTls
to begin to place any BAT terms and conditions on the State/federal side of the permits. Beginning today
2/7/00, we will not accept any new draft Title V or draft bifurcated PTis with the BAT requirements on the
State-only side of the permit. This should make the permits less complicated because if the BAT is more
stringent than an associated OAC rule requirement, it will only be necessary to cite the more stringent
BAT requirement on the State/federal side of the permit. Also, for Title V permits that were drafted prior to
June 18, 1999, those permits can proceed to final issuance without having to revise the drafts by moving
the BAT requirements over to the State/federal side of the permit. We are still negotiating with USEPA on
the possibility of not having to revise draft permits after the June 18 date. We should know in the near
future whether we have been successful. However, at this time, your staff should focus on preparing initial
Title V draft permits and processing those Title V's that were drafted before June 18, 1999 to proposal
then final issuance. Should you have any questions, please feel free to contact Jim Orlemann, Mike
Hopkins or me.

in advance, thank you for immediately distributing this important guidance to your permit review staff.
Tom

CC: Bob Hodanbosi ; Jeanhe Mallelf; Joe Koncelik
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June 18, 1999

Robert F, Hodanbosi, Chief
Division of Air Pollution Control
Ohio Environmental Protection Agency
122 South Front Street
P. O. Box 1049
o Columbus, Ohio 43266-1049

Dear Mr. Hodanbosti:

For the past several months, we have had discussions with you and your staff about
inconsistencies with incorporating provisions of your State Implementation Plan (SIP) as
applicable requirements in operating permits under your ‘Title V Permit Program. More
specifically, we are concerned that the Best Available Technology (BAT) requirements, nuisance
regulation, and toxics policy which are contained in the SIP and/or SIP-approved permits, are not
identified as federally enforceable

terms in your Title V permits.

On March 31, 1999, John Seitz, Director of the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA)
Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards, wrote a letter to the California Air Pollution
Control Officers Association in response to their questions regarding federal enforceability. In
that letter, Mr. Seitz stated our view that “all provisions contained in an EPA-approved SIP and
all terms and conditions in a permit issued under any SIP-approved permit program
are...federally enforceable.... [AJlf such terms and conditions are also federally enforceabie “
applicable requirements” that must be incorporated into the Federal side of a Title V permit.”
This position was reiterated in a May 20, 1999, letter to you from Mr. Seitz.

BAT is a requirement of State’s Permit to Install (PT1) program, approved into the Ohio SIP. The
PTI program serves, in part, to meet the general (or “minoer”) new source review requirements of
section 110(2)(2)(C) of the Clean Air Act (Act), which requires SIPs to include a program for the
regulation of the modification and construction of any stationary source as necessary to assure
that national ambient air quality standards are achieved. Specific BAT limitations for individual
sources are estabiished in specific PTIs. Because BAT terms and conditions are created under the
PTI program, which is in turn contained in the Ohio SIP, they are federally enforceable. As
requirements under the SIP they also are “applicable requirements” within the meaning of the
Act section 504(a)

and 40 CFR - 70.2 and, therefore, must reside in the Federal and State enforceable section of the
Title V permit. Similarly, the tetms and conditions implementing Ohio’s nuisance regulation and
toxics policy are included in the SIP and/or a SIP-approved permit and thus are considered
federally enforceable applicable requirements for Title V purposes. They should be reflected as
such in the Title V permit.
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Section 505(b)(1) of the Act calls upon EPA to object to any proposed permit that is not in
compliance with applicable requirements, including the requirements of a SIP. Accordingly, Title
V permits which are issued with BAT, nuisance, and toxics policy terms and conditions that are
misrepresented as State-only enforceable are subject to EPA objection.

It is our understanding that you intend to submit a SIP revision package requesting removal of
the BAT requirements, thus making them State enforceable only. We ask that, prior to this
resource intensive effort, you make all necessary assurances that this action will meet all of the
planning requirements of the Act, including both specific and general requirements intended to
assure the attainment and maintenance of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards and the
prevention of significant deterioration of air quality. The BAT program appears to be integral to
Ohio’s plan for meeting many of these requirements. In addition, sections 110(I) and 193 of the
Act are “antibacksliding” provisions that prohibit the approval of a SIP revision that would
interfere with any applicable requirement of the Act and, in the case of nonattainment areas,
require that control requirements be replaced by measures of ensuring equal or greater emissions
reductions. Thus, before we could approve the removal of the BAT program from the SIP, you
must demonstrate that removal of BAT would not adversely affect the various statutory
requirements that BAT addresses. This will also enable our review process to be done in a timely
fashion, In addition, if you choose

to make the nuisance regulation and toxics policy State enforceable only, we ask that this be
included as part of your SIP revision package.

Please keep in mind that the removal of these provisions from the SIP will not affect the
continuing Federal enforceability of existing PTIs. As noted above, either inclusion in the SIP or
in a permit issued pursuant to a SIP-approved program renders a requirement federally
enforceable. Here, the BAT requirements are contained in PTIs issued pursuant to Ohio’s SIP-
approved PTI program. Therefore, for sources with existing PTIs containing BAT, the BAT
requirement still would have to be included on the federally enforceable side of the Title V
permit. This is true also for nuisance and state toxics requirements contained in existing PTIs.
We continue to have the authority to enforce BAT and the other provisions at these sources until
appropriate regulatory steps are taken.

We Jook forward to continuing to work with you on this issue. If you have any questions or wish
to discuss this issue further, please call Genevieve Damico, of my staff, at (312) 353-4761.

Sincerely yours,
/s/

Stephen Rothblatt, Chief
Air Programs Branch
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Mtecﬁon ageny  INTER-OFFICE COMMUNICATION

- Division of Air Pollution Control

—

TO: Distribution - By mail and E-Mail

FROM: Mik piing, Manager, M&P and Jim Orlemann, Manager,
Engifieering through Bo wdanbosi, Chief, DAPC

DATE: July 23, 1999

RE: Location of BAT Terms and Conditions

We recently had several discussions with U.S. EPA concerning the
proper location of BAT-based emission limits and associated terms
and conditions. It is U.S. EPA's belief that BAT requirements
should be included on the State and Federally Enforceable side of
our permits. Their reasoning is that the requirement for BAT in
rule 3745-31-05 is currently included in an approved part of the
State Implementation Plan {SIP). Since it is included in the SIP,
it is federally enforceable.

We agree that BAT is currently in the SIP. However, it was
inadvertently included in our February 29, 1996 SIP submittal. It
wag included before U.S. EPA decided that this was an important
igsue. We are preparing a SIP revision to remove references to
BAT from the SIP. We expect thigs SIP revision to be transmitted
to U.S. EPA within a couple of weeks. It igs likely to take
several menths before U.S. EPA can act on this request.

Because (1) the BAT provisions are not a required part of the SIP,
(2) we are expecting to remove the BAT provigions from the SIP,
and {3) we do not want to waste a lot of time changing permits in
the future, we believe the BAT provisions should continue to be
placed on the State Enforceable sgide of all PTI and Title V
permits.

Since U.S. EPA disagrees with this approach, they will adversely
comment on any draft PTI issued. When U.S. EPA does adversely
comment during the comment period for a PTI, we should then ask
the permittee if it 1s acceptable for us to move the BAT
requirements to the State and Federally Enforceable side of the
permit. If they agree, then make the change in the final action
recommendation. If the company disagrees and wants to fight U.S.
EPA on this issue, please contact Mike Hopking for further
discussion.

U.S. EPA may also comment adversely on Title V permits. We
currently plan to continue to process Title V permits as we have -
- in accordance with the March 21, 1997 I0OC from myself and Jim
Orlemann (copy attached).

If you have any questions, please call your Title V or New Source
Review contact at (614} 644-2270.

MH/ \ioc\BATLocation.wpd
Distribution: All LAA/DO Unit Supervisors

CO permit staff
NSR permit staff
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Ohio Environmental Protection Agency |N TER- OFF]CE COMMUNlCATION

Division of Air Pollution Control

TO: Distribution

FROM: Mik kins, Managergﬁ%%M&P and Jim Orlemafin, Manager,
Engineering through BokWHodanbosi, Chief, DAPC

DATE: * March 21, 1997

RE: Location of Permit to Install limitations/requirements

in Title V permits

The Division of Air Pollution Control has recently fielded many
questions concerning the proper location of PTI limitations/
requirements within Title V permits. The purpose of this memo isg
to clarify which Permit to Install limitations/requirements
belong on the federal side of a Title V permit and which
llmltatlons/requlrements belong on the state side of a Title V
permit. .

In the past it was thought that all PTI limitations/requirements
from permits issued as draft must go on the federal side of the
Title V permits. We no longer believe this is true. Instead,
you should use the following rules when deciding the location of
PTI limitations/requirements.

A. The following PTI limitations/requirements and all
asgociated terms and conditions (monitoring, recordkeeping,
reporting, and testing) must go on the federal side of a
Title V permit.

1. New Source Performance Standards (NSPS).

2. National Emission Standard for Hazardous Pollutants
(NESHAP)

3. Maximum Achievable Control Technology (MACT) standards.

4, Short term emission limits {(lb/hr, lb/day, lb/month,

lb/rolling 12-month, lb/rolling 365 day, lb/gallon,
etc.) developed to restrict the potential to emit for
synthetic minors.

5. Short term operational restrictions (gallons/hr,
gallons/day, gallons/month, gallons/rolling 12-month,
gallons/rolling 365-day, etc.) developed to restrict
the potential to emit for synthetic minors.
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State/Federal PTI limits

March 21,

Page 2

10.

11.

1997

Emission limits {(other than (B) (1) below) s?ecified in

~or derived from rules in the federally approved State

Implementation Plan (SIPE).

Emission limits or control requirements specified to
comply with Best Available Control Technology (BACT)

- requirements for Prevention of Significant

Deterioration (PSD).

Emission limits or control requirements specified to
comply with Lowest Achievable Emission Rate (LAER)
requirements. . :

Emission-limitations, operational restrictions or
shutdown requirements for emissions units that are

reducing emissions for netting purposes.

Aambient monitoring terms required by one of the above-

mentioned regulations.

Emissions limitations, control requirements or
operational restrictions for an emissions unit that
have been developed specifically to prevent a violation
of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards by that
emissions unit. :

- PTI limitationé/requirements not listed above should be

placed on the State Enforceable side of Title V permits,

including:

1. Any limitation developed to comply w1th Best Available
-Technology (BAT) requirements.

2. ‘Any ton/year emission limitation{

3. Any limitation based upon the applicatidn of the DAPC’'s

*Air Toxic Policy.”

If you have any questions, please contact Jim Orlemann or Mike

Hopkins.

MH/JO/ \ioc\limitl.wpd

Distribution:
All DO/LAA Air Unit Supervisors Jeanne Mallett, Legal
All DAPC Section Managers Misty Parsons, DAPC

Jenny Tiell, Dir. Office

Alan Lloyd, DAPRC

Safaa El1-Oraby, DAPC
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Memo

To: Mike Hopkins, Jim Orlemann, Tom Rigo, Jeanne Mallett
From: Bob Hodanbosi

Date: June 14, 1999

Subject: Letter from U.S. EPA

Attached is a letter from U.S. EPA to STAPPA/ALAPCO that addresses federal enforceability
NSR/PSD Lookback, and supersession. This interpretation is what Region V is using to require
BAT to be on the federal side of the Title V permit. At the STAPPA meeting, John Seitz stated
that he did not believe this letter would have much impact and expected permit issuance to
continue to progress.

Attachment

BH/alp
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May 20, 1999

Mr. Robert Hodanbosi

Mr. Charles Lagges
STAPPA/ALAPCO

444 North Capitol Street, NW
Washington, DC 20001

Dear Messrs. Hodanbosi and Lagges:

[ am writing in response to your May 15, 1998 and December 11, 1998 letters. Your
May 15, 1998 letter addressed the Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA's) use of its
authority to object to permits proposed by State permitting authorities under the Clean Air Act’s
(CAA’s or the Act's) title V operating permit program and focused primarily on interface issues
between title V and title I [or new source review (NSR}] of the Act. You expressed concern that
EPA’s use of its review authority leading to comments and objections to proposed permits was
impacting permit issuance rates. Your letter also detailed a number of concerns and
disagreements with the positions underlying certain objections and comments that have been
made by EPA Regions. In your December 11, 1998 letter, you raised concerns regarding
maximum achievable control technology (MACT)/title V interface issues.

As you are aware, EPA has listened to your concerns and thoroughly evaluated your -

- views. Since receipt of your letters, there has been continued dialogue on the many issues raised
in the letters among permitting authorities, Regions, and EPA Headquarters. Examples include
our July 8, 1998 meeting, monthly STAPPA/ALAPCO title V committee calls, Regional/State
title V workshops, specialty meetings such as the MACT/title V issues meeting, and, most
recently, the STAPPA title V workshop in Dallas. In these interactions we have heard each
other’s views and, in most cases, reached some common understanding of the issues and
solutions. In fact, the number of objection letters has dropped significantly over the past few
months. Through the efforts of the permitting authorities and Regions, we have become
increasingly successful at resolving specific permit issues.

I believe it is important to share EPA’s views on the issues your letters highlighted. Thus,
Enclosure A sets forth EPA's policy on the title [/title V interface issues and concerns raised in
your May 15, 1998 letter. Enclosure B provides our present understanding of the
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MACT-title V interface issues raised in your December 11, 1998 letter. I seek your thoughts on
these MACT-title V issues with a view toward resolving any disagreements we may have as soon
as possible.

Two issues in your May 15 letter that do not readily fall into either attachment are
periodic monitoring and the State implementation plan (SIP) backlog. Our views on these
follow.

Periodic Monitoring

We believe that the issuance of the September 15, 1998 periodic monitoring guidance
addressed your questions on this issue. Presently, we are working on the Periodic Monitoring
Technical Reference Document. This document will provide general technical guidance for
complying with the title V periodic monitoring requirements and will present specific examples
of monitoring that satisfy these requirements. This document is primarily targeted toward the
plant managers and operators who will design and operate such monitoring appropriate to
site-specific situations. The document will also be helpful for permitting authorities and permit
writers who review and supplement or prescribe monitoring for individual permits. A draft of
this document was made available for public review via EPA’s website on April 30.

SIP Backlog

The EPA understands that the SIP backlog is limited primarily to California. Budgetary
constraints in FY 1999 will hamper our ability to completely eliminate the backlog in the near
term. However, Region IX has redirected significant resources within its air program to address
this issue during FY 2000. Region IX will continue to work closely with the California Air
Resources Board and local air districts to prioritize their crucial SIP submittals for expeditious
action by EPA in order to minimize the impact on title V permit issuance. The Region is also
actively exploring additional mechanisms to expedite SIP actions.

I believe that the responses set forth in this letter and the enclosures will be helpful in
informing you of the principles that will guide future EPA action in reviewing draft and proposed
title V permits. Together we can move forward to fulfill the recent Agency goal of issuing all
permits by January 2001. Whether and how EPA applies these policies in any particular permit
proceeding will depend upon the specific review undertaken for particular permits. As you
develop permits over the coming months, I ask that you work with our Regional Offices on
implementation and involve management where you feel it necessary. Finally, the responses in
this letter are not binding on any party, do not represent final Agency action, and cannot be relied
upon to create any legal rights or obligations enforceable by any party.
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I appreciate your interest in identifying issues you feel affect the successful

implementation of the title V program. The upcoming STAPPA/ALAPCO meeting in May
might provide a good forum to discuss EPA’s positions on these matters.

Enclosures

CC:

bee:

OAQPS/ITPID/OPG:SHitte:pfinch:MD-12:541-5281:5/3/99

Bill Becker, STAPPA/ALAPCO
Bruce Buckheit, EPA/OECA

Sincerely,
/s/

John S. Seitz
Director
Office of Air Quality Planning
and Standards

Robert Colby, Chattanooga-Hamilton County, Tennessee

Alan Eckert, EPA/OGC
Bliss Higgins, Louisiana

Director, Office of Ecosystem Protection, Region I

Director, Division of Environmental Planning and Protection, Region II

Director, Air Protection Division, Region III

Director, Air, Pesticides, and Toxics Management Division, Region IV

Director, Air and Radiation Division, Region V

Director, Multimedia Planning and Permitting Division, Region VI

Director, Air, RCRA, and Toxics Division, Region VII
Assistant Regional Administrator, Office of Partnerships and Regulatory Assistance,
Region VIII

Director, Air Division, Region IX
Director, Office of Air, Region X

Rich Biondi, EPA/OECA
Karen Blanchard, EPA/OAQPS
Tom Curran, EPA/OAQPS
Jocelyn deGrandpre, EPA/OGC
Anna Duncan, EPA/OAQPS
Bill Harnett, EPA/OAQPS
Steve Hitte, EPA/OAQPS

Greg Jaffe, EPA/OECA

Dave Painter, EPA/OAQPS
Racqueline Shelton, EPA/OAQPS
Mike Trutna, EPA/OAQPS
John Walke, EPA/OGC

Dave Wallenberg, STAPPA/ALAPCO

OPG Staff, EPA/OAQPS

Hitte #2\stappathodan7.fal
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ENCLOSURE A

FEDERAL ENFORCEABILITY

Title V and the part 70 regulations are designed to incorporate all Federal applicable
requirements for a source into a single title V operating permit. To fulfill this charge, it is
important that all Federal regulations applicable to the source such as our national emission
standards for hazardous air pollutants, new source performance standards, and the applicable
requirements of SIP’s and permits issued under SIP-approved permit programs, are carried over
into a title V permit.! All provisions contained in an EPA-approved SIP and all terms and
conditions in SIP-approved permits are already federally enforceable (see 40 CFR § 52.23).2 The
enactment of title V did not change this. To the contrary, all such terms and conditions are also
federally enforceable “applicable requirements” that must be incorporated into the Federal side of
atitle V permit [see CAA § 504(a); 40 CFR § 70.2)]. Thus, if a State does not want a SIP
provision or SIP-approved permit condition to be listed on the Federal side of a title V permit, it
must take appropriate steps in accordance with title I substantive and procedural requirements to
delete those conditions from its SIP or SIP-approved permit. If there is not such an approved
deletion and a SIP provision or condition in a SIP-approved permit is not carried over to the title
V permit, then that permit would be subject to an objection by EPA.

'The term “SIP-approved permit” is used in this letter to refer to permits issued pursuant '
to major or minor new source review (NSR) or prevention of significant deterioration (PSD}
permit programs approved into SIP’s (or promulgated under 40 CFR § 52.21 in States
implementing the federal PSD program via delegation from EPA), as well as federally
enforceable State operating permits (FESOP's) issued pursuant to SIP-approved operating permit
programs. For purposes of this discussion, the term “NSR” includes major nonattainment NSR,
minor NSR and PSD.

2By the term “federally enforceable,” I refer to EPA’s and citizens' ability to enforce a
provision under sections 113/167 and 304 of the Clean Air Act, respectively. The term *
Federally enforceable” has also been used in the past in another context to identify a smaller

_subset of provisions that may be used to limit a source’s “potential to emi " See memorandum

from John S. Seitz, Director, Office of Air Quality and Planning Standards, EPA, re Options for
Limiting the Potential to Emit (PTE) of a Stationary Source Under Section 112 and Title V of the
Clean Air Act (Jan. 25, 1995), at 2 (explaining that for purposes of limiting a source’s PTE, “
limitations must be enforceable as a practical matter”). This letter does not address this second
usage.
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NEW SOURCE REVIEW LOOKBACK (INCLUDES BEST AVAILABLE CONTROL
TECHNOLOGY/LOWEST ACHIEVABLE EMISSION RATE LOOKBACK)

) All sources subject to title V must have a permit to operate that “assures compliance by
the source with all applicable requirements.” See 40 CFR § 70.1(b); CAA section 504(a).
Applicable requirements are defined in section 70.2 to include: “(1) any standard or other
requirement provided for in the applicable implementation plan approved or promulgated by
EPA through rulemaking under Title I of the [Clean Air] Act. . ..” Such applicable requirements
include the requirement to obtain preconstruction permits that comply with applicable
preconstruction review requirements under the Act, EPA regulations, and SIP’s. See generally
CAA sections 110(a)(2)(C), 160-69, & 173; 40 CFR §§ 51.160-66 & 52.21.

For the PSD and major nonattainment NSR permit programs, as you know,
preconstruction review requirements include use of best available control technology (BACT) or
lowest achievable emission rates (LAER), respectively, for each regulated pollutant that would
be emitted in significant amounts and at each emissions unit at which an emissions increase
would occur. In determining BACT and LAER, as in implementing other aspects of the PSD or
NSR programs, the State exercises considerable discretion. Thus, EPA lacks authority to take
corrective action merely because the Agency disagrees with a State’s lawful exercise of
discretion in making BACT and LAER or related determinations. State discretion is bounded,
however, by the fundamental requirements of administrative law that agency decisions not be
arbitrary or capricious, be beyond statutory authority, or fail to comply with applicable
procedures. Consequently, State-issued preconstruction permits must conform to the applicable
requirements of the Clean Air Act and the SIP, and failure to do so may result in corrective
action by EPA.

In addition to Clean Air Act enforcement authorities, another form of corrective action
available to EPA is the title V objection authority under CAA section 505(b). The Agency may
object to issuance of any permit that EPA determines is “not in compliance with the applicable |
requirements of the Act, including the requirements of an applicable implementation plan.” See
CAA section 505(b)(1); see also CAA section 113(b)(1) (enforcement authority available for
violations of “any requirement or prohibition of an applicable implementation plan or permit.”)

Pursuant to EPA policy, the Agency generally will not object to the issuance of a title V
permit due to concerns over BACT, LAER, or related determinations made long ago during a
prior preconstruction permitting process. However, regarding recently issued NSR/PSD permits,
note that EPA policy is to provide adverse comments concerning the substantive or procedural
deficiencies of a preconstruction permit during the NSR/PSD permitting process. EPA may
thereafter take corrective action, including objecting to the title V permit if its comments were
" not resolved by the State. Similarly, where the BACT/LAER determination is made during a
concurrent or “merged” preconstruction permit and title V permit process, EPA may object to the
title V permit due to an improper determination. Finally, the Agency may object to or reopen a
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title V permit in response to a public petition showing that title I preconstruction permitting
requirements have not been met.

Moreover, where EPA believes that an emission unit has not gone through the proper
preconstruction permitting process (and therefore one or more applicable requirements are not
incorporated in the draft or proposed title V permit), EPA may object to the title V permit. The
permitting authority may then resolve the issue either by demonstrating to EPA's satisfaction that
preconstruction permitting requirements were not applicable or by incorporating a schedule
requiring the source to obtain a preconstruction permit.

Where an EPA Region is unable to obtain adequate information during its review period
to support an objection, the permit may be issued with “placeholder” language stating that the
permit shield does not attach to the emission units at issue. In such instances, the permitting
office should also consider a referral to the enforcement office for further investigation. The
placeholder language would say that while EPA is evaluating the applicability of the PSD/NSR.
program, a permit shield is not available with respect to applicability of PSD/NSR and that
additional applicable requirements may apply should EPA’s evaluation show that PSD/NSR.
applies. If EPA determines that the source is not subject to any additional requirements,the
permit can be reopened to provide a permit shield with respect to these requirements.

As a final point, EPA believes that confusion over the “lookback” issue may have arisen
from a misunderstanding of language in White Paper I. We would like to take this opportumty to
clarify the meaning of that language. Specifically, White Paper I states that:

Companies are not federally required to reconsider previous applicability determinations
as part of their inquiry in preparing part 70 permit applications. However, EPA expects
companies to rectify past noncompliance as it is discovered. Companies remain subject
to enforcement actions for any past noncompliance with requirements to obtain a permit
or meet air pollution control obligations. In addition, the part 70 permit shield is not
available for noncompliance with applicable requirements that occurred prior to or
continues after submission of the application. [White Paper for Streamlined
Development of Part 70 Permit Applications, Office of Air Quality Planning and
Standards, EPA (July 10, 1995) at 24].

This passage is intended to convey EPA’s belief that a company’s responsible official does not

" have a federal obligation to reconsider previous applicability determinations for the purpose of
certifying to the truth, accuracy and completeness of the permit application. Noncompliance of
which companies are aware must be reported in the title V applications and corrected
expeditiously. This passage further states that noncompliance arising from previous applicability
* determinations is subject to enforcement and is not covered by the part 70 permit shield. This
language does not limit EPA’s ability or authority to object to proposed title V permits based on
such previous determinations or to request information (from States and sources) related to such

decisions in order to assure compliance with applicable requirements.
SUPERSESSION
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It is the Agency’s view that title V permits may not supersede, void, replace, or otherwise
eliminate the independent enforceability of terms and conditions in SIP-approved permits, To
assure compliance with “applicable requirements” such as SIP-approved permit terms and
conditions, title V permits must record those requirements, but may not eliminate their
independent existence and enforceability under title I of the Clean Air Act (i.e., may not
supersede them). Title V permits may state that they “subsume” or “incorporate” SIP-approved
permit terms and conditions as EPA interprets such statements to mean that the title V permit
includes all SIP-approved permit terms, but does not supersede, void, replace, or otherwise
eliminate their independent legal existence and enforceability. Regardless of terminology, to the
extent that title V permits are used to accomplish the legal result of supersession, EPA believes
that such use is improper.

As noted in the previous section, title V permits must assure compliance with terms and
conditions in SIP-approved permits. In enacting title V, Congress did not amend title I of the Act
and did not intend the title V permitting program to replace the title I permitting programs,
SIP-approved permits must remain in effect because they are the legal mechanism through which
underlying NSR requirements (from the Act, federal regulations and federally-approved SIP
regulations) become applicable, and remain applicable, to individual sources. NSR programs
provide the relevant permitting entity with the authority to impose source-specific NSR terms
and conditions in legally enforceable permits, and provide States, EPA and citizens with the
authority to enforce these permits. Because State title V programs do not provide the authority
for the establishment and maintenance of SIP-approved permit requirements, the title V permit
cannot “assure compliance” with those requirements unless the underlying implementation and
enforcement mechanism for the NSR requirements--the SIP-approved permit--remains valid.

The supersession of SIP-approved permits poses additional problems that EPA believes
are inconsistent with the structure and purposes of title V and title I of the Act. First, while
SIP-approved permits impose continual operational requirements and restrictions upon a source’s
air pollution activities and, accordingly, may not expire so long as the source operates, title V
permits could expire or become unnecessary.? If the title V permit supersedes the source’s
SIP-approved permit and then subsequently expires, neither the superseded SIP-approved permit
nor the expired title V permit would provide the legal authority to enforce the site-specific
operational requirements and restrictions imposed upon the source pursuant to preconstruction

*Title V permits could expire if a source fails to submit a timely and complete title V
permit renewal application. See 40 CFR §§ 70.5(a)(1)(iii), 71.5(a)(1)(iii), 70.7(c) & 71.7(c). In
addition, a title V permit could become unnecessary if a source limits its actual and potential
emissions below major source thresholds, and the source is not otherwise required to maintain its
title V permit.
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review. Even if title V permits expire, of course, sources are still required to comply with
applicable requirements that remain independently enforceable outside of title V permits, as all
applicable requirements must.

Moreover, the continuing existence of SIP-approved permits independent of title
V preserves the ability of permitting authorities and EPA to reopen title V permits that
failed to include all SiP-approved permit terms, or to make such corrections upon permit
renewal. Finally, title V regulations allow a permitting authority to include in the title V
permit a "permit shield” stating that “compliance with the conditions of the [title V] permit
shall be deemed compliance with any applicable requirements as of the date of permit
issuance” [40 CFR §§ 70.6(f) & 71.6(f)]. The fact that compliance with the title V permit
may be “deemed compliance” with underlying applicable requirements, including
applicable requirements contained in SIP-approved permits, indicates that those
underlying requirements must remain in force and may not be superseded. if those
requirements could be superseded by the title V permit, there would be no need for a
mechanism in the title V permit clarifying the source’s obligations and compliance
sfatus. '
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ENCLOSURE B

Response to STAPPA/ALAPCO Recommendatjons
On MACT/Title V Interface Issues
(from December 11, 1998 Letter to John Seitz)

[General note: Any responses referring to part 70, or permit
revision processes, are based on the present part 70 rule
promulgated in 1992.] '

A. MANAGEMENT OF CHANGE

A-1. Retrospective application of 112(g)

STAPPA/ALAPCO Recommendation: In cases where NSR violations are addressed for historical
construction projects that pre-date the effective date of the Section 112(g) rule, 61 Fed. Reg.
68,384 (December 27, 1996), STAPPA and ALAPCO recommend that Section 112(g) MACT
controls not be mandated by EPA.

EPA Response: The EPA agrees that, for historical construction projects which pre-date the
effective date of the section 112(g) rule, where a source has violations for operating without valid
NSR permits, the EPA will not mandate section 112(g) MACT controis on those historical
construction projects.

A-2. Issuance of the permit before MACT compliance details are available

STAPPA/ALAPCO Recommendation: When the title V permit is issued prior to the compliance
date of the MACT standard or prior to specific compliance details being available, STAPPA and
ALAPCO suggest that the permit initially may include an identification of applicable
requirements for the facility at the Subpart level, and that additional details may be added
through minor permit modification procedures with public and EPA review occurring at permit
renewal.

EPA Response: The EPA agrees that when a permit is issued prior to the MACT compliance

. date, one option is for the initial permit to describe MACT applicability at the Subpart ievel, and
for all other compliance requirements (including compliance options and parameter ranges) of
the MACT that apply below the Subpart level to be added at a later time. Because this more
detailed information describes for the first time in the permit specifically how the source will
comply with the standard, it is important to have EPA and public review and thus, it must be
added as a significant permit modification.
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Another option is for the initial permit to identify the MACT standards or requirements
that apply at the section or subsection level, including anticipated compliance options, along with
the information identified in the Initial Notification required by the General Provisions, see 40
CFR Part 63, Subpart A, or by the applicable Subpart. For example, a permit for a source subject
to 40 CFR Part 63, Subpart T would identify, in part, each solvent cleaning machine and the
anticipated compliance option. [See 40 CFR § 63.468(a) and (b)]. Additional compliance
information required in the Notice of Compliance Status (€.g., parameter values) would be added
as a minor permit modification when the NCS is submitted. As clarified at the Dallas workshop,
the current Part 70 regulations require that minor permit modifications have an EPA review (but
no public review) at the time of the permit modification.

A-3. Changes in the selected compliance option

STAPPA/ALAPCO Recommendation. Where the permit does not initially contain a compliance
option that the source wishes to use, STAPPA and ALAPCO recommend that EPA permit
additional compliance options already allowed under the MACT standard to be added to the
permit as a minor modification with public and EPA review occurring at renewal.

EPA Response: We agree that if a source wishes to add compliance options that are a part of the
MACT standard, the compliance options usually can be added to the permit through the minor
permit modification process. However, some compliance options, such as those with emissions
averaging, would require a significant permit modification due to the amount of judgment
involved. Again, the current Part 70 regulations require that minor permit modifications have an
EPA review at the time of the permit modification.. As you know, a permit modification may be.
avoided if the initial permit includes compliance options as alternative operating scenarios under
§ 70.6(a)(9). ' '

A-4. “Once-In-Always-In” and pollution prevention

STAPPA/ALAPCO Recommendation: STAPPA and ALAPCO recommend that EPA revise its
current guidance to recognize that, where greater reductions are achieved through pollution
prevention and those emission reductions are practically enforceable, the MACT-specific
requirements should no longer apply.

EPA Response: A workgroup consisting of representatives from STAPPA/ALAPCO, OECA,
OPPT, and OAQPS has been established to address this issue. Our staff continues to work on
this issue with the workgroup. Once the workgroup has completed its efforts and has made a
recommendation, a decision will be made by EPA and sent to STAPPA/ALAPCO.

B. LEVEL OF DETAIL FOR POINT SOURCES

B-1. Use of generic groups that do not identify specific emission units
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STAPPA/ALAPCO Recommendation: STAPPA and ALAPCO recommend that EPA allow the
identification of emission units by generic groups in permits for smaller MACT-affected
emission units that are frequently added, removed or changed and for similar multiple control
devices subject to the same monitoring, recordkeeping, reporting and testing requirements. This
approach would allow emissions units subject to specific applicable requirements not to be
specifically identified or listed in the permit. A contemporaneous on-site log could be used to
identify specific units and to document changes to and from generic groups.

EPA Response: We interpret your suggestion to recommend that small units subject to MACT
standards which are frequently added, removed or changed could be identified in an on-site log,
rather than specifically identified in the permit. We further interpret your suggestion as
recommending that control devices to which similar MACT requirements apply could be
identified in a log, rather than specifically identified in the permit. Finally, we understand your
suggestion for a log to be a voluntary mechanism to help the source keep track of units or control
devices added to the facility without revising the permit.

As a general rule, the permit must identify not only the applicable requirements, but the
specific emissions units to which those requirements apply, to assure compliance by specific
units with specific applicable requirements. Linking of applicable requirements to emission units
in the permit is important because it retains applicability decisions with the permitting authority
instead of transferring these decisions to the source. It also clearly identifies the requirements
that apply to each unit and eliminates any disputes as to whether a unit fits a generic group
description. Therefore, we believe it is appropriate for the permit to identify specific units. Asa
practical matter, however, we believe that generic grouping could be appropriate in two
situations: 1) where the applicable requirements apply generically; and 2) in certain
circumstances where many small units make identification of individual units infeasible. In
addition, we are currently involved in several pilot projects that may identify other situations in
which generic grouping of emission units may be appropriate.

The first situation where generic grouping may be appropriate is where applicable
requirements apply generically to a facility, rather than to an identified class of units. The EPA’s
White Paper I allowed for the use of generic groups to identify units subject to requirements that
apply in the same way to all units at a facility, such as facility-wide opacity limits of the
implementation plan (SIP). See White Paper I at 24. An example is a regulation that states “no
person shall cause emissions in excess of 20% opacity.” Since the requirements do not apply to
specific types of units, it is not necessary for the permit to identify specific units subject to the
requirement, and hence, generic grouping may be appropriate. [See § I1.4 of White Paper 1.]

The second situation where generic grouping may be appropriate is where the sheer
numbers of units make identification of individual units infeasible, and where the applicable
requirement is open to such an approach. Examples where this could be the case include pumps,
valves, or flanges covered by leak detection and repair (LDAR) requirements, and manhole
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covers or drains covered by wastewater work practice standards. In these situations, instead of
identifying specific units, the permit could place affected units into a group in which all units are
subject to the same applicable requirement, provided that the permit clearly defines the type of
unit in each group and the applicability criteria. If required by the MACT standard, the owner or
operator must develop a mechanism to identify which individual units belong to which group,
and the permit should reflect this obligation. For example, 40 CFR Part 63, Subpart H requires
the source to maintain lists of equipment subject to different requirements of the Subpart, but
provides that an on-site recordkeeping system may satisfy this requirement. [See 40 CFR

§ 63.181(b).]

As to your recommendation of generic grouping for control devices subject to similar
requirements, however, we cannot agree. We think it is important for the permit to clearly link
emission units to control devices.and, in turn, to applicable requirements, so that it is clear which
control device is being used to meet which standard for which units, We do not yet understand
how this can be done categorically for control devices. We are now working on pilot projects
that will allow us to see if certain control devices can be advance-approved and generically
grouped. We expect that the size of emission units and the nature of control devices will be
considerations.

B-2. Incorporation of multiple compliance options into Title V permits

STAPPA/ALAPCO Recommendation: STAPPA and ALAPCO recommend that EPA recognize .
that various compliance options authorized by MACT standards can be placed directly in the
permit by referencing the MACT provisions, without identifying them as Alternative Operating
Scenarios (AOS). The MACT standard provisions (e.g. periodic reports, Notice of Compliance
Status) would provide recordkeeping and notification of changes to compliance options. In
addition, STAPPA and ALAPCO believe that once the compliance date is past, the source is
obligated to maintain continual compliance even if the compliance option changes.

EP4 Response: We read your suggestion to recommend that different compliance options of a
MACT standard may be referenced in the permit, but not identified as an AOS.

As to your suggestion not to identify compliance options as an AOS, EPA believes that
the appropriate way to define different compliance options is as one or more AOS. This is
important because to assure compliance with a MACT standard by specific emissions units, the
permit must clearly specify which compliance options a source may utilize, using the on-site log
required by 40 CFR § 70.6(a)(9) to indicate which compliance option is in effect at a given time.
Part 70's AOS provisions supply the appropriate mechanism to ensure that the permit reflects
applicability determinations made by the permitting authority for specific emission units, and
that inspectors will have historical records and current information on which compliance option
the source is following, The EPA is working on ways to streamline the addition of compliance
options into the permit.
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When the source changes MACT compliance options, part 63 will require a notification
(40 CFR § 63.9()) in those cases where the newly instituted option was not already incorporated
into the permit. That is, § 63.9(j) triggers a notification only in the instance where “information
not previously provided” becomes available. A notification would not be necessary if the permit
already included all necessary provisions for employing alternate MACT compliance options.

B-3. Level of Detail Needed to Incorporate General Provisions into Permits

STAPPA/ALAPCO Recommendation: With regard to the General Provisions (40 CFR Part 63,
Subpart A), STAPPA and ALAPCO recommend that it be sufficient for the permit to specify that
the facility is subject to Subpart A as specified in Table 1 of the applicable MACT standard.
While state and local agencies may also choose to include summary conditions for key General
Provisions requirements, the reference to Subpart A and the MACT-specific Table 1 should be
sufficient to meet Part 70 requirements.

EPA Response: Generally, the EPA agrees with this recommendation, including the
recommendation that it is sufficient for the permit to reference the appropriate table in the
MACT rule (not always Table 1). In cases where the requirements of the General Provisions are
not clear enough to cross-reference, however, then the permit may need to contain additional
clarification as to how the General Provisions apply to the facility.

B-4.  Level of Detail Needed to Incorporate MACT Standards into Permits

STAPPA/ALAPCO Recommendation: STAPPA and ALAPCO recommend that state and local
agencies be allowed to specify only that the source is subject to the relevant Subpart, or to
include additional detail as circumstances dictate. For example, under STAPPA and ALAPCO’s
recommended approach, standards such as the MACT standard for Industrial Process Cooling
Towers, 40 CFR Part 63, Subpart Q, may be appropriately addressed at the Subpart level.
Generally, state and local agencies favor mcluding a summary of conditions of the applicable
requirement at the section level or lower, along with a reference statement or, alternatively,
including a summary of conditions at the section level, along with specification of the applicable
Subpart. However, since there may be times when only specifying the Subpart is sufficient, that
should be the minimum requirement.

EPA Response: We interpret your suggestion to recommend that EPA endorse a reference to the
Subpart leve] as generally acceptable except where further specificity is required by the
permitting authority. We also interpret your suggestion to apply at any stage of the permit, not
just prior to the compliance date of a MACT standard.

The permit needs to cite to whatever level is necessary to identify the applicable
requirements that apply to each emissions unit or group of emission units (if generic grouping is
used), and to identify how those units will comply with the requirements. As EPA indicated in
White Paper II, the permit must at least specify the applicable emission limit or standard, and the
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emissions unit to which the limit or standard applies. The White Paper also stated that the
permit may use referencing where it is specific enough to define how the applicable requirement
applies and where using this approach assures compliance with all applicable requirements. We
interpret this to require the permit to identify (or reference) the monitoring, recordkeeping and
reporting requirements. Accordingly, we cannot agree with your recommendation that a
reference to Subpart level is acceptable at the discretion of the permitting authority.

In the example of the Industrial Process Cooling Towers MACT (Subpart Q), we
recommend that the permit identify the standard to be met (i.e., a ban on chromium-based water
treatment chemicals), and the unit(s) subject to the standard (i.e., industrial process cooling
towers). The permit should also reference the notification requirements of 40 CFR § 63.405, the
recordkeeping and reporting requirements of 40 CFR § 63.406, and the applicable General
Provisions in Table 1 of Subpart Q.

C. LEVEL OF DETAIL FOR NON-POINT SOURCES
C-1. TIdentification of wastewater streams subject to MACT in the Title V permit

STAPPA/ALAPCO Recommendation: STAPPA and ALAPCO recommend that each wastewater
stream need not be-identified individually in the permit. The permit should contain 1} a
description of the criteria for determining a wastewater stream'’s status, or a reference to the
relevant MACT provisions that establish those criteria, and 2} the applicable requirements for
Group 1 and Group 2 streams. The identification of the wastewater streams affected by MACT
(i.e., Group 1 and Group 2 streams) and the applicable group status will be provided in the
implementation plan or periodic reports as required by the MACT.

EPA Response: 'We understand your recommendation to mean that the permit would define
wastewater streams as a class (i.e., one class for Group 1, another class Group 2), and would not
identify individual wastewater streams within each class. As clarified in Dallas, we interpret
your recommendation to apply not only to how the permit identifies wastewater streams existing
at the time of permit issuarice, but also to how the permit might provide for the addition of new
streams without a permit revision. '

We do not agree with the idea that individual streams need not be identified. The permit
must include a listing of all wastewater streams that designates their status as Group 1 or Group
2, because each Group has different applicable requirements, including monitoring, reporting,
recordkeeping and testing requirements.. The linkage between individual streams and their
Group 1/Group 2 status may be set up as an Alternative Operating Scenario, which would allow
individual streams to change status during the permit term, provided that the new status is
identified in the on-site log required by part 70. Under this approach, the permit would need to
contain or reference the procedures by which the source determines Group 1 or Group 2 status.
Also, the permit must be revised in order to identify new wastewater streams. Note that we are
experimenting with advance approval of wastewater streams under the MACT standard for
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pharmaceutical production, see 63 Fed. Reg. 50, 280 (September 21, 1998) (to be codified at 40
CFR Part 63, Subpart GGG), and may have additional guidance on this topic in the future,

Finally, the permit needs to require the source to provide notification for any change in
Group status as required in MACT regulations. For example, Subpart G requires a source to
report in the next periodic report any Group 2 emission point that becomes a Group 1 emission
point, and include a schedule of compliance as required by § 63.100 of Subpart F. [See 40 CFR
§ 63.152(c)(4)(iii).]

C-2. Specification of requirements for fugitive and wastewater sources

STAPPA/ALAPCO Recommendation: For fugitive emission requirements, STAPPA and
ALAPCO recommend that detail at the Subpart level is generally sufficient (e.g., Subpart H).
For wastewater requitements, STAPPA and ALAPCO recommend that the permit contain detail
at the section level. Ifthe MACT does not require the source to keep records of the current
operating options, the permit could specify such a recordkeeping requirement. Finally, the state
and local agencies believe Part 70 does not require the source to notify permitting authorities
when they switch compliance options.

EPA Response: We understand your recommendation to apply to equipment leak requirements (*
fugitive emission requirements”) and wastewater emission points (“wastewater sources.”)

As we stated in the response to recommendation B-4, we do not believe that Subpart
citation by itself is appropriate. For equipment leak requirements (e.g., Subpart H of part 63,
Subpart VV of part 60), different standards, recordkeeping and reporting requirements apply to
different types of equipment subject to the rule. For example, one standard applies to pumps in
light liquid service, and another standard applies to pumps in heavy liquid service. For this
reason, we believe that the applicable requirements of Subpart H (and other similar rules) should
be cited at appropriate levels below the Subpart, consistent with the need discussed above to
clearly designate the specific applicable requirements for different and specific emission units.

For wastewater streams, citation to the section level (or lower) level of citation is needed
to clearly convey the emission limitations of the rules with no ambiguity . We agree that part 70
does not require sources to notify permitting authorities when they switch compliance options
that are part of an AOS. However, as noted in the response to recommendation B-2, the MACT
general provisions do require reporting and notification when switching to a new compliance
option (unless the permit includes the information as an AOS), and these requirements must be
met. As we have noted elsewhere, permit revisions can be minimized by including all
anticipated options in the permit as AOS’s.
C-3. Specification of operating parameters in the permit

STAPPA/ALAPCO Recommendation: STAPPA and ALAPCO recommend that either the actual
value for operating parameters or the process to develop those values be considered sufficient to
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meet Title V permit requirements. Where operating parameter values are identified in the permit,
STAPPA and ALAPCO recommend that the minor permit modification process be used to add
or change operating parameter values. Public and EPA review would occur at permit renewal.

EPA Response: We interpret your suggestion as applying to the parameter ranges or
maximum/minimum parameter values (from here on we will refer to them as “parameter
ranges”). These parameter ranges are required by many MACT standards. However, we
interpret your suggestion as not limited solely to MACT standards; for example, it could apply to
NSPS standards that require parameter ranges. We further interpret your suggestion as allowing
a permit authority to put in the permit either a process for determining the parameter range, or the
parameter range itself. We understand the suggestion to put just the process in the permit to.
mean that the range itself would not be in the initial permit, and also that the permit would not be
revised when a new parameter range is set using the process. In addition, you are recommending
that if the actual parameter range is identified in the permit, and then a new parameter range is
established, the minor permit modification could be used-to incorporate the new parameter range.

We believe that the parameter range must be included in the permit. The parameter range
is one of the applicable requirements comprising MACT standards, and is often the means for
determining compliance with the emission standard. Including the parameter range as a permit .
term ensures that the source will be required to promptly report deviations from the range [40 -
CFR § 70.6(a)(3)(iii)(B)], to submit semiannual reports of such deviations and parameter ,
monitoring [40 CFR § 70.6(a)(3)(iii)(A)], and to certify compliance with the range [40 CFR -

§ 70.6(c)(5)].

We agree that for incorporating a new parameter range into a permit, a minor permit
modification could be used. We are also investigating whether this could be done as an
administrative change to the permit. This is because we believe that most changes to a parameter
range will not be a significant change to monitoring, recordkeeping, or reporting [40 CFR
§70.7(e)(2)()(A)(2)]. Note that in accordance with 40 CFR § 70.7(e)(2)({)(A), a significant
change to monitoring, recordkeeping, or reporting would require the significant modification
process. Again, the current Part 70 regulations require that minor permit modifications have an
EPA review at the time of the permit modification. [40 CFR § 70.7(e)(iii) & (iv)].

Insituations where parameter ranges are expected to change so often that a minor permit
modification for each change would be impractical, we suggest that you consider the group
processing provisions for minor modifications. See 40 CFR § 70.7(e)(3). These provisions are
available for changes that are collectively below the thresholds identified in 40 CFR
§ 70.7(e)(3)()(B). We expect that many changes to parameter ranges would be small enough to
fit below these thresholds. If so, group processing allows the permitting authority to group up to
a quarter’s worth of changes, and then to take up to 180 days to act on the group of permit
revisions. -
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This guidance does not alter the flexibility provided under the *Change Management
Strategy” set forth in the preamble to the MACT standard for Pharmaceutical Production, or in
future Subparts with similar flexibility. In addition, this guidance does not alter the provisions of
the compliance assurance monitoring (CAM) rule, which specifically authorize the permit to
include procedures for establishing parameter indicator ranges, designated conditions or
excursion triggers, rather the particular ranges, conditions or triggers. See 40 CFR 64.4(a)(2) and

(c}2)- -

C-4. Incorporation of startup, shutdown, and malfunction plans, operating and
maintenance plans, and periodic reports in Title V permits

STAPPA/ALAPCO Recommendation: STAPPA and ALAPCO recommend that EPA use the
same approach for operation and maintenance (O&M) plans and periodic reports that is
contained in a memorandum from John Seitz dated January 17, 1996 addressing startup,
shutdown and malfunction (SSM) plans. The associations further recommend that changes in
Oé&M plans not trigger a permit modification procedure.

EPA Response: We understand your recommendation to be that the approach used in the Seitz
memorandum [which applies to startup, shutdown and malfunction (SSM) plans] should also
apply to O&M plans and to periodic reports. We further understand your recommendation to be
that EPA should not require a permit revision when changes are made to an operation and
maintenance plan.

To put your recommendation in context, we need to clarify that the General Provisions of
part 63 require any SSM plan to be incorporated by reference into the title V permit
[§63.6(e)(3)]. In addition, Subpart N requires an O&M plan to bé incorporated by reference into
the permit [§63.342(£)(3)(i)]. As far as we are presently aware, Part 63 does not require any
periodic reports or any other O&M plans to be incorporated by reference into the permit. Since
these periodic reports and O&M plans (except Subpart N) are not required to be incorporated by
reference into title V permits, these documents need not be incorporated by reference, nor must
their content be included as permit terms, in order to assure compliance with the relevant part 63
applicable requirements. Consequently, we agree that a permit revision would not be required
when changes are made to these reports or O&M plans. Of course, permits must still require that
sources develop, implement or submit, retain, and revise as necessary these plans or reports,
consistent with the applicable MACT standard.

That still leaves the SSM plans required under the General Provisions and the O&M plan
required under Subpart N. We recognize that requiring the incorporation of these plans by
reference into the permit renders the content of the plans enforceable permit conditions and,
accordingly, means that changes to plans could result in permit revisions. We believe that this
outcome can be avoided, however, by a general reference in the permit to the SSM plan. The
permit would still incorporate the plan by reference, but the reference would not cite the date or
specific content of any particular SSM plan. This approach would allow the plan to change
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without triggering a permit revision. To implement this approach, the permit would state that
the SSM plan required under § 63.6(e)(3), and any revision to that plan, is incorporated by
reference and is enforceable as a term and condition of the permit. The permit would further
state that revisions to the SSM plan are automatically incorporated by reference and do not
require a permit revision.

Although incorporation by reference of a document required by an applicable requirement
would normally require reference to the document as it exists on a specific date, we believe the
approach outlined here for SSM plans is appropriate because it is more consistent with the intent
of the General Provisions, which were promulgated subsequent to part 70 and which contemplate
that the source will be able to make changes to the SSM plan without the prior approval of the
EPA or the permitting authority. See, e.g., §§ 63.6(e)}(3)(v) and (e)(3)}(vii). For example, any
time the SSM plan fails to address or inadequately addresses an event that meets the
characteristics of a malfunction, the source must revise the SSM plan to include procedures for
operating and maintaining the source during similar malfunction events, and a program of
correction actions for similar malfunctions of process or air pollution control equipment. See
§ 63.6(e)(3)(viii). In addition, compliance with an SSM plan does not relieve a facility from the
responsibility to comply with good air pollution control practices as required by § 63.6(e)(1).

Finally, the permit must contain language that reiterates an enforceable obligation for the
source to develop, implement, retain, and revise as necessary the SSM plan. The permit must
also contain a reference to the applicable rule requirement that requires the plan. Permit
authorities also have the authority to request that the SSM plan be submitted to them. They also
can require essential parts of the plan, such as the definition of startup, shutdown and
malfunction events, to be included in a permit application, pursuant to § 70.5(c)(5), which states
that applications must include all information needed to determine applicability of requirements.

Of course, States retain the authority to incorporate specifically identified SSM plans by
reference into title V permits, if a permitting authority believes it is important to review certain
changes to particular SSM plans pursuant to its approved part 70 program. Note that the
requirement to incorporate the SSM plan by reference is under review by EPA as part of the
settlement of the litigation on the Part 63 General Provisions and may be the subject of future
rulemaking.
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State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency

P.O. Box 1049, 1800 WaterMark Dr. ‘ George V. Voinovich
Columbus, Ohio 43266-0149 Governor
(614) 644-3020 Donald R. Schregardus

FAX (614) 644-2329 Director

MEMORANDUM

DATE: December 8, 1992
| TO: Distribution
FROM: Robert Hodanbw®si, Chief, DAPC

SUBJECT: BAT for fugitive dust sources

In the past couple of months, several PTI recommendations for fugitive dust
sources have come through this office with a variety of BAT determinations. This
I0C is intended to clarify the current recommended BAT opacity standard for
fugitive dust sources (specifically roadways, parking areas, and storage piles).

The reason for the confusion is because OAC 3745-17-08 is less stringent than
BAT. Limitations which are more stringent can be found in OAC 3745-17-12.

For unpaved roédWéys and parking areas PTl recommendations should include a
statement which includes the foliowing:

For the unpaved roadways and parking areas, there shall be no visible
particulate emissions except for a period of time not to exceed three minutes
during any sixty-minute observation period. -

For paved roadways and parking areas PTI recommendations should include a
statement which includes the following:

" For the paved roadwéys and parking areas, there shall be no visible
particulate emissions except for a period of time not to exceed one minute
during any sixty-minute observation period.

For material storage piles BAT should be és follows:

For material storage piles, there shall be no visible particulate emissions
except for a period of time not to exceed one minute during any sixty-
minute observation period.
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Distribution List
I0C, Page Two

These statements for BAT should be included in the special terms and conditions
under "BAT Determination™ for each fugitive dust source in these categories.

It is also important to remermber to carry forward any special terms and conditions
from the PTI to the PTO. We need to try to be consistent between the PTI and
PTO to eliminate any confusion on the part of the company receiving the permit.

RH/MH/]se
Distribution

Local Air Agency Directors
District Air Unit Supervisors
Jim Braun, DAFC

Misty Parsons, DAPC

Alan Lloyd, DAPC

Jim Orlemann, DAPC
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- subject:

inter-office communlcatmm

Tim Wilson, RAPCA Nov. 19, 1987

date;

Katﬁlee&é?hannon, DAPC

Sohio Soil Gas Venting System

The following is in response.to your October 22, 1987 request for
comments:

Item 1: OAC Rule 3745-31-01 does not define best available technology
(BAT). Mr. McArdle is correct in assuming BAT is patterned after the

Clean Air Act's definition of best available control technology (BACT)
{see Engineering Guide No. 42).

The burden of demonstration of BAT lies with the facility. The
application that RAPCA has provided to the Ohio EPA does not
satisfactorily show that "no control" is BAT. Indeed, the application
states, "By virture of this application, Sohio 0il requests that a BAT
determination be made for this type of source." The Ohio EPA has, on
several occasions, permitted both controlled and uncontrolled air
stripping operations., 1In all cases, the decision is based upon
several factors that are unique to the source. Some of the factors
that influence the BAT determination are: '

1. How long will the unit be in operation? Is the unit a permanent
or temporary source?

2, What compounds will be emitted? Are they carcinogenic? Will they
cause an odor nuisance? What guantities will be emitted?

3. Does the source comply with the Ohio EPA's air toxic policy? What-
will be the maximum hourly emission rate? What will be the
maximum l-hour concentration? :

4, What air pollution control are viable for this source? Are there
any alternatives to air stripping? What are the costs associated
with controls or other technologies? What is the cost
effectiveness? '

The information which you have sent me is somewhat confusing. Sohio's
application indicates they already employ a carbon absorption system,
yvet they do not want to use it because of the expense. The
application does not contain any cost data, but RAPCA's letter of
September 8, 1987 indicates that cost data was submitted. Whatever
the case, the Ohioc EPA will need a cost study (completed in accordance
with Engineering Guide No. 46) as part of the BAT demonstration.

Using the stack parameters provided in the application and some rough
estimates on benzene emissions, this unit is violating the Chio EPA's
air toxic policy. Sohio must show compliance with our policy.
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%-%Enter-oﬁice communication

. New Source Rev1ew Contacts : dat Necember 31, 1986
aie.

s Bob Hodanh%%#)’Manager AQM&P .' A C

trom

. Air Stripping - Determination of Best Available Technology (BAT
subject: pp1ng gy (BAT)

There has been an increasing number of air permit to install (PTI) applications for air
stripping operations. These installations usually involve the clean-up of organic
compounds that have contaminated soil or groundwater. Please see attached Pollution
Engineering article (note: most installations emit more than 0.5 1b/day). The typical
PTI application has not included the consideration of a1r pollution controls on th1s
clean-up equipment.

In the future, these PTI applications will be scrutinized to ensure compliance with QAC
3745-31-05(A}(3); Best Available Technology. In general, we will require air pollution
control equipment and/or water treatment on these operations such that the emissions of
organic compounds to the atmosphere are raduced. Each PTI application should be reviewed
to ensure that the following measures have been considered:

1. The installation of various air pollution controls to reduce the emissions of arganic
compounds into the atmosphere; and

2. The use of alternative technology to air stripping. Other methodologies are
available to reduce the organic concentrations in the liquid phase in combination or
as a substitute to air stripping.

.nese installations are usually temporary, however, in some cases, air stripping is baing
proposed as a permanent “solution" to a waste water discharge prohlem. We will also
perform an air toxics review in the Central Office to determine the ambient impact of the
resultant emissions from these sources. ‘e will not recommend approval of any
installation that exceeds the interim DAPZ air toxics policy for new sources.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at (614) 466-6116.
BH/jlc
Attachment

cc: Virginia Aveni, Deputy Director

Gary Martin, Water Quality
~ Chuck Taylor, Hazardous

Ken Schultz, Emergency Response
Andy Turner, Watar Pollution
Russ Stein, Groundwater
Pat Walling, Air Pollution
Kathleen Shannon, Air Pollution
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CasepookK

by Marge Boynton

STRIPPING REMOVES LOW-LEVEL VOC'S FOR AIR

In later 1985 environmental engineers at Wright-Patterson
Air Force Base. Dayton. OH discovered that several of their
onbase drinking water weils were contaminated with low lev-
els of severai voiatiie organic compounds (VOCs). Two of the
wells involved provided 1800 gpm (2.6 mgd) to two under-
ground storage reservows for subsequent discharge into the
base distribution system. These reservoirs provide demand
surge capacity and primary fire protection storage capacity, 50
there was a desire to bring them back online as expediously as
possible. The Air Force decided to install a temporary treat-
ment system for six months to get the wells operadonal again
18 soon as possible, and o use this time to explore, design and
instail a permanent system.

The wells were showing a total VOC contamination level of
approximately 30 ppb. with the majority of that coming from
trichioroethylene (TCE) and tetrachloroethylene {PCE). Ef-
fluent contaminant levels after reatment were o be no more
than 3 ppo of any speafic VOC. These YOC's are typically
used as degreasing soiveats and cleaning agents, and several
are suspected carcinogens or mutagens. There were no obviv
ous sources of the contamination. and it was felt that it may
have resulted from past methods of aircraft cleaning and im-
proper disposal of spent solvents.

DETOX. Inc.. Dayton, OH was selected to supply and in-
stail this temporary VOC treatment sysiem, The stripper unit
has a total cross-sectionat area of 120 ft2, resulting in a unit hy-
draulic {oading rate of 15 gprvft?. A maximum of 72.000 scim
of air is possible with the unit, resulting in a maximum air-to-
water ratio of 300:1 on a volumesvolume basis. After distribu-
tion through a spray nozzie system, the water is wrickled aver 4
ft of a strucrured media containing approximately 70 ft/ft? of
surface area. After treatment, the stripped water flows by
gravity from the unit into the nearby underground reservoir.
Chiorination of the water is performed in the stripper effluent
line prior to discharge into the reservoir. '

The unit was designed to be fully automatic and self-regu-
lating, requiring no operator attention and very little mainte-
nance attenuon. A flow sensor switch was installed in the in-
fluent line to sense water flow. This switch automatically
actuates the fan motor, as well as a solenoid switch controiling
chlorinated blend water to be mixed with the effluent.

1F alt of the infivent VOCs were removed by the strinper,

(Contnued an cage 50)

DECEMBER 1988

Casebook

(Contnuedy fror gsge 101

the pnit would emit approximately 0.5 biday of VOCs into
the atmasphere {(based on 18 hr/day of operation). Based on
the rpaximum airflow rate of 72,000 scfm, this wouid resuit in
an air discharge concentration of 80 ppb on a weight/weight
basis. These emission rates and concentrations are welf below
those leviels warranting regulation and vapor phase controt at
the installation. '
The unit was designed to remove a minimum of 58 pe

of the specified VOCs, and is currently achieving bcnl:rrtc::r:
.85 percehit removal of total VOCs. Total costs of the system
mclgz'dmg amortized capital costs and daily power costs are ap-
proximagely $0.02/1000 gal treated, or $39/day. This cost com-
pares fayorably with other air stripping total costs of $0.06/
1000 gallor greater, Based on cost estimates of both tempo-
rary and permanent treatment systems, this one-time instafla-
tion resulted in a savings of approximateiy $175,000 to the Air

Force. For more information Circle 243,
i

WET OXIDATION UNIT RUNS ROUND THE
HAZ WASTES chagikeon

: iz in 1983 as
part of a U.S. Eavirommental Protection Agency demonsira-
tion project, is now operating nearly zround the clock reating
and Siestroying a variety of hazardous wastes, The wnit, built
by Z@pro Inc. of Rothschild, W1, is located at a Class I land-
fill site operated by Casmalia Resources in northern Santa
Barbara County. It is designed to process 2 maximum of 10
gpm of waste and is mounted on transportable skids for rapid
field erection,

. It was ix.zitialiy installed by Casmaiia Resources 1o commer.
cially test innovative hazardous waste treatment technologies
afzd during 1983-4 was successfuily demonstrated on six spe
c:fﬁc waste streams: cyanides, phenois, organic suifurs, pest
c1de:s. solvent still bottoms, and generai organic wastes. Fol
lowing the demonstration project, the unit has been operatec
commerciaily, treating a variery of wastes produced by some
50.-“?5 chemical plants, refineries, metal platers, laboratories
r:ztzhtz'es, heavy equipment makers, and military instailation:
in the southern California area.

During 1986. the unit has operated essentaily 24 hr/day, 6
days/wk, processing over 200,000 galimo of waste. L'iquif
wastes are screened for weatability, trucked to the Casmali:
Resources site. and then stored in tanks before wet oxidation

Effluent from the wet 2ir oxidation ums contains water an
shfm-chain. low moilecular weight compounds such as acet!
acid. and is directed to existing evaporation ponds at the {an’
fill. Process off-gases are passed through a two-stage wat-
scrubber and carbon bed. 2s reguired by local regulato!
agencies. For more information Circle 246.
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flice communication

to: _Dennis Bush, HEDQ __date: __duly 9, 1986

w5 com: _Bob Hodangz , anager, AQM&P

(

subject: PTI/BAT Requirements for Water Supply Air Strioping

Question: Uhen is a permit to install (PTI) required for a contaminated water supply air
stripping operation? '

ANSWEer: The PTI regulations do not cite any exemptions for air stripping operations
from the PTI requirements. However, the Division of Air Pollution Control
{DAPC) realizes that these operations are usually emergency projects and
require a prompt response. rield offices azre at 1iberty to make this
judgement, Decisions should take into account the type of air contaminant, the
total potential emissions, and the expected duration of the project. Should a
field office determine that a PTI is not required, DAPC asks that they notify
the Central Office oT their decision and the reasoning behind that decision.

Question: What is best avzilable technoiogy (BAT) for such &an operation?

Answer: A BAT decision would also teke into account tha type of air contaminant, the
total zmount of amissions, and the duration ofF the project. In the past, some
air stripping operations have been required to use a carbon zbsorption system,
but this may not be true for all operations,

¢ you have any guestions, please call me at (614) 466-5115, K~

KS/BH/Jlc
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OHIO EPA POLICY ON
BEST AVAILABLE TECHNOLOGY FOR
SMALL COAL-FIRED BOILERS

September 10, 1984

Particulate Emission Limits

Sources on which construction was begun prior to 1/1/}4:

The reguirements of QAC 3745-17-10 app1y, including the alternative
found in paragraph (C)(7) of that rule.

Sources on which construction was begun from 1/1/74 to 7/1/78:
The requirements of QAC 3745-17-10 apply, except that the 1imits
found on curve P-1 of Figure I are used regardless of the location
of the source. Also, the alternative found in 0AC 3745-17-10
(C)(7) does not apply to these sources.

Sources on which construction was begun from 7/1/78 to 1/1/84:

The 1imit for boilers with capacities from 1 to 3 milljon Btu's per
hour is 0.40 pounds per million Btu's.

The 1imit for boilers with capacities between 3 and 10 million
Btu's per hour is 0.30 pounds per million Btu's.

The 1imit for boilers with capacities from 10 to 20 million Btu's
per hour is 0.20 pounds per million Btu's.

Sources on which construction was begun after 1/1/84:

Boilers with capacities from 1 to 3 million Btu's per hour must
have over-fire air, no flyash reinjection, a dust collector if the
boiler has a spreader stoker, and must meet an emission 1imit of
0.40 pounds per million Btu's.

Boilers with capacities greater than 3 and up to 20 million Btu's
per hour must, except as indicated below, have at least a mechanical
dust collector. Maximum emission Timits are 0.30 pounds per million
Btu's for boilers with capacities between 3 and 10 million Btu's

per hours, and 0.20 pounds per million Btu's for boilers with
capacities from 10 to 20 miilion Btu's per hour.

Exempted from the mandatory control equipment requirement are the
following: 1) anthracite coal-fired boilers with traveling grate
stokers and capacities up to 10 million Btu's per hour; 2) boilers
on which a stack test, showing that the above emission limit can be
met on a continuous basis, has been performed.
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Sulfur Dioxide Emission Limits

Sources on which construction was begun prior to 12/28/79:

Boilers with capacities of 10 million Btu's per hoﬁr or less are
exempt.

For all other bailers, the Timits found in QOAC 3745-18 are applicable.
Sources on which construction was begun after 12/27/79:

Boilers with capacities from 1 to 10 million Btu's per hour must
meet the respective general county emission limit found in QAC
3745-18.

Boilers with capacities from 10 to 20 million Btu's per hour must
meet an emission T1imit based on the use of locally available coal,
or 3.0 pounds per million Btu's, whichever is less,

If a boiler (with a capacity of up to 20 million Btu's per hour) which
had previously burned coal is converted back to coal, the applicable
emission 1imits are those which were in effect during the last period
that the boiler burned coal.
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DIVISION OF AIR POLLUTION CONTROL
INTER-OFFICE COMMUNICATION

TO: Distribution

FROM: The BAT Study Team, a sub-committee of the Permitting & Enforcement
Committee through Mike Hopkins, AQM&P, DAPC, OEPA

DATE: February 17, 1999
RE: Proposed “Is a Best Available Technology Study Needed?” guidance
document :

The attached proposed guidance document and accompanying flow chart are intended for both
the permit applicant and the permit reviewer at the District Office or Local Air Agency. Please
take some time to. review the guidance document and flow chart.

The guidance document may be employed if no controls or poliution prevention aiternatives
are proposed. If the proposed pollutant management methods are less stringent than the
state’s BAT requirements for similar sources, one could use the guidance as well. This
guidance document is meant to supplement availabie resources that app!lcant and reviewer
already have. -

Our team had hoped to determine a minimum VOC ton per year level which was most likely to
be economically feasible to control or employ poliution prevention measures. We considered
cost factors from 12 BAT studies {11 to control VOC emissions and 1 to control NO,
emissions) as received from our survey resuits of November 1888, However, a clear
relationship among various cost factor comparisons is not apparent with our current, limited
database. In the mean time we suggest that an allowable rate of 75 tons/year or more of
VOC emissions be considered for a BAT cost effectiveness study.

Any additional BAT study data would help us develop a more realistic VOC trigger level. You
may send the attached “Cost Effective Information” table to Bradley Milier of the Hamitton
County Environmental Services. You may contact Mr. Miiler at {513} 946- 7731 or via fax at
(5613) 946-7778.

A second guide, “BAT Study checkliist”, will be proposed and distributed for comments in a
few months. It will offer a format for a state BAT study.

Please send written comments via e-mail to christine. mcphee@epa. state oh.us by March 19,
1999,

CM/eaf
Attachments
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BAT Study I0C
Page 2
February 17, 1999
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Ron Hancher, SEDO
Glen Greenwood, SEDO
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Is a Best Available Technology Study Needed?

L INTRODUCTION
A. Purpose of the flow chart

The purpose of the flowchart is to provide a consistent decision making process for Best Available
Technology (BAT) studies throughout the state of Ohio. Permit applicants and permit application
reviewers can use the flowchart to determine the need for a BAT study.

Pollution prevention (P2) alternatives should be evaluated as a BAT strategy. For BAT poliution
prevention could be evaluated prior to assessing contro} equipment needs. This method is known
as a “top down" analysis where source reduction options are considered before capture, control,
and treatment options. The benefits of using P2 can include: a potential decrease in emissions that
could exempt the emissions unit from permitting requirements; P2 may be less expensive to
implement than add-on controls; lower permit and emissions inventory fees; and applicants may
avoid triggering federal permit requirements (e.g., Title V, BACT, LAER or PSD permitting).

For more information on poliution prevention, visit the Ohio EPA’s Office of Pollution
Prevention web site at www.epa.state.oh.us/opp or call them at (614) 644-3469.

B. Definitions

| BAT: Best Available Technology (BAT), as defined in Ohio Administrative Code (OAC)
Rule 3745-31-01 (N),i may be any combination of work practices, raw material
specifications, throughput limitations, emission limitations, source design characteristics,
an evaluation of the annualized cost per ton of air poliutant removed, or air pollution
control devices that have been previously demonstrated to operate satisfactorily in Ohio
or other states with similar air quality on substantially similar air contaminant sources,
The use of BAT to control air contaminant emissions is an Ohio requirement for any air
contaminant source, installed after Janvary 1, 1974, that requires a Permit to Install (PTI).

2. BACT: Best Available Control Technology (BACT) is a more stringent standard for
major stationary sources or major modifications, as defined in OAC Rule 3745-31-
01(SS) and in OAC Rule 3745-31-01(RR), respectively, subject to federal New Source
Review permitting under the Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) permitting
program. BACT is defined in OAC Rule 3745-31-01(M) as an emissions limitation
(including a visible emissions standard) based upon the maximum degree of reduction for
each air pollutant subject to regulation under the Clean Air Act that would be emitted
from any proposed major stationary source or major modification that the director,ona -
case-by-case basis, taking into account energy, environmental and economic impacts and
other costs, determines is achievable for such major stationary source or major
modification through application of production processes or available methods, systems
and techniques, including fuel combustion techniques for control of such air pollutant.

3. PSD: Prevention of Significant Deterioration, is a permitting process that prevents
deterioration of the air quality in areas that are in attainment of the National Ambient Air
Quality Standards. The PSD requirentents are specified in 40 CFR Part 52.21.

4, LAER: Lowest achievable emission rate, for any stationary source, means the more
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stringent rate of emissions based on the following, as specified in OAC Rule 3745-31-
01(00):

a. The most stringent emissions limitation that is contained in the
implementation plan of any state for such class or category of
stationary source, unless the owner or operator of the proposed
stationary source demonstrates that such limitations are not achievable;
or

b. The most stringent emissions limitation that is achieved in practice by
such class or category of stationary source. This limitation, when
applied to a modification, means the lowest achievable emissions rate
for the new or modified emissions units within the stationary source.
in no event, shall the application of this term permit a proposed new or
modified stationary source to emit any air pollutant in excess of the
amount allowable under applicable new source standards of

performanee:

See OAC Rule 3745-31-01(RRR) for the definition of a stationary source.

Major MACT (Maximum Achievable Control Technology) source: as defined in
OAC Rule 3745-31-01(QQ), means any process or production unit that in and of iiself

has the potential to emit ten fons per year or more of any single hazardous air pollutant or
twenty-five fons per year or more of any combination of hazardous air pollutants (as
listed in section 112(b) of the federal Clean Air Act ). ’

A "MACT Determination” must be developed and approved of by U.S. EPA for Major
MACT sources, constructed on or after June 29, 1998 and which do not have an
applicable MACT category stardard. Major MACT sources which are exempt from
obtaining a “MACT determination” include:

a. a source which is regulated or exernpted by an industry specific MACT
standard as found in 40 CFR Part 63 (For a list of MACT categories
see www.epa:state.oh.us/dape/mact/mactmain html;

b, an electric utility steam generating unit(s); and

c. research and development activities.
See OAC Rule 3745-31-28 for further information,
MACT Determination; as defined in QAC Rule 3745-31-01(PP), means any
combination of emission limitations, work practices, raw material specifications,
throughput limitations, source design characteristics, and air pollution control devices

that achieve the level of hazardous air pollutant control required by Rule 3745-31-28(E)
of the Administrative Code. ' :

NESHAP: National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants, these are
emissions standards for asbestos, benzene, radio nuclides, beryllium, mercury, viny!
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10.

1.

chloride, arsenic and coke ovens emissions. A list of the NESIHAP categories can be
found in 40 CFR Part 61. You may wish to download a copy of Part 61 from the
website, http://www access.gpo.gov/nara/cfr/index.html. Click on the “Browse” feature
to search for Title 40, then search for "40CFR61 Part 61",

NSPS: New Source Performance Standards, are emissions or performance standards for

new or older emissions units. A list of NSPS categories can be found in 40 CFR Part 60.
You may wish to download a copy of the Table of Contents for Part 60 from the website,
http://www.access.gpo.gov/nara/cfr/index. html. Click on the “Browse” feature to search

for Title 40, then search for *40CFR60 Part 60", ‘

BAT Study: A BAT study documents the resuits/findings of the permit applicant’s
evaluation of the technical and economic feasibility of various control methods to
minimize and contro} air contaminant emissions from emissions units in a construction or
modification project, as proposed in a PTI application. A BAT study may be required for
an individual emissions unit or for a combination of emissions units. A BAT study must
be submitted with a PTI application in order for the application to be deemed complete
by the permit reviewing agency. ‘

Modification: Defined in OAC Rule 3745-31-01(VV), means any physical change in, or
change in the method of operation of any air contaminant source that:

a. results in an increase in the allowable emissions;

b. results in an increase in emissions of greater than the de minimis levels
in OAC rule 3745-15-05 of any type of air contaminant not previously
emitted;

c. results in the relocation of the air contaminant source to a new facility,

including, but not limited to, the movement of any existing air
contaminant source from another state, county, or other geographic
location;

d. is otherwise defined as a major modification, or is defined as a
modification under applicable regulations promulgated by the
Administrator of the USEPA regarding New Source Performance
Standards (NSPS) or National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air
Pollutants (NESHAPS) or Section 112 of the Clean Air Act.

Pollution Prevention: For the State of Ohio, pollution prevention (P2) is the use of
source pollution reduction techniques in order to reduce risk to public health, safety,
welfare, and the environment and, as a second preference, the use of environmentally
sound recycling to achieve these same goals. Source reduction is the reduction or
elimination of waste and emissions at the point of generation. Source reduction measures
may include process modification, good operating and management practices, increasing
the efficiency of machinery, and recycling within a waste generating or other production
process. For example, in a coatings operation, P2 options might include the use of low
volatile organic compound {(VOC) paints and solvents, or switching to powder coating,
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C. Using Discretion with this Flow Chart

This flow chart involves decision making and requires discretion when determining if a BAT
study is required. Usually the entire combination of new emission units, or the entire project must
first be considered for the BAT study. If none of the proposed technologies are cost effective,
then a BAT study shouid be performed for the larger emission unit(s) to see if it is cost effective
for that unit(s). For modifications, the BAT study should be considered for the amount of the
emissions increase occurring due to the modification. The requirement of a BAT study must
always be determined on a case-by-case basis. It is advisable to consult the appropriate permit
review agency prior to submittal of the permit application and any BAT study.

II. FLOWCHART

A. Is the project a modification as defined in OAC Rule 3745-31-01(VV) and/or does the project
involve the installation of new emissions unit(s)? Permit applicants should discuss their facility’s
plans with their district or local air agency contact person to confirm this decision.

. Yes- Move to the next question.
. No-  BAT study is not required, no permits required.
B. Does the emissions unit and/or project comply with the Air Toxic Policy, see Engineering -

Guideline #69 available on www.epa.state.oh.us/dapc/engineer/eguides.htmi., if applicable,
. " Yes- Move to the “Attainment for pollutant” box.

. No-  Methods to ensure compliance with the air toxic policy shall be
included in the BAT determination. The emissions unit and/or project
have to comply with the air toxic policy before moving to the next
question.

Note:; Emissions unit(s) that are subject to a MACT category standard, an NSPS standard or a
NESHAP standard, that was finalized within five years, and will have operational restrictions to
limit the potential to emit may be subject to the federal emission limit noted in the rule. The
allowable hazardous air pollutant emissions from these types of “area (MACT)" emissions units
may be exempt from the dispersion modeling requirements of the Air Toxic Policy. However, the
allowable criteria pollutants (i. e. particulate matter, carbon monoxide, nitrogen oxides or sulfur
dioxide) would stilf need to be modeled.

C. Is the county attainment for criteria poliutants (i. e. particulate matter, volatile organic
compounds, carbon monoxide, nitrogen oxides or sulfur dioxide) to be emitted? Note: this
question should be analyzed for gach pollutant separately. Contact the appropriate permitting -
agency for information. A list of Ohio EPA District and Laocal Air Pollution Agencies is included
with the Permit to Install Application.

. Yes- Move to major project in attainment area box.-
. No-  Move to major project in non-attainment area box.
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D. Is this a major stationary source or major modification, as defined in OAC rule 3745-31-01(SS)
and in OAC Rule 3745-31-01(RR), respectively?

. Yes - A state BAT study is not required. If a facility is in a non-attainment
area, the lowest achievable emissions rate (LAER) is applicable to that
project. Ifa facility is in an attainment area, the Prevention of
Significant Deterioration (PSD) rules are applicable and a Best
Available Control Technology (BACT) review is required. In either
case, LAER or BACT will meet state BAT requirements.

. No ~ Move to MACT, NSPS, NESHAP box.

E. Are the requirements of Maximum Available Control Technology (MACT) category standards,
New Source Performance Standard or NESHAP applicable?

. Yes- Move to five (5) years question box.

. No-  Move to 112{g) box.

1. Is the applicable MACT standard, NSPS regulation and/or NESHAP older than five (5)

years old? .

. Yes- Move to “check previous BAT for similar emissions unit(s)” box.

. No-  No BAT study required. According to Ohio Revised Code (ORC)
3704.03(T), BAT is determined to be the NSPS requirements for that
emissions unii(s) if the standards have been finalized within the past
five years, Likewise, compliance with a MACT category standard or
NESHAP standard, which were finalized within the past five years
should meet state BAT requirements,

F. Do the 112(g) regulations apply?

. Yes- . Conductal 1;'2(g) control technology study and obtain 2 “MACT
determination”.

. No-  Move to “check previous BAT for simnilar emissions units” box.

G. Check previous BAT determinations for similar emissions units. The determination of similar
sources is a judgement, which takes into account the following factors:
L. Do the processes have the same design and operation?
2. Do the processes have approximately the same capacity?
3. Do the processes emit the same or similar ajr pollutants?
Batguide.wpd
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4, Can the processes be controlled by the same type of control technology?
5. Is the volume or concentration of the pollutants approximately the same?

Check the BAT database, previously issued PTIs, and BACT databases. The state BAT database can be -
found on the Ohio EPA’s web page,www.epa.state.oh.us/dapc/files/files.html. The aliowable limits may be
based on restrictive limits that were accepted to avoid federal requirements and these restrictive limits may
not consititute state BAT. You may contact the appropriate permitting agency for further assistance.

Another source of information is the national BACT/LAER clearinghouse available at
http://www.epa.gov/tin/, then select the RBLC option.

Is the proposed BAT for the new or modified emissjons unit(s) similar to previous BAT

determination(s)?
. Yes- No BAT study is needed. Supply BAT survey for similar emissions
unit(s) with permit application.
. No-  Move to “trigger levels exceeded” box.
H. Do the potential emissions (prior to controls or pbllution prevention altematives) or the requested

permitted limits from the emissions unit or project exceed the trigger levels: 75 TPY OC? There
are no established trigger levels for other poliutants, '

. Yes« Move to “BAT study required” box.
. No-  No BAT study is required.
L BAT study required. Please refer to the BAT study checklist for more information about how to

conduct and submit a BAT study. The “Guidance for Estimating Capitol and Annual Costs of Air
Pollution Control Systems” study can be found in Engineering Guide #46 on the Ohjo EPA web
page, www.epa.state.ol.us/dapc/engineer/eguides.html.
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BAT Study Checklist

I. INTRODUCTION

A.

Purpose: The purpose of this document is to provide a convenient checklist for
preparers and reviewers of BAT studies conducted in conjunction with an Ohio
EPA Permit to Install (PTI) application. This document gives clarification as to
the format and content required of the BAT Cost Effectiveness study, but does not
discuss how to do the study. For detailed reference on how to complete a BAT
Cost Effectiveness study, use an Engineering Economics text or refer to
Engineering Guide No. 46.

This document covers the basics in a general manner, however, before starting a
specific study, confirm with the reviewing engineer at your local Ohio EPA field
office to ensure the proper scenarios are covered. If you are not familiar with
BAT studies or engineering economics, you may find a consultant helpful.

IL. PROCESS INFORMATION:

A.

Process Description: A step by step description of the process. Materials used in
each step of the process. List of the material information shall include the
material’s state of matter (solid, liquid, gas), as well as the purpose of the material

\/(catalyst, part of product, etc.). Usage shall be given in a rate form (1b/hr, lb/batch

ete=). The description will also include an operational flow diagram.
Steady State Vs. Batch: Does the emissions unit operate continuously or is it a
batch process?

1. For continuous processes, what are the maximum hourly and average input
rates (in pounds per hour)?

2. For batch processes, what are the batch times and the down time between
batches? What are the maximum and average batch process weights (in
pounds per batch)?

III. EMISSIONS INFORMATION

A.

Pollutants Emitted: A list of any regulated pollutant that could be emitted from
the source (Criteria and HAP).

Concentrations: At what concentration are the pollutants found in the air stream
to be controlled (mass/volume)?
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C. PTE - Uncontrolled Potential to Emit (PTE): Based upon a 24 hr, per day, 365
days per year at a maximum operational rate, 7 as defined in OAC Rule 3745-31.
Include both the short term PTE in Ibs./hr., or Ibs./batch, and the long term PTE in
tons/yr.

D. Allowable Limits (Rule Basis): Limits set forward in a specific rule. If
applicable, please list all limits set forth iri an applicable rule.

E. Assumptions: Explain in detail any assumptions used, such as control efficiency,
inherent physical limitations, emission factors, etc. Include the
source of the emission factors used.

EXHAUST DATA

A, Ventilation System: Describe or diagram the ventilation system.

B. Egress Point Data: Stack or Fugitive

C. Airflow: The amount of air generated by the emissjons units air handling systems
such as fans, hoods and ducts, the characteristics (velocity, moisture content and

temperature) of the air flow should also be known and considered.

D. Make Up Air For Ventilation: Is air added for ventilation for worker safety or

cooling?

E. Capture: What percentage of the pollutants emitted from the emissions unit is
captured by the air handling systems, as a percentage? How was this percentage
determined?

F. Exhaust System: Describe or diagram the exhaust system.

CONTROL TECHNOLOGY OPTIONS/PROCESS MODIFICATIONS
(POLLUTION PREVENTION})

A. Technical Feasibility: What control technologies are technically feasible to
control the pollutants from the emissions unit given the parameters listed above?
Explain feasibility of all options.

B. Design Efficiency: What are the design capture and control efficiencies for the
technologies considered?

C. Pollution Prevention (PP): Can any pollution prevention initjatives be
considered to reduce, reuse or recycle emissions from the emissions unit?
If so, explain what was considered and indicate whether or not it was
implemented.
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VI

ANALYSIS (COST)

For each feasible control technology, complete the cost analysis section. At least two
vender quotes should be included for each feasible control technology. fnchide Explain
what is included with the quotes, i.e., does the system come turn key, or are some
components or accessories required but not inetuded noted in the quote? To properly
perform a cost analysis, please refer to Ohio EPA Engineering Guide No. 46.

For your convenience, the-foltowing excerpts from Engineering Guide No. 46 are
inchuded-below on the following pages, you may find them helpful in preparing the cost
analysis portion of the BAT study. If you would like to view the Engineering Guide in its
entirety, go to: http://www.epa.ohio.gov/dapc/engineer/eguides.html.
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TABLE C-1. EXAMPLE FORMAT IFOR COMPUTING AND PRESENTING CAPITAL COSTS

Cost Item Computation Method Cost, dollars
Direct costs
Purchased equipment;
Basic equipment (A) Purchased cost of control device
Auxiliary equipment (B) Purchased cost of auxiliaries o
Total equipment costs (A+B) Total of above (A+B)
Average cost  Adjustment _
factor x  factor x (A+B)
Instruments/controls (0.10) () ()
Taxes (unless exempt) (0.05) ( )
Freight (0.05) () ¢ ) S
Base price © Subtotal of above plus (A+B) ©
Installation costs, direct: Average cost  Adjustment
factor x factor x ©
Foundations/supports (G ()
Erection/handling () () ()
Electrical () ) —_—
Piping () () S
Insulation ) ()
Painting ¢ ) () U
Site preparation® Estimate () x adjustment ()
Facilities/buildings® Estimate ( ) x adjustment ()
Total installation costs {D) Subtotal of above )
TOTAL DIRECT COSTS (E) Base price © + installation cost (D) (E)
Installation costs, indirect; Average cost  Adjustment
factor x factor x ©
Engineering/supervision ( ) { ) ()
Construction/field expenses () () ()
Construction fee (0.10) ( ) ¢ )
Start-up ) () —
Performance test (0.01) ¢ )
Model study ( ) ( ) { )
Contingencies (0.03) { )
TOTAL INDIRECT COSTS (F) Total of above indirect costs F)
TOTAL CAPITAL COSTS (G) Direct costs (E) + indirect costs (F) (G)

* Absence of parenthesis in the adjustment factor column means no such factor is available.

® Costs for these are unrelated to equipment costs © and are developed independently on an individual item
sis. General estimates for these items can be modified with cost adjustment factors. Case specific estimates
.entered directly in the cost column.
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TABLE C-2. EXAMPLE FORMAT FOR COMPUTING AND PRESENTING ANNUALIZED COSTS

Cost Hem Computation method Cost, dollars

Direct operating costs
Operating labor

Operator ,3h x h/Yr o (@)

Supervision 15% of operator labor cost
Operating materials As required
Maintenance (general)

Labor , 5 x h/Yr )]

Materials 100% of maintenance labor
Replacement parts Asg required

Labor 100% of replacement parts cost
Utilities L

Electricity LPkWh o x kWh/Yr

Fuel oil , 5/gal X gal/¥r |

Gas , S0 x 10°fP7"

Water . $/10° gat x 10°gal/YT

Steam L5100 b x 10* Ib/Yr

Other (specify) As required
Waste disposal , $ton  x ton/Yr |
Wastewater treatment , $/10" gal x 10°gal/Yr
TOTAL DIRECT OPERATING
COSTS (A) Subtotal of above (A)
Indirect operating {fixed) costs
Overhead 80% of O/M labor costs (a+b)
Property tax 1% of capital costs (5 *
Insurance 1% of capital costs*
Administration 2% of capital costs*

CRF __ (at %, __ yrs) x capital

Capital recovery costs*
TOTAL FIXED COSTS (B) Subtotal of above (B8)
Credits

Product recovery , $/ton X ton/Yr ( )

Heat recovery , $/10° Bt x 108 Btw/YT { }
TOTAL CREDITS (minus C) Subtotal of above ( Yo
TOTAL ANNUALIZED COSTS ( ) (D)
(D) {A+B) minus ©

* Total capital costs (G) from Table C-1.
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VII. CALCULATIONS:

Include a copy of the calculations used to determine emissions, control efficiency, cost of
control and cost per ton of reduction. Explain any assumptions used, present any data
and/or background information (pertaining to the calculations) considered while making
the calculations.

ViIl. CONCLUSIONS
A. Narrative - explain the decisions made. nclude Make a record of the reasons
why other alternatives were dismissed. Include a cost effectiveness table similar

to the one below for each pollutant emitted and inetude place it in the conclusion
section of your BAT study.

B. Cost Effectiveness Table Examplie:

Summary of Results, and Emissions Table

Polutant: Organic Compounds/HAPs

Thermal Incinerator | $777,250.03 185.90 98,60% 183.30

$4,240.32
3

* Carbon Adsorption | $202,565.60 185.90 90.40% 168.03 $1,202.17

* Allows for the recycling of the captured solvents
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Engineering Guide No. XX

Is a Best Available Technology Cost Effectiveness Study Needed?

L INTRODUCTION

A.

Purpose of This Guide

The use of Best Available Technology (BAT) is a State of Ohio requirement for
new air contaminant sources that require a Permit to Install (PTI). A Cost
Effectiveness Study of various control methods is required for some permit
applications; yet it can be a time consuming task. This guide is intended to
provide a consistent decision making process for Best Available Technology
(BAT) Cost Effectiveness studies. Permit applicants and permit application
reviewers can use this guide and accompanying flowchart to determine the need
for a BAT Cost Effectiveness study.

In the first part of the flow chart, the federal rules are identified so that they may
be evaluated for applicability to some or all portions of a new project. Often,

federal requirements take precedence over state BAT requirements.

A BAT determination for many common operations is available by contacting the

appropriate freld-offiee district office or local air pollution agency (DO/LAA).

It may be necessary to study the BAT determinations of other similar operations.
The second part of the flow chart provides guidance on comparing BAT
determinations from similar operations, to see if a BAT determination for the
proposed project may be made. Such a BAT determination process usually does
not require a BAT Cost Effectiveness study.

If a cost effectiveness study is required, the permit applicant will find the BAT
Study Checklist useful. It identifies the criteria for developing a cost study of
various technologies and a provides a suggested format. This checklist should be
used in conjunction with Engineering Guide No. 46, Guidance for Estimating
Capital and Annual Costs of Air Pollution Control Systems.

Pollution prevention (P2) alternatives should be evaluated as a BAT strategy. For
BAT, pollution prevention could be evaluated prior to assessing control
equipment needs. Source reduction options are considered before capture,
control, and treatment options. The benefits of using P2 can include: a potential
decrease in emissions that could exempt the emissions unit from permitting
requirements; P2 may be less expensive to implement than add-on controls; lower
permit and emissions inventory fees; and applicants may avoid triggering Federal
permit requirements (e.g., Title V, BACT, LAER or PSD permitting). For more
information on pollution prevention, visit Ohio EPA’s Office of Pollution
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Prevention web site at www.epa.state.oh.us/opp or call them at (614) 644-3469.

Definitions

1. BAT: "Best Available Technology (BAT) means any combination of
work practices, raw material specifications, throughput limitations,
emission limitations, source design characteristics, an evaluation of the
annualized cost per ton of air pollutant removed, or air pollution control
devices that have been previously demonstrated to operate satisfactorily in
Ohio or other states with similar air quality on substantially similar air
contaminant sources.”

The use of BAT to control air contaminant emissions is an Ohio
requirement for any air contaminant source, installed after January 1,
1974, that requires a PTI.

2, BACT: Best Available Control Technology (BACT) is a more stringent
standard for major stationary sources or major modifications, as defined in
Ohio Administrative Code (OAC) Rule 3745-31-01(SS) and in OAC Rule
3745-31-01(RR), respectively, subject to Federal New Source Review
permitting under the Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD)
permitting program. BACT is defined in OAC Rule 3745-31-01(M).

3. - PSD: Prevention of Significant Deterioration is a permitting process that
prevents deterioration of the air quality in areas that are in attainment of
the National Ambient Air Quality Standards. The PSD requirements are
specified in 40 CFR Part 52.21 and in OAC Rule 3745-31-11 through
OAC Rule 3745-31-20.

4, LAER: The Lowest Achievable Emission Rate is a requirement that
limits emissions of major sources or major modifications in areas that are
in non-attainment of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards. The
LAER requirements are specified in 40 CFR Part 51, Appendix S and in
OAC Rule 3745-31-21 through OAC Rule 3745-31-27. See OAC Rule
3745-31-01(RRR} for the definition of a stationary source.

5. "Major MACT (Maximum Achievable Control Technology) Source:

Means any process or production unit that in and of itself has the potential

to emit ten tons per year or more of any single hazardous air pollutant or
twenty-five tons per year or more of any combination of hazardous air
pollutants (as listed in section 112(b) of the Federal Clean Air Act }.* /

A "MACT Determination" must be developed and approved of by U.S.
EPA for Major MACT sources, constructed on or after June 29, 1998, and
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which do not have an applicable MACT category standard. See OAC
Rule 3745-31-28 for further information.

NESHAP: National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants
are emissions standards for asbestos, benzene, radionuclides, beryllium,
mercury, vinyl chloride, arsenic and coke ovens emissions. A list of the
NESHAP categories can be found in 40 CFR Part 61. You may wish to
download a copy of Part 61 from the website, http://www.access.gpo.gov/
nara/cfr/index.html. Click on the "Browse" feature to search for Title 40,
then search for "40CFR6] Part 61."

NSPS: New Source Performance Standards are emissions or performance
standards for new or older emissions units. A list of NSPS categories can
be found in 40 CFR Part 60. You may wish to download a copy of the
Table of Contents for Part 60 from the website, hitp://www.access.gpo.
gov/nara/cfr/index.html. Click on the "Browse" feature to search for Title
40, then search for "40CFR60 Part 60."

BAT Study: A BAT study documents the results/findings of the permit
applicant’s evaluation of the technical and economic feasibility of various
control methods, to minimize and control air contaminant emissions from
emissions units in a construction or modification project, as proposed in a
PTI application. A BAT study may be required for an individual
emissions unit or for a combination of emissions units. A BAT study,
when needed, must be submitted with a PTI application, in order for the

application to be deemed complete by the permitreviewing-ageney
DO/LAA.

"Modification: Means any physical change in, or change in the method
of, operation of any air contaminant source that:

a. results in an increase in the allowable emissions; or

b. results in an increase in emissions of greater than the de minimis
levels in OAC Rule 3745-15-05 of any type of air contaminant not
previously emitted; or

c. results in the relocation of the air contaminant source to a new
facility, including, but not limited to, the movement of any existing
air contaminant source from another state, county, or other
geographic iocation; or

d. is otherwise defined as a major modification, or is defined as a
modification under applicable regulations promulgated by the
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Administrator of the U.S. EPA regarding New Source Performance
Standards (NSPS) or National Emissions Standards for Hazardous
Air Pollutants (NESHAPS) or Section 112 of the Clean Air Act.”

10.  Pollution Prevention: For the State of Ohio, pollution prevention (P2) is
the use of source pollution reduction techniques in order to reduce risk to
public health, safety, welfare, and the environment and, as a second
preference, the use of environmentally sound recycling to achieve these
same goals. Source reduction is the reduction or elimination of waste and
emissions at the point of generation. Source reduction measures may
include process modification, good operating and management practices,
increasing the efficiency of machinery, and recycling within a waste
generating or other production process. For example, in a coatings
operation, P2 options might include the use of low volatile organic
compound (VOC) content paints and solvents, or switching to powder
coating.

C. Using Discretion With This Guide

This flow chart involves decision making and requires discretion when
determining if a BAT study is required. Usually the entire combination of new
emission units, or the entire project must first be considered for the BAT study for
each pollutant. If none of the proposed technologies are cost effective, then a
BAT study should be performed for the-targer individual emissions units to see if
it is cost effective for that those units. For modifications, the BAT study should
be considered for the amount of the emissions increase occurring due to the
modification. The requirement of a BAT study must always be determined on a
case-by-case basis. It is advisable to consult the appropriate permit-review-ageney
DO/LAA prior to submittal of the permit application and any BAT study. A list
of Ohio EPA District and Local Air Pollution Agencies (DO/LAA) is included
with the PTI application.

D, Request for Rule Exemptions

A BAT Study must be performed by applicants that request an exemption to the
requirements of OAC Rule 3745-21-07(G) or OAC Rule 3745-21-09(U), as
specified in OAC Rule 3745-21-07(G)(9)(g) or OAC Rule 3745-21-09(U){(2)(%),
respectively. Contact the appropriate field-offiee DO/LAA for further
information.

IL. FLOWCHART

A. An evaluation must be performed for each pollutant. Is the project a modification
as defined in OAC Rule 3745-31-01(VV) and/or does the project involve the
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installation of new emissions unit(s)? Permit applicants should discuss their
facility’s plans with the appropriate field office to confirm this decision.

Yes - Move to the next question.

No -

BAT Cost Effectiveness study is not required, no PT1
application is required.

Is this a major stationary source or major modification, as defined in OAC Rule

3745-31-01(8S) or in OAC Rule 3745-31-01(RR), respectively?

Yes - A State BAT study is not required. If a facility is in a non-

No -

attainment area, the lowest achievable emissions rate
(LAER) is applicable to that project. If a facility is in an
attainment area, the Prevention of Significant Deterioration
(PSD) rules are applicable and a Best Available Control
Technology (BACT) review is required. In either case,
LAER or BACT will meet state BAT requirements.

Contact the appropriate field-offiee DO/LAA to find
whether a county is in attainment status for criteria
pollutants (i.e., particulate matter, volatile organic
compounds, carbon monoxide, nitrogen oxides or sulfur

dioxide). A-histof-Ohto-EPA-Distriet-andLoeal-Adr
Pollution-Ageneies-is-ineluded-with-the PTFapplication:

Move to 112(g) box.

C. Are the 112(g) regulations applicable?

Yes - Conduct a 112(g) control technology study and obtain a

No -

"MACT determination." A BAT Cost Effectiveness study
is not needed, since compliance with 112(g) meets State
BAT requirements. The pollutant does not need to meet the
Air Toxic Policy.

Move to MACT, NSPS, NESHAP box.

D. Are the requirements of Maximum Available Control Technology (MACT)
category standards, New Source Performance Standard or NESHAP applicable?

Yes - Move to five (5) years question box.

No -

The pollutant is subject to the Air Toxic Policy.
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Is the applicable MACT standard, NSPS regulation and/or NESHAP older than
five (5) years old?

. Yes - The pollutant is subject to the Air Toxic Policy.

. No - No BAT Cost Effectiveness study required. According to
Ohio Revised Code (ORC) 3704.03(T), BAT is determined
to be the NSPS requirements for that emissions unit(s) if
the standards have been finalized within the past five (5)
years, Compliance with a MACT category standard or
NESHAP standard, which was finalized within the past five
(5) years, may is considered to meet State BAT
requ1rements*~ The Air Tonc Pollcy does not apply
Contact yourtoeal-air-ageney-or
representative the approprlate DO/LA.A for further

assistance. Fhe-Air-ToxiePoliey-doesnotapply:

Does the pollutant need to comply with the Air Toxic Policy?

L Yes - The results of the air toxic policy evaluation should be
included in the BAT determination.

» No- Move to "Identify all similar emissions units" box.

Check previous BAT determinations for substantially similar emissions units that
operate satisfactorily in the state of Ohio or other states with similar air
quality. The determination of similar sources is a judgement, which takes into
account the following factors:

1. Do the processes have the same design and operation?

2, Do the processes have approximately the same capacity?

3. Do the processes emit the same or similar air pollutants?

4, Can the processes be controlled by the same type of control
technology?

5. Is the volume or concentration of the pollutants approximately the
same?

Check the BAT database, previously issued PTIs, and BACT databases. The state
BAT database can be found on Ohio EPA’s web page, www.epa.state.oh.us/dapc
ffiles/files.html. The allowable limits may be based on restrictive limits that were
accepted to avoid federal requirements and these restrictive limits may not
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constitute State BAT. You may contact the appropriate field office for further
assistance.

Another source of information is the National BACT/LAER clearinghouse
available at http://www.epa.gov/ttn/, then select the RBLC option.

Do the potential emissions (prior to controls or pollution prevention alternatives)
or the requested permitted limits from the emissions unit or project exceed the
trigger levels: 200 TPY CO, 80 TPY NOy, 80 TPY SOy, 50 TPY PE, 30 TPY
PE,, PM,,, 80 TPY VOC, and 1.2 TPY Lead.

. Yes - Move to "Contact the Field Office" box.

v No - Move to "Are the new sources within 12% of best similar
sources” box.

Are the new sources exactly identical to recent BAT sources? The comparison of
BAT for similar sources is a judgement, which takes into account the following
factors: '

1. Do the sources have identical equipment?

2. Do the sources have identical maximum capacity?

3. Do the sources have identical emission rates?

4, Do the sources have identical pollutants?

5. Do the sources make identical products?

6. Have the sources been installed within the past five (5) years?

Yes- No BAT Cost Effectiveness study is required.

No - A BAT Cost Effectiveness study is required. Please refer to the BAT
study checklist for more information about how to conduct and submit a
BAT study. The "Guidance for Estimating Capitol and Annual Costs of
Air Pollution Control Systems" study can be found in Engineering Guide
No. 46 on Ohio EPA web page,
www.epa.state.oh.us/dapc/engineer/eguides .html.

Do contact the appropriate field-offiee DO/LAA for guidance in conducting a
BAT determination study of substantially similar sources, especially if they are
not exactly identical. A permit applicant may wish to employ the services of a
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consultant to prepare the study of similar sources and propose a BAT
determination.

Are the sources within 12% of the best controlled similar sources?
Yes- No BAT Cost Effectiveness study is required.

No - Move to "Are the new sources better than average of top five (5) of best
controlled similar sources" box.

Are the new sources better than average of top five (5) of best controlled similar
sources? -

Yes - No BAT Cost Effectiveness study is required.

No - Ohio EPA will review the similar sources and make a BAT determination.
Do the new sources meet Ohio EPA BAT determination?

Yes - No BAT Cost Effectiveness study is required.

No - The permit applicant agrees to install BAT or do a cost effectiveness
study.
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BAT Cost-Effectiveness Study Decision Flow Chart

Start -
Evaluate EACH
POLLUTANT
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Or new source 0

BAT cost-
effectiveness study

as defined in
3745-31-017

Yes ;
-
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MACT)
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effectiveness study
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MEH:12/07/99:batcost.cht
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Continue on
next page J
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effectiveness study
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Identify all sub-
stantually similar
emissjons units
permitted w/in 5 years

Y

To determine similar emissions units use the Ohio EPA BAT Daiabase,
USEPA BACT/LAER Clearinghouse and general knowledge of requirements
N in other similar states. This should include company knowedge of other similar
) sources {either company owned or competitor owned sources) in other

states. Note this evatuation may not be necessary because BAT may atready
be well defined. Please contact your DO/LAA permit writer to determine if this

step in necessary. See the text in the guide for assistance in determining
BAT Study a substantially similar source.
Trigger Levels
Tons/yt { identical equipment
Co 200 identicat maximum PWR
NOx 80 identical emission rate
SOx 80 identical pollutants
PM 50 | identical product produced
‘P}}géo gg within the past 5 years
Lead 1.2
: "’”’”’,,
/AI‘(;\
Soﬁzi(tgeo':s: the Yes ﬁ new §ourqe(s) No BAT cost
< trigger levels i exactly identical o effectiveness
e 2287, to a recent BAT study required
- ’ source?
Yes
Daoes
the DO/LAA Yes
permit writer agree
that BAT is satisfied
or obvious?
r 1
is the l
control level within Yes - hﬁ B[?T;:St'
12% of best controfled bl '
similar sources? Study required. |
L
™.
Is the
conirol level
better than the avg. Yes h}? B{}T cost-
of the top 5 of the best & dec EVenpsSd
controlled similar study required.
sources?
No §
Y
Does the .
No pemte g
: : — the BAT controf level - ;
writer discuss and . do cost-effectiveness
decide on BAT determined by DO/ stud
LAA and NSR? Y
' No BAT cost-
Yes b————————=  effectiveness

study required,
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Cnoper Engineering Products

CAPITAL COSTS
Direct Costs
Conirol Equipment
Instruments and controis
Taxes
Freight
Base Price

Installation

Indirect Costs
Engineering & Supervision
Construction/Field Exp
Construction Fee
Start-up
Performance Tests
Modet Study
Contingencies
Totat Indirect Costs

Total Capital Costs

ANNUALIZED COSTS
" ~cts Costs
~erating Labor
Jervision
Operating Materials
- Maintenance Labor
Maintenance Materials
Replacement Parts
Labor
Utilities
Electricity
Fuel
Cooling Water
Waste Disposal
Indirect Costs
QOverhead
Property Tax
Insurance
Administration
Equipment life
Capital Recovery Interest
Capita! Recovery
Total Annualized Costs

VOCs Controlled, Tons/yr

COST EFFECTIVENESS, $/ton

Cost
Factors

0.1
0.0575
0.05

0.1
0.05

0.1
0.02
0.01
0.01
0.03

18.23
0.15

$/hr

1,100 per month

18.23
1
0.01
1

0.05
2.7

0.8

0.01

0.01

0.02

10

8
0.1490285

kwh
$kCF

years
%

Adjustment
Units

JEE N N (N A AU

12 monthfyr

Factor

Costs

360000
36000
20700
18000

434700

142000

43470
21735
43470
8694
4347
4347
13041
139104
715804

9651
1483
13200
9954
9954
7158
7158

12702
256781

15924
7158
7158

14316

106676
248583

3.65

$68,104.88

Formuia

Purchase Cost, A
CF*A

CF*A

CF*AF*A

Total of Above, C

CF*C

CFC

CF*C

CFC

CF*C

CF*C

CF*C

CF*C

Total of Above

Base Price + Install + indirect,D

CF'E
CF*E
CF*E.F
CF*F
CFD, G
CFG

both

CFHE+F)
CF*D
CF*D
CF'D

CFD
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Best Available Technology (BAT) Requirements

Does everything in a permit to install go in the "State and Federally Enforceable Section",
except for the Air Toxic language?

Yes, except for rules that are not part of the SIP and not referenced as a BAT requirement.
What about rules that are not part of the State Implementation Plan (SIP)?

In general, rules that are not part of the SIP will go on the "State Enforceable Section" of the
permit; however, if compliance with a rule that is not part of the SIP is determined to be part of
BAT, then that rule will have to be placed on the "State and Federally Enforceable Section" of
the permit. In addition, we have developed clarifying language for OAC Chapter 3745-17 that is
in the "State and Federally Enforceable Section" even though the revised rule language has not
been incorporated into the SIP (see language below).

OAC rule 3745-17-07(B)(7) - "The procedures related to Test Method 9 reflect the settlement
agreement reached between Ohio EPA and the Ohio Electric Utilities concerning the Utilities’
appeal to the Ohio Environmental Review Appeals Commission of the 1991 revisions and
additions to OAC Chapter 3745-17. The revised rule containing these procedures was adopted
by the Director of Chio EPA in December, 1997. The USEPA and the Ohio Electric Utilities
have agreed to consider the procedures as federally enforceable during the time from the
effective date of this permit to the effective date of USEPA approval of the procedures as a
revision to the Ohio SIP for particulate matter."

OAC rule 3745-17-11(B)(5)(a} and (b) - "The emission limitation specified in this rule citation
has been revised based upon a change in the applicable emission factor contained in USEPA
reference document AP-42, Fifth Edition, Compilation of Air Pollution Emission Factors. The
revised rule was adopted by the Director of Ohio EPA in December, 1997. The USEPA has
agreed to consider this revised rule as federally enforceable during the time from the effective
date of this permit to the effective date of USEPA approval of this limitation as a revision to the
Ohio SIP for particulate matter."

What about ton-per-year emission limitations that are not rolling or that are redundant
with the short term emission limitations?

All of the ton-per-year emission limitations should go in the "State and Federally Enforceable
Section" of the permit.

On which side of the permit should OAC rule 3745-15-07 be cited?

OAC rule 3745-15-07 is already cited in the "State Only Enforceable Section" of the General
Terms and Conditions (see Term and Condition B.5.) It will not be necessary to cite OAC rule
3745-15-07 in the "State and Federally Enforceable Section" of the permit unless the rule is
referenced as part of BAT. If compliance with OAC rule 3745-15-07 is considered part of BAT,
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then the rule would be referenced using the "equally stringent" language specified below;
however, the applicable requirement would be OAC rule 3745-31-05.

What language should be used to address "less stringent™ or "equally stringent" SIP
emission limitations when there is an overriding BAT emission limitation?

If the emission limitation from the OAC rule is equivalent to the emission limitation established
pursuant to OAC rule 3745-31-05, the following language can be used:

Operations,
Property, and/or Applicable Applicable Emission Limitations/Control
Equipment Rules/Requirements Measures
stationary gas OAC rule 3745-31-05(A)(3) | The requirements of this rule also
turbine include compliance with the
(for example) requirements of OAC rule 3745-17-

11(B)(4). This wording would be used
in situations where the BAT
determination includes requirements
that are rule-based and requirements
that are not rule-based. This wording
should be expanded, if necessary, to
identify all the OAC rules that comprise
part of the BAT determination,

OAC rule 3745-17-11(B)(4) | Particulate emissions shall not exceed
040 1b/mmBtu of actual heat input.

OR

OAC rule 3745-31-05(A)(3) | The requirements established pursuant to
this rule are equivalent to the
requirements of OAC rule 3745-17-
11(B)(4). This wording would be used
in situations where the BAT
determination includes only rule-based
requirements. This wording should be
expanded, if necessary, to identify all
OAC rules that comprise the BAT
determination.

OAC rule 3745-17-11(B)(4) | Particulate emissions shall not exceed
.040 1b/mmBtu of actual heat input.
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If the emission limitation from the OAC rule is less stringent than the emissjon limitation
established pursuant to OAC rule 3745-31-05, the following language can be used:

Operations,
Property, and/or
Equipment

Applicable
Rules/Requirements

Applicable Emission Limitations/Control
Measures

stationary gas
turbine
(for example)

OAC rule 3745-31-05(A)(3)

Particulate emissions shall not exceed
.020 Ib/mmBtu of actual heat input.

OAC rule 3745-17-11(B)(4)

The emission limitation specified by this
rule is less stringent than the emission
limitation established pursuant to QAC
rule 3745-31-05(A)(3).

Should paragraphs (A)(3) and (D) of OAC rule 3745-31-05 be the only paragraphs cited for
requirements established in a permit to install?

No, if requirements are created in the permit to install specifically pursuant to paragraphs (C),
(E), (F), and/or (G), and they go beyond BAT or paragraph (D) requirements, then that paragraph
should also be cited as an applicable requirement in the permit.

(02/23/00)
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skwell International Newark

CAPITAL COSTS
Direct Costs
Control Equipment’
Instruments and controls
Taxes
Freight
Base Price

_Instaltation

indirect Costs
Engineering & Supervision
Construction/Field Exp
Construction Fee
Start-up
Performance Tests
Model Study
Contingencies
Total Indirect Costs
Total Capital Costs

"NNUALIZED COSTS
rects Costs
Operating Labor
Supervision
Operating Materials
Maintenance Labor
Maintenance Materials
Utilities )
Electricity
Fuel
Cooling Water
Waste Disposal
Indirect Costs
Overhead
Property Tax
insurance
Administration
Equipment life
Capital Recovery Interest
Capital Recovery
Total Annualized Costs

VOCs Controlled, Tons/yr

COST EFFECTIVENESS, $/ton

Clods B2 (omPawdrs 10

THE vALuEl 188 THE Ergmniord et Goiss

L

Cost

Factors Units Costs Formuia
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0.1 130000 CF*C
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2093000 Base Price + Install + Indirect, O
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2—~935 TUE 11 =42 PORTS LOCAL AIR AGCY F .22

dinter-office communication

to: DO Adr Unit Supervisors/LAA Directors date: _April 27, 1989

from: __Bob Hodanég§§t Manager, AQMEP Section/DAPC

subject Use or Substitution of CFC's

We have recently received two guestions from industry regarding the use
or substitution of CFC's. The guestions and our responses are as
follows: :

Question 1: Our existing facility presently uses a CFC that is excmpt
under the volatile organie compounds (VOC) rules, but is considered a
"controlled™ CFC under the Montreal Protocol, We plan to switch to a
CFC that is less harmful to the upper level ozone layer in order Lo
comply with the Montreéeatl Protécol. ~"Must our company dpply for @ periit
to install (PTI) to accommodate this change?

Answer 1: No, a new PTI iz not required, provided that the substitute
TFC is considered to be less than or equal to in toxielty to the
present CFC and the substitute CFC ig not considered to be a VOC by
0.8 EPA.

Question 2: Our company plans to install a new facility that will
employ substitute CFC's that will comply with the Montreal Protocol.
Is a PTI necessary for the construction of the new scurce?

Answer 2% Yes, a PTI is required. Under the PTI rules, all new
gEources of air contaminants must obtain a PTI. The rules do not exempt
CFC's from the requirement for a permit. During the review for best
available technology (BAT}, applicants should be required to examine
standard control tachnologies for organic compounds. Also, facilities
should evaluate the use of substitute CFC's (chlorodifluorcethane
HCFC-142b, dichlorofluorcethane HCFC~l41lb, tetrafluoroethane HFC-1344,
dichlorptrifluorcethane HCFC-123) that are less harmful to the upper
atmosphere instead of the CFQ's controlled by the Montreal Protocol
(trigchloroflucoromethane GFC-1l, dichlorediflucromethanse CFC-12,
trichloretrifluorcethane CFC-113, dichlerotetraflucorcethane CFC~114,
chloropentafluoroethane CFC~115, bromechlorodifluorcethane Halon 1211,
bromotrifluoroethane Halon 13Ql, dibromotetrafluorcethane Halon 2402).

If you have any questions, please contact me at (614) 644-2270.

BH:jle
MAY 04 1908
PORTSMOUTH LOGAL
AR AGENCY
GEN 1001 { 3/84 }
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Hnied States Semate - /C

WASHINGTON, DC 20510-3101

9

_ial

AG 23 M40
July 30, 1993 o

REGIGS: 2. e
| AUG 370 1905
The Honorable Carol Browner

Administrator, Environmental Protection Agency

401 M Street SW

Washington, DC 20460

Dear Carol:

Recently the Air and Radiation Division of EPA's Region V
wrote to the Michigan Department of Natural Resources regarding a
General Motors proposal to switch from coal and oil fuels for a
number of industrial boilers to cleaner burning natural gas.

That letter indicated, in brief, that since the change would
not increase use, and would result in lower emissions, New Source
Review provisions of the Clean Air Act would not be triggered,

thereby relieving GM of the regulatory paperwork burden which might
otherwise have been invoked.

I would like to commend the Region for this carefully reasoned
approach to application of the regulations, and ask that you
consider making this a national policy. Since the goal of the
Clean Air Act is to provide better air gquality, it makes a great
deal of sense to make it easier for businesses to switch to cleaner
burning fuels when that will reduce their overall emissions.
Encouraging businesses nationwide to switch to such fuels could

achieve significant envireonmental improvement, while lowering costs
for many industries.

United States Senator

PVD/ 1mk
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Inter-office Communication

TO: NSR Contacts DATE: June 23, 1993
FROM: Bob Hodanb6gi, Chief - DAPC

SUBJECT: New Source Review topic of interest.

Please review the attached memo from David Kee of the U.S. EPA.
The U.S. EPA recently determined that the conversion from coal to
natural gas for a boiler would not entail New Source Review if
there was no increase in emissions due to the change in fuel.

The determination was based on specific circumstances and data
presented by General Motors to U.S, EPA. Apparently, GM was able
to demonstrate that the emission factors for all relevant
pollutants would decrease, and that neither the rate of
production nor hours of operations of the facilities would
increase. This determination is contrary to the policy of
reviewing emissions based on the potential to emit. Furthermore,
it appears that U.S. EPA is acknowledging that natural gas is a
cleaner burning fuel, and consequently it appears that U.S. EPA
does not want to deter companies from switching to cleaner
burning fuel. Please note, however, that we do not know what
information GM presented to U.S. EPA which allowed for this
determination.

Please insert the attached memo into your New Source Review
guidebook for future reference.

attachment
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. P.O. Box 1049, 1800 WaterMark Dr. : George V. Vainovich v
“olumbus, Ohio 43266-0149 Governor
514) 644-3020 : Donald R. Schragarcs -

FAX (614) 644-2329 Dirsctor

WE REY TO KAWP 17
LETTER ol [Ty,

TO: Robert Hodanbosi, Chief, DARC B
FROM: Grant W. Wilkinso, uty Director of Legal Affairs

SUBJECT: General Motor’s Clean Fuel Boiler Conversions

DATE: May 17, 1993

The General Motor’s Chevrolet - Pontiac - Canada Group Plant, located in Parma, Ohio, has
requested that the air use permits for two coal-fired boilers (permits to operate NOS. 13-18-45-
1029 B0O1 and B002) be amended to allow the use of natural gas. General Motors was initially
informed that the conversions would require permits to install and the application of new source
review because the conversion had the potential to result in a significant net emissions increase.

General Motors responded that the use of cleaner fuels should not require new source review.
General Motors reasoned that a "significant net emissions increase” will not result from the
proposed conversion. Instead, the use of natural gas will decrease the emissions of nitrogen
oxide, sulfur dioxide, carbon monoxide, total suspended particulate, and volatile organic
compounds. Accordingly, on August 31, 1992, General Motors asked the Cleveland Division
of Air Pollution Control to withhold further action on its permit pending a final determination
of this issue by U.S. EPA.

By letter dated April 6, 1993, Dave Kee informed Dennis Drake, Acting Chief of Michigan
Department of Natural Resource’s Air Quality Division, that, in U.S. EPA’s view, "General
Motor’s proposed natural gas conversion projects should not be considered a major modification
under the Federal New Source Review regulations”. (A copy of the letter is attached. for your
review).

In light of the above, and given the significant environmental benefit, I encourage you to adopt
the same approach in the case of the Parma, Ohio facility. Please notify the Cleveland Division
of Air Pollution Control of this development and U.S. EPA’s recent interpretation.

cc:  Jim Orlemann, Manager, Engineering Section, DAPC
Brian Babb, Acting Deputy Director
Jeanne Mallett, Legal Supervisor

GWW/cmw
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R Y UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY Comnf 2R
- i g i ' REGION S | ik
. \)M . AR AND RADIATION BIVISION =
S _ 77 WEST JACKSON BOULEVARD |
e CHICAGO, IL 60604-3580 (

APR.0 8 1993
v . REPLY TO THE ATTEMTION OF:
(AT~187)

Dennis Drake, acting Chief
—— Alr Quality Division
Michigan Departwent of Natural Resources
P.0, Box 30028
Lansing, Michigan 48909 \

Dear Mr.. Drake:

This lettar concerns a proposal by General Moters (GM) to burn
natural gas in existing industria) bolilers at an estimated 16 sites
in the State of Michigan, and 12 other sites in Region 5. The units
at issue currently burn coal cr fuel oil, Durirg a February 23,
1993, telephone conference bétween GM, the United States
Environmental Protection Ageiic¢y (USEPA), and the Michigan Department
of Natural Resources to discuss these alternate fuel projects, GM was
asked to provide a demonstration that a change in fuels would not: oL
affect future auto production rates at these facilities. -

. The data provided by GM in a March 9, 1993, letter indicate that the
. utilization rate of the bollers would not be influenced by & switch
to this more economical fuel kecause (1) the total steam cost at 2
given plant is insignificant when compared to the total operating
cost at that plant, and (2) the steam production is primarily
determined by climate conditions, not auto production rates.

Tha New Source Review (NSR) regulatory provisions regquire that a
- proposed physical change result in an increase in actual emissiors in
order for the change to be consldered a modification and therefore
subjact to NSR. ‘Bee, €.9., 40 Code of Federal Regulations -
52.21(¢2) (). 1In this case, the proposed switch to naturz) gas at
various €M facilities will result in substantial reductions in the
.amissions factors of particulate matter, sulfur dioxide, and, in most
caces, oxides of nitrogen, ag.well as air toxics. The use of natura)
* gas will also result in a substantial cost savings for the source.
In genexal, where a source makes a chatige that reduces the costs of
production, such changes usually affect the utilization of the
facility. 1In this case, GM has clearly demonstrated that the
utilization rate of the bollers will not be affected by the propcsed
fuel switch to natural gas. Conseguently since the emissions factors
for all relevant pollutants will decrease and neither the rate of
production nor hours of operations of the facilities will increase as
a result of the change, USEPA has determined that the proposed {

‘\
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projects will nct result in an inerease in emissions. Ther?foreﬂ
based on the specific circumstances and data presented, it is USIPA's
view that GM's proposed natural gas conversion projects should not be
considered a major modificaticn under the Federal New Source Review
regulations, :

If you have any gquestions with regard to this letter, please contact
me.

Bincerely yours,

7
David Xee, Director )
aAir and Radiation Division
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Premoting cost savings . . . _
EPA, STATES WORKING WITH GENERAL MOTORS TO DEVELOP FLEX!BLE FUEL-USE POL!CY

EPA and several siates are working with General Mators Corp. 1o invesugaie ways 10 allow seasona!
fuel switches within a source’s existing air peomit, 2 move agency officialy expect will set 2 precedent for
allowing fuel switching under existing permits at all sorts of facilities. EPA has indicated its intention 1o
develop an "interim policy" c:r.cluding fuel switching to c!mcr-buming natural gas from new source teview
as long as increases in actual emissions do not accur. The agency's decision 1 consider 2 more {lexible

- fuel-switching policy comes in response 1o ¢oncermns that the NSR regulauons discouraged use of lower
emitting fuels.

EPA regional officials and state air regulators are collaborating with represenuatives of the General
Motors Corp. 1o determine whether & fedaral policy incorporating the ability to fuel switch to nawral gas
can be extended to all source categaries without triggering new source review, The test project
partisipants are reviewing existing state policies to see if the test project with GM facilities can be
accommodated within the comext of the operating permit program, since any fuel switch would bave 1o be
included in a source’s permit,

Agency officials decided 1o team up with GM afier the U.S. aviomaker indicated its desize 1o add the
capability to burn nawral gas, which i cleaner than coal and oil, Their operating permit, however, did not
allow a foel switch since their facility permits enly allow buming coal,

EPA appears likely to approve a federal seasonal fuel ewitching policy, particularly since fuel switching
is bcmg discussed as 3 methad 10 mest the requirements of titie 1 for nitrogen oxide reductione (see Feb,
25 issue, p7). The only foreseeable stumhling block appears to be how the policy would be enforced and
"how EPA will determine whether a company actually did switch to 2 cleaner buming fuel. Siate air
regulators in Michigan and Ohio. for example, where General Motors operatas automobile manufacturing
facilities, arc being asked 10 review existing air permits for industrial boilers and their modifications in
order to preserve the ability to switch from one fuel to another, explained an EPA ofﬁcml State officials
could not be reached for comment.

The agency currently requires existing units to be permitied in order to burn fuels such as coal, wood ;
wastes and tires, even though bumning natural gas emity less air pollation. The agency’s “interim” policy \
change, which was announced at 2 March 17-18 NSR simplification workshop in Notth Carolina, would
eliminate that requirernent, srabling sources to lower their cmissions by burning natural gas.

GM represenuatives are very exgited about the prospect of making this compliance option work within
the framework of their facility operating permits. One company representative is encouraged that EPA and
states are supparting this process without the threat of prevention of gignificant deterioration reviews, a3
they think it will work at other industrial and government-owned (zcilitics as well. This is not a rcsoiu:inn
unigoe 10 GM, the representaive stressed.

EPA’s interim palicy would be incorporated into the NSR rulemaking by memorandum ﬁrm. according
to an agency official. Afier the new source review proposed rufe is issucd later this year, the new fuel-
switching policy, among several others, would became part of the final regulation. An EPA official explaing
that the agency is working on an NSR simplification package and a rule package for (he program’s
sialutory requircraents which likely will be issued as two scparate EPA actions.

Initial project results are cxpecmd 10 be available in approximately one month. EPA is expectad to
make its NSR policy decision sometime later this spring, in time for stales 10 conduct permit reviews
regarding sources’ ability to fuel switch.

Senior Editor: Jylie Edelson .
SUBSCRIFTIONS: Associate Editors: Victaria Schobel, Neil Versal, Karz Sissell
703.892.8500 or Documents Coordinatar: Debra Cresdan
Toll-free 300-424-9068 | Production Menager. Dera Ganoczy; Production Assistant: Janneus Esgusta
NEWS OFFICE CleanAir Report is published every ather Tharsdey by Inside Washingron Publishers, PO Box -
703-892-8516 7167, Ben Franklin Station, Washington, DC 20044, Subscription fates: $460/yr in U.S. and {
Canada; §510fyt elscwhere (air mail), Comenus of Clean Air Report are protected by U.S. '
FAX: 703-685.2606 gmukaquodumm.pbowcopmg storage of wansmission by magnesc of elec-
ronic means i3 strictly prohibited by law withott express permission of Inside Washington
Publishers,
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OhicEPA

State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency

" 7. Box 1049, 1800 WaterMark Dr.
umbus, Ohio 43266-0149

o 14) 644-3020

FAX {614) 644-2329

Gearge V, Voinovich
Governor

Donald R. Schregardus

Dirsctor

Mr. Doug Seaman June 22, 19913
Cleveland Bureau of Air Pollution Control

1925 St. Clair

Cleveland, Ohio 44114

Dear Doug:

This letter is in regards to the General Motor’s Chevrolet -
Pontiac - Canada Group Plant, located in Parma, which would like
to switch from coal to natural gas for their boilers (source nos.
13-18-45-1029 B0O0l1 and B002). In a memo from Mr. David Kee (U.S.
EPA) to Mr. Dennis Drake (Michigan Department of Natural
Resources}, the U.S. EPA determined that switching to natural gas
would not involve the requirements of New Source Review if the
emissions did not increase due to the switch. This determination
was based on specific circumstances and data presented to U.S.
EPA by General Motors Corporation. The U.S EPA had requested
that GM provide a demonstration that a change in the fuels would
not affect future auto production rates at these facilities. GM
was able to show that the utilization rate of the boilers will
not be affected by the proposed fuel switch. Furthermore, GM
demonstrated that the emissions factors for all relevant’
pollutants will decrease and neither the rate of production nor
hours of operations of the facilities will increase as a result
of the change. Consequently, the U.S. EPA determined that there
will not be an increase in emissions, therefore, the sources
would not be subject to the New Source Review requirements for
major sources. Please review the attached memos. It is
important to note, however, that we do not know what information
was presented to the U.S. EPA by General Motors.

I believe that the determination by U.S. EPA may apply to the
Parma facility as well. Consequently, provided there will not be
an increase in emissions due to the fuel change, nor an increase
in the rate of production or hours of operation of the facility,
this project should be permitted without involving the
requirements of New Source Review applicability. Please examine
the circumstances involved with the Parma facility to determine
if these conditions will be satisfied.

If you have any questions in regards to this letter, please
contact Jim Braun of my staff at (614)644-3617.

Sincerely, ; ; :

ocbert Hodanbosi, Chief RH/JB
Divigion of Air Pollution Control attachment
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New Source Review Contacts

;;%ANK_P4A?KUN964&NW4HM$ Akron

Pat Shriver, Canton
Dan Schiltz, Canton
Brad Miller, SWOAPCA
Do SeAMAN Fed—Esborn, Cleveland
Cuey MARZSHALL  pan—Eechud, RAPCA
Leon Weitzel, Painesville
Don Walden, Portsmouth
Steve Giles, Portsmouth
Harold Strohmeyer, NOVAA
Al Carducci, NOVAA
_ Rich Klasiz, NOVAA
Bl (ARBER - ben-Nelire, Toledo
John Scrip, Youngstown
MIIAE-. _!__l,ol-;pz_”\lb Bon—Gavete, CDO
: Dennis Bush, NEDO< B @OULI&H ;\}EDQ
Gerry Rich, NWDO
Fred Klingelhafer, SEDO
Phil Hinrichs, SWDO

Pos Hobangos , DRPC
Jw Brave, Dapc

AL an LL,c:‘)/DJ DRAPc-
Misty Farsons, AP C-

July 22, 1992

NSR Manual Book 1 - Original Scan 11/2006
Page 168



MiI5T7~ AY comm ENTST

. “Bseb
— Chevrolet-Pontiac- Canada Group
| § |
Sanads Parma Plant

April 15, 1992 General Motors Corporation
. P.O. Box 30098

Parma, Ohio 44130

Mr. A, L, Ang, Engineer L
Division of the Environment oo
Bureau of Air Pollution Control
1925 St. Clair Avenue
Cleveland, Ohio 44114

Re: New Source Performance Review Concerns for the Q@as
Conversion of C-P~C Parma Boiler Nos. 1 & 2
[Ohio EPA Source Nos. 13-18-45-1029 B00l & B002)

Dear Mr. Ang:

The General Motors Chevrolet-Pontiac-Canada Group Plant, located
'in Parma, Ohio, operates two coal-fired boilers under Permits to
Operate (Ohio EPA Source Nos. 13-18-45-1029 B001 & B002). As you
may recall, on February 21, 1991, I met with you and Commissioner
T. J. Esborn to discuss the gas conversion project. At the close
of the meeting, you were provided new Appendix Bs, with the
understanding that our permits to operate would be amended to allow
these boilers to also fire natural gas. Based on our discussion,
it was our understanding that this was all that was required to
allow the conversions to proceed, In fact, when we received
Proposed Special Terms and Conditions for Permits to Operate for
Two "Gas/Coal-fired" Steam Boilers, Boiler Nos. 1 and 2, it
appeared the gas conversion was recognized. However, on March 20,
1992, during your annual inspection visit, you advised us that we
needed to file Permits to Install (PTI) for these two burners.
When we questioned this requirement, you advised us to contact Mr.
Robert Hodanbosi, Manager of the OEPA Air Quality and Planning
Section.

Mr. Hodanbosi was contacted on March 24, 1992. He recommended we
perform calculations to determine if any contaminants emitted while
burning natural gas exceeded by forty (40) tons per year or more
those same contaminants when ccocal is burned. If none are exceedsd,
no problems exist and PTIs are not required. As you will find in
the following information and attached graphs, the use of natural
gas does not cause an increase in emissions; indeed, because
natural gas generates less pollutants than coal, emissions will
decrease,

Boiler Nos. 1 and 2 have a permitted capacity of 128 MMBtu/Hr,
each. Using natural gas instead of coal will not affect the steam
generating capacity of either boiler, but will result in
considerable reductions in emissions of total suspended particulate
(TSP), sulfur dioxide (50,), oxides of nitrogen (NOx) and carbon
monoxide (CO). Maximum pofential emissions from these boilers when
burning coal and natural gas are:

Emissions (Tons/Year)TSP S0 NOx co vOoC
Coal 146 2,01 627 224 3
Natural Gas 5.34 0.64 190.62 37.38 2.99
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We believe the modifications we are implementing are neither
physical nor operational changes which trigger new source review
analysis. Rather, adapting these boilers to burn natural gas, in
addition to coal, results in lower emissions (see attached graphs)
and ensures our energy supply. Because enmnissions will be reduced
by use of a less polluting fuel, adapting the units to accommodate
the burning of these fuels should not be considered a "physical or
operational change." Use of this alternate fuel results in a
reduction of air pollution emitted from this facility, and should
therefore be excluded from new source review analysis. [see 56 Fed.
Reg. 27630, 34-35 (June 14, 1991)]

Even if it were determined that these changes are a physical or
operational change, then a new source review permit is required
only if a "significant net emissions increase" would result from
the physical or operaticonal change. A net emissions increase only
occurs where the physical or operational change increases emissions
of nitrogen oxide (NOx), sulfur dioxide (S0O,) or volatile organic
compounds (VOC) by 40 tons per year, total "suspended particulate
(TSP) by 25 tons per year, carbon monoxide (CO) by 100 tons per
year, or lead (Pb) by 0.6 tons per year. [40 CFR éSl.lGS(a)(l)(x)].

The use of natural gas will decrease all of these emissions. Since
a "significant net emissions increase" will not result from the
proposed adaptation, a new source review permit is not required.
[see 40 CFR 851.165(2)(1)(vi)(A)] Because there is a decrease in
all emissions, attributable to the low pollutant fuel, new source
review does not apply.

The new source regulatory scheme has always been based on the
premise that the physical or operational change in question causes
a "significant" increase in emissions. Utilization of existing
allowed capacity through increased hours of operation or production
rate is specifically excluded from the definition of physical and
operational change. [see 40 CFR §51.165(2)(1)(v)(C)(6)] Currently,
each boiler is allowed to operate a maximum of 8,760 hours per
year. These boilers have not operated at full capac1ty because of
the depressed automobile market and reduced demand at the facility.
When the automobile industry recession ends, we will wish to take
advantage of the improved market which may require operating
boilers at the currently allowed rate. Since we can presently
accommodate such projected demand growth independent of the use of
an alternate fuel, there is clearly no causal link between the use
of this fuel and any increased future emissions. The mere
substitution of fuel, made possible by this adaptation, does not
cause an increase in emissions; indeed, because natural gas
generates less pollutants than coal, emissions will decrease.
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Since use of natural gas will result in significant air quality
benefits, General Motors requests that this permit modification be
expeditiously approved. Should you have any questions regarding
this request, please contact me or Ms, Diane M., Palmer at (216)

265-5390 or 539%1.

Sincerely,

Slgphorm P Lo

Stephen P. Krupa
Superintendent -
Environmental Activities

cc: R. Hodanbosi
D. M, Palmer
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INTER-OFFICE COMMUNICATION

OHIO EPA, DIVISION OF AIR POLLUTION CONTROL

To: District Offices and Local Air Agenbies; Barb Bonds, Chief, DSIWM
From: Robert Hodanbosi, Chief, DAPC
Re: Air Pollution Permit Requirements for Composting Facilities.

Date: April 22, 1993

This memo is intended to clarify the air pollution permltting requirements for
composting facilities. First, a little background information is helpful.

in June, 1992, new solid waste cbmposting regulations became effective. These
regulations created 3 classes of composting facilities. These classes include:

Class | - Facilities which accept municipal solid waste. They must obtain a solid
waste permit and annual solid waste license.

Class li - Facilities which accept source separated yard waste or animal waste plus
bulking agents only and are over 15,000 square yards in size. Other materials can
be composted if approved by the Director.: Solid waste registration-and a solid
waste operating license are required.

Class Il - Facilities which accept source separated yard waste or animal waste plus
bulking agents only and are less than 15,000 square yards in size. Solid waste
registration is required. No solid waste permits/licenses are needed.

On November 9, 1992, the Director of the Ohio EPA meet with the Ohio Municipal
lLeague and various city and village officials regarding yard waste composting
facilities. The city and village officials expressed strong concerns that requiring
these facilities to apply for and obtain both a Permit to Install {PT}) and Permit to
Operate {PTO) werzs unnecessary and burdensome. After listening to their
concerns, he stated that DAPC would not require air permits for yard waste
composting facilities.

In a press release on November 9, 1992, the Director announced a moratorium on
enforcement of the compost rules for Class Hl and Class {ll composting facilities
{solid waste compost rules}. The press release also stated that Ohio EPA proposed
a method to simplify composting requirements for yard waste. This proposal
would require facilities that compost only yard waste to simply register with Ohio
EPA and notify Ohio EPA if the ownership transfers or when they close. In
addition, they would not be required to employ certified operators or meet the
siting criteria required for facilities that compost other types of waste, such as
animal waste.
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INTER-OFFICE COMMUNICATION

OHIO EPA, DIVISION OF AIR POLLUTION CONTROL

It is the Director’s desire to minimize the regulatory burden on composting facilities
as much as possible. As such, the air requirements will be as follows:

Class | Composting Facilities

Class | composting facilities will be required to apply for and obtain both PTls and
PTOs for all air poliution sources at the facility. This includes the material storage
piles, paved and unpaved roadways, gasoline dispensing facilities, heaters/boilers,
storage tanks greater than 500 gallons in size and other typical air pollution
sources. The normal PTO registration program will be available for small air
poliution sources.

Class ll_and {ll Composting Facilities

Class H and lll composting facilities that compost only yard waste will not be
required to apply for and obtain air poliution permits provided that these facilities
meet two criteria: (1) Best Available Technology (BAT) requirements for the
composting piles, roadways and parking lots associated with these facilities, and
{2) no odor or dust complaints have been received. The BAT limits for composting
piles are no visible particulate emissions except for a period of time not to exceed
one minute during any sixty-minute observation period. For paved roadways and
parking areas, there are no visible particulate emissions except for a period of time
not to exceed one minute during any sixty-minute observation period. For unpaved
roadways and parking areas, there are no visible particulate emissions except for a
period of time not to exceed three minute during any sixty-minute observation
period.

If these facilities have other types of sources (gasoline dispensing, organic material
storage tanks, heaters etc. then they must apply for and obtain permits for these
sources.

If you receive non-air permitting questions concerning what type of operational
requirements are being required of these types of facilities, then please direct these
questions to DSIWM. If you have any air related questions or comments
concerning this policy, please contact Mike Hopkins, at 614-771-7505.

RH/MH

cc: Jim Orlemann, DAPC
Clara Dailey, DAPC
Jim Braun, DAPC
Misty Parsons, DAPC
Alan Lioyd, DAPC
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State of Ohip Environmental Profection Agency

1800 Watestiark Drive TELE: (514} B44-0020 FAX: (314) 6442520 £.0, Box 1049
S Qolmnbus, OH 432151099 Columbus, OH 432161049

INTEROFFICE COMMUNICATION

To: Bob Hodanbosi, Chief, DAPC 4 “
From: Vaaghn Laughlin, Chief, GIR. 9

Subject: End of Air Permit Moratorium for CDD Facilities

{
i
Date: June 14, 1996 [

This memo is to confirm that the construction and demolition debsis rules "are in place.
Effective immediately, the Director has ended the moratorium ox the issuance of air pollution
control permits for fugitive dust for construction and demolition debris facilities.

Please commence normal processing of the following PT1 applications which were on hold
becanse of the moratoriom:

PIL #

02-6390
02-6422
07-327
14-3343
15-799
17-1340

VL/BB/bks

Facility

Ashtabulz Recycling and Disposal
Lake County C&D Disposal Facility
Scarberry and Son Demolition, Inc.
John R Jurgensen Company

East 30 Excavating Co.

Kuchan Farm.

oy Jenny Tiell, Deputy Director, Programs
Barb Brdicka, Chief, DSTWM '
Pat Madigan, Chief, PIC
Mike Hopking, DAPC
Laura Ephlin, Legal
Juliznne Kurdila, Legal

Goorge V. Veinovich, Govemor
Naney P. Holfister, L1, Govesd NSR Manual Book 1 - Original Scan 11/2006
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OEPA inter-office communication

to: : Distribu;ion date: April 22, 1994

from: Mik hking ., Section Manager - AQMSP

ry

subject: _PCE Dry Cleaning Source PTIg

As you know, the federal NESHAP for PCE dry cleaner’s has been finalized.

A copy of the MACT package was sent to all field offices in November 1993.
This package contained a summary of the requirements and a copy of the
Federal Register notice. Additional special terms and conditions for these
gsources have been developed for your use. A copy of these conditions was
recently sent to all field offices. TIf you believe that any other
conditions are needed, please forward them to Safaa El-Oraby for
consideration. A revised version will be distributed if changes are made.

In addition, in this IOC we would like to stress several important things
to consider when determining what is applicable to a particular source, and
what to include in the PTI.

These three items should be included somewhere in the PTI worksheet
paperwork sent to Central Office so that we are aware of them when
conducting our review. They determine what control is required and if the
source meets the NESHAP and BAT. The iltems are:

- when the machine was installed {(complete date}

- type of machine (dry to dry or transfer - this should be part of the
equipment description) -

- amount of PCE to be purchased/used yearly (past 12 rolling months)

There are also record keeping, reporting and cperaticnal requirements. The
federal rule, 40 CFR 63 Subpart M, should be cited in PTI’'s under the
applicable rules. OAC 3745-21-09 (AA) should also still be cited.

If the amount of planned use (and purchase)} is less than the potential
usage/emissions, a simple restriction on gallons (gal/year or gal/month,
for example} should be included in the PTI. This is important because
actual amount purchased will determine what category they belong in and the
control eguipment required, if any.

It has been decided that we will not normally issue these PTIs as drafts.
Please be aware of the new requirements as you are reviewing and writing
PTIs. If you have any guestions, please contact the new source review
staff or Safaa, Toxics - MACT Standards, at Central Office.

Thank you.

Distribution

Don Cavote, CDO Bruce Blankenship, Canton

Judy Zimomra, Cleveland Harold Strohmeyer, NOVAA

Doug Seaman, Cleveland Dennis Bush, NEDO

“red Klingelhafer, SEDO Barry Burton, Cincinnati

Jerry Garro, Akron Don Walden, Portsmouth

Phil Henrichs, SWDO Don Moline, Toledo

John Paul, RAPCA Gerry Rich,: NWDO

Alan Lloyd, AQM&P : Jim Braun, RAQM&P  \sg Manual Book 1 - Original Scan 11/2006
Safaa El-Oraby, AQM&P Misty Parsons, AQM&P Page 177

MH/SE/MP



AQM&P Section
PTI Exemptiong Covering Small Fuel Fired Units
Are Generators Included?

We recently received an inquiry concerning whether generators,
engines used to produce electrical power, are covered under the
OAC 3745-21-03 (A) (1) (a) exemption for fossil fuel fired units
legss than 10 mmBTU/hr in size. When rule 03 was revised last
year, this exemption was changed to include more sources, and the
gimilar exemptions {(b) and (c) were added.

Exemption (b) covers the same types of units that are less than 1
mmBTU/hr in size, but they can burn a wider range of fuels and
still be exempted.

New (c) exempts furnaces and dryers whose only emissions are
water and the products of combustion of the fuel, therefore
excluding many industrial process, like burn off ovens, from this
exemption (i.e. they need PTIs).

Generators are not listed specifically in these exemptions,
therefore, it is the Division’s position that they are not exempt
from the PTI regquirement, no matter how small. However, it is
possible that some of them, by their potential emissions, would
be De Minimis sources under OAC 3745-15-05. Those that are De
Minimis would not need PTIg, and do not have to meet other rule
requirements as well.

Please keep this in mind when you are considering permitting for
these sources, or when you receive inquires about our
requirements. If any of the District or Local staff have
guestions about exemptions, please contact one of the Central
Office PTI review staff. Thank you.
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‘ Loretta King P SRR e T
‘Deputy Assistant Attorney General R I S
Civil RightsyDivision.. S PRI TR
U.S. Department of Justice e o et
P.O. Box 65808 c x o
Washington, ‘D. c. 20035-5968 A R ,-” -

Re: NAACP= z;gg gnapte; v. Erigler, Case No. 95~cv-73224-ur
(E.D: Mich.)(zatkoff, J.) -

Dear Ms.. King._

'.'.-a

By’ letter dated September 18, 1995 ‘(copy enclosed), EPA - Ce )
requested. that the Department of. Justice petition the court’ for fg,j .
permission to file an amicus curiae brief on behalf" 'of "EPA in ‘the
above-referenced case:. -As requested by your staff, ‘we have = -
prepared ‘the enclosed preliminary analysis of Title VIias it
applies in the Prevention of Significant Deter;oratlon of Air -

Quality (PSD) permitting program under the Clean Air. Act (CAR) .
We have 3ust recently received copies of the papers that have:
‘been filed in the case'and have ferwarded copies to your office.
Because this case raises fundamental issues of ‘first impression
regarding the application of Title VI to EPA-funded State-
implemented environmental programs, EPA- believes it is 1mportant
for the Unxted states to file an amicus brief in this case.

As you may know, Plalntiffs allege that the Mlchxgan
Department .of Natural Resources (MDNR) violated Title VI and’ .
EPA’s implementing regulations by granting the PSD permlt for the: -
Genesee Power woodwaste combustor. They seek declaratory and:
injunctive relief for violations of Title VI due to the alleged
failure to consider racially dlscrimlnatory impacts and. adverse
health effects from operation of the -woodwaste combustor. o
Plaintiffs’ argument relies in part on a December 23, .1994 1etter
from Dan Rondeau,. EPA’s Director of Civil Rights, which states-
that "the fact that the recipient does not. select the site in a
permit application does not relieve the recipient of the-
responsibility of.ensuring that its actions in issuing permits
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. Title VI obligations of recipients.of EPA financial assistance

‘ [ L £ -""“ s " .‘~‘

for such facilities do not haye discriminatory effect " (copy "Q !
enclosed). In its. résponse’to. .the Plaintiffs? preliminary 2 :
injunction motion, MDNR has. denied. that Title VI provides any

basis for relief.

In this: instance, the State issued a Federal permit under a.
delegation to it of the PSD program. - While Title VI is .
.-ihapplicable to a Federal agency’s.action in issuing a: permit .

. where a-Stateagercy receives Federal funds and.conducts a . i%.. .
permitting program, Title VI applies. to the. State agency's action',
of issuing .permits, regardless of whether -the permitting p programi. - .
‘was-.delegated from EPA or.not. ' It is EPA’s position‘that ‘the .l

apply ‘to MDNR’s' implementation-of "the CAA PSD permitting’ program
and that .those. obligations impose certain affirmative duties,xasm;:
..outlined‘below.-~ . '
EPA is still deliberating about the p051t10n it supports,
- regarding Title VI and permitting programs .under the. - .
environmental statutes, .especially where,. as' is the‘case in other“"f
.statutes,. there may not be as. much. opportunity as. under the CAA .-
to incorporate Title VI conSiderations in State permitting S
programs.:. This is a complex policy: and’ legal issue which we and.:
the Department of -Justice will want. to evaluate carefully. Since’
the United States may.want to argue a more .expansive . . :
'interpretation of Title ViI.obligations in the future: than that
advanced in the attached memorandum, we ‘ask that.the current
brief be: drafted in such a way that preserves the ability to do @}f

S50.

In addition, EPA would 1ike to discuss Wlth you the issue-of
addressing an appropriate remedy in this-case, should the court"
find. that. Title VI has been viclated. For a variety of reasons,
cur preliminary position is that the equities in this case
probably do not support revocation of the permit. Amongithose
considerations is the fact that additional evidence was produced-
by the Plaintiffs after the permit was issued. Further, certain
allegations, relating to environmental justice were presented to.
EPA during the EPA ‘Environmental Appeals’ Board’s (EAB) review of
the 1993 initial permit.. The EAB rejected the environmental '
justice claime for failure to prove intentional discrimination .
and. EPA déclined ‘to.take further action to halt issuance of the.
permit at that time. Therefore, unless more fundamental issues-
regarding the permitting process are presented than we have:
received to date, EPA would .support ‘a suggestion to.the court
that some. form of ‘prospective relief be fashioned for- operation
of MDNR’s PSD program and/or for the woodwaste plan at this site.
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If you have any questions regarding

of my- staff.

contact elthe; Mary 0O‘’ILone (260 1487) or. Tony Guadagno (260»1137)

cc:

—

" Enclosures

" Mary D. Nichols
‘Steven 'A. Herman
.Dan J. Rondeau -
.Valdas V. Adamkus .

Lois J. ‘Schiffer
Poli Marmolejos
Cathy'M;.Sheafor

Sincerely,

this matter, please

T,

. o
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Proposed‘content of Federel'Government's Amicus Curiae Brief

BACEKGROUND

I. The Clean Air Act.

The Prevention of Slgnlflcant Deterioration of Air Quallty
(PSD) program of part C of  title I of the Clean Air Act (CAA) is
a preconstructlon review and permitting program applicable to new
and modified major statlonary sources of air pollution. The -
purpose of the PSD program is "to protect and enhance the quality
of the Nation’s air resources so as to promote the public-health-

and. welfare and the productive capac1ty of 1ts populatlon. -~ CAA
§- 101 (b) (1) , S

The PSD program is a. comblnation of air quality plannlng and o

air pollution control technology requirements. In brief,

pursuant to § 109 of the CAA, EPA has promilgated national
ambient air quality standards (NAAQS). to protect the public
health and welfare. Based on these standards, in accerdance with
section 110(a) of the CAA, States must develop,  adopt, and submit’
to the EPA for approval State implementation plans (SIPs) which -

.contain emission limitations and other control measures to attain
‘and maintain the NAAQS and to meet the other requirements of .

section llO(a). Each SIP is. specifically required to contaln a
PSD permitting program. CAA - § 110{a).(2) (C).

The.Clean Air Act -Amendments of 1977 established the
statutory PSD requlrements in part € of title I of the CAA. Part
C included prov151ons to limit deterioration of 'air quality by.
establishing maximum permissible increases of air pollution over
baseline concentrations, or-"increments," and by requiring
preconstruction review and permitting of new and modified major

stationary sources. 1In brief, the statutory prerequisites for

the issuance of a PSD permit include: 1) air quality impact
analysis demonstrating that air quality standards and other
requirements will be met, 2) implementation of best available
control technology (BACT), 3) consideration of potential impacts
on the National Parks, Wilderness Areas,. and other areas

.spec1f1ed in section 162(a) of the CAA, 4) analysis of air

quality impacts projected as a result of growth associated with '
the project, 5) commitment to an air quality monitoring program,
and 6) a public hearlng with opportunity for EPA and the public
to present their views on .the project. See generally CAA § 165.

EPA currently has two sets of PSD regulations implementing
the PSD program: (1) 40 C.F.R. §:51.166 specifies.the minimum
requirements for a PST SIP to receive EPA apprcral, and (2) 40
C.F.R. § 52.21 providss for Federal implementat:osn.of PSD
requirements, including the ability of EPA to deiegate the
Federal program to States. ([Subsequent revisions to the PSD
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requlations are not pertinent. to this case.] Pursuant to 40
C.F.R, § 52.21(u), EPA has delegated its authority for conducting
PSD review and permitting to a number of states, such as
Michigan, which have not adopted their own PSD SIP programs. -
Pursuant to 40 C.F.R. § 52. 21(r)(2), the procedures for public
participation and administrative appeals concerning such PSD
permlts are’ prov1ded at 40 C.F.R. Part ‘124,

~EPA’s-Environmental. Appeals Board (EAB) reviews and dec1des
administrative appeals of EPA permit decisions (including EPA .
permit decisions delegated to States). Any person, as well ‘as an
EPA Region. when EPA has delegated its permitting authority to a.
State, may appeal. an initial EPA or delegated State permit
decision to the EAB. -As discussed below, an appeal of the PSD*

permit for the Genesee racllity Was f;led.w1uh anc dec1ded by the
EAB. . .

II. .Title VI of the civil Rights*het;

Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1264 prohibits
discrimination on the basis of race, color, or national origin

under Federally-assisted programs or act1v1tles. It expressly
provides that: .

No person in the United States shall, on the ground of
race, color, or national ‘origin, be excluded from
participation in, be denied the benefits cf, or be
subjected to dlscrlmination under any program or
activity receiving Federal financial a551stance.‘

42 U.S.C. § .2000d. In addition to barring intentional
discrimination, the Supreme -€ourt has ruled that Title VI
authorizes agencies to adopt implementing regulations that also
prohibit discriminatory effects. Guardian Ass’p v. Civil Serv,
Comm’n of New York, 436 U.S. 582 (1983). EPA’s regulatiocons
implementing Title VI adopt a discriminatory effects standard and
contain both general and specific prohibitions. See 40 C.F.R. §§
7.30 and 7.35. In varticular, they expressly provide that:

A recipient shall not use criteria or methods of
administering its programs which have the gffect of
subjecting individuals to discrimination because of
their race, color, [or] national origin . . . or have
the effect of defeatlng or .substantially impairing
~accomplishment of the objectives of the program with

respect to individuals of a particular race, color,
for] natlonal origin.

L] .

40 C.F.R. § 7.35(b) (emphasis added).

EPA’s Title VI regulations define a %"(r)ecipient” as "any
state or its political subdivision, any instrumentality. of a

2

NSR Manual Book 1 - Orlglnal Scan 11/2006

Page 183



state or its political subdivision, . . . to which Federal <
financial assistance is extended directly or through another
recipient." 40 C.F.R. § 7.25. As a condition of rece1v1ng EPA
financial assistance to implement. environmental Prograns, State
agencies provide assurances for complying with Title VI and EPA’s
implementing regqulations, which are incorporated by reference

into financial assistance agreements. 40 C.F.R. § 7.80:

EPA’s Office of Civil Rights '(OCR) is charged with EPA’s

Title VI enforcement and compliance  functions. 40 C.F.R.
§ 1.25(b). Under its Title VI regulations, EPA has establisheq
processes. for reviewing administrative - complaints and for
conductlng compliance reviews of EPA-funded State. programs.® In
. general, EPA monitors Title VI compliance through these processes

rather than.through a review of individual State~issued permits. o
The permit at' issue . in the current litigation is the subject of a '
Title VI administrative complaint filed by another party and is. '
currently under investigation by OCR.

DIBQUSSBION. A -

A State agency that receives EPA financial assistance to
administer an EPA-delegated PSD program is subject to the
requirements  of Title VI and EPA’s implementing regulations. See
40 C.F.R §§ 7.15, 7.30, and 7.35.}: Its. Title VI obligations '
include, but. are not 11m1ted to, ensurihg nondiscrimination in (
the permit review and public participation processes. 40 C.F.R.

§§ 7.30 and 7.35(a). Under EPA’s Title VI regulations the -

recipient also is required to ensure that its policies,-

practices, actions, and decisions do not have the purpose or

effect of discriminating based on race, color, or natiocnal 4
origin. 40 C.F.R. § 7.35(b)-% This means the recipient must (/JQSKKQ

-k The Government is only expressing its views on Title VI
in the context of State PSD permitting actions, and its positions
expressed herein do not necessarlly apply to other permitting
programs, 1nclud1ng other air permitting programs.

: sEn-thls-case, the key provision in EPA’s requlations is 40
C.F.R. § 7.35(b), which prohibits discriminatory effects of .
activities authorized under permits issued under the PSD progran.
EPA’s Title VI regulations also prohibit the discriminatory

effects of actual siting decisions made by recipients. 40 C.F.R.
§ 7.35(c). In the permitting context, this provision would apply
where the recipient selects the site, or arguably where the

recipient has the authority to make permitting dEC151DnS based on .{
siting considerations. -
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ensure that: (1) there is no intentional discrimination under its
PSD program3 and . (2) ‘thé activities authorized by the PSD

permits it issues do not result in discriminatory effects
prohibited by Title VI and EPA’s implementing regulations, at
least to the extent it can do so without_v1olat1ng any
prohibition or limitation under the CAA.® With regard to
prohibited discriminatory effects, the recipients must exercise
all discretion available, consistent with the CAA, to ensure that
there are no such effects as a result of the PSD permits it

The CAA prQV1des plenary authority to PSD permitting
agencies to consider and address evidence of disparate impacts
prohibited by Title VI where the dlsparate impact is related to-
the CAA’s requirements, The PSD prOV151ons of the CAA .call for a.
comprehensive preconstruction review of a proposed new or

modified stationary source. A significant leglslatlve purpose of
the PSD provisions is to

. #23 Plaintiffs do not allege, although do not concede a lack
of, intentional discrimination in the current litigation.
However, we note that EPA’s EAB reviewed an earlier version of -
the PSD permit in question and remanded the permit to the State
for further proceedlngs on October 22, 1993. One of the grounds
of appeal was .that issuance of the PSD permit constituted
“environmental racism." Based on the allegations and the record
before it at the time, the EAB held that the appellants had not
offered evidence sufficient to prove their claims of intentional
discrimination. The permit at issue in the current litigation’

was issued by the State 1n,December 1993 follow1ng remand by the
EAB. Lo

w4 Under current Title VI case law, a complainant makes a
prima facie case by showing that the alleged act has a
significant adverse disparate impact on an identifiable
population defined by race, color, or national origin. However,
this showing alone is not sufficient to establish a violation of
Title VI. Once a prima facie case is made, the recipient is
afforded an opportunity to show that there is no disparate
impact, or to provide a legitimate nondlsdriminatory reason for
its action. The complainant may refute the recipient’s defense
by showing . that the justlflcatlon is a pretext or that a less
discriminatory alternative is available. The recipient may rebut.

this by showing that the alternative does not meet its legitimate
objectives.

Implicit in the duty to ensure no discriminatory effects
is a duty to analyze or consider the disparate. effects on ‘
populations defined by race, color, or national origin.

4
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.assure that any decision to permit increased air
pollution in any area to which this section applies is
made only .after careful evaluation of all the
consequences of such a decision.

CAA § 160(5).

Specifically, the BAcnmprov151ons of the PSD program in

the CAZA authorize the consideration of the *energy, environmental'

and economic impacts® of the proposed new or modified major-
stationary source. CBA § 165(a}(4}. The leglslatlve history -
demonstrates- that Congress.intended the overall impact of the
source on the. character of the community to be factored into the
BACT components of the PSD permitting dec151on, authorizing the
State to condition.or to deny the permlt based on these -
considerations:

(Wlhen an analysis of energy, economics, or
environmental -considerations indicates that the impact
of a.major facility could alter the character of .that
community, then the State could, after considering
those impacts, reject the application or condition it
within the desires of the State or local community.

S. Rep. No. 127, 95th Cong., 1lst Sess. 31 (1977) reprinted in
Senate Comm. on-the Environment and Public Works, 95th Cong., 24
Sess., A Legislative History of .the Clean Air Act Amendments of
1977, vol. 3 -at 1405 (1978) (hereafter 3 1977 Leglslgtlve
Historg) -

Further, the provisions regarding the maximum alldéwable
increases in air pollution,{%increments") for areas subject to
PSD, CAA section :163 and 165(a)(3), enable a permitting authority
to evaluate and to approve or reject the configuration iof a
proposed source based on its localized impacts. Congress
recognized that States may decline to permit a source in a
particular location as an increment management tool, even if the
source would not violate the maximun allowablesconcentration.
Under the PSD.program, States may judge how much of the increment

2“BACT 1s defined as "an emission limitation bhased on the
maximum degree of reduction of each pollutant subject to
regulatlon under (the CAA] emitted from or which results from any.
major emitting  facility, which the permitting authorltyr on a
case-by~case basis, taking into account energy, env1ronmenta1,
and economic impacts and other costs, determines is achievable
for such facility  through the application of productlon processes
and available methods, systens, and technlques, including fuel

cleaning, clean fuels, or treatment or innovative fuel combustion .

techniques for control of each such pollutant." CAA § 169(3).

5
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"will be devoted to any major emitting facili@y".and whether it
should "refuse to permit construction, or limit its size." 3-
1977 legislative History at 1405 (Sehate Report).

In consideration of the need to preserve limited clean air
resources while providing opportunities for future economic
growth, see CAA § 160(3), a State may decline to issue a PSD
permit for a source at the proposed site in order. to retain a
portion of the growth increment. See generally 3.1977
Legislative History at 1405 - (Senate Report). The permitting
‘authority may reasonably conclude that a proposed source that
would use most or all of the available increments. in a given area
but would not viclate maximum permlsSLble concentrations should.
nevertheless not be permitted-in the applicant’s -desired
conflguratlon. Such a dec151on may avoid the need. to "ratchet.
down" on existing sources in the future,; which’ might require an
economically wasteful and politically difficult decision to -
retrofit pollution controls on the source now belng permltted in-
order to accommodate future economic growth. 'This reasoning also
extends to more generalized air quallty concerns: regarding the
projected impacts of a proposed plant in a partlcular location.

An 1mportant aspect of PSD review is a publlc hearlng, the
scope of which is defined broadly to include:

opportunity for interested person9~including
representatives of the Administrator to appear and -
submit written or oral presentations on the air quallty
impact of such source, alternatives thereto, control

technology requ1rements, and other approprlate ‘
con51derat10ns. . .

Cra § 165(a)(2) Thus, in addition to an assessment of the
specific air quality impacts of the proposed source, the statute
plainly provides an opportunity for consideration of alternatives
to the proposed source and other appropriate considerations.

This authority to consider alternatives necessarily. includes
authority to consider whether other locations would be preferable
to the location proposed by the source if the permitting
authority decides to do so based upon conSLderatlon of .

appropriate information,. including community views concernlng the
preposed project.

In this case‘ the spec1f1c allegations that MDNR has
viclated Title VI in the issuance of the Genesee permit are also
pending before EPA‘s OCR which has not completed its
investigation under 40 C.F.R. Part.-7. It is possible that the
administrative process will be rendered moot by this judicial
proceeding and/or that the issues will be subject to res judlcata
or collateral estoppel. 1In any event, EPA is not in a position
to opine on the merits of the clainm at this time and seeks to
participate as amicus solely to help define the United States’

6
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view of what duties Title VI imposes on a rec;plent of EPA
assistance in this context.
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Russell J. Harding

Deputy Director

Michigan Department of Natural Resources
Stevens T. Mason Building

P.0O. Box 30028

Lansing, Michigan 48909

Re: Genesee Power Station

Dear Mr. Harding:

Thank you for your August 15, 1994, response to the July 6, 1994,
correspondence from Ms. Kary Moss, Executive Director of the
Maurice and Jane Sugar Law Center for Economic and Social
Justice.,‘We want to address a matter in your correspondence
related to the authority to consider the public's views about the
site for a proposed major emitting facility under the Clean Air
Act's Prevention of Significant Deterioration of Air Quality
(PSD} program. '

The PSD provisions call for preconstruction review of a proposed
permit including consideration of the public's views about the
air quality impacts of a source and "alternatives thereto." CAA
§ 165(a) (2), 42 U.S.C. § 7475(a)(2). The authority to consider
the public's views on alternatives to a proposed source
necessarily includes the authority to consider comments related
to its proposed site. Consideration of public comments
addressing siting issues is consonant with the stated purposes cof
the PSD program to carefully evaluate all the conseguences of a
decision to permit increased air pollution in an area and to
provide adequate opportunities for informed public participation
in the decision., CAA § 160(5), 42 U.S5.C. § 7470(5). Hence, we
believe the Clean Air Act provides authority to consider the
public's views related to the proposed site for a major emitting
facility including environmental justice concerns.

We reccgnize that siting issues may be particularly challenging
and controversial. We will make every effort to work with you to
ensure that PSD permits are the product of fair and reasoned
decision-making and appropriately consider the concerns of permit
applicants and the interested public. Please do not hesitate to
contact us if you would like to discuss these issues further.
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Finally, this letter does not address the claims under Title VI
of the Civil Rights Act raised. by the July &, 1994, Sugar Law
Center correspondence. The Title VI claims and a subsequent
October 19, 1994, submittal from the Sugar Law Center are being
reviewed by the United States Environmental Protection Agency's
(USEPA's) Office of Civil Rights. Any questions you have about
the matters related to Title VI of the Civil Rights Act should be
directed to Rodney Cash, Acting Deputy Director of USEPA's Office
of Civil Rights, or Mike Mattheisen, of his staff, at

(202) 260-4575,

Sincerely yours,

igned by
s original 8
’ I‘Haldas V. Adamkus

Valdas V. Adamkus
Regional Administrator

cc: Dennis Drake, Acting Director
Air Quality Divisien
Michigan Department of Natural Resources

Rodnef Cash
Acting Deputy Director
USEPA, Office of Civil Rights
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standard bcc's:official file copy w/attachment(s)
, originator's file copy w/attachment(s)
originating organization reading file

other becectls:

ORC:DAUGAVIETIS:ad:12/23/94

K.

w/attachment(s)

Westlake, 19J
Rowan, 19J ‘
Daugavietis, CA-30A
Field, CM-29A
Zippay, CA-30A
Campbell, AT-18J
Miller, AT~18J
Newton, AR-18J
Clesceri, AE-17J
VanMersbergen, AR~18J
Buzecky, AR-18J
Patton, 0OGC
Katacka, 0OGC
Ot'Lone, OGC
Mattheisen, OCR

DISKETTE/FILE:GP-MDNR.EJ6

NSR Manual Book 1 - Original Scan 11/2006

Page 191



State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency

P.O, Box 163669, 1800 WaterMark Dr.

Columbus, Ohio 43216-3668 . ) )
{614) 644-3020 George V. Voinovich
FAX {614) 544*2329_ ) Governor

INTER OFFICE COMMUNICATION

DATE : April 21, 19%5

TO: Dis;;%?ution :
FROM: Mik Hﬁins , Manager-AQM&P

SUBJECT: Permit to Install Proceéssing Table of Organization

Enclosed are tables of organization of personnel who process permit.
to install applications for the Districts and Local Air Agencies
and personnel who either directly or indirectly process final
permits to install for Central Office. These tables do not include
personnel not involved in the permit to install process. The
purpose of the document is to provide, in one location, the names,
phone numbers, e-mail address and organizational structure of all
personnel involved in the permit to install process.

Each of the tables contain the following information:

name

title

e-maill address
phone number

B W R

- Those mnames in Bold print indicates that those people are
responsible for reviewing either the final worksheet or permit.

Please note that the e-mail addresses are for internal use only.
For e-mail from systems outside the Ohio EPA system the internet
address should be used. For instance to send Alan Lloyd an e-mail
message from NEDO you would use the dapc:alloyd address. To send
Alan a message from outside the Ohio EPA system you would use
. INTERNET: "ALAN LLOYD@CENTRAL.EPA.QOHIO.GOV" as the address.

It is our understanding that the locals are working on their mail
systems to allow e-mail through the recently installed high-speed
data lines. Once this is accomplished we will update this
document.
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We hope this document will be useful to you. If you have any’
changes or suggestions to improve this document please contact Alan
Lloyd at dapc:alloyd or (614) 644-3613.

MH/AL

Distribution: A1l DO/LAA Air Unit Supervisors
Bob Hodanbosi, DAPC
Jim Orlemann, DAPC
Tom Rigo, DAPC
Jeanne Mallett, Legal

c:\save\diséeme
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Central District Office
Permit to Install Processing

AQE 2
Don Cavote
cdo_lan:dcavote
728-3778

Env. Supv.
Jay McCoy
cdo_lan:jmecoy

Env. Spec. 2

cdo_lan;tscarbor

Todd Scarborough

7283803 |

7283778

Env. Spec. 2
Kimberly Ness
cdo_lan:kness

Sara Kirsh
728-3778

Env. Spec. 2

Env. Spec. 2
Darryl Hormn

728-5042 K

Env. Spec. 2
vacant
728-3778

cdo_lan:dhorn
728-5043

Env. Spec. 2

Env. Spec. 2
vacant
728-3778

vacant
. 728-3778

Env. Spec. 2

John Kinvin
728-3778
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Northwest District Office
Permit to Install Processing

AQE 2
Gerald Rich
nwdo_lan.grich
(419) 352-8461

Env. Eng. 3
Don Waltermeyer §
ndwo_lan.dwalterm [

(419) 352-8461 E

‘Env. Spec.' 2
Shara Soltis
(419) 352-8461

Env. Spec. 2
Jeff Ferg

Env. Spec. 2

Jan Treadway

ndwo_lan:jferg

(419)352-8461  §

Env. Spec. 2
Mark Budge

ndwo_Jan;jtredway
(419) 352-8461 K

Env. Spec. 2
Shawn Naber
nwdo_lan:snaber
(419) 352-8461

nwdo_lan:mbudge 8
(419)352-8461 §

Env. Spec. 2
Julic McCarthy

Env, Spec. 2
Mark Barber

(419) 352-8461

nwdo_lan:jmccarth
(419) 352-8461

Env. Spec. 2

nwdo_Jan:mbarber ]

Paul Chad
(419) 352-8461

Env. Spec. 2
new person
(419) 352-8461

Env. Supv.
Sam Araj
nwdo_lan:saraj [
(419) 352-8461 M

Env, Spec. 2
Jim Alford
nwdo_Janjalford

(419) 352-8461

Env. Spec. 2
Tammy Endlish
ndwo_lan:tendlish
(419) 352-846]

Env. Spec, 2
Gregory Everman §
nwdo_lan:geverman §
(419) 352-8461 &

Env. Spec. 2
Chris Kokotaylo
nwdo_lan:ckokotay
(419) 352-8461

Env. Spec. 2
Julie Ackerman J8
nwdo_lan:jackerma g
(419)352-8461 E

Env. Spec. 2
John Budge
nwdo_lan;jbudge

(419) 352-8461

Env. Spec. 2

Chad Delbecqg B

nwdo_lan:cdelbecq |
(419)352-8461
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Northeast District Office
Permit to Install Processing

Env. Spec. 2
Ted Davis

AQE2
Dennis Bush
nede_lan:dbush
(216)963-1223

Env Sp 2 (Int)
Torm Mueller

Env. Eng. 3
Reohert Goulish

(216) 963-1243

nedo_Jan;tmuelier

nedo_lan:hgoulish

(216) 963-1245

Env. Spec. 2
Nancy Meli

nedo_lan:tdavis
(216) 963-1245 K&

Env. Spec. 2 .
Roy Jaskowski

nedo_lan:nmeli H
(216) 963-1239 B

Env. Spec. 2
Edsel Dillon g

nedo_lan:rjaskow
{216) 963-1252

Env. Spec. 2
Christine McPhee

nedo_lancedillon [
(216) 963-1239 §

Eny. Spec. 2
Bridget Byme

nedo_lan:cmcphee K
(216) 963-1205 §&

Env. Spec. 2
Kenneth Djukic

nedo_lan:byme
(216) 963-1216

Env. Spec. 2
John Curtin

nedo_lan:kdjukic
(216) 963-1247

~Env. Spec. 2

William Bush

nedo_lanbtbush E
(216) 963-1122

nedo_lan;jcurtin

{216) 963-1244
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| Southeast District Office
Permit to Install Processing'

Env. Supv.
Roy Hancher

AQE2
Fred Klingelhafer
sedo_lan:fklingel
(614) 385-8501

Env. Eng,

Glen Greenwood

sedo_lan:greenwood :
(614)385-8501 B

sedo_lan:rhancher
(614) 385-8501 K

Env. Spec. 2
Jeff Bowers

(614) 385-8501

Env. Spec. 2
Sue Clay
sedo_lan:sclay

sedo_lan;jbowers F
(614) 385-8501 @

Env. Spec. 2
Dean Ponchak -

~ (614) 385-8501

Env. Spec. 2
Zachary Hamlin
sedo_lan:zhamlin

sedo_lan:dponchak
(614) 385-8501 B

Env. Spec, 2
Lisa McCandlish

(614) 385-8501

Env. Spec. 2
Steve Alspech
sedo_lan:salspech

sedo_lan:lmccandl i
(614) 385-8501

(614) 385-8501

Eny. Spec. 2
Daniel Canter
sedo lan:dcanter
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Southwest District Office
Permit to Install Processing

Env. Supv.
Phil Hinrichs

swdo-lan:phinrich
5-6031

Env. Spec. 2
S. Mark Hines
swdo-lan:mhines

~ 56032

Env. Spec. 2
Craig Osborne  E
swdo-lan:cosborne JB
5-6110 i
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- AKRON REGIONAL AIR QUALITY
-MANAGEMENT DISTRICT :
PERMIT TO INSTALL PROCESSING

Administrator
Lyon Malcolm
(216) 375-2480

~ Chief

Engineer
Frank Markunas &
(216) 375-2480 B

Engineer 1
Giao Nguyen
(216) 375-2480

Engineer 1
Bill Marchand ~ f§
 (216)375-2480

Engineer 1
Duane LaClair
(216) 375-2480

Engineer 1 §
Laura Miracle
(216) 375-2480
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Supervisor
Curt Marshall
(513) 225-5941

Permit Supv.
Tim Wilson
(513) 225-5940

REGIONAL AIR POLLUTION CONTROL AGENCY
MONTGOMERY COUNTY HEALTH DEPT.
PERMIT TO INSTALL PROCESSING

Env. Comp.
Specialist

Specialist

Dane Marsee P
(513) 2254982 g

Env. Corhp.
Specialist

Jennifer Osboure

Env. Comp. .

(513)225:3154  §

Env. Comp.
Specialist

Michael Ryan
(513) 225-7468

Env. Comp.
Specialist

Lorez Kargatis

(513) 225-5933 . |

Env. Comp.
Specialist

Karen Pelfrey
(513) 225-4437

Env. Comp.
Specialist

Felicia Graham
(513) 225-4435

Env. Comp.
Specialist

Henry. Derstine
(513) 2254435

NSR Manual Book 1 - Original Sca
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT SERVICE
~ AIR QUALTIY PROGRAM
PERMIT TO INSTALL PROCESSING

Mike Kramer

Env. Comp.
Specialist 2
Monica Friedl

(513) 333-4715

Env, Comp.
Specialist 2
Ann Fallon

(513)333-4712

Env. Comp.
Specialist 1
Peter Sturdevant

(513)333-4740 8

Env. Comp.
Specialist 1
Mike Backers

(513) 3334702 . B

Env. Comp.
Specialist 1
Kathy Clayton

. (513)333-4745

Env. Comp.
Specialist 1
Ken Edgell

(513) 333-4751 - B

Supervisor

Supervisor

Harry Schwictering
(513) 3334735

Supervisor
Brad Miller
(513) 3334731

Permit Tech.
Irene Hart
(513) 3334718

(513) 3334727

Env. Comp.
Specialist 1
Kurt Smith

(513) 3334759 &

Specialist 1
Ken Wilkins

Env. Comp.

(513)333-4743

Env. Comp.
Specialist 1

_ Jim Baird
(513) 333-4703

Env. Comp.
Specialist 1
Mike Fischer

(513) 3334713 f§ .

NSR Manual Bo

Supervisor
Frank Stoy
(513) 3334739

Env. Comp.
Specialist 2

Greg Howard
(513) 333-4721

Env. Comp.
Specialist 1

Mike Fair
(513) 3334711 E

Env. Comp.
Specialist 1

Alberta Mellon
(513) 333-4730

Env. Comp.
Specialist 1
Kathy Baldock
(513) 333-4704

K.1.-0r

Env. Comp.
Specialist 1
Randy Stapp g

(513) 3334738 @

Env, Comp.
inal Sp&diﬂliﬂﬁ 1
JoHrPR&EHAn

© (513) 333-4702



DIVISION OF THE ENVIRONMENT
DEPT. OF PUBLIC HEALTH & WELFARE
PERMIT TO INSTALL PROCESSING

Air Pollution
Engineer 3
A Lian Ang

Supervisor/Chief

Doug Seaman
(216) 664-2188

Air Pollution
Engineer 3

(216) 664-2184 [

Air Pollution
Engineer 1

Barbara Kiss -~
~(216) 6642453 §

Greg Travssos
(216) 644-2163

Air Pollution
Engineer 1

Air Pollution

Engineer 1
Pram Nguyen

Cathy Sykore
(216) 644-2147 X

Air Pollution
Engineer 1

(216) 644-2350 - f

Air Pollution
Engineer 1

Tracy Gu
" (216) 644-2178

Pat Martinak ©
(216) 644-4177 §
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AIR POLLUTION UNIT
PORTSMOUTH CITY BEALTH DEPT.
PERMIT TO INSTALL PROCESSING

Env. Supv.
Don Walden

(614) 353-5156

Permit Specialist
Steve Giles
(614) 353-5156

Permit Specialist

new person in 95' &
(614) 3535156 |
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AIR POLLUTION CONTROL DIVISION
CANTON CITY HEALTH DEPT-CITY HALL
PERMIT TO INSTALL PROCESSING

APC

Administrator

Bruce Blankenship
(216) 489-3385

Engineering
Group

Coordinator

Dan Aleman B
(216) 489-3385 J

APC APC
Engineering Engineering
. Tech 1 Tech 1

Pat Schiver
(216) 489-3335 M

(216) 4893385

Dan Schiltz
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NORTH OHIO VALLEY AIR AUTHORITY
PERMIT TO INSTALL PROCESSING

Director
P. J. Deluca

(614) 282-3908

. . Group L
Control Engineer ConfrogE::;eerer
Alfred Carducci " Harold Strohmeyer B

(614) 282-3908

(614) 2823908 i

Control Engineer Control Engineer
DaveBoltz  § Alfred Carducci |
©614) 2823908 R (614) 282-3908
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CITY OF TOLEDO
DIVISION OF..

ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES (DEC)
PERMIT TO INSTALL PROCESSING

Chief, Air Resources
Bill Garber
(419) 697-5101

Env. Associate
Matt Stanfield
(419) 697-5106

Env. Engineer
Dale Krygielski
- (419) 697-5101

Env. Associate B
Robert Kossow |
(419)697-5104 [

Env, Associate
Karen Granata §
(419) 697-5129

Env. Associate
Sue Hanf
(419) 697-5125
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Page 206



New Source
Review Unit

Central Office

Alr Quahty Modeling & Planning Section
Permit to Install Processing

EES
Mike Hopkins
dapc:mhopkins

WPS 2
Mary Kaylor
dapc:mkaylor

(614) 644-3611

(614) 644-2280

Env. Spec. 2
Alan Lioyd
Gdapc:alloyd

(614) 644-3613

Atmos., Transp.,
- & Transf. Unit

Env, Spec. 2 Aijr Toxic Unit
Jim Braun EE 3
dapc:jbraun J Thomas Tucker

dapc:ttucker Env. Sup v

(614) 644-3617
Pl Koval

(614) 644-3699

dapc:pkoval
(614) 644-3615

Env. Spec. 2
Misty Parsons
dapc:mparsons M

(614) 644-36¢14 §

Env. Spec. 2
S02 Emissions
Dana Thompson
dapc:dthompso
(614) 644-3698  H

Env. Spec. 2
Chemical Release
Sherri Swihart
dapc:shwihart i
(614) 644-3504 8

Env. Spec. 2
Modeling
Bill Spires

dapc:bspires 3
(614) 644-3618 M

Field Operations
& Permit Section

Env. Spec. 2
MACT Standards

Env, Spec. 2

Safaa El-Oraby

Data Syn Cord 3 Acid Rain dapc:seloraby
Clara Dailey Charles Branch ‘
dapc:cdailey dapc:cbranch

(614) 644-3631 (614} 644-3617

- Env, Spec. 2
Ashestos Standards

Larry Fairbanks
Env- Spec. 1 dpac;]_fairban .
Sara Geary (614) 644-3616 B
dapc:sgeary .

(614) 644-3727

-Env. Spec. 2

Air Toxics Policy
Debra Mahaffey dapc:skang .
dapc:dmahaﬂ'e ] NSR Man(ﬁalﬂi}y&é‘*-&?@@nal Fhn 11/2006
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CITY OF TOLEDO

DIVISION OF

ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES (DEC)
PERMIT TO INSTALL PROCESSING

INTERNET: "internet name@EPA.QHIO. GOV"

Env. Enginneer
© Matt Stanfield

Chief, Air Resources
Bill Garber
willaim_garber@epa.ohio.gov
(419) 697-5101

Env. Engineer
Dale Krygielski

matthew_stanfield{@epa.ohio.gov
(419) 697-5106

Professional Engr.
Robert Kossow

dale_krygielski@epa.ohio.gov
(419) 697-5101

Professional Engr.
Karen Granata

robert_kossow(@epa.ohio.gov
(419) 697-5104

Engr. Associate
Sue Hanf

karen_granta@epa.ohio, pov
(419) 697-5129

Engr. Associate
Adam Zolciak

susan_harnf(@epa.ohio. gov
(419) 697-5125

adam_zolciak@epa.ohio.gov

(419) 697-5134

revised 6/17/96
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Southeast District Office
Permit to Install Processing

Env. Supv.

Ron Hancher

AQE2
Fred Klingelhafer
sedo_lan:fklingel
(614) 385-8501

Env. SPEC. 3
Glen Greenwood
sedo_lan:ggreenwo
(614) 385-8501

Env. Spec. 2
Sue Clay

sedo_lan:rhancher
(614) 385-8501

Env. Spec. 2
Rex Haggy

sedo_lan:sclay
(614) 385-8501

Env. Spec. 2

sedo_lan:rhaggy
(614) 385-8501

Env, Spec. 2
Dean Ponchak

Zachary Hamlin
sedo_lan:zhamlin
(614) 385-8501

Env. Spec. 2
Steve Alspach

sedo_Jan:dponchak
(614) 385-8501

Env, Spec. 2
Lisa McCandlish

sedo_Ian:saispach
(614) 385-8501

Env, Spec. 2
Daniel Canter

sedo_lan:lmccand!
(614) 385-8501

REVISED 67796

sedo_lan:dcanter
(614) 385-8501
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State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency it
A
ﬁk.’_u-'¢‘) = [JC{ L TSNE
IEET ADDRESS: MAILING ADORESS:
1800 WaterMark Drive TELE: (614) 644-3020 FAX: (514} B44-2229 * P.O. Box 1049
Columbus, OH 43215-1099 Columbus, OH 43216-1049
TO: District Office Air Unit Supervisors and Local Air

Agency Directors
FROM: Bob Hodé%%gsi, Chief, DAPC
SUBJECT: Fbundry Emissions

DATE: October 2, 1995

DAPC staff recently met with the Ohio Cast Metals Association
(OCMA) to discuss air pollution control issues related to
foundriés. The primary issue of discussion was the application
of OAC rule 3745-21-07{(G) {2), the making of cores and molds.
There has been limited testing of the actual emissions from these
operations, and the industry is willing to develop additional
information on the quantity of emissions from core/mold making.
Attached for your information is a letter from Russ Murray of the
OCMA.

As . a result of the lack of emissions data from core/mold making,
there appears to be an inconsistent application of QAC rule 3745-
21-07(G) (2) to this type of source. I am requesting that until
DAPC provides further guidance on appropriate emission factors
and the application of OAC 3745-21-07(G) (2), we not pursue any
additional enforcement actions against core/mold making
operations for possible viclations of OAC 3745-21-07(G) (2). We
expect to have a resolution of this issue or further guidance by
January 1, 1396. Please contact me if you have any questions.

cc: Al Franks
Mike Hopkins
Jim Orlemann

Attachment

BH/kel
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M—BH_I‘O CAST METALS ASSOCIATION ~ * 2969 SCIOTOPLACE * COLUMBUS, OHIO 43221 * (6148765100 *  FAX (614) 876-3615
R, . ";"b'f.

OFFICERS k4

President

Chatles Rentschier

The Hamilton Foundry & Machine Co. Aupust 10, 1995
Harrison

{513) 367-6900

Vice President

Frank De Meo Mr. Robert Hodanbosi, Chief
General Castings Co. .. X .

Defawaie Division of Air Pollution Control
(614) 363-1941 Chio EPA

Secretary 1600 Watermark Dnve

Arden C. Sims | P.O. Box 1049

Globe Me!ailurgical Inc. Columbus OH 43266-0149
Cleveland ?

(216) 328-0145

Treasurer ' Dear Mr. Hodanposx:

John Burke ‘
O5CO industries, inc. On behaif of the members of the OCMA Environmental Affairs Subcommittee on (VOC) emissions, I

Portsmouth

(614) 3543183 would like to thank you, Al Franks, Jim Crlerman, and Mike Hopkins for taking the time to meet with us
Past President last Thursday, August 3, 1995. We are pleased that the Division of Air Pollution Control has indicated a
Charles T. Carrolt  willingness to work with the Ohio metal casting industry to address a woeful lack of scientifically valid
G & ¢ Foundry Co. data regarding potential VOC emissions from the core/mold making process.

Sandusky

(196255125 We have begun our efforts to collect existing information on emissions from mold and coremaking

ﬁzlﬂ:iff’“‘” operafions. We anticipate that we will meet your suggested 30 day time frame. Steps have also been
" Columbus Y taken to develop a proposal for addressing the requirements of O.A.C. 3745-21-07 (G) (2) as it applies

(614) 444-7700 to the foundry process.

BOARD OF TRUSTEES '

Terms Expire 1995 Concerning the memorandum on this issue that you indicated would be sent to District Offices, would it

Tony Yonto ible fi 't copy

T Casting Co. be possible for you to send me a 7 Thank you.

Ormrvitle

Carl Weiienbach 1 want to reiterate our gratitude for this opportumity to work with the Division of Air Pollution Contyol to
n . - . - - . .

Keenere'_;and &ClayCo.  Tesolve an issue of immport to all of us. We are looking forward to working with you to achieve a solution

Colurnbus acceptable to everyone. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call.

tMike Hamilton ‘

CM - Powertrain . ‘

Defignce Tely,

Terms Expire 1996 :

Mark E. Armstrong J‘

The Duriron Co., inc,
Dayton Russ Murray

Joe W. Harden . Executive Direct,

Buckeye Sieel Castings Co.
Columnbus

Witliam L. Tordof cc: C. Frank De Meo, OCMA President
Ashland Chemical. inc. Arden C. Si.ms, OCMA Secreta.ry
v Commb“s_ Steve Wilson, OCMA Vice President for Exvironmental Affairs
Cgﬂ:s gxﬂ;;: 1937 Members of the OCMA Environmental Affairs Subcommittee on VOC Emissions
nny Gu| . . . -
Ohio Cast Products, inc. Gerry Ioannides, Assistant Director, Ohio EPA
Canton _ Al Franks, Ohio EPA
Joe Matcosky Iil.n Orleman, Chio EPA _
Ohio Foundry, Inc. Michael E. Hopkins, Ohio EPA NSR Manual Book 1 - Original Scan 11/2006
Tallmadge Page 211
Rabert M. Purgert
‘Thompsen Atuminum Casting Co.. Inc.

S Sl d Ldaine s
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Ohio EPA ; SA €AA
10 | P ‘
Division of Air Pollution Control Pasions . (Jdlery

inter-office communicatien

to: Bill Juris

b :
from: Rick Carleski% Supervisor, SBAP

subject: Permitting and fee requirements for GDF’s

date: May 6, 1996

I have prepared a response to your March 20, 1996 memo concerning
permit and fee requirements for GDF’s. The Small Business
Assistance Program has many GDF customers and is equally
interested in resolving the issues listed in your memo.

Attached is a flowchart which summarizes the permitting and fee
requirements for GDF’s throughout Ohio. It has been recent DAPC
policy not to include PTI/PTO exempt sources in the non-Title V
fee system as outlined in Bob Hodanbosi’s IOC of April 17, 1996.

Because they are not included in the OAC Rule 3745-31-
03(Aa) {1) {(ee) exemption, GDF’s located in the following 28
counties are required to obtain both PTI’'s and PTO’s. This
requirement also subjects them to the non-Title V fee system:

Ashtabula Greene Montgomery
Butler Hamilton Portage
Clark Jefferson Preble
Clermont Lake Stark
Clinton Licking Summit
Columbiana Lorain Trumbull
Cuyahoga Lucas Warren
Delaware Mahoning Washington
Franklin Medina Wood
Geauga .. Miami

NSR Manual Book 1 - Original Scan 11/2006
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Bill Juris--Re: GDF's
Page 2

GDF‘s in all other Ohie counties are exempt from permitting and
non-Title V fee requirements as long as the GDF has Stage I vapor
control per OAC 3745-31-03(Aa) (1) (ee).

About Existing GDF’'s.....

GDF'’s that currently have PTO’s or registrations and are not in
the 29 counties listed above do not have to pay non-Title V fees.
Thege facilities should still submit the blue emission fee cards
but will not be billed. The DO/LAL’s should indicate on the non-
Title V fee summaries these GDF's are exempt. Thege PTO’s and
registrations can then be withdrawn upon renewal or IOC to Clara
Dailey, PMU.

Tn addition please note the following:

1) Regardless of location, aﬂy GDF having a maximum annual
throughput of less than 6000 gallons is exempt from
permits or fees. ’

2) If a GDF requires a PTO or registration, the owner must
pay the non-Title V fees.

3) GDF’‘s located at Title V facilities must be included as
- an emission unit in the facility’s Title V application.

Please review this flowchart to see if it adequately addresses
all of your concerng. Please submit any comments to me by May
20, 1996,

Thank you.

cc: Jim Orlemann, DAPC
‘Mike Hopkins, DAPC
Andrew Hall, DAPC
Clara Dailey, DAPC ~
Cindy DeWulf, DAPC
Tom Rigo, DAPC
LAA Directors
DO Unit Supervisors
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GDF Permit and Fee
Applicability Flowchart

No

Does GDF
have Stage |
controis?

Yes

Exempt from PTO
and emission fees

of 29 counties? *

Does GDF
have sub. fill
and thrupit

<500 galfday?

Yes

Exempt from PTO
and emission fees
as da minimis source

Does GDF

have splash fili
and thruput
<400 galfday?

Yes

PTO or variance
regd. Emission
fees required

Exempt from PTO
and emission fees
as de minimis source

Yes Exempt from PTI
= PTO, and emissiol
fees

PT1 (if instalied after

emission fees

Yes required
Yes
Does GDF Yes Exernpt from PTI,
have STAGE | PTO and emission
controis? fees

Y

PTI& PTO reqd |
Stage | conkrol as
BAT, compliance

scheduie reg'd *¢ |
* 29 Counties:
Ashiabula Greene Montgemery
Butler Hamilton Portage
Clark Jefferson Preble
Clermont Lake Stark
Clinton Licking Summit
Columbiana  Lorain Trumbuli
Cuyahega Lucas Warren
Delaware Mahoning Washington
Franklin Medina Wood
Geauga Miami

** Installation of Stage | controls will then exempt the GDF from
permitting and emission fee requirements.
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OEPA inter-office communication

,0: DO & LAA Supervisors , date: _12/3/93
B Y/ 7

I
from: _Jim Braun through MiKe Hopkins, Manager - AOM&P

subject: Best Available Technology - GDF's

I am requesting your assistance in the determination of Best Available
Technology for Gasoline Dispensing Facilities in regards to the Stage II
requirements. Central Office has received numerous inquiries as to whether
or not Stage II will be considered BAT for any new GDF. In order to
develop a policy which can be applied consistently and fairly to all
sources, the input from all of the DOs & LAAs 1s critical. As such, we are
asking for your suggestions on how you believe BAT should be defined for
GDFs. Once we receive your suggestions, we plan on developing a policy
which will be distributed for your comments as well. In suggesting BAT,
vou should consider the following points:

1. Define the appropriate cut-off limits (e.g. annual & monthly
throughputs) which will exempt the source from the Stage II BAT
reguirement. .

Define the necessary control levels which should be achieved.

3. Define the appropriate components to be utilized - do the components
need to be CARB approved?

4. Need for testing requirements as outlined in 21-09 DDD(2).
5. Recordkeeping requirements as outlined in 21-09 DDD{3).

Any other concerns regarding BAT for GDF’'s should be addressed as well. T
would appreciate the submittal of your suggestions by January 14, 1994.
Thank you for your cooperation in this matter.

MEH/JJB

cc: Bob Hodanbosi, DApC
Jim Orlemann, DAPC
Bill Juris, DAPC
Sherri Swihart, DAPC
Alan Lloyd, DAPC
Misty Parsons, DAPC
Jim Braun, DAPC
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OhioEPA

State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency

TO

INTER-OFFICE COMMUNICATION

: Distribution - d-) |
FROM: Sherri Swihart through %is, DAPC

SUBJECT:  Stage !l questions

DATE: November 17, 1993

The following guestions regarding Stage ! -policies were brought to our attention by
Mr. Leon Ang from the Cleveland field office: :

(1)

Wilf all new or modified GDF's be required to install Stage I/l control equipment?
In a Stage il regulated county, newly constructed GDF’s {constructed after
November 15, 1920) have until September 30, 1993 to be in compliance.
Modified GDF’'s l(i.e., existing GDF's with new tanks} would follow the
appropriate compliance schedule. Please note that the standard 10,000
gallons/month and independent small business marketers 50,000 gailons/month
exemptions apply to existing, modified and newly constructed GDF's. (A
separate policy on Stage Il BAT for new GDF's may be forthcoming.}

Will all new or modified GDF's be required to install Stage ! control equipment?
Stage | is considered Best Available Technology {BAT) and is basically required
for all new sources and modifications which would require a PT]. There is a
policy on Stage | BAT.

If an independent small business marketer has 2 GDF's and submitted a PT/
application for a third GDF, what Stage Il installation schedule would be
required? The compliance schedufe would be the same: 1 GDF by March 31,
1993, 2 GDF's by March 31, 1994, and all GDF's by March 31, 1995.

How soon should the Stage Il control equipment be tested? All testing shouid
be completed by the compliance deadline.

NSR Manual Book 1 - Original Scan 11/2006
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(6)

(10}

Will agency personnel be required to monitor the testing of the Stage Il control
equipment in order to accept the test resuits? Agency personnel should be
given the opportunity to witness all tests and should monitor as many as
possible. This is the reason for the 30 day test notification under OAC rule
3745-21-09(DDD){(2)(c). ’

Some companies wanted a simplified operating instruction for the vacuum
assisted type Stage /I equipment, as the instructions in the regulations were
geared for the vapor balance type Stage ll equipment. What must be included
in the operating instructions for consumers? The regulation only specifies
operating instructions. If the system is vacuum assist, then the instructions
could reflect this. The instructions would still specifically prohibit topping off
and include the 1-800 phone number for complaints.

What font, type or letter size is to be used in the Stage Il operating instructions?
There is no font, type or letter size specified in the regulation for operating
instructions only that these instructions should be "conspicuously posted” in
each gasoline dispensing area. The letter size should be large encugh for the
motorist to readily see while attempting to pump gasoline.

The "Suspension of Control Requirements” in OAC Rule 3745-271-09(DDD)(5]
should also be mentioned (in the terms and conditions). If this rule was
suspended in the future, would the source owner or operator still be required to
install Stage Il control equipment? The installation of Stage !l controf equipment
would not be required under these circumstances but it looks as if only the
Toledo area will need to be concerned with this issue. Stage |l is still currently
needed for the required 15% rate-of-progress reduction in the other areas. The
"Suspension of Control Requirements” do not need to be mentioned in the terms
and conditions. ‘

If a facility submitted a PT! application to replace a diesel storage tank, would
the gasoline storage tanks in the GDF be required to install Stage /f controf
equipment? The gasoline dispensing facility is required to be equipped with
Stage H vapor controls if the GDF is already subject to the Stage Il reguiations
or if the diesel tank was replaced with a gasoline tank thereby increasing their
throughput over the exemption fevel.

How should the difference between the PTl’'s for the GDF's and the PTI's for all
other sources be addressed? For that matter, would the modifications he
different from the PTI's? The worksheets for the GDF’s will remain the same as
before. :

There have aiso been a number of questions brought to our attention from other local
air agency and district office personnel, gasoline marketers, and industrial firms
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regarding Stage |l issues which are not stated in the regulations. The following
specific remarks and guidelines are based on discussions with the U.S. EPA:

(11)

{(12)

(13)

Decertification of CARE Certiffed Components: Some components which were
CARB certified may become decertified because of modified testing techniques.
These components which had met CARB's specific requirements for approval
{95% control}, now may not pass with the more rigorous testing standards. If
this situation shouid occur, the facility would be required to replace their
decertified components with certified components. The allowable time frame for
the phase-out would be the life of the component. Thatis, when the decertified
component is replaced it must be replaced with a current CARB certified
component. A time period greater than four years would not be considered
reasonable by the U.S. EPA.

Independent Small Business Marketer Exemption and Compliance Deadline: The
50% income requirement for independent small business marketers (ISBMs)
must be calculated on a facility-by-facility basis, Furthermore, this income must
be based on a gross income. This pertains to the condition under OAC rule
3745-21-01({H}{9){d}). Also, when there is more than one facility owned by an
independent small business marketer, even the exempted facilities should be
included in the compliance deadlines (33 percent by March 31, 1994; 66
percent by March 31, 1995; and 100 percent by March 31, 1936}. For
example, if an independent small business marketer owns three stations, two of
which are less than 50,000 gallons per month, then the owner would already
have two GDFs in compliance. Therefore, the third station would need to have
Stage 1l installed by March 31, 1996.

Stage Il Exemption Exceedances: Facilities which claim a Stage 1l exemption
(i.e., 10,000 gallons per month or 50,000 gailons per month for independent
small business marketers) and then dispense gasoline above the exemption level
for one month or more are required to install Stage II- within the stated
compliance deadline appropriate to the facility under QAC rule 3745-21-
04(C){64}. (For example, a gasoline dispensing facility which previously had a
throughput less than 10,000 gallons per month begins dispensing 15,000
gallons per month in November of 1993. This facility would be required to

-install Stage Il by March 31, 1995.} If the facility has a throughput greater than

the exemption level sometime after the final compliance date, then they would
provide an expeditious compliance scheduie immediately to the appropriate local
air agency or district office. At a minimum, a facility would have to comply no
later than two years after it exceeded the 10,000 gallons per month. Any non-
Stage |l dispensing of gasoline from a non-exempted facility, or a previously’
exempted facility that no longer is exempted, after the appropriate compliance
deadline in OAC rule 3745-21-04{C}{64} can be subject to an enforcement
action and civil penalties. '
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(14) Gasoline Dispensing at Automotive Assembly Plants: All gasoline dispensing at
an autornotive assembly plant is collectively subject to the Stage 1l requirements
under OAC rule 3745-21-09(DDD). This applies to the dispensing of gasoline
into newly assembled vehicles and to the dispensing of gascline into vehicies

driven onto or around the plant,

_ If you have any further questions regarding Stage il or the ansWers above, please call
me at {614)644-3594,

XC:

NEDQ {(Dennis Bush}
NWDO (Gerald Rich}
Cleveland {Doug Seaman)
Toledo {Dale Krygielski)
RAPCA {(Curt Marshall)
Cincinnati (Harry St. Clair)
Akron {Jerry Garroj

Lake County {Leon Weitzel)
CDO (Don Cavote)

SWDO (Phil Hinrichs)
SEDQ {Fred Klingelhafer)
Canton {Bruce Blankenship)
NOVAA (Harold Stroymeyer)
Portsmouth (Don Walden)
Jim Oriemann {(DAPC)

Mike Hopkins {(DAPC)
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inter-office communication

to: New Source Revipw Contacts : date: _May 15, 1387
. L i “
from: Bob HodanQZ%tj Manager, AQME&P

subject Best Available Technoloay for Gasoline Dispensing Facilities

The New Source Review Subcommittee has been evaluating a uniform approach
for the definition of best available technology (BAT) for gasoline
dispensing facilities (GDFs). After a review of current practices, the

following information is provided to define BAT for GDFs in both urban and
rural aeras.

Urban Areas

All sources with an annual throughput of 6,000 gallons will be required to
install Stage I vapor control. Sources with less than 6,000 gallons can
be exempted from the Stage I requirement if the applicant provides a valid
reason for the exemption. This decision can be made at the field office.

An "urban area" is defined as the following counties: Butler, Clermont,

Cuyahoga, Franklin, Greene, Hamilton, Lake, Lorain, Lucas, Mahoning,
Medina, Montgomery, Portage, Stark, Summit, Trumbull, Warren and Wood.

Rural Areas

BAT for a GDF in a rural area will be:

1. GDFs less than 6,000 gallons per year will not be required to install
a vapor balance system.

2. GDFs between 6,000 and 12,000 gallons per year can be exempted from
the Stage I requirement if the facility can provide evidence of a
hardship due to the imposition of Stage I vapor control. The field
office can make the determination if the source should not be required
to install Stage I controls.

3. Sources with an anhnual throughput greater than 12,000 gallons are
required to install a Stage I vapor balance system.

A rural county is any county not listed above under "Urban Areas.”
Also, for the sources in the rural counties, a term and condition should

be added to the permit to install that requires the applicant to submit a

permit to operate application. 1If eligible, these sources can be placed
on registration status.

Please contact me at (614) 466-6116 if you have any guestions.

- BH/jlc

cc: Jim Orlemann
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IMITING HAPS

m WHY? / WHEN?
u SAMPLE CALC

e \WHAT LIMITS NEEDED FOR
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PERMITS?
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1990 CAA - 189 HAPS
m 10/25 TITLE V
m AVOID TITLE V

m IFITISTITLEV-NONEEDTO
CALC.

m PTE <10 TON-NO NEED TO
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FROM APPLICATION AND MSDS
10% BY VOL XYLENE

20% BY VOL TOLULENE

70% BY VOL SOLIDS AND
WATER

8 5 GALLONS/HR MAX
& 10,000 GALLON/'YR ACTUAL
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COAT

FROM APPLICATION AND MSDS
7% BY VOL XYLENE |
2% BY VOL TOLULENE

88% BY VOL SOLIDS AND

_  WATER

. ‘

. ,%ﬁ:% f’*?ﬁ/%/"

. =4 GALLONS/HR MAX
: i .

= 9,000 GALLON/YR ACTUAL
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" “Tablé 1: Calculation of Individual HAP Emissions for Each Coating

- Instructions: Use this chart to calculate the individual HAP emissions and the combined HAP emissions for each

~ cmating. Fill out this table for each coating that contains a HAP,

_oating Identification: lpﬁa me  (oAT
A B C=AxB D E=CxD F=Ex438 § G H=CxG/2000
Individual % by HAP HAP Max Max Max Annual | Actual
{ HAP Vol Density | Content | Gallon | Short Annual Gallon | Emissions
ol ;> | Usage | Term HAP Usage | (Annual)
o Emission
gal HAP |Ib HAP |Ib HAP | gal coat |Ib HAP | ton gal ton
gal coat | gal HAP | galcoat | Hr hr yr yrI yr
YYLEST Su\o 1.2 072 S 2.6 /5,77 10,000 | 2 A
TOLULESE | .20 7.2 ) 722 | s | 1Q000 | T2
o
mbined [ R
HAnllsm N 105 | 47 % 70.8
] ,
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H

Table 1: Calculation of Individual HAP Emissions for Each Coating : o

Instructions: Use this chart to calculate the individual HAP emissions and the combmed HAP emissions for each
coating. Fill out this table for each coating that contains a HAP : (

Coating Identification: ToP CoRAY

A . IB C=AxB |{D E=CxD |F=Ex438}aG H='Cx G /2000
Individual | % by HAP HAP |Max |Max |Max Annual | Actual
HAP Vol Density | Content } Gallon | Short Annual | Gallon | Emissions
‘ Usage | Term HAP Usage | (Annual)
- | Emission
gal HAP |Ib HAP |Ib HAP | gal coat | Ib HAP | ton gal ton
gal coat | gal HAP | gal coat Hr hr yr yr yr

XVLENE 0.01 .7.'2. .50t Lf 20z ¢.€5 %ad. 227

TUULENE | 0.02 22 o 0.572 | =50 | 65
MEY 0.%0 6.72 |2 02 €o? |esy | 90?
’ e
Combined |- [ e
S L4, /2.6 1 n
HAPs . 2. 6¢ /0.66 | 46.67 | 2
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Table 2: Summation of Individual HAP Emissions trom All Coatings (Fill out this tabie 10T each HAF)

Coéﬁng HAP: XY LW

Maximum Annual HAP (ton/yr)

Coating ID Actual HAP Emissions (ton/yr)
: \Omnve Coar 15717 36
TP Cohr ) 2.21
et _
Total individual HAP Emissions (. 62 ) s 1
\“_...—/
Coating HAP: TOLVLTNE . .
Coating ID Maximum Annual HAP (ton/yr) Actual AP Emissions (ton/yr)
Paine Ger RS 7.2
ToP (oAT -, 50 "0.675
N
Total individual HAP Emissions {30 ) - ~, {5
N
Coating HAP: __ YhFK
sating ID Maximum Annual HAP (ton/yr) Actual HAP Emissions (ton/yr)
@ Conr @ 35,4 7,09
T
“Total individual HAP Emissions (#5y ) G.09
\“’/
Coating HAP; .
Coating ID Maximum HAP Emissions (ton/yr) | Actual HAP Emissions (ton/yr)

'l._“otal individual HAP Emissions
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© Table 3: Combined HAP Table:

Fill out this table using the results from table 1.

Actual Emissions Combined H}, |

Coating ID Maximum Annual Combined HAPs
(ton/yr) (ton/yr)
P{hm— (oo Y. < 10.%
té,67 /2.1
TR
Total Combined HAP Emissions 73. 97 ( 22.9 )

N
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INDIVIDUAL HAP EMISSIONS
COMBINED HAP EMISSIONS

NO HAP CONTENT LIMITS

NO GALLON LIMITS

WORKS BEST FOR MULTIPLE
COATINGS

x USEPA APPROVED? - COURT
| CASE-STATE PERMITS
.| RESTRICTPTE

3 A
ey Rt

£ -.~m.\\\ .
3 2
L :
R R _

e e
:igsggﬁgg x\:ag\t&»&'&xﬁ&a&&m&mﬁ
RIS 3%

b

: ot
by
b

REaehs

3
B NN
R

PA - 10

on of Air Pollution Control

NSR Manual Book 1 - Original Scan 11/2006
Page 234



= ABOVE LIMITATIONS

m RECORDKEEPING
m EXCEEDANCE REPORTING |

R
o A %ﬁ;;._fm i

Pt :
;%v SR S
2 $'.§$f S
. ';:;gﬁw . 'ﬁt\ . sﬁg

;’ .

o

S
L

.
S
L

.
' Vo ,\, B
S ~\‘*‘i%~§z§§~‘\&m

é@%%ﬁ% ‘

.
-

PA 11

on of Air Pollution Control
NSR Manual Book 1 - Original Scan 11/2006
Page 235

s



m STILL UNDER CONSTRUCTION

?

2 QUESTIONS/COMMENTS

3
2
Recees

3

.

.

N

NS

R

AR
RO
W

e
Ry

3
3

STy

S

R

2R
AR

A

%
RS

&2‘

¥

.

T

%

&

&
A

AR

3
SRR

5

&

=

0
N
AR
SR

o

=

N
N

iR

o
4
5

s
o

REE
SR
R

R
A
I

AR

R
H

35

R

5
A

.

3
3
R

12

#on of Air Pollution Control

| Scan 11/2006

igina

NSR Manual Book 1 - Or|

Page 236



W.7 Annual Coating Usage Limitations Based Upon Rolling 365-Day and 12-Month
Summations, Where Additional Limitations Are Needed During the First 12 Calendar
Months of Operation or During the First 12 Calendar Months Fo]lowmg Issuance of

the Permit
XXXX1 - specify the maximum allowable annual coating usage
XXXX2 - specify either 365-day or 12-month
XXXX3 - add the wording “following the issuance of this permit”, if applicable
XXXX4 - Jor each month, specify the maximum allowable cumulative coanng usage

(e.g., 15,000 gallons)

The maximum annual coating usage for this emissions unit shall not exceed [XXXX1], based
upon a rolling, [XXXX2] summation of the coating usage figures. '

To ensure enforceability dur.hig the first 12 calendar months of operation [XXXX3], the
permittee shall not exceed the coating usage levels specified in the following table:

Maximum Allowable

Month(s * Cumulative Coating Usage
1 T Xxd]
12 [XXXX4)
1-3 [XCXXX4]
1-4 ~ [XXXX4]
1-5 [XXXX4]
1-6 [XXXX4]
1-7 [XXXXA]
1-8 [XXXXA4)
1-9 [XXXX4]
1-10 [XXXX4]
1-11 | [XXXX4]
1-12 [XXXX4]

After the first 12 calendar months of operation [XXXX3], compliance with the annual
coating usage limitation shall be based upon a rolling, [XXXX2].
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xxx.2 Recordkeeping requirements for a coating line or printing Iine that emits
Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAPs), and it is necessary for the permittee to
determine the annual HAP emissions from the line

The permittee shall collect and record the following information each month:
(a) The name and identification number of each coating, as api)]ied; -

(b)  The individual Hazardous Air Pollutant (HAP)' content for each HAP of each coatmg
in pounds of individual HAP per gallon of coating, as applied.

(c) The total combined Hazardous Air Pollutant (HAP) content for each HAP of each
coating in pounds of combined HAPs per gallon of coating, as applied (sum all the
individual HAP contents from b).

(d)  The number of gallons of each coaﬁng‘ employed.
(¢)  The name and identification of each cleanup material employed.

® The individual HAP content for each. HAP of each cleanup material in pounds of
individual HAP per gallon of cleanup material, as applied.

(g)  The total combined HAP content of each cleanup material in pounds of combined
: HAPs per gallon of cleanup matcnal as applied (sum all the’ md1v1dual HAP contents
from f).

(h)  The number of gallons of each cleanup material employed.

) The total individual HAP emissions for each HAP from all coatings and cleanup
materials employed, in pounds or tons per month and pounds or tons per rolling 12
month period (for each HAP the sum of b times d for each coating and the sum of f
time h for each cleanup material).

@) The total combined Hazardous Air Pollutant (HAP) emissions from all coatings and
cleanup materials employed, in pounds or tons per month and pounds or tons per
rolling 12 month period (the sum of c times d for each coating plus the sum of g
times h for each cleanup material). ‘ '

'A listing of the Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAPs) can be found in Section 112(b) of the
Clean Air Act or can be obtained by contacting your Ohio EPA field office or local air
agency contact. Material Safety Data Sheets typically include a listing of the solvents
contained in the coatings or cleanup materials. This information does not have to be kept on
a line-by-line basis. :

{Term ID:B.4.e1062895)
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xxx.b Reporting requirements for a coating line or printing line in which it is necessary

for the permittee to determine the annual HAP emissions from the line

The permittee shall notify the Director of any monthly record showing any deviation from
the following: :

(a)

()

©

(d)

An identification of all months during which the Hazardous Air Pollutant (HAP)
content limitation(s) were exceeded (pound of individual HAP per gallon of coating or
pound of combined HAP per gallon of coating limitations).

The total individual HAP emissions limitation for each HAP from all coatings and
cleanup materials employed, in pounds or tons per month and pounds or tons per
rolling 12 month period.

The total combined HAP emissions from all coatings and cleanup materials employed,
in pounds or tons per month and pounds or tons per rolling 12 month period.

Exceedances of the rolling, [XXXX1] limitation and, for the first 12 calendar months

of operation [XXXX2], all exceedances of the maximum allowable cumulative coating
usage levels. ¥

These reports shall include a description of the deviation, as well as the corrective actions
that were taken to achieve compliance. The permittee shall submit annual reports which
identify all exceedances of the above limitations, as well as the corrective actions that were
taken to achieve compliance. These reports shall be submitted by January 31 of each year.

{Term ID:B.4.e:062895)
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" Table j;ﬂcalculation of Individual HAP Emissions for Each Coating

Instructions: Use this chart to calculate the individual HAP emissions and the combined HAP emissions for each
“tmg Fill out this table for each coating that contains a HAP.

Coating Identiﬁcation:

' A B C=AxB D E=CxD F=Ex438 | G H-f"ﬁCxGIZOOO
Individual % by HAP HAP Max Max Max Annual | Actual
HAP Vol Density | Content | Gallon [ Short Annual Gallon | Emissions
Usage | Term HAP Usage | (Annual)
Emission : _
gal HAP | Ib HAP |Ib HAP | galcoat |Ib HAP |ton gal ton
pal coat | gal HAP | gal coat | Hr he |y yr yr
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Table 2: Summation of Individual HAP Emissions from All Coatings (Fill out this table for each HAP)

Coaf.ing HAP:

1
Y

Coating ID

Maximum Annual HAP (ton/yr)

Actual HAP Emissions (ton/yr)

(

3
i

Total individual HAP Emissions

Coating HAP:

Coating ID

Maximum Annual HAP (ton/yr)

Actual HAP Emissions (ton/yr)

Total individual HAP Emissions

Coating HAP:

.

Coating ID

Maximum Annual HAP (ton/yr)

Actual HAP Emissions (ton/yr)

Total individual HAP Emissions

| Coating HAP:

Coating ID

Maximum HAP Emissions (ton/yr)

Actual HAP Emissions (ton/yr)

Total individual HAP Emissions
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“Table 3: Combined HAP Table:

¢

x Fi]i out this ’table'using the results from table 1.

,Qﬁting 1D

Maximum Annual Combined HAPS
(ton/yr)

Actual Emissions Combined HAPS
(ton/yr)

Total Combined HAP Emissions

NSR Manual Book 1 - Original Scan 11/2006

Page 242




SYNTHETIC ORGANIC CHEMICAL MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION

March 16,1995 ~ &~ ¢ o T it

TO: Potential to Emit ,\Work Toup

FROM: Sherry L. Edwards}
RE: SOCMA Guidanée on Calculating Potential Emissions

Please find attached for your review and comment the draft SOCMA guidance on
calculating potential emissions from a batch process. As we agreed, this guidance will be
distributed to the SOCMA membership and submitted to EPA in hopes that the Agency
will adopt the recommended methodology as official guidance. I have spoken with EPA
staff and told them we would forward the revised information to them shortly.

Please submit your comments to me by no later than Thursday, March 23. You
may call me at (202) 4144170 or fax comments to me at (202) 289-8584. Thank you
for your prompt attention to this matter,

Attachment
FOEIVE
1
MR20O% i
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HOW TO CALCULATE POTENTIAL EMISSIONS FROM A BATCH PROCESS TO
DETERMINE MAJOR SOURCE STATUS
UNDER THE CLEAN AIR ACT

GUIDANCE PREPARED BY THE SYNTHETIC ORGANIC CHEMICAL
MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION

L
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MAR-28-85 22:88 FROM:50CMA

1.0

- 2.0

30

ID-2@220898584 PAGE

DRAFT

ANCE

W DETERMINE

FACILITY IS A MAJOR SOURCE
Tptroduction
1.J Need for Guidancc on PTE

12  EPA Policy on Inherent Operational Limitations

.13 Intended Use for Guidance

Five (5) Step SOCMA PTE Emission Estimation Methodology

21 ACT Derived AERS
22  Percent Equipment Utilization
23  Interchangesbie Equipment Detetminations
2.4  DataTabulation
25  Selection of PTE
Model PTE Calculations
Appendices

Appendix A: USEPA Guidance on PTE

 Appendix B: Typical Batch Sheet

Appendix C: Batch Percent Utilization/Emission
Spreadsheet Form,

AppendixD: Batch Potential to Emit
‘ _ Spreadsheet Form

NSR Manual Book 1 - Original Scan-11/2006
Page 245

2,13



MAR-268-95 22:08 FROM:SOCMA 1D: 26220898564 PAGE 3/13

DRAFT :

WHO IS THE SYNTHETIC ORGANIC CHEMICAX MANUFACTURERS
ASSOCIATION

The Synthetic Organic Chemical Manufacturers Association (SOCMA) is a trade
association serving more than 230 companies that have a common interest in the
manufacture, distribution and marketing of organic chemical products. The majorty of
SOCMA’s members are small businesses with annuat sales under $40 million. SOCMA
member companies are representative of a much [arger number of organic chemical
manufactorers throughout the United States. Most of SOCMA’s manufacturing member
companics utilize batch processes and many are custom chemical manufacturers who
produce specialty chemicals by contracting with larger companies.

Batch processing provides an efficient and frequently the only method to make
small quantities of chemicals 1o meet specific needs and consumer demands for
specialized products. Batch processors must be able to respond quickly to new
requirements by customers, fill small market niches and develop new products. They are
at the cutting edge of new technology, provide products ofien made nowhere else in the
world and belp keep imports down. by responding quickly to customer demands for
service and delivery. This segment of the chemical industry retaips a high depree of
entrepreneurship and must retain the flexibility to meet ever changing needs and new
technological developments,

Batch processes are distinct from continuous operations in that a continuous
operation has a constant raw material feed to each umit operation and continual product
withdrawal from each unit operation. A batch process has an intermittent introduction of
frequently changing raw materials into the process, varying process conditions imposed
on the process within the same vessel and, consequently, an intermittent release of air
emissions. Vessels are often idle while waiting for xaw materials, waiting for quality
control checks, vndergoing cleaning, ete. Thus the possibility for emissions from a batch
process is substantially different from that of a continuously operating process.

NSR Manual Book 1 - Original Scan 11/2006
Page 246



MAR-28-85 22:08 FROM:S0CMA 1D:2022098584 PAGE as13

DRAFT R
SECTION 1 - INTRODUCTION

SECTION 1.1 - NEED FOR GUIDANCE ON POTENTIAL TQ FMIT

There 1s a great need for guidance on how to calculate potential-to-emit (PTE) for
batch processing facilities. Applicability of most of the Clean Air Act’s rules are based
on.a source’s “potential to emit.” '

SOCMA has repeatedly objected to the Envirommuental Protection Agency’s
(EPA’s) current definition of “potential to emit™ because it allows sources to consider
only “federally enforceable” controls or other restrictions on emissions when calculating
PTE. There is no statntory requirement that controls be federally enforceable; therefore,
SOCMA has recommended that the Agency recognize non-federally enforceable controls.

+ 'While this is a legal interpretation of significant concern, this guidance focuses on

a technical component of the potential to emit issue: a methodology for calculating
potential emissions from batch processes, which accounts for inherent [imitations on the
operation of such processes. Because batch facilities use the same equipment to
manufacture a variety of products in a given year, it is physically impossible for these
facilities to produce all of these products on a 24 hours a day, seven day & week basis.
Therefore, the calculation of potential emissions from these facilities must consider
equipment utilization rates for each product/process and their relationship to one another.

" This requires the consideration of the physical attributes of a process before controls are
even considered.

For instance, a company produces products A and B and owns equiprent U, W,
X, Y and Z to manufacture them. The compamy utilizes equipment U, W add X to
manufacture product A; and X, Y and Z to manufacture product B. Processes to
mznufacture products A and B both utilize equipment X; therefore, it is impossible for
the facility to run both processes at the same time. The calculation of potential emissions
must recopnize this equipment utilization factor in order to yield an estimate of potential
emissions over time which is physically possible at this particular plant.

The effect of emissions coutrols is not of concern at this point in the caleulation of
potential emissions. Of course, controls may further limit a source’s actual and potential
emissions; however, it is iroportant to consider the issues of a source’s actual ability to
generate air emissions and the reductions achieved by controls separately.

SOCMA is concerned with this issue because many states are requiring batch
facilities to calculate their potential emissions using the same methodology as applied to
continwous operations, which requires an assumption of 2 24 hours a day, seven days 2
week operation. This methodology greatly inflates estimates of potential emissions
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beyond what is physically possible for batch facilities that use the same equipment 1o
produce a variety of products.

The Agency has released gutdance on PTE issues; however, nope of the
information adequately addresses the specific concerns of batch processors. For example,
the Agency touches upon PTE issucs in its February 1994 Altemative Control
Technology (ACT) document for batch processes; however, calculation procedures are
not addressed. SOCMA has developed guidance to provide a more realistic way of
calculating potential emissions from a batch process. The following information is being
provided to assist you in working with your permitting agencies 10 calculate potential
emissions from your batch facility. The caleulation methodology was developed by
SOCMA’s Air Committee and is rot official government guidance. However, SOCMA
is urging the Agency to adopt this methodology as official guidance.

SECTION 1.2 - EPA POLICY ON INHERENT OPERATIONAL LIMITATIONS

The Agency has defined PTE similarly in various Clean Air Act mles. For
example, in the Part 63 General Provisions, EPA defines PTE as:

The maximian capacity of a stationary source to emit a pollutant
under its physical and operational design. Any physical or
operationdal limitation on the capacity of the stationary source to
emit a polhaant including air pollution control equipment and
restrictions on howrs of operation or on the type or amount of
material combusted, stored, or processed, shall be treated as part
of its design if the Linitation or the effect it would have on
emissions is federally enforceable. (40 CFR Section 63.2)

However, under EPA policy not all operatiopal limitations have to be federally
enforceable. In January 1995 guidance (see Appendix A), the Agency discusses inherent
limitations on the potential to emit which may be considered without being federally
enforceable: ‘

Clearly, there are sources for which inherent physical
limitations for the operation restrict the potential emissions of
individual emission units. Where such inherent limitations can be
docianented by a source and confirmed by the permitting agency,
EPA believes that States have the authority to make such judgments
and factor them info estimates of a stationary source’s polential lo
emit. '

SOCMA applands the Agency for mcludiné ﬁb‘iselanguage in the guidance.
Equipment availability (or more appropriately unavailability) is certainly an inherent
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physical limitation on a particular operation.  The SOCMA methodology provides for
documentation of both the products manufactured and the equipment used to manufacture
these products. The methodology begins with the largest emitting product/process and
methodically rules out other processes that caonot be manufactured at the same time.
These physical restraints on the facilities operations are not based on a decision to limit
production requiring enforceability. Quite simply, it is physically impossible to operate
‘beyond this worst case scepano given a finite list of products and equipment. The
documemznon reqmred in SOCMA s methodology is suﬂimcnt to dcmo::sirate thxs .

mmmm

This guidance was developed 1o assist companies that must calculate potential
emissions to determine major source status under the Cleam Air Act It is not intended as
the sole method of calculating potential emissions. There are other metheds and
scenarios under which a source may need to calculate potential emissions. For instance,
a batch facility that is already considered major and required to apply for an operating
permit may wish to pursue another methodology that results in the highest PTE
conceivable in order to avoid triggering permit modifications when making a change that
mcreases its PTE.

‘The methodology does have limitations. For instance, the methodology relies on
the utilization of existing equipment and a specific product mix, Whenever new products
or equipment are brought on-site, the source would have to recaiculate PTE based on the
changes. SOCMA recognizes that this may be time consuming for thase facilities that
frequently bring new products on line and, therefore, does not advocate this guidance as
the sole methodology for calculating PTE. SOCMA does believe that it provides a useful
alternative to the 24 hours a day, seven days a week standard currently mandated by some
state pemnitting authonties.
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- ION ESTIMATION METHODOLOGIES .

' In general, SOCMA recommends a five (5) stép procedure for calculating
potential to emit to determine if a batch processing facility 1$ a2 major source. Each step is
described below. . ‘ :

RATE , “IRAINS NEEDED TO

The USEPA's 1994 Alternatives Control Technology (ACT) Document contains
several equations for calculating emissions for various types of batch operations. In
addition, the ACT Document implies that the following methodology should be used for
converting these cmission calculations to Annual Emission Rates (AER):

Equation 2.1:

(AER) Product M = ACT Derived Total _
Pollutant X Emissions Per Batch x 8760 Hours

Year

. ' (Time in hours required
for the piece of equipment
in The Batch Train that
is used the most)

Where AER = Anmnal Emission Rate for Pollutant X for Product M to be |
produced in a specific batch train. (It should be noted that the above calculation assumes
that Product M is the only product produced in the batch train.)

To complete Step 1, calculate the AER values for every pollutant rcgulated by the

ClcanAerctforcverybatchtxamnccdodtopmduccaspemﬁcpmduct
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SECTION 2.2 - ZATION
PERCENTA FOREACHP

NEEDED ECIFIC
PRODUCT (STEP #2)

Step 2 of the PTE analysis can be completed by extracting from batch sheets the
time needed to run each piece of equipment in every batch train. The following equation
should be used to caleulate percent utilization (i.e., percentage of time required for every
piece of equipment for every product which can be produced in the batch train):

FEauation 2.2:

Percent Utilization Product M = 100% x irne i indivi j ipment
(Maximum hours for piece of equipment with the

- ) Jargest time)

A typical batch sheet is provided in Appendix B to illustrate the use of Equation 2.2,
Note that the batch trzin for hypothetical Product H consists of a reactor, a centrifuge, and 2
dryer. Reaction, centrifugation, and drying tirees for Product H are 120, 240, and 120 hours,
respectively. Therefore, using Equation 2 2, the percent utilization for the reactor is
100% x 120 or 50%.
240

Similarly, percent utilizations for the centrifuge and dryer are 100% and 50%, respectively.

SECTION 2.3 - DETERMINATIONS INVOLVING INTERCHANGEABLE

To complete Step 3, identify interchangeable or alternative equipment which can be
substituted for equipment normally used to make a particular product by examining batch
sheets. Referring to Appendix B, note that reactor R-6B and centrifuge C-4 can be
substituted for reactor R-5 and centrifuge C-5.
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5 CIION 2.4 - !& Q%’I‘IONQE&ER,PERCENT!Z[:HJZQIEQB AND

Step 4 can be completed by recording, in a Batch Percent Utilization/Emission
Spreadsheet, the AER. values (from Step 1) for each product that emits a regulated pollutant.
A blank form is provided in Appendix C. It the same spreadsheet, record percent utilization
(Step 2) for each piece of equipment which makes up the batch train for a specific product
and also indicate interchangeable equipment (Step 3). It should be noted that separate
spreadsheets must be filled out for each hazardous air poilutant (HAP) and for each criteria
pollutznt. Examples are prowded in Section 3 of this manual to help the user corplete Step
4 of the procedure.

M“W

SECTION 2.5.1 - PTE FOR A SINGLE PIECE OF BATCH PROCESSING
_EQUIPMENT

PTE for a batch process which requires only a single piece of equipment (c.g., one
reactor) is equal to the worst case Annual Emission Rate (AER) for that piece of equipment.
Worst case AER is determined by first compufing AER values for ¢very product which can
be produced in this piece of eqmpme:nt and then by selecting the highest AER value. To
summarize, PTE for a sinple piece of equipment is equal to the highest AER value and
assumes that the product with the highest AER value will be the only product produced in

that piece of equipment.
SECTION 2.5.2 - F BAT FA

PTE for batch processing facility with more than one piece of equipment must be
determined by completing Step 5 of the SOCMA. procedure. To complete Step 5, examine
the emissions and percent utilization data for each matrix generated in Step 4 and select
maximum emissions for each pollutant by fully utilizing all available equipment which can
be used to producc a particular product. Do not exceed 100% utilization for any piece of
equipment. The examples in Section 3.0 will teach the user how to fill out 2 Batch PTE
Spreadsheet. Please note tha!. a blank PTE Batch Spreadsheet form is also provided m
Appendix D.
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SECTION 3 - MODEL PTE CALCULATIONS

PACE 1@-/13
ic

A hypothetical custom chemical batch processing facility has 23 point sources which
emit 3 HAPs (toluene, methanol and hexane) and one criteria pollutant (VOCs) during the
" manpufacture of 21 products (identified as letters A through T.) To determine the
applicability of Clean Air Act requirements such as Title V permitting, Reasonably Available
Control Technology (RACT) standards, and Section 112 (g) for future modifications, this
facility must determine its potential to ernit and wishes to use the SOCMA recornmended
calculation procedures. '

3.1  Calculation of Toluepe PTE

By following the calculation procedures and completing the Batch Percent Utilization
Spreadsheet described in Section 2.4 above, we can see that, as indicated in Table 1A,
toluene can be emitted from 7 batch reactors, 3 batch dryers, 3 batch centrifuges, and 1 thin,
film evaporator. Toluenc is emitted in the production of 7 different products.

Product G is the largest emitter of toluene and requires batch reactor R-5 for the entire
batch time (ie., 100% utilization). Since reactors R-5 and R-6B are interchangeable, the
maximum toluene emissions for process G is two (2) tires the toluene emission rate for one
train or 2 x 3.92 =7.84 TPY. By making this worst case selection, we have tied up both
reactors R-5 and R-6B 100% of the time. Therefore, no other process can be rum orx
considered that requires these reactors. Consequently, only Processes C and F can be un
concurrently with Process G since all other products require reactors R-5 or R-6B. By
inspection, there is no equipment conflict between C and F, so they ¢an be opetated
concurrently 100% of the tixae. Therefore, theix toluene emissions are added to twice G's

. emissions to calculate a total toluene plant-wide potential to exnit of 9.1 tonfyear (see Batch
~ PTE Spreadsheet Table 1B which also serves as a fimal equipment conflict check).
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32 Calenlation of Methanol PTE

As indicated in Table 2A, methanol can be emitted from 7 reactors, 3 centrifuges, 1
thin film evaporator, 4 dryers, and 2 ion exchange units. Methanol is emitied in the
production of ¢ different products.

By reviewing that Batch Percent Utilization Spreadshect, we can see that Product H is
the largest exitter of methanol and requires 1 batch reactor (R-5) S0% of the time, 1 dryer
(D-4) 50% of the time, and 1 centrifuge (C-4) 100% of the entire batch time. However,
reactor R-5 and dryer D4 can be run 100% of the time if both centrifuges C~4 and C-5 are
used. The maximum methanol emissions for Product H would then be two (2) times the
methanol emission rate for one train {2 x 3.2 = 6.4 TPY).

By making this worst case assumption, we have tied up reactor R-5, centrifuges C-4
and C-5, and dryer D4 100% of the time. Therefore, no other process can be run or
considered that requires this equipment. Consequently, by inspection of Table 24, Product J
¢an be eliminated because it nses centrifuges C4 and CS5. Process J's use of reactor R-5
would not itsclf eliminate process J because reactor R-6B is interchangeable. Product L can
be eliminated because it uses cenirifoge C5. Products ] and O can be clnnmﬂtedbecauseﬂ:ey
both require centrifuge C4.

The highest methanol emitter for remaining processes (Products E, K, M and N) is
Process K. which requires reactor R-1, centrifuge C-2 and dryer D-6. Including Process K in
the PTE calculation eliminates Products M and N which, respectively, utilize reactor R-1 and
dryer D-6.

The only remaining methanol emitter is Process E which uses reactor R-5. Since
reactor R-6B is available, Process E is included in the total methanol PTE calculations.
Therefore, the methanol potential to emit can be calculated by summing emissions from
Processes E, H, and K and is equal to 1.0 + 6.4 + 1.9 or 9,3 TPY (Table II-B).

33  Calculation of Hexane PTE

As indicated in Table 3A, bexane can be emitted from 8 batch reactors, 2 batch
centrifuges, 1 still, 1 thin film evaporator, and 3 dryers. Hexane is emitted in the production
of 9 different products.

By reviewing that Batch Percent Utilization Spreadsheet, we can see that Product S
is the [arpest emitter of hexane and requires reactor R-1 and cmmﬁlge C4 100% of the
tirme. Therefore, no other process can be considered that requires this equipment.
Consequently, Products D, I, L, Q, and R can be eliminated because they all use reactor R-
1. ' ‘
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By inspection, we can see that Product T is the next largest emitter of hexane and
should be included in the total hexane PTE because it requires reactor R~6B 100% of the
tme. However, since reactor R-5 can also be used to produce Product T and there is
"spare™ capacity in both centrifuge C-5 and dryer D-1, an additional 13% of the time T can
be run using xeactor R-5. This limits out dryer D-1 at 100% of capacity. Therefore, dryer
D-1 is at 94% utilization for Product T and centrifuge C-5 is at 33% utilization total (i.e.,
basic yearly batch x 1.13). '

12

Product P is eliminated because there is 100 % utilization of dryer D-1 in making
Products S and T. Since there is capacity in centrifuge C-5 to produce Product U~ .
concurrently with Products S and T, its exissions should be counted in the final hexane
plaat-wide PTE along with emissions from products S and T.

; 34  Calculation of Total HAP PTE

The total HAP PTE should be detenmined by first identifying the product with the
largest (FLAP) emission rate. In this case, Product S has the largest (HHAP) emission rate
(4.05 TPY of hexane) and fully utilizes reactors R-1 and centrifuge C4. However, the
third largest emitter of HAP is Product H which emits 3.2 TPY of methanol and which .
uses 50% of reactor R-5's, 100% of centrifuge C4's, and 50% of dryer D-4's capacity.
Product H's methanol emissions would be 6.4 TPY if reactor R-S, centrifuges C-4 and C-
5, and dryer D-4 are run at 100% capacity. Since Product S's exnissions are less than
Product H's at full equipment utilizetion, Product H should be selected and Product S
emissions should be climinated from the worst case PTE calculation. Therefore, reactor
R-5 and centrifuges C-4 and C-5, and dryer D4 are fully utilized. Any product using any
one of these pieces of equipment other than reactor R-5 can be eliminated from the total
HAP PTE calculation (Products A, C, B, L I,L,0,P, Q, S, T and U).

The second largest emitter of a HAP is Product G which can utilize reactor R-6B
and which emits 3.92 TPY of toluene. Since there are no equipment conflicts, its HAP
emissions will be included in the total plant-wide HAP PTE.

Products B (2.44 TPY toluene) and E (1.0 TPY methanol) are eliminated from the
total HAP PTE calculation because they use reactors R-5 or R-6B, which are fully utilized
to make Products G and H.

The next Jarpest emitter of a HAP is Product K which emits 1.86 TPY of methanol
and which fully wtilizes reactor R~1 and dryer D-6. Since this equipment is not used to
make Products G and H, Product K's emissions should be included in the total worst casc
HAP PTE calculation.

Products R is eliminated from the total HAP PTE calculation because it uses
reactor R-1.
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Product M (10.55 TPY methanol) is eliminated because it uses reactor R-1.

Products F and N are eliminated because they use dryer. D-6 which is tied up in the
production of Product K.

Therefore, the total HAP PTE is 12.2 TPY and is determined by adding emissions
from Products G (3.9 TPY toluene), Product H (6.4 TPY methanol), and Product K (1.86
TPY methanol). :
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Table IA

PROCESSES WITH

MAXIMUN, TOLUENE EMISSIONS

* R-5 and R-6B interchangeable; C-4 and C-5 interchangeable

|

PRODUCT

A

B

C

D

E

AER {TPY)

0.11

2.44

0.67

1.35

1.84

3.92

EQUIPMENT

PERCENT U

O

R~1

64.00

23.00

R-3

44,00

R4 -

R5

50.00

74.00

100.00

100.00

100.00

R-6A

“R-68

180.00

100.00

R7

R-8

48.00

R-12

24.00

c2

“C4

100.00

15.00

39.00

C-5

50.00

S-1 -

S-2

54

L-1

52.00

100.00

D1

44.00

16.00

D2

53.00

D-4

D5

D-6

50.00

100.00

lE~1

[E-2

TABLEIB

TOLUENE POTENTIAL TO EMIT (PTE)

|

o ———

PRODUCT

G

C -

F TOTALS

EMISSIONS (TPY)

7.84

0.67

0.56

8.07

EQUIPMENT

CENT UTILIZATION

R-5

100.00

100,00

R-GB

100.00

100.00

D-6

100,00

100.00

R-3

4400

44.00

C-4

15.00

15.00

L1

100.00

100.00

0-1

44,00

44.00
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TABLE 1A

PROCESSES WITH MAXIMUNM METHANOL EMISSIONS

* R-5 and R-68 are interchangeabla; C-4 and C-5 are interchangeable

T

PRODUCT

E

H i

J

K L

M

N

AER (TPY)

1

3.22

0.24

1.68

1.86 | 0.21

0.55

053

0.6

EQUIPMENT

PE

TICN

R-1

57.00

100.00§ 82.00

43.00

R-3

100.00

65.00

R-4

“R-&

100.00

50.00

40.00

100.09

30.00

R-BA

20.00

*R-68

44.00

R-7

R-8

100.00

100.00

R-12

24.00

42.00

41.00

c-2

83.00

33.00

7100

15.00

“C-4

100.00

57.00

42.00

10.00

*C-5

4200

47.00

S-1

52

S4

L-1

36.00

B4

100.00

35.00

43.00

D-2

D4

50.00

D-5

72.00

D-6

79.00

100.00|

100.00

100.00

1E~1

67.00

90.00

90.00

1e-2

TABLE B

METHANOL POTENTIAL TO EMIT (FTE)

PRODUCT

- TOTALS

EMISSIONS (TPY)
EQUIPMENT

6.44

1.86

83

PERCENT UTILIZATION

’-1

100.00

100.00

R-5

100.00

100.00

R-6B

100.00

100.00

R-12

24.00

24.00

C-2

33.00

C-4

100.00

33.00

100.00

C-5

100.00

100.00

D4

100.00

D6

100.00

100.00

100.00

1

36.00

35.00
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TABLE IIA

PROCESSES WITH MAXIMUM HEXANE EMISSIONS

* -5 and R-6B are interchangeable; C-4 and C-5 are interchangeable.

] [ |
PRODUCT D I L P Q R S T U
AER (TPY) 213 o073 {18 ] oss| 12 | 102] 405 0.33
EQUIPMENT PERCENT UTILIZATION
R 23.00 § 57.00 | 82.00 100.00] 92.00 §100.00
R3 100.00 45.00 | 62.00 | 70.00
R4 38.00| 9.00
“R-5 100.00 100.00 ' 57.00
RBA
*R-6B 44.00 100.00
R-7
R-8 9.00 100.00
R-12 41.00 100.00{
Cc-2 \
“C4 39.00 | 57.00 100.00] 44.00 100.00] 29.00 | 48.00
-5 47.00 14.00
S : 9200
52
S-4
] 92.00
D-1 16.00 35.00 }100.00 6.00 | 83.00
D2
D4 91.00
S :
D6 79.00 12.00
1E-1
IE2
TABLE B
HEXANE POTENTIAL TO EMIT
— PRODUCT s T U TOTALS |
EMISSIONS (TPY)] 405 3.4 0.33 78
EQUIPMENT PERCENT UTHLIZATION
R~1 100.00 100.00
R-3 70.00 70.00
RS 57.00 13.00 70.00
R5B 166.00 100.00
R7
R-8 100.00 | 100.00
4 100.00 ' 100.00
C-§ 1400 33.00 48,00 95.00
o1 . 6.00 84.00 100.00
D4 91.00 31.00
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TABLE IV

" TOTAL HAP POTENTIAL TO EMIT

PRODUCGT H G K TOTALS

EMISSIONS (TPY){ 6.44 3.92 1.85. 1222

EQUIPMENT. PERCENT UTILIZATION

R-1 100,00 | 100,00

R-3

R4

R-5 100.00 100.00

R-BA

R-68 100.00 100.00

R-7

R-8

R-12

C-Z 3300 33.00

C4 100.00 100.00

C-5 100.00 100.00

S-1

S2 ¢

1

D-1

D-2

D4 100.00 100.00

D-6 100.00 | 100.00

1E-1

-2
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TYPICAL SOCMA BATCH SHEET

*rogdugt;  Product K dried Part Not 4008001
Sremi Mitarlzl 1 Part Nat 1648500 ] R F T
MW Product: 300,00 Baale 1470.0 Kg Puoket Revivion Dats: 819401
MW RAV: 100  Yield: . 7000 % o
Pdes  Unit Cost  Hacovery  Credit
Pant Ho. Compound FW Sp. Qr. Molss kg kg.os Galba bxg LI L $ixg Contuinar Charge
e _ Part No: 1900000
068500 Matardsl 1 100.00 1.8356- 1,00 1.0000 1000 113.4  1.968 C.8i2 Na Packege
1CBB40Y-Acld 2 5000 180 04838 3388 9.8 0,850 0.150 Cost/Contalner $0.00
S025250 Mataelel 3 160.00 3.118 1.3807 873.8 82.5 S.2B0. 2.182 Capnclty {kgl; 1
1133100 Methana! {tanti 22.07 0.781 80383 4237.% 14120 0.22% 0.947 : Unit Cost/ Kg.: . 2.000
1023250 Matedal 4 10000 0880 4,8008 3Ja%0.4  gost  L100 F4.058 ' .
HNGGQ w-.‘lf 18-32 1-000 R ' 2.7344- 1‘4’-’ 514;9 0.009 7 0;900 ’ .. . Plﬂ ¥ ) Yiius
1088500 Add $ $0.00 %;Hﬁ,‘; 13031 106Z2 " 2308~ 0,583 8,117
1156800 Bann @ 80,00 1,535 0,902 M5 128 0.0 0.017 .
1133100 Methang! [tank) 3207 €.78% 1.83742 13119 4332 0225 0,201 ) ot
1011760 Acetony [tank} Q.782 18742 1311.8 4404 750 0,708
400NR0Y Produst H drlad §00.0 ? 0. RIOD0 . 38304
1 ; . :
}, : BATEH RAVES = . #3487
H Lt :
Atnulnoturing Cou GHR Rate = £4,00 §/GHr
$1ep - H ntermadiets Savlp  Altsmste  Cycls l Equlp . QHr Unlt Unit Strasny Qusnt, - © Unit . Hazsed,  Unit
! e Equlp ¢ He f Factor  GHr/Ba  Cyels Cost ' Lit./Ba Quent,  Czst’  Cost
: i g . Heikg 7Kg Lt/Kg  #dter  $iKg
A H Rsscticn 8.5 CR8b . 120 1 c{.400v 163,00, ,0082 8.7
1 Centritugation C6 c4 240 g 0300 72,00 Q.153"2.548
Brying 0.4 . 120 D.400 _ 43.00 0,082 _1.783 B
| : GHre«  258.00 GH/Ba Patoh LOH= 36,852 - .
Ovarhaad {#/Kg) b NP 10,5480 : _ o
Raves {$/%5] - 18,389 Key Rewse 100,000 %AM"s
Ruwy recovery credit JRaal Rawa = 18,580 / kg,
camainats {$/Kch 0.0 APPROVED FOR USE
GMC (8/Kal 27,158 . Dets: .
Agoounting Pragees Daval,
. Prepared by: -
Datst (Froduction Aq'n. Mar,

A P LR AFLYT- ‘
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B4DEALXLS
Product; Product B Part No: 5008001
From: Produtt H driad Part Ne: 4008001
MW Product; 300.00 Basla: 1482.7 Kg . Packet Revision Date: Bria/gt
MW HAYY: " 300.00 « Yield: 88.50 % ‘ '
) Price  Unit Cast.  Recovery Cradit :
Part No. Compound FW  9p. Qi Moles kg kp.ha  Qalba Wig Mg % $ixg Container Charga
. : ’ : i Type: . 1808RTF
4008001 Praduct H drind 300.00 1.000. 1,00 1,0000 1470.0 asg.4 22.159 a7.268 . 30 gaiion Plastic Drum
BG08C01 Product H 300,00 .- L00 0.B050 1402.7 3ea4 27.284 Cant/Contakwer: i
' . . Cagagity gl 50
BATCH RAWSE = 438,924 Unit Cost/ Xg.t 0.233
Manustacturing Cost Coneslidation: QHR Aatn = E4.00 $/Qkr Pan # Value
i .
-Btap intermaciate Equip  Cycle  Equip  GHr Unit Unit  Bueam  Quant. Unit Hezard,  Unit
: : ‘ .. Fector GMr/Ba  Cycla ° Comt Ut. B Quant, Cost Cowt
g ¥/%g ) Lit./Kg ¢Liter +Kg
B Arinding Fa 4 0.200 Q.80 0.003 0.030
Bitting rs 24 0,200 480 0018 0177 .
* ' @Hi = 5.80 QHr/Aa Ratoh LOH= ‘$302
Ovsrhoad {47Kg} 0.207 .
Rmwg {#/Kg} 27.290 Koy Apwa = 81.048 %RM's
Rawa recavery credit Rod Arwe= 18,6883 / kg,
Contalners {4/Kg! 0.233 S APPAOVED FOR UBE
GMC {¢/Kpl 27.735 Dats:
) Accounting Pracass Cevel,
Prepuced by: .
Data: Production &, Mor.
Pags 2
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Table 1A

PROCESSES WITH MAXIMUM TOLUENE EMISSIONS

= R-5 and R-611 intecchangeable; C-4 and C-5 inferchangeabie

| s

PRODUCT

A

8

Cc

D

E

AER (TPY)

0.11

2.44

067

1.35

1.84

3.92

EQUIPMENT

PERCENT UTILIZATION

R-1

64.00

23.00

R-3

44.00

R4 -

74.00

*R-5

£0.00

100.00

100.00

100.00

R-6A

*R-68

100.00

100.00

R7

R3

48.00

R-12

24.00 -

2

“C-4

100.00

15.00

39.00

-5

50.00

51

52

S4

i1

52.00

106,00

D1

44.00

600

D-2

S3.00

D4

5%

D-6

60.00

100.00

i1

lE-2

TABLE B

TOLUENE POTENTIAL TO EMIT (PTE)

|

PRODUCT

G

C

F

TOTALS

EMISSIONS (TFY)

7.84

067

0.56

9.07

EQUIPMENT

PERCENT UTH ZATION

RS

100.00

100.00

R-GB

100,00

100.00

D6

100.00

100.00

R-3

4400

44.00

C4

15.00

15.00

L-1

100.00

100.00

44.00

44 00

01
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TABLETA
PROCESSES WITH MAXIMUM ME THANOL. EMISSIONS
* R.5 and R-81 are interchangeablae; C-4 and C-5 are interchangedble
i N . 1
PRODUCT E H i 3 K L M N /)
AER (TPY) 1 322 024 | 158} 186 021{ 055 | 0.53 06
UIPMENT PERCENT UTILIZATION
R-1 57.00 100.00] 82.00 | 43.00 65.00
R-3 100.00
R4 :
“R-5 100.00] 50.00 40.00 100.00} . 30.00
R-6A _ 20.00
*‘R-68 ‘ 44.00 :
R-7 :
R-8 100.00 100.00
R-12 24.00 . 42 00 41.00
c2 §3.00 { 33.00 71.00 15.00
“C-4 100.00 | 57.00 § 42.00 10.00 Do
“C5 : 42.00 47.00 T
S2 ' o
sS4
11 36.00 , - ‘ S
D 100.00 35.00 | 43.00 Ty
0-2 ' '
D-4 50.00.
DS 7200
06 1 79.00 100.00; 100.00{ 100.00
1E-1 67.00 90.00
= < 90.00
TABLE 1B e
METHANOL POTENTIAL TO EMIT (PTE) R R
PRODUCT H K E TOTALS] = e
EMISSIONS (1PY)|  6.44 186 10 a3 o
EQUIPMENT PERGENT U ATION
R-1 100.00 100.00
R-5 100.00 100.00
R-6B 100.00 | 10000
RrR-12 24.00 24.00
C-2 33.00 33.00
C4 100.00 | - 100.00
C-5 100.00 100.00
D-4 100.00 | 100.00
D6 100.00 100.00
t-1 36.00 36.00
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TABLELIA

PROCESSES WITH MAXIMUM HEXANE EMISSIONS

" R-5 and R-6B are mierchangeable; C-4 and C-§ are interchangeable.

1 1 I | ,
PRODUCT D. | 1 L P af R S T u
AER (TPY) 243 073 ]| 183 | os9 | 12 | 1.02 |} 405 0.33
EQUIPMENT PERCENT UTILIZATION
=X 23.00 | 57.00 | 82.00 100.60] 92.00 [100.00
R3 100.00 45.00 ] 92.00 | 70.00
R4 38,001 9.00
“R-5 100.00 100.00 57.00
REA -
*R-6B 4400 100.00
R-7 , ‘
R-8 9.00 100.00
R-12 41.00 110000
C-2
‘C4 39.00 | 57.00 100.00} 44.00 100.0G] 26.00 ] 48.00
*C5 47.00 14.00
S1 92 00
g2
S4
L1 4 92.00 :
D-1 16.00 35.00 | 100.00 6.00 | 83.00
D2
D4 91.00
D& ,
D6 79.00 12.00
T=]
IE2
TABLE LB
HEXANE POTENTIAL TO EMIT
" PRODUCT S T u TOTALS |
EMISSIONS (TPY)| 4.05 3.4 0.33 738
EQUIPMENT PERCENT UTILIZATION
R-1 100.00 100.00
R-3 70.00 70.00
RS 57.00 13.00 7000
R-68 160.00 100.00
R-7
RS 100.00 | 100.00
C-4 100.00 , 100.00
C5 14.00 33.00 48.00 9500
D1 . 6.00 84.00 100.00
D-4 91.00 §1.00

NSR Manual Book 1 - Original Scan 11/2006

Page 265



TAGLE IV

* TOTAL HAP POTENTIAL TO EMIT

P

PRODUCT f S K [ TOTALS f
EMISSIONS (TPY)| 6.44 3.92 1.86 1222
EQUIPMENT © PERCENT UTILIZATION ‘
o] 100.00 § 100,00
R3 ‘
R4
B 100.00 100.00
RBA
R-68 100.60 100.00
R7 '
ad e )
713 A _ . RN .
=5 3360 { 3300 L
C4 100.00 100.00° o

=z 26600 1 100.00 U e

= . S el e

D1

0-2

= — —ww] e

5E 100.00_{_100.00 '

E-1 . ‘ B
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ChicEPA
State of Ohio Environsoental Protectisn Agency :

"I P Box 1048, 1800 WarMark Dr, ' 5
" Columbus, Ghic 43256-0149

JAN 13 93 11:1F7

{814) 644-3020
" FAX (614) 644-2320 ‘ {
INTEROFFICE -LOMMUNICATION
TO:  Robert Hodanbosi, Chief, DAPC
FROM: Ba:ba{ibaonds, Chief, DSIWM
DATE: January 13, 1993

. SUBJECT: January 15 Meeting

Thanks for agreeiny to meet with Alison apnd I on January 15 at
9:00 in your office. The twe issues of primary concern to us ave
(1) reguiring air permits for all avtoclaves (steam emissions)
and (2) communicating air permit submittal/decisions to DSIWM in
a timely manner. Further background is provided below.

AIR PERMIT REOUIREMENTS FOR AUTOCLAVES

An interoffice communication dated December 10, 1992 and sent to
Alison Shocklay of my staff by Dana Thompson of your staff has
bgen brought to my attention. The subject of the wemorandum is
consigtenqy in the permit conditions for autoclaves. Based upon
the contents of the memo versus past practice, the memo does not
reflect past practices. It regquires permits for all autoclaves,
large and small. It was my understanding from our conversation
of October 26, 1992 at the chiefs meeting that the subject of air
permit reguirements for autoclaves (large and small) was before
you for your consideration. DBIWM would like to discuss the
November 9, 1992 memorandum with you regarding the permitting of
autoclaves to help us understand why you want every autoclave
within the State of Ohic to be an air source.

COMMUNICATION BETWEEN DAPC AND DSIWM

"I am also aware that several infectious waste incinerator,

ll @Pd

alternative solid waste treatment (e.g. soil burners, waste
distillation units), and construction and demolition debris
facilicy PTIs have been isswed since my I0C of April 30, 1992 to
you regarding the need to share information about ‘permit
applications. uUnfortunately, DSIWM did not learnm about the
majority of these air permits from DAPC. DAPC has not xesclved
the communication igguyes outlined in my memorandum. BRAs a result,
DSIWM often remaing in the dark regarding submitted and/or newly
issued permits for these types of facilities. This puts us at a
great disadvantage since we get lots of calls regarding permit
requirements and general regulatory questions for solid and
infectious waste facilities. We need to work together end
coordinate on air/infectious waste permits, ecpecially since we

Aﬁ%é&uﬁ%ﬁqe portion of answering the public’s guestions at your
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R. Hodanbosi
Page Two

air infectious/solid waste pexmit public meetings. If we do not
know about the submittal of the air PTY dnd the. bagi¢ information
about the application is not shared with ns in a timely manner,
we are caught by surprise and sent scrambling in order to be any
help at your public meetinge or with telephone inguires. This is
not an efficient use of our time and scarce resources.

hdditionally, our inspectors are required to ingpect infectious
waste incinerators and autocalaves and licensed solid waste
facilities a2 minimum of quartexly, regardless of whether the site
iz reguired to have a solid waste or infectious waste PTI.
Information gathered from our inspecticons could be of great use
to DAPC in monitoring the compliance of a facility. For example,
DSIWM facility records and staff time are currently being
utilized to assiat the Attorney General’s Office in the appeal of
one of your PT0‘s, which dramatizes even further the need and
benefita of effective communication.

I trust we ¢an resolve the communication gap immediately, but, Lf
I don’t see noticeable improvement, please note that my DSIWM
staff statewide will no longer be available to participate in
public meetings vegarding infectious waste or &o0lid waste air
permits until effective communication between the divisions is
established. Please refer to my suggested approaches to resolve
the communication issue ocutlined in my memo to6 you dated 4/30/92
for Friday’s discussion.

I trust that our meeting or January 15, 1993 will regult in a
. game plan to resoclve our twe issues.
AMS/BB/clk

cc:  Jenny Tiéll, Acting Deputy Director
Pat Madigan, PIC '
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State, of Ohio Enviianmm Protetiion Agency

P.O. Bax 1048, 1800 WaterMark Dr.

F.374

-:Gecrga V. Volnovich

Columbus, Oy 43265-0140 * Governor ‘
?gl(gﬁﬁaaés ' pomekR Smmg
IWHTEROFFICE COWICB‘J}‘ION
T0: Boﬁ'goaanhosi,:Chief( DA?Q
'FRQM; Barbéyb Bonds, Chief, DEIWM ’
DATE: November 10, 1992

SUBJECT: Permit Requirements for Autoclaves:'

LR B PO

"It has been brought to my atténtion by my staff that the Division
of Air Pollwtion Control has revised its current position that no
permits are needed for autoclaves. It is my staffrs
understanding from speaking with your staff that DAPC’s new

.-pogition is that antoclaves are an air emissions source and
"therafore are included in the permitting process. Specifically,
autoclaves such as the San-I-Pak unit at St Vincent Medical

Center in Toledo need a permit~to-ingtall and
to be in compliance. Note that Lake Hospital
West already have opérational San-~I-Pak units

a permit-to-operate
Systems East and
and were not

required to complete DAPC’s permitting process.

Given DAPC’s new position on autoclaves, are all autoclaves, ..

régquired to complete the permitting process?

Before you answer,

consider the following: 1) all of the following types of
facilities would need to complete the DAPC permitting process for

autoclaves: all universities, all hospitals,
veterinary offices, physician offices, unxgent

dental offices,
care facilities,

zoos, reference laborastories, skilled care facilities, prisons,
coroner’s offices, and health departments, 2) It is alsc my
understanding that when my staff questioned your staff reégarding .
the scientific¢ basis for such a change 4in position and no
evidence was offered. Is there new secientific literature that we

should be aware of regarding emitsions, other
autoclave? ’ . :

Before you. finalize such a change in position

than steam, from an

fTor autoclaves,

please call so we can discuge this issue further. This meeting
would be a good time to talk about my communication of April 36,
1932 to you regarding the coordination and notifjcation of
infectious waste permitting efforts (copy, attached).

BB/AMS/plkH»

Attachment

ce: déﬁyny Tiell, Actiﬁg Deputy birector
ligon Shockley, DSIWM

@ Pritiod ot recycied pagor
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State of Ohio Envirenmental Protertion Agency

£.0. Box 1048, 1800 WaterMark Dr. -3 ' . : ‘

"

P.4s4 "

Gearga V, Volnavic

Calumbus, Ohin 44268-0149 C " Governg
(514} 844-3020 . Ponald R, Schregasd
FAX (614) 54423285 - ’ Diregte

- e

S

INFEROFFICE COMMONICATION

TO: - -+ Bob Hodanbosi, Assistant Chiéf, DaPC

FROM: | Barbefgmonds, ‘Acting Chief, DGIR

DATE: ° . April 30, 2992

SUBJECT: Permit Tracking and Notification

In an effort to coordinate joint solld waste-infectious wastefair
permitting activities and notification of infectious waste air
permitting activities between the two divisions, as agreed to at .
our April-6, ‘1892 meeting, T suggest the following: )

- all so0lid waste facility and infectious waste treatment
facility permits are classified as cowtroversial

- tracking logs (like the one attached) of all controversial

air permits be sent to me monthly beginning in June

- ti:a.cking logs of all solid waste and infectious waste

permits be sent to you monthly beginning in June

With this information DSIWK can coordinate with you on which alr
permits need to be issued jointly with DSIWM and which can be
jssued solely by DAPC. Please contact me to discuss further.

Thanks.
BB/ jm.
- tb:  Jenny Tiell, Acting Deputy Director“.
Pat Walling, DARC .
BEd Brdicka, DSIWM
Alison Shockley, DSIvM

attachments

@ Pariad on fecychod pasar
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OFEPA inter-office chmunication

to: DISTRIBUTION . date: __ September 18, .1998
from: Misty Parsons ghrouqh Mé%%é%énklns AOMEP -
subject: Permitting Landfills with gas_control systems (flares)

2,
F 4

Several staff have asked questions about permitting 1 ndfﬂ@ 's and their gas
control systems, most often flares. Our NSR group h‘$@§§951dered this
topic, and we have created this guidance in response ﬁkgfare proposing
this as a Draft for your comments. Please ﬁHﬁit aﬁy -9 ?% ts by Oct@ber
9, 1998. If after reading this, any of youghave furﬁheﬁ que 5
contact us. )

PTIs for the control system/flare -
Remember that the landfill is the source, ng
landfills, a PTI is required for fugitive P%F
be generated The PTI should include reqééyemwl

When an old landfill adds a flare, thls%results I

could be a modification under the PTI gu

env1ronmentally beneficial or OAC 3%5

modified PTI is needed, you woulddrepeat”ﬂ%

{(such as fugitive PM allowables ebestes ré%

flare system and it’s requlreme?t g@é
T

d t&¥mined to be
xempt }%%ee below). When a
%inﬁffrom the current PTI

;ﬁ flare? '
There are several 51tuat10n§@tﬁat rggulre {8’ to evaluate whether a PTI is
: Tt OW, jhart explains this further.
c ;@yary 1974 should have obtained a
a7re dust), asbestos, roads and

parking ar dﬁ%lth exceptions - see flow chart). If
a landfill _ II for the above activities and one is
required, we wo, 1 L lare in that PTI. Below are the common
situations invol; i ‘ >

- A landfs : »post-1974 has a PTI for disposal activities

(dustds, : t»include any evaluation of OC/NMOC emissions or
anyﬁ@&lowable fory However, either NSPS WWW or OAC 3745-76
rediire the instillation of the flare at some point.

i o

NﬁPS WWW : AfterﬁgeVLew1ng the PTI modify definition (MM), we believe

smetho d%'ﬁ operatlon, which results in the emission of new air
1 %1ﬁ%j fiot emitted before. If these emissions (NOx, CO, etc.)
-eedgghe De Minimis level, then a PTI is required (see rule).
However, under the rule there is a Director’s exemption for
environmentally beneficial projects. 8o the landfill can submit a
letter requesting an environmentally beneficial determination.

We will normally consider flares to be environmentally beneficial
projects, however, these requests will be evaluated on a case-by-case
basis. This is the process. The landfill submits a request to the FO
with information about the flare and its emissions, including any

1 NSR Manual Book 1 - Original Scan 11/2006
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needed modellng, the FO reviews thls, and then drafts a 1etter for the
Director’s signature. This package is submitted to AQM&P for review,
and we will get the Director’s signature on the reply letter.

Chapter 76: Rule 76-02 automatically exempts sources that are
making changes to comply with that rule, from the PTI requirement. So
it’s automatically exempt from the PTI, so no environmentally
beneficial exemption letter is needed.

- A landfill installed post-1974 has a PTI for disposal activities
(dust), but we did not include any evaluation of OC/NMOC emissions or
any allowable for this. If there is no rule requirement for the
landfill to install a flare, and they do not wish to, nothing is
triggering the PTI requirement.

Which Pollutants get Allowables

You should set allowables for the criteria/NAAQS pollutants ‘and include
both NMOC and Methane allowable limits. A lbs/hr and TPY is needed for all
these pollutants, except that we will have just a TPY number for NMOC and
methane. Do not routinely set allowables for any air tox1cs

Emission Factors

To develop PTI calculations and limits, you would normally use the Landfill
Air Emissions Estimation Model to do this, however this gives you several
choices. We believe the AP-42 factors provide the most representative
numbers, so use AP-42 for all pcllutants.

However, you may alsc rely on manufacturers numbers for pollutants other
~+han NMOC and methane, as long as you believe they are accurate. You would
Jrobably use the program for NMOCs, unless the company wants to discuss
using a different way to calculate emissions. The computer program allows
you to enter other numbers. And the applicant may submit their
calculations based upon sampling they have done or other methods. You need-
to determine if they are valid.

The program calculates the uncontrolled tons/year emissions expected
year-by-year as refuse is added. Decomposition begins to generate 0C, and
emissions increase as the years go by. For allowables, you would have both
NMOC and methane. The flare reduces NMOC by 98%. We expect methane would.
also be reduced by 98%, so you can use that factor, but this may also be
something for further research. You can calculate the controlled
emissions: wuncontrolled x 0.02 (the 98% efficient flare).

Max Emissions, Allowables and PSD/NSR

For a new landfill, you need to consider the projected uncontrolled
emissions, in TPY, that will occur before they put on the flare or control
system. These uncontrolled emissions are often higher than the highest
year with the flare operating. You need to know when the flare will be
installed/operated, to know what the highest uncontrolled rate will be
prior to that time. Set the NMOC TPY allowable at the worst-case or
highest emissions point {(which could either be the highest uncontrolled
emissions, or max emissions years later with the flare}.

When you have the max TPY emissions, you can determine if they trigger PSD
review. If so, they may be able to avoid PSD by putting on the flare

gooner, unless max controlled emissions exceed PSD levels. Any that need
the flare soconer than the rules require (in order to avoid PSD) would need
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a federally enforceable term that says something like, when X amount o&f
refuse is in place, the flare must be in operation.

ir Toxics :
Any air toxics which are NMOCs are regulated by NSPS, and we will consgider
NSPS contreol to be current BAT. So any NMOCs that are listed toxics do not
require modeling. Any other listed toxics that are not NMOCs;, such as HCL
or Vinyl Chloride, should get toxics modellng if over 1 TPY in amount, per
the Toxice policy. We have decided that, since there is no TLV llSted for
methane in the ACGIH booklet, it should not be modeled for air toxics.

It seems most landfills will have HCl emissgionsg. So you need to estimate
the amount, and see if modeling is needed. If the socurce does not know
what type of control they will use, and therefore doesn’t have the stack
data, they can still receive the PTI, and model at a later time as socon as
they have the stack data. Place a term in the PTI requiring compliant
modeling when the parameters are known. As always when toxics is required
in a PTI, you would state “Compliance with the Air Toxics Policy” under
BAT. '

Testing
Test for NMOC and any others that the FO permit writer feels are necessary.

Emissions Unit Number
The types of sources needing permits and the unit numbers are as follows:

P901* Landfill Operations
(dispogal activities, asbestos and possible flair)
FOO1l Material Storage Piles
_ (for any earth placed in a pile from the landfill)
F002 Roadways and Parking Areas
Gool Gasoline/Diesel Dispensing (if applicable}

* Thig reflects the fact that it has fugitive emissions from the
disposal operations, as well as the flare emissions.

Landfill Rules
Be sure to check the NSPS WWW and new state rules to determine which apply,
and cite the appropriate one. WWW is for new or modified landfills after .
May 30, 1991, and 3745-76 1s for landfills existing before that date.
Harry Judson works with the landfill regulations, and you can contact him
for assistance when needed.

Chapter 17 and a VE limit

Tom Kalman is currently determining whether any rules apply, so we will
know whether to cite and check compliance with them during review.

However, we believe that BAT should be 20% opacity, just as it is stated in
the rule. '

Compliance Methods
The compliance methods for the emissions limits would probably be emission
factor calculation, using the model, unless testing is being required.

Controls other than Flares

Some landfills will propose other types of controls allowed by NSPS and Ch.
76, like engines. And a new landfill not expecting to install control for
some time may not know what they will want to do in the future. But you
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need to somehow write it into the PTI. 1In that case, use the worst case of
the options they are planning on, and write an explanation into the terms.
Tor emissions 11m1ts, as an example, for CO and NOx, you would run the
calculation of emissions from an engine and a flare, and take whichever is
worst as your allowable (explain the basis in the PTI).

Controls owned/operated by a second party

We have also seen cases where someone other than the landfill w111 own and
operate the control system, perhaps to generate power. . In that case, the
air contaminant source owner (the second party) must obtain a PTI for this
equipment. [The gas collection system would still be the landfills.] We
would not cite the NSPS or Ch. 76 rule in their PTI (since we believe it
pertains to the landfill owner), but we would require them to meet the 98%
efficiency requirement, or whatever rule requirements there are for that
system. They must comply so the landfill will comply.

If you have any questions or comments, please contact your CO NSR contact
here in AQM&P or Mike Hopkins at (614) 644-2270. Thank you.

DISTRIBUTION
Fred Klingelhafer, SEDO Bob Goulish, NEDO - Phil Hinrichs, SWDO
Ron Hancher, SEDO Dennis Bush, NEDO Ce'sar Zapata, CDO
Glen Greenwood, SEDO John Curtin, NEDO Tim Wilson, RAPCA
Dan Aleman, Canton Don Waltermeyer, NWDO Curt Marshall, RAPCA
Brad Miller, Cincinnati Sam Araj, NWDO Karen Granata, TDOES
Cindy Charles, Portsmouth Frank Markunas, Akron Ed Fasko, Cleveland
~: Harry Judson, AQM&P Alan Lloyd, AQM&P Joe Loucek, AQMEP
Jim Orlemann, Eng. Safaa El-Oraby, AQM&P Misty Parsons, AQM&P
Jeanne Mallett, Legal Craig Butler, Dir Off Tom Rigo, FO

Mike Ahern, PMU

MH/MP
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MUNICIPAL SOLID WASTE LANDFILL AIR POLLUTION
PERMIT TO INSTALL/OPERATE/TITLE V REQUIREMENTS

START

This flow chart is used to decide what air pellution permits are
municipal solid waste landfills.

BUILT, MOD;
BEGAN ACCEPT
WASTE AFTER
5/30/91?

" DFILL"
YES NEW LAN ’

NSPS WWW SOURCE
PTI REQUIRED (*)

AFFECTED FACILITY,

NMOC
>=100 T/Y
OR >=10/25
HAPs?

YES

NO

"EXISTING LANDFILL"
PER OAC 3745-76

NO Y

FILE PTI,
FILE TITLE V
BY 5/29/96

STOPPED
ACCEPT WASTE
< 11/9/87
OR NO CAP?

YES

NO-PTI REQUIRED,
NO TITLE V PERMIT
REQUIRED,

PTO REQUIRED

NO STATE

ESIGN >=2.5
Million MG or
>=2,5 Million

NO

DESIGN >=2.5
Million MG or
>=2.5 Million
M37?

NO

CLOSED
FOR 10
YR?

<50
TON NMOC
PER YR7? (**}

NO

YES

- <bo
TON NMOC
PER YR7? (**}

ic'II..E PTI(**+),
ILE STATE PTO
BY 3/12/97

FI

FILE TITLE V

LE PTI{***},

NO

M3?

B

FILE PTI, -
APPLY FOR STATE
PTO BY 3/12/97

FILE PTI,
FILE TITLE V BY
3/12/97

(*)Note: 1If the landfill already obhtained
a permit to install for landfill operations
sometime after 5/30/91, then no new PTI is
required unless it was later modified. 1In

those cases where corganic compound emissions
were not included but a PTI was obtained,
no new PTI is required - instead, organic
compound emissions should be added to the

Title V or State PTO permit.

{**} Note; MSW Landfills that emit

<50 Tons NMOC are not likely to

BY 1/6/2000

NC PTI
NO PTO
NO TITLE V

HEH:08/2¢/98

emit more than 10/25 HAPs,

(***) Note: If a landfill has already obtained
a PTI for its fugitive dust sources then
no new PTI will be required for 9r
compound emission®R {¢HEal §egl: -fgg@gl Scan1 /g\'?;z
Instead, the PTQ/TV permlts should be modlfled
to reflect the organic compound emissions.



OHIO EPA~
INTER-OFFICE CONIMNIUNICATION

June 20, 1996
To: Locals and District
From: Harry Judson, DAPC/CO

subject: Air requirements for municipal waste landfills

New federal rules (FR March 12, 1996), soon to be State rules, affecting both
new municipal solid waste landfills (NSPS) and existing landfills, require the
control of NMOC from the following:

¢  New landfills built after May 30, 1991 and having a design capacity
greater than 2.5 million Mg or 2.5 million cubic meters and calculated
NMOC emissions greater than 50 Mg/year have five years to install a gas
collection system to reduce NMOC emissions by 98%.

+  Existing landfills which have accepted waste since November 8, 1987 and
have a design capacity greater than 2.5 million Mg or 2.5 million cubic
meters and calculated NMOC emissions greater than 50 Mg/year also are
required to reduce NMOC emissions by 98%.

Under the new rules, all landfills are required by June 10, 1996 to provide

Ohio EPA with their design capacity and an estimate of their NMOC emissions.

If their emissions are greater than 50 Mg/year, the following 1mp1ementat10n

schedules must be meet:

¢  For new landfills, a collection and control system design plan must be
submitted within 12 months (6/10/97). Installation of the system must be
completed by 12/10/98.

* For existing landfills, installation of a collection and control system must
be accomplished 30 months after an approved State rule.

Within the next several weeks, Ohio EPA will be providing the Locals and
Districts with a policy on whether landfills can obtain a Federally Enforceable
State Operating Permit (FESOP).

Affected landfills are being identified by the District’s Solid and Infectious
Waste Divisions so that notification and compliance can be assured.

A copy of the new rule is enclosed.

NSR*Manual Book 1 - Original Scan 11/2006
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ﬂ % UNITER STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
g RESEARCH TRIANGLE PARK, NC 27711

& October 21, 1994

1A,
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o OFFICE OF

AR QUALITY PLANNING
AND STANDARDS

RECE WEL

'~' Gyt amn e
l‘l‘. '

N EGULATION DEVELDPMENT BRANC:
| - B s, EPA. REGION ¥
HMEMORANRUM
|
SUBJECT: Claseification of ﬁmi sions from Lﬂndfllls for

NSR applicability Purpose
FROM: John S. Seitz, Director fk4éif
Office of Air Quality P ng and Standa (MD~10)

TO: pirector, Air, Pesticides and Toxics

Management. Division, Regions I and IV

D;rector, Air and Waste Management Division,
Region IY

Director, Air, Radiﬂtion and Toxices Division,
Region III

Director, air and Radiation Division,
Region V

Director, Air, Pesticides and Toxics Division,
Region VI |

Director, Air and Toxice Division, ]
Regions VII, VIII, IX and X

P SN

i
&
The EPA has recently raceived saveral inquilies regarding
the treatnment of emissions from landfills for puEposes of major
NSR applicability. The specific issue raised is whether the
Agency still considers landfill gae emiseions which are not
collectad to be fugitive for NSR 'applicability pyrposes.

Tha EPA’s NSR regulations define "fugitive Lmlsslons“ to
mean "those emissions which could not reasonablyﬁpass through |
stack, chimney, vent, or other functlonallymequhyalent openlnq“
(40 CFR 51. 165(a)(1)(x)). In general, vhere a fmcility is not
subject to national standards reguiring collection, the technical
guestion of whether the enissions at a particulax eite could '

i "reasonably pass through a stack, chimney, ventjjor other
functionally~eguivalent opening® is a factual determination to be
%

!

1

)

]
l

A

£
1
!
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made by ths permitting authority, on a case-by~-case basis, In
determining whether emisgsions could reasonably be collected (or
if any emissions source could reasonebly passg through a stack,
etc.), "reasonableness® should be construned broadly. The
existence of collection technology in use by other sources in the
source category creates a presumption that collaction is
_reasonabla. Furthermore, in cartain circumstances, the
collection of emissions from & specific pollutant emitting
activity can create a presumptien that coollection is remsonable
for & sinilar pellutant-emitting activity, even if that act1v1ty
is located within a different source category.

In 1987, EPA addreased whether landfill gas emissions should
bo considered as fugitive.®* The Agency explained that for
landfills constructed or proposed to be constructed with gas
collection systems, the collected landfill gas would not qualify
ag fugltive, Also, the Agency understood at the time that, with
some excaptions, landfills were not constructed with such gas
collection pystens, The EPA explained that "[t)he preamble to
the 1980 NER regulatlons characterizes nonfugitive emizssions as

« « « onissions which would ordinarily be colliected and
d;acharged through stacke or other functicnally eguivalent i
cpenings’% (see 45 FR 526923, Aug. 7, 1980).7 Based on the ;
ynderstanding that landfills are not ordinarily constructed with
gas collection systens," the Agancy concluded that Yemission
from existing or proposed landfills without gas collection
myetemns are to be consldered fugitive emissions.” {The Agency

. algo nade clear, however, that the applicant's decision on |
whether to collect emissions ie not the deciding factor. Rather,
it ie the reviewing authority that makes the decision regarding
' ] \
i i

P ' l
isee memorandum entit)led "Emissions from Landfills," f£rom
Gerald A. Emison, Directorn, Office of Alr Quality Planning and
Standards; to David P. Howskamp, Diredtor, Air Managenant:
Divirion, Region IX, dated October 6, 1987 (attached). It i
important to note that the interpretation contained in this
memorandum was only appligable to landfills, o
t : !
i

2In fact, the 1980 preamble language recognizad the conjfrn

thaet sources could aveid N8R by calling emissions fugitives, {even
if the source could captura those emissions, The EPA’s
originally-proposed definition of fugitive emigeions was changed
in the final 1980 regulatione to "ensure that gources will not:
dischurge ae fugitive emissions those emissiong which would
ordinarily be collected and dlscharged through jstagks or other
functionally equivalent openzngs, and will eliginate

digsincentives for the construction of ductworksand istacks for the
collegtion of emissions.® Id. : <,
. - i
; ! /-

gy

[ §
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which emissions can reessonably be collected and therefore not
conaidered fugitive.

The EPA believes its 1987 interpretation of the 1580
preamble may have been migundersgtood, and in any case that its
factual conclusions at that time ars now outdeted. Continued
misunderstanding or application of this outdated view could
discourage those constructing new landfills from utilizing
otherwise environmentally- or economically—deairable gns
collection and mitigation measures in order to avoid major NSR
applicability.

Speclfically with regard to landfill gas emlﬂBlOnB, gas
collection and mitigation technologxes have evolved significantly
since 1987, and use of these pystems |hag become much more common.
Increasingly, landfills are constructed lor retrofitted with gas
collection systemse for purposes of ener@y recovery and in order
to comply with State and Federal regulatory regquirements designed
to address public health and welfare concerns. In addition, EPA
has proposed performance standards for new landfills under
section 111(b) of the Clean Air Aot and has proposed guidelinas
for existing landfills under section 111(d) that, when
promulgated, will require gas collection systems for existing and
naw landfills that are above a certain size and gas production
level (sae S6 FR 24468, May 30, 19%1). [Under these reguiremente,
EPA estimater that batwean E0O0 and 700 medium and large landfills
will have to collect and centrol landfill gas. The EPA believes
this proposal created a presumption gt that time that the ,
proposed gas collection systems, at a minimun, are xeasonable for
lapdfills that would be subjsct to such control under the
proposal, |

1 |

Thus, EPA believes it is no longer appropriate to conclude
generally that landfill gas could not reasohably be collected at
a proposed landfill proiject that does not include a gas
collection system. The fact that a proposed landfill prOject
does not include a collection system in its proposed design is
not determinative of whether emissionz from & landfill are
fugitive. To guantify the emount of landfill gas which could
othaerwise be collectsd at a proposed landfill for NSR
applicability purposes, the air yollution control authority
should assume the use of a collection system which has been
designed to maximize, to the greatest extent possible, the
capture of air pollutants from the landfill,

In summary, the use of collection technology by cther
landfill sources, whether or not subject to EPA’s proposed
requirements or to State implementation plan or permit
requirements, creates a presumption that collection of the
enissions isg reagonable at other siwilar sources. If such a
gystem can reasonably be dasigned to collect the landfill’s gas

|
3
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emiseions, then the emissions are not fugitive and should be
considerad in determining whether a major NSR permit is required.

Today’s guidance is applicable to tha construction of a new
landfill or the axpansion of an existing landfill bayond its
currently-permitted capacity. To avoid any confusion regarding
the applicability of major NSR to existing lendfills, EPA doas
not plan to reconsider or recommend that States reconslder the
major NSR status of any existing landfill based on the jissues
discussed in this memprandum. Alse, nothing in this guidance -
veids or creates an exclusion from any otherwise applicable
requirement under the Clean Aix Act and the State implementation
plan, including minor source review,

The Regicnal Offices showld send this memorandum, including
the attachment, to States within their jurisdiction. Duestions
concerning specific issues and cases should be directed to
the appropriate Regional Office., Regional Office staff may
contact Mr. David Sclomon, Chief, New Source Review Section, at
(919) 541-5378, if they have any guesiions.

aAttachment

ce:  Alr Branch chief, Regions I-X
NSR cContacts, Reglons I-X and Headquarters:
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- at B h ]
&1(0 Sl’.‘,.“ l ‘
» "f; UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTI gN AGENCY
m ] Office of Air Quality Planning and Stangards
. & Research Triangla Par(, North Carolina F7711%
. [~ !
A pugth i .
OCT 6 1997
MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT: Emissions from Landfills . =

)

Ll !
'

FROM: 1} Gerald A. Emison, Di rector"ﬁ'—-‘.'b}“,a.-." s SN

%L Office of Alr Quality Planning and Stahdard} (HO-10)

T0: David P. Howekamp, Directo
Air Management Division, Refio

IX

This 15 in response to your Septémber.l, 1987, wm@morandum reguesting
clarification regarding how 1andfill emissions shouldibe considered for the
purposa of determiniag nonsttainment pew source revieg (NSR} applicability
under 40 CFR 61,18, g ‘ 4 :

As you are aware, a landfill is subject to NSR if
emit, excluding fugitive emissions, exceeds the 100 tEns per year applicable
major source cutoff for the poliutantffor'which the aea 1s nonattainment.
Fugitive emissions are defined in 40 £FR (3)(1)(ix) o@". . . those emissions
which could not reasonably pass through a stack, chimgey, vent, or other
functionally equivalent opening,” landfill emissionsfthat could reasonably
be collected and vented are thereforajnot considered fugitive emissions

and must be included in calculating afsource's potentjal to emit.

its potential to

For various reasons (e.g., odor and public healt concerns, local
regulatery requirements, economic incgntives), many 1gndfills are
constructed with gas collection systems. Collected 1Endfill gas may be
flared, vented to the atmosphere, or processed into ugeful energy end
products such as high-Btu gas, steam,jor electricity.g In these cases, for
either an existing or proposed landf{]l, it is clear Fhat the collected
Tandfi11 gas does mot qualify as fugigive emissions afd must be included
in the source's potential to emit wheh calculating NSE applicability.

The preamble to the 1980 NSR regulations characi@irizes nonfugitive
emissfons as *, , ., those emissions which would ordin@rily be collected and
discharged through stacks or other functionally equivilent openings,”
Klthough there are.some exceptions, it is our understPnding that landfills
are not ordinarily constructed with gas collection syftems, Therefore,
emissions from exfsting or proposed landfills withoutRgas collection
systems are t¢ be considered fugitive emissions and afe not included in the -
NSR applicability determination. This does not mean ¥hat the applicant’s
decision on whether to collect emissions is the decid®Eng facter; in fact,
the reviewing authority makes the decision on which efissions would
ordinarily be collected and which therefore are not c(Ensidered fugitive
emtssions.

i
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It should be noted that NSR applicability is pollutant specific.
Therefore, where the landfill gas is flared or otherwise combusted or
pracessed before release to the atmosphere, it is the pollutant releasad
which counts toward KSR applicability. As an example, landfiil gas is
composed mostly of volatile organic compounds, but when this gas 1s burned
in a flare, 1t is the type and quantity of pollutants in the exhaust gas
{e.g., nitrogen oxides and carben monoxide) that are used in the NSR
applicability determination,

1f you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact
Gary McCutchen, Chief, New Source Review Section, at FTS 629-5592,

¢cs  Chief, Air Branch
~ Regions I-X 1
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» “ e "4;,.7 UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY (
H Z REGION §
g 3 230 SOUTH DEARBORN ST.
’%‘ @9 CHICAGO, ILLINOIS 60604
¢ pROV REPLY TO THE ATTENTION OF:
70 _G..

Mr. Robert Hodanbosi

Division of Air Pollution Control
Ohio Environmental Protection Agency
P.0. Box 1049

Columbus, Ohio 43266-0149

Dear Mr. Hodanbosi:

Pursuant to my May 15, 1987, letter to you concerning new source review
(NSR) guidance, this Tetter providas further guidance materials and will
be designated letter No. 3-NSR.

I am enclonsing for your information the following policy and guidance
documents:

1. An QOctober 6, 1987, memorandum from Gerald A. Emison entitled (
"“Emissions from Landf111s."

2. A December 1, 1987, memorandum fraom J. Craig Potter entitled
"Improving New Source Review (NSR)} Implementation,®

I would like to point out that the second memorandum caontains very
significant new guidance for the new source review program.

If you have any questions or comments please feel free to contact me.
STncere1y yours,

— rep bt - fon—

Joseph Paisie, Chief
Technical Analysis Section
Air and Radiation Branch {5AR-26) +¥

Enclosures

P
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;'3; AR _; UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY M E{
Vg gt . REGIQN IX : ‘
215 Fremont Streat
San Francisco, Ca. 94105 /
Gred 9
Q_E_IQ_ORANDUQ_'!“

DATE: oI
SUBJECT: Control of Emissions from Landfills

FROM: Dav Atiowekamp, Director
Al Vislion

TO: Gerald Emison, Director
Otfice of Air Quality Planning and Stanaards (MD=10)

On May 28, 1987, Region IX received an ingquiry from Mr. Russ
Baggerly regarding a proposed landfill in Ventura County,
California (copy enclosed). Mr Baggerly's concern, from an
air quality point of view, 1s over significant fugitive (
emissions of reactive organic compounds from the site itself, -

and ROC and NOy, from associated moblle sources and possible
IC engines.

Our proposed response (enclosed) delineates the exclusion of
fugitive emissions from NSR regulations. The critlical question
then pecomes. wnat 1s the meaning of the definition of fugltive
eémissions stated in 40 CFR 51.18? As definea they are:

"those emissions which could not reasonably pass through a
stack, chimney, vent or other functionally equivalent opening.”
If emissions from a landfill could feasibly be collected and
passed through a gas recovery system, what critarla would be
needed to then call it a reasonable option? Is 1t possible
that such a landfill could be required to collect these emlssions?
This has not peen done 1n the past. Please send us a written
response proviaing guidance on thls 1ssue.

Enclosures .

- L4
o V“"L

cc: G. McCutchen, RTP /Up <§2¥¢$} w}
A2

| 3
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: W | AR DIy
Mr. David P. Howekamp us. EPA Hgé‘.oln
Director - Air Management Divisiocn ! ONg
United States Environmental Protection Agency o
Region IX - May 23 1987

215 Fremont Street
‘San Francisco, CA 94105

RECE|vgp

Dear Mr. Howekamp:

An interesting problem is about to surface here in
Ventura County in regardg to a possible major source.
That source is a canyon landfill site currently in the
process for environmental review through the Resource
Management Agency of Ventura County.

Previous environmental review concerning this site was
documented in the County Solid Waste Management Plan
{CoSWMP). It was this document that originally divulged the
fact that the Weldon Canyon landfill site, based upon the L
projected wastestream, would have the potential of emitting
more than 100 TPFY of ROC. Further study reveals that even
after gas recovery mitigation the site will produce more
than 100 TPY. This would of course make the project a Major
Stationary Source according te 40 CFR Ch.l §51.18 et seq..

The specific problems are these; 1. the district has
never issued a permit for a landfill site as an area source.
They have issued permits for the IC engines used for
electrical generation on other sites for NOx, but landfill
site fugitive emissions have never een permitted. 2. The
incremental indirect emissions from mobile sources
associated with this project may or may not be included in
the total number of emissions attributed to this project. 3.
The total emissions from the landfill site should be the NOx
and ROC emissions from mobile, IC engine and all other

sources added to the primary source that are the fugitive
emissions from the site itself.

What I would like to know is how EPA views landfill
sites, and the procedure for permitting such a source. Are
all the emissions associated with the site accumulated into
one figure for calculating the offsets required; e.g.
incremental indirect (mobile) emissions, sludge drying
ponds, leachate retention ponds, gas recovery wells,

“electrical generating engines, and the fugitive emissions
from the landfill site itself, The pcssibility of emissions

frem all mitigation measures employed at the site should ke
incluced.
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DRAFT~-EPA Region IX

IN REPLY A=3-1
REFER TO: NSA 2-5

Mr. Russ Baggerly
119 S. Pol1i Ave. .
Meiners Qaks, Ca. 93023

Dear Mr. Baggerly,

Thank you for your May 28, 1984 1nquiry to David P. Howekamp
regarding environmental review of air emissions from a landfill
site 1n Ventura County. The gquestion you raised 1n your letter
regarding landfill emissions 1s not unique to Ventura Co.” A land-
£1ll can be a significant source of emissions, and would be con-
sidered to be a stationary source. Lt

A landfill would be subject to New Source Review (NSR), 1f
1ts potential to emit, excluding fugitive emlssions, exceeds the.
applicable major source cut-off. Fugitive emissions as defined
in 40 CFR 51.18 (3)(1l)(1x) are "those emissions which could not
reasgnably pass through a stack, chimney, vent, or other func-
tionally equivilent opening." Landfill emissions that can be
collected would not qualify as fugitive and could cause the land-
fi1ll to be subject to NSR. VOC's emitted outside a gas recovery
system would be fugitive, and not subject to federal NSR review
according to 40 CFR 51.18 (j){(l){iv){(c). District regulations
may be more, but not less stringent than federal.

As a point of clarification, 40 CFR 51.18 sets forth federal
requirements for the State or District to develop a State Implemen-
tation Plan for stationary sources. Please note that in the case
of this landfill, the applicable NSR regulations of the Ventura
County Air Pollution Control District (APCD) would apply, (not

40 CFR 51.18). Therefore, they should be contacted to make this
determination. :

. As you probably know, the emissions from this site should be
included 1n the 1987 Air Quality Management Plan for Ventura
County. The Plan 1s being drafted partly 1n response to the tact
that Ventura County has been named as one of the four post 1387
non-attainment areas 1n California for ozone. It 1s the respon-
sibi1lity of the Ventura County APCD to consider all measures that
would reduce emissions of pollutants that contribute to the post
87 non-actailnment status. Certainly the ROC emissions from this
facility, 1f they are of the magnitude stated in your letter,
would exacerpate the ozone problem 1n Ventura. The District has
at 1ts discretetion, the power to propose control, offset, oF cther
requirements beyond those required by current cegulations, as
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part of its plan to achieve attainment of the National Ambient
Air Qualicy Standards.

If you have further questions regarding this matter, pleasé
contact Janet Stromberg of the New Source Section at (415) 974-8218

Sincerely,

Wayne A. Blackard, Chief
Hew Source Section
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part of its plan to achieve attainmeat of the National Ambient
Alr Quality Standards.

If you have further questions regarding this matter, please
contact Janet Stromberg of the New Source Section at (415) 974-8213.

Sincerely,

Wayne A. Blackard, Chief
New Source Sectlon
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State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency

STREET ADDRESS; | MAILING ACDRESS:

Lazarus Govemment Center ' TELE: (614} 644-3020 FAX: (614) 644-2329 ‘Lazarus Government Center
122 South Front St ) P. O, Box 1049

Columbus, OH 43215 Columbus, OH 43215-1049

William Hayes

Vorys, Sater, Seymour and Pease LLP

Suite 2100, Atrium Two April 6, 2000
221 E. Fourth Street, :

P O Box 0236

Cincinnati, OH - 45201-0236

Re: Clean Air Act Section 112(g)
“Dear Mr. Hayes:

This is in response to your letter dated February 22, 2000, requesting a confirmation of the
112(g) issues we had discussed over the phone. As I mentioned to you, 1 discussed these issues
with Ms Kathy Kaufman and Ms Genevieve Damico of the U.S. EPA, and we are in concurrence
with the following conclusions.

You wanted to confirm Ohio EPA’s conclusion that if a reconstructed project begins prior to the
proposal of the 112(d) standard, the reconstructed source will ultimately be subject to the 112(d)
existing source MACT standard, and not the 112(d) new source MACT standard. In concurrence
with the U.S. EPA, T confirm the conclusion that if the reconstruction of a source begins prior to
the proposal of a 112(d) standard, the source will be subject to the 112(d) existing source MACT
standard. As you mentioned, the reconstructed source will have to comply with the 112(g) case-
by-case MACT until such time as the 112(d) MACT standard for existing sources becomes
applicable to the source. However, please note that if the 112(g) determination happens to be
more stringent than the existing source 112(d) requirement, then the Ohio EPA has the option of
requiring the source to keep the more siringent controls forever.

You asked for confirmation on the 112(d) compliance deadlines for reconstruction projects. If the
reconstruction projects begin prior to the proposal of the relevant 112(d) standard, the deadline
for compliance with the final 112(d) standard will be the period set out in the final standard for
existing sources (which will be no longer than 3 years pursuant to 40 CFR Section 63.6 (¢)).
However, the owner will be eligible to apply for an extension of the deadline if the 112(g)
determination has been obtained and is submitted before the close of the comment period for the
relevant 112(d) standard. In this case, an extension can be granted pursuant to the 112(g)
provisions at 40 CFR Section 63.44(b)(1) or (2).
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I hope this letter of confirmation will be helpful to your client in their planning stages. If you
have any more questions, please feel free to contact me at (614) 728-1354

Sincerelyj)

/) iR .
2‘;‘ _Lj.! "L%‘;{ﬂ j('./ : ) -
Radhica Sastry

MACT Standard Engineer
Division of Air Pollution Control
Ohio EPA ‘

cc: Paul Koval, ATU
Mike Hopkins, AQM&P
Kathy Kaufman, U.S. EPA
Genevieve Damico, U.S. EPA
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Ohio EPA
Division of Air Pollution Control

inter-office communication

to: Distribution
. f‘f' \//:. /.
From: Stacéy Coburn and K2y F\%llmer, CO MACT Coordinators

subject: 112(g) training
date: January 20, 1999

- The purpose of this IOC is to serve as a training tool for all Ohio New Source Review permit
writers and their supervisors. Ohio has recently adopted changes to OAC 3745-31 which
incorporate federal requirements for new or reconstructed major sources of hazardous air
pollutants (HAPs). This program is commonly known as 112(g). 112(g) is a gap-filling
measure desigried to address the concern that although almost all major sources of HAPs will
be regulated by a MACT (Maximum Achievable Control Technology) standard eventually,
some of these standards won’t be effective until the year 2003 or later. If construction or
reconstruction of a major source of HAP occurs before the applicable MACT standard is
written, then 112(g) requires that the MACT level of control be achieved at the time of
construction or reconstruction, when controls can be installed most cost-effectively.

Often, the trickiest part of a 112(g) determination will be the applicability determination. The .
112(g) applicability threshold is different from that of a typical MACT standard because it is
based on the potential to emit of a process or production unit rather than the entire facility.
112(g) only affects a new or reconstructed process or production unit (as defined in the
112(g) rule) that is, in itself, a major source of HAP. A process or production unit is defined
as “any collection of structures and/or equipment that processes, assembles, applies, or
otherwise uses material inputs to produce or store a final or intermediate product.” The
determination of exactly which equipment at a facility constitutes a process or production unit
is fairly involved; examples are listed in the preamble of the federal 112(g) rule, found in the
Federal Register December 27, 1996, We have attached these examples to the hard copy of
this IOC that will be sent to each office; please take a few minutes to review them as they are
very helpful in explaining the concept of a process or production unit.

If it is determined that a process or production unit is being constructed or reconstructed, and
is a major source of HAPs in itself, then a 112(g) determination must be done. A 112(g)
determination is similar to a LAER (Lowest Achievable Emissions Rate) determination. A

~ 112(g) source must meet the new source MACT floor level of emission control for HAPs; this
is equivalent to the level of control achieved by the best-controlled similar source (as defined
by the 112(g) rule) in the United States. A 112(g) determination may be more stringent than
the MACT floor, but to go beyond the floor cost-effectiveness must be considered. This level
of control may already be defined for some MACT categories, and in those cases information
is found in the following sources, described as available information:

NSR Manual Book 1 - Original Scan 11/2006
Page 291



Proposed or presumptive MACT standards

. Background Information Documents for any MACT standards

3. Any information or guidance from the Administrator establishing a MACT floor
finding and/or MACT determination

4, Data from the Clean Air Technology Center

5. Other states’ 112(g) determinations in the Aeromatic Information Retrieval System
(AIRS) MACT database

6. Any additional information expeditiously provided by the Administrator

By —

If no available information is found that is applicable to the proposed source, the permit
writer should look for similar sources in a manner similar to that of a BAT determination.
However, for 112(g), the search for similar sources should not be limited to sources in Ohio.
In order to be similar, the sources must be similar in design and capacity, and must have
similar emissions (able to be controlled by the same control technology.) The proposed
source must meet the level of control achieved by the best-controlled similar source. It is a
possibility that BAT would be more stringent than 112(g), but these cases would be very rare,
Cost effectiveness is not a factor in determining the level of control required by 112(g) unless
controls more stringent than the control achieved by the best-controlled similar source is being
considered.

According to the rule, the facility is supposed to determine the appropriate level of control to
meet 112(g) requirements and submit a proposed 112(g) determination with the PTI
application. Because of the newness and complexity of this rule, it is expected that most
facilities will need assistance from the field office permit writer to complete a 112(g)
determination. If the permit writer needs assistance, the Central Office MACT contacts Kay
Gilmer (614) 644-3698 and Stacey Coburn (614) 728-1354 are available and happy to offer
assistance.

It is important that each permit writer review all PTI applications carefully that propose _
emissions of more than 10 tons per year of any single HAP or 25 tons per year of combined
HAPs. The responsibility of identifying sources that are subject to 112(g) is an important one
that is most effectively performed by a field office permit contact. If you have any questions
about this rule at any time, feel free to contact us. We look forward to working with you to
implement this new Air Toxics / New Source Review program.
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Is a “process or production unit” being
constructed or reconstructed?

l Yes

Is the proposed process or production
unit major for HAPs by itself?

No

Y

l Yes

Is the process for R&D, electric utility ste'am

generating, or has it been delisted under 112(c)?

™ Not a 112(g)
source

Yes T

| No

112(g) determination
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Does a propoSed or presumptive MACT exist?

e 1

) Yes .. .
Has a Background Information Document or This is the basis
EPA guidance on this source been issued? - for the 112(q)
determination

l No
Is there relevent data available from the CATC or Yes
is there another states’ determination in the AIRS

MACT database?

=

Seek additional information from the
Administrator or Ohio EPA
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unless the structures and/or equipment

wishes to add more pots on each line, The

regulatory programs. The concept of

being constructed at an existing plant additional pots will result in a major increase
mmmﬁ%m_”m

amounts of HAP,
The following sample applicability

Although each individual pot
contributes to the production of the

determinations provide further guidance aluminum, the separate pots are not

in judging when a source is subject to
section 112(g} requirements:
Example 1. At a plant which manufactures

considered to be discrete process or
production units in that they cannot
operate independently. In addition, it

fiberglass reinforced plastic boats, the owners  qgas not make sense from an

wish to add more spray guns to an existing
fabrication line to supplement the existing
spray guns in laminating a particular model
of boat huils. The new spray guns will have
a PTE greater than 10 tons/year of a HAP.

In this example, EPA views the
fiberglass hull of a boat as an
intermediate product in the
manufacture of the final product (Le.,
the boat with deck, trim, paint, engine,
ete.} The collection of structures and/or
equipment needed to manufacture the
intermediate product, in this case,
includes the existing spray guns and
other operations in the building (e.g..
the lamination operation and other

' _equipment) that typically are.

found in the production of boats.

Because the newly added spray guns ié}b

and of themselves do not produce the
intermediate product, the EPA does not
view the additional spray guns for
lamination as a process or production
unit that is subject to review under
section 112(g).

Example 2, Using Example 1, assume that
the owner adds more spray guns to laminate
a second model of boat hulls, The room s

large enough to accommodate two lamination

processes at the same time, The new spray
guns have a PTE greater than 10 TPY,
The same rationale used in Example 1

{
applies here. The collection of equipment &@

needed to produce the boat hull includes the
lamination process as well as the gel coat
process. Because the addition of the second
jamination process does not produce an
intermediate product, if no additional
laminating or other essential equipment were
added, it would not be subject to review
under section }12{g).

Example 3. Using Example 2, a gel coat
spray booth and supporting equipment
needed to manufacture the hoat hulls are
added in addition to the spray guns,

‘The process or production unit in this
example Is the set of equipment that consists
of the gel coat spray booths, the spray gun,
and the supporting equipment. This new set
of equipment can reasonably cperate alone
and produce an intermediate product.
Consequently, all sources of HAP in this set
of equipment, which includes the gel coat
spray booth and the spray guns in the
laminating room, are subject to review under
section 112(g).

4. An aluminum reduction plant
has several potlines which manufacture
aluminum, Each potline consists of between
100 and 200 electrolytic reduction cells or
“pots" that are conmected together in serles
electrically to complete a circuit. Each pot
produces molten aluminum. The company

engineering standpoint to apply new
source MACT only to the additional
pots, The best time to apply new source
MACT is when constructing an entirely
new potline. The EPA does not view
each separate pot as a process or
production unit and thus the individual
pots are not subject to review under
section 112(g). The EPA sees the pots
within the potline as being both
functionally and physically
interconnected and unable to function
alone. Thus, EPA does not consider the
pots as discrete process or production
units.

Example 5. Using Example 4, assume the
aluminum production facility adds a new
potline which is a major source of HAP.

The EPA considers the entire potline
as the collection of structures and
equipment that produces an
intermediate product (i.e., molten
aluminum). Since it fits within the
definition of a process or production
unit, the potline is subject to review
under 112(g}. Also, note that the potline
is an exampie of a process or production
unit that is part of a larger production
unit, the aluminum production plant.

Example 6. At an automobile assembly
paint shop, three coating steps, primer,
surfacer, and top coat, ave used to paint the
automobile body. Another parallel topcoat
step Is added to the existing topcoat step.
Both top coat steps then feed back into a bake

oven. The new top coat step will be a major
source of HAP,

The new parallel topcoat step is not
subject to review under section 112{g).
The intermediate product in this case is
the painted automobile body. The top
coating step cannot take place without
the preceding primer and surfacer steps
and the supporting infrastructure.
Additionally, the intermediate product
cannot be completed without the bake
oven step. Consequently, the topcoat by
itself is not a discrete process as it is
only one step in a series of steps
necessary to produce an iitermediate or
final product. (Although unlikely, if an
existing automobile assembly plant
were to build a second paint shop, this
should be reviewed under section
112(g).)

3. Reconstruction. Section 112(g)
continues the concept of
“reconstruction” contained in past

reconstructon is intended to prevent
the circumventon of | 'new source”
requirements by completely overhauling
existing equipment. Current air
pollutant emission standards under
previous requirements of the Act treat
replacement of components as a
reconstruction if the replacement
represents more than 50 percent of the
capital cost of the new unit.

For section 112(g), the requirements
apply to the reconstruction of a “maior
source,” and this rule defines .
*reconstruct a major source” as the
replacement of components at a major
source such that the replacement
exceeds 50 percent of the capital cast of
either an entirely new major source, or
of a comparable process or production
unit where the process or production
unit, if newly constructed, would have
been considered a constructed major
source under this rule, {For the sake of
clarity, the EPA has deleted that portion
of the reconstruction definition in the
draft rule that referred to a “group of
process or production units™ being
reconstructed, so that the definitions of
beoth construction and reconstruction
would refer to the same units).

MACT Determinations

Section 63.43 reflects the statutory
requirement that an owner or operator
who proposes to ““construct or
reconsiruct’” a major source must obtain
a determination from the “permitting
authority” that the “"MACT ermission
limitation for new sources” will be met.
The “permitting authority” is defined as
the agency responsible for the title V
permit program. Further discussion of
this tssue, and of other issues related to
implementation of section 112(g), is
contained in section IV of this preamble,

This section of the preamble discusses
the procedures for making these MACT
determinations. These procedures
include technical review procedures
needed to establish a MACT emission .
Hmitation and a corresponding MACT
control technology, and, {where
appropriate}, administrative procedures
for submitting and reviewing
applications for MACT determinations.
In this rule, the overall process for
MACT determinations is ouflined in
§63.43, :

1. Overall Process for MACT
Determinations. Where no MACT
standard under section 112{d} has heen
promulgated, section 112(g) requires a
case-by-case determination of the MACT
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Ohio EPA |
Division of Air Pollution Control

inter-office communication

to: Distl’ibution /7’\«"'\' /4 ﬂJ‘
from: Stacey Coburn through Jim Orleinafrand Miki rt;‘];kms

subject: Incorporating Proposed MACTs Into Permits

date: September 25, 1998

We have received questions about whether or not to incorporate proposed MACT (Maximum
Achievable Control Technology) requirements into permits. Proposed MACT standards
should be included in a PTI or a Title V permit. The MACT standard should be listed as an
applicable requirement, and the terms and conditions should include two reporting
requirements. These reporting requirements may consist of the initial notification report and
 the notification of compliance status report that are required by the MACT general provisions.
Some sample permit language is provided below:

1. Within 120 days after promulgation of 40 CFR 63 Subpart , the permittee shall
submit an Initial Notification Report which certifies whether or not the permittee is
subject to the promulgated standard. If the permittee is subject to the final standard,
the following information shall also be included in the Initial Notification Report:

a. The name and mailing address of the permittee;
b. The physical location of the source if it is different from the mailing address;

c. Identification of the relevant MACT standard and the permittee’s compliance
date;

d. A brief description of the nature, design, size, and method of operation of the
source, including the operating de31gr1 capacity and an identification of each
emission point of each hazardous air pollutant;

€. A statement of whether or not the permittee is a major source or an area source
according to the promulgated MACT,

2. Within 60 days following completion of the required compliance demonstration
activity specified in the 40 CFR 63 Subpart , the permittee shall subrmt a
_notlﬁcatlon of compliance status that contains the following information:
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a.  The methods used to determine compliance;

b. The results of any performance tests, opacity or visible emission observations,
continuous monitoring systems (CMS) performance evaluations, and/or other
monitoring procedures or methods that were conducted;

C. The methods that will be used for determining continuous compliance,
including a description of monitoring and reporting requirements and test
methods; :

d. The type and quantity of hazardous air pollutants emitted by the source,
reported in units and averaging times in according with the test methods
specified in 40 CFR 63 Subpart ;

e. An analysis demonstrating whether the affected source is a major source or an
area source;

£ A description of the air pollution control equipment or method for each
emission point, including each control device or method for each hazardous air
pollutant and the control efficiency (percent) for each control device or method;
and

g. A statement of whether or not the permittee has complied with the requirements
of 40 CFR 63 Subpart

This language should be included in the reporting requirements section of the permit. If you
have any questions about this language, please contact Stacey Coburn at (614) 728-1354.
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Ohio EPA |
Division of Air Pollution Control

inter-office communication

to: distribution

from: | Stacey Coburn MACT Engineer

subj ect: Correction to 12/26/96 memo on MACT FESOPs
date: January 10, 1997

On December 26, 1996, you were sent a memo from the Field Operations Section which stated
that all MACT sources that wish to avoid major source status under the MACT by limiting their
potential to emit must have a FESOP issued before their initial MACT compliance date. Afier
further consideration of this issue by our office and the Region 5 U.S. EPA office, there are two
cases in which this would not be true. The two cases are: '

1. Sources that maintain adequate records to demonstrate that actual emissions are less than
50% of the major source threshold.

2. Sources emitting between 50-100% of the major source threshold that hold state-
enforceable limits that are enforceable as a practical matter.

A source that meets either one of these conditions, and wishes to limit its potential to emit, does
not need a FESOP until July 31, 1998, or until the initial compliance deadline of the applicable
MACT regulation, whichever is later. Attached, you will find the policy memo on which this
information is based. If you have questions about this issue, feel free to call me at (614)728-
1354 to discuss it further.

The Field Operations Section would still like to see an assessment from each office of how many
facilities will be affected by this policy. This information can be brought to the next MACT

team meeting, which is scheduled for February 12 at Central Office. If you are not attending that
meeting, or wish to submit the information earlier, please send it to Tom Rigo at Central Office.
We appreciate your efforts so far and apologize for any inconvenience caused by the December
26 memo.
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Distribution:

Laura Miracle, Akron

Lynn Malcolm, Akron

Brad Miller, Cincinnati

Harry Swietering, Cincinnati
Andy Roth, RAPCA

Curt Marshall, RAPCA
Harold Strohmeyer, NOVAA
Richard Ramhoff, Mahoning-Trumbull
John Scrip, Mahoning-Trumbull
Bruce Blankenship, Canton
Ed Fasko, Cleveland

Diep Nguyen, Cleveland

Don Walden, Portsmouth
Cindy Charles, Portsmouth
Bill Garber, Toledo

Karen Granata, Toledo

Leon Weitzel, Lake County
Isaac Robinson, CDO

Cheryl Suttman, CDO
Dennis Bush, NEDO

Bridget Byme, NEDO

Gerry Rich, NWDO

Shara Soltis, NWDO

Paul Hinrichs, SWDO

Craig Osbourne, SWDO
Fred Klingelhafer, SEDO

Paul Koval, DAPC ATU
Mike Hopkins, DAPC AQM&P
Sherri Swihart, DAPC AQM&P

AQM&P permitting staff
Engineering permitting staff
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August 27, 1996

MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT: Extension of January 25, 1995 Potential to Emit
Transition Policy

FROM: John S. Seitz, Director
QOffice of Air Quality Planning and Standards (MD-10)

Robert I. Van Heuvelen, Director
Office of Regulatory Enforcement (2241A4)

TO: See Addressees

This memorandum extends the Environmental Protection
Agency’s (EPA) January 25, 1995, transition policy for potential
to emit (PTE)} limits relative to maximum achievable control
technology (MACT) standards issued under section 112 of the Clean
- Air Act., In addition, this memorandum discusses the implications
of a recent court decision relative to the title V operating
permits program.

Background

Many MACT standards apply only to major sources, that is,
those with a PTE greater than a given level. A source’s PTE,
that is, the amount the source could pcssibly emit, is affected
by its maximum physical capacity to cperate and emit and by
enforceable limits. The current definition of PTE for the MACT
program, which is contained in 40 CFR part 63, subpart A,
requires that limits affecting a source’s PTE must be enforceable
by the EPA and citizens in order to be taken into acccunt in the
PTE calculaticn. These regulations are currently under review,
and the EPA is engaged in a rulemaking process to amend the
current requirements. The EPA is currently reviewing information
resulting from a stakehclder process that was designed to explore
options related to this rulemaking. Further informaticn on
options being considered is contained in Attachment 1, which is a
stakeholder discussion paper of January 31, 1996.
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The Current Transition Policy

In a policy memorandum of January 25, 1995, the EPA
announced a transition policy. This transition policy was to
alleviate concerns that sources may face gaps in the ability to
acquire federally-enforceable PTE limits because of delays in
State adoption or EPA approval of programs or in their ,
implementation. In order to ensure that such gaps would not
create adverse consequences for States or for sources, the EPA
provided that for a 2-year period extending from January 1995 to
January 1997 {(for sources lacking federally-enforceable
limitations), State and local air regulators have the option of
treating the following types of sources as non-major:

(1) sources who maintain adequate records to demonstrate
that actual emissions are less than 50 percent of the major
source threshold, and

(2) sources emitting between 50-100 percent of the
threshold, but holding State-enforceable limits that are
enforceable as a practical matter.

The National Mining Decision

In the Natidnal Mining court decision {(National Mining
Association v, EPA, 59 F.3d 1351 (D.C. Cir. 1995), the court

addressed hazardous air pollutant programs under section 112Z2.
The court found that EPA had not adequately explained why only
federally~enforceable measures should be considered as limits on
a source’s PTE. Accordingly, the court remanded the section 112
General Provisions regulation (40 CFR part 63, subpart A} to EPA
" for further proceedings. Notably, in National Mining the court
required the EPA to reconsider the Federal enforceability
requirement, but did not vacate the requirement. As a result,
the requirement for Federal enforceability is still in effect.

Extension of Transition Policy

It is unlikely at this time that on~going efforts to-amend
the PTE requirements in the MACT standard General Provisions, to
address the National Mining decision, will be completed before
January 1997. These rule amendments will affect any Federal
enforceability requirements that may apply in the future for PTE
limits under the MACT program. As a result, it is likely that
after January 25, 1997, there will continue to be uncertainty
with respect to the Federal enforceability of limits, and thus
the basis for the January 25, 1985, transition policy will
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continue to be valid. The EPA is, therefore, extending the
transition period for the MACT program for an additional 18-month
period {January 25, 1997 to July 31, 1998).

Implications of Recent Court Decision for the Title V Program

In Clean Air Implementation Proiject vs. EPA, No. 26-1224
{D.C. Cir. June 28, 1996), the court remanded and vacated the
requirement for Federal enforceability for PTE limits under
part 70. Because the court vacated this requirement, the term
“federally enforceable” in section 70.2 should now be read to
mean “federally enforceable or legally and practicably
enforceable by a State or local air pollution control agency”
pending any additional rulemaking by the EPA.

The EPA interprets the court order vacating the part 70
definition as not affecting any requirement for Federal
enforceability in existing State rules and programs, that is,
whether Federal enforceability is required as a matter of State
law. Pending the outcome of the current rulemaking effort, the
EPA believes that States are not likely to pursue submittals for
program revisions. There may, therefore, be States wishing to
continue to observe the transition policy. Accordingly, the EPA
is extending the transition policy as it relates to title V
permitting for an additional 18 months (January 25, 1297 through
July 31, 1998).

Implications for New Source Review

Neither the January 25, 1995, transition policy, the
National Mining Association court decision, nor the Clean Air
Implementation Project court decision impact the New Source
Review (NSR) and prevention of significant detericration (PSD)
programs. The EPA’s current policy with respect to PTE issues
related to the NSR and PSD programs remains as described in the
January 22, 1996, policy memorandum, “Release of Interim Policy
on Federal Enforceability of-Limitations on Potential to Emit,”
which is included as Attachment 2.

Distribution/Further Information

We are asking Regional Offices to send this memorandum to
States within their jurisdiction., Questions concerning specific
issues and cases should be directed to the appropriate Regional
Office. The Regional 0Office staff may contact Timothy Smith of
the Integrated Implementation Group at 219-541-4718;

Adan Schwartz of the Office of General Counsel at 202-260-7632;
or Charlie Garlow of the Office of Regulatory Enforcement at
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202-564-1088, The document is alsc available on the technology
transfer network (TTN) bulletin board, under "Clean Air Act,
Title V, Policy Guidance Memos." {Readers unfamiliar with this

bulletin board may obtain access by calling the TTN help line at
919-541-5384) .

Attachments

Addressees:
Director, Office of Ecosystem Protection, Region I
Director, Division of Environmental Planning and Protection,
Region I1I ‘ ‘ '
Director, Air, Radiation, and Toxics Division, Region III :
Director, Air, Pesticides, and Toxics Management Division, Region IV
Director, Air and Radiation Division, Region V
Director, Multimedia Planning and Permitting Division, Region VI
Director, Air, RCRA, and TSCA Division, Region VII
Assistant Regional Administrator, COffice of Pollution Prevention,
State, and Tribal Assistance, Region VIII
Director, Air and Toxics Division, Region IX
Director, Office of Air, Region X
Regiocnal Counsels, Regions I-X :
Director, Office of Environmental Stewardship, Region I K
Director, Division of Enforcement and Compliance Assurance,
Region II :
Director, Enforcement Coordination Office, Region IIT
Director, Compliance Assurance and Enforcement Division, Region VI
Director, Enforcement Coordination Office, Region VII
Assistant Regional Administrator, Office of Enforcement, Compliance
and Environmental Justice, Region VIII
Enforcement Coordinator, Office of Regional Enforcement
Coordination, Region IX
cc: Garlow, 2242A
Ketcham~Colwill, 6103
. Schwartz, 2344
Smith, MD-12

=G0
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Distribuition
from: - Tom Rigo
subject: Potential MACT major facilities requesting a FESOP

date: December 26, 1996

IMPORTANT !!!

The purpose of this note is to clarify to all district and local air agency permit review staff
that U.S. EPA currently employs a very rigid policy for alt MACT major facilities. A
copy of the May 16, 1995 John Seitz, U.S. EPA policy is enclosed. It is very important
to understand that a potential MACT major facility that wants an opportunity to restrict
its potential to emit must be issued a final FESOP permit before the “first compliance
date” of the new MACT standard has occurred. [f a company fails to obtain the final
FESOP prior to the “first compliance date,” USEPA has taken the position that once a
major always a major. Therefore a FESOP {synthetic minor facility) is not possible
-beyond this deadline.

It should be obvious that Ohio EPA does not want to be responsible for any Ohio
company failing to receive the opportunity to be considered a minor MACT facility due
to the Ohio EPA or their delegated agents failing to timely process a FESOP application.
This could have significant consequences to staff who personally fail to timely process
these permits. In an effort to ensure that we do not encounter any problems reviewing

- and processing these potential MACT major facility FESOP application requests, I request
that all the DO and LAA permit review staff supervisors fax or E-mail me a [ist of this
type of FESOP applications that you have received. Please provide the name of the
facility, facility 1.D., the MACT pollutant in question and the “first compliance date”
deadline for which a final FESOP permit is required. Please fax or E-mail these lists to me
by 1/7/97. If you find that your office did not receive any potential MACT major
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MACT Major Facility FESOP
Page 2

facility FESOP applications, please send me a note to that effect. As you may know, we
have several new MACT’s with early-March 1997 deadlines for which FESOP applications
have been received. If you have not begun your review of these applications, you should
immediately begin to review them.

Should you have any questions, please feei_ free to contact me or Jim Orlemann. Thank
you.

Hardcopy Distribution:

DO/LAA Permit Review Supervisors
Jim Orlemann, DAPC
Bk HOpKIRs i DAPG:

Bob Hodanbosi, DAPC

Cheryl Newton, U.S. EPA, Region 5

E-mail Distribution:
All DO staff

All LAA staff with E-mail capability
. Alf Central Office permit review staff -
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MEMORANDUM

SUBRJECT: Dotential to Emit for MACT standards - Guldance on
Timing Issues :

FROM: John §. Seitz, Director j
-_ Office of Air Quality P addtatiyas (Mp-10)

TO: Linda Murphy, Region I
Ceonrad Simon, Region II
Thomas Maslany, Regicn III
Winston Smith, Region IV
s David Kee, Regxon v
Stanley Meiberg, Region VI
William Spratlin, Region VI1I
Patricia Hull, Region VIII
David Howekamp, Regicn IX
Jlm MeCormick, Region X

Section 112 of the Clean Air Act distinguishea betweeu major
sources and area sources of hazardous air pollutants. Although
maximum achievable control technology {(MACT) is required for all
major sources of hazardous air pollutantse, lessar contxrols or uo
controls wmay be required of area sourceg ln a particular
industry. 1In addition, whether a facility is a major or area
source of hazardous air pollutants may affect the applicability
of other CAA ruguirements -- such as whén or whether the facllityx
is required to obtain a T;tle v cperating permit.

The purpose of this meme is to clarlfy when a major source
of hazardous air pellutants can become an area source -- by
obtaining federally enforceable limits on ite potential to emit -
- rather than comply with major source requirements. Timing
questions are important ko address now hecause saveral MACT
standards have been promulgated and because an incdreasing number
of spurces dre nearing deadlines for submitting Title V.operating
permit applications. The EPA Yecently provided guidance on- how
facilities can obtain federally enforceable limits on their
potential to emit hazardous and criteris air pollutanbs in B
January 25, 1995, memo from me to you.
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STATUTQRY AND REGULATORY BACEGROUND

Section 112 cf the Act defines a *"major source" as “any

stationary source aor group of statlonary sources located within a

contiguous area and under common control that emits or hag the

potential to emit considering concrols, in che aggregate, 10 tons

per yaar or more of any hazardous air pollutant or 25 tons per
year or more of any combination of hazardous aixy pollutantsg,..."
The texrm "potential to emit" is defined in the section 112
general provisions. (40 CFR Part 63.2) a® * the maximum capacaity
of a stationary source to emit a pollutant under itz physical or
cperational design,* considering controls and limitations that
are federally enforceable. This dafinition is consigtent with

definitions in regulatiens for tha naw Eource raview and Title v

permit programs.
. 8COPE OF Tonnx*s GUIDANCE

EFA has received a number of requests for clarification
concerning when facilities may limit their potential ta emit to
avoid applicahility of major source reguirements of promulgated
MACT standards. Most of these issues are not explieitly
addressad by the section 112 genexal DIOV1ElOnH nor by MACT
standards themselves. Therefore, EPR is prov;dlng this guidance
for MACT standards based on the Agency's 1nterpretatlon of the
relevant statutory language.

Today’s guidance addreasea three. issues: - -

e By what date must a facility 1imit its potential ta emic if
it wishes to avoid major- source requirements of a MACT
standard? - :

) Ts a Eaclllty that ia required to comply with a MACT
standaxrd permanently sub:ect to that gtandard?

] In the case of facilities with ‘twe or mora sourcas in
‘different gource categoriea: ‘If such a Eac;lity ie & major
source’ for purposes of ong MACT gtandard, is the facility
n:cesaurily a major - source’ far: purpoees of" subsequently
promulgatad MACT standards" e .

Lo el L T | TV Y WLV

[

EPA plans to follow thlE guldance memorandum with rulemaking |

. actions to address these issues. The Agency 1ntends to. inelude
provisions en potential to emit timing in future MACQT rules and

amendments to the section 112 general provisicons. The EPA :

believes that the structure of section 112 strxéngly suggests

- certain outer limits for when a source may avoid a standard

through & limic on its potential to emit. However, EPA also

believes the statute may bae flexlble enough to allow the Agency
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tc remch different results through rulemaking. 1In forthcoming
ruieraxing, EPA will be considering alternative approaches that

couié garner additional environmental benefits and provide
additional flexibility tec small sources.

TIMING FOR OBTAINING POTENTIAL TO EMIT RESTRICTIONS:
GUIDANCE FOR PROMULGATED STANDARDS

Existing sourges

Today’s guidance clarifles that facilities p wi
area source status at any time until the "first compliance dater
of the standard. The "first compliance date" is defined as the
first date a source nmust comply with an emission limitation or
other substantive regulatory requirement (i.e., leak detection
and repair programs, work practice measures, housekeeping
measures, etc..., but not a hotice requirement) in the applicable
MACT standard. By that date, to aveid being in violation, a
major source must either comply with the standard, or obtain and
comply with federally enforceable limits ensuring that actual and
potential emissions are below major source thresholds, -

The Act deoes not directly address a deadiine for a source to
avoid requirements applicable to major sources through a
reduction of porential to emit. However, a result that is
consistent with the language and structure of the Act isg that
sources should not be allowed to avoid compliance with a standard
after the compliance date, even through a reduction in potentiwl
to emit. In the absence of a rulemaking racord supporting a .
different result, EPA believes that once a source is required to
install contrels or take other weasureg to comply with a MACT
standard, it should not he able to substitute different controls
or measures that happen to bring the source below major souree
levels. Cot ‘

. Moreover, while some standards have multiple, staggered
compliance dates, these regquirements are intended to funection in
an integrated wanner to meet the statutory geals for that source
category. For such a standard, the relevant date for purposes of
this policy is the first substantive compliance date, While the
Ret may permit exceptions to these general rules, any such
axceptions will need to be developed through rulemaking.

. Some have read the Act to ragquire an even earlier deadline,
namely, the date of standayd promulgation. EPA believes this
regult is not as strongly compelled by the statute. It is
reasonable ro presume that Congress intended a source to have
some oppertunity to avoid a standard by becoming an area source
once it has bean ldentified &s subject in a promulgated standard.
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The compiiance date deaalxne approach would give small
emitters {i.e. facilities with actual emimsions below the major
threshold) time to limit their potential emissione racher than
comply with major source requirementas. Under this. approach, a
facility will have the same amount of time to comply whether it
chooses to meet the standard or limit its potential to emit.

This compllance date appreach for exiating aources is also
reasonable because it recognizes the circumstances that exist
regarding MACT standards issued to date. States are in the
process of developing additional mechanisms that can provide
federally enforceable limits to sources. In addition, EPA rules,
have not previoualy specified when facilities way switch from
major to area-source status to avoid MACT applicability, 1t L
would be inequitable to hold sources to a promulgation date '
aeadline absent clear advance notice to sources of the full
gignificance of rhat date. Although the Act gives EPA discretion
to designate a deadline earlier than the first compliance date,
this is most appropriately done through rulemaking in a wanner -

" that gives adequate notice to the regulated community. By
contrast, any source should presume that the compliance date is
cthe final date to establish its status as an area source, at
-least for purpoees of thar standard.

For c¢larity, the Agency wishes to note that as long as a

facility does not gualify for treatment as an area source, the

facility must comply with any applicable major source requirement
under the Clean Air Act, Facilities in need to comply with ™
additional limits to qualify s area gources will naesd to plan
ahead to obtain the limits before compliance deadlines for major
.Bource requirements. Facilities should consult with State and
- local air agencies conicerning the t;m;ng -of any neceeaary
gubmittal, .

New souroes

Section 112 requires new sources to comply with a MACT .
standard upon startup or no later than the promulgation date of
the standard, whichever is later. As a legal matter, to avoid
being in V1¢lation, a "potential® major source must either comply
‘with MACT or cbrain and comply with federally enforceable limics
by this statutory deadline.

Therefore, the Agency adnses that any new facility that

would be a major source in the abgence of federally enforceable.
- limits must obtain and comply with such limits no later than the

pronulgation date of the standard or the date of startup of the
source, whichever is later. For the same reasons articulated
below with regard to sxisting sources, a new source that is major
at the time of promulgation or startup will remain major for
purposes of that standard.
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Once In., Alwaye In Interpretation

EPA is today clarifying that f£acilities that are major
sources for HAPs on tha "first compliance date" are yequired to
comply permanently with the MACT standard to ensure that maximum
achievable reductions in toxic emissions are achieved and ‘

maintained. e |

EPA believes that this once in, always in policy fellows
meost naturally from the language and strxructure of the statute.
In many cases, application of MACT will reduce & major emitter’s
emissions to levela substantially below the major thresholds.
Without a cnce in, always in policy. these facilities could
"hackslide® from MACT control levels by obtaining potential-to-
emit limits, escaping applicability of the MACT standard,.and
increasing emissions to the major-source threshold (10¢/25 tons
per year). Thus, the maximum achievable emissions reductions
that Congreds mandated for major sources would not be achieved,
A once in, always in policy ensures that MACT emissions .
reductions are permanent, and that the health and environmental
protection provided by MACT standards 1s not undermined.

Example: A facility has potential emissions of 100 ,
tong/year. After compliance with the applicable MACT
standard, which requires a 99 percent emissions reduction,
the, facility‘s total potential emissions would be 1 ‘
ton/year. Under today‘s guidance, that facility could not
subgsequently operate with emisasions exceeding the maximum
achlevable control technology emission level. The facility
could nor escape continued applicability of the MACT
standard by obtaining *area source* status through 4
limitations on emissions up to the 10/25 ton per yzar major
gource thresholds. : ' :

Additicnally, the Act requires all major sources to obkain a
Part 70 operating permit, Section 501(2) provides that any
source that ig wmajor under section 112 will .also-be major under
title V. It follows that a source that is major for purposes of
any MACT standard will be subject to title V ae 8 major source.

. Ae clarification, most MACT standards explicltly require

operating permits for major sources. However, this principle

- applies. regardless of whethar it is specified in the particular

standard. Therefore, a Bource required to comply with MACT

requirements applicable to major adurces will alse be required to
chtaln a Part 70 permit. for that MACT requirement. : .

APPLICABILITY OF MULTIFLE MACT STANDARDS TCQ A SINGLE FACILITY
A facility that is subject to a MACT standard is not

necessarily a major source for future MACT standards. For
example, if after compliance with a MACT standard, a source’s

" potential to emit is less than the 10/25 tons per year
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anplicabilicy lavel, zhe EPA wilil consider the faciiity an area
scurce for purposes of a subsequent standard.

EXAMPLE: A facility has degreasing operaticns which emic 30
tons per year of HAP. The same facility also has the
potantial to emit 5 tonag/year of HAR from the ¢oating of
miscellaneous -metal parts. After complying with the
Halogenated Solvent Cleaning MACT, the maximum potential
emissions from degreasing operations is 3 tons per year.

The total federally enforceable potaential emisgions from
this facility would now be 8 tong per yeaxr which meets the
definition for an “area gcurce." Therefoxe, this facility
would not be subject Lo the major source requirements of tha
future miscellansous metal parts MACT standard.

1t should be noted that EPA has authority to require .
additional reductions in tavie emigsions from sources that gveid
MACT requirements through reductions in potential to emit.
‘Section 112(f), the residual risk program, requires EPA to .
evaluate the risk and to promulgate additional standards for each
category or subcatregory of major eources, and allows EPA
discretion to do the same for area sources, where there is not an
ample margin of safety to protect public hdalth within 8 years

after promulgation of the MACT standard. The EPA will consider

whether residual risk standards are appropriate for sources
complying with MACT standards or potential to emit limits.

In addition, EPA is committed to implementation of the urban
area source prograt as required in Bection 112(c) (3) of the CAA.
This program requires EPA to issue air. toxics standards for area
sources representing 90 ‘percent of the area source émissions of
the 30 hazardous air pollutants that present the greatest thraat
.to public health in the largest number of urban areas. Together,,
‘the Residual Risk Standards and the Urban Area Source Standards
ensure. protection of publie health beyond that achieved by
implementarion of the MACT standards for major sources.
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MEMORANDUM
SUBJECT: Potential to Emit for MACT Standards -- Guidance on

Timing Issues

FROM: John 8. Seitz, Director ﬁ? R
Office of Air Quality P -1 apds (MD-10)

TO: Linda Murphy, Region I
: Conrad Simon, Regiom II -

Thomas Maslany, Region III

Winston Smith, Region IV

¥ DA Kees Region W

Stanley Meibexy,"Région VI

William Spratlin, Region VIT

Patricia Hull, Region VIII

David Howekamp, Region IX R Cov
Jim McCormick, Region X

"t Baction ‘112 of the Clean Air Act distinguishes between major
sources and ‘drea sources of hazardous air pol¥futants. Although
maximum ‘achievable control technology (MACT) is required for all
major sources' of hazardous air pollutants, lesser controls or no
controls ‘may be required of area sources in a particular”
industry. In addition, whether a facility is a major or area
source of hazardous air pollutants may affect the applicability
of other CAA regquirements -- such as when or whether the facility
is required to obtain a Title V operating permit.

The purpose of this memo is to clarify when a major source
of hazardous air pollutants can become an area source -- by
obtaining federally enforceable limits on its potential to emit -
- rather than ccmply with major source requirements. Timing
questicns are important to address now because several MACT
standards have been promulgated and because an increasing number
of sources are nearing deadlines for submitting Title V operating
permit applicaticns. The EPA recently provided guidance on how
facilities can cobtain federally enforceable limits on their
potential to emi:t hazardous and criteria air pollutants in a
January 25, 1995, memo from me to yocu.
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STATUTORY AND REGULATQORY BACKGROUND

Section 112 of the Act defines a "major source® as *any
stationary source or group of stationary sources located within a
contiguous area and under common control that emits or has the
potential to emit considering controls, in the aggregate, 10 tons
per year or mere of any hazardous air pellutant or 25 tons per
vear or more of any combination of hazardous air pollutants...™"
The term "potential to emit” is defined in the section 112
general provisions (40 CFR Part 63.2) as ™ the maximum capacity
of a stationary source to emit a pollutant under its physical or
operational design,” considering controls and limitations that
are federally enforceable. This definition is consistent with
definitions in regulations for the new source review and Title V
permit programs.

SCOPE OF TODAY’S GUIDANCE

EPA has received a number of requests for clarification
concerning when facilities may limit their potential to emit to
avoid applicability of major source requirements of promulgated
MACT standards. Most of these issues are not explicitly
addressed by the section 112 general provisions nor by MACT
standards themselves. Therefore, EPA is providing this guidance
for MACT standards based on the Agency’s 1nterpretatlon of the
relevant statutory language.

‘Today’s guidance addresses three issues:

° By what date must a facility limit its potential to emit if
it wishes to av01d major source requlrements of a MACT
standard?

[ Is a facility that is required to comply with a MACT

standard permanently subject to that standard?

° In the case of facilities with two or mpre sources in
different source categdries:  If such a facility is a major
source for purposes of one MACT standard, is the facility
necessarily -a major source for purposes of subsequently
promulgated MACT standards?

EPA plans te follow this guidance memorandum with rulemaking
actions to address these issues. The Agency intends to include
provisions on potential to emit timing in future MACT rules and
~amendments to the section 112 general provisions. The EPA

believes that the structure of section 112 strongly suggests
certain outer limits for when a source may avoid a standard
through a limit on its potential to emit. However, EPA alsco
believes the statute may be flexihle enough to allow the Agency

-
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to reach different results through rulemaking. In forthcoming
rulemaking, EPA will be considering alternative approaches that
could garner additional environmental benefits and provide
additional flexibility to small sources.

TIMING FOR OBTAINING POTENTIAL TO EMIT RESTRICTIONS:
GUIDANCE FOR PROMULGATED STANDARDS

Exigting sources

. Today’s guidance clarifies that facilities may switch to
area source status at any time until the "first compliance date"®
of the standard. The "first compliance date" is defined as the
first date a source must comply with an emission limitation or
other substantive regulatory requirement (i.e., leak detection
and repair programs, work practice measures, housekeeping
measures, etc..., but not a notice reguirement) in the applicable
MACT standard. By that date, to avoid being in violation, a
major source must either comply with the standard, or obtain and
comply with federally enforceable limits ensuring that actual and
potential emissions are below major source thresholds.

The Act does not directly address a deadline for a-source to
avoid requirements appllcable to major sources through a
reduction of potential to emit. However, a result that is
consistent with the language and structure of the Act is that
sources should not be allowed to avoid compliance with a standard
after the compliance date, even through a reduction in potenti=l
to emit. In the absence of a rulemaking record supporting a
different result, EPA believes that once a source is required to
install controls or take other measures to comply with a MACT .
standard, it should not be able to substitute different controls'
or measures that happen to bring the gsource below major source’
levels . R - . BT

217

..

Moreover, whlle ‘Some standards have multlple, staggered
compllance -dates, these requirements are intended to function in
an integrated manner to meet the statutory goals for that source
category. For such a standard, the relevant date for purposes of
this policy is the first substantive compliance date. While the
Act may permit exceptions to these general rules, any such
exceptions will need to be developed through rulemaking,

~ Some have read the Act to require an even earlier deadline,
namely, the date of standard promulgation. EPA believes this
result is not as strongly compelled by the statute. It is
reasonable to presume that Congress intended a source to have
some opportunity to avoid a standard by becoming an area source
once it has been identified as subject in a promulgated standard.
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The compliance date deadline approach would give small
emitters {(i.e. facilities with actual emissions below the major
threshold) time to limit their potential emissions rather than
comply with major source requirements. Under this approach, a
facility will have the same amount of time to comply whether it
chooses to meet the standard or limit its potential to emit.

This compliance date approach for existing sources is also
reasonable because it recognizes the circumstances that exist
regarding MACT standards issued to date. States are in the
process of developing additional mechanisms that can provide
federally enforceable limits to sources. In addition, EPA rules -
have not previously specified when facilities may switch from
major to area-source status to avoid MACT applicability. It
would be inequitable to hold sources to a promulgation date
deadline absent clear advance notice to sources of the full
significance of that date. Although the Act gives EPA discretion
to designate a deadline earlier than the first compliance date,
this is most appropriately done through rulemaking in a manner
that gives adequate notice to the regulated community. By
contrast, any source should presume that the compliance date is
the final date to establish its status as an area source, at
least for purposes of that standard.

For clarity, the Agency.wishes to note that as long as a
facility does not qualify for treatment as an area source, the
facility must comply with any applicable major source requirement
under the Clean Air Act. Facilities in need to comply with ™
additional limits to qualify as area sources will need to plan
ahead to obtain the limits before compliance deadlines for major
source requirements. Facilities should consult with State and
local air agencies concerning the timing of any necessary
submittal.

™ e e P . s
b | [} EEE i A e -~

New sourgesg- =z =° .ot e Aat b

Section 112 requires. new sources to comply with & MACT
standard upon startup or no later than the promulgation date of
the standard, whichever is later. As a legal matter, to avoid
being in violation, a "potential® major source must either comply
with MACT or obtain and comply with federally enforceable limits
by this statutory deadline.

Therefore, the Agency advises that any new facility that
would be a major source in the absence of federally enforceable
limits must obtain and comply with such limits no later than the
promulgation date of the standard or the date of startup of the
source, whichever is later. For the same reasons articulated
below with regard to existing sources, a new source that is major
at the time of promulgation or startup will remain major for
purposes of that standard.
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Once In, Always In Interpretation

EPA is today clarifying that facilities that are major
sources for HAPs on the "first compliance date" are required to
comply permanently with the MACT standard to ensure that maximum
achievable reductions in toxic emissions are achieved and
maintained.

EPA believes that this once in, always in policy follows
most naturally from the language and structure of the statute.
In many cases, application of MACT will reduce a major emitter’s
emissions to levels substantially below the major thresholds.
Without a once in, always in policy, these facilities could
"hackslide" from MACT contrel levels by obtaining potential-to-
emit limits, escaping applicability of the MACT standard, and
increasing emissions to the major-source threshold (10/25 tons
per year). Thus, the maximum achievable emissions reductions
that Congress mandated for major sources would not be achleved
A once in, always in policy ensures that MACT emissions '
reductions are permanent, and that the health and environmental
protection provided by MACT standards is not undermined.

Example: A facility has potential emissions of 100
tons/year. After compliance with the applicable MACT
standard, which requires a 99 percent emissions reduction,
the facility’s total potential emissions would be 1
ton/year. Under today’s guidance, that facility could not
subsequently operate with emissions exceeding the maximunr™
achievable control technology emission level. The facility
could not escape continued applicability of the MACT
standard by obtalnlng "area source" status through
limitations on em1551ons up to the 10/25 ton per year major
. source thresholds. :

Additionally, the Act requires all major sources to obtain a
Part 70 operating permit. Section 501(2) provides that any
source that is major under section 112 will alsc be major under
title Vv, It follows that a source that is major for purposes of
any MACT standard will be subject to title V as a major source.
As clarification, most MACT standards explicitly require
operating permits for major sources. However, this principle
applies regardless of whether it is specified in the particular
standard. Therefore, a source required to comply with MACT
requirements applicable to major sources will also be required to
obtain a Part 70 permit for that MACT requirement. :

APPLICABILITY OF MULTIPLE MACT STANDARDS TO A SINGLE FACILITY

A facility that is subject to a MACT standard is not
necessarily a major source for future MACT standards. For
example, if after compliance with a MACT standard, a source’s

potential to emi: is less than the 10/25 tons per year
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applicability level, the EP2 will consider the facility an area
source for purposes of a subsequent standard.

EXAMPLE: A facility has degreasing operations which emit 30
tons per year of HaAP. The same facility alsc has the
potential to emit 5 tons/year of HAP from the coating of
miscellaneocus metal parts. After complylng with the
HalOQenated Solvent Cleaning MACT, the maximum potential
emissions from degreasing coperations is 3 tons per year.

The total federally enforceable potential emissions from
this facility would now be 8 tons per year which meets the
definition for an "area. source." Therefore, this facility
would not be subject to the major source requirements of the
future miscellaneous metal parts MACT standard.

It should be noted. that EPA has authority to require
additional reductions in toxic emissions from socurces that avoid
MACT requirements through reductions in potential to emit.
Section 112{(£f), the residual risk program, requires EPA to

evaluate the risk and to promulgate additional standards for each

category or subcategory of major socurces, and allaws EPA )
discretion to do the same for area souxces, where there is not an
ample margin of safety to protect public health within 8 years
after promulgation of the MACT standard. The EPA will consider
whether residual risk standards are appropriate for saurces
complying with MACT standards or potential to emit limits.

In addition, EPA is committed.tc implementation of the urban
area source program as required in. Section. 112(c) (3) of the CAA.
This program requires EPA. to issue air toxics standards for area
sources representing 90 percent of the area source emissions of
the 30 hazardous air pollutants that present the greatest threat
to public health in the largest number of urban areas. Together,
the Residual Risk Standards and the Urban Area Source Standards
ensure pratection of public health beyond that achieved by
implementation of the MACT standards for major sources.

N
3 o -
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40 CFR 63 | Source Pollutant | Effective | Guidance General
Subpart Type Proposed Doc¢uments | Info.
L Coke Oven | Emissions [ 10/27/93 See:
Batteries 12/04/92 Ed Wojo,
Region V
312-886-
6785
M Perc Perchloro | 09/22/93 FR, 8S, IN,
Dryclean |ethylene 12/09/91 PP, Bmend,
IF,TC,FS,
Qax2,RCRA
USEPA,CR
A General HAP's 03/16/94 |FR
Provisgion 08/11/93
F,G,H, I HON 112 Chems | 04/22/94 FR, Amend,
12/31/92 FS, 88
o} Indust. Hexvalent { 09/08/94 FR, Amend,
Process Chromium | 08/12/93 FS,TM,
Cooling (banned
Towers from use)
T Halogen- MC,PCE,CT {12/02/94 IF,SS,TC,
ated TCE,CHCL3 {11/29/93 FR,FS
Solwvent 111TCA
Degreaser :
0 Comercial | Ethylene 12/06/94 FR,TC, SS,
Sterili- Oxide 03/07/94
zation &
Fumiga-
tion
N Hard & Hexvalent | 01/25/95 FR, FS, S8,
Deco & 12/16/93 IF,TC,IN
Electropl | Trivalent
ating & Chromium
Anodizing
Tanks
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R Gasoline |HAP's 12/14/94 | FR,Amend,
Distrib 02/08/94
(Stage I)
EE Magnetic |HAP's 12/15/94 FR
Tape 03/11/94
Manufact.
W Epoxy Epichlor 03/08/95 88,
Resins & |o-hydrin |05/16/94
Non-Nylon ‘
Polyamide
Prod. II
X Secondary | HAP'S 06/23/95
Lead ‘ 05/31/94
Smelters
ce Petroleum | HAP's 08/18/95 FR,Amend,
Refinries 6/30/94
GG Aerospace | HAP'S 09/01/95 FR
Manufact. 06/06/94
& Rework
Y Marine VOC's & 09/19/95
Tank HAP's 05/13/94
Vessel
Loading &
Unloading
II ShipBldg HAP's
& Repair 12/06/94
DD Off-gite HAP'S
Waste & Table 1. 10/13/94
Recovery | Chemicals
JJ Wood HAP's 12/07/95 | FR
Furniture 11/21/94
Manuf.
88 = Summary Sheet
IN = Intial Notification Report
PP = Polution Prevention Compliance
CR = Compliance with Control Requirements

Amend = PFederal Register of Rule Amendment/correction

IF = Inspection Form

TC = Terms & Conditions

PS = Fact Sheet

QA = Questions & Answers (x2 = two Q&A's)

RCRA = Hazardous Waste issues

USEPA = Federal guidance
FR = Federal Register where final rule was published
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™ = Test Method({s)

Proposed MACT

KK Printing & Publ 3/14/95
S Pulp & Paper 12/17/93
Polymers & Resins Grp 1 6/12/95
Polymers & Resins GRP 4 3/29/95
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MACT STANDARD Proposal Einat
Asbestos MACT/GACT *1124/95 1195
Asbestos Litigation *“1/1/93 -
Ferroatloys 4/96 787
Flexible Polyurethane Foam 8/986 797
Gascline Distnbution *12/8185 596
Haz. Waste |nc. 4/96 4187
Mineral Woot 4/96- wa7
Off-site Waste & Recovery *10/13/94 6/96

Oli & Gas Production 4/95 9/96
Pharmaceutical Production 6/86 188
Polymers & Resins | *6/12/85 786
Polymers & Resins i Schedule under revision
Polymers & Resins [V 3115195 506
Portland Cement 4796 11197
Primary Aluminum Prod, 3/98 C1vee
Primaty Copper Smelting 786 a7
Printing/Publishing *311/95 5K6
Puip & Paper {combustion) 227195 8/96

Pulp & Paper {non-comb. ) *10/29/85 895

Secondaty Aluminum Prog. 8/96 1oe7
Shipbuilding {coatings) "22/84  *12115/85
Steel Pickling-HC1 Process 5/96 5197
Wood Fumniture Coating *11721/84 217195
Wood Treatment Proposal to be defisted
Wool Fiberglass Mfg. 6/56 10097
oG == Emeg.__ Einai
Aerospace Coatings 457

Industrial Wastewater '12!29!93 it

MACT, CTG, NSPS, ACT AND TITLE | RULE SCHEDULES*

ACT Finat
Plywooda/Particle Boarg (PM10)  Schedute Under Dev.
NSPS Proposal Elnal
Cold Cleaning *9/9/04 8/96
Degreaser NSPS *8/31/94 on Hold
Elec. Utility Gen. Rev. (NOx}  *5/30/94 12/96
Landfiil NSPS & 111(d) *5130191 anzee
Med. Waste Inc. NSPS & 111{dy *2/27/95 496
Mun. Waste Combustors il & Hl *9/20/94 *12/19/85
NOx NSPS Revision {(407(c)) *11/31/95 1197
SOCMI Sec. Sources NSPS  "8/31/04 3/96
Starch Mfg. Industry NSPS *8/31/94 on Hold
Qther Rules . Proposal Flnal
Arch./Ind. Coatings (§183e) s . 8/86
Auttes Refinishing (§183e) *9i5/95 3195
Consumer Products List (§183e)*8/31/95 *9/29/95
Household Consumer Products  3/96 9/86
Haz. Waste TSOF, Phase il

{(RCRA) *Tr22r *12/6/84
Haz. Waste TSDF Phase It

{RCRA) Schedule under revision
NOTE:

* Indicates date compieted

€ Indicates on a court ordered deadiine

** All echedules are tentative and subject to change without
notice. Only those rules with proposal or promulgation
dates within one year are included. Compieted rules are

A : removed from list after six months.
Shipbuilding (coating) *12/B6/34(BACM)* wgSchedule to be determined by litigation/negotiation
Ottset Lithography *11/93 - ==+ ACT's were issued for most CTG categories in Aptil 1995
Plastic Parts Coating - e ~+++*Final CTG cancelled or no plans to finalize
VOL Storage *12/93 il _

a T CTC ASSISTANCE ' N\

msum:omsmmaw

of source, MicroCoHMpuUtar software, or saminars and woekshops,

anhmm gas emizsions, prevention, mmitigation, and control strategies.

NocoamjsmmwmdsmmLM-WWEPARMWMM:&WBMWWWM

CTC HOTLINE: CALL (915) 541-0800 to access EPA expert staff for consultations, refersnces to pertinont iteratuirs, or sccass to EPA techaical dats and
lm.tyses No question is too simplel Qur Fax numbers are (9169 543-0242 or (§19) 5410381, E-Mall; bhmk.bob@omﬂ.mw

ENGINEERING ASSISTANGE PROJECTS: If you need in-depth asaistenca concerming a speciic control technology problem, call the HOTLINE or write
the CTC. EPA staff and contractors sre svaitabie for short-tetrey projects suctt as review of proposed or existing control technology applicstions. Projects

TECHNICAL GUIDANGCE PROJECTS: fthwe CTC receives a number of simitar HOTLINE calls or ¥ joint raquest from a group of agencies, the CTC Steering
Conmittes may undertake broad, !mmmdm«mwm mmmu-mmwmunmw

CTC BBS: Call (319) $41-5742 for up to 14400 baud modem to access the CTC Bulletin Board. Set communications qu‘m bits, N parity,
and 1 stop bit, and use & terminal emulation of VT100, VT102, of ANST. You iy leave HOTLINE requests. order documents, suggest profecis, and downioad
softwars. The BEBS is patt of the CAQPS Technology Transfar Network (TN}, Voica Help Line (919) 541-5384,

FEDERAL SMALL BUSINESS ASSISTANCE PROGRAM (FSBAF): Cali the CTC HOTLINE to access the FSBAP or use the FSBAP BBS onthe TTN.
(Seathe CTC BES for connaction inforrmation.) TheCTC hnihe focal poit for coordination of efforts among tha four EPA centers participatingg inthe progmm.
The Federai program is intended to suppont State Small Business Assistance Prograrms, as required by the Claan Air Act.

RACT/BACTAAER CLEARINGHOUSE (RELC): The RBLC data base (ELIS) Is availabls on the CACPS TTN BES. (Soa the CTC BIi3S for connection
information.) The Clearinghousa provides surmemary informiion for control technology determinations made by PaTiting Rgencies.

GLOBAL GREENHOUSE GASES TECHNCLOGY TRANSFER CENTER (QGGTTC): Call the CTC HOTUINE to acoess GGGTTC informaticn

J/
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_ ADAPC Section Managers:
State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency
Please share the attached memo from

<7 ADDRESS: . Laura Powell with your staff,
-zarus Government Canter TELE: (614) 544-3020 FAX: {614) 644-2329
Cofuﬁ;bir;néﬁge:;z1s - . Eh;.n;; y((i)u,b .
0 0Qannost
o - MEMO Vir AGrtif Swoa
TO: Division Chiefs and Assistant Chiefs = Welerrd
District Chiefs and Assistant Chiefs fesona -
ce: Deputy Directors
Director's Office
A
FROM:  Laura Powel, Chief, Legislative Affairs,*
‘DATE: December 1, 2000
RE: Legislative Communication

The purpose of this memo is to restate Ohio EPA's policy regarding legislative
communication as well as the format for all writien legislative correspondence. Please
" review this information carefully and share it with your staff.

it is important to note that in January 2001, due to term limits, we will have over 40 new

legislators in the General Assembly. This turnover will present a significant challenge to

our legislative office and to the Agency as a whole. Kristin Helmick, Tracy Freeman,

and | will be attempting to meet all the new members as quickly as possible after the

new year. However, please be aware that these new legislators are not likely to be

familiar with Ohio EPA or with our protoco! for handling legisiative.inquiries. We ask for
- your assistance and diligence in this time of major transition.

Because of the potential for increased contacts by new legislators to agency staff, it is
most important that any communication received from a legislative office (oral or
written) be reported to either Kristin,Tracy, or me. We appreciate the efforts most staff
make to keep the legislative office "in the loop." However, there are still instances
where we hear from legislators or their staff about direct involvement with Ohio EPA
staff on issues that have not been brought to our atiention. There.have also been
cases where Agency staff cc: legislators on correspondence without our pricr

* notification, It is vital that Kristin, Tracy and | be made aware of (and have input on)
these communications in order to ensure that we, as an agency, are being responsive
and consistent. Please realize that the legislative office is here to assist and relieve

* your staff from having to communicate directly with legislators as the situation warrants.

Bob Taft, Govemor
Maurean O'Connar, Lisutanant Gavernar NSR Manual Book 1 - Original Scan 11/2006
Christopher Jones, Diractor : Page 322
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Weekly reports sent to the Director are not an efficient or effective way for us to track
specific legislative issues. In terms of reporting legislative contacts or providing
updates on ongoing legislative issues, we would greatly appreciate separate notification
- e-mails are fine. Please let us know who you talked to, the faci!ity or issue(s)
promptlng the call, what response was provided, and if follow up IS required.

i —_—— e

In terms of written correspondence, p!ease note the fol!ownng guides to preparing letters
for signature:

. If you or your staff receive a lefter. (from_ a citizen, company, etc.) with a legislator

on the cc: list, please €0 not automatically cc: the Iegzsihon your response
"unless requested by our office. Tt is unnecessary and potentially confusing to

cc: legislators when they have not requested this response, If you would like to
cc: our office (with a copy of the original letter) we will keep it on file in case a
legislator asks. [f you feel it is important to cc: legislators on a particular
response, we'd be happy to do so with a separate cover letter explaining why we
are sending it.

. Two minor drafting reminders that would prevent delays if corrected—first, we
see@eason to send legis!ative responses Certified Mail. Please do not put
this on the top of draft responses. Second, our legislative office is the contact to
reference at the close of gvery legislative response. Please do not reference
division or district staff, If we are contacted, we will follow up with staff for
additional information. This particular issue continues to delay iegislative MCRs
when they arrive here for sign-off and only the closing sentence needs to be
changed. The format to use is as follows:

"|Lhope this information is helpful to you. If vou have additional questions or
concerns regarding this matter, please feel free to centact Kristin Helmick or

Tracy Freeman of my legislative staff at (614) 644-2782."

. Kmﬁ?—lﬂ? primarily coordrnates”ar'\"d signs-offion written leg;slatlve

resporises. “She is more than happy to wark with you or your staff to ease the
burden-of these letters. Please feel free to e-mail her draft responses (which. will
speed things up if changes are necessary), call her with formatting or protocol
questions, or contact her w:th any concerns you may have about expected
delays, etc.

if you have any questions about my expectations regarding legislative communication,
please feel free to contact me. As you well know, we rely on you and your staff for your
assistance and expertise on many issues of interest to iegislators, and we thank you for
your assistance and cooperation.

NSR Manual Book-1 - Original Scan 11/2006
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State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency

STREET ADDRESS: _ i e MAILING ADDRESS.
‘Lazarus Government Center TELE: 54, 844-3020 FAX: 5% §48-2325 P.O. Box 1048

122 5, Front Street - Columbus. OH 43216-1049
Columbus, Ohio 43215 .

MEMO
TO: Division Chiefs and Assistant Chiefs
District Chiefs and Assistant Chiefs
cC: Deﬁufy Dilret:tors .
F R-O'M': Lauré Powefl, Chief, Legis!at?ve Aﬁairgp
DATE: - | June 1, 2000 . |
RE: Legishlative Communication

The purpose of this memo is to restate Ohio EPA's policy regarding legislative
communication as well as the format for all written legislative correspondence.

Any communication received from a legislative office (oral or written) needs to be
reported to either Kristin Helmick or me. We appreciate the efforts most staff make to
keep the legislative office "in the loop." However, there have been instances where
Agency staff have cc'd legisiators on correspondence without our prior noftification. We
also hear from legisiators or their staff about direct involvement with Ohio EPA on

- issues that have not been brought to our attention. It is vital that Kristin and | be made
aware of (and have input on) these communications in order to ensure that we, as an
agency, are being responsive and consistent. Please realize that the legisiative office
is here to assist and relieve your staff from having to communicate directly with
legislators as the situation warrants,

In terms of reporting, please provide us with a quick e¥mait to let us know who called,
when they called, what was said and if follow-up is needed. Weekly reports sent to the
Director are not an efficient or effective way for us to track specific legislative issues.

In terms of written correspondence, please note:

. If you or your staff receive a letter (from a citizen, company, etc.) with a legislator
on the cc: list, please do not automatically cc: the legislator on your response
uniess requested by our office. It is unnecessary and potentially confusing to
cc: legislators when they have not requested this response. If you would like to
cc: our office (with a copy of the original letter) we would keep it on file in case a
legislator asks. ‘

Sek Tan. Governc NSR Manual Book 1 - Original Scan 11/2006
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Two minor drafting reminders that would prevent delays if corrected—first, we
see no reason to send legislative responses Certified Mail. Please do not put’
this on the top of draft responses. Second, our legisiative office is the contact to
reference at the close of gvery legislative response. Please do not reference
division or district staff. If we are contacted, we will follow up with staff for
information and pass that along to the iegxslat:ve off ice,

Kristin Helmick pr:manly coordmates and szgns—off on writfen legislatave
responses. She is more than happy to work with you or your staff to ease the
“burden of these letters. Please feel free to e-mail her draft responses (which
tends to speed things up down the road if changes are necessary), call her with
formatting or protocol questlons or concerns you may have about delays, ete.

If you have any questions about my expectations regarding legisiative communication,
please feel free to contact me. As you well know, we rely on you and your staff for your
assistance and expertise on many issues of interest to legislators, and we thank you for

your assistance and cooperation. .

.
[
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State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency

STAEET ADDRESS: MAILING ADL,,.265:

1800 WaterMark Drive TELE: (514) 644-8020 FAX: {614) 6442320 P.O. Box 1049

Columbus, OH 43215-1088 Columbus, OH 43216-1048
MEMORANDUM

TO: all Chiefs Q}}
FROM: Chris SniderA Asst. to the Director
RE: Formattihg Correspondence

DATE: March 30, 1899

Mty mr e A mm WA WA WA e MR M W W e e G . T e W M S T Bn B B e Gen s W A G A TR B e M s M W ML M e T L N o e e b e A M ke RS U R W W M e e e e

In an effort to aseist you in preparing documents for the
Director’s signature, I have attached a sample format that your
staff should use as a guideline.

Some other . suggestions that will help facilitate the Director’s
gignature include making sure you include a thorough briefing memo
on the subject at hand and carefully reviewing the document for
typographical and grammatical errors. Using the spell check
function in word processing is always helpful, but please remember
that spell check does not differentiate between correctly spelled
words i.e. “toxics and tonics.” Documents should be single-sided
and should not be presented for signature on tattered or coffee
stained letterhead. &s far as a time line for moving your document
through the system, please remember that some documents may require
gign off from more than one deputy director and the assistant
director before going to the director for his consideration. If
you have something that needs to move through the system quickly,
please don’t hesitate to call me and I will help “walk” the
document through the necessary signatures to the best of my ability
to help you meet your deadline.

All documents for signature must be logged into the Director’s
Office computerized tracking system. .If a logged in document isg
returned to you for revision, please DO NOT resubmit it with a new
sign off sheet. You should resubmit the original sign off sheet
with your revised document.

Lastly, the director requires all official comments for the record,
made on behalf of Ohioc EPA, to be approved by the Director’s
Office. This is especially important with regard to comments
solicited by USEPA on rulemaking and other related programmatic
concerns. Comment letters wmust be prepared for the director’s
gignature. ‘

I hope this information is helpful to you. Following these
guildelines should help reduce the number of times that documents
need to be returned to you for revisions. Please feel free to call
me at 4-2782 with any questions or concerns you may have.

Thank you.

NSR Manual Book 1 - Original Scan 11/2006
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OhicEPA
State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency

‘ j
STREET ADDRESS: MAILING ADDRE....,

1800 WaterMark Drive TELE: {614} 644-3020 FAX: {514} 544-2328 P.0O. Box 1049
Colurnbus, OH 432151099 : Columbus, OH 42216-1049

SAMPLE - NOT FOR RELEASE
March 23, 1999
The Honorable John Doe
1432 Longworth House Office Building
* Washington DC 20515-3505
Re: Lexmark Drinking Water

Dear Congressman Doe:

Thank you for your letter of November 17, 1998 regarding a .serious drinking water
problem at Lexmark. | .

| appreciate the piight of the families affected by the loss of water from their wells. Staff
of the Ohio Environmental Protection Agency have visited some of the homes to offer what
assistance they could in evaluating the problem.

Representatives of executive branch agencies sit on the board and | will gladly forward
copies of your correspondence to them with a request for their timely consideration.

Sincerely,

Christopher Jones
Director -

cc:  Jennifer Tiell, Assistant Director
Pat Madigan, Deputy Director

Attachment
Cd/crmw
NSR Manual Book 1 - Original Scan 11/2006
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EPA 1617 (rev. 1/85) George V. Volnovich, Govamor

Donald R. Schregardus, Director
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Fraanme, B
State of Ohio Environmenta] Protection Agency
} .

STHEET ADDRESS: MAILING ADDRESS:
1800 WaterMark Drive TELE: {614) 644-3020 FAX: {514) 644-2325 -P.O. Box 1048
Columbus, OH 43215-109¢ Columbus, OH 43216-1049

(Arial font, no less than 12 pitch)
‘Date (No less than 3 retuns from top, more if room permits)

Address (No less than 3 returns from date)
Re: (subject line here if applicable)

Salutation (Dear___-_?)

Body of letter - Full justification (block to left and right)

Sincerely,

Chfistopher Jones (At least 3 returns - 4 if room permits}
Director o ‘

ce's here

Any éttachments‘lenclosures here

Initials here (CJ/)

NSR Manual Book 1 - Original Scan 11/2006
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.kJUL"'21-94 THI 9:20 CANTON CITY HEALTH DEPT.  FAX NO. 2164893335 P, 01/03

CANTON CITY HEALTH DEPARTMENT -
DIVISION OF AIR POLLUTION CONTROL.
420 MARKET AVENUE NORTH
CANTON, OHIO 44702

FAX: (216) 489-3335

TELEFAX TRANSMITTAL

DATE: 7'?—“ q4—

FORTHE.AHENTION o MISTY PARSeNS

e OHI0 E PR ARIR. NSsSR

paxyompee: 9 =~ ~6 |4 & 4-4 - 368)

e PERMITS FoR MINING

This transmission consists of ,3 pages including this page,

Please potify us if you do not receive 21! the pages at {216) 489-3385.

FROM: DF‘\N ScHiLtT 2
THis AIR LINES CAME ouT (N LRATE
1980's. T THINK oHio £PAR BAtLso
CAME ouT WITH A MEMO ABouT

No PERMITS NEEOED FoR oL ¥ GAS
wiELLS,
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JUL-21-84 THU  8:21

ADNMIRTSTRATION
Acid Rain

We have attached a new issue of the
afr fact sheet on &cid rain
prepared by Bill Spires. This 1is
good recent finformation which can
help you respond to the public's

general interest in  acid rain.
Thanks Bill.
CAA changes
Several bills are under active
consideration in Congress which
would amend the CAA. Changes

contemplated include a new 0,/CO
control plan, air toxic's and %cid
rain. Becky Blood of the
Governor's Ohio office is following
these issues closely and recently
vigited the agency to update us.

Director Shank will be in
HWashington in May to meet with
USEPA officials and the

Congressional delegation to be
briefed on current issues and raise
certain agency concerns.

Region VY news

Director Shank and deputies Rich
Sahli and Maury Walsh will be in
Region V on Thursday and Friday of
this "week. Thursday will be DSHWH
and Friday DAPC. Pat ¥alling wil}l
join them on Friday for an 2ll day
discussion of ajr issues including
a2 meeting with Val Adamkus. We are
pleased to have this much time
given to Ohio by Region V to wnpdate
each other.

Personnel

He havye a full  house! Al
posftions are filled except for 2
newly aestablished EE-1 for Right to
Know activities. Thés position
will set up administrative

CANTON CITY HEALTH DEPT.

FAX NO. 2164893336 P, 02/03

procedures for handling the influx
of information due to the agency on
July 1, 1988, concerning toxie air
emission and mass balance
catculations, Interviews have been
conducted for this job.

We filled both QA jobs in the past
two weeks as well as the supervisor
s1ot in the AQMPS for NESHAPS.

AIR QUALITY MODELING & PLANNING

New Socurce Review - Best Avajlable
Technology (BAT) Determination

Ohio EPA has recently received a
number of applications for permits
to install (PT1l's) replacement
storage tanks at bulk plants
located in rural counties., BAT has
been determined to be submerged
f11ling and tontrol with a vapor
balance system while transferring
gasoline from a delivery vessel to
the stationary storage tank. The
transfer of kerosene, fuel! oil and
diesel fuel! fJnto the statienary
storage tank must be done through 2
submerged fill pipe installed
within six inches of the battom of
the storage tank.

New Employee

Tom Hadden has joined the AQM&P
Section te be in charge of the
Hazrdous Pollutant Control Group.
He witl be supervising the

activities of the air toxics
control program, NESHAP, and
Section 313 of SARA, Tom was

formerly empioyed with Ohio EPA in
the Diviesion of Water Pollution
Control.

~pefmit to Install Requirements for

Bineral'Extraction

Ohio EPA has received two permit to
install applications for mineral
extraction that includes coal strip
mining. Because strip mining is
requlated. by the DNR, Ohip EPA does

NSR Manual Book 1 - Original Scan 11/2006
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not require these operations to
vptain permits to install,

"Rowever, new coal washing and/or

coal preparation plants must obtain
a permit to install, Any PTI
applications or portions of a PTI
application for coal strip mining

shauld be returned to the
applicant. .

Toxic Inventory

Just a vreminder; the 1local air
agencies and district offices

should be in the process of majling
surveys to facilities for the
compounds that were contsined on
the Battelle 1ist of toxic, but not
on the original 1ist mailed to
facilities. These compounds and
their ranking {(Battelle) are: 8.

Nickel, 11. Mercury, 17.
Trichloroethylene, 20.
Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs),

22. Epichlorohydrin, 27. Aniline

USEPA NO, Increments Proposal

On February 8, 1588 USEPA proposed
to incorporate NQ air quality
inerements into th% PSD program.
Comments were due April 8, 1988,
Attached for your information are
ALAPCO's and Ohio EPA's comments on
the USEPA proposal.

CANTON CITY HEALTH DEPT,

FAX HO. 2164893335 P. 03703

firm$ can be contacted and reminded
of their obligation.

Also attached for your use is an
updated version of the stack test
review sdmmary form. The form has
been redesigned to facilitate data .
input to the stack test
clearinghouse. Since the form
provides all the information
vtilized 1fin the c¢learinghouse
database, it will no longer be
necessary for field offices to

submit copies of the stack test

reports (except where necessitated

ENGINEERING

Stack Test Review Summary Form
Tracking: ‘

Flgase find attached, the stack

test review form tracking update
for the 2nd quarter of 1988 (5FY).
Certain “field offices need to
increase the percentage pf review
forms sgbmitted fn a timely manner.
Please work toward increasing this
percentage for the 3rd quarter., If
you're having problems getting
facilities or test firms to submit
the final test reports within the
required time frame, please inform
this office so these facilities or

by spetial situations or
enforcement actions)}; however, we
would sti1i1 apprectate receiving
sny observer's reports, printouts
of test results (M5) or visible
emission readings asseciated with
the test summary.

EER Summary Tracking:

The EER summary tracking update for
the 4th quarter of 1987 is attached”
for your {nformation. We would
like to commend those field pffices
who put forth the extra effart to
ensure that all their EER summaries
were submitted in a timely manner.
We hope this level of effort can be
maintained during the upcoming

quarters. Drly two (2) field
offices kept us from having an
exceptionally high performance
Tevel.

Twinsburg (NEDO) Smoke Schogl:

The schedvle and registration form
for Twinsburg's spring smoke school
are attached for your information,
Please contact Fred Long or Dennis
Bush for additional information
{216-426-9171).

CEM Audits:

The Ohio EPA, in conjunction with
the U.,S8, EPA/Region 5 and Entropy
Environmentalists, will be

conducting performance audits on 8
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Page 331




¥
ChicEPA
State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency
- P.O. Box 163669, 1800 WaterMark Dr.

Calumbus, Ohic 43216-3669 ' o v
(614} 644-3020 : George V. Voinovich

FAX (614} 644.2329 ] Govemnor
May 10, 1995 . ‘ C

Matthew F. Johnston
Corporate Engineer
Environmental Affairs
Worthington Industries
1205 Dearborn Drive
Columbus, Ohio 43085

Dear Mr. Johnston:

This is in response to your letter of March 1, 1995 in which you
have requested that alr contaminate sources {150 injection
molding machines in the State of Ohioc) that are presently
required to obtain permits to install be exempted. Specifically,
you are.requesting that the Agency provide guildance in
interpreting the applicability of OChio Administrative Code (OAC)
rule 3745-31-03(A) (1) and (m}. :

In order to respond to your request we spent some time reviewing
the existing regulation and some of the background. documentation
which was used to develop the exemptions. This review did not
give us much additional insight on the intention of the
exemptions for plastic molding operations. However, the
exemption rule it gelf is relatively clear in its language. As
such, our interpretation of the rules are as follows. :

Under OAC rule 3745-31-03(a) (1) {(k), the rule exempts "equipment
used for compression and injection molding of plastics...". The
exemption does not apply to equipment which "requires an outside
source of heat that either liquifies or caused sublimation or
equipment which *requires the use of organic compounds as mold
release agents"”. Our interpretations of this rule is just as it
says - if an source of heat is used, than the exemption does not
apply. If an organic compound is used as a mold release, then
the exemption does not apply.

In the case you supplied, an electric heater was used {an outside
source or heat) and, therefore, the exemption does not apply.

We also believe that if any mold release is used, then the
exemption does not apply Non organic compound mold releases can
be used and the exemption would apply.

'We believe that the “presges“ exemption would be interpreted the
same way.
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As you pointed out, emissions from some injection molding
machines and plastics presses could be very small. Some of these
could be 51gn1f1cant sources depending upon the amount of heat
supplied, the vaporization characteristics of the plastlc and the
amount and type of mold release compound used. Because of the
possibility of significant emissions it would not be approprlate
to exempt all of these machines.

However, is your case the machines may have emissions small
enough to qualify for other exemptions. Specifically, Ohio has a
"less than 10 pounds per day" exemption which might apply to
these sources. I recommend that you lock closely at this rule
to see if it will exempt any of your sources. It can be found
under OAC rule 3745~15~05(A). -

If you have any questions, please contact Alan Lloyd of my staff
at (614) 644-3613.

gi

Robert Hodanbosi
Chief
Division of Air Polluticn Control

RH/all
cc: Brad Miller, SWOAPCA
Gerry Rich, NWDO

Alan Lloyd, DAPC
Mike Hopking, DAPC

c:\save\worth.mj
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OEPA inter-office communication

.0 Distribution ‘ ‘ date: OQctober 1, 1998
 from: Mik 'gZ%ins, AQM&P, DAPC .
subject: PTI Modeling during the ‘application review

The purpose of this memo is to clarify who should:

1. conduct air pollution modeling (both major modeling and minor
modeling); and

2. who should review the modeling.

The questions of when modeling is required and how modeling should be done
have been answered in the most recent version of the modeling policy
(currently June 1995).

Who should conduct "Major Modeling”?

Major modeling is defined as any modeling required under major New Source
Review (PSD, nonattainment review) or any refined modeling where the Screen
model is not used. Most major modeling should be completed by the
applicant. Field offices that have the experience to run the ISC models
may do so in order to support/check major New Source Review modeling
submitted, or to provide ISC runs when screen models fail to show
ompliance. These ISC runs are at the option of the field office staff and
must be done in accordance with the DAPC modeling policy. If additional
model runs are needed for a major New Source Review package they should
normally be completed by the applicant.

Who should conduct “Minor Modeling”?

Minor modeling is defined as modeling required by the Air Toxics Policy,
for pollutants under our state Modeling Policy (NAAQS and toxics), or
similar modeling where Screen model is used. Field office staff should use
their best judgement to decide when to require companies to do their own
modeling. This judgement should be based on what is best for the customer.
Typically, large facilities with significant environmental staff will
choose to do thelr own modeling in order to:

1. have more control over the various modeling options; and
2. to expedite the permitting process by saving us from having to do the
modeling.

For smaller facilities, or those without the expertise to do the Screen
modeling, the DO/LAA should do the minor modeling {(with Central Office
assistance as needed). 2An exception to this should be for cases where
there are many sources, or the modeling is fairly complex. In these cases,
it is appropriate for the company to hire someone to do the modeling rather
‘han relying on us. The new SBA program may be able to assist qualifying

- small businesses by doing some modeling for them. Again, field office
staff should guide facilities to help them decide which option is best.

When it is appropriate for the Ohio EPA to do min&?Rﬂ@@@fTﬁé}m@ﬁﬁ&ﬂhgggg



PTI Modeling
page 2

staff should do this work, not the Central Office staff.

All DO/LAA

offices have been provided training concerning the use of the Screen

models.

It is best to have DO/LAA staff do this modeling because it is

better to find out as early in the review process as possible whether or

not a source passes this requirement.

When you receive an application,

this is one item you should consider early in your review, as soon as you
have determined the emission rates.

Who should review major modeling?

This should be decided on a case-by-case basis by the AQM&P modeling unit.
Most major modeling should be reviewed by the Central Office modeling

staff.

This has been the case with PSD PTI modeling in the past.

In some

cases, where the DO/LAA staff has developed the expertise, and with the
modeling unit’'s agreement, DO/LAA staff can conduct this review.

Who should review minor modeling?

This review should be conducted at the DC/LAA level.

DO/LAA staff should

include a copy of the Screen model runs with the worksheet they submit to

Central Cffice.

Calculations should also be attached showing that the

modeling passes the Alr Toxics policy MAGLC or is less than % the increment

for NAAQS.

return the worksheet to the DO/LAA.

If this information is not provided, Central Office staff will

We are very willing to answer any modeling related guestions that come up,

so please contact us.

will likely require our assistance

(such as,

We realize that there are questions that arise which
whether or not Screen is the

appropriate model for multiple sources in a certain case, whether terrain
should be included and what can be suggested to the applicant if they

fail).

can assist you in learning this as well.

Modeling Policy contact.
person at CO at (614)

DISTRIBUTICN

Don Waltermeyer, NWDO
Sam Araj, NWDO

Fred Klingelhafer, SEDO
Bruce Blankenship, Canton
Brad Miller, Cincinnati

Harcld Strohmeyer, NOVAA
ce: Alan Liloyd, AQMEP

Sherry Swihart, AQM&P
Bill Spires, AQM&P

MH/MP /mk

644-2270.

If you do not feel confident in the basgsics of running the model, we

Bill Spires is the primary

Bob Goulish, NEDO
Dennis Bush, NEDO

Glen Greenwood, SEDO
Frank Markunas, Akron
Cleveland
Portsmouth

Ed Fasko,
Don Walden,

Safaa El-Oraby, AQM&P
Jim Orlemann,

Tom Tucker,

AQM&P

Engineering

You can also pose questions to your NSR contact
Thank you.

Phil Hinrichs, SWDO
César Zapata, CDO
Tim Wilson, RAPCA
Curt Marshall, RAPCA
Bill Garber, TDOES
Robert Kossow, TDOES

Misty Parsons, AQM&P
Tom Rigo, FO
Bob Hodanbosgi, DAPC
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State of Ohio Environmental Protection Agency

" "REET ADDRESS: MAILING ADDRESS:
1800 WaterMark Drive TELE: (514) 644-3020 FAX: {614) 6442309 P.O. Box 1049
Cofumbus, OH 43215-1099 . Columbus, OH 43216-1049

NOVAA Modeling Discussion
Agenda
February 7, 1996
Topics we cover
General Modeling
Description
Inputs
QOutputs
Accuracy, Validity, Limitations
New Source Review Regquirements
Major: PSD, Non-attainment
State-only permits
toxics
1/2 PSD increment
NAAQS
Special Modeling (can we require it, what do the results mean?)
Enforcement
Verified Complaints

Permit Renewal

Source data....source characterizations
Field offices responsibility for review

‘Downwash and GEP buildings

Flat, Simple and Complex terrain

Toxics; What policy?

Urban vs Rural

Non traditional sources {(rain caps, window vents, etc)
Definition of Ambient Air

Fugitives and/or uncaptured emissions - Model or not
SCREEN and TSCREEN hands on; Current projects??

Input/Output Examples

George V. Volnovich, Govemor  NSR Manual Book 1 - Original Scan 11/2006
Nancy P. Hollister, Lt. Govemor Page 336

Donald R. Schregardus, Director
@ Printed on Recycled Paper



State of Chio Environmental Protection Agency

STREET ADDRESS:

MAILING
1800 WaterMark Drive TELE: (614) 6443020 FAX: (514) 644-2320 0. Box 136
Columbus, OH 43215-1099 Columbus, OH 43216-1049

Areas where we will be revising the Guidance

Combined concentration target and significant emissions table
Most current version vs specific model numbers

volume source guidance

SCREEN settings and work sheets

TSCREEN settings Lo mimic SCREEN

additional rain cap guidance and other special emission types

Effective date of BAT changes (toxic modeling requirement
changes)

Issues such as BAT extending to existing emissions at a modified
source

George V. Veinovich, Govemor  NSR Manual Book 1 - Original Scan 11/2006
Nangcy P. Holiister, Lt. Govemor Page 337

Donald R. Schregardus, Director
@ Brimad on Recycled Paper
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Permit Application Guidance
for New Air Pollution Sources /1104 .
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John Bunyak
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Air Quality Division
P.O. Box 25287
Denver, CO 80225-0287

Natural Resources Report NPS/NRAQD/NRR-93/09

March 1993

United States Department of the Interior
National Park Service
MNatural Resources Publication Office

Denver, Colorado
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The National Park Service, Air Quality Division, is responsible for preserving, protecting, and enhancing air
quality and air quality-related values in the national park system by ensuring compliance with the requirements
of the Clean Air Act and the National Park Service Organic Act. Air quality-related values include visibility,
flora, fauna, cultural and historical resources, odor, soil, water, and virtually all resources that are dependent
upon and affected by air quality. The Air Quality Division monitors air quality in park units; reviews permit
applications for proposed major emitting sources, air quality legislative and regulatory proposals, and NPS and
other federal or state air quality plans; develops data on sensitive park resources; researches acid deposition and
its impacts; and develops meteorological and atmospheric dispersion modeling methodologies.

The National Park Service disseminates reports on high priority, current resources management information, with
managerial application for managers, through the Natural Resources Report Series. Technologies and resource
management methods; "how to" resource management papers; proceedings on resource management workshops
or conferences; natural resources program recommendations; and descriptions and resource action plans are also
disseminated through this series. Documents in this series usually contain information of a preliminary nature
and are prepared primarily for internal use within the National Park Service. This information is not intended for
use in open literature. :

Mention of trade names or commercial products does not constitute endorsement or recommendation for use by
the National Park Service.

Copies of this report are available from the following:

Publications Coordinator

National Park Service

Natural Resources Publication Office
P.O. Box 25287 (WASO-NRPO)
Denver, CO 80225-0287

NSR Manual Book 1 - Original Scan 11/2006
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As the nation's principal conservation agency, the Department of the Interior has responsibility for most of our
nationally owned public lands and natural and cultural resources. This includes fostering wise use of our land
and water resources, protecting our fish and wildlife, preserving the environmental and cultural valtues of our
national parks and historical places, and providing for enjoyment of life through outdoor recreation. The
department assesses our energy and mineral resources and works to ensure that their development is in the best
interests of all our people. The department also promotes the goals of the Take Pride in America campaign by
encouraging stewardship and citizen responsibility for the public lands and promoting citizen participation in
their care. The department also has a major responsibility for American Indian reservation communities and for
people who live in island territories under U.S. administration.

NPS D-799 March 1993
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Purpos'e

This document provides guidance to persons intending to submit a Prevention of Significant
Deterioration (PSD) of Air Quality permitapplication for a new major source or major modifi-
cation to an existing source, the emissions from which have the potential to impact a class I area
managed by the National Park Service (NPS) or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS). This
document a}so identifies to permitting authorities the NPS and FWS contacts, and provides NPS
and FWS personnel background information on the PSD process and information and analysis
requirements. In addition to this document, permit applicants should also use a copy of the
Environmental Protection  Agency (EPA)
draft New Source Review Workshop Manual
(Environmental Protection Agency 1990).
The EPA manual describes all aspects of the
PSD review process in detail.

Questions regarding the EPA manual, which was
revised in Octeber 1990, should be directed fo

the Environmental Protection Agency, New
Source Review Section (919) §41-5591.

Under a memorandum of agreement with the
UJ.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the National
Park Service, Air Quality Division, provides technical review of PSD permit applications that
may affect FWS class I areas. Therefore, the guidance in this document also applies to both
NPS and FWS class I arcas.

For areas of the national park system, the National Park Service Organic Act of 1916 requires
conserving resources "unimpaired for the enjoyment of future generations." The Clean Air Act
of 1970, as amended in 1977, charges the federal land manager (FLM) with an affirmative
responsibility to protect the air quality-re-
lated values of designated class I areas from
adverse impact. Much of the information

By delegation of authority from the secretary of

that the National Park Service and the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service need to carry out
these statutory responsibilities must be col-
lected by the applicant well before the PSD
permit application is submitted.

the interior, the assistant secretary for Fish and

Wildiife and Parks is the federal land manager for
areas under NPS and FWS jurisdiction.

NSR Manual Book 1 - Original Scan 11/200
Page 350

]

T



By following the guidance in this document, an appli-
cant can prevent delays in the review process that are
caused by an incomplete application and can obtain
useful information from the National Park Service. For
example, the National Park Service may provide the
applicant with air quality and visibility data, data re-
garding ecological resources, and lists of NPS park-
specific or FWS refuge-specific resources that are
known to be sensitive to air pollution. Finally, although
much of the discussion in this document pertainsto class
I areas, resources that are sensitive to air pollution may
also exist in class II federal lands. Consequently, the
federal land manager is concerned about potential
impacts on class II sensitive resources as well.

NSR Manual Book 1 - Original Scan 11/2006
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Statutory Requirements
Applicable to Class | Areas

Clean Air Act

In 1970, Congress passed the Clean Air Act, establishing a national policy toward protecting and
enhancing air quality (42 United States Code (USC) 7401 et seg). Upon amendment in 1977,
the act became an important tool in protecting air quality and sensitive resources in national
parks and national wilderness areas. The Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 (Public Law No.
101-549) retained and enhanced the park and wilderness protection provisions (e.g., visibility
studies and transport cominissions).

Sections 160-169A of the act established the PSD program to protect the quality of the air in
regions of the United States in which the air
is cleaner than that required by the federal

National Ambient Air Quality Standards. One of the purposes of the PSD program is "to
preserve, protect, and enhance the air quality in
.. national parks, national wilderness areas, na-
Under the PSD provisions, Congress devel- tional menuments, national seashores, and other

oped a classification approach for controlling areas of special national or regional natural,
. . . s recreational, scenic, or historic value.”

the increase of air pollution in those areas of

the country with air quality better than the
National Ambient Air Quality Standards.
Class I areas are afforded the greatest degree of air quality protection. Very little deterioration
of air quality is allowed in these areas. Moderate deterioration, associated with well-managed
industrial growth, is allowed in class I1 areas, while more deterioration is allowed in class III
areas. In no case, however, may pollution concentrations violate any of the National Ambient
Air Quality Standards. -

Congress designated certain areas as mandatory classI. This designation precludesreclassifying
these areas to a less protective category.

The 1990 amendments clarified that class I area boundaries are to conform to boundary changes
in the underlying park or wilderness area. The national park system includes 48 mandatory class
I areas, and the national wildlife refuge system contains 21 mandatory class I areas.
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Mandatory class | areas
include the following
areas that were in exis-
fence as of August 7,
1977

1. international parks

2. national wilderness
areas and national
memorial parks in ex-
cess of 2,024 ha
{5,000 acres)

3, nationat parks in ex-
cess of 2,428 ha

NPS-administered class
areas are shown on a
map in Appendix A, and
FWS-administered class
I areas on & map in
Appendix B.

The states and, in some
cases, Indian tribes can
redesignate lands in ac-
cordance with section
164 of the Clean Air Act.
Certain class II areas,

6,000 acres;
( ) however, may not be

redesignated to class III.
These class IT "floor" ar-
eas include national
wildlife refuges, wild
and scenic rivers, lakeshores and seashores in excess of
4,047 ha (10,000 acres), and newly established national
parks and wilderness areas in excess of 4,047 ha (10,000
acres). As with class I areas, the 1990 amendments
clarify that the boundaries of class II floor areas are to
conform to the boundaries of the underlying areas. All
other clean air areas of the country were initially desig-
nated by the Clean Air Act as class II, and can be
redesignated as either class I or class JII.

(42 USC 7472)

Section 164(d) required the federal land manager to
review all national monuments, primitive areas, and pre-
serves, and to recommend for redesignation to class I
any appropriate class II areas possessing air quality-
related values as important attributes. The recommen-
dations, with supporting analyses, were provided to
Congress and the affect-
ed states and Indian
tribes with authority for
redesignation. These
recommendations, pub-
lished in the June 25,
1980, Federal Register
(FR) (45 FR 43002) are
listed in Appendix C.

Air quality-refated values
include visibility, odor,
flora, fauna, and geologi-
cal resources;
archeoclogical, historical,
and other cuitural re-
sources; and sofl and
waier yesources.

Major sources of air pollution that propose to build new,
or significantly modify, existing facilities in areas of the
country with pollutant concentrations below the Na-

' tional Ambient Air Quality Standards (clean air regions)

are subject to certain requirements generally designed
to minimize air quality deterioration. Where emissions
from new or modified facilities may affect class I areas,
set aside by Congress for theijr pristine air quality or
other natural, scenic, recreational, or historic values
potentially vulnerable to air pollution, the act imposes
special requirements to ensure that the new and existing
pollution will not adversely affect such areas. In addi-
tion, Congress gave the federal land manager, and the
NPS park superintendent or FWS refuge manager who
is charged with direct responsibility for managing class
I areas, an affirmative responsibility to protect all those
values of an area that may be affected by changes in air
quality. They are also to consider, in consultation with
the permitting authority (the Environmental Protection
Agency or the state), whether a proposed major emitting-
facility will have an adverse impact on such values.

The Clean Air Act establishes several tests for judging
a proposed facility's impact on the clean air regions in
general, and on the class I areas in particular. One such
test is the PSD increment test. PSD increments repre-
sent the small amount of additional pollution that Con-
gress thought, as a general rule, could be allowed in
each classified area (class I, I, or III). Currently, area-
specific increments have been established for particulate
matter, sulfur dioxide, and nitrogen dioxide.

For class II areas, the permitting authority will not grant
a permit if the proposed emissions would cause, or
significantly contribute to, exceeding a class II incre-
ment. All PSD applicants must provide an analysis of
the impairment to visibility, soils, and vegetation that
would occur as a result of the proposed source, as well
as an analysis of commercial, residential, industrial, and
other growth associated with the source.
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For class ] areas no permit will be issued if an increment
would be exceeded, unless the major emitting facility
can convince the permitting authority and the federal
land manager that no adverse impact to air quality-relat-
ed values would occur. Congress realized, however, that
in certain instances, sensitive air quality-related re-
sources could be adversely affected at air pollution
levels below the class I increments, or by pollutants for
which increments do not exist.

Therefore, the act requires a determination of whether
proposed emissions from a proposed major emitting
facility would have an adverse impact on the air quality-
related values, including visibility, of a class I area. If
the federal land manager demonstrates to the satisfac-
tion of the permitting authority that proposed emissions
would adversely affect the air quality-related values of
a class I area, even though the proposed facility would
not cause or contribute to pollutant concentrations that
exceed the class I increments, then the permitting
authority may not autho-
rize the proposed project.

The adverse impact test
is critical for proposed
facilities with the poten-
tial to affect a class |

Congress also deter-
mined that visibility in
mandatory class I areas
required additional pro-
tective regulations. Sec-
tion 169A sets, as a national goal, preventing of any
future, and remedying of any existing, man-made
visibility impairment in mandatory class I areas. The
actrequires that reasonable progress be made toward the
national goal. In accordance with section 169A, the
Environmental Protéction Agency promulgated visibility
regulations on December 2, 1980 (40 Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR) 51 subpart P) that require those
states with mandatory class I areas to submit implemen-
tation plansthat ensure preventing of future and remedy-
ing of existing visibility impairment. All mandatory
class I areas where visibility is an important value were
identified in the November 30, 1979, Federal Register
(44 FR 69122). The list includes all NPS and FWS class
I areas.

area,

To remedy existing visibility impairment, Congress
mandated states to establish regulations requiring,
among other things, major stationary sources that were

Preventing future impair-
ments is to be accom-
plished, in a large mea-
sure, through the new
source pemmit review
process.

\'.

in existence for 15 years or less on August 7, 1977, be (

retrofitted with controls representing the best available

retrofit technology, if those sources cause or contribute
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to impairing visibility in a mandatory class I area. This
emission limitation is to be established on a case-by-
case basis, taking into account such considerations as
_ available technology and the costs of compliance.

Organic and Wilderness Acts

In addition to the Clean Air Act of 1970, the National
Park Service Organic Act of 1916 (16 USC 1, ef seq.)
and the Wilderness Act of 1964 (16 USC 1131, et seq.)
guide the protection of park and wilderness areas. The
general mandates of the Organic Act state that the
National Park Service will

promote and regulate the use of . . . national parks
... by such means and measures as conform to
the fundamental purpose of the said parks, . . .
which purpose is to conserve the scenery and the
natural and historic objects and wildlife therein
and to provide for the enjoyment of the same in
such manner and by such means as will leave them

unimpaired for the enjoyment of future generations
(16 USC 1).
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The 1978 amendments to the Organic Act further clarify
the importance Congress placed on protecting park
resources, as follows:

The authorization of activities shall be construed
and the protection, management, and adminis-
tration of these areas shal]l be conducted in light of
the high public value and integrity of the National
Park System and shall not be exercised in deroga-
tion of the values and purposes for which these
various areas have been established, except as may
have been or shall be directly and specifically
provided by the Congress (16 USC 1a-1),

The Wilderness Act defines wilderness as

an area where the earth and its community of life
are untrammeled by man, where man himself is a
visitor who does not remain . . . an area of unde-
veloped Federal Land retaining its primeval char-
acter and influence . . . which is protected and
managed so as to preserve its natural conditions
(16 USC 1131(c)).

The Wilderness Act also states that wilderness areas will
be devoted to the public purposes of recreational, scenic,
scientific, educational, conservation, and historical use.
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Role of Federal Land Manager
in PSD Permit Review Process

Background

As indicated previously, the federal land manager and NPS park superintendent and FWS refuge manager have an
affirmative responsibility under section 165 of the Clean Air Act to protect the air quality-related values of class I
areas. One process used to meet this responsibility is reviewing permit applications for new and modified sources
that may impact class I lands. The FLM role in the PSD permit
review process and the information that the federal land manager
requires to review the permit application are discussed in this The primary regulations that affect new major
section. sources and major modifications are the

Prevention of Significant Deterloration regulations
(40 CFR 52.21).

Federal Land Manager Notification

General

Section 165 of the act requires the Environmental Protection Agency or the state permitting authority to notify the
federal land manager if emissions from a proposed project may impact a class I area. This notification includes the
applicant's PSD application, which allows the federal land manager to review the application concurrently with the
permitting authority. The Environmental Protection Agency provided guidance on FLM notification as follows.

Generally, the permitting authority should notify the federal land manager of all major facilities proposing to locate
within 100 km (62 miles) of a class I area. In addition, the permitting authority should notify the federal land
manager of very large sources proposing to locate at distances greater than 100 km (62 miles). These sources also
may affect class I increments or the air quality-related values of a class I area due to the quantity or type of air
emissions or the presence of certain meteorological conditions.
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To minimize delays in
the PSD permit review
process, the federal land
manager also encourages
preapplication meetings
with states and permit
applicants to discuss air
quality concerns for a
specific class I area in
question. Given prelimi-

The federal land man-
ager may request
notification of major
sources beyond 100 km
{62 miles) in special
circumstances (e.g.,
when increments are
exceeded, or adverss
impacts have been docu-
mented, or when
resources are known fo
be sensitive).

on visibility in a class I
area. The permitting au-
thority should also notify
the federal land manager
within 30 days of receipt
of any advance notifica-
tion of any such permit
application.

Additional procedural

The federal fand man-
ager must be notified in
writing within 30 days of
receiving the permit
application and at least
80 days before any
public hearing on the
application.

nary information, such as
the source’s location and
the types and quantity of projected air emissions, the
federal land manager can discuss specific air quality-
related values for an area and advise the applicant as to
the level of analysis needed to assess potential impacts
on these resources.

The permitting authority should forward PSD applica-
tions to the federal land manager for review and analysis
as soon as possible after receipt. For national park
system areas, the application should be sent to the
National Park Service, Air Quality Division, Policy,
Planning and Permit Review Branch, and notice should
be provided to the NPS regional director and park su-
perintendent. If a national wildlife refuge is involved,
the application should be sent to the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, Air Quality Branch, and notice pro-
vided to the FWS regional director and the refuge
manager. Appropriate addresses are given in Appen-
dixes D and E.

Visibility
As required by the visibility protection provision of the

Clean Air Act, additional procedural requirements apply
when a proposed source has the potential to impair

visibility in a class [ area (40 CFR 52.27 (d)). Spe- .

cifically, the permitting authority (a state or the Environ-
mental Protection Agency) must, upon receiving a
permit application for a source that may affect visibility
in any class I area, notify the federal land manager in
writing.

Such notification should include a copy of all informa-
tion relevant to the permit application, including the
proposed source's anticipated impacts

requirements apply if the federal land manager notifies
the permitting authority of a finding that the proposed
source may adversely impact visibility in a class [ area,
or may adversely impact visibility in an integral (scenic)

vista which may have
been identified by a state
for a class [ area. If the
permitting authority
agrees with the federal
land manager's finding

that visibility in a class I

area may be adversely
affected, the permit may

If the permilting authority
does not agree with the
federal fand manager's
finding, in the pubtic
hearing notice for the
project, the pemmitting
authority must either
explain its decision or
indicate where the expla-

not be issued. However, nation can be abtained.

if the permitting authori-
ty agrees with the federal
land manager's adverse impact finding regarding inte-
gral vistas, the permitting authority may still issue a
permit if the emissions from the source are consistent
with reasonable progress toward the national goal of
preventing or remedying visibility impairment. In
making this decision, the permitting authority may take
into account the costs of compliance, the time needed
for compliance, the energy and non-air quality environ-
mental impacts of compliance, and the useful life of the
source.

Generally, the federal land manager will make a prelimi-
nary determination regarding possible adverse visibility
impacts within 30 days of receipt of all relevant infor-
mation. The permitting authority should consult with
the federal land manager on the completeness of a
permit application, and to officially notify the federal
land manager as soon as the application is considered
complete.
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Federal Land Manager
Review of Applications

If the most stringent technology is eliminated in this
fashion, then the next most stringent alternative is
considered, and so on. Permit applicants should refer to
chapter B of the EPA New Source Review Workshop

The FLM review of a PSD application for a proposed
project that may impact an NPS or FWS class I area
consists of three main analyses:

I. abestavailable controltechnology (BACT) analysis
to ensure that the emission incrcases from the
proposed project are minimized

2. an air quality analysis to ensure that the pollutant
levels do not exceed ambient air quality standards
and PSD increments

3. an air quality-related values analysis to ensure that
the class I area values (i.e., visibility, flora, fauna,
etc.) are not adversely affected by the proposed
emissions

Each of these analyses is described in detail.

Best Available Control
Technology Analysis

The applicant should
conduct the BACT anal-
ysis using a top-down
approach. In brief, a top-
down process ranks all
available control
technologies in descend-
ing order of control cant amounts.
effectiveness. The appli- S —
cant first examines the

most effective, or top, alternative. That alternative is
established as the best available control technology
unless the applicant demonstrates, and the permitting
authority agrees, that technical considerations, or
energy, environmental, or economic impacts justify a
conclusion that the most stringent technology is not
achievable in that case.

The permit applicant
must perform a
case-by-case BACT
analysis that considers
environmental, energy,
and economit impacts
for each regulated pol-
lutant emitted in signifi-

Manual for a detailed discussion of the top-down policy.

Note: The Environmental Protection Agency Is reviewing
its top-down policy, and this policy may be revised,
However, regardless of the outcome of this review, permit
applicants should carefully evaluate all air pollution control
options more efficient than that proposed as the best avail-
able control technolagy in their BACT analysis.

The federal land manager reviews the applicant's BACT
analysis to determine if the best available pollution con-
trol technology is being proposed, thereby minimizing
the proposed emission increases and their corresponding
impact on a class I area in question. If the federal land
manager disagrees with the applicant's BACT analysis,
technical comments are submitted to the permitting
authority who has the ultimate responsibility to make
the BACT determination and issue the permit.

The environmental impacts analysis is not to be con-
fused with the air quality impact analysis discussed
later. The environmental impacts analysis of the BACT
review should concentrate on impacts other than ambi-
ent air quality impacts of the regulated pollutant in
question, such as solid or hazardous waste generation,
discharges of polluted water from a control device,
visibility impacts, or emissions of unregulated pollut-
ants, Thus, the fact that a given control alternative
would result in only a slight improvement in ambient
concentrations of the pollutant in question when com-
pared to a less stringent control alternative should not be
viewed as a basis for rejecting the more stringent control
alternative.

Regarding the economic impact analysis, given the
special protection class I areas are afforded under the
Clean Air Act, the federal land manager believes that the
need to minimize potential impacts on a class I area
should be amajor consideration in the BACT determina-
tion for a project proposed near such an area. Therefore,
if a source proposes
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to locate near a class I
area, additional costs to
minimize impacts on
sensitive class 1
resources may be
warranted, even though
such costs may be con-

If 2 permit applicant
wantis to locate a source
near a class | area, the
federai land manager
contends that the appli-
cant should be expected
{o do more to reduce
emissions than an appli-

. : cant proposing to locate
sld.ere.d economically alsewhere.
unjustified under other -

circumstances.

Air Quality Analysis

General. The permit applicant must also perform an
air quality analysis for each pollutant subject to PSD
review. This analysis should show the contribution of
the proposed emissions to the total PSD increment con-
sumption and to the existing ambient pollution levels in
a class I park or refuge. Because proposed sources are
not yet operating, the air quality analysis must rely on
mathematical dispersion models to estimate the air
quality impact of the proposed emissions.

The applicant should base the air quality review on ap-
proved models and procedures as specified in 40 CFR
52.21(1) (Guideline on Air Quality Models, revised July
1986, Environmental Protection Agency 1986). All
assumptions for the analysis should be explicitly stated,
and sufficient information on modeling input should be
furnished so that the National Park Service can validate
and duplicate the model analysis.

The model must make maximum use of meteorological
data as specified in the referenced Guideline on Air
Quality Models. If analysis indicates that proposed
emissions would cause, or significantly contribute to
exceeding class I increments, the applicant may

1. apply better control technology; downsize, change
emission-producing processes, or relocate the
source; or obtain emission offsets such that the
source (in conjunction with offsets) no longer
contributes to increment exceedance

or

10

2. demonstrate to the federal land manager that the
estimated concentrations will not have an adverse
impact on air quality-related values.

Only option 1 is available to appiicants if the proposed
emissions would cause or contribute to exceeding a class I

increment,

The applicant may discuss the air quality analysis meth-
odology with the National Park Service, Air Quality
Division, before performing the analysis to ensure that
the dispersion model and meteorological data base
chosen for the analysis will adequately predict the
impact on a class I area and its values.

Misuse of Significant
Impact Levels. In
instances where cumula-
tive impact analyses are
lacking, permit appli-
cants do not perform an
analysis of the proposed
source, plus all other PSD increment-consuming and
background sources. The applicants often incorrectly
claim that the proposed project would result in insignifi-
cant impacts, and therefore, no further analysis is
required. Pemmit applicants generally cite two refer-
ences to significant levels.

One common probiem
with air quality analyses
submitted for FLM review
is the lack of cumulative
impact anaiyses.

The first reference is the term "significant" as defined in
the PSD regulations (40 CFR 52.21(b)(23)) and used in
pollutant-specific PSD applicability determinations. A
PSD review applies to new major stationary sources and
major modifications to existing major stationary sources
(40 CFR 52.21). A major modification is defined as any
physical change or change in the method of operation of
a major stationary source that would result in a signifi-
cant net emissions increase of any pollutant subject to
regulation under the Clean Air Act. The Environmental
Protection Agency establishes significant emission rates
individually for each regulated pollutant (40 CFR
52.21(b)(23)(i)).
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Consistent with the special emphasis Congress has
placed on class I areas in developing amendments to the
Clean Air Act, more stringent criteria apply to modifica-
tions at major stationary sources located near class I
areas. Any net emission increase of a regulated pol-
lutant at a major stationary source that is located within
10 km (6.2 miles) of a class I area must be examined for
impacts with an air quality modeling analysis. If the
maximum predicted impact on the class I area exceeds
1 microgram per cubic meter (pg/m®) on a 24-hr basis,
the emissions increase is considered significant and
constitutes a major modification subject to PSD review
(40 CFR 52.21(b)(23)(iii)).

This level is used to
determine if a proposed
modification at a source
located within 10 km
(6.2 miles) of a class I
area is major, and there-
fore, subject to PSD re-
view. This level should not be used to determine
whether air quality impacts in class I areas are signifi-
cant. Once a source is determined to be subject to PSD
review, the federal land manager's responsibility is to
determine if the proposed project would significantly
impact a class I area. This determination is made on a
case-specific basis, whereby the federal land manager
may consider the existing air quality conditions, the
sensitivity of the resources, and other relevant data.

The second reference to significance levels is discussed
in the preamble to the Environmental Protection Agency
PSD regulations (June 19, 1978), in terms of impacts to
air quality (43 FR 26398 (1978)). In performing disper-
sion modeling analyses, the Environmental Protection
Agency provides permit applicants with guidance in
using the dispersion models. Generally, for PSD
analyses in class II areas, the Environmental Protection
Agency limits the application of air quality modelsto a
downwind distance of 50 km (31 miles) due to limita-
tions of the methods used to establish commonly used
dispersion parameters. Also, since the air quality impact
of many sources decreases rapidly with distance away
from the sources, the Environmental Protection Agency
usually extends the analysis of impacts of a source only
to the point where the concentrations from the source
fall below certain class I1 area significant impact levels.
For example, the sulfur dioxide significance levels are

This 1 yg/m?® significance
level is to be uséd only

for PSD applicability
determination purposes.

25, 5, and 1 pg/m® for the 3-hr, 24-hr, and annual
averaging times, respectively.

Oftentimes, permit appli-
cants use the 1978
significance levels as a
screening tool to deter-
mine the level of detail
necessary in the air qual-
ity analysis. They ne-
glect the agency's caution
that this approach does
not apply when a pro-
posed source could be
reasonably expected to
impact a class I area, For
example, in non-class I situations, the significance levels
are used to define the impact area of the proposed
source. Accordingly, the impact area of a source is
established by a circular area whose radius is equal to
the greatest distance from the source to which approved
dispersion modeling shows the proposed emissions will
be at the significance levels. The permit applicant
would then perform a cumulative modeling analysis that
includes all air pollution sources affecting air quality in
the impact arca. Based on EPA guidance, if a proposed
source is found to have no impact area (i.e., dispersion
modeling demonstrates that proposed emissions will not
exceed the referenced significance levels), further air
quality analysis of that pollutant will generally not be
required.

The Environmental
Protection Agency
added, "since the 1977
amendments to the
Clean Air Act provided
special concetn for class
| areas, any reasonably
expected Impacts for
these areas must be can-
sidered irrespective of
the 50 km model limita-
tion or the above sig-
nificance levels.”

In the case of a class I area, however, an ajr quality
analysis should be performed for each pollutant subject
to review irrespective of the significance levels. This
analysis should be cumulative, considering pollutant
concentrations present in the class I area, the pollution
contribution of sources permitted but not yet operating,
and the concentration of pollutants contributed by the
proposed source and any associated secondary growth.
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The Environmental Protection Agency further clarified
the use of significant impact levels in a September 10,
1991, policy memorandum from John Calcagni, Director
of Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Air
Quality Planning and Standards, Air Quality Manage-
ment Division, to Thomas J. Maslany, Director of
Environmental Protection Region III, Air, Radiation,
and Toxics Division. Furthermore, although Mr.
Calcagni's memorandum allows the state of Virginia to
use alternative significant impact levels for class I incre-
ment analyses on a case-by-case basis, the memorandum
prohibits their use for determining whether a source
should conduct an adverse impact analysis for any air
quality-related value in a class I area, or whether a
source would have an adverse impact on a value.

Mr. Calcagni makes it clear thadt the significant impact
[svels that the agency established for use in some cases
{e.g., sulfur dioxide 24-hr impact of 5 pg/m®) were never
intended to be used for evaluating impacts on the class |
increments or values.

Mr. Calcagni concludes by stating, "a determination
concerning the need for a full assessment of an air
quality-related value is made by the Federal Land
Manager based on an analysis of the proposed source's
(and other cumulative) potential impacts on a value for
that particular class I area. This analysis is independent
of the inquiry into whether a proposed source would
have a significant impact on any applicable class I
increment."

The problem with using predetermined significant
impact levels, from a resource impact standpoint, is
discussed in detail later in the Air Quality-related
Values Analysis section. However, the following
discussion illustrates the problem with the misuse of
these levels from a class I increment consumption per-
spective.

The class I 24-hr and 3-hr sulfur dioxide increments are
5 and 25 pg/m?, respectively. As indicated previously,
the 24-hr and 3-hr significance levels cited in the
preamble to the 1978 PSD regulations are also 5 and 25
ug/m’. Using significant levels that are equivalent to the
respective class I increments makes little sense. Using
these significance levels for class I areas would allow

12

two insignificant sources, each contributing 4.99 ug/m’
(24-hr average), to cause concentrations nearly double
the allowable class I increment, and yet both would be
exempt from a detailed increment analysis.

Similarly, a source contributing 0.99 pg/m® (24-hr
average) at a class I area would consume nearly 20% of
the class I increment, but still would be less than the 1
pg/m?® significant value cited in 40 CFR
52.21(b)(23)(iii), and would be exempt from detailed
review, Applying the 5 pg/m?® or the 1 pg/m® signifi-
cance levels in these instances would preclude a cumu-
lative impact analysis from being required, in essence,
allowing potential class I increment violations. Using
these levels would also preclude the federal land
manager from making an informed decision regarding
the potential impacts on a class I area resources. In
addition, using a 24-hr significance level to determine
the need for cumulative analyses may allow increment
exceedances for the 3-hr or annual averaging times. In
other words, the proposed source claiming to be insig-

nificant (i.e., misapplying the 1 pg/m? criteria) for the -

24-hr averaging time could cause or contribute to incre-
ment violations for the 3-hr or annual averaging times.

In technical review com-
ments to the permitting
authority, the federal
land manager points out
this misuse of significa-
nce levels and requests
that applicants perform
both cumulative incre-
ment and ambient analy-
ses to assess the total im-
pacts on class I air quality. The federal land manager is
considering a size and distance screening criteria for
class I analysis. In the meantime, permit applicants
should be aware of this problem, and to minimize
potential delays in the permit review process should
consult with the federal land manager to determine the
need for, and extent of, detailed cumulative air quality
impact analyses.

Some applicants and
state permitting agencies
have misinterpreted the
EPA guidance, and have
used either of the signifi-
cance criterion even
though a source is pro-
posing to focate near a
class | area.
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Modeling Distance Cnteria. Regarding the dis-
tance limitation for using dispersion models in assessing
classI area impacts, as referenced previously, although
the Environmental Protection Agency limits the applic-
ation of air quality models listed in the Guideline on Air
Quality Models, Appendix A, to a downwind distance of
50 km (31 miles) in non-class I situations, any reason-
ably expected impacts for class I areas must be consid-
ered irrespective of the 50-km model limitation. Never-
theless, some state permitting agencies and permit appli-
cants limit class I analyses to sources located within 100
km (62 miles) of a class I area.

The pessibility of impacts from seurces located more than
100 km from a class | area has ong been recognized in
EPA guidancs, and limiting analysis to an area within 100
km is inconsistent with this guidance,

For example, in the March 19, 1979, guidance memo-
randum regarding federal land manager notification of
pending permit applications for major new sources, the
Environmental Protection Agency states that

notice should be provided [to the federal land
manager] for any facility which will be located
within 100 km of a Class I area. Very large
sources, however, may be expected to affect air

- quality related values at distances greater than
100 kilometers. The appropriate Federal Land
Manager should be notified if such impacts are
expected on a case-by-case basis.

If the Environmental Protection Agency intended that
the federal land manager be notified of certain projects
located more than 100 km from a class I area, the poten-
tial] impacts of these sources are to be assessed (i.e.,
modeled). In fact, the EPA Guideline on dir Quality
Models also acknowledges the potential for impacts
from more distant sources and indicates that the federal
land manager should be consulted regarding the selec-
tion of an appropriate model to use in the analysis.
Section 7.2.6. states in part that

section 165(e) of the Clean Air Act requires that
suspected significant impacts on PSD class I
areas be determined. However, the useful dis-
tance fo which most Gaussian models are con-
sidered accurate for setting emission limits is 50
km. Since in many cases class I areas may be
threatened at distances greater than 50 km from
sources, some procedure is needed to (1) deter-
mine if a significant impact will occur, and (2)
identify the model to be used in setting an emis-
sion limit if the class I increments are threatened
(models for this purpose should be approved for
use on a case-by-case basis as required in Sec-
tion 3.2). This procedure and the models
selected for use should be determined in con-
sultation with the EPA Regional Office and
the appropriate federal land manager (em-
phasis added).

The notification and corsultation requirements are
consistent with, and incorporated into, the EPA New
Source Review Workshop Manual, which has been
widely disseminated to permitting agencies. This recent
guidance supports modeling of major sources beyond
100 km, as indicated on page E.16 of the manual:

Also, if a major source proposing to locate at a
distance greater than 100 km is of such size that
the reviewing agency or the federal land
manager is concerned about potential emission
impacts on a class I area, the reviewing agency
can require the applicant to perform an analysis
of the source's potential emissions impact on the
class Iarea. This is because certain meteorolog-
ical conditions, or the quantity, or type of air
emissions from large sources locating further
than 100 km, may cause adverse impacts on a
class I area. A reviewing agency should not
exclude a major new source or major modifica-
tion from performing an analysis of the potential
impacts if the federal land manager identifies
some reason to believe that the source would
affect a class I area.
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The Environmental Protection Agency further clarified
its guidance regarding class I area modeling in an
October 19, 1992, policy memorandum from John S.
Seitz, Director, Office of Air Quality Planning and
Standards. Mr. Seitz states that "the Agency's position
is that generally a 100 kilometer range is an acceptable
modeling domain. However, impacts from large sources
located at distances greater than 100 kilometers need to
be considered when such impacts reasonably could
affect the outcome of the Class I analysis." Mr. Seitz
concludes that "circumstances may warrant consider-
ation of other sources (initially using various screening
techniques) which are located more than 100 kilometers
from a Class I area. . . ." and the modeling protocols
should be "determined on a case-by-case basis in
consultation with the appropriate EPA Regional office
and Federal Land Manager" (emphasis added).

Therefore, the federal land manager recommends that
the analysis of increment consumption and impacts on
air quality-related values not be limited to 100 km, but
should include all increment-consuming sources and
other large sources that could impact the class I area. In
fact, such analysis is required by section 165(d}2){(c)(i)
of the Clean Air Act.

The federal land manager, on a case-by-case basis, may
recommend that the applicant perform a refined mod-
eling analysis using a long-range transport model. The
use of long-range transport models requires the approval
of the EPA regional office. Advances in the science of
long-range transport modeling continue to resuit in more
refined models being developed.

In appropriate cases, the federal land manager and the
Environmental Protection Agency will recommend
using these more refined long-range transport models to
assess impacts beyond 50 km. The applicant should
consult with the federal land manager before using a
long-range transport model.

14

Air Quality-related Values Analysis

General. Air quality-
related values (AQRV)
are generally expressed
in broad terms. The
impacts. of increased
pollutant levels on some
air quality-related values
may be assessed by mea-
suring specific param-
eters that reflect the sta-
tus of these values. For
instance, the projected impact on the presence and
vitality of certain species of plants or animals may
indicate the potential impact of pollutants on air quality-
related values associated with species diversity, or with
possible impacts on certain endangered species. Simi-
larly, a value associated with water quality may be mea-
sured by the pH or acid neutralizing capacity of a water
body, or by the level of certain nutrients in the water.
The air quality-related values of various class I areas
may differ, depending on the purposes and characteris-
t‘ . . : .
which a pollutant adversely impacts a value may vary
among class [ areas.

In addition to the control
technology and air qual-
ity analyses discussed in
the previous sections,
the federal land
manager's review of a
PSD application includes
an analysis of potential
effects to class ! area air
quality-related values.

MJ

When evaluating the effects of air emissions from a pro-
posed source on a class | area's air quality-related values,
the federal land manager is not concerned solely with the
proposed project's estimated air quality impact, but rather
with the total pollutant concentration the air quality-related
values will experience.

A cumulative air quality analysis in which the proposed
source and any recently permitted (but not yet operating)
sources in the area are modeled is an important part of
any AQRV analysis. This total modeled concentration
is then added to measured ambient levels in order to
assess the effect of the anticipated ambient concentra-
tions on air quality-related values. Without such an
analysis, the total pollutant level to which the air
quality-related values would be exposed cannot be
esti-
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mated, and the federal land manager cannot make an in-
formed decision regarding potential impacts on the class
I area resources. As required by law, the federal land
manager's responsibility is to conserve and protect the
resources for present and future generations.

Effects Versus Significant Impact Levels.
Frequently the AQRYV analysis, which an applicant must
prepare, lacks a cumulative analysis. As with the air
quality analysis, applicants often use the EPA signifi-
cance levels, discussed in the previous section, as guid-
ance for assessing air quality impacts to air quality-
related values. If the proposed emissions alone result in
estimated concentrations below the EPA significance
levels, applicants often conclude the proposed emissions
will have an insignificant impact on class I area air
quality-related values, and a cumulative modeling
analysis is not performed. Again, this is misinterpreting
the EPA guidance
regarding significance
levels.

The Environmental
Protection Agency did
not intend using signifi-
cance levels for sources
locating near class |
areas to be the only
criterion in reaching this
conclusion, and they
deferred to the federal
tand manager {o deter-
mine the need for a full
assessment of impacts
on air guality-refated
values,

Using the EPA signifi-
cance levels, in an abso-
lute sense, does not pro-
vide the assurance the
federal land manager
needs to be convinced
that a particular class I
area will be adequately
protected. Therefore, an
applicant should not con-
clude that just because an
impact is less than the significant impact level for class
I increments, that such an impact is insignificant with
respect to effects on air quality-related values, How-
ever, the federal land manager believes the converse to
be true. In other words, if an impact is considered
significant with respect to a class I increment, it seems
reasonable to conclude that such an impact is also
significant with respect to effects on air quality-related
values, especially in the case where air quality-related
values are being adversely impacted by current air
pollution levels (e.g., at Shenandoah and Great Smoky
Mountains national parks).

The federal land manager's assessment of potential

effects on air quality-related values considers the sen-

sitivities of specific air quality-related values found in a
class I area and the existing air pollution effects on these
resources. Consequently, significance levels may differ
depending on the conditions that currently exist at a
particular class I area. If the threshold concentration for
effects on sensitive class I area resources is being ap-
proached, a significant impact could possibly occur at
concentrations below the EPA significance levels. Once
the effects threshold is actually reached, any increase in
class I area pollutant concentrations may be significant.

For example, the federal land manager has expressed
concern that visibility, aquatic, and terrestrial resources
at Shenandoah National Park, a class I area in Virginia,
are currently being adversely impacted by air pollution
(September 18, 1990, Federal Register, 55 FR 38403).
The federal land manager also is concerned that the
effects of additional emissions proposed for the area
would contribute to, and exacerbate, the existing adverse
effects and are, therefore, unacceptable. Consequently,
the federal land manager recommended that no new
major emission sources be permitted near Shenandoah
National Park unless such sources would be assured of
not contributing to the adverse impacts. The federal
land manager expressed similar concerns about Great
Smoky Mountains National Park, a class I area in
Tennessee and North Carolina (February 5, 1992,
Federal Register, 57 FR 4465).

As another example, because of the relatively high
sulfur dioxide concentrations estimated at Theodore
Roosevelt National Park, and the specific air quality-
related values found at the park that are known to be
sensitive to sulfur dioxide (e.g., lichens), the North
Dakota State Department of Health and the federal land
manager agreed that the 24-hr significance level for

- sulfur dioxide should be 0.2 pg/m? for proposed projects

impacting the park. Pollutant concentrations at the park
were below the effects threshold for lichens. As condi-
tions change, based on scientific data, the significant
impact level for Theodore Roosevelt National Park may
even be lower for future applications.
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Significance levels for air quality-related values must be
based on scientific data on a case-by-case basis to reflect
the particular facts and current knowledge in each
situation over time. Therefore, the federal land manager
recommends that permit applicants proposing to con-
struct facilities that could potentially impact a class I
area consult with the federal land manager to determine
the specific sensitivities of air quality-related values and
the requirements of the cumulative impact analysis in
their PSD application.

Effects Versus Secondary National Ambient
Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). Some appli-
cants claim that a proposed source would not cause any
adverse impacts on class I resources because emissions
from the project would not cause or contribute to a
violation of the secondary National Ambient Air Quality
Standards that have been established to protect public
welfare. Such a statement by the applicant is not
acceptable. In fact, an express purpose of the PSD
regulations is to protect public welfare from any actual
or potential adverse effects, notwithstanding attainment
and maintenance of all National Ambient Air Quality
Standards.

The reasons for this distinction are clear. The NAAQS-
setting process does not necessarily focus on the types
of diversity of vegetation set aside for protection in
national park areas or wildlife refuges. The secondary
National Ambient Air Quality Standards are typically
based primarily on effects on cash crops, such as wheat
and tobacco, rather than sensitive park or refuge soils or
vegetation. In addition, the secondary National Ambient
Air Quality Standards are national levels that protect
againsteffects from multiple and diverse sources. These
standards donot necessarily provide adequate protection
for sensitive species found in only certain areas of the
country, and they do not address deposition effects or
synergistic effects of multiple pollutants. Similarly, the
secondary National Ambient Air Quality Standards do
not adequately protect visibility, which is an important
air quality-related value in most class I areas. In areas
that are relatively pristine, small increases in pollutant
concentrations can cause significant visibility degra-
dation. For example, a 1 pg/m?® addition of fine particu-
late matter in a clear atmosphere may reduce visual
range by 30%. Therefore, as research continues to con-
firm, instances exist where adverse effects to air quality-

16

(

related values can occur at levels below the secondary
National Ambient Air Quality Standards.

A summary of the literature on the relevant air pofution
effects for ozone, nitrogen oxide, and acidifying nitrates
and sulfates Is provided in the technical support document
for the FLM adverse impact determination for Great Smoky
Mountains National Park (U.8. Department of the Interior,
National Park Service 1992, unpublished report). This
document is accessible through the EPA new source re-
view electronic bulletin board, or from the Air Quality Divi-
sion. '

Effects on Visibility. Regarding the visibility analy-
sis, the federal land manager recommends that the appli-
cant first use the VISCREEN model as recommended in
the EPA Workbook for Plume Visual Impact Screening
and Analysis (Environmental Protection Agency 1988),
rather than the EPA original 1980 Visibility Workbook.
To satisfy specific FLM needs with respect to impacts
on the visual resources of NPS and FWS lands, the
permit applicant should consider the following guidance (
in the visibility impact demonstration.

The federal land manager has consulted with the
Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Air Quality
Planning and Standards,

regarding the background -
visual range values in-
cluded inthe VISCREEN
model. Where available,
these more appropriate
values should be used in
the analysis, which
should also address the
seasonal variability in
background visibility.
The National Park
Service is very
concerned about protecting the best visibility days from
degradation because those days are the most sensitive to
impairment (i.e., visibility is more rapidly and per-
ceptibly affected if the atmosphere is initially "clean™).
This policy is supported by the national visibility goal of
preventing any future and remedying any existing ,
visibility impairment. Therefore, the federal land man- (
ager has been recommending that permit applicants use

the top 10% background visual range values. The
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vice now has site-specific
data for many class !
areas which, in some
cases, (e.g., Colorado
Plateau, Great Basin}
indicate greater back-
ground visuad range
values than those cited in
the 1988 workbook.




National Park Service is working with the Environmen-
tal Protection Agency to document this approach in a
revised VISCREEN manual.

To assist the applicant in performing these additional im-

pact analyses, the National Park Service will provide the
applicant, within 60 days of the applicant's request, a list of
sensitive resources in the potentially impacted class  area,

If the permit applicant fails the VISCREEN visibility
analyses, the applicant should then perform a more
sophisticated visibility analysis using the EPAPLUVUE
Il model. The National Park Service is available to
discuss the use of the VISCREEN and PLUVUE 11
models.

The National Park Service also recommends that appli-
cants consider visibility impacts on scenic views from
class I areas as part of the visibility analysis. Applicants
should be aware of state requirements for analysis of
impacts on integral vistas which, at a minimum, in-
cludes vistas that have been appropriately identified by
the federal land manager. These analyses should be in
accordance with the regulations published in the De-
cember 2, 1980, Federal Register. Pictorial presentation
of the results using photographs, computer simulations,
or artist's conceptions would be beneficial.

Regional haze is a prob-
lem that impairs visibil-
ity in many class I parks
and refuges, Preliminary
existing regional haze work on methods for as-
l fovels. sessing single-source

impacts on regional haze

has been conducted, and
the federal land manager is willing to provide guidance
to permit applicants on conducting acceptable haze
impact analyses.

n addition to potential
plume impacts, potential
exists for proposed
sources to contribute to

In summary, a complete permit application should
include a thorough AQRYV analysis, including analysis
of the impacts on visibility, soils, water, odor, flora, and
fauna, that would occur as a result of the source or
modification, in conjunction with all other emission
sources affecting an area. Also, an air quality impact
analysis is required to predict the effects of general
commercial, residential, industrial, and other growth
associated with the source or modification.

The applicant should submit the request to the National
Park Service, Air Quality Diviston.

M

Ambient Air Quality
and Air Quality-related
Values Monitoring
Requirements

A complete permit application must also contain repre-
sentative ambient air monitoring data. In general, at
least one year of data is required. For projects located
in the proximity of NPS or FWS class I areas, the
National Park Service, Air Quality Division, should be
contacted to facilitate installing monitoring equipment
in the class I areas. The Air Quality Division initiates
most air monitoring studies in the national parks, with
the cooperation of the appropriate NPS regional office
and park superintendent. The division will also coor-
dinate monitoring efforts with the appropriate FWS
authorities, if applicable. The National Park Service
currently conducts monitoring in each of its 48 class I
parks, and these data may be appropriate for using in
permit applications. A summary of the NPS air quality
monitoring activities is included in Appendix F. The
NPS-collected data are in the EPA Aerometric Informa-
tion Retrieval System (AIRS) and can be readily re-
trieved from this system. Contacting the Air Quality
Division can help avoid duplication of effort with
respect to ambient air quality monitoring,.
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In addition to preconstruction ambient monitoring, in
certain instances, permit applicants may have to conduct
pre- or postconstruction visibility or biological effects
monitoring or studies. Permit applicants should consult
with the federal land manager regarding the need for
additional AQRV monitoring or studies.

Adverse Impact
Considerations

The legislative history of the Clean Air Act provides
direction to the federal land manager on how to comply
with the affirmative responsibility to protect air quality-
related values in class [ areas:

The Federal land manager holds a powerful tool.
He is required to protect Federal lands from
deterioration of an established value, even when
class I numbers are not exceeded. . . . While the
general scope of the Federal Government's
activities in preventing significant deterioration
has been carefully limited, the Federal land
manager should assume an aggressive role in
protecting the air quality values of land areas
under this jurisdiction. . . . In cases of doubt the
land manager should err on the side of protect-
ing the air quality-related values for future
generations (Senate Report No. 95-127, 95th
Congress, 1st Session, 1977).

The assistant secretary for Fish and Wildlife and Parks,
as federal land manager for NPS- and FWS-managed
class I areas , has stated that air pollution effects on
resources in class I areas constitute an unacceptable
adverse impact if such effects

1. diminish the national significance of the area

2. impair the quality of the visitor experience

3. impair the structure and functioning of ecosystems

18

Also, the federal visibility protection regulations (40
CFR 51.300, et seq., 52.27) define adverse impact on
visibility as

visibility impairment which interferes with the
management, protection, preservation or enjoy-
ment of the visitor's visual experience of the
Federal class I area. This determination must be
made on a case-by-case basis taking into account
the geographic extent, intensity, duration, fre-
quency and time of visibility impairment, and how
these factors correlate with: (1) times of visitor use
of the Federal class I area, and (2) the frequency
and timing of natural conditions that reduce
visibility.

... (Id. 51.301(a))

The internal procedures used by the federal land man-
ager for determining adverse impact under section
165(d)2)C)(ii) and (iii) of the Clean Air Act are
presented in Appendix G; see also 47 FR 30223, July 12,
1982. The procedures have been modified in some
cases. Such modifications have been necessary because
the federal land manager often does not have sufficient
time after being notified that a permit application is
complete to publish a Federal Register notice, solicit
and consider comments, and make a final adverse
impact determination. Permitting authorities typically
provide the federal land manager 60 days or less to
submit comments on a complete application. Although
decisions on particular permits are always made on a
case-by-case basis, public comments may be solicited in
advance on a range of issues or recommendations (e.g.,
55 FR 38403, September 18, 1990, and 57 FR 4465,
February 5, 1992).

Factors that are considered in determining whether an
effect is unacceptable, and therefore adverse, include the

projected frequency, magnitude, duration, location, and
reversibility of the impact.
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Appendix A.
NPS Class | Areas
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Appendix B.
FWS Class | Areas
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Appendix C.

Class Il Areas Possessing
Air Quality-related Values
as Important Attributes

Area Name

Glacier Bay National Park and Preserve
Katmai Nationai Park & Preserve
Canyon de Chelly National Monument
*Chiricahua National Monument

Organ Pipe Cactus National Monument
*Saguaro National Monument

Sunset Crater National Monument
Wupatki National Monument

Channel Islands National Park

Death Valley National Monument
*Joshua Tree National Monument
*Lava Beds National Monument

Muir Woods National Monument
*Pinnacles National Monument

*Black Canyon of the Gunnison National Monument

Colorado National Monument

Dinosaur National Monument
*QGreat Sand Dunes National Monument
Big Cypress National Preserve

Biscayne National Park

Fort Jefferson National Monument
*Craters of the Moon National Monument
*Bandelier National Monument

Capulin Volcano National Monument

El Morro National Monument

Gila Cliff Dwellings National Monument
White Sands National Monument

John Day Fossil Beds National Monument
*Badlands National Park

Cedar Breaks National Monument
Natural Bridges National Monument |
Buck Island Reef National Monument
Devil's Tower National Monument
Fossil Butte National Monument

22

State or Territory

AK
AK
AZ
AZ
A7
AZ
AZ
AZ
CA
CA, NV
CA
CA
CA
CA
CA
CO
Co,UT
: Co
FL
FL
FL
ID
NM
NM
NM
NM
NM
OR
SD
uUT
UT
VI
WY
wY
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*Federal wilderness areas already designated class |
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Appendix D.

NPS Permit Notification List

In all cases notify:

Notify regional director at:

Chief, Policy, Planning and Permit Re-

view Branch

National Park Service
Air Quality Division
P.O. Box 25287

Denver, CO 80225-0287

Region

Alaska Regional Office
National Park Service
2525 Gambell Street
Anchorage, AK 99503

Mid-Atlantic Regional Office
National Park Service

143 South Third Street
Philadelphia, PA 19106

Midwest Regional Office
National Park Service
1709 Jackson Street
Omaha, NE 68102

National Capital Regional Office
National Park Service

1100 Ohio Drive, S.W,
Washington, D.C. 20242

State

Alaska

Pennsylvania, Maryland,
West Virginia, Delaware,
Virginia, excluding parks
assigned to National Capital
Region

Ohio, Indiana, Michigan,
Wisconsin, Tilinois,
Minnesota, Iowa, Missouri,
Nebraska, Kansas

District of Columbia, some
units in Maryland, Virginia,
West Virginia
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Region

North Atlantic Regional Office
National Park Service

15 State Street

Boston, MA 02109

Pacific Northwest Regional Office
National Park Service

83 South King Street, Suite 212
Seattle, WA 98104

Rocky Mountain Regional Office
National Park Service

P.O. Box 25287

Denver, CO 80225-0287

Southeast Regional Office
National Park Service

75 Spring Street, S.W.
Atlanta, GA 30303

Southwest Regional Office
National Park Service
P.O.Box 728

Santa Fe, NM 87504

Western Regional Office
National Park Service

- 600 Harrison Street, Suite 600

San Francisco, CA 94107-1372

State

Maine, New Hampshire,
Vermont, Massachusetts,
Rhode Island, Connecticut,
New York, New Jersey

Idaho, Oregon, Washington

Montana, North Dakota,
South Dakota, Wyoming,
Utah, Colorado

Kentucky, Tennessee, North
Carolina, South Carolina,
Mississippi, Alabama,
Georgia, Florida, Puerto
Rico, Virgin Islands

Arkansas, Louisiana, Texas,
Oklahoma, New Mexico,
northeast corner of Arizona

California, Nevada, most of
Arizona, Hawaii
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Notify NPS class |
area supetrintendent at:

Parks

Acadia National Park
P.O.Box 177
Bar Harbor, ME 04609

Arches National Park
P.O. Box 907
Moab, UT 84532

Badlands National Park
P.O.Box 6
Interior, SD 57750

Bandelier National Monument
HCR 1, Box 1, Suite 15
Los Alamos, NM 87544

Big Bend National Park
Big Bend National Park, TX 79834

Black Canyon of the Gunnison
National Monument

P.O.Box 1648

Montrose, CO 81402

Bryce Canyon National Park
Bryce Canyon, UT 84717

Canyonlands National Park
125 West 200 South
Moab, UT 84532

Capitol Reef National Park
Torry, UT 84775

Carlsbad Caverns National Park
3225 National Parks Highway
Carlsbad, NM 88220

Chiricahua National Monument
Dos Cabezas Route, Box 6500
Willcox, AZ 85643

Crater Lake National Park
P.O.Box 7
Crater Lake, OR 97604

Craters of the Moon
National Monument
P.O.Box 29

Arco, ID 83213

Denali National Park and
Preserve

P.O.Box©

McKinley Park, AK 99755

Everglades National Park
P.O.Box 279
Homestead, FL. 33030

Glacier National Park
West Glacier, MT 59936

Grand Canyon National
Park

P.O. Box 129

Grand Canyon, AZ 86023

Grand Teton National Park
P.O. Box 170
Moose, WY 83012

Great Sand Dunes National
Monument

11500 Highway 150
Mosca, CO 81146

Great Smoky Mountains
National Park
Gatlinburg, TN 37738

Guadalupe Mountains Na-
tional Park

HC 60, Box 400

Salt Flat, TX 79847-9400

Haleakaia National Park
P.O. Box 369
Makawao, HI 96768
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Parks

Hawaii Volcanoes National
_ Park, HI 96718

Isle Royale National Park
87 North Ripley Street
Houghton, MI 49931

Joshua Tree National

Monument

74485 National Monument Drive
Twentynine Palms, CA 92277

Kings Canyon National Park
c/o Sequoia and Kings Canyon
National Parks

Three Rivers, CA 93271

Lassen Volcanic National Park
P.O. Box 100
Mineral, CA 96063-0100

Lava Beds National Monument
P.O. Box 867 .
Tulelake, CA 96134

Mammoth Cav-'e National Park
Mammoth Cave, KY 42259

Mesa Verde National Park
Mesa Verde National Park,
CO 81330

Mount Rainier National Park
Tahoma Woods, Star Route
Ashford, WA 98304-9801

North Cascades National Park
2105 Highway 20
Sedro Woolley, WA 98284

Olympic National Park

600 East Park Avenue
Port Angeles, WA 98362

26

Petrified Forest National Park
Petrified Forest National Park,
AZ 86028

Pinnacles National Monument
Paicines, CA 95043

Point Reyes National Seashore
Point Reyes, CA 94956

Redwood National Park
1111 Second Street
Crescent City, CA 95531

Rocky Mountain National Park
Estes Park, CO 80517

Saguaro National Monument |
3693 South Old Spanish Trail
Tucson, AZ 85730-5699

Sequoia National Park

¢/o Sequoia and Kings Canyon
National Parks

Three Rivers, CA 93271

Shenandoah National Park
Route 4, Box 348
Luray, VA 22835

Theodore Roosevelt National Park
P.O.Box 7
Medora, ND 58645

Virgin Island National Park
#10 Estate Nazareth
St. Thomas, VI 00802

Voyageurs National Park
P.0. Box 50
International Falls, MN 56649

Wind Cave National Park
Hot Springs, SD 57747

Yellowstone National Park
P.O. Box 168

Yellowstone National Park, WY -

82190

Y osemite National Park
P.O. Box 577

Yosemite National Park, CA
95389

Zion National Park
Springdale, UT 84767
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Appendix E.

FWS Permit Notification List

In all cases notify:

Notify regional director at:

Chief, Air Quality Branch
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
c/o National Park Service

Air Quality Division

P.O. Box 25287

Denver, CO 80225-0287

Region

Fish and Wildlife Service Region 1

911 NE 11th Avenue
Eastside Federal Complex
Portland, OR 97232

Fish and Wildlife Service Region 2

P.O. Box 1306
Albuquerque, NM 87103

Fish and Wildlife Service Region 3
Federal Building, Fort Snelling

Twin Cities, MN 55111

Fish and Wildlife Service Region 4

75 Spring Street, S.W.
Atlanta, GA 30303

States

Arizona, New Mexico,
Oklahoma, Texas

Minnesota, Wisconsin, Illi-
nois, Indiana, Ohio, lowa,

Missouri, Michigan

Arkansas, Louisiana,
Mississippi, Alabama,
Georgia, Florida, North

Carolina, South Carolina,

Tennessee, Kentucky,
Puerto Rico

NSR Manual Book 1 - Original Scan 11/2006
Page 378

Washington, Oregon, Idaho,
Nevada, Hawaii, California

;

\



Region States

Fish and Wildlife Service Virginia, West Virginia, Maryland,

Region5 Delaware, Pennsylvania, New Jersey,

One Gateway Center, Suite 700 New York, Vermont, New Hampshire,

Newton Corner, MA 02158 Massachusetts, Connecticut, Rhode
Island, Maine

Fish and Wildlife Service Montana, Wyoming, North Dakota,

Region 6 South Dakota, Nebraska, Utah,

P.O. Box 25486 Colorado, Kansas

Denver Federal Center
Denver, CO 80225

Fish and Wildlife Service Alaska
Region 7 '

1011 E. Tudor Road .

Anchorage, AK 99503
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Notify FWS class | area |
refuge manager at:

Refuge Areas

Bering Sea

Alaska Maritime National
Wildlife Refuge

202 West Pioneer Avenue
Homer, AK 99603

Breton

Bogue Chitto National
Wildlife Refuge

1010 Gause Blvd., Bldg. 936
Slidell, LA 70458

Brigantine

Edwin B. Forsythe National
Wildlife Refuge

Great Creek Road, Box 72
Oceanville, NJ (8231

Bosque del Apache

Bosque del Apache National
Wildlife Refuge

Box 1246

Socorro, NM 87301

Cape Romain

Cape Romain National
Wildlife Refuge
390 Bulls Island Road
Awendaw, SC 29429

Chassahowitzka
Chassahowitzka National
Wildlife Refuge

7798 S. Suncoast Blvd.
Route 2, Box 44
Homosassa, FL. 32646

Lostwood

Lostwood National
Wildlife Refuge

Rural Route 2, Box 98
Kenmare, ND 58746

Medicine Lake _
Medicine Lake National
Wildlife Refuge

HC 51, Box 2

Medicine Lake, MT 59247

Mingo

Mingo National
Wildlife Refuge

Rural Route 1, Box 103
Puxico, MO 63960

Moosehom (Edmunds and
Baring Units)

Moosehorn National
Wildlife Refuge

Box 10077

Calais, ME 04619

Okefenokee
Okefenokee National
Wildlife Refuge
Route 2, Box 338
Folkston, GA 31537

Red Rock Lakes

Red Rock Lakes National
Wildlife Refuge

Monida Star Route

Box 15

Lima, MT 59739

Salt Creek

Bitter Lake National
Wildlife Refuge

Box 7

Roswell, NM 88202-0007

Seney

Seney National
Wildlife Refuge
Seney, MI 49883
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Simeonof

Alaska Maritime National
Wildlife Refuge

202 West Pioneer Avenue
Homer, AK 99603

St. Marks

St. Marks National
Wildlife Refuge
Box 68

St. Marks, FL. 32355

Swanquarter ,
Mattamuskeet National
wildiife Refuge

Route 1, Box N-2
Swanquarter, NC 27885

" Tuxedni

Alaska Maritime National
Wildlife Refuge

202 W. Pioneer Avenue
Homer, AK. 99603

UL Bend

Charles M. Russell National
Wildlife Refuge

Box 110

Lewistown, MT 59457

Wichita Mountains

Wichita Mountains National
wildiife Refuge

Route 1, Box 448
Indiahoma, OK. 73552

Wolf Isiand

Georgia Coastal Complex
Box 8487

Savannah, GA 31412

30
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Appendix F.
NPS Air Quality Monitoring Activities
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inter-office communicatior

to: _New Source Review Contacts date: 31 January 1989

from: __Bob Hodanéggg. Manager-3QM&P Division of Air Pollution Control

subject: lew Source Modeling

This memorandum supersedes the April 9, 1981 Division of Air Pollution
Control policy on the requirements for new source modeling. Due to
recent changes in the ambient air quality standards‘(PMl ), Prevention
of Significant Deterioration (PSD) increments (nitrogen gxides), and

U.S. EPA guideline models, an update of the previous guidance is
necessary.

Any provosed new source or modification resulting in the increase of
potential emissions greater than the following significant rates shall
undergo an air quality modeling analysis prior to receiving a permit to
install (PTI}). As applied here, "potential emissions" refers to
controlled emissions including any operating rate restrictions which are

included as terms and conditions of the PTI.
The significant emission rates are:

Carbon monoxide (CO) 100 tons

per year
Nitrogen oxides (Nox) 25 tons per year
Sulfur dioxide (502) 25 tons per year
Particulate matter (TSP} 15 tons per year
Particulate matter less than 10 microns (PMlo) 10 tons per year
Volatile organic compounds (VOC) 40 tons per year
Lead (Ph) 0.6 tons per vyear
‘Asbestos 0.007 tons per year
Beryllium (Be) 0.0004 tons per year
Mercury . 0.1 tons per year
Vinyl chloride 1.0 tons per year
Fluoride 3 tons per year
RS0, acid mist 7 tons per year
Hydrogen sulfide 10 tons per year
Total reduced sulfur | 10 tons per year
Reduced sulfur compounds 10 tons per year
TLV air toxics - 1.0 tons per year
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z2 “odeling -

With tzz =2xception of NC_, S0., TSP, PMl and TLV air toxics, these (”
values zre equal to the few f&deral PSD gefinitions of significant
emissicn rates. A New Source Review Codeing Form should ha completed
for any zroposed source which has emissions equal to or greater than
these rzlues. Upon request, we can also model other sources which you

selieve =may have a significant air quality impact.
J.S. EPA nas also revised the models that are to ve used in new source
modelinz

. There 1s a greater emphasis on the effects of terrain and
structurs an plume dispersien. The models allow for the consideration
of builfing downwash, lake breeze fumigation, and terrain elevation.
The New Source Coding Form will need to be completed with suilding
dimensisns in order to utilize the increased modeling capabilities.

Obtainirg these data will nc longer be optional. The revised form is
attached for your use.

If you -ave any questions, please contact me at (614) 644-32270.

BH:jlc
Attachment

cC: Tom Tucker
Kathleen Shannon
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NEW SOURCE REVIEW CODING FORM

FACILITY NAME : , SOURCE NO.
CITY COUNTY PTI NO. - .
1 5
MAXIMUM RATE | AVERAGFE RATE
POLLUTANT
ALLOWABLE EMISSION (G/SEC, LB/HR) e e
10 17 10 ' T
POLLUTANT
ALLOWABLE EMISSION (G/SEC, LB/HR) L e _ e
. ) i) - T I7 10 17
STACK HEIGHT (M, FT) ..
18 23
STACK TEMPERATURE (°K°F) : e e
75 79 74 79
STACK VELOCITY (M/SEC, FT/MIN) e e
36 41 36 31
STACK DIAMETER (M, FT) _ .
32 _ 47
, 3 3
VOLUME FLOW (M”/SEC, FT”/MIN) e e
' ' . 48 55 48 55
U.T.M. COORDINATES: EASTING KM NORTHING KM
OPERATING SCHEDULE: o HOURS/ DAY ' DAYS/WEEK WEEKS/YEAR
' REVIEWING ENGINEER: . : DATE:

AGENCY: | . NSR Manual Book 1 - Original Bﬁﬁialé,’jﬁggag
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Apri] 9, 1981

TO: New Source ReviEw Contacts

FROM: Bob Hodanbo$i, Chief, DAQMP: .

SUBJECT: New Source Review Modeling

In respbnse to the recent revisions of the PSD'and Emission Offset Regulations
it has become necessary to modify the Ohio EPA requ1rements regard1ng the
modeling analys1s of proposed new sources.

Any proposed new source or modification resulting in the increase of potential

emissions greater than the following significant rates shall undergo an air

quality modeling analysis prior to receiving a permit to install. As applied

here, "potential emissions® refers to controlled emissions including any

operating rate restrictions which are included as terms and cond1t1ons of the
- Permit to Install.

The significant emission rates are:.

Carbon Monoxide o ) ™ 100 Tons per year
Oxides of Nitrogen .25 Tons per year
Sulfur Dioxide ‘ ‘ 25 Tons per year
Particulate Matter : ‘ 10 Tons per year
Volatile Organic Compounds 40 Tons per year
Lead ' 0.6 Tons per year
Asbestos 0.007 Tons per year
BerylTium : . 0.0004 Tons per year
Mercury : 0.1 = Tons per year
Vinyl Chloride . . 1.0  Tons per year
FTUor1de e L 3. Tons per year

- HyS04 Acid Mist P P EI LR 7 Tons per year .
H§drogen Sulfide e T : 10 ~ Tons per year
Total reduced sulfur - , : 10 Tons per year
-Reduced sulfur compounds' §-Ly ‘ 10 »‘Tons per year

w1th the exception of NOy, 502 and PW these va]ues are equal to. the new
federal PSD definition of significant em1ss1ons rates. A New Source Review
Modeling form should be completed for -any proposed sources which have
-emissions equal to or greater than these values. Upon request, we can also
model other sources which yod-feel are significant. If you have any questions
about this revision please call me at (614) 466~6116.

.~ BH/gm
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APPROXIMATE DISTANCE FROM VARIOUS
OHIO CITIES TO MANDATORY CLASS I PSD AREAS*

Mammouth Dolly Sods/ Great Smokey

Cave "~ QOtter Creek Mountains Seney
Akron 350" 160 340 400
Canton . 350 Cos0 . 30 440
Cincinnati 10 270 - 230 480
Cleveland 30 200 370 390
Columbus : - 240 | 200" 270 460
payton 7 . 200 250 ., 270 440 .
Portsmouth 190 200 190 530
Steubenville 360 100 . 320 - 480
Toledo = 330 270 390 333
Youngstown 390 150 - 360 450

*A11 units in miles
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MAY 18200f Rerw EOATEE IA;TJI_E)NTION OF:

Jim Orlemann, Manager

Engineering Section

Division of Air Pollution Control

Ohio Environmental Protection Agency
P.O. Box 1049

Columbus, Ohio 43215

Dear Jim: y
Enclosed you will find the final version of the “Issuance of the Clean Air Act Stationary Source
Compliance Monitoring Strategy (CMS)”. This guidance underwent revision subsequent to the
1998 United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) Inspector General report on
this issue. '

This policy is immediately effective and will be a part of U.S. EPA’s discussions with States
during the various FY 2002/2003 grant/enforcement agreement/Memorandum of Understanding
negotiations. In an effort to address questions and implementation issues, Region 5 will be
hosting a one-day CMS training session on Friday, June 15, 2001, from 9:00 am until 4:00 am'at
our offices in Chicago. Those interested in attending this training, should notify Lisa Holscher,
of my staff, by Thursday, May 31. Ms. Holscher can be reached by telephone at (312) 886-6818
or by email at holscher.lisa@epa.gov. '

Please review this document and share it with your staff. If you should have any questions with
regard to its implementation, please contact Lisa Holscher at the number provided above.

asrd 7\ .

N ~ - ' 8
George Fr Crernigk Chief .
Air Enforce \n@‘ ompliance Adsurance Branch

Enclosure

Sincerely yours,
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F R UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
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3 % WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460 RECEWED
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APR 3 0 2001
APR 2 5 2001 - GEMENT BRANCH,
AR B oA, REGION 5
OFFICE OF
ENFORCEMENT AND

COMPLIANCE ASSURANCE

MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT: Issuance of the Clean Air Act Stationary Source Compliance Monitoring Strategy

FROM: Michael Stahl, Dlrector ' ’
Office of Compliance ‘
Tb: See Addfessees

Attached you will find the revised Clean Air Act Stationary Source Compliance
.. Monitoring Strategy (CMS). This policy was developed by the Office of Compliance, working
 closely with the Office of Regulatory Enforcement the Office of General Council, the Regions,
' and STAPPA/ALAPCO ' :

This revised policy replaces the 1991 CMS and we will begin implementing it

immedlately Therefore, it is important that each Region discuss the policy and negotiate with
. the States/locals their FY 2002 air compliance monitoring programs consistent with the revised
CMS. Our goal in updating the policy has been to take into account the changes that have
occurred in the air program since CMS was last revised, while continuing to provide States/locals
with flexibility in implementing compliance monitoring programs. This revised CMS also

addresses the major concerns raised in the 1998 EPA Inspector General report on this issue. The
major changes to CMS are as follows:

(1) Emphasis has been placed on Title V major sources and a limited subset of synthetic
.minor sources. ' .

(2) Minimum frequencies have been recommended for determining the compliance status
of facilities covered by this policy. Alternatives may be developed and negotiated with
the Regions to enable States/locals to address important local compliance issues.

(3) The policy explicitly recognizes that a variety of tools ranging from self-certifications
to traditional stack tests are available and should be used to evaluate compliance. It
further recognizes that on-site visits may not be necessary to evaluate the compliance
status of a facility given the wide range of self-reported information such as annual Title

—— - -
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V complidnce certifications, deviation reports, and semi-annual monitoring reports based
on penodxc momtonng and comphance assurance monitoring. However, to ensure a
compliance presence in the field, a minimum frequency for on-site visits has
been recommended.

(4) Three categories of compliance monitoring replace the current levels of inspection.
The new compliance monitoring categories are: Full Compliance Evaluations, Partial
Compliance Evaluations, and Investigations. .
(5) CMS plans are no longer required to be submitted every year, but may be submitted
once every two years.

To facilitate implementation of the revised CMS in FY 2002, changes are currently being
made to the Aerometric Information Retrieval System/AIRS Facility Subsystem (AIRS/AFS)
and are being incorporated in the Information Collection Request, "Source Compliance and State
Action Reporting," OMB Number 2060-0391. Specifically, changes are being made to the
system to provide for additional collection activities associated with identifying facilities;
conducting compliance evaluations; and inputting information on Title V compliance
certifications and stack tests. Changes to the system are scheduled to be completed by the end of
~ this fiscal year. : :

I appreciate the suppoft your offiee's provided during the development of this ﬁolicy and

look forward to your continued support as we implement CMS. In the upcoming weeks, we plan .

to provide training to the Regions/States/locals on the overall policy, as well as the resulting
changes to- ATRS/AFS. We will be working with your offices to develop the training schedule.
..In the meantime, if you have any questions or comments, please contact Mamie Mlller

at (202) 564-7011.

Attachment
Addressees:

Director, Office of Ecosystem Protection, Region 1

Director, Division of Enforcement and Compliance Assistance, Region I

. Director, Air Protection Division, Region III

Director, Air, Pesticides, and Toxics Management Division, Region IV

Director, Office of Enforcement and Compliance Assurance, Region V

Director, Compliance Assurance and Enforcement Division, Region VI

Director, Air, RCRA, and Toxics Division, Region VII

Assistant Regional Administrator, Office of Enforcement, Compliance,
and Environmental Justice Region VIII '

Director, Air Division, Region IX

Director, Office of Air, Region X
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cc: Eric Schaeffer, Office of Regulatory Enforcement

Michael Alushin, Office of Compliance

Ken Gigliello, Office of Compliance

Fred Stiehl, Office of Compliance

Bruce Buckheit, Office of Regulatory Enforcement

Rich Biondi, Office of Regulatory Enforcement

Mario Jorquera, Office of Regulatory Enforcement
Mamie Miller, Office of Compliance

Rob Lischinsky, Office of Compliance

Mark Antell, Office of Compliance

Debbie Thomas, Office of Compliance

Jim Nelson, Office of General Counsel

Barbara Pace, Office of General Counsel
‘Greg Snyder, Federal Facilities Enforcement Office

Steve Hitte, Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards
Fred Weeks, Region [

Arnie Leriche, Region I

Ken Eng, Region II

Karl Mangels, Region IT

Bernie Turlinski, Region I

Beverly Spagg, Region IV

George. Czerniak, Region V

John Hepola, Region VI

Betsy Metcalf, Region VI

Don Toensing, Region VII

Ron Rutherford, Region VII

Mike Bandrowski, Region IX

Duane James, Region IX

John Borton, Region IX

Betty Wiese, Region X .

S. William Becker, Executive Director STAPPA/ALAPCO
Felicia Robinson, STAPPA Chair, Enforcement and Compliance Committee
Curt Marshall, ALAPCO Chair, Enforcement and Compliance Committee
Geri O’Sullivan, STAPPA/ALAPCO
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DISCLATIMER

‘The discussion in this document is intended solely as
guidance. This document is not a regulation. It does not impose
legally binding requirements on EPA, States, or the regulated
community. This policy does not confer legal rights or impose
legal obligations upon any member of the public. The general
description provided here may not apply to a particular situation
based on the circumstances. Interested parties are free to raise
guestions and objections about the substance of this policy and
the appropriateness of the application of this policy to a
particular situation. EPA retains the discretion to adopt -
approaches on a case-by-case basig that differ from those
described in this policy where appropriate. This document may be
revised periodically without public notice. EPA welcomes public
input on this document at any time. ' :

Any questions concerning this policy may be directed to
either Mamie Miller ‘or Rob Lischinsky at 202-564-2300.
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CLEAN AIR ACT STATIONARY SOURCE COMPLIANCE MONITORING STRATEGY
April 2001

INTRODUCTION .

¢ The Clean Air Act Stationary Source Compliance Monitoring
Strategy (CMS) was last revised in 1991. 1In the intervening
years, the national pollicy was not consistently implemented
across the country by the EPA Regions and their State/local
agencies. Two major factors contributed to this situation:
(1) The policy becane dated as new Clean Air Act (CAA) -
programs were implemented, and the Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) planning process changed. (2) EPA Headgquarters
ceased to provide oversight of the policy on a national
level when the Agency's enforcement program was reorganized,
thus giving the impression that it was no longer necessary
to implement the policy. ' ’
e A review by the EPA Office of the Inspector General
("Consolidated Report on OECA's Oversight.of Regional and
State Air Enforcement Programes," E1G-AE7-~03-0045-8100244,
September 25, 1998) identified this abandonment as a
fundamental problem that adversely affected the
"effectiveness of the air enforcement program.

e In response to the Cffice of Inspector General report,
the Office of Enforcement and Compliance Assurance (OECA)
made a commitment to evaluate how the policy was being
implemented, and to revise it as necessary. The Office of
Compliance was given the responsibility for satisfying
this commitment. ‘

¢ Between October 1998 and May 1939, interviews were
conducted with all of the EPA Reglons and twenty-two States.
The purpose of these interviews was to collect baseline
information on implementation of the policy; obtain feedback
on its strengths and weaknesses; and identify any
appropriate alternatives. A report entitled "A Review of
the Compliance Monitoring Strategy" summarized the findings
of these interviews, and was issued on July 26, 1999.

e A Workgroup with representatives from OECA Headquarters,
the Regions and several States was formed to review these
findings and develop a revised policy.

* The following policy 1s based on the recommendations of
this Workgroup; comments received during the comment period
on the draft proposals; and in-depth discussions with
representatives of the State and Territorial Air Pollution
Program Administrators and the Association of Local Air
Pollution Control Officials (STAPPA/ALAPCO; .
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e The major differences between this policy and the 1991
version are as follows:

(1) Emphasis has been placed on Title V major sources
and a limited subset of synthetic minor sources.

{(2) Minimum frequencies have been recommended for
determining the compliance status of facilities covered
by this policy. Alternatives may be developed and
negotiated with the Regions to enable States/locals to
address important local compliance issues.

(3) The policy explicitly recognizes that a variety of
tools ranging from self-certifications to traditional
stack tests are avalilable and should be used to
evaluate compliance. It further recognizes that on-
site visits may not be necessary to evaluate the
compliance status of a facility given the wide range of
self-reported information such as annual Title V
compliance ceértifications, deviation reports, and semi-
annual monitoring reports based on periodic monitoring
and compliance assurance monitoring. However, to
ensure a compliance presence in the field, a minimum
frequency for on-site visits has been recommended.

{4) Three categories of compliance monitoring replace
.the current levels of inspection defined in the 1987
Clean Air Act Compliance/Enforcement Guidance Manual.
The new compliance monitoring categories are: Full
Compliance Evaluations, Partial Compliance Evaluations
and Investigations. ' :

(5) CMS plans are no longer required to be submitted
every year, but may be submitted once every two years.

GOALS OF THE COMPLIANCE MONITORING STRATEGY

1. Provide natiocnal consistency in developing stationary
source air compliance monitoring programs, while at the same
time provide States/locals with flexibility to address local
air pollution and compliance concerns.

2. Improve communication between States/locals and Regions
on stationary source air compliance monitoring programs, and
enhance EPA oversight of these programs

3. Provide a framework for developing stationary source air
compliance monitoring programs that focuses on achieving
measurable environmental results.
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4. Provide a mechanism for recognizing and utilizing the
wide range of tools available for evaluating and
determining compliance.

OVERALL PRCCESS

1. States/locals submit a CMS plan biennially for
discussion with and approval by the Regions. Regions also
prepare a plan biennially for discussion with their
States/locals.

2. The plans are summarized, and incorporated into the
annual Regional response to the OECA Memorandum of
Agreement (MOA). .

3. States/locals and Regions maintain records of their
compliance monitoring activities, and enter facility-
specific compliance data in the national air compliance data
base (AIRS/AFS, or its successor).

4, States/locals and Regions review the results of the
compliance monitoring activities annually, and prepare an
annual update to the biennial plan as necessary. Major
redirections are discussed as they arise.

5. Regions conduct in-depth evaluations of the overall
State/local compliance monitoring program periodically.
Headquarters conducts similar evaluations of the Regional
programs as well.

SCOPE OF PCLICY

e EPA recognizes that State/local agencies perform
additional compliance monitoring activities beyond those
addressed by this policy. This policy is not designed to
preclude those activities, but focuses on federally
enforceable requirements for the following source .
categories: (1) Title V major sources; and (2) syntheti
minor sources that emit or have the potential to emit at or
above B0 per cent of the Title V major source threshold.

For purposes of this policy, potential to emit means the
maximum capacity of a stationary source to emit a pollutant
under its physical and operational design. Any physical or
operational limitation on the capacity of the source to emit
a pollutant, including air pollution control equipment and
restrictions on hours of operation, shall be treated as part
of its design if the limitation or the effect it would have
on emissions is federally enforceable or legally and
practicably enforceable by a state or local air peollution
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control agency.

The 80 per cent threshold was selected to ensure that those
facilities that either have the potential to emit or
actually emit pollutants close to the major source threshold
are evaluated periodically. This enables States/locals to
focus resources on those facilities that are most
environmentally significant. In determining whether a
synthetic minor source falls within the scope of this
policy, all facilities with the potential to emit at or
above the 80 per cent threshold are included regardless of
whether their actual emissions are lower.

COMPLIANCE MONITORING CATEGORIES ‘

¢ States/locals and Regions are encouraged to use a variety
of techniques to determine compliance, and utilize the full
range of self-monitoring information stemming from the 1990

‘CAA Amendments.

¢ Consgistent with this approach, there are three categories
of compliance monitoring: Full Compliance Evaluations,
Partial Compllance Evaluations, and Investlgatlons Each of
these categories is defined below: :

1. Full Compliance EValuations

A Full Compliance Evaluation is a comprehensive
evaluation of the compliance status of a facility.
{For the purposes of this policdy, “"facility" is used in
the broadest sense of the term incorporating all
regqulated emission units within the facility.) It
addresses all regulated pollutants at all regulated
emission units. Furthermore, it addresses the current
compliance status of each emission unit, as well as the
) fac111ty s continuing ability to malntaln compllance at
each emission unit.

A Full Compliance Evaluation should include
the following:

e A review of all required reports, and to the
extent necessary, the underlying records. This
includes all monitored data reported to the
regulatory agency {e.g., CEM and continuous
parameter monitoring reports, malfunction reports,
excess emission reports). It also includes a
review of Title V self-certifications, - semi-annual
monitoring and periodic wmonitoring reports, and
any other reports required by permit.
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e - An assessment of control device and process
operating conditions as appropriate. An on-sgsite
vigit to make this assessment may not be necessary
based upon factors such as the availability of
continuous emission and periodic monitoring data,
compliance certifications, and deviation reports.
Examples of source categories that may not require
an on-site visit to assess compliance include, but
are not limited to, gas-fired compressor statiomns,
boilers in large office and apartment buildings, -
peaking statlons, and gas turbines.

e A visible emission observation as needed.

e A review of facility records and

operating logs.

e An assessment of process parameters such as
feed rates, raw material compositions, and
process rates. ‘ '

¢ An assessment of control equipment performance
parameters {(e.g., water flow rates, pressure drop,
temperature, and electrostatic precipitator
power levels).

e A stack test where there is no other means for
determining compliance with the emission limits.
In determining whether a stack test is necessary,
States/locals should consider factors such as:
size of emission unit; time elapsed since last
stack test; results of that test and margin of
compllance, condition of control equipment; and
availability and results-of associated

monitoring data.

In addition to conducting a stack test when there
is no other means of determining compliance,
States/locals should conduct a stack test whenever
they deem appropriate.

A Full Compliance Evaluation should be completed within
the fiscal year in which the commitment is made, except
in the case of extremely large, complex facilities
(hereafter referred to as mega-sites}. Regulatory
agencies may take up to three years to complete a Full
Compliance Evaluation at a mega-site, provided the
agency is conducting frequent on-site visits or Partial
Compliance Evaluations throughout the entire

evaluation period.

A Full Compliance Evaluation may be done piecemeal
through a series of Partial Compliance Evaluations.
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2. Partial Compliance Evaluations

A Partial Compliance Evaluation is a documented
compliance assessment focusing on a subset of regulated
pollutants, regulatory requirements, or emission units
at a given facility. A Partial Compliance Evaluation
should be more comprehensive than a cursory review of
individual reports. It may be conducted solely for the
purpose of evaluating a specific aspect of a facility, _
or combined over the course of a year (or up to three
years at mega-sites) to satlsfy the requirements of a
Full Compliance Evaluation.

This type of evaluation could be used for example to .
effectively assess compllance w1th the HON MACT
requirements if that is the primary area of concern at
a chemical manufacturing facility. If at some point
later in the year, the regulatory agency decided a Full
Compliance Evaluation was necessary, the agency could
combine the results of the MACT evaluation with
subsequent evaluations focusing on the balance of other
CAA requlrements.

3. Investlgatlons

An Investlgatlon can be dlstlngulshed from the other
two categories in that generally ‘it is limited to a
portion of a facility, is more resource intensive, and
involves a more in-depth assessment of a particular
issue. It wusually is based on information discovered
during a Full Compliance Evaluation, or as the result
of a targeted industry, regulatory or statutory
initiative. Also, an Investigation often requires the
use and analysis of information not available in EPA
data systems. It is best used when addressing issues
that are difficult to evaluate during a routine Full
Compliance Evaluation because of time constraints, the
type of preliminary field work required, and/or the
level of analytical expertise needed to '
determine compliance.

Examples of this category of compliance monitoring are
the in-depth PSD/NSR and NSPS reviews conducted by EPA
of the pulp, utility and petroleum refining industries.
These investigations were initiated following analyses
of publicly available information on growth within the
industries, and a comparison of this information to
data maintained by the regulatory agencies on the
number of PSD/NSR permits issued during the same
timeframe. The analyses indicated that many facilities
failed to obtain the necessary permits. As a result,
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the facilities had not controlled pollutant emissions
as required, and thus realized significant
economic benefits.

For a more complete definition of an Investigation, see
"MOA CGuidance (Alr Program)-Clarification and National
Performance Measures Strategy (NPMS) Pilot" from Eric
Schaeffer and Elaine Stanley to MOA Coordinators,
Enforcement Coordinators, and RS&T Coordinators -
(October 26, 1998). '

VI RECOMMENDED EVALUATION FREQUENCIES
¢ The following minimum frequencies are recommended: :

(1) A Full Compliance Evaluation should be conducted,
at a minimum, once every two years at all Title V major
sources except those classified as mega-sites. For

. mega-sites, a Full Compliance Evaluation should be
conducted, at a minimum, once every three years.

Each Region, in consultation with affected
States/locals, has the flexibility to define and
identify mega-sites as it deems appropriate within the
Region. However, this universe of facilities is
expected to be small. When identifying mega-sites, the
Regions should consider the following factors: the
number and types of emission units; the volume and’
character of pollutants emitted; the number and types
of control and monitoring systems; the number of
applicable regulatory requirements; the availability of
monitoring data; the degree of difficulty in
determining compliance at individual units and at the
entire facility; and the footprint of the facility.
Examples of industries that may have qualifying
facilities are petroleum refining, integrated steel
manufacturing, chemical manufacturing, and
pharmaceutical production.

(2) A Full Compliance Evaluation should be conducted,

at a minimum, once every five years at syntheti¢ minor
sources that emit or have the potential to emit at or

above B0 per cent of the Title V major '

source threshold.

(3) An on-site visit should be conducted, at a minimum,
once every five years at all Title V major sources to
ensure a compliance presence in the field, verify
record reviews, observe modifications or new
construction, and identify any major permit deviations.
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e In those years when a Full Compliance Evaluation is not
conducted, States/locals should continue to review annual
compliance certifications, and the underlylng reports
supporting those certlflcatlons (e.g., semi-annual and
perlodlc monitoring reports, contlnuous emission and
continuous parametrlc monitoring reports, and malfunction

and excess emission reports).

ALTERNATIVES TO THE RECOMMENDED EVALUATION FREQUENCIES

¢ gStates/locals may develop with Regional approval
alternatives to the recommended evaluation freguencies. .
Alternatives may be developed on a facility-by-facility
basis, or for an entire source category. However, in
determining whéther an alternative frequency is appropriate,
the following factors should be con31dered

- Compliance history,

- Location of facility,

- Potential environmental impact,

- Operational practices ( e.g., whether operation is
steady state or seasonal), : : :

~ Use of control equipment,

- Participation in Agency-sponsored voluntary Programs
(e.g., Project XL, Performance Track), -

- Identlfled def1C1enc1es in the overall State/local

compliance monltorlng program.

ELEMENTS OF THE CMS PLAN

¢ (CMS plans should be submitted biennially, consistent with
the current EPA two-year MOA planning process. These plans
are a building block in the MOA process, and should be _
finalized so that they can be summarized and incorporated
into the Regional MOA submissions to EPA Headquarters.
Therefore, they should be completed prior to the beginning
of the Federal fiscal year. It 1is not necessary to
duplicate the detailed information in the CMS plan when
submitting the Regional MOA response. Rather, Regions
should summarize and reference the CMS plans as appropriate.

e A separate CMS plan is not necessary if Regions and
States/locals wish to continue using other formally
negotiated documents (e.g., Selective Enforcement
Agreements, Performance Partnership Agreements, and Grant
Agreements), provided these documents contain the same level
of detail discussed below. If this approach is selected,
the document should specifically state that it satisfies the
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CMS plan.

¢ The content of CMS plans will vary depending upon-whether
States/locals develop and negotiate alternatives to the
minimum frequencies.

¢ In those instances where States/locals meet the
recommended minimum frequencies and do not develop and
negotiate alternative approaches, the plan should include ..
. the following elements:

(1) A facility-specific list (including the AFS
identification numbers) of all Title V major sources.
The list should identify by fiscal year those
facilities for which a Full Compliance Evaluation will:
be conducted. It should also ildentify those for which
an on-site visit will be conducted.

(2) A facility-specific list (including the AFS
identification numbers) of all synthetic minor sources
and a list of those facilities covered by the policy.
It also should identify by fiscal year those facilities
for which a Full Compliance Evaluatlon will

be conducted. ' ‘

(3) A description of how a State/local will address
any identified program deficiencies in its compliance
monitoring program. These deficiencies can stem from
evaluations conducted internally, or by outside
organizations such as the EPA Offlce of

Inspector General.

¢ In those instances where the States/locals propose
alternatives to the recommended minimum frequenciesg,
States/locals should provide a more detailed plan. 1In
addition to the above elements, States/locals should include
a rationale describing: {1} why it is not necessary to
evaluate specific facilities or source categories subject to
the minimum frequencies; and (2) why it is appropriate to
substitute other facilities.

¢« If at the end of the first year, States/locals anticipate
or know that they will be unable to meet their two year
commitments by the end of the second year, they should
notify the Region and revise their CMS plan accordingly.

e The "Source Compliance and State Action Reporting
Information Collection Request™ (ICR}, OMB Number 2060-0391,
will be revised to incorporate the development and
submisgion of this plan.
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I¥ COMPLIANCE MONITORING REPORTS

‘e States/locals may continue to format compliance
monitoring reports as they deem appropriate; however, the
following basic elements should bé addressed in the reports.

(1) @General information--date, compliance monitoring
category (i.e., Full Compliance Evaluation, Partial
Compliance Evaluation, or Investigation), and official
submitting the report.

(2) Facility information--facility name, location,
mailing address, facility contact and phone number,
Title V designation and mega-site designatiomn. '
{(3) Applicable requirements--all applicable
requirements including regulatory requirements and
permit conditions.

(4) Inventory and description of regulated emission
units and processes. ‘ ‘

(5} Information on previous enforcement actions.

(6). Compliance monitoring activities--processes and
emigsion units evaluated; on-site observations; whether
compliance assistance was provided and if so, nature of
assistance; any action taken by facility to come back
into compliance during on-site visit.

(7} Findings and recommendations relayed to the
facility during the compliance evaluation. Please
note, this does not  apply to information traditicnally
reserved for enforcement case files.

In providing the above information, States/locals should
reference or attach other relevant documents as appropriate
to avoid duplication. For example, the relevant section of
a Title V permit could be attached to the compliance
monitoring report rather than rewriting all of the
applicable requirements.

e (Compliance monitoring reports should be maintained and
made available to the Regions upon request. Regions shall
maintain similar files of regional activities and provide
Headquarters with access upon request.

X REPORTING

® Changes will be made in the national air compliance data
base (AIRS/AFS) toc facilitate the reporting of information
consistent with the revised structure of this policy. In
addition, the ICR will be revised to incorporate the new
data elements. In order to collect compliance information
in a format that allows EPA to evaluate and compare

NSR Manual Book 1 - Original Scan 11/2006
) Page 404

s



11

compliance monltoring programg, Regions and States/localg
will need to:

- Continue to maintain records of compliance monitoring
activities, and report these activities and the results in
AIRS/AFS, or its successor, on a routine basis,

- Continue to designate the High Priority Violator (HPV)
status of violating facilities in accordance with the EPA
HPV Policy dated December 22, 1998.

—

- Utilize the following compliance monitoring categories to
report activities at the facility level in AIRS/AFS or
its successor:

-~ Full Compliance Evaluations
-~ Partial Compliance Evaluations
- Investigations

- Report the following information for all Title V annual
compliance certification reviews in AIRS/AFS, or
ite successor:

- date due

- date received

- whether deviations were reported
- date. reviewed

- compliance status

Please note: Regions shall enter the first three data
elements for each Title V compliance certification unless
otherwise negotiated with States/locals.

- Enter the date and results of all stack tests in
AIRS/AFS, or its successor, and adjust the HPV status
as appropriate.

» The compllance status of a facility will automatlcally
revert from "in compllance" to "unknown" if a Full
Compliance Evaluation 1s not completed:

- within the recommended minimum evaluation
frequencies, or

- 1in accordance with negotiated alternatives that
extend the recommended minimum evaluation frequencies.
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EVALUATION/OVERSIGHT

e At the end of each fiscal year, the Regions shall

evaluate whether the States/locals met their commitments,

and in those cases where they did not, determine why they

did not and what adjustments need to be made for the
following year. EPA Headquarters shall in turn conduct a
similar analysis nationally. This information should be
transmitted back to the appropriate officials in a timely _.
manner so that they can make mid-course corrections in their
program if necessary. :

* Regions periodically shall conduct more in-depth analysis
of the compliance monitoring program as a whole. They ,
should look bevond how successful States/locals have been in
meeting commitments, and evaluate for example whether
adequate inspector training is available; quality monitoring
evaluations are being conducted; violations are being found
and are significant enough to warrant enforcement action;.
and data are accurately reported in a timely manner. They
should also assess whether States/locals are using an
appropriate mix of compliance monitoring techniques, and
making full use of all available data. "In addition, Regions
should attempt to quantify the impact of the compliance
monitoring program on parameters such as compliance rates;
specific and general deterrence; and moving beyond
compliance. To the extent possible, Regions should inform
States/locals in advance of the criteria that will be used
in the more in-depth analyses.

Regions shall prepare and submit to Headquarters a plan
describing the approach and schedule they intend to use for
conducting these more in-depth evaluations.

Headquarters shall conduct similar evaluations of each
Region, and use the information to monitor implementation of
the policy; identify program deficiencies and successes;
establish national trends; compare programs; and develop new
national priorities. To the extent possible, Headquarters
should inform Regions in advance of the criteria that will
be used in evaluating Regional programs.
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