UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460

OFFICE OF AIR, NOISE AND RADIATION

MEMORANDUM

DATE: April 25, 1984

SUBJECT:  PSD Applicability to Coa Conversions

FROM: Director, Stationary Source Compliance Division
Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards
TO: Air Management Division Directors

Regions|, 111, V, and IX
Air and Waste Management Division Directors
Regions I, VI-VIII, and X

The attached letter from Region 1V to the State of Florida recites our draft policy on the
applicability of PSD to coal conversions. This policy has been in effect in Region IV, and has also
been sent to certain other Regions as a guide in developing their applicability determinations.

When finalized, this policy will help ensure national consistency on thisissue. Please read
the draft policy and send any comments you may have to Doreen Cantor at FTS 382-2874 by
May 11, 1984. The policy will then be finalized based on your comments.

Edward E. Reich
Attachment

cc: Thomas W. Devine, Director
Air and Waste Management Division, Region IV

Darryl Tyler, Director
Control Programs Development Division

Peter Wyckoff
Office of Genera Counsdl
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MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT: PSD Applicability to Coal Conversions

FROM: Director
Stationary Source Compliance Division
Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards

TO: Air Management Division Directors
Regions I, III, V, and IX

Air and Waste Management Division Directors
Regions II, VI-VIII, and X

The attached letter from Region IV to the State of Florida (
recites our draft policy on the applicability of PSD to coal
conversions. This policy has been in effect in Region IV, and
has also been sent to certain other Regions as a guide in
developing their applicability determinations.

When finalized, this policy will help ensure national

consistency on this issue., Please read the draft policy and
send any comments you may have to Doreen Cantor at FTS 382-2874

by ;gx_;;*_;g&a. The policy will then be finalized based on
your comments,

z::/‘““-nu-

Edward . Reich
Attachment

ce: Thomas W. Devine, Director
Air and Waste Management Divison, Region IV

Darryl Tyler, Director
Control Programs Development D1v1sxon

Peter Wyckoff : B
Office of General Counsel . (
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Kr. teve Smllwocd, Chiet
Bureau of Alr Quality Mansgement
Twin Towers Otffice Building
2600 Blair Stone Road
Tallahassee, Florids 32301

Dear ¥r. S=llwood:

This is to ipform you cz Region IV policy coacerning a.pplicability of coal
conversions to EPA PSD regulations.

Fuel eonversicns, in general, are considered mejor madirications ror purpose
of BSD review providing emissica increases are significant, However,
Section 52.21(0)(2)(1i1)(e) provides an exemption far certain fuel conversic
from the major modification definition. Specifically, this section exanrmpts
a fuel conversion from PSD review if the source was capanble of accanmmdating
the alternate fuel before Jamary 6, 1975 and such & change is not prouibite
by any enforceable permit conditions. :

The questica then, is whether the source, l.e., the entire plant, was capebdl
of accommxdating coml before January 6, 1975. For purtoses of convertiing on
or more, but not all of the boilers, we interpret this provision as requirin
that the plant be capable of receiving, transterring, and preparing cecal, &n
then transfereing coal and combusting coal in the units buing converted, anc
disposing of the ash., It is not pecessary for the plant to be capahle of
carrying out all those operations for every unit at the source, but ocaly tor
for those being cooverted. (n the other hand, if the plant is capable o2
receiving eoal and transferring and combusting it only in st Other unit
at thé plant, but not the one being converted, the plant would not b

deansi capable of accormodating coal for purposes of that project.

In crder forr a plant W be capable cf ascomodating ecxl, the comany must
ghow not oniy that the design (l.e., comstructicn spucificaticas) for the
gource contemplated the equipment, but also that the eguipment actually
was installed and still remains in existence, QOtherwise, it cannot reason-
ibly be concluded that the use of coal was "designed into the source,”
Thus, & scarce that had used ccal at a particular unit at an earlier time,
but later switched to another fuel, would be capuble of accumodating coal
a8 long as the coal bandling equipment still existed. If coal handling
equipment bad teen removed or was never installed, the source would not be
ecal accommodative. If 2 proposed conversion is oot eligible for the
exemption under 52.21(b}(2)(1ii)(e), it is considered 2 major mdification
for the pumoses of FSD reviey if the resulting net emission incresses are
significant. PFSD applicahility would be based on all smission increases
{ran the conversion, incluting emission increases from the coal and asn
handling and storsge facilities as well as {rom the.boilers, since all the
increases are causcd by the conversion to ecml. .
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Qoce PSD applicability bas been established, it is then necessary to
undertake a BACT analysis as required under 52.21(j). That section, under
paragraph 3, requires that a major modification apply "best avallable
coatrol technolegy for each pollutant subject to regulation under the Act
for which it would result in a significant net emissions increase at the
source. This requirement applies to each proposed emissions unit at which
a net emissions increase in the pollutant would occur as a result of a
physical change of change in the method of operation in the unit." This
section clearly intends that technology review be assessed on an emissions
unit rather than on a plant-wide basis. j,mféd'm"f

In the situation where the individual boiler being converted is capable
of firing coal with minimal physical changes (for example, change of
burners only), BACT analysis would apply to tfe coal handling and storage
ﬁpmnt as well as any other necessary pew/equipment. BACT analysis

d not apply to the bojlers since individually they were designed to
_:____......-,_;___ coal and therefore will not be undergoing a physical change or
' i he methed of operation.

In addition to the BACT amalysis, requirements for a source impact analysis
(52.21(k)), air quality analysis (52.21(m)), additional impact analyses
{52.21(0)), and Class I analysis (52.21(p)) must be satisfied.

Cace the source bas satisfied these requirements and the notice and public
comment provisions, permit approval may proceed.

Region IV is aware that guidance on this question has been sanewhat vague,
and possibly conflicting, in the past. Therefore, we do not intend for
this policy to be applied retroactively where it was not adhered to. How-
ever, we do expect each Region IV state to immediately implement this
policy for all future applicability determinations.

Sincerely yours,

James T, Wilburn, Chief
Alr Management Branch
Air & VWaste Management Division

ec: Ed Reich
Darryl Tyler
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Rty REGION IV
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Mr. SBteve Smllwood, Chiet
Bureau of Air Quality Kanagemant
Tvin Towers Otfice Building

2600 Blair Stone Road
Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Doar Mr. Smllsood:

This is to inform you of Regicn IV policy concerning applicability of eccal
conversions to EPA PSD regulations,

Fuel conversions, in geperal, are considered major modifications for purmoses
of SO review providing emission increases are significant. However,

Section 5Z2.21(0)(2)(1i1)(e) provides an exemtion for certain fuel conversioo
from the mujor modification definition., Specifically, this section exarmts

a fuel eonversion from PSD revies if the source was capanle of accammdsating
the alternste fuel before Jarmuary 6, 1975 and such a change is not prouibited
by any enforceable permit conditions.,

The questicn then, is whether the source, {.e., the entirev plant, was capable
of accammxdating ccal before January 6, 1ly73. For purnoses of converting one
or more, but not all of the boilers, we interpret this provision as requiriog
that the plant be camable of receiving, transierring, and preparing ccal, and
then transferTing coal and cambusting coal in the units being converted, and
disposing of the ash., It is not pecessary for the plant to be capable of
carrying out all those operations for every unit at the source, but oaly for
for those being cooverted. On the other hand, if the plant is capable o1
receiving coal and transferring and combusting it only in soow other unit

at the¢ plant, but not the onc being converted, the plant woula not be

deamer] capable of accommodating e¢crl far purposes of that project.

In arder for a plant 0 be capable cf accommdating cosl, the company must
show not only that the design (i.e., construction spucificaticns) for the
source contarsplated the equipment, but also that the equipment actually
vas installed and still remains in existence. Otherwisc, it cannot reason-
ably be concluded that the use of coal was "designed into the scurce.“
Thus, a sousce that had used coal at a particular unit at an earlier time,
but later switched to another frel, would be capadble of accurodating coal
&5 long as the coal bandling equirment still existed. I? coml handling
equipmnt had t=en remved or was never installed, the source would not be
ccal accanmmdative. If a proposed conversion (s oot eligible for the
exemption under 52.21(b)(2)(iii)(e), it is considered a major mdification
for the purposas of FSD review if the resulting net emission {ncreases are
significant. FSD applicahility would be based on 2]l emission inereases
from the conversion, inclurding emission increases from the ccal and ash
handling anod storage facilities as well as {rom the btoilers, since all we=
increases are causced by the conversion to ecal, ‘
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Cnce PSD applicability has been established, it is then necessary to
undertake a BACT analysis as required under 52.21(Jj). That section, under
paragraph 3, requires that a mrjor modification apply "best available
cpatrol technology for each pollutant subject to regulation under the Act
for which it would result in a significant pet emissions increase at the
source. This requirement applies to each proposed emissions unit at which
a net emissions increase in the pollutant would cccur as a result of a
physical change or change in the method of operation in the unit." This
secticn clearly intends that technology review be assessed on an emissions
unit rather than on a plant-wide basis.

In the situation where the individual boiler being converted is capable

of firing coal with minimal physical changes (for example, change of
burners only), BACT analysis would apply to the coal handling and storage
equipment as well as any other necessary new equipment. BACT analysis
would not apply to the boilers since individuslly they were designed to
accomnodate coal and therefore will not be undergoing a physical change or
change in the method of operation.

In addition to the BACT analysis, requirements for a source impact analysis
(52.21(k)), air quality analysis (52.21(m)), additional impact analyses
(52.21(0)), and Class I analysis (52.21(p)) must be satisfied.

Cace the source has satisfied these requirements and the potice and public
compent provisions, permit approval may proceed.

Region IV is aware that guidance on this question has been sonewhat vague,
and possibly conflicting, in the past. Therefore, we do not intend for
this policy to be applied retrcactively where it was not adhered to. How-
ever, we do expect each Region IV state to immediately implement this
policy for all futice applicability determinations.

Sincerely yours,

James T. Wilbuwrn, Chief
Alr Management Branch
Air & Waste Mapagement Division

ecc: Ed Reich
Darryl Tyler
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