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SSR/L  *

oes replacement ca-
pacity have to produce
the sama product? ({e.g.,
can a BOF & a ooke bat—
tery “replace® a closed
coke battery?)

51.190
(Paxt 1V.C,3)

Conditional

" applicant can establish that it

Credit for replacement capacity
ocowrxing prior to the date of

the new source application is filed
can only be applied where the

Uy

shut down or curtailed production
after S§IP approval as a result of
enforcenent action. 1This type of
curtalliment can only be applied to-
like sources (i.e. coke battery for
coke battery) or where sources
serve the same function (i.e.
electric arc furnaca for open
hearth), i
lowever, source shutdown ocauring
at the time the new sources appli-
cation 1s sulmitted may be used
to offset enissions for any new
source.

wWith regard to hydro-
carbona can any credit

be taken for inspection
and maintenanca (IiM)?

51.18
{Part IV.C)

Conditional

In those non-attainment areas
identified as needing a plan re- .
vision or where a study 1s re-
quired to detemmine the necessity
of a plan revision, ocontrol beyord
reasonably available contrel tech-
mology {(RACT) is required for any
enlssion offset. With respect to
this policy, 1iM has been identi-
fled as the level of control com-
mensurata with RACT. ‘Therefore,
in these areas no emission credit
can be taken for IsM. lowever,
vhere thea SIP is adequate; emis-
slon offsets obtained through the

application of I&M are acceptable.
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SSR/3

3

Where sludge is pro-
hibited fram being

discharged to waterways,
and an Incinerator is
therefore necessary,
would this incinerator
be exampted under tha
oonditions of paragraph
1v- p?

51.18
(Part 1V.B)

Gonditional

The exanption in paragraph Iv-B .
*Exesptions from Certain Oon— !
aitions" applies in those in- |
stances vhere either (1) a source
sust switch fuels due to a lack of .
adequate fuel supplies or (2) where -
a source 1s reguired as a result i
of EPA regulations to install |
additional process equipment and - :
no exception fram such an EPA = |
regulation is available to the
source. The construction of this
source depends on the interpreta-
tion of the second condition. This
exenption must be limited in its
application to only those sources
requiring additional capacity. If
there is an existing sluige in-
cinerator which would require
additional capacity, then expan-
slon of this facility may be
ocongidered. However, 1f it meant
the oconstruction of a new source
then the policy should be inter- F
preted to require the source to
either find the neceasary offsets
or to select an alternate location.

S5R/4

With respect to
(ondition 2., are _
state orders not a "
part of the officlal
SiP asatisfactory?

51.18 No
(Part IV A
Oondition 2)

Tha crux of Condition 2 18 that
the required compliance of the
sources in question be Federally
enforceable. Thus, it would be
necessary, in the situation where
a state order is issued, that EPA
issue a tracking order, or that thel
state order became part of the SIP.




Code Date of Question Affected Datermi- Discussion
Response Requlation nation
SSR/5 * In considering the shut- 51.18 Corditional Source shutdowns occurring prior
dowm policy, in which {Part IV C.3.) to the date the new source appli-
past closures are mot ' cation is filed generally may not
normally “traded”, what ba used for emission offset credit.
defines "past¥? 1s it However, where the applicant can
the permit-sulmittal establish that it shutdown, ap-
date, April 1976, or proval as a result of enforcement
some other point in time. action providing for a new source
as a replacement for the shutdown,
credit for such shutdown can be
applied to offset emlssionas from
the new source., Therefore, with
this ons exception the significant
date is that of the filing of the
new source application.
SSH/6 ¢ A Stata not currently 51.18 ) Yes Since 100 ton potential sources

administering the NSR

for attalment/main-
tenance of NAAQS now
wishes to davelop its
owm program. Is it
sufficient if States
require the review of

all new sources with

a yearly potential of

100 tons and larger for
purposes of administering
the interpretative ruling?

ara typically smaller than our

definition of point source this
would be permissible.

- el aa

8SW/1  3/1U/TN

Can EPA require two-for- 51.18 IV.A No
ona emlssion offsets? {Condition 3)

The interpretative ruling requires
that the new source acquire more
than equivalent anission offsets,
1his, however would only require
tha source to obtain emission off-
gets of more than one-forrona. ]




will ba rehabilitated by
replacing all brickwork,
installing ocompletely new

of f-take piping, buckstays,
tia rods, ooke oven doors, and
ooke oven janba subject to the

Code pate of (Question Affected Determi- Discussaion I
Response Regulation nation '
SSR/8  4/8/77 Is the relocation of an 51.18 I1I.B Oonditional Well controlled asphalt concrete
existing asphalt concrete plants which emit less than 100
plant subject to the tons per year will not be subject.
interpretative ruling However, if any large asphalt oon-
viien there is no increase crete plant (yreater than 100 tons/ :
in emissions? - year) should relocate, it will be |
subject to the provisions of the
interpretative ruling. :
SSR/9  4/13/71 1s a source that will emit 51.18 1I.B Yes Since the source's allowable enis-
Jess than 100 tons per year sion rate at the time it com- -
after control subject to the mences operation will be in'excess |
interpretative raullng, iF it of 100 tons per year the offset
will not have the control policy mst be applied.
equipment installed until
6 0 12 nonthe after com-
mencevent of operation?
SsR/10 4715/ what 18 the definition of 51.18 II1.B —_ Mlowable annual emissions shall
allowable emission rate be based on the appiicable new 1

. wder the Balssion Off- source performance stardard or the | -

: seL Folicy? applicable SIP emisalon limita-

' tion. Included within the applic-
able BIP may be a new source per~ |
mit condition issued pursuant to |
§51.186,

BSIYII 4/15/71 1a a ooke battery, which 51.18 II.B Yed The ooke oven will ba rebullt to

such an extent, that it is con~
slidered a new source.

interpretative ruling?




Discussion

Code pate of Question Affected Determi-~
Response Regqulation nation
8SKR/12  5/6/17 Ives the emisslion offset 51.18 II.B No It wvas not the Intent of the in-
policy apply to FEN's - terpretative ruling to cover )
Strategic Petroleun pituations where emisslons occur |
Reserva (SPR) Program for only a relatively short period
and speclfically to the of time and are associated with
Choctaw salt dame pro- the construction of a new project. .
ject? o ' ‘
SSR/}3  5/12/77 Can a IC source go out- 51.18 D Yes A source may go outside the AQCR |
slda the MICR to obtain to obtain necessary emisaion off- i
necessary offsets? sets provided these offsets fall |
within areas bourd by the circles ,
. of applicability. .
SSR/14  5/16/71 May ths emission decreases 51.18 No Since tha source was closed prior |
effected by tha closure ne.3 to sulmittal of the application
of the Bartrum incinera- for the new source, and ita
wr ba used to offset the closure was ot a result of an |
anissions from the pro- enforcement actlon providlng for
posed new refuse-fived the new source, it cannot be used
steam generator? ag an emlssion offset.
BSR/15 6/8/77 a} I a pew 100 ton source 51.18 II.B {a) Yes a} A proposed new sourca with an
a major source where Lt is allowable emission rate ex-
being construcled as a re- ceeding 100 tons/year ia con-
placenent. for an existing sldered a major source, aven
source which emits a greater though such a source may replace’
amount. an existing sourca with the re-
sult that the net additional
~ . emissions are increased by less
- than the above amounts.
51.18 IV.A b) The test as to whether a source

b} Do the oconditions of
Part IV.A apply?

.(h) Yes

would exacerbate an existing vio- |
lation is whether the source

would emit pollutants into an
area ¥ iolating an NAM)S— nok




Code Date of Question Affected Determi- Discussion
Response Regqulation nation
SSR/15 whether the "net effect" of the
(ocon't.) gource's construction ig an jn-
crease in emissions,
c) what is the ration- 51.18 IV. A -- It s EPA's juigment that a new
ale for requiring a source should be allowed to enit
replacanent sourca to pollutants into an area violating
meet LAER if a net alr a NAACS only If jts contribution
quality benefit will to the violation 13 reduced to
accrue as a result of its the greatest degree possible.
_ o construction? o
S5R/16 6/L3/77 a) Ts a modelling analysis 51.18 IT Conditional a) Section JI. C of tha Intexr-
required to determine whether pretative Ruling statea that
the offset requirements are atmospherjc simlation modelling |
applicable? need not be applied where a source!
will clearly impact on a receptor
which exceeds a NAAQS.
b} Is the determination of 51.18 II -- b) The Interpretative Rullng
applicability made on the applies to areas of non-attain-
basis of existing air quality ment air quality existing at the
or projected alr quality as tive of the major source startup.
of tha proposad source's :
startup date?
c) Hhat anticipated im- 51.18 II - - c} Any enforceable commitments to

provement in alr quatity

would be considered in the
detennination of- projected
alr quality in the inpacted

area?

achleve emission reductions ox any
to allow enission increases on or
before new source operation should
be taken into acoount along with
existing alr ¢uality levels and
the projected air quality impacts
of the major new source,




—

Code Da-te of Question Affected Determi~ Discussion

Response Regulation nation |

B5R/16 d) Illow is non-attalmoent 51.18 JI -- d]l The preferable appmach would -
{con't) defined when thexe is in- be to detemine the source's '
adequate monitoring data? jmpact on aix quality through dts—-
) persion modelling, :
-
e) Where data is available 51.18 II -- e) Any air quality variations \
but :ha al:atusiof standards cllua to rgﬁla;lge dl;:l?es {.g met:eor?- ‘

attainment varies because ogy sl addresased through-
of dlffering meteorological worst case consideration of an !

ooiditions how i8 tha adequate meteorologlcal data base
datermination of applica- {typically 5 years). !
bllity made? o - |
f) Does Condition 2 require 51.18 IV A - £) Condition 2 of the Inter- |
all at:h.\:oes m;ier the E ' pmtatlveltt\;ﬁnh?h:a;\ures all '
ownership as the propo sources w same AQCR !
source to be in conpliance under common ownership with the !
with SIP requirements for major source to be in campliance |
all pollutants or just those with all emission constraints !
pollutants for which stan- assoclated with any pollutant for I
dardsa are ot belng attalned? which an ambient standard exists. |
Sea SSR/22 for the only exesption.:
g) Is EPA prepared to enforca 51.18 IV.A Yea q) Sea 1977 Clean Alr Act Nnend- l

Oondltion 5, 1f SIP revielons

are not approved or pramilgated

on time?

h} If the definition of

51.18 I1I B

“major source” is subsequently
revised, how will that defini-
tion apply to sources who applied
for or received approval prior to

the definition reviasion?

ments for further clarification
of this issue.

It {8 customary: that amended de—
finitions or policies apply only
to applicable events after the
date that any change appears in
the Federal Register.
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SSR/17

6/21/11

Does the emission offset
policy apply to FEA's
Choctaw Salt Dame project's
anlssiona fram tanker
ballasting and barge locad-
irg associated wilh the
astorage and withdrawal
fram storage of crude oll?

51.18 IV.A

This detemination is based on

the fact that such entssions t
vere to he tawporary and would
occur only during the £111 phase
of the project. If these emis- '
sions had continued over the life

"of the project, as generally i

would be the case with storage
facilities assoclated with a new '
marine teminal or a new refinery

would have been subject to the
Interpretative Ruling.

SSR/18

1/1%/11

(a) How should the term
*allowable emissions*

be wsed to ensure “real*
offsata?

{b) Mast the secondary
auisslons fram electric
power generation needed

to supply a new source

be reqired to get offseta?

51.18 Iv.C

51.16 IV.A,

—

tha Choctaw Salt Dane project l
i
\

a) The ruling indicates that emis:
slon offsets should generally be
mada on a pounds-per-hour basis
when all facilities involved in
the emission offset are operating'
at the maximum expected pradiction
rate, Use of pounds-per-hour ]
should help negate false emis- !
sion offset credits that would I
result fran the use of annual !
emissions and low annual capacity.
factors. Since the use of annual
emissions may also be appropriatg
it would be advisable to use the
historical annual capacity factm:l
for the source providing the . l
offsets. :

b) Since the additional electri- |
city could presumably be gena-
ted anywhere on the power supply |
grid, the amount and location of |
tha secondary emissions might

vary significantly and thus do
pot: meat the test of footnote 3 :
of the lnterpretative ruling. t




Code pate of Question Affectad Determi- Discussion
Response Requlation nation
SSR/19  B8/12/17 Since EPA requires PSD 51.18 IV A - while the PSD regqulations, as

review in non-attain-
nent areas to insure the
increment will not be
vielated in an attain-
ment area, and the
Interpretative Ruling
requires all major
sources (D be reviewed

as well, a conflict arises
as to the level of oontrol
reapired. Should EPA re-
quire BACT undder PSD and
then require the State to
assure application of
IAER under the Inter-
pretative Ruling?

presently written, require

EPA to grant approval for a PSD
source 1f all the requirements
of PSD are met, it is within
EPA's discretion to condition
that approval on the ability of - |
the source to satisfy all o
other Federal and State. environ-
mental requirements. This
issue has been addressed by the
Congress in the 1977 Clean Air
Act Amendnents. These amend-
ments require a PSD source to
satlsfy the attaimment and
maintenance provisions of new
source review.
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code bate of Question Affected -Determi~ Discussion
Response Regulation nation
SSR/20 8/13 /M hoes tle Clean Alr Act 51.10 1V A OQOHDITIOHAL, The Interpretative Ruling would v
{Interpretative Ruling) ‘mandata the assessment of secon—- !
require consideration of dary emissions. llowever, States
' secondary impacts of new clearly have the option to con-
air pollution sources in sider such emissions and
determining the sufficlency require additional offseta for
of amisalon offsets? than,
SSR/21 B/19/71 Sama as SSR/T8 (a) 51.18 IV c —— Sama as SSR/10 (a)
SS5R/22 8/26/17 Does condition 2 of 51.18 IV.A RO Condition 2 does not presently
the Interpreative apply to a replacanent faci-
Ruling apply to U.S. 1ity which is less polluting
Steel's proposed than the facility being
replacanent faclilitles? replaced.
- 1
8SR/23 Isa source which ceases 51.18 11 B CONDITIONAL

9/15/77

operation in 1976 due ta
econamic conditions and
is planning to re-open
after a change in owner-
ship subject to the
interpretative ruling?

The source's change in ownership ;
will not bring it within the
applicability of the interpreta- |
tive ruling. Itwill not bea .
wodified source either provided i
that: T
{1) The source closed at its
own discration, and the
applicable SIP allowed its
ocontinued operation
(2} The source will maintain its
: emission level consistent
with the appljcable S1p, and
(3) The State continued to main- |
tain this source in its
active emission inventory

and control strategy.
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Ccode Date of Question Affected Determi- Discussion
Response ' Requlation nation
SSR/24 9/26/71 . Ia a source which locates 51.18 yes The preanble to the IR States
within a non-attajmment that a major source locating
area gubject to the IR in the middlg of an area that
regardless of its calcu- exceeds standards clearly will
lated impact? exacerbate the existing vio-
lations.
SSR/25 9/30/71 1€ a coke battery is 5118 IIB 1o The IR applies only to that ;
replaced, are exiating portion of the major source i
coal handling facllities, vhich is undergoing same' new i
the by-product plant, the construction or modification t
quench tower, etc,, all and which will result in an l
subject to LAER? increase of greater than 100
tona/year of allowable
eanissions, g
SSR/26 10/11/77 In a casa where a proposed 51.10 - In order to protect the short '
new boller is designed for term anbient air quality
use on low sulfur §2 oil standard, the Stata should base
with a standby capabiliy the analysis of the source on
of burning higher sulfur the higher sulfur content 16
#6 oil, would the State be fuel oil.
required to do its air
quality impact assessment
on the basia of the standby
fuel?
S8SR/27 16/21/1 a) Are the separata a) 51.18 a) yes a) Applicability of the IR is

enissions fram -
independent processes
agoaumlated o deter-
mine application of the
1IR? '

triggered when the allowable
anlssions of any air pollutant

- for which non-attalment exists
‘Increases by 100 tons or

nore/year. Thia can be reached
by one large facility or several
smaller facilities.
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Code pate of Question Affected pDetermi-~ Discussion
Response Regulation nation
{OONTTIRIALION)
8SR/217 b} Are shutdowns con- b) 51.18 b) NO b} Shutdowns are not includel
sldered vhen deter- It in determining applicability
mining applicability? of the IR, but are only used
ag means for cbtaining the
necessary offsets.

c) Can shutdowns be applied o) 51.18¢ c) Condi- c} Shutdowns may be used to pro-
as offseta, if they occur v.c.) tional vide offsets if they are pro-
prior to the ounstruc- posed at the time of the new
tion of a new sowce? source application, "

d} What portion of aenis- d} 51.18 a) - - d) ‘The emission reduction re-

~glons reduction resulting 1V.C.3 sulting fram shutdown may be

fram a shutdown can be used only for that portlon of
used to pwovide emission the shutdown occourring prior
of £sets? to operation of the new source.

e) May the dlfference e} 51.10

between SIP allowad emls- WA e) Yes e) Hea S5R/18 (a)

slona and actual emig-

slons be used as an offsat?

SSR/728  16/21/1 Ia banking of awnisslons 51.18 1V Ko, however The no banking rule does not

allowed for future C. 6 prohibit the issuance of a

growth?

source are definite and such

single permit to cover more thanj.

one phasa of a phased construc-
tion project. Simllarly for
state-inltiated emissjon off-- -
sets several different sources
may ba allowed to construct as
part of a general SIP revision,
s0 long as the plana for each

sources are specifically
identified as the reciplents of
the emiesion offset credits in
the SiP revision.
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Code Date of Question Affected Determi- Discussion
Response Regulation nation
SSR/29 10/31/71 What criteria will be - - o - Since the new source review pro- !
used to determine gram's responsibility lies pri- '
whiether a reconstructed marily with the State, it has ;
source is subject to the been EPA's policy to defer any X
1R? determination of applicability of .
new source review to the State. !
lowever, if the State should !
default or take an extremely |
lenient view EPA will rely on the’ ‘
criteria established in 40 CFR
B 60,15, ¥
SsR/30 0 I/ that 1a the emission - - -~ Where the applicable SIP does

baseline for a source
with no applicable SiP
raquirement, but which
is ocontrolled?

ot ocontain an emission limi-
tation for a source or sourca
category, the emission offset
baseline involving such sources
shall be the actual emissions at

the time the permlt request: is
filed.,

b 1+ cp—" e————————  a——— + L.




code Date of Question Affected Datermi- Discussion
Response Regulation nation
SSR/3t  11/1/717 Does tha IR apply for QO ifa

a) Six 100 ton per day a) 51,18,II.B a) Yes a) Source is defined as any

modules are bullt and lo- hujlding, structure, facility, or

cated at the sawe physical operation (or cxbination thereof),!

location? Since all the facilities will be -
locating at one physjcal location
and the carthination of these ex-
ceeds the emission rate of 1000 |
tons per year, they will be sub- l
Ject to the IR, :

b} Six 100 ton per day b) 51.18.I1I.B b} Mo b} Since a single 100 ton per !

rodules are buile and day module does not emit tha 1

located at different amount of 00 necessary to quallfy

sites throughout the as a major source and all the

county? facilities will be located at
separate locations, they will not
be subject to the IR,

c) "Three 200 ton per c) 51.10.11I.B8 c} Yes c] 6ince one 200 ton pex day

day modules are bullt nodule will emit in excess of

and Jocated at the sama 1000 tons per year individually

physlical slte? each module will be subject to the
IR on jts oun merjts,

d) Threa 200 ton per d} 51.18.11.h d) Yes d] Save as (c),

day wmodules are built

and located at dif-

ferent sites through- )

out the county?

Doea the IR apply for HC ifs

a) Six 100 ton per day modules e) 51.18.II.B &) Yes e)] Sama-as {(a) except that tha

are built and slted at the samm
physical location?

conbination will emit in excess
of 100 tons per year,




code Date of Question Affected Determi~ Discussion
Response Regulation nation
SSR/31 g) Three 200 ton per g} §51.18,11.8 g} Yes gl Since one 200 ton per day v
(con't) modules ara built and module will have an allowable ;
are located at the sam enission rate in excess of 100
physical site? tons per year, each mocdule will
be subject to the IR on its own
mexrits., .
h) ‘tree 200 ton per h} §51.19.1L.B h} Yes h) Same as (g). i
day modules are built and
sited at different loca- ;
tions throwglout the |
aanty?
S8SR/32 12/30/71 Are the construction of §51.18.11.B Yes Although these facllities may

Unkted States Steel -Corpo-
ration's new -DOP vessel,
blast furpace, amd ookse
battery at their
Fairfield wWorks subject to
tha IR?

have been permitted by tha State
of Alabama, and/or commenced con-
atruction prjor to the date of
publication of the IR, they are
still jn violation of the require-:
ments of 40 CFR 51,18, Therefors,
in order far these facilitjes to
continue construction and to begin|
operation, they mist confom to
the recuirements of the IR,

e — — ] -




Code Date of
Response

Question Affected Detarmi~

Discussion

SSR/33  1/1/78

Regulation nation
Is a source which resunes 51.18,1¥.RB Gondltional

operation after being shut-
down for a period of time
subject to the 1IR?

If a source is explicitly ex-
chiied frow the State Jrgplemen-—
tatjon Plan control strxategy and
the attalment of the NAAS i
predicated upon its closure, such
source would be considered a new
source upon re-gtartup and there—
fore sublect to the IR,

L o e e e o, W — -

551y 14 1/5/78

Ines the construction of 51.18,1I.8 Yed
ake batteries Mos. 3 & 11

at the Youngstown Steal

Indiana Harbor Plant

amstitute new sources

for purposes of the IR?

Since battery No, 11 is a hrand
new battery, it will be con-
sidered a new source fox. purposes
of the IR, Battery No, 3 will
be retmilt fran the “pad-up* and
mast therefore be evaluated
againat the criteria establjshed
in the New Source Performance
Starndards (NSPS) 40 CFR 60.15
*Reconstruction® to detemine
whether it constjitutea a new
source and subject to the ]R.

S8SR/35 1/25/78 |

Are sources which locate 51.18.11.C --
in clean portions of non-

attajmment areas subject

to the IR?

The source would not be required
to canply with the IR, if tha
source counld demonstrate that it
did not cause or exacerbate an
existing violation of the stan-
dard, . . '

SSR/36  1/25/78

Ara major sources ‘of methyl- 51.18,.II.D No
chioroform subject to the IR?

- axjdants and is therefore exespt

Methyl-chloxroform is not con-
sidered as a volatile organjc oom-)
pound, it does not contrilumte to |
the fonmation of photochemical

fran the requirements of the JR.




Code Date of Question Affected Determl-~ Discussion
Response Regulation nation
SSR/31  2/14/178 Is the proposal modifi- 51.18 JI.B Yes Any new source or replacement
cation to the Wheland source that has allowable emjg-
Foundry subject 0 the gjons of 100 tong or nore per
requirements of the IR, year locating in a non attainment
even though the equip— area, and which will contribute to
ment. belng replaced has a viplatjon of a NARQS, is re-
higher actual and allow- quired to meet all the regquire- i
able emissjons than the mwents of the IR, even If the
new equipment? total of 100 tons is obtajned
by sumiing a nuder of individual |
replacement actions, each of which:
by itself has an allowable enis-
slon rate of less than 100 tons
per _year, X
SSR/36 3/8/718 is a source which removes 51.18 1I1.8 Yes If the new paint line has an I
two existing paint lines allowable emission level equal .
and replaces Lthem with a to or greater than 100 tons per
single lina performing year, and those emjssjons will ;
the identical task, and ocontribute to a violation of a i
which will also result NANMS, the IR will apply. The I
in a met decrease of two existing paint lines, which
emissions subject to are belny replaced may provide for:
tha Ii? the necessary emission offsets. |
SSR/39  3/23/78 At what point in time should 51,18 IV.A - TAER ghould ba determined for a

LAER determinations be made?

- on a continuous program of con—

given facility at the time tha -
application for a new source
review permit 13 received. How-
ever, the pemit should contain
same restrjction so as to provide
that YAER may be revised should |
the facllity be unable to proceed

atnuction,




code Date of Question Affected Determi-~ Discussion
Response Regulation nation
SSR/40 3/28/78 a) Should the proposed 51.18 IV.C.3 - - a) Jewel Coal and (ke can only !
33 new ovens considered for apply the decrease in emissions
oopnstruction by Jewell frau the shutdown batterles 1 and
(nal and (oke be considered 5 for that portion of the emlssions
as replacement facilities? vhich is related to the replace-
ment capacity of the ovens, Since:
the 33 new ovens will provida an |
addltional 46% capacity, the 33.
new ovens cannok be considered en-!
tirely as a replacanent facility. !
b) Can (ondition 2 of the 51.18 IV.A L) ND b} Although EPA has, in the past l

IR be walved?

susperxiad Condition 2 for re-

placement type facilities, such
a suspension for Jewell (onal and
Ooke is not warranted, since it
entails nore than a replacement.
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“—’ pate of Affeurded Determi-

Code Response Question Requlation nation Discuasion
|
‘' SSR/41 4/11/748 Ecol received a pernmit 51.18 IV A Condl- - Credit for offset is conditional
for a new refinery but tional on whether the original permit

falled to complete con-
~structlion and sold out
_to Marathon. Marathon
revised the proposal
and obtained a new per-
mit In Oct. 1977, which
- allowed in excess of
100 tons per year of
"hydrocarbon emissions.
Are the permitted but
never conatfucted
facilities permissible
as offset sourcea?

isgsued to Ecol was consistent
with the requirements of 51.18.
If the original permit is deter-
mined to be valid, that is,
emisaions from the permitted
source would not have interfered
with the attainment or malnte-
nance of any NAAQS or SIP, then |
those portions of the facility
whioh have not yet been con-
atructed may be used as emission
offsets. If the permit was not
isgued conaistent with 51.18, no
emission offsets are available
to Marathon.

.Lines K-0 and K-8 at
:CertalnTeed Corpora-
tion are existing pro-
~duct llnes which will
"be undergolng some
construction, resulting
in an increase in
allowable emissions for
a few .of the facilities
on these llpes. Will
these be subject to

the ruling?

51.18 II B

Those facilities which will have
an increase in allowable emis-—
sions are subject to the ruling,
since the total increase in
allowable emissions from the
phased construction and modifica-
tion program at CertainTeed
exceada 100 tons per year. Thus,
each increment of the program
which will result in an Increass
in allowable emissions is sub-
ject to the ruling. Those .
facilities which will have a
decrease in allowable emissions
as a result of the construction
program are not considered ..
modified sources, are not subject}].
to the ruling, and can be used to}’
offset allowable emission in-
creases at the other facilities.
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Discussion 1

Code  Date of Question Affeoted Determl~
Response ' Regulation nation
Will rehabilitation 51i.18 IIR Yes The needed rehabilitation 18 at

SSR/43  5/22/78

S5R/44 6/13/79

of HWheeling-Pittsburgh .

Stael Mpnessen Coke
Battery No, 1 suffi-
clant to-achleve com-

pliance witl Pennaylvania:
environmental regulations

result in the applicat
of the interpretative
ruting?

.....

[ —

"least ‘51%3-69% &f the cost of a

comparable entirely new i
facility, The reconstruction
rule is, therefore, met and

the battéty ia classifled ag !
reconstruction and since

What treatment is to
be given to secondary
emissions under the
offset ruling?

ion allowable emissions from the
battery exceed 100 tons/year, -
it 1s subject to the Ruling.

51.)8 III, The revised emission offset

Footnota 3

i

‘wall-defined, must be quanti- .

policy deflnes “secondary
emissiona” as emissions from
new or exlsting sources which
occur as a resultc of the con-~-
struction and/or operation of
a major source or major modifi- !
cation, but do-not come from thﬁ
source itself.  Secondary emis-
sions must be specific and . '

fiable, and must impact the
same general nonattainment area
as the major source which
causes the sacondary emlssions,

Secondary emissions need not !
be considered in determining i

- whether the emission rate

cutoff points would be exceededﬂ~
llowgver, 1f a source is sub-
ject to the offset ruling on the
basle of tha direct emissions
from the source, the applicable
conditions of the ruling must
also be met for sescondary emis-
slonsa. )

T cv——
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Code  Date of Question Affected Determi-~ Discussion
Response a Regulation nation
Would the combustion 51.18 1v B Yes "As defined in the Resource

SSR/45 9/18/78

of municipal sewage
sludge qualify as
*municipal solid
waste® and thus be
exempt from the

Conservation and Recovery Act,
sewage sludge would quallify as
so0lid waste under RCRA and
would be exempt from the
interpretative ruling.

- — - am - e e e

e ——— -

interpretative ruling?




ane REFERINCE QLT O AVFHTIED 17PER~ MSCIBESION
i _ RWHINATICH MINATION
ESR-46 HMomo {Hwals to Weed) a) A waste woud-fired nller is Appenldix S, Unless speclfic data are available to define the
2/6/19 to be lacated 25 miles from an M., C Injact of a WL source, VIC siurces lacating with-
ozxe ponattajusenlt azea. What in 36 s travel thme (under wind conditions
mst the pyvace do i dewonstrats assoclated with oxidant concentrations exceeding
whether or ol it will cause or the NAAGS for oxldants) of a nonattaliwent sonlimoe
contrlbule W a violation of the wlil be deflaal as causfing or contribuvtiig o a
ozae standand? violation of the ozone standard,
b) What mst He owce & D The wrce must demonstrate that it is beyond 36
danonstrale whether or not it oures lravel time fron a nonattalmment monlinr or
will dagact the ozone momaktaln- that it will have “virtually no effect™ on any
ment area? avea exceodlmy the ozone staniad. TMe “virtually
. n effect® exemption is only intended for rweote
rural scarces winse aeslssions would be very
wil tkely to interact with other significant
sowces of VU or N, to form adkdlitional ,
aidant. Sudh a damonstration might Include a
gowing et the proposed surce would be located
tn anyy siea that is ot subject to multiday
stagnatlon contitions ad that VOO and HO,
onisshun within 36 fowrs travel tine are minimal.
c) What caostitutes a slynificant Gince theve are o slynlflcance levels provided
fmpact of UYw ozmxwe nonattalnment for osxw, any Impact fion a major eource la
area? detemilnel o be sigalficant If within 36 hows
travel time.
LSR—47 Mowo to Reglon VI, ‘Siould baklaating and Lightering MNyenlix S Yes Keither ballasting mc lightering eniasions srise
enjustions e consideral secmxlary 11.G6 from the opuration of the dock ItslE, as ¢pposod

/19

walsalons?

0 transpottat ion o the dock, and therefore
nefther may be coneldered divect enissiona of the
deck.  Iowever, both arlse as a direct ¢onsequence
of the dock anxl dome construction and gperation,
ani both may therefore be considered sccondary
omissions of the dock and dames. Consequently, an
rcrcase in emlsslons { Incluilim ballastimg or
Lighteriny onissions) asmclated with any dock,
reyariless of whether tat dock ls new, modified
or wchamyed, siould be considersd o be seconlary
oaisalons to be allocatal projoctionately amorg
the storage dunes which are bxd from that dock.

If the dack Ltself ia subject basul o its direct
emissions, the ballasting ad) lightering emissiona
frem the dock would Le dealt with as seconlary
aalssions W the ook and nead ot be consideced
in reviewin) tie stocaye duses fel from that dock.
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ane REFERRICE QUESTHON < AFFHCIED - DISCULSIGN
D _ RELAHATION HUINATHYY .
5048 HMemo (Relch w A lational Can plant was closacd Nyendix S, ho

Alamyren} 2/21/19

M/T1. A uew Reyoolds metal can
plant is o be built several blocks
frcm the closal facillly, in the
Bame pnattainnent area, e goOL
vacatal by the closed facility is
now cocyprled by a totally different
plant, Slould the new plant be
conslderal a replacasent facillity,
in which case cxalit from the closal
facility may be qplled m ofiset
eminsiony from the new plant?

fuotmote &

Although fulfilling the time recuirement speci-
flal In Fuotmte 6 (the ource shuldown occusted
after tie date of enacument of Hx §977 Clean Air
Act Moenduents), this docs not fulfill the re-
qulremoent that the new sowce cleacrly be a
veplacement. The now source will he constructed
at a different location Ly a different cospany,
ard at a thee pearly two years after the old
soucce closed down. This sitvation does ot
represent 8 replacement, and Is not coverad vader
the jrovislons of footnote 6,

Sa-49 Mo [elh e AL
42019

(ruclble deslres to construct two
electrlc arc funaces In a nour
sttalsment acea, aml will be
gwernad by the original fmission

MNpendix S,
IV.A

lecaner 21,

H

Eince the state court decrea is not federally
enforceible, condition 2 {a not met anl the |pmmit
application cannot be spproved. The cospliance
timetaile wia nt tle sibject of an enforcement

Of fret Pol loy of Decanber 21, 1976, 1976 HOP, c:ukar waler §113 arnd 1a not part of the EIP. See
Al existing mwces ownad or R Bectlon IV.A ssn-4,
: e same
:Er‘;l::el,{nac;::wll,:m: :d‘:h a The revieed Prission Offset Policy is
sta'u: ocourt timetable, bnk the oonalstent with this approach reganding condition
timetable contalns Ao rovisjona 2, saying that all existing surces ownad or
for foderal enforcement. 1e operated by the appllcant sust be in canpl lance
condition 2 satisfied? with all emission limitations and standards
wder the Act {or in conpliance with an expedi-
Lious sciwsiule shich is federally enforceable oc
contalnal In a court ducree). TBSE has inter-
preta) ihis a8 meaning a ledeval oourt decree,
B8R~ o {Barber to Alr & The dual definition of source In 45 FR 52742 1E an NSP3 {dentifles an "affected facility®,
50 lunn‘bul Piviaton rnopattaloment requlations focuses (8/1/60) such an affected facility should be cosidered

plrectors) 10/24/00

on both the plant am. an {nstalla-
tion within the plant. How le
inatallation interpreied?

an Inatallatlon for purposes of new source
review ipplicability detemminationa, where a
porkicn of a plant is not specifically defined
as an affected facilivy, the reviewer should
refer @ the NSPS appwoach for guldance as to
how mmall a portion of a plant the teum
installation should cover,



CODE REFERENCE QUESTION AFFECTED DETER- DISCUSSION
REGULATTON MINATION
T BSR-51  Mamo (rReich to T An application Part 52, Yes The project is not subject
Kohnert) 2/23/81 was submitted Appendix to the construction mora-
on June 27, 1979 S§,1I; 44 torium because a complete
for the instal- FR 38471 application wag submitted

lation of 15 steam
generators. The
Offset policy did

not apply because

the project would

be located in a
*clean pocket® of

a designated
nonattainment area
and its impact aon

the actual nonattain-
ment area was insig-
nificant. The company
has mot yet received
the necessary permits,
and the Offset Policy
has been revised in
the interim to close
this "clean spot"
exemption. Is this
project subject to
the Offset policy?

prior to July 1, 1979. See
44 FR 38471, July 2, 1979,
It is, however, subject

to the requirements of the
August 7, 1980 Offset
Ruling amendments. Under
Part 52, Appendix S,I, the
Offset Ruling does not
apply to any major station-
ary source or major modifi-
cation that was not subject
to the ruling as in effect
on January 16, 1979, if the
owner or operator cbtained
all final federal, state
ard local preconstruction
approvals or pemits neces-
sary udder the applicable
SIP before August 7, 1980,
The project was not subject
to the January 16, 1979
Offset Ruling, but since

it has not yet received
final preconstruction pemmit
necessary under the appli-
cable SIP, it cannot be
exempted fram coverage under
the august 7, 1980 Offset
Policy amendments, which
eliminated the “clean spot*
exemption.
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G0E REFERENCE QUESTICN AFFECIED DETER- PISCUSSION
REGULATICN MINATI(N
—S5R- Letter (Relch to Kreutzen) An application for 40 CFR 51, Yes 40 CFR 5%, Appendix S, §TI.A_15, definea
- >2 6/16/81 . construction in a Appendix §, federally enforceable as “all limitations
nonattalnment area SIT.A.7(v) and conditions whidch are enforceable by
was sutmitted to the ard II.A.15 the Administrator, including those

Bay Area A(MD, and
approval is expected,
EPA has approved Bay
Area requlations
pursuant to the Clean
Alr Act of 1970, but
has not given final
approval to Bay Area
rules o oomply with
the 1977 amendments
and EPA implementing
requlations. Given the
current status of the
Bay Area plan, would a
permit lssuad for this
project by the Bay Area
be conslderal federally
enforceable?

requirements...approved pursuant to
40 CFR 51.18%. Provided the original
§51.18 permit requlationa are still in
place, these can continue to be used
o establish an enforceable pemmit
condition. .

Update:

EPA has temporarily stayed the
requirvement that a physical oxr
operational limitation on emlesions
capacity muat he federally enforceable
in onder tn be taken lnto account in
determining If a proposed statjonary
source or wodification would emit a
particular pollutant in signlficant
amounts. See 46 FR 36695, July 15,1961
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oobE REFERENCE QUESTION AFFECTED DETER- DISCUSSION
RAGULATION MINATI(H
SS5R-5 3 Tatter (Relch to Tamkins) A cogenecation Clean Alc Yes This Is conalstent with the approach
8/26/81 project with ACt, Conggeess applied towards goowth
emissions of over - §110{a) (2) () restrictions at §110{a)(2) (1) of the

B T IR 3 P AE T T

108 tons/yeac of

N0, is being

planneal in a

WO, ponattainment
area. A provision of
the applicable SIP
exenpts cogenecation
projects from the
necessity of providing
100 percent of all
offsets under certain
conditions, EmBR
declared this provision
deficient, but
conditionally approved
the plan, giving the
district until
Novanber 7, 1981 to
coccect this deficlency.
Can the oogeneration
project take advantage
of this exemption by
submitting a complete
application by
Novenber 72

Clean Alr Act, That groviaion poovides
that no major stationary soucce shall

be constructed oc mxdified in a
ropattajament acea after June 39, 1979,
unless, as of the time of application for
a peemit foc such construction ac
modification, the applicable state plan
meets Fact D requicements, Although the
asltuation in this case is diffecent, the
key point in both cases is that an
appeoved plan is being cacried out at the
time of permit application. Even though
the cogeneration provision waa declaced
deficient, it can still be wesed until
Novénber 7 by sources seeking exemptions
because the distcict plan was
conditionally approved,

P mba - . - . -



