bE’l‘ERHlN_A'l‘lONS OF APPLICABILITY-PREVENTION OF SIGNIFICANT DETERIORA"'ION

Code pDate of
. Reaponse

Question

Affected
Requlation

Determi~
nation

Discussion

\ o rsb/1 1/20/16

What emission points
should be oconsldered
vhen reviewing fuel
oconversion plants
under PSD?

52.21(4)
(1) {(xiil)

All emiasjon points of 60, and
particilate matter at a fgcnity
ocovered by the PSD review should
ba consldered in detenuining the
alr quality Inpact of the facllity
BACT determinations should be

made for all emission points.

Fuel conversion plants are de-
fined for purposes of PSD as those
plants vhidh acoonmplish a change
in state for a glven fossil fuel, ;
e large majority of the plants
are likely to acoomplish these
changes through coal gasifica-
tion, ooal liquefaction, or oil

PSD/2 1/20/76

What emission points
should be oonsjdered

wien reviewing phosphate
rock processing plants?

52.21(d4)
(1) (xvili)

shale processing.

A list of tha processea comwinly
assocjated with ptpsphate rock
preparation are as follows:

I. Ihosphate Rock Preparation

Mining . Nodulizlng -
Beneficlation Grinding
Dxying Thermal e~
fluorination
_Calcining - Material Mand-
ling & Stoc-

age
ITI. Phosphats Fertilizer Industry
Mwspharic Acid My,
- Wt Process
NMwimal Process
Superplosphoric Acid Plant
Vacum Bvaporation -
{evaporations, axlhwg tanks,
hot wells)
Subsargod comdngtion
Dianmoniua Phosphate Plants ‘




Code Date of Question Aftected Determi-~ Discussion
Response Regqulation nation

Psn/2 (Continuation) . (reactcr, granulator, dryer,
: ocooler, screens, milla) :
Rmn-of-Plle Tciple Superjlwsgihate
(mlxer, curlng belt, conveyors,
. storage) -
Granular Trjple Superplogjhate
( (xeactor, granulator, dvyer, '
aoler, screens, mills, storage)

11X, Other Products
Elemental plwsphorous
. Anlmal feed

If, however, any of the chemlcal

or fertiljzer production pro-

ceanses are not associated with the

phosphate rock processing opera- |
R . tion, we feel there is no bauls I

) for thelr inclusion under the
PSD regulation as presently word-.:

ed,
rs/3 3/18/76 + Must EPA grant PSD 52.21. Yes Our current ‘authority under .
| apprgval to a source : §52.21 does not allow EPA to |
MR when all requirements disapprove a new source for :
under §52.21 are met reasons other than a violation of
even 1f NAAQS, are un applicable incrasent or ]
inpacted? . fallure to apply BACT.

§51.18 review will ba per-
formed by ‘the State. EPA
could then void the State
permit L€ issued erroneously,




Code Date of Question Affected Determi- Discussion
- Response Requlation nation
X PSD/4 5/76 wWhat Lypes of land use 52.21 (e) - - The intent of the June 12 modifi-
P planning agenclies must (1) (114) cation was to Include as a minl-
be conferred with under ma those agencles with requlatory
the new source review teeth. liowever, all agencles X
for PSD? affected by PSD actions should be i
notified 1£ possible. !
Pstys 1/9/16 a) low does the PSD base- 52.21 - - a) 1his change would count against
. line apply to a source, whidi the increment
was permitted to burm 0.718
oll prior to January 1975
and then in Juna 1976 secured
a regulatory change and re-
vised pemit to allow for
2.5%8 oll. .
b) A source operated at a reduced b) The baseline is figured from
capacity and at a level of oon- the maximm emissions level that
. trol better than that required a source actually emitted durlnyg
L by the SIP, Is the baseline 1974. :
figured at tha SIP limit and for
full, actual, or what capaclity?
c) In an area with an anbient in2 Oondi- c) 1In onder for a source to gain an
problem, can one sourca (A), mot tional alr quality credit for erecting a

meeting BACT or RACT, erect a
taller stack for a neighboring
source (D) meeting RACT and/or
RACT, in order to allow for a
relaxed SIP requlation for source
(M? (M) and (B) contribule to an
anblent violation.

tall stack, it must first apply
BACT. 1herefore, source B can erect
a taller stack which may provide for
a relaxatlon of the SIP as it appliea
o source A, but only after a
rigorous control strategy demon-
stration shows that the relaxation
of the standards dces not Interfere
with the attaimment and nalntenance
of NANMY3. ’




Code

Date of
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Question

Affected
Regulation

Determi-
nation
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rsf/6

1/16/16

Can an agency approve
all independent phases
of a large PSD source if
it dwoses to d so for
reasons of national or
reglonal concern?

Oondi-
tional

At least two key factors should be

considered in detemmining whether o

issue a single pennit for both
initial and suhsequent stages of
oconstnction. One is the deyree
of certalnty over whether and when

additional construction will proceed.

Only where the applicant mekes a
strong showing that all phases will
definltely be bullt on a £ixed
achedule should 'a multi~phased pec-

mit even be considered. 1he second |

key faclor is the degrea to which
the separate facllities to be con-
structed in phases could stand
independently of each othex from a
business view point. As a general
rule, a permit should only oover
construction commencing within 18
months of issuance.

rsh/7

8/25/176

A catalytic cracking unit
is belng noved from Canada
Lo Region VI where it will
be "re-erected" at an existing
petroleum refinery. e instal-
latlon work will begin after
6/1/175. 1Ja this unlt subject o
Psh raview?

52.21(4)
A1) (xi)

Condi-
tional

If the catalytic cracking uwnit will,

Increase S0, and/or particulate
emissions fzan the refinery, then
uless there was a binding ocontract
for continwus on-site oonstnction
exeaited prior to 6/1/75, the “re-
erection” conmencing afier that
date would trigger tha PSD review
procedures.  If work has begun

and 10 pemmit hag been granted, the
owner or operator is in violation
of an inplementation plan and sid-
ject to enforooment wuier §113 of

tho Clean Alr Act.

-



Code Date of Question Affected Determi- Discusaion
Response Requlation nation

PSD/8 9/28/16 Are all facilities under 52.21(4d) Condi- NSPS covers several (ypes of facll
the NSPS category “"ooal- tional tles under the category coal-
preparation plants® sub- preparation plants including large
ject to PSD? loallng unita. - The P'SD regulation

cover all types of ooal cleaning
plants, Therefore, \mlesa facili-
tles such as large loading or ooal
preparation operations are located
on site of a ooal cleaning opera-
tion, they are mot oovered.

PSn/9 9/28/16 Can oontrol greater than Oondi- Althoygh we canmot require a sourc
BACT (where NSI'S exists) tional to go beyond NSPS, a source may
be required? agree to an enforceable oo tment

requiring additional control in o
to satisfy the alr quality incre-
ment. o

rsn/10  9/28/16 wWhat emission rate should - - - - Allowable emisalons only should be
ba used for new sources to uwsed sinoa these are enforceable,
docaument their consumption
aof the PSD increment -
actual or allowable?

PSn/ll 9/28/76 Can the Regions require - - Yea - -

PSD applicants to perform
the necessary diffusion
modeling?




Code
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P50/12

12/1/176

Does tha addition of a §52.21(d)
sul fur recovery unit to

an existing source make

the source subject Lo

PSD?

Condi-
tional

The addition of a sulfur recovery
plant to an existing PSD souroce
such as an oll refinery will act as
a plece of control equlpment and
result in lower plant emisslons.
Thws, this addition would not be
oconsidered a nodification to the
existing source sinoe no net in-
creasa In emiasions has oocurred.
The review for I'SD covers only those
sul fur recovery plants assoclated
with grass roots operations or
expanded production capabllities of
existing sources.

Psn/13

12/1/16

What i8 the intent of the - - -
PSD regulations concerning
wmodifications (a) resulting

in few adlitional emissiona?

(b) involving a peripheral .
rather than a major facility

of a subject sourca?

(a) 8Strict interpretation of the
PSD regulations subjects all modl-
ficationa to review. Oonsldera-

* tion 18 being given, however, to

amend §52.21 establishing a quanti-
tative limit.

(b) 1e addition of peripheral -
facilities (e.qg. a chemical plant
at a petroleum refinery) (o an
exiating PSD source s a wodifica-
tion and 1a subject to PSH If it
wnuld result in a net Increasa In
souroce amissions. Howaver, the
proposed amendnent discussal In (a)

] above will also epply heia.




Code

Date of
Response

(Question Affected
Requlation
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nation

PSD/14

12/1/716 .

Ia it advisable to 52.21(d) (2)
routinely specify the (11)

use of ocontrol equip-

ment as BACT rather

than defining an en-

forceable emlasion

1imit for the souroce? -

Oondi - Defining an emission limit i8 a

‘tional much beltter and dlrect means of oon-
trolliing source emfasions. Iliowever,
where it 18 extremely difficult to
eatimate and measure emiesions from
a souros FPA can and should autho--
rize or specify control techniques

PSDH/1S

12/1/76

Do the following changeas by -~ -
existing or "grandfathered”
sources affect the amount of
PSD increment that is avail-
able for new subject sources?
a) ewitching to higher sulfur
oontent fuel
b) increasing emiesions beyond
the maximm emissions of 1974
up to allowable SIP limit
c) Increasing average and/or
maximm production rate (with-
out pliysical modificalion of the
facility above 1974 produc-
tion
d) Plant shutdown
i) tenyporary
11) permanent (source can-
mot legally resuns its opera-
tion)
@) Source cleamyp via an es-
tabllished conpliance schedule
(ainoca 1/1/75)
f) source under construction
which comnrenced conatruction
prior to 1/75
g) ‘Tunporary emlssions assoclated
with souroa construction

and portable factllitles

as BACT in thesa cases,

consurption

oconsunption

consumption

1) no effect
11) expansion

expansion
no effect

no effect




Code Date of Question Affected Determi- Piscussion
- Response Regulation nation
PSD/16  12/1/76 For what reasona can the
PSD permit be withheld?
a) Malytical difficulties No a) Limited time extenslon for final
action provided in §52.21(e)
b) EIS No b) current PSD requlations do not
allow for the interruption of tha
' review process for this reason, but
c) pending reclassificai:ion Yes pending amendacnts would.
PSD/17  12/1/76 Can the Regional Administrator Yes EPA order 1200.3A gives the authority
_ siygn both the notice of dele- for change of adiress to the RA ad
gation and change of address authority for delegation has aleo
{(rulemaking) for PSD deleqations? been dalegated to Lhe RA.
PSD/18 12/1/76 Do the PSD increments apply
: a) over plant property? Yes ath) The review for PSD is appro-
b) over bodles of water? priate for both plant property and
adjacent bodies of water unless the
genaral public is ocompletely and
effectively precluded from acoess to
these areas.
c) in fugitive dust areas? Condi- c) O is developing specific .
tional guldanca for resolving the fuglitive
dust iaswe including the NSR in
' these areas.
d) in ron-attainment MXR‘a? OCondi- d) PSD increments apply except in
tional those portions of a non-attalunent

MCR whiidh are exenpt for belng
pervasively above the SO, and/or TSP
standards. ‘Mis means afout 758 of

“the land area (county basis) or 754

of the measurements representative
of the area indicatle anbient viola-
tions of the applicable standarvd.
Also tlia stata wmast wotify A that
a certain area pervaslvely exveeds
the sltandards,




\3

Code Date of Question Affected Determi- Discussion
Response Requlation nation
« PSD/19  12/1/76 Can control greater than Yes llowever, dus oconslderation mist be
* that suggested in the SSEIS given o the SSEIS doament and
(no existing NSPS) be advo- CrDD should be first contacted.
cated for BACT?
PSD/20 12/1/76 If only one facility is Under the current regulations only
) modified within a subject . the facility modified i8 to be
source, 18 the PSD review reviewed for BACT under PSD unlesa
applicable for this facility other facilities within the source
alons or for all facilities have Lo ba changjed themselves
within the source which are (capacity, process) to acoanplish
affected by the modification? the principal wodification. low-
ever, the entire source should be
analyzed for emission increases which
would oount against the applicable
'SD increment.
PsD/21 12/17/76 ~ A) One of three existing 52.21(b) (1) Condi~ A) 1he applicable source would be the
boilers at a Kraft pulp 52.21(d) (1) tional existing Kraft pulp mill. Each of
mill is to be replaced (111) the bollers would be a facility with-

by a new boller while the
other: two are to be modi-
fied to burn ofl (that is,
they are to cease buming
bark). Illow do the PSD

regulations apply?

in the source. (§52.2)(b) (1) states
that a source 18 comprised of one or
nore pollutant emitting facllities).
For the source to be subject to PSD,
there mist be a net increase in tha
enmisslona of 80, and/or PM resulting
from the modlfl&al:lm. “Te PSD
regulations exlulo , for review par-
poses, any increasve resulting from

a fuel switch. Therefore, tho (wo
bollers switching from bark to ol
woitld not be Included in any cal-
alations o detevmbe a net Increase
in emlassiona.  1f a nat Incrcase In
omissiony results from the addttion
of the new boller in coaparison with
the boller belg shatdomn, then tha
wew hodler will bo subiject 1o the



Code Date of Question Affectad Determi-~ Discussion
Response Regulatjon nation
PSiy/21 PSD requirements. The resulting
(ocont.) BACT rejuirancnts (assuning the new
boller is subject to PSD) would only
be ajplicable to that pollutant(s)
for which there 18 an increasa.
B) Can EPA require BACT on Yes B) Provided that there is a net
, a new facllity being con- increase of that pollutant at the
. structed at an old souroce? source dus to the modification and
' . Uw exlsting source or new facility
is one of the PSD 19.
C) Can we require BACT No C) W3 cannot subject a source wodi-
for a new facllity at an fication to PSD £ there ls no net
‘existing source 1f old increase of the applicable pollutant
o facilities are closed down from the source.
\/ ’ and tha closures more than
- oampensate for the new
facllity’s emlassions?
D) Can we require NSPS type Yes

limits through the PSD programs
on bollers (not located at

a steam alegtrlo plant) emaller
than 250x10° BTU/Mr? Further,
can wa require BACT on oconr-
bination bollexs at Kraft Mulp
Mills.

E) Just how far can a source

go toward construction without

our approval? Three have contacted
EPA wantdng to pour foptings and
begin work while walting for oom-
plaetjon of tha review.

PSD does not allow the souwrcs to
begin any on-site construction prior .
Lo obtaining preconstruction ap-
proval. ouring footings appears

to be an olwlous infraction of this

raqul renent.




Code Dato cf Question Affacted Cetermis- Discussion
Resvonse Regulation nation .
PSD/22 12/22/76 May the PSD increments 52,21(c) (2) - - Althiough 1he Agency's stad: helgnt
: bz influenced by im- (1) increase quideline published in the!

provaents in RAD bicsight ' Foadecal fecistzr on 2718775, does
ébout by tall siack con- ‘ - ot refer exalicitly to the ESD
struction on sources lo- increents, this guidalire asplies -.
cated in the area where - in 2 uniform manner, recavilzss of
the PSD candidate interds whelther the NALOS or the 5D incie- '
to locate? ments are involved. wWhere PSD is

concérned, only stack hcight in-
creases owpleted after 1/1/75, are -
a pntential issue sinoce the PSD in- ™
crements apply only to Uwe alr -
quality charnges occucring aftec thie
diute. PFor scack helght incrzases
begun prior to 2/8/74, unless the
souroz has first applied BACP, cre-
dit may not be given for increases
beyond two and one-half times the -
helght of the facility serviced by
the stack. For stack height in-
creases begun after 2/8/74, sources
must first apply BACT before any n
credit may be taken for thz air
quality impact brought about by the

) increase, -
Psn/23 12/23/76 Is fuel switching sub- 52.21 Condi- ‘he lnutent of the PSD rcgulation is
ject to PSD review? tional to exclude the impact of fuel-

switching in deteimining source

applicabllity and to excluwle BACT
requirenents on fuel switches except
whiere Lhe switch Is an inteygral pay

N\ of the plant action to expand its
Ll production.  Fuel saitching, haoweve)
N\ cm offect the ability for other

h changes proposed naw or in the Fu-
ture for tha same sowmce 1o vreoeive

. PSD approval . Ay net ikrease in

SO, ov PMoresulting hom the fuel



code Date of Question Affected Determi-~ Discussion
Response Requlation nation

rsn/23 switch must be applied towards the

(oont.) applicable PSD increment(s), wiwn
omsldering the next applicant
subject to PSD, .

vsu/24  1/18/M Is a gray iron foundry 52.21(d) No A gray iron foundry is ot to be

' subject to PSD? oconsldered as one of the nineteen

source categories subject to
52.21(d) (iL.e., it is not an {ron
and steel mill ror an integral part
of one). .

PSD/25  2/25/1 Do the PSD regulations 52.21(d) (1) No A souroce of elther SO, or PH which

. apply 0 a source, not would causa the lncreﬁu_nt to be ,
listed In 52.21(d) (1), if exoeeded cannot be stopped under '
such source would violate PSD 1f it is ot one of tha stated
a PSh increment? 19 cateqorles.

PSD/26  3/9/1 T¢ a source is planning 52.21 Yes Every source included in the nine- |
to locate in an area that ,teen llsted must undergo ruview to
has been designated as assure that an air quality increnent
pervasively exceeding will not be violated in a location
NANXS, nust that sourcs outside that area designated as
wdorgo PSH xeview? pervasively exceedling NAMS.

vsn/21 &/V /1M Is a source that reocon- 52.21(d) Yea Sinoe the source will undargo such

structs its equipment

Lo such an extent s0 a8

o satlefy the recon-
struction cxitexia in
Part 60, but which doea
ol increase its emisdjons
subject to PSD?

[ Y A

signi ficant reoconstruction it will
be omsidered a new source. Al-
though there will be o increase in
emisalons, the requlations require
that all new sources apply beat
avallable ocontrol teduwlogy. In
this case jt was Lhe entire souwon

1)

whidh was reoonstructed and ot just

a specifle facility within the
sOUTCe.




Question

Code Date of Affected Determi~ Discussion
Response Requlation nation

rsn/28 5/2/11 Is a ooal gasifier which 52.21(d) (1) No Thie faclillity does ot constitute a
is retrofitted onto an fuel onnversion plant as contem-
exlsting boiler subject plated by §52.21(d) (1) (XVIII), but
to PSD?2 The ooal gasifler rather is a nodlfication of the
is a demonstration unit existing Loller.
which will be fed directly
into the boiler, thus the
emissions will be emitted ,
fran the boller. :

psn/29 5/23/M Do PSD increments apply 52.21(e) No As long as the general piblic 1is
over property owned by a ' conpletely and effectively pre-
new source if the general cluded from acoess to that property
public is effectively by a phiysical barrier, the PSb ip- . .
precluded from access to crenents do not apply.
that property?

PSD/30  1/19/77 A) Is a petxoleum refin- 52.21(d) No A) Since there will be no increase .

. ery wviiich constructs a new ' in emissions at the petroleum )

Fluid Catalytic Cracking . refinery, a modification has mot '
tnit and a new 8,000 BPD oocurred. '
IiF Alkylation tnit, but ;
does mot increase ita "
emisslons subject o PSD? ;
B) ftoes tha addltion of 52.21(d) Oondi- B) 1Me second Finish Mill will be |
a second Finish ML11 to tional subject to PSD € there 1o an in- ‘
an exlsting Yortland ce- crease in emissions from the sLa-
nent plant make that source tionary source (the Vortland Cement ‘
subject to PSD? Plant).
C) 1Is an expansion at a 52.21(d) Oondi- C) Sams as (b) ahove. ,
petroleum refinery, which tional :

adlds a catalytic reformer,
a hydivodealkylation unit
anvl a hydvogen pard flcation
it sbject o B8O




DETERMINATIONS OF APPLICABILITY-PREVENTION OF SIGNIFICANT DETERTORATION

code Date .of Question Affected Determi- Discussion
Reaponse Raegqulation _ nation
rso/il 8/24/11 Can EPA after issu- 52.21(4d) (2} Yes The PSD regulations in 40 CPR
ance of a P8D per- $2.21(d) (2) provide that an
mit require a source owner may not "commence" con-
to subwit information struction unless EI'A deter-
so that EPA can revieu minea, among other things,
the final control de- that the source will meet
vice in order to veri- the BACT Emission limit.
fy the emission limit .
stated in the appli- :
cation, and upon review, :
disapprove the appli- !
cation if EPA determines !
the selected control |
device to ha inadequate?
P5D/32 9/8/11 Is a mdiflcation to 52.21(4) Yes Anything occurring at the I
: an existing petro- site of the petroleum
\\b( chemical 'plant which refinery will be considered '
A is locatej'adjacent as a possible modification
to a petroleum to the existing refinery.
rafinery subject to :
PSD? '
rsn/lil 9/9/71 I8 an existing boiler 52.21(4d) Sinca this faclility is not
(300 MM BTU/hr) which ‘ a part of a steam electric
is modified to burn plant of more than 1000 MM
R waste wood subject to BTU/hr heat input, it is not
‘ PSD? subject to PSD. X
PSn/34  10/17/77 Is s Portland Cement 52,21 (d) Yes Since both facilitlies fall

Plant which 18 con-
slructed at two

locations (the clinker
producing faclility at

one vlte and a finish
gqrindivg facti¥it, at ., .o®

within the definition of a
Povtland Cewmaat Plant, both
will bo subject to PSD. This
will roquire BACT at both
facllities as well as inde-

pendent alr quallity analy 20,




code Date of (luestion Affected Determi- Discussion
Response ' Requlation nation
PSD/35S 11/v/N Will the installation 52.21(4) No Since there will be no
of a coke calciner at increase in emissions from
an existing petroleum the petroleum refinery (the
refinery be subject affected soyrce category)
to PSD, if there is there is no modification and
no increase in emissions? thus it will not be subject
* to PSD.
PSD/36 11/2/11 Is a cement plant which. 52,21(d) Yes PSD regulations require that
ceases operation in all new sources and modifica-
1972 and reopens in 1977 tions occurring since the
as a lime plant subjeot baseline year of 1974 be re-
to 130? viewed for ctonsistency with
Ny P6D. Since this facility
U was not in operation in 1974,
ita baseline must be con-
sidered to be zero and its
re-opening reviewaed to satis-
fy the PSD requlirements.
P50/37 1 /9/11 Can PSD approvals —— No Since the purpose of PSD and

for new sources
using FGD Bystems
be conditioned to
require a contin-
gency plan for
periods of FGD

malfunction?

SIP regulations is to attain
and malntain alr quality,
applicable emisaion limita-
tions must be complied with
at all times. Therefore {t
would not be appropriate to
include in a PSD permit, a
speclfic exemption from the
requivrementg during malfunc-

. tion of the FGD system.

Rather, a notice of violation
(NOV) should be lssued and
the sourco allowed an oppor-
tunity to prove the viola-
tion was unavoidable. MHased
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PLD/31

(CONTINUED)

on the clrcumstances under
which the excess emissions
occurred and on any good
faith effort by the source,
the Region will decide
whathar or not further act-
ion by EPA is appropriate.

rsn/30

11/22/717 Are coal prepara-
tion plants con-
structed without
a therwmal dryer
subject to PSD.

52.21(b) (1)

Condi-
tional

Although §52.21(b) (1) (1)
excludea from the PSD re-
quirements coal preparation
plants without thermal
dryers, $§52.21(b) (1) (11)
requires all sources not
listed in §52.21(b) (1) (1)
with potential emisslions of
250 or more tons per year
to get a PSh permit,

Psn/39

1/21/78 A now boller is installed
to provide a supplanen-
tary steanm s\pply for two
existing bollers. 1Is the

/o new boller subject to PSD
requirements? :

§52.21(d)

Yes

If construction of the new boller
ocomnenced after June 1, 1975, it

will be oconsidered a modification :

of the existing steam electric
plant and will be subject to PSD

[}
i
|
I
|
!
|
'
|
|
|

requirements.Should the boiler fall

to obtain a PSD permit prior to

March 1, 1978, and/or fail to am- .
mence physical on-site construction
priar to December 1, 1978, it will |

be subject to the new PSD requla-
tions proposed Novendber 3, 1977,




Code
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1'sh/40

2/13/78

What actions taken by a
source will ba considered

*oormencenent of construc-
tion"?

- 52.21(b)

“Oommence” construction, as defined
in §52.21(b) (7), has been inter-
preted to refer only to continuwus
on-site construction (i.e., slgnifi-
cant and contimous slte preparatiaon .
work such as major clearing or exca-
vation or placement, assenbly, or .
installation of wmique facilities or’
eqpupment at the site). A oon- ‘
tractual obligation will be ocon-
sidered commencement of construction
only if cancellation would result in-
a significant loss and {f it providee
for a continuus program of con-
struction.

PSD/41

2/13/18

Is a fossil-fuel steam
generator (>1000 MM
B1UNMour heat input)
subject to the PSD
requlations for "fossil-
fuel fired steam elec-
tric plants® if only 20-
25% of the steam generated
is ultimately used o pro-
duoe electric power?

§52.21(d)

Yes

Such a sourca is subject Lo tha
12/5/74 PSD regulations as a 1000
MM BIU/hour heat input fossil-fuel
flred steam electric plant. If the
plant falla to both obtain all final
SIP preconstruction pennits prior
W Marcdh 1, 1978, and commence
physical on-site construction prior
to 9 monthy after the date of fuo-
milgation of the final requlationa,
it will be subject to the ncw PSD

requlations projosed 11/3/77.



Code Date of Question Affected Determi- Discussion
Regponse Requlation nation

PSD/42  3/1/718 Is tha replacement of a §52.21(d) No Uder the 12/5/74 PSD regulationa, a
few facilities within a : modlfication 1s subject to review ;
source whid) causes a only If a net lncreass in emluslons |

net decrease in emissions results. An exception occurs wen
fram the eource as a wole, ennh of a stationary source is '
subject to PSD requirements? replaced such' that it constitutes a |
reconstruction and ls, therefore, |
eqquivalent to a new souroce. ‘e i
criteria for determining wvhether a |
reoconstruction has taken place are |
established In 40 OFR 60.15. |
Under the new PSD requlations pro- |
posed Novenber 3, 1977, the emissions
resulting from a "major modification®,
will be subject to BACT review even |
though a net increase in emissions |
fram the entire source does not I
occur. In such cases, an anbient |
alr quality review will generally !
ot ba required. |
'sn/43  3/20/78 Undex the PSD requlations §52.21(b) Condi- Yes unless: . A
proposed Novenber 3, 1977, tional 1) the source was capable, prior to:

would a fuel conversion 1/6/15, of burning the altematlve
£ be consldered a "major fuel without requiring nodifications,
A andification” subject to or the design for the sourocs showed |

PSD review?

a clear indlcation of the intent to I
switch fuels, or

3/1/78, all final preconstruction
permits requived by Lthe applicable
SIP and began physical on-site
amstivction prior o 9 nonths artex!
the date of promalgation of the |
thal P vequlations,

|
2) tha source obtained, prior to !




Question

Affected
Requlation

Determi~
nation

Discussion

Is a new Fluld Catalytic
Cracking Unit (rOou) which
replaces a 1hemofor
Catalytic Cracking Unit
(TOCu) at a petroleum
refinery, oonsidered

a new or a modified
source? A met decrease
in emlessions will result.

52.21(d)

Modified

For purposes of PSD a "source" is
the entire stationary source located
at a given site. In this case tha
source is the petroleim refinery and
the FOOU is a facility within that
source. 8inoe there will he no net
increase in emissions, the addition
of the FOOU will not be subject to
PSD review under the 12/5/74 requ-
lations. lowever, under the new
regulationa proposed 11/3/77, it
will be subject to BACP unless it
both 1) obtains all final SIP pre-
oconstruction permits prior to 3/1/78
and 2) begins physical on-site con-
struction prior to 9 months after
the date of promilgation of tha
final regulations. Alr quality
reviews will generally not bs re-
qulred.

Code Date of]
Response
PSD/44  3/23/18
R
'.'r
/ A
|

Psn/4s  3/30/78

Does PSD apply to a
replacement coke oven
battery that is serviced
by an existing by-pro-
ducts plant, when a net
increase in S0, emissions
will not occur;

§52.21 (b)

Yes

Under the new PSD regulations yjro-
posed 11/3/77, a "major modifica- .
tion" will ba subject to BACT review
if it will have potential emissions
of 100 tons or mre per year, re—
gardless of any net decrease in
emissions which might result fram
replacemment or elimination of any

exlsting facilitles.




Code Date of
Response

Question Affected
Requlation

Determi~
nation

Diacusalon

rsn/46  3/30/70

A

/\p»’

liow do tha PSD regulationsa §52.21(3)
apply to asphalt plants

which are continually

relocating?

The latest draft of the PSD re-

gulations (3/21/78) limit pre-

oconstruction revlew for tesgporary
sources with 250 tons/yr. poten-
tial emissions to BACT and public
participation. For such sources,
EPA will attempt to expedite the
public participation process, if
possible, limiting it to 45 days, |
Please note this is only a dratt

of the final regulation and I
reliance on it should ba minimizad.

+



7

\

bate of

(

voluntarily two years
ago and now wishes

" to reopen, will it be
subject to PSD review?

Affected Determl-
Code Response Question Requlation nation Discussion
sn/41 4/5/18 a) Should emissions $2.21 Yes The PSD permit should contain
' - from ships servicing requirements for controlling
a petroleum refinery emiseions from the ships en
A _ . be considered in route to and from the refinery
: ™~ determining the impact or the applicable SIP should be
AR of the refilnery for required to be revised to re-
AN PSD purposes? : strict emissior® from the ships.
b) What type of en~ Requirements which could be
forceable requirements used to limit emissions from
could be used to limit the ships include emission
_ the ships’ emissions limitations, and operating and
while entering and design criteria such as sulfur
leaving the port? in fuel restrictions speed
restrictions which may effec-
tively limit fuel consumption,
, and any other requirement which
could effectively limit the
emissions In conformance with
the PSD regulations.
. 6) Under the terms No The fact that a particular
: of ‘the CAAA can gource ia owned by a foreign
foreign flag ships state does not exempt its emis-
. be exempted by a slona from PSD review if the
Governor's request as source is located within the
a source outside the U.8.7 territorial U.8.
8D/40 4/10/178 a) If a source shut down Dased on the latest draft of

the PSD amendments, the source
would not be subject to PSD as
long as 1) the allowable emis-
slon level as of the date of
shut down does not increase
upon reopening, 2) the source
was actlvely maintalned in the
State emisslons inventory.




Date of

Affeoted Determi-
code Response Question Regulation nation DPlacission
*
'SD/40 Updale - (Sept. 6, 1970) !
‘cont)

" in emiselons.

b) A portland cement
plant reconstructs

one kiln and shuts

down another. The net
result of these modifi-
cations is a decrease

. Is the
rebufilt kiln subject to
PSD review?

- decrease must apply BACT but

A source which shuta down would,;
upon reopening, be considered .
a new source Lf the shutdown

is presumed to have been perma- ‘!
nent. Whether a shutdown was
permanent dependus on the in-
tention of the owner or operator!'
at the time of the shutdown '
as deterwmined by the surrounding
facts and clrcumstances includ-
ing the cause of the shutdown
and the handling of the shut-
down by the State. A shutdown
lasting more than two years

or resulting in removal of the
source from the emissions in-
ventory will be presumed to be
permanent. The source may

rebut thia presumption.

— - ——— S———

According to the latest draft

of the PSD regulations (as of

4/10/78), a modi€ication which
results in a net emissions

will not be subject to an air
quality review as long as air
quality is not caused to
daeteriorate.

Update - The regulations promul-
gated 6/19/78 provide tLhat
modi fications resulting in net
emisslons decreases are exempt
from alr gquality review. 1In
addition, a facility which is
modi fled but not reconstructad
will not be subject to BACT
review {f a net decrease in
emfagtons results. Nole that
Pl BT cnemption doey e




( : '

Data of : Affected Datermi-

'

Code _Response Question Raequlation nation Diacussion i
.SD)‘g ' apply to reconstructed or '
(cont) ’ ' replacement facilitles, i
' ’ |

’SD/49 4/14/718 a) What constitutes 52,21 Potential emissions means |
“potential emissions"” those emissions expected to '

from a tank storing organic : occur without the use of air ;

materials? ' pollution control equipment. :

Annual potential emissions shall'
5 . . be based on the maximum annual

rated capacity of the source

unless it is subject to
enforceable permit conditions
which 1limit the type or amount

- of materlals combusted, the

(>\ : . operating rate or the hours of
operation. Potential emissions _
from the storage tank contalning’
organic matter should be calcu-
lated as though the tank were
equipped with a fixed roof.

b) 1s an absorber of ) Yas Potential emissions should be
hydrocarbon vapors ‘ calculated as those emissions
" consldered to be an which would occur without the

: alr pollution control absorber installed.
device 1f the vapors
are being recovered as gp%GSOl :he {ln:ldPgD :a?gv
product? atlons promulgated Jun ‘ }

1978, define "alr pollution con-
trol equipment” to include con-
trol equipment which is not,
aside from air pollution control
laws and regulations, vital to

. production of the normal product

B of Lthe source and to its normal

operation.




Pate of

. Affectad Determi- .
Codu Regponse Question Regulation nation Dlscussion
PSD/50 4/24/70 Did the PSD regula- §52.21 No The PSD regulations were not
tions promulgated intended to cover temporary
12/5/74 apply to a emissions although thle source
proposed coal lique- would fall into the category
faction pilot plant “fuel conversion plant®. An
which would be in enforceable requirement that
operation for about would ensure operation of the
-21/2 years? plant is temporary should be
included as a requirement of the
State operating permit or an
amendment to the State construc-
tion permit, if possible. If
the source operates longer than
two years or expands operatiops,
o it may bacome subject to PSD
review,
Ps&D/51 5/1/78 Does the Clean Air §52,21 Yes New geothermal power plants
Act as amended 8/77 are subject to .PSD review
- require PSD review it they have the potential to
. of hydrogen sulfide emit 100 tons or more/year ot
emisaions from new hydrogen sulfide or any other
geothermal power pollutant regulated under the
plants? Clean Alr Act,
»sp/52 6/1/78 a) When a new source §52,.21 No If the ewmissions from the

incorporates one or
more existing facilli~
ties, should the
emission from those
facilitieas be con-
sldered when calculat-
ing. potential néw --
emisslons?

existing facllities were allowed
as of August 7, 1977, under the
applicable SIP they will ‘not
conatitute new emission from
that aite. Therefore, they
should not bhe included when
caloulating potential new
emisalions.



Date of

{

Affected Determi- :
Code Response - _Question Regulation nation Discussion
PSD/52 b) If existing facili. §52,21 Yes Existing facllities which are
(cont.) ties ara moved to a new moved to a new location, even
location to be incor- within the same alrshed will
porated as part of a be considered new facilities
new source, should at the new site. Emissions
emisslos from those fxrom these facilities should
facilitlies be con- be considered when calculating
sidered when calcula~ the potential emissions from
ting potential emiasions the new source into which they
of the new source? are lncorporated,
c) It a company §52.21 Emissions from the boiler will
incorporates an : not be considered when calcula-
existing boiler ting the potential emissions
into a new source from the new source. If the
(aame location) - boiler emissions increase above
what will be the PSD the baseline level (actual emis-
implication? sions as of 8/7/77, increment
’ will be consumed. I1f boller
emissions increase by 100/250
tons/yr. above the baseline
level, a "major modification"
will have taken place and PSD
review will be required.
d) If a new topping §52.21 The draft PSD regulations define

plant is added to an
existing petroleum
storage plant, does
thias constitute a
petroleum refinery,

a modifled petroleum
storage plant, or some
combination of the two?

source as "any structure, build-
ing, facllity, equipment, in-
stallation or operation ( or
combination thereof) which is
located on one or more contig-
uwous or adjacent propertles and
which Is owned by the same
person (or by persons under
common control), The slorage
plant with associated topping
plant should he viewed as a
single source, a petroleum
reflnery.,



Date of

new fossil-fuel _

fired steam electific
plant be issued a

PSD permit conditioned
on submittal of final
deniygn specifications
for the proposed high
efficliency scrubber?

. Affected Determi-
Code Response _Question Requlation natlon Dlacussion
rsn/s52
(cont.) e) Could an Administra-~ §52.21 Such an Order may serve as a
.tive Consent Order PSD permit if it is clearly
issued to reasolve a labeled as such and if it meets
violation by a source _ all applicable procedural
for commencing construc- requirements.
tion without a PSD permit
serve as a substitute for
a PSD permit? ' il
PSD/S) 6/12/78 a) What is the potential §51. 21 The latest draft of the PSD
- emission cutoff for de- regulations defines sources
termining applicability as "any structure building,
of the PSD requlations - facility, equipment, in-
to new coal-fired bollers stallation or operation (or
installed at an existing combination thereof) which {s
textile mill? . located on one or more contig-
' uwous or adjacent properties
and which is owned by the same
person (or by persons under
common control). The source
.0 category in this case is a
textile mill and construction
to © ’ of two new bhoilers constitutes
a modification of that source.
. The bollers are subject to PSD
review if potential emissions
are 250 tons/year of any
particular pollutant regulated
under Lhe Clean Alr Act.
rsEh/54 6/22/78 Could a proposed §52.21 No - A PSD permit should not be

issued until design specifica-

tiommsare submitted. The source
must provide enough information
to demonstrate that the proposed

control equlpment will adequately

refleclL BACT and that applicable
NAAQS and PSD increments will
not bhe axceeded.



Date of
coda Response

__Question

(

Affected
Requlation

Determi-
nation

Discussion

PSn/s4
{cont.,)

" The permit application

contains only a manu-
facturers guarantee of

efficlency as a demon-
stration that NAAQS and
PSD incrementsg will not

be violated.

PSD/5S 6/28/79

A steel wmill plans to
modify some of {its
coke batteries such
that a net decrease .
in emiasions from the
mill will ococur, 1If
the owner/operator

1) obtained a BIP
permit prior to 3/1/78
and (2) commences
construction prior

to 3/19/79, will the
modification be sub-
ject to PSD review?

§52.21

No

Since no net increase in emla-
sions would occur from the
source (steel mill) tLhe modifl-
cations would not have been
subject to the old PSD requla-
tions promulgated 12/5/74.
According to §52.21 (i) (3) ot
the regulations promulgated
6/19/78, a source which waa not
subject to the old regulations
will be exempt from the new PSD
requirements, 1f (1) all

required SIP permits are obtalined

before 3/1/78 and (2) consatruc-
tion ias commenced prior to
3/19/79.




Date of

. Atfeoted

Determi-
Coda NResponse Question Regulation nation Discussion
PSn/56  1/1/718 a) "What constlitutes §52.21 Physical on-slte construction

physical on-site con-
struction for purposes
of "commencing® con-
struction? '

b) What constitutes §52.21
a ocontraoctual oblliga- '
tion for purposes of

commencing construction?

refers to placement, assembly,
or installation of materlials,
eguipment, or faclilities which
will make up part of the ulti-
mate structure of the source.
In ordar to qualify, thesa
activities must take place at

the site of the proposed source

or must be site specific.

Activities such as site alearing

and excavation work will gene-
rally not satisfy the commence
construction requirements.

In order to satisfy the com-

mence construction requirements,:

a contractual obligation must
be a alte specific commitment.
Contracts for work on footings,
pilings, etc. are considered
seite speolfic whereas contracts
for site clearing or excavation
work are not. The legislative
history clearly indicates that
contracts for non-site specific
equipment such as boilers will
not suffice, regardless of any
penalty clauses. A contractual
obligation must aleo be one
which cannot be cancelled or
modifled without substantial
lpss. A loss which would ex-
ceed 108 of the total prolect
cost would definitely be con-
sidered substantial. A loss ¢
10% of the total project cost
might ba considered substantial
as detcrmined on a case by case
basis.




Code

esn/s56
(cont.)

Date of

(

reasonable time?

Affected Determi-
——ﬁgﬂegnée __Queation Requlation nation Dlacussion
771/1& c) What gconstitutes a §52.21 In order to assure that con-

struction proceeds in a continu-
ous manner and is completed
within a reasonable time, the
regulations require that a break
in construction of greater Lhan

18 months or failure to commence '

construction within 18 months of
PSD permit ilssuance willl gen-_ .

erally invalidate a source's PSD

permit. This 18 month period
may be extended by the Admini-
strator upon a satisfactory
showing that an extension iy
Justified.




Code Date of Question Affected Determi-~ Discussion
Response Requlation nation
PSDn/517 7/5/78 Mantua Terminals 52.21 to Under PSD a permit was
operates a large fsawned covering Mahtua's
petrochemical ter- new refinery and asso-
minal, where VCM la ciated storaya and trans-
unloaded from barges fer facllities. The only
using a standard en- modification since the
‘}J closed vapor return issuance of the permit
w system. Mantua pro- would be the loading of
poses to then load gasoline into vinyl
the empty VCM barges with chloride vapor-containing
gasoline, ylelding barges. The potentlal
a potential vcM increase in emission
emlssion of B9 amounts to less than '
tons/year. Do the 100 tons/year, and is not |
PSD regulations apply now subject to PSD pre-
to this situation? construction review.
PSN/58 7/14/78 Would a change of the 52.21(h) Yo A change of the material

material stored or
transferred by the
Seaview Patroleum
Company be subject

to PSD regulations,
it prior to 1/6/15,
the atorags and
transfer facilitlies
were capable of
handling the material
intended to he stored
and transferred, and
that no change ta a
state permit issued
prior to 8/7/77 would
be required?

12) (11) (o)

stored or .tranaferred
would not be subject to
PSD regulations, not-
withstanding the potentln”
to increase emiaslons by ;
the requisite amounts, :
if prior to 1/6/75, the
storage and transfer
facilities were capable
of handling the material,
and that no change to a
state permit issued prior
to 8/7/77 would be :
réguired Lo allow such
use,




Dlscussion

code Date of Question Affected Determi-
Response Requlation nation
PSD/S9 7/14/78 Should a pharma- ‘ 52,21 Yes For purposes of PSD, a
ceutical manufac- pharmaceutical manufac-
turing plant be . turing plant should ba
considered a chemical considered a chemical
. process plant? process plant.
PSD/GQ 7/21/7178 Should Marblehead Lime 52.21 (M) (2) Mo The PSD regulations
Company be allowed to : do not make any pro-
amend its PSD permit vislons for amending a
of 1/3/78, tor its permit issued prior to
proposed new kiln, 3/1/78. For a signifi-
to reflect an increase cant change, such aa the
from 1200 tons/day to 33\ increase here, amend-
1600 tons/day, to be ing the permit will not
offget by olosure of suffice. The Increase
old kilns? amounts to a major
modification and a new
permit would be required
even 1f the new kiln, as
, originally proposed, had
i ' already been completed.
8n/61 7/28/18 {a) When is a spurce 52.21, The offset policy affects
(in this case 51.10 . sources constructing in

Alabama By-Products
Corp.) required to
undergo review for
both offsets and PSD?

or impacting non-attain-
ment areas, and PSD
governs attalnment areas.
Since Alabama By-Products

" Corp. (ABC) impacts an

area in attaipment for
502 and non-attainment
for particulate matter,

ARC coke battery #4 must |

undergo both a PSD review
for 502 and an offscts
review for particulates.



blscdsslon

code = Date of Question Affected Determli-~
. Response Requlation nation

PSD/62 8/10/78 (a) With respect to 52,21 The entire charcoal plant,
40 CPR 52,21 (b) (17) including all structures, ,
Raconstruction, what - buildings and facilitiesn
will constitute facie - located at the site, will
l1ity and source with be conaidered a source.
respect to charcoal Each individual kiln is
kilns? considered a faclility. '
(b) In determining No In determining whather a
whether a charcoal facility (e.g. kiln) je
kiln has been re- reconstructed, the fixed
constructed, should caplital cost of the new
the fixed capital components of the facility
cost of the new should be compared to the
components be compared fixed capital cost of a
with the fixed caplital new facility (kiln). !
cost of an entire new ~
charcoal production
plant?
{(c) .1t five charcoal - Yes The reconstructed kilne

kilns, each with

the potential to emit
25 tons/year of a
pollutant, are recon-
structed at a plant,
ara these reconstructad
kilns subject to PSD
review? (For each kiln,
the flxed caplital cost
of the new components
exgecds 50% of the cost
of a new kiln.)

are consldered to be new
faclilities at the char-
coal plant and the addi+
tion (reconstruction) of
the five new kilns con-
stitutes a major modifi- !
cation of the stationary
source {pptential new
emisslons of 125 tons/yr).



Cmie pate of Question Affected Determi~ piscussion
Response Requlation . nation

PSD/62 (d) Are reconstruc~ - Yes When the fixed cosat of

cumulative? That is,
when the cumulative
cost of reconstruction
commenced aince the
affeotive date of the
PSH regulations is
greater than 50% of

the fixed capital cost -.

of the source, does
reconstruction become
subject to PSD?

(o) Is a replacement
facility with potential
emissions of 100/250
tons oOr more per year
subject to PSD review,
if a net reduction in
emisaions occurs plant-
wide?

{(cont.) tlion costs to be new components for a

facllity or source
accumulate to more than
50\ of the fixed cost of
a new faclility or source,
a reconstruction under
PSD has occurred,
Reconstruction costs will
begin accumulating on the
effective date of the PSD
regqulations or the date
of the last PSD parmit
lssued for the conatruc-
tion or reconatruction
whichever time ia more
recent, '

A replacement faclility
with potential emissions
of 100/250 tons or mora
per year is subject to
PSD review, regardlessa
of whether a nat reduc-
tion in emissioswill
accur plant wide.

8/16/78

Are PSD and NSR reqgula-
tions applicahle to the

Northern Mariana Islanda,

where a power plapt is
going to be built?

Since NSR and PSD regqgu-
lations are enforceable
only through an applicabl
SIP, and since the
Mariana Islands has not .
yet devised a SIPr, it
follows that naither NSR
nor PSP regulations are
currently enforceable in
the islands. Compllance
with NSPS by Salpan nos -

Ve geamired,



Code

Date of
Response

Quesdtion

Fon

Affected
Regulation

Determi-
nation

Plscussion

PSDN/64

8/18/78

(a) Are additional
permits required
when asphalt batch
prlants relocate?

(b) What does the PSD
review consist of, for
sources with allowable
eminsions less than the
cutoffs of 50 tons

per year, 1000 pounds
per day, or 100 pounda
poer hour? '

52,21

No

The regulations allow for
a onacrtime permit for
asphalt batch plants
without requiring addi-
tional permits for
relocations as long as
for each relocation,

i, emissions from the
facility would not
excéed allowable
-emissions,

il. emissions from the .
facility would impact
‘no Class 1 area and
no area where an
applicable increment
is known to be
violated, and

i11. notice of the reloca-
tion is provided to
the Administrator at
least 30 days in
advance.

The review would conslet
of a determlnutlon that

1. the emissions from the
. sourca would not
adversely impact arecas
with known violationas
of the applicable PSD
tncrement or any

Class 1 avea,



Codc

Dato of Question Affected Determi-~ Discussion
Response Regulation nation
PSD/64 ii. a valid .atate new
' (cont.) source review permit
had been obtalned, and
111, there waas adequate
opportunity for public
comment on the pro-
posed new sourca,.
PSD/AKS 8/18/74a utilities began - 52.21 No The power plants are not
construction on subject to the June 19
several power plants requlations, if indeed
well bafore June 1, construction on them
1975. Thae utilities commenced (within the
temporarily discontinued meaning for Section 169
construction on the (2))before June 1, 1975
/o pover plants, some for as and the discontinuances
S long as 18 months or more. wera temporary. 1f the
By March 1, 1978, the utilities in discontinu-
utilities had restarted - ing construction
conatruction. Are these . intended in fact to close
pover plants subject to the projects permanently,
the June-19 PSD the reopening would be
regulations? subject to the new
’ requlations.
rsn/66 9/1/78 Should potential Potential emissions from

52.21 Yes
emissions from a new .

source be calculated

"uwalng the number of

hours it is allowed
to operata if hour
limits are part of a
fully approvable SIp
new aource permit?

a new source should be
calculated -using the

- number of hours it is
allowed to operate if the
limitation on operating
hours is a provislon of
a fully approvable S1IP
new source permit.

¥



Code Date of Question Affected Determi- Piscussion
Rosponse Regulation
PSD/67 (i) Is a source which 52,21(4) (3) A source which had been

'9/6/78

shut down approximately
four years ago because
of an industrial :
accident, which was not
and is not required to

obtain a permit under

a S81P, subject to PSD
requirements? The
sourge was not subject
to PSD requiremente

prior to March 1, 1978,

shut down would be a new
source for PSD purposes
upon reopening Lf the
shutdown was permanent.
A shutdown lasting for
two years or more, or
resulting in removal of
the source from the
emissions inventory of
the state, is presumed
permanent. Since the
source was not subject
to the old PSh regulations
it would not be subject
to the June 19, 1978 PSD
regulationsif,

i. all required SIP
permits had been
obtained by March 1,
1978, and

11. construction commences

hefore March 19, 1979,
is not discontinued
for 18 months or mora,
and 18 completed
within a reasonable
time. -

tere, all required SIP
permits were obtatned by -
March 1, 1978, snince none
wos required., The source
would not be subject to
the new regulation (f the



codo bate ok

- Responsa

Queatlon Affected
Requlation

Datermi-
nation

[

Wiscussiod

PSD/67
{cont.)

(b) Would the answer
to (a) above, change

if the mource is or
was required to
obtain a SIP permit?

Condl -~
tional

reopening is commenced before

" March 19, 1979, is not die-

continued for over 18 months
and 18 completed within a
xeasonable time.

If the aburce vwere treated as °

an exlsting source for PSD

purposes (temporary shutdown),’

it still would not be subject
to the new regulations, since
they do not apply to sources
on which construction com-
menced before June 1, 1975,

If the source shut down
temporarily,-it would not be
required to obtain a PSD per-

‘mit In order to start up. If |

the source shut down perma-
nently, it would be required

- to obtain a PSD parmit unless

the S1IP permit was obtalned
prior to 3/1/78, and any
construction necessary for
reopening is commenced prior
to 3/19/78, is not discon-
tinued for 18 months or more
and is completed within a
reasonable tlie.




Code Dato of ~ Question Affected Determi- Discussion

Response Regulation nation
P8D/67 (c) 1Is the EPA Ho - . EPA should refrain fxom
(cont.) required in all : ) iasuing a PSD permit

. cases to forebear’ prior to isesuvance of a
from fssuing a , . ’ S1P permit only in cases
PSD permit until a C ' where the source is also
8TP permit. has been - subject to the Inter-
issued? o ‘ ) " pretative Ruling.
(d) Por the purpose . - If a source cannot cap- '
of determining what ' ture any of jts product |
conatitutes air . _ without the use of some

° pollution control - ' ' type of control device, |
equipment, what is _ the leaot efficient :
meant by “normal control device typically
product of the source y , used in the industry will'
or its normal operation®? - be considered vital to

T the process.

(e) Are the enforcement : _ Yes Tha Office of Enforcement
authorities created . _ " {8 drafting guldance on
under Bection 167 of B o implementation of Section
the Clean Alr Act .on . 167 with authority not
independent of those : o necessarily otherwisa
created in Section 1137 ’ provided by Section 113,

"In the interim, viola-
tions of the PSD require-
ments should be
enforced under 113
mechanisms, except when a

o ~state had {ssued a permit
- ' : EPA consldered invalid,
: In'this aituation, 167
provides the authority
| ' Lo halt the construction
: of the source directly,

without secking a
Judicial declaration that
the state permit leo

N



code Hato of Question Affected Determi~ Discussion
Rosponse Regulation nation
PSN/68 9/29/78 (a) Undexr what 52.21(3) Where a facility within
. circumatances may a source is reconstructed
a BACT exemption or replaced or where a
be granted to a facility 18 added, the
[0 modification at BACT exemption in 52.21 ,
v the source? (J)(4) 18 not avalilable,
: regardless of any '
. accompanying emissliona !
decrease. The only )
instance in which the
exemption applies i{s
where an existing faci~
lity 18 modified and the
modification does not’
constitute a reconstruc- |
tion. - |
(b) wWhich PSD The asphalt batching ‘
requirements apply plants would initially
to temporary N be required to obtain a
asphalt batching PSD permit, since state
plants that apply . requirements for BACT
DACT as a state does not exempt a source
requirement? from ‘the requirements to
obtain a PSD permit,
The temporary batching
plant need only undergo
PSD review once as long
as the conditions stated
in response PSD/64
are mat.
r3p/6e 9/29/786 HWould modifications 52,21 No Such modlflicationa con-""'
which were indivi- tribute Lo the PSH
2 dually lesa than 100 ) baseline alr quality, as
:Q tons per year potential emlas- oppgued to consuming
< slons and which were made to tncremanlt, Any modifi-

catlon which would be



Ccode Date of
+ Reaponse

Question

Affected

Requlation nation

Determi-~

placussion !

PSD/69
(cont.)

a major source
between 1/6/75 and

8/7/17, ¢umulatively

count against the
PSD increment?

individually, a major
modification, consumea !
increment if the

modification occurred
after 1/6/75, {

8D/70 10/3/18

Would replacing an
old heater with a
new heater at a
petrochemical plant
be considered a
routine replacement
and, therefore,

exempt from PSD review

according to Section
52.21(b) (2) (1) ?

52.21 (b) (2) (1) Mo

heater, at a petrochemi-

- Routine replacement

means the routine
replacement of parts,
within the limitations
of reconstruction, and
wonld not include the
replacement of an entire
facility (i.e., an old

cal plant, which has
ended its normal useful
1ife.)

sn/171 10/4/78

tinder Bection 52,21
(1) (5) what sources
are exempt from
PBD raview?

52.21(1) (5)

offset ruling and would

An exemption is provided
from PSD review to
sources which are sub-
ject to the emission

impact no area attaining
the NAAQS. The non- ,
attainment requirements |
would impose emission l
limitations reflecling i

|

the lowest achlevable
emisaion rate (LAEWR),
which Is more stringent
than BACT. Souwrces

which would lmpact clean
alr areas are not exemplad
from PSH review require-
ments.  Any major modi-
fication wity tentlial




Code Date of Question Affeoted Determi~ Piscussloh
Response Regulation nation

PSD/ 71 emiasions 2= 100/250

(cont.) tons/year Wwhich would
impact a clean area,
regardleaa of any
accompanying emissions

" reduction at the source,
requireaPSp review. A
source subject to the
offset policy as well
as PSD, which does not
result in a net
emissions increase and
which applies LAER,
need satlafy only the
public participation
requirements to obtain
a PSD permit,
PSD/72 10/5/78 Bee PSD/62 for identical question and reaponse
}

L8N/ 10/10/78 I1f a source is propos+: 52,21 A structure which is to
ing construction of a house independent
facility which requlires facilities, some of
a PSD permit and the which are subject to
facility is to be PSD and some of which
bullt and/or housed in are not, may be con-

a building with a structed before a PSD
related but findependent permit is issued only
facllity which does not 1f the bullding ig a !
require a PSD permit, necessary part of the ;
what portion of the PSN- exempt project I
bullding can legally he and {f it is in no way
constructed prlor to modi€fed to specifi- i
lssuance of Lhe PSD permit? cally accommodate the

PSSO - affected

facilities. The MATED
|



code

f.
4

pDate of
Recapaonse

Question

Affected
Regulqtlon

Determi~
nation

Discussibn

P8D/73
{cont.)

pxoject involves the -
construction of ateam
boilers, exempt from

PSD requirements, and
dlesel engines, subject
to the PSD requirements,
The boilers and engines
are to be housed in the
same bullding. HMATEP .
may begin oconstruction
on the building before
the PSD permit is issued
as long as the drains,
piping, footings for

the diesel and any other
installation necessary
to accommodate tLhe
diesels are not installed

~until the permlt ia

{asued.

PSD/74

10/26/78

Is it apprxopriate
to issue a PSD
permit to a steam
generator condi-
tioned such that
BACT for the con-
trol of NO, '
emisajona would be
specified just prior
to the commencement
of construction
rather than at the
time of permit -
fsswance?

52,21

Condi-~
tional

There are two alterna-
tives avallable for
addresaing BACT in this
case,

{1) If the source agreas,
a PSD permit may be
issued without specifying
BACT. The permit would
contain a provision
allowing EPA to specify
BACT prior to commence-
ment of construction of
the source., “The vource
must agree, since the




—

code Date of
* . -Roesponse

Question

Affected
Requlation

Determi~
nation

Discussion

PSD/ 74
{cont.)

It is expected that
technology emerging
within the next few
wonths will result

in far more effective

NO, control.

PSD requlations con-
tempate requiring

BACT which 18 current
at the time the permit
1a8 Tssued.

(2) If the source does
not agree to a condi-
tional parmit, currently.
available BACT must be
specified at the time
the permit is issued.
That BACT determination
cannot be revised to
reflect new technology
as long as the permit
remains valid.

;Pleane note that in the

casa of phased construc-
tion progectn, the
Administrator does
intend to condition
permits such that BACT
for later construction
phases may be reassessed
1f necessary. With
phased construction
projects there is often
a long time span

between issuance of the
perinit and construction
of later phases. See

43 FR 26396, June 19,
19178.



~

Ref.

Question

Affected
Reqs

Determ,

Discussion

PSD/75
10/31/78

7

On August 18, 1978, the
Pittaton Co. recelved a
PSD permit to construct a
refinery and marine ter-
minal. Would EPA agree
that Pittston need com-
mence construction no
earlier than 18 months
from permit issuance,
that 18, no earlier than
Feb. 18, 19807

52.21(1)(4)

No

Sectiona 52.21(1)(2)(4), when
read together, require a per-
mittee under 52.21(1)(4) to
commence constructlion within
the same amount of time that
would be the case for a person
issued the permit just before
March 1, i.e., within one year
and 18 days from permit
issuance. In the case of
pittston, conatruction must
commence on or before
September 5, 1979.

PSD/76
11/15/78

a) Does a major source
which (1) has allowable
emissions equal to or
greater than 100 tons/
year, and is therefore
subject to the Emission
Of fset Ruling (44 FR
3274), and {(2) would
impact no clean areas
require PSD review?

b) Does §52.21(1)(5)
exempt a source which,
with respect to a
particular pollutant,
would affect only dirty
areas but would not be
subject to the Offset
Policy because its
allowable emlssions were
less than 100 tons/year?

52.21

52.21(1)(5)

Cond.

No

Such a source need not obtain

a PSD permit {f it has demon-
strated that no clean area will
be impacted and If the deter-
mination of no clean area
impact has been subject to
public review In accordance
with 52.21(r).

Section 52.21(1)(5) exempts
only sources which are subject
to the more stringent requlre-
ments of the Interpretative
n"l ln‘] .

tipdates The Interpretative .
Rullng was amended 1/16/79, and
now applles to sources with
potential emlssions of 100 tons
or more per year. It is no
longer possible for a source to
have an emission level which {s
above the P'SH cutoff bhul below
the IR cutolf,



Ref,

(

Affected
Question Reqs

Dheterm.

Discussion

PSD 76
(cont.)

¢) Would a source which has 52.21(1)
allowable emissions less

than 100 tons per year and

which impacts a dirty alr

area, be required to

"offset" its impact on

the dirty area?

d) When a source {s subject
to both the offset policy
and the PSD requirements
with respect to a particu-
lar pollutant, must the
source obtaln a new

source review permit

before a PSD permit can

be issued?

No

Yes

The Interpretative Rullng
requires offsets only for
sources with allowable emis-
slons of > 100 tons per year.
It conaiders the impact of
smaller sources on nonattain-
ment areas to be insigniflicant.
To require offsets for smaller
sources for PSD purposes would
be in effect to amend the In-
terpretative Ruling which we
clearly dld not intend.

Update: The Interpretative
Rullng was amended 1/16/79 and
now requires offset for sources
with potentlial emissions of 100
tons or more per year and
allowable emissiona of more
than 50 tons per year. An
effect of the amendment is that
this question can no longer
arlse.

Such a permit is necessary in
order to dewmonstrate, for PSD,
purposes, that the source meets
all applicable legal require-
ments relating to the non-
attalnment area or areas |t
wounld aéfect,



t

Ref.

Question

Affected

Diecuseion

PSD/717
11/22/78

Would EPA apply the new
regulations of 6/19/70

to a modiflication which
was not subject to the old
regulations; began con-
struction prior to 11/77;
and falled to obtain its
state permit by 3/1/78?

Reqe Determ.

52.21(1)(3) Yes

EPA intended that a modification
escaping the old regulations could
escape the new ones only if, among
other things, it had recelived any
permit the SIP required by 3/1/78.
The SIP permit requirement cannot
be walved, even for a modification
on which construction began before
11/717.

PsSbh/78
11/29/78

a) Must any asphalt hot-
mix plant meeting the
requirements of the SIP

& NSPS, and not impacting
on a Class I or an area
where a known violation of
an applicable increment
exjests, undergo a full

PSD review?

b) What is considered to
be a “safe” distance from
a Class I area?

52.21(k)&(j) cCondi-

tional

A hot-mix asphialt plant is subject
to full PSD review unless an exemp-
tion from BACT review and/or the
air quality impact review require-
ments is obtained under §52.21())
(4), or §52.21(k)(1).

EPA does not have a policy of
establishing epecific “safe” dle-
tances. Sources can estimate theils
emissions Impact by the desk-top
calculations shown in Guidelines
for Adfr Quality Maintenance
Planning and Analyses, Volume 10
{Revlsed)s  Procedures for
Fvaluating Alr Quallty Impacts of
New Stallonary Sources, EPA-4507
4-77-001 [U.S. PR, 1lbrary Servics
Of fice, RNesearch 7Trlangle Park, NC
27711).




(

. Affected
Rek. Question Regs Determ. Discuasion
PSD/78 c) 1Is a PSD review See PSD/16
{cont.) required of a source
‘that impacts a non-
attainment as well as
an attainment area?
d) 1Is the application BACT applles to all 100/250 ton
of LAER or BACT required (potential emissions) sources
% under any circumstances (including asphalt planta) wlith
a0 and in any deaignated area? allowable emiseion levels greater
N than 50 tons/year, 1,000 lbs./day
or 100 1lbs./hour. An exemption
from this requirement ls avallable
where a facility is revamped and
no net Increase in emlaslions
would occur €from the source.
The Interpretative Ruling applies
LAER to sources with potentlal
emissions of 100 tons or more per
year and allowable emlasions of 50
tons or more per year. (as of
1/16/19)
e) What is the defini- 52.21(c) A violation of an amblent air
v+, tlon of a known viola- quallty {ncrement occurs when the
AR tion of an applicable increase In pollutant concentra-
N increment? tion over the basellne level

exceeds the Increment allowed under
52.21(c). Daselilne 1y defined In
52.21(b)(11) and reflecta actual
alc quallity as of 8/7/77. Allowa-
ble emisslions of major sources
permitted since 1/6/75 and minor
sources constructed after 8/7/17
consume Increment,



Ref.

Affecled

Djscussion

Question Regs Determ.
rsn/18 f) llow are emissions for Annual potential emisslons are
(con't?® a hot-mix asphalt plant based on the maximum annual rated
calculated? capacity of the plant, unless the
plant is subject to enforceable
permit conditions limiting the
annual hours of operation.
g) Is it necessary that No The reviews for State and PSD per-

a State permit for a 50~
ton source be granted
before a PSD application
can be submitted?

h) which pollutants are
covered by PSD and non-
attainment review, and how -
are they applied?

mits should proceed concurrently.
A State permit must he jssued
before a PSD permit only in cases
where the source is required to
obtain offsetsa.

Although PSD increments have been
established only for eulfur dioxide
and particulates, the PSD requla-
tions apply to all pollutants which
are regulated under the Clean Alr
Act. (Currently: 80,, TSP,

uox. CO, hydrocarbons, asbestos,
beryllium, fluorides, 1i)5, lead,
mercury, reduced esul fur compounds-
1,8, carbonyl sulflde and carbon
dfaulflde. sul furic acid mist,
vinyl chlorlde, and total reduced
sul fur-1,8, methyl mercaptan,
dimethyl sulfide, and dimethyl
disulfide). Regulated pollutante
other than SO, and particulate
matter are subject to all PSD
requirements (including BACT)
except the analyses for increment
and NAAQS lwmpact. The emisslion
offsel policy appliea to

the criteria pollutants TSP, 50,,
NOy, CO, and hydrocarbons.



Affected

Discussion

|
|
|
r Ref.
|

Question Regs Determ.
PSD/78(h) While the offset ruling techically
(cont.) does not apply to new sources of
lead emisslons which would violate
the NAAQS for lead, such sources
will be required to abate emiselons
after construction If necessary
to attain and maintaln the lead
etandard.
' 1) .JIs an asphalt hot-mix’ Yes Jf potential emissionas fram an
plant exempt from PSD asphalt hot-mix plant are less than
, review Lf it can prove 250 tons/year, the plant is not
' that potential emissions subject to PSD review.
' are less than 250 tons/year?
j) Does "providing an - 52.21(r)(2)(v) No Under 52.21(r)(2)(v), it is stated
opportunity for a public that only an opportunity for a
hearing” mean that a public hearing must be provided.
public hearing must
. actually be held?
¥ k) Must an asphalt hot- Cond i- According to 52.21(1)(7), a porta-
mix plant undergo PSD tional hle facllity which has received a

review every time it
relocates?

PSD permit meeting the requirements
of the new regulations may relocate
without undergoing additional PSD
review, provided the following
conditions are met:

1) emissions from the facility
would not exceed allowable emisasion



Ref.

Affected
Question Reqs

Determ.

Discussaion

PSD/78
{cont.)

i1) emissions from the Facility
would impact no Class I area and no
area where an applicable increment
is known to be violated; and

1i1) Notlce is glven to the
Administrator at least 30 days
prlor to such relocation fidenti-
fying the proposed new location and
the probable duration of operation
at such location.

PSD/79
12/11/78

HWill consumption of the 52.21
applicable PSD Incre-

ment result from the
increased utilization

of existing recovery
boller capacity at an .
expanded kraft pulp mill?
The bollers are permitted .
(by the State) at the
maximum design capacity.
The expansion involves
installation of new
digeaters and qualifies

as a major modification,’

Yes

The Increase in emisslons which
results from the increased
utilfization of existing recovery
boller capacity 1a not included

as part of the baseline but rather,
consumes the available PSD incre-
ment. The preamble to the PSD
requlations (43 FR 26400) states
that Increases in capacity utiliza-
tion, as well as increases In hours
of operation, should be included In
the baseline only £

1) The increased emlsslons were
allowed to the source as of 8/7/77,
and

2) the source could reasonably
have been expected to make these
increases on 8/1/11.




Affected
Regs Determ.

Rer. Queastion “Discussion

PSD/79 As a yeneral rule, when a major
{cont.) modlfication 18 necessary to bring
' about an Increase in hours of

operatlion or In capaclity utiliza-
tion, it is assumed that the re-
sulting Increased emlsaions could
not reasonably have bheen expected
to occur as of 8/7/77. The kraft
pulp mill has not met condition 2
above since the existing recovery
bollers can operate at full capa-
clity only after a major modifica-
tion, the addition of new
dlgesters, occurs.

PsSDn/ao should construction- 52,21 No Potential as well as allowable

12/11/78 related emissions be emlsslons estimates for a source
consldered in should be calculated without
determining whether a taking into account any emissions
source 1s required to which result from construction of
undergo second-tler the source. Then, If the source
review? {s determined to be subject to 2-

tler I'Sh review on the basis of {ts
operating emlssions, any emis-
sionyg resulting from construction
of the source should be subject to
BACT. The construction of a
building or other structure which
is not a major stationary source or
major modification should not comwme
under PSSO review regardlesa of the
wagnitude of the expected cmissions
trom the construction project.




Affectead

Ref. Question Regs Determ. Discugsion
bPsn/81 a) Do the PSD regulations 52,21 Yes The PSD regulations apply to
12/13/78 apply to sources which sources which Increase, by 100/250

!
\\\

emit hydrogen sulfide
(11,S8) even though a
NAAQS for 11,8 has not
been established? The
source Involved is a
geothermal power plant,

b) Do PSD requlrements 52,21
apply where alr quality (1) (5)
i1s worse than the NAAQS?

{ c) In what areas does

BACT apply?

d) 1If H3S has an adverse
effect, why lan't |t
requlated as a NAAQS?

Yes, unless,,.

tons per year, the potentlal emla-
slons of any pollutant requlated
under the Act. See 4] Fed. Req.
26389, 6/19/78. 1,5 emlaslions
are regulated under 40 Crit 60,280,
See PSD/78(h).

for the pollutant in question, the
source would impact no clean area
and would be subject to the Emlis-
sion Offset Policy (44 FR 3274,
1/16/79). See Section 52.21(1})}(S)
of tLhe PSD regulations for this
exemption,

Except for the exemption in
§52.21(1)(5), PSD applies every-
where and, therefore, BACT will
also apply everywhere.

Although EPA considers 11,8 as

a signlficant contributor to alrx
pollution and adverse health
effects, EPA belleves it would be
more efflclent to control H,S
emisslons through Section lil for
new and existing sources. The
gstandards apply to the most uigni-
ficant contributors of ;8. The
PSH requlations require all sources
with potential emisslonu_7 100/250
tons/year and allowable emisalon
_Z.50 tons/year to apply DBACT
hecause they are signiffcant pollu-
Ltors, regardlesn of whetlher NAAQS
have been developed,




ftef.

__Question

(

Affected
Reqs

Determ,

Diacussion

P5D/82
12/18/78

What activities may the
owner of a major source
conduct prior to receiving
a PSD permit?

52,21

Certain limited activities will be
allowed in all cases. These
allowable activities are planning,
ordering of equipment and
materials, site-cleaning, grading,
and on-slte storage of equipment
and materlals. Activities under-
taken prlor to PSD permit issu-
ance would be solely at the
operator's expense, and would not
guarantee permit approval. All
on-site activities of a permanent
nature are prohibited until a
permit Is received. On-site activ-
ities include installation of
building supports and foundations,
paving, laying of underground pipe
work, construction of permanent
storage structures, and activities
of a simllar nature.

PSD/B3
3/16/19

Are the International Paper 52.21(b)(4)

Company‘'s paper mill and

the Arizona Chemical
Company's plant, which are
both located on the same
plece of property, a single
source? The Arlzona
Chemical Company is half
owned by the International
Paper Company and half

owned by American Cyanamide.
International Paper owns the
land upon which the two
plants are sltuated.

“

Yes

*Source” is deflned under PSD as
"any structure, building, faclility,
equipment, installation, or opera-
tion {or combination thereof) which
i{s located on one or more con-
tiguous or adjacent propertlies and
which is owned or operated by the
same person (or by persons udder
common control)®™,

Although the PSD requlations
offer no guidance on what is meant
by common control, the revised
emlssion offset policy (44 Fit 3274-
05, Januavy 16, 1979) provides
gquidelines which also apply to PShs




Ref .

Affeoted
Queation ) Reqs

Determ,

Digcunsion

¢sn/8)
tcont,)

“EPA proposes to establish
criterla for dctermining lssues of
common control. For example, any
person with a ten percent voting
interest in an entity, or with the
power to make or veto decisions by
the entity to implement major :
emisslon - control measures, might
be deemed to control the entlity,
Such criteria would also be use
for determining whether facllities
are part of the same sourca.

(p. 3279)

Although the iasue is subject
to public comment, DSSE feels that
a person with as much as 50% voting
interest in an entlity should be
considered to control the entlity.
If International Paper has 508
voting Interest In Arizona Chenml-
cal Company, It can be consldered
*in control® for PSD purposes, and
the International Paper mill and
the Arlzona Chemical plant can be
conasldered a single source.

PsSN/B84
3/26/719

a) The Public Service
Electric & Gas Company
(Bergen Station) would
like to supplement the
the use of its normal fuel
(No. 6 oll) with a '
powdered refuse-derived
fuel, Eco-Fuel 1T, This
will he for an experi-
mental 90 day perlod.

No changes will be made
to the holler to acccom-
modate this fuel., Doea
the swlitch o Eco-Fuel

congtitvte a wajor modi-
flearion?

52.21(b)(2)
(11)(a)

Condi-
tlonal

The Bergen Station is eligible for
the excmption Iin 40 CFR (b)(2)(11)
(d) since 1t could accommodate thin
alternative fuel prior to 1/6/75,
1f, however, Dergen Gtation was
precluwded from using this alterna-
tive fuel by some previously
enforceable permit condition, then
thoe swltch would consntitute a
modificatlon,




(
AEfected

RcE, Quest {on Reqgs Determ, Discussion
PSD/84 b) If the Bergen Station Condl- A PSD permit would be required |{f
(cont.) qualifies for the exemp- tional the combined potential emissions

tion, must EPA require a
PSD permit for the silo
and pneumatic conveyor
system which will be
constructed to carry out
the experimental phase?

c) 1f this experimental
phase is not exempt

from PSD requirements, .-
to what extent may EPA '
consider the duration,

exper imental nature, and
possible energy savings

of the use of Eco-Fuel in
determining BACT?

d) what types of modification
may a source make to facili-
tate a fuel conversion and
yet still qualify for the
exemption for sources “"capable
of accommodating such fuel® -
prlor to 1/6/715? :

from the silo and pneumatic
conveyor system exceed 100 tons
per year for any pollutant.

All such factors will be given
conslderation in any BACT analyses,
The welght accorded each factor
will be based on the relevant

facts in the case,

Generally the exemption in 40 CFR
$2.21(b)(2)(11)(4d) pertains only to
the boiler, steam generator, or
other process equipment which
directly utilizes the fuel or raw
material. This means that any
increased emiaslons from a boller
which could burn coal but for which
there were no coal handling
facilities would quallfy under

this exemption, However, plcase
note that the coal handling
facilities (or any other new
equipment) could qualify for a
modificatlion based on its own
potential to emit 100 (250) tons or
more pexr year,




Affected

Ref. Question Regs Determ. piscussicn

rsn/as Does the Consolidated 52.21 No An increase in the sulfur content

3/26/19 Edison Company'‘s of a particular fuel burned at a
proposed switch from source does not constitute use of
.3% sulfur oil to 1.5% an “alternative” fuel; is not con-
sul fur oil constitute a sldered a change in the method of
“major modification" for operating; and hence does not con-
purposes of PS§NH? stitute a major modification.

PSD/B6 Is a fuel switch from 52.21(b) Yes Bince the bollers can switch from

4/16/19 natural gas to a (2)(11)(a) gas to vaporized oil without making

vaporized mixture of
two-thirds distillate
fuel oll and one-third
fuol gas exempt from

the definition of major
modification based on
the fact that the boilers
have been capable of
accommodating this fuel
all along? The con-
version involves two
300 million Btu/hour
boilers .and will require
installation of an oil-
fired vaporizer.

any modiflcations to the bollers
themselves, they are consldered to
have been capable of burning oil
prior to 1/6/75. Therefore,
increased loiler emissions will not
be subject to PSD review, but will
consume increment.

In addition to the increased
boller emlsslons there will be aome
direct emissions from the firing
of the new vaporizer. Should the
(direct) potential emission from
the vaporizer amount to 100 tons or
more of a regulated pollutant per
year, a I'SD review would boe neces-
sary.
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Affected
Ref. Question Reqs Detevm, Discusalon

PsSn/87 A new docking facility §52.21 Condi- 1f a €facility ls directly involved
4/12/79 ls built which will . tional with the operation of a PSD-
handle shipwents of crude ) affected source, the emiusions from
oil. Are emlssions that faclility are primary. On the
from ships which service other hand, If the emissions are
the dock to be considered assoclated with but not directly
pr imary or secondary involved in the operation of the
emissions? source, they are secondary. An
) example of secondary emissions from
a PSD-affected docking facility
would be the emiassions which result
from the ballasting of ships
servicing the dock. This does not
mean that all ship emissions are
necessar lly secondary to the opera-
tions taking place on the dock. On
the contrary, any ship emissions
which result from the unloading of
the ships are directly involved {n
dock operations and therefore are
considered primary. Emisslons
from ships bollers, to the extent
the bollers are operated for the
purpose of unloading oll, are
primary emissions. See 44 FR 32081,
1/16/79 for a discussion of EPA's
secondary emisslons policy.

NOTE: This determination has since

been overruled. OGC will be
issuing an explanatory memo.

rsn/nn 1f an electric power §52.21(b)(8) Yes The origlnal PSD requlations
4/12/19 plant beglns construc- {becember 5, 1974) define Lhe term
. tion prlor to 6/1/75 *commenced” to mean that "an owner
but then dlscontinues or operator has undertaken a
congtruction for more continuous program of construc~
than 18 months Is that tlon... “Ag a matter of policy, we
power plant subject to cuitablished that a constvuct fon
PSh review, program whilch was Intervapted tor a



Affected

Ref. Question Regs Determ, Discussion
PSD/88 per lod of 18 months or more had
(cont.) not "commenced®™ according to the

definltion in §52.21(b)(?7). There-
fore, the electric utility in
question was subject to the old

PSD regulations because it did not
commence construction betfore
6/1/15.

Since the utility was subject to
the old PSD regulations and
falled to get a PSD permit by
3/1/78, it ie now subject to the
new regulations. See 43 FR 26406,
§52.21(1)(2), 6/19/178,

PSD/89 a) Does the addition - §52.21(b)(2) Yes Although P3D/12 stated that the
4/12/719 of a sulfur recovery addition of a sulfur recovery plant
plant constitute the would not be subject to PSD, that
modification of a determination was made under the
petroleum refinery? old requlations. And under the
old regulations a modification
. occurred only {f there was a nat

Increase in emissions on a source-
wide basls.

~ The new regulationa however,

define the term "major modifica-
tion® such that the regulations

. apply to a sulfur recovery unit {f
the potential emissions from the
unit will amount to 100 tons/year
of a regulated pollutant. The
potential emisslons of the unit
are calculated without consldering
any emisaslon reductlions which would
occuwr simultaneously.



T

Rek,

__Question

(

nDlacussion

PSD/69
(cont.)

3y

b) For purposes of
determining whether a
sul fur recovery plant
has been reconstructed,
what components are
considered to be part
of {t?

Furthermore, Congress speclifically
stated In §169(1) of the Clean Alr
Act that sulfur recovery plants
were alr pollution sources intended
to be covered under PSD.

The sul fur recovery plant {s com-
prilsed by the claus unit and any
units downstream of the claus.

PED/90

5/11/79

e e e i o = o e

If a facility which is
in one of the 28

listed source categor ies
locates at a source
which 18 not in one of
the 28 categories, does
the 100 ton or the 250

ton/yr potential emisalon

cutoff apply?

Affected ‘
Reqs Determ,
’
§52,21
§52.21 the 250
ton/yr.
cutoff

*Source” 18 defined in the PSD
regulations as "any structure,
building, facility, equipment,
installation, or operation (or
combination thereof) which is
located on one or more contiguous
or adjacent properties and which ls
owned or operated by the same
person (or by persons under common
control)®., Using the example of a
textile mill which will he modified
by the addition of a 250 mm Btu/hr
boller, the textile mill would be
considered the “source®, according
to the definition above. b&Llince
textile mills are not one of the 28
l11sted categories, the 250 ton
limit would apply. 1In order for
the addition of the boller to be
consldered a "major modlficattion”
the boller would have to have
potential emissions of 250 tons/
year.




Affected

Ref. Quest lon Reqs Determ. Dlecusaion
rSn/91 The Power Plant and §52.21 No Limitations on hours of oheratlion
5/16/19 Industrial Puel Use may be considered in calcilating
Act defines the term potential eminslon rates anly f{t
“peakload power plant® they are enforceable by EPA. These
as a “power plant which, power plants should requeat State
over any 12 cslendar month rermitas limiting thelr operating
period, generates hours to 1,500/year.
electricity not in excess
of the power plant's deslign
capacity multiplied by
1,500 hours®. For PSD
purposes, can & DOE-
certified peakload power
plant base potential
emissions on 1,500 houre
of operatlion per year?
1s0/92 Should a drift eliminator 52.21 The PSD regulations define "air
6/6/19 be considered an Integral pollution control equipment® as

part of a natural draft
cooling tower or should
it be considered an alr
pollution control device?
The purpose of the drift
el inlnator {8 to reduce
evaporative water losses
from the cooling tower,
but It fs also effec-
tive in reducing salt
(pacrticulate ) emissions,

r 13

equipment which {s not, aanide from
afr pollution control laws and
regulations, vital to production of
the nocmal product of the source

or to Its normal operation. 8ince
the dcift eliminator ie not
essential to the operation of the
cooling tower, it should be con-
sidered air pollution control
equipment.




Affected
Ref. . Question Reqgs Determ, Dilscungion -
P5D/93 a) Are the provisions for Preamble Yes Examples A pover plant with
6/2/19 1ssuing permita to several bollers that wlll be con-
phased construction pro- structed one at a tilme,
jects applicable to
sources with mutually
independent phases?
b) May a PSD permit be Yes The regulations do not require
issued to a multi- that any source obtaln State permits
phased saurce before before a PSD permit will be lssued,
each phase has obtained except where offsets are required.
a State permit? But In order for a PSD permit to
remain valld, a State permit must
be lssued within 18 months of PSD
permit lssuance. In the case of
phased projects the State permits
for each phase must be obtalned
within 18 months of the date
specifled In the PSD permit.
c) Must the plans for Yes

each phase of a construc-
tion project be well-
defined before a PSD
permit can be issued?
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Affected

Reference Question Regs Determ. Discusslon

PSD/94 I1s a proposed major source 52 21(1)(5) Yes Section 165(a)(4) of the Act

10/23/719 or modification, which applies preconstruction require-
will emit vinyl chloride, ments to cach pollutant regulated
subject to both a LAER under the Act. VOC is regulated
review for VOC under for ozone and VC is regulated as
the Offset Policy and a carcinogen. It is possible that
a BACT review for VC BACT for VOC and LAER for VC may
under PSD? require two different levels of

control,
PSD/95 May the performance 51.24 Condi- The proposed NSPS for IC engines
11/14/79 testing for- stationary tional provides for initial performance
. I1C englnes required under ) testing by the manufacturer.

PSD review, be conducted llowever, PSD reviews are conducted
by the manufacturer at on a case-by-case bhasis, and in
the plant rathecr than by cases where EPA fecls it would
the owner/operator at the be Inappropriate for a particular
actual operating site? engine Lo be tested by the manu-

‘ facturer, the testing requirements
may he speclfied accordingly. 1In
addition EPA reserves the right to
conduct testing at any other time.

PSD /96 Do glass manufacturing 52.21(b) (1) (1) No
12/21/79 plants bhelong under the '

chemical processing
plant category identi-
fied In Section 169

of the Act?




.,

M fected

Reference Questlion Reqs Determ. Discussion

rPsn/917 llow do the PSD regula- 51.24(bY(1) (1) The regulatlions apply to any new

12/19/79 tions apply to muni- group or individuval Incinerator

cipal incinerators? with a chavging capacity of 250

tons/day, if it has the potential
to emit 100 tons or more/year of a
requlated pollutant or any smaller
incinerator which has the poten-
tial to emit 250 tons or more/
year of a regulated pollutant,

PSDh/98 For sources which are 52.21 Yes Potential emissions of a source

1/9/680 making a fuel switch, before modification should be

is it correct that any
available fuel sultable
for use in operation
may be used to
determine "before
modification” emissions
and any fuel for which
the operator is willing
Lo accept enforceable
permit conditions may
be used to determine
“after modificatlion®
emissions?

based on any type of fuel the
source was capable of burning.

.After modification, potential

emissions should be based on the
the dirtiest type of fuel the
source is capable of burning.

For both before and after modifi-~
cation calculations, enforceable
permit conditions may limit
potential emissjions.




Affected

Reference Question ' Regs Determ, Discussion

rsn/99 Is a plant which pro- $1.24(b) (1) (1) Condi- If the plant manufactures the

1/9/80 duces fiberglass : tional fabric from raw fiberglass or lits
rainforced shower process Involves combining €fiber-
¢enclosures and bath- glass and polyester resin, it is
tubs considered a congsldered a glass fiber proces-
“glass fiber processing sing plant. Plants which process
plant"? pre-fabricated fiberglass products

would not be Included.
PSD/100 llow is the baseline 51.24(b)(12) The haseline is established as of
3/5/60 date e¢stablished for the date after Auqust 7, 1977,

PSD areas?

Under a fuel switch,
to what extent are
increased emissions
counted toward the
consumption of the
applicable PSD
increment?

51.24(b) (11)

I1f a source has bheen
*grandfathered” what
is the requlatory
framework for assesslng
Lthe extent of the
source's PSD increment
consumpt ion?

51.24(b) (11)

that the first permit application
by a proposed major source or
modification is flled for a PSD
area.

A fuel switch will consume the
amount of iIncrement modeled as the
difference between the maximum air
quality {mpact allowed under the
SIP on the basellne date and tha
max imum alr quality fwmpact allowed
under the SIP at the time the
source begins operation.

The impact on the increment will
be assessed by the next PSD
applicant In the area or {f the
permitting authority conducts a
perfodic increment assessment
first,




Affecled
Reference Question Reqs Determ. Discussion
rso/l01 1s a major source 52.21 Yes A major source would not be sub-
1/5/80 subject to PSD ject Lo PSD review only (£
review 1f construc-
tion commenced after 1. All final Federal, State, and
March 19, 1979? local preconstruction permits were
obtalned before March 1, 1978,
2, Comnstruction commenced before
March 19, 1979, and
3. Did not discontinue construc-
tion for a period of 18 months or
more and construction is (was)
completed within a reasonable
time.
PSD/102 1f£ a source has a Preamble Yen Phases must commence construction
J/11/80 phased construction within 180 months of the date

permit, must the second
phase commence construc-
tion 18 months after

the first phase?

agreed to in the permit, but there
must not be more than 18 months
between the completion of one
phase amnl the start of the next,
Major departures from the original
start dates can provide grounds
for reprocessing an application.




Affected

Reference Question Reqs Determ. Discussion
PSD/10) May a source's poten- 51.24(b) (3) Condl- Potential to emit can be limited
3/25/80 tial to emit bhe tional by enforceable permit require-
limited by a city ments. However the requirements
Issued permit which must be enforceable under a SIP
contains an annual in order Lo ensure that the PSDH
limit on the amount threshold will not be excecded.
of fuel to be
combusted by a source?
PSD/104 What portion of a 51.24(b) (12) Actual emissions, as of the base-
4/11/80 source's emissions line date, should be counted into
should be counted the baseline. WVhen calculating
into the basel ine? actual emlissions, the hours of
operation, capacity utilization,
and types of materlals cowmbusted,
processed or stored should be
based on the prececding year of
operation, unless another previoua
yecar would be more representative,
PSD/105 Must a reconstructed 52.21 No A reconstruction occurs only when
4/25/060 coke battery which the entire source 1s reconstruc-
produces no Increase ted. In this case the source Is
in the fron and steel . an fron and steel mill, not a coke
mill's potential to : battery.
emit 50, secure a -
PSD permit?
Must the reconstructed 52,21 No

battery employ BACT?
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NTHCTED
RLITRINCE GESTION RS TETERMINAT ION DIBABSIN
150/106 Can 0o Inleparient tacliities be am- 152.21(b) (1979) Yeou A sowrce Inclules sll wmits amel ar gerstal by the
4/14/80 sideral part of t}w sanw source When sum poremn an omtiguos o adjacent geogestiee.
Uwy are located an sdjacent grogperties
and are ouned by the wame pereon?
In this particular mee Wiat cstegory §52.21(b) 1) All U wnlte at the eorce fall inder the sxaoe
would the “source”, be include? undes? cateqoury “power plant®. A propoeet power plant amd a
cosl mine are axwiderel all awe souwrce, a praer
plant.
hxdate vith Msgpwt 7, 1900 Regss
Unlur e now togulatione souroe s defined as all
jollutant enitiing activities of the sase industrisl
groupling (sam sajor grop under the BIC manual)
focated an cotigumie ar sdjacmt jroperty md under
canan ocontrol. (i this definition, & power plant
es} aoal mine would 1o o axxces. Ivaver, the rine
anlseliow would be oonelderal seaondary enlsslow of
Uw gower plant.
PsD/107 Would a BIP relaxation, allowing the §52.21(b)(12) Yes My E1P relazation which (e atmitted 0 EVA after
4/29/60 tuming of 2.28 eulfic fuel ofl . Uw sgplicabile beseline date cwwimes fncremant. The

aoneusse PSD Increnant?

SIP relsnation consumms Incremaent for all gollutants
shilch, as & result of Us telamation, lncreass above
baseline levels.




ANTHMIED

REFERENCE QESTION Rtxis TETIRUMATION OI6Q63 10N
rs/100 1 bollowt amslderal ammencemait of T Owwlstent wvith the pycoach taken wnder NlY, Indl-
8/5/00 operatlan wuler V6D? ot ls cmsldured a constructlon activity sather than
vonmncanant of gperation.
PED/109 Can two facllities which are sspatated Sept. 3, 1979 Yes Me two Sicilities are amonly oned ad are (perated
5/16/60 by 1.8 miles of pipeline be cuneldered proposal togetlwr as a slivjle raflnery. Thwy are segarated by
“aljacant” If they are gperated as are (44 FR 31924) 1.0 miles and are intercomnectod Ly a netstk of
tacliiry? 3 pipelines. The plpelines are usel W0 trawgoit
Intensifary grolicts fras aw site 0 another.
Nolther elte produces finfshed pralucts Ly lteslt.
TNwrefore, ovillaoe syyorts Uw Wwo sites Would be
considurel a singls source for PSD syplicabiility.
pdate Auguat 7, 1960 Reges
' NDetemmination remains the same jroviding the two
faciiitics have tle same "Major Gragp® classiflaation
{52.21(L)(6) 8/7/00)
rsn/110 Swll fAygltive exission be included §52.20{1) (4} (vil) Omdi- The two facilities are cxwiderel ane suxca. Tha
6/9/80 in detemmining tle potential to enit

for a surface anl mine and coal
preparation facllity?

tiaal

maln activity st the site is the coal mine mud In
determining PSD spplicability, the sxuxce wonild be
consideral a swrface coal mine. Thwrefore, fugltive
enisslons wonild gmnerslly not bs canted in tie
source's potential w emit.

Tugitive esissions are anly to e amslderel s
sources regulatel as of 8/7/60 under 40 QR Turt 60
ant 61 and eowroe aategories llated wnder 52.21(1)(4)
(vii). T'm mine's potential enlssiow would tiwrefixe
inclute nan-fugitive mine emisslone ant all aulssions
(6yltive ant non-fugitive) fros tie coal prejaration
plant. 1€ jotatial wslsstong eovel 250 tae/yc. the
wine fe subject to ¥'SD reviow anl BACT wvouild tlun be
sypliet 0 all aslsailons, Loth Agltive sl nom-
fugitive, £ the ontire operatlm.
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AFTHIIED)
REFEHENCE, QRETIN RIY:S DETFRMIBATION NISAKS 1IN
rsD/111 Swull fugltive anlssions be incluled 52.21(1)(4)(vil) Yes Nyitive asleslona are D Le comtel for all murces
6/9/90 in determining poteastial to emit for - rejulated as of 8/7/80 wuler Gection 111 or 112 of the
asphalt amcrets plants? CM Is anax) the sowror mategories llsted usler
Soctlon 52.21(1)(4){vil) of Us Agust 7, 1980 regu-
letione. :
¥s0/112 T™vo power plants, shiich were lssued §51.18 Yes In order for slther of Uw owwrces in guetion to
6/16/80 state anstruction permits in 1978, §51.24(a)(2) incroase Ulwir allowsble 80; emissions, on mnardied

pelar o PSD applicabllity, now wish
to increass their 60; emlsaions by
buming higher sulfur ocoal. Is this
a SIP relasation anl is & BIP revision

necessary?

1s & power plant shich received s PSD
permit in ‘78 mul wants to Increase
aniseions, by anending thelr pemmit
subjuct to the ald ar existing PSD
requilatione?

v

Part 51.18 penalt or GIP revieion must be clrainel.

M amandded germit will be enforceable under Uw
spplicable Inplemaitation plan. PSD review of the
dunme 0 higher sul fiwr aoal s et required hut BIP
revisiaw may anly be spprovel wm a slowing that the
revislons would not asuss or caitribute to a violation
of a syl lcable Increanmant,.

Ny changa In tle pormitted eafeslon Jimitation would
repire the permit elther 0 be anaxded or the suroe
0 got & new paamit. M elther cswe, thw source
would s ebject to the regulations in effect at the
tine of tiw new application. This would wean a BACT
and air gality analywis wnild be required before tle
60; emjssion Umita oauld be altersd.




AFTHCIED

REFTRINCE ORSTION KIS DETEIMITATION DIsOKIIM
esn/ild Is Uha Giardlan Inketries Flat §152.21(1 In onler o Ie grandfathoral under the ‘Ane 19, 1378
6/19/u0 Glass Plant granifatheral unler Ame 19, 1978 150 requlatios, a eouroe sust haves

the "Amne 19, 1978 5D requilatione?

1. Ruocelved all pecessary BIP preconetruct lon
poomits ly March 1, 1979, and have st aw of the
followlngs

2. 8ayun a continuoue grogran of off-site aon-
stxuct lon or

3. Buered {nto hinding ajreanents hr an-site
oamstruct kn whildy cannot be cancel lul withouwt
sbetantial lass, or

4. Biterod ln ajreonents for off-sits conetruo-
tion wviiidh frvevocsbly cowits tie sowos 0 &
specliic eite.

Avallable information indicates that Guardian dAld

nt mest condition 2,3, or 4 show. Gubstantisl

lase s A:termine! an & (nse-hy-case lasls. losees of
108 or mxe of Lotal oonetruction costs of & pruject
wiuld s cawideral mbetantial. Llosses of less Qwn
108 oild le omsldere) subetantial, depeniing on
amiunnt to a sjecific elte to a polnt shere rlom-
tin wos nt possibles and a delay o sodl tioetion
would be suverely diaciytive.

M “frrevocable comitment® {e aleo ssssseed an &
case-biy-case lasie, depaxiing an vhether amtracts or
Lindlig agreewmsits for off-sfte canstruct i havwe boen
awtered into Or a souwroce viiich can aily Le lomied

at a specific alte.




NYRURYD
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RETYRENCE QESTION s TETYRHINAT IO DISAKSIN
PS/iITd In order to avold TS0 veview, an ST.I0TLIT3Y Thilor U Xanie 19, 1970 TSI vejulatione, jotential o
71/1/60 Industrial ecrap processing plant ‘Ane 19, 1970 enit may liclude 1inltatiaw on loure of opuratim,
sould tlke to reduce its gotential 1f tlw Yimltations are Inclulal in adorcealile gemit
w enit with llultal houwrs of ocondticns. (51.18 permit). Limitel tonuws of opora~
operation of fte duearer, The tlon auld te placel an Uw dualder In a 5).168
plat lus 4 dlesel engines, two poamit. 1w potential 0 enit of Us souwrcs would
which geerate electricitly for the then Inclute the duslyn wmpacitly of the wo agines
plant and two vidds drive tis shwedder. shilchy dreive U slroebler, including limltdd tours of
low ja potential o enit for Uils source quratlon, sl the saximwm design ayacity of the
determined? avjines whildi gaierats plant electriclty withoat hour
limitations. Tiese avjines would not include Lini-
tetiam slnoe tlwy can operats lndependaitly frum the
slvelder.
PED/11S Do soiitications of the Sl handling “ne 19, 1978 Yeo Potentfal enlsstions are Jimited by the gantity of
7/1/60 and feel equipnent at a genersting - (43 m 2630) fuel the sowros s capsble of codnisting. Tie ability

plant make it mibject to PSD review?

The modification is being progosed in
ordar for the facllity to achleve fts
original level of production {produc-
tion drofped vhwn the facility ahiifted
to a 1ow sulfur coal).

of the gemerating plant 0 cbust aklitional fiml
subsequat 0 the sodificetion results in increased
onfeslons. Shiwoe the guierating plant wus not
capabile of accuwmndeting this aliltional fiml wWdtlouwt
dangus 0 the fuel handling ani fueding equipment,
this would npresent sn incresse in tie otential o
anmit. Tw» sourve would be subject to PSD review §¢
tw dusnges result in en incroase of 100 TPY of
wnoontrol led 60; or gerticulale mtter or 10 TPV of
ocontsollal aslasiane. The Amne'l8 regulatiom would
be gypliod.

Uxlate of Ng. 7, 1980 Rugulationss

Souros would be subject to PBD revier 1f the changes
vesult in a signitficant net Incresss in eslssions,
1.e., 40 tons B0, 25 tane PH.




ARTECTED

K TRINCE QRSTION RN TETERAT IO DISUSS (N
Psn/1é Is a mnlcipal Incinerator shich hae 5.4 Yoo A wource shich has tren dut dnn vould be a new
8/6/80 Low alutdon far five years, subject sourcs for PED purjosus wm reojpebiy If the ehut-

to PSD review 1f it wddies 10 wactivate?

dne woe gensanant. In this mase, tle dutdown fe
oconeldure) penmuanant because It has Jastel flwe ywars
asl he State lue twoved the Incinerator Gom ite
eslssiow foventory, Therefore, tie suurce would be
troatal as a new source {or sodlfication it it coaxe
at an existing majur sowwroe) for PED purposecs.




(03} REF ERENCP

NSCIGSION

#6D 117 10/3/80

thile tPA continues 0 maintain that sources
siich are gutdown for sure than 2 yesis and are
removal frae the State's emluslon jnventory are
presumd to le jemmanent adwtdowns, and Uws
subject to PSO upon reactjvation) tie sowce can
rebut this jrevuapiion by jroviding evidence that
the shutionn was not intendud to Le gennanent.

In addition, with the Inclusion of the
ocontunporancoua jxovisions in the 8/1/80 P50
ancnbnent, It spjesrs that ghutdowns will have o
be consideral In order for sources to oiala
credit for amtemporencous decreases,

Puture guidance will be providal concerming
tie lsan.

es0 118 1172580

QESTION AFFRCTED e
RIVANATION HINAT IO
Are sources whids have Ix:en 52.21 Condditional
shutdown for 2 years and
temoved fras the emlssions
subject to P5D review upon
teactivation?
Iow should the tiring mate S2.21(b)
ot a facility which will (hiid(a

oo-fire mnicipal waste and
paopermill aludge be calculated
for ¢S0 applicebility purpoces?

1te firing vate slould e based on the solids
content of the municipal waate and the dry
weight of the uewnnil) slulje, to be cvalstent
with #5rs appl lcability,

PED 119 (Moo from Barber to
Gardbiring) 11/26/80

M2y a source which was fssued
a 15D pernit be granted an

extension an the cumsencemunt
of construction date bhased on
a docrease in consumer dumand?

$2.21(s){2) Conditlional

Although agency policy la still beiln) formulated
on this leswe, the folloving steps slould Le taken
wien evalusting sudh a reguest)

1. Assuwre ompeny wojections are ressonshle.

2. Coordinate wilh the Btate Wiere sowce is
locat lng,

3. hubllsh Federal Register notice an gmoposed
cxtension and solicit conments.

4. For jhases puvojecte, slert source that an
extension, If grantud will a4ply only to the
st ghase,




60} > Date of
Response

OUESTION AFFECTFD
REGULATICR

METER-
MINATION

DISCUSSION

BT o Y N V7 7/ )|

PSD-121 1722781

for puryoscs of 52.21{(b) 3)
mxlification under

PSD how is 3

*net enissions

" increase® determined?

should Fthanol Fuel $2.21(b) (6}
Plants be classified

as chemical process

plants for the purpoees

of PSD applicabllity?

Yes

The Eirst step for detemining -
a net anissiona increase {s to

assess {if the modification,itselt

will cause a significant (].e.

greater than de minimus) increase

in any regulated pollutant, It

there will be a significant increase,

the 5 year contemporanecus time

period is triggered and all creditsble
increases and decreases during thls period
should be asscssal, 1f, after evaluating
the creditable increases and decreases,
there is still a significant increase in
emissions PSD review applies If the
modification itself, will ot cause a
significant increase, the contewporanecus
time periol is not triggered and PSD
review will ot egply. The regulations
will be amended to clarify this position,

The Mency regards as s minimm, any
source listed wder Major Group 28

of the Standard Injustrial Classification
(SIC) manual a8 a chemical xroocess

plant. Ethanol fuel fa lisod uniler

S1C Major Group 28




(88 ) ate of QUESTION AFFECTED FTER- DISCUSSION
Response RAGLATION MINATION
T Tpsp-122 AT - vhen determining 8 52.21(6)(J) Yea Increases or decreases In 50 T
“net emissions can only he creditable if the
increasce® {s there fncrease or decrease is rejuired
any limitation on the to be considerad in cuwputinmg the
5 year oontemjorancous arount of available increment.
time period for Changes in PM or S0 emisalona
creditable increascs canmencing prior to January 6, 1978
or decreas:s for PM can not be considered craditable,
or 502?
For other ciiteris 52,21(bYI(I) (Lv) MO The only limitation on creditable
pollutants? decreascs or {ncreases for criteria
jollutants other than PM and S0,
is the S year pericd before conatruction
of the wodffication oownences.
(There are o increaments for these
criteria pollutants)
sp-123 3/4/81 May a P3SD pemmit be 52.21(£)(5) Yea PSD and NSR are currently viewal as
fssued to a source two distinct groyrams, consequently,
prior to the source a soulce may meet {ts NSR and PSD
satisfylng any abliqations scparately, A 6D pemit
applicable NSR requlre- may be issuved prior to the canpletion
rcnta? of NSR reyuirements.
vsD-124 4/1/81 A. May a decrease in

emigslona ¥ ansldered

52,2131 Mo

creditahle {i It occured

beyond the S year
contasporancous time fr
but win sade federally
enforoeable within the
S year gerind?

The actual decrease in anissione must
occur wlthin e flve year
ocontomporancows tine frime,



ane Date of QUESTION AFFECTFD TFTER- DISCURSION
Responae REGAATION MINATION

T Tesp-126 T 7181 8. A source 1a major §3. No Tor PSD review to apply, the
for S0;. A modifi- sowce wmust maintaln a major
cation is projosed status either by retaining major
that will cause a §0, emissions or by proposing
reduct fon of S0, to chanmjes shich will make the source
below the major source major for TSP.
threshould and a greater
than de minimus increase
in TSP. 1e PSD review
required?
C. Mon-profit health 52.21(4)(4){vl) Conditional The effect of a chanme of a souroe's
and educational facilities non-profit status upon its PSD exemp-
are eligible for an exemption tion is dependent on the nature of
from PSD review, Is the exemp- the change, The Agency will review
tion effected {f there is a any such change in status on a case-
chanje {n the source's non-profit by-case, source specific basis.
status?

PSD-124 4/1/81 D. that d:finition of $2,21(b)(2) The definition contained in the NSFS
mmnicipal solid waste for Incirerators, 40 CFR 60.51(b)
should be used when be used, The definition is wsed to
determining a possible maintain consistency between the NSPS
exemption uwxler and PSD prograne,
52.21(b}(2)?

rsp-124 4/1/81 E. Should the $2.21(b)(2) "Steam generating mnit® aa defined

definltion of "steam
gencrating wnit® or
*electric steam generating
wit® e e when
detemining an exemption
under $2.20(L)(2)(111)(d)?

in 40 CFR 60.41 a 8 the approjriate
tena to use vhen consldecing an
exempt fon under 52.23(b)(2)(111)(d).



Date of

QUESTION AFFECTFD FETER- DISQUBSION
Response REGLATI(N MINATION
T PSD-138 /25781 o darolltion 53.21(6) (1) T 1l defInltlon of *begln actual

activities fall

within the defini-

tion of "beyin
actual construction®
and thus require a
PSD permit?

construction® does not cover
demolition activities. The Agency
has maintained a golicy that site
preparation activities do not, in ard
of themselves, trigger PSD review.

The definition of “construction®
for PSD includes the tem demolition,
but this was incluied in order for
enission reductions from denmolitious
to be added to the avallable incitement.




PR Y

K3

OODE Date of QUESTION AFTECTED CETER- DISCUSSION
Responss REGULATION MINATION
PSD-176 Hay IS, 1981 What criteria must 52, (bI{1E] e enleslons must bes

*secondary” ‘emlasions
meet In order to be
included in olc
quality fepact
asscsaments for PSD
purposes?

1. Brecific

2. Well defined

3. Quantifiable

4. Impact the sam genecal aces

®Impact the sane general area® has been
Interpreted to mean the area of
significant impact shich is defined as
all those areas in which the source’s
enissions would an atbient
effect of 1 ot sore (Arvusl
basis)




oo Date of QUESTION AFFECTED DETER- DISCUSSION
Response RFAGULATION MINATION
pSD-127 June 12, 1981 Hay a source Increase $2.11TbI(2) “Yes The Important date under the examptlion

its hours of ogperation (ilf)
ard take an exewption
under 52.21(b)(2)

(1) () (which exempts
from review an increase
in hours of operation
or production, unlcss
prohibited by an
enforeable perimit
condition establ {shed
after Jan 6, 1975) it
the source had received
a pemuit restricting
operation before

Jan. ‘. 19752

in 52,21(b)(2) is Jamuary 6, 1975. This
marks the beginning of the PSD program,
Action taken grior to that date oould
not have been undertaken with any prior
knowledge of the PSD requirements. This
in fact ls acknowledged in the wordim
of the exemption shich refers to pemit
conditiom esteblished after January 6,
1975. Therefore, the source could take
the exemption {f their permit wos jssucd
prior to Jan. 6, 1975S.



QODE Date of QUESTIN AFFECTED CETER- DISCUSSION
Response RFGULATION MINATICN

rsp-128 June 24, 1981 Does PSD review apply 57.21 CondltTonal in this particular case, the switch will
to stationary gas not cause elther an Incresse [n any
turbines that switch emisslan rate or any creditable increases
from middle distillates in actual onisslons and therefore will
to natural ganr? not be subject to PSD review,

PSD-129 June 30, 1981 Should two (M $2.21(b)(6) Yes The definition of source under PSD has

facilities which are
pragrammed together,

have a dedicated \

rallway service
betwecn them, twt

are located a mlle
spart, be conaidered
one source for the
purpose of PSD review?

J criterims

1. Convon Industrial Grouping
2. Comwon ovmership ar control
3. Contiguous or adjacent sites

The facilities in question, without
argumcnt, meet the f{imt two criteria
And, lascd on the wnique sct up of

these (acilities EPA considers them
adjacent anl therefore aan bs comnsidered
one source for PSD,




Qooe

Date of

QUESTIN AFFECTED ETFR- DISCUSSION
Pesponse REULATION MINATICN
P50-130 July 13, 198Y 1s the switch from 52. 21{b){2} CondltIonal The PSD regulations exempt from review a
benzene to hutane (111) switch In raw materials 1f the source

feedstock st an
Ashlan) Chemical Maleic
Anhydride Plant subject
to PSD review?

was capable of accamodating the
material btefore Jan. 6, 197S.

A source s considered to be désigned to
acocommodate an altermate material (€ the
use could be accamplished under its
construction specifications in existence
prior to that time,

The plant in question was originally
deslgnal end ocontracts signod for dual
fcedastock capability in May 1974. The
ewitch, therefore, is not mbject to
PSD review,



enforceable® as uped
in the PSD regulations?

e Date of QUESTION AFFECTFD DETER- DISCUSSION
Response RFGULATI(H MINATION
PSD-131 July 13, 1981 What 1s the status $2.21 On July IS5, 1981 rPA lssved a temporary
of the temm S1.24 stay (90 days) of the PSD rules with
“federally regard to the uvee of the term "federslly

enforceable®. Durlrng the peirod of the
stay, the tem fedcrally enforceable
sherever usad in the rogulations, will
o Jonger be in effect. In addition,
during the course of the stay, £PA will
reconsider the issue of federally
enforceable requirementa and molicit
camments on the lssue,



aobE Date of QUFSTION AFFECTED IETFR- DISCUSSION
Response RECULATICN MINATICN
PSD-132 August 3, 1981 I.7 Under the 0 CeR 120, Bervice of Notloe occurs upon the malllng

permitting procedures
for PSD vhen does the
scrvice of motice
occur?

2.) Who docs the
Mninistrator Lave to
notify of the tinal
permit decision?

3.) Wo may flle mn
appeal (and on vhat
conditions) of a PSD
pemmit? :

40 Crr 124.19

4.) Can changa in
permit conditions be
made withuut notice &

40 CTR 124.19(c) Conditional

- comment ?

5.) When pay & person 40 CFR 120.19
seek judicial review of

a final PSD pemmit

declslon?

of the notice (of permit declslon). An
sppeal may be filed within 30 plus 3 days
fram Lhe date of the notice or from ame
later date as speclfied in the notice.

The Aminlstrator sust notify the
applicant and each person wiv submitted
written comments or requestod notice of
the final decision. The decision dvos not
tave to be published In the Faleral
Regleter until it becomes effective,

Ay person wio filed comments or
porticipated in a public hearing
concesning 8 PSD permit may petition the
Adninistrator to appeal any condition of
the pemmit.

Material changes In a pemmit cannot be
rade without opportunity for notice and
public comment. The Adninistrator may
remand a permit conditlion iack to a
Peylonal Offlce withouwt notioce and
cannent «

1f the person tock part in the public
hearing or flled conwnents on the dralt
permit be may seck judicial review. If a
fewson did not comment oc perticipate in
the public hearlsg he may only sedk review
on sy chamces mule between the dralt and
final permit declsion. Any apgpeal mut be
made within 30 days of the final jemit
declision.



Mate of

QUESTION AFFECTFD

s aatgerec

FTER- DISCUSSTON
Response REGUILATION MINATION
PSD-133 Mugust 26, 1981 A petroleun storage $2.21{6 (2 No The multI-tark storage dhange would be

facility (4 tanks)

at & reflnery plans
to make a product
storage change.
Assume no physical
changes o the

tanks and that the
tanks were capable of
handling the ncw
product before Jaa. §,
1975, Is the product
change subject to PSH
review?

oconaldered a simle groject under PSD.
Since the tanks were capable of
sccammodating the new product prior to
Jan. 6, 19715, emjssion incrcases fron
the tanks do not oount towards PSD
arplicabltity. If however, other
pysical chenges asmociated with the
project cause a significant increase
in onlesions, PGD review would be
required,




Date of

QUESTION AFFFCTFD DETER- DISCUX SION ’
! Regponse RFGULATION MINATION
PSD-135 May 5, 1982 17 A source has an 52.21 {w) YFS Secticn 52.21 {w) docs not

2)

existing PSD pemmit
issuved under the

Auqust 7, 1980 rules,
with a .85% sulfur in
fuel limitatjon.

The source wants to
amend its 51.18 permit to
limit the amount of ofl
fired and use 1% sulfur
fuel. The potentisl
to emjit for the source
will now be helow 250
TPY. May the source
have {ts PSD permit
rescinded?

Does the rescission

of the above permit
affect the baseline
date? (The source's

PSD application triggered
the baseline for

50,)

52.21 (b) (14)

preclide the Adminiatrator

foom rescinding a permit sbhen
the requlations no loger apply.
Tte fcderally entorceahle
limitations reducing the
potentisl to emit 14 be
realistically enfotoeable, EPA
should be confldent the source
can ard will gperate at reduced
Jevels ard that there is o
appearance of clircumvention

of the regulations.

The baseline date is triggered

by the first omplete application
for a PSD pemmit subnmitted

after Mugust 7, 1977. The
baseline date Is ot affected

by a pemit denlal ar rescission.
The baseline can anly be

' *deactivated” by a source that

triggered the baseline under the
June 19, 1978 rules but is no
lager mbject under the Agust
7. 1980 rules.




CODE Date of QUESTION AFFECTED DETER- DISCUSSION
Response REGULATION MINATION
PSD-136 July 9, 1982 1.) hurin) a shut- 52.21 (b) (1)) The haseline concentration includes

down of source the
baseline of the area
was triggered for 50,
Upon reactivation,
what emission may the
source count as
creditable?

3.) who may file an
appeal (and on what
conditions) of a PSD
pemmit?

‘4.) tan changes in

pemit conditions be
made without notice &
coment?

40 CFR 124.19

40 CFR 124.19(c) Conditional

the actual emissions of a snurce
occuring on the baseline date. The
snurce may only credit later date as

The Administrator must motify the
applicant and each person who submitted
written camments or recquested notice of
the final decision. The decision does
have to be published in the Federal
Register until it becomes effective.

Any person who filed comments or
participated in a public hearhig
conceming a PSD permit may petition the
Nministrator to appeal any cordition of
the permit.

Material changes in a permit cannot he
made without opportunity for mtice and
pubtic oomment The Adminisirator may
remand a permit condition back to a
Reglonal Office without notice and
cament.



core

pSi

-137

DATF OF
RESPONSE:

12/3/82

OUESTION

Is the installation of two
stationary gas turhines at the
Virgin 1sland Water & Power
Authority's St. Croix and St.
Thomas plants subject to PSD
review?

AFFECTED
REGULATION

52.21(b)(2)

DETERMINATION

Yes

DISCUSION e
The tarbines wi | ause a
signi:icant inc ea.¢ in PM, 50,,
NO, , N1C and CO ¢mi .sions and will
not he restricted .y any federally
enforceable permit conditions,




t ' | Y
Determinations of Applicability
Af fected
Code Reference Question Regulation Determination Discussion
PSD- Memo (Biondi to Is PSD applicable to a series §52.21(b) (3)! No Although language in the preamble
138 Johnston) of accumulated emission to the PSD regulations could
1/5/83 increases totalling above indicate that EPA intended to

significance levels, even
when each individual emission
increase is below the PSD
threshold level?

accumulate deminimus emission
increases at a statlionary source,
the regulations themselves did

not indicate this. The regulatory
language has been interpreted to
exclude from the regulations any
modification that did not in and
of {tself result in a significant
emisslon increase, even though
when combined with other
modifications the criteria for a
significant emission increase
would be met.- Policy
considerations included 1) EPA

and industry resources should not
be directed to "small" changes
and, 2) applying BACT to the last
modification triggering the

review would be wasteful (EPA
ruled our requiring the
retroactive application of BACT

to earlier changes). It was also
noted that the deminimus increase
would be included when considering
contemporaneous emission increases
and decreases.

Wir



Determinations of Applicability

Affected
Code Reference Question Regulation Determination Discussion
PSD- |V -0 (Reich to A power plant, now burning §52.21(b) No The boilers have never had the
139 Walter) natural gas (oil standby) may (2) (111) (e) physical capability of handling
2/4/83 switch to petroluem coke. It bottom ash, and the design
would be necessary to install specifications also do not
equipment to handle bottom contain any such provisions
ash. No other changes would (therefore, they were not
have to be made. 1Is the unit capable of handling the alternate
"capable of accommodating" the fuel before 1/6/75). Thus, the
new fuel? (meaning PSD may not boilers are not considered
be applicable) capable of accommodating petroleum
coke as an alternate fuel.
In the above case, are there Yes PSD is applicable 1f this change

other consliderations affecting
PSD applicabilicy?

552.2|(b)(2){
(1)

would result in a significant
net emissions Iincrease at the
plant.



Determinations of Applicabilicy

Affected
Code Reference Question Regulation Determination Discussion
PSD- [Memo (Reich to Under the current 8/7/80 PSD Yes A SIP relaxacio: pending at the
140 Cunningham) regulations, is there a time a baseline date is
2/8/83 provislion for grandfathering escablished is :xempt from

S1IP revisions pending before
6/78 or any other date?

individual incrcement analysis,
but such relaxations do consume
increment and so will have to

be considered by the State when
it conducts perlodic assessments
and when permitting subsequent
applicants.



Determinations of Applicability

Affected
Code Reference Question Regulation Determination Discussion
PSD- Memo (Reich to Does an increase in steam §52.21(b) (2) Yes Increased production will be
V41 Simon) production to a level above the subject to PSD since the source
3/24/83 permitted level make PSD has been limited by a federally
applicable? enforceable permit condition.
The PSD review should only apply
to the modified unit,
Does an increase in sulfur in §52.21(bY(13) ]| No The increase in emissions is an

fuel content, above the current
level but still within limics
set in the permit, make PSD
applicable?

actual emissions increase
occurring after the baseline date
and so does congume increment,
although {t is not subject to
PSD review itself.



(I + I8 I ¢ b
Determinations of Applicability
Affected
Code Reference Question Regulation Determination Discussion
T
PSD- Memo Does the removal of control CAA Sect. Conditional The removal of equipment
142 (Reich & Pederson equipment, when accompanied by 169 (1) (c) (scrubbers in this case) would

to Davis & Seals)
4/21/83

an upgrade of other control
equipment (resulting in
waintaining present levels of
particulate emisaions but in an
increase in SOy emissions

to a level still below the

NSPS emission limict)

congtitute a major modification
under PSD?

not constitute a major
modification under NSPS based on
40 CFR 60.14 (e)(s). The PSD
modification provisions do not .
specifically contain this
exemption. However, the Clean
Alr Act provides that
modifications for PSD shall be
defined as in Section 111(a) for
NSPS modifications. EPA has
interpreted this to include all
exemptions to modifications
included in the NSPS regs. prior
to the enactment of the PSD regs.
to be inherently included in the
PSD exemptions.

However, another qualification is

that the change must not be less

environmentally beneficial. A
determination under NSPS that the
change will not be less
environmentally beneficial (based
on application of best technology)
does not necessarily mean that the
same conclusion must be reached
under PSD (based on air quality
impact) ., This mast also be
evaluated before it can be
exempted as a major modification.



Determinations of Applicabilicty

Affected
Code Reference Question Regulation Determination Discussgion
PSD- Memo (Reich to Kee) In an area redesignated from §52.21 Yes EPA cannot requir2 the continued
143 5/6/83

nonattainment to attalnment,
can a source's emission limits
be raised above its original
limits of new source require-
ments (LAER) and emission
offset requirements, and would
PSD then have to be satisfied?

application of nonattainment
requirements once an area

has been redesignated to
attainment, If this relaxed
limit will not interfere with

the maintenance of the NAAQS nor
any applicable air quality
increment, it can be approved.
Since, in this case, the change
in emission limitations will
result in a significant net
increase in emissions, the source
is required to obtain a PSD
permit and to comply with the
permit requirements. The State
or local agency should review

its authority to ascertain
whether it possesses the authority
to modify the existing permit.



Determinations of Applicability

Affected
Code  Refercvnce Question Repulation Determination Discussion
PSD- Lettir (Reich to A coal preparation facility (one
144 Danicl) 6/2/83 of the 28 fisted source
categories) and a surface coal
mine (not listed) are located at
a common site.
a) Do these two facilities §52.21(b) Yes Since the two facilities are
constitute one source? (5) and (6) located at the same site, are
under the control of the game
owner, and belong to the same
Major Group in the SIC Manual,
they are considered as one.
:|b) What potential emission 250 tpy The primary activity of this

threshold applies?

source i8 coal mining, which

is not identified in the list of
28 source categories with a
potential emisaion threshold of
100 tpy.



Determinations of Applicability

Affected
Code | Reference Question Regulation | Determination | Discussion
PSD- Memo to Revion 9 Are sources and control agencies §52.21 (b) |[No Al though the r:gulations are
145 (Meyers t« Howekamp) [required to aggregate individual 3) unclear, SSCD's interpretation
6/3/83 changes below PSD de minimus is that individual de minimus
levels over time, 8o that PSD changes need not be aggregated,
would be triggered once the because 1) aggregation could
cunulative effect of the changes impose a significant resource
exceeds de minimus levels? burden on sources which may never
' be subject to PSD, 2) controls
would have minimum air quality
benefit because they would only
be required on the last change,
3) alr quality would be
protected because the changes
would consume increment.



Determinations of Applicabilicty

Date of Affected
Code Response Question Regulation Determination Discussion
PsSD- Memo to Rejyion 9 A power company was issued a $52.21(b)(3) | Yes A major modification is "any
146 (Meyers to !lowekamp)| PSD permit to install a 6th (1i1) physical change in or change in

7-11-83.

unit, with the condition that
Units #1-5 limic the sulfur in
fuel combusted to 0.5%. The
company now requests that this
limit be raised to a level
which would provide for no
significant net contemporaneous
increase over the source's
actual SO emissions prior to
burning 0.5% sulfur oil. 1Is
PSD applicable?

the method of operation.,.. that
would result in a significant

net emlassions increase." It was
determined previously that the
proposed switch qualifies as a
change in the method of operation.
“Net emission increase" congiders
any other increases or decreases
in actual emissions at the gource
that are contemporaneous...and
otherwise creditable.” The
proposed switch {s contemporaneous
because it would occur within

S5 years of the time Unfits # 1-5
switched to 0.5% sulfur fuel.
However, the decrease is
creditable “only if the
Administrator has not relied on it
in issuing a permit for the source
under this section.” Since the
original PSD permit wase
conditioned on Units #1-5 burning
0.5% sulfur fuel, this decrease

18 not creditable, and the switch
would therefore qualify as a major
modification. ,



Determinations of Applicability

Affected
Code Reference Question Regulation Determination Discussion
PSD- |Memo (Reich to A pulp and paper company is $52.21(b)(2)| Yes The recovery boiler's proposed
147 Johnston) proposing to install a bleach- 45 FR 52718 operating rate is higher than
7/28/83 ing plant and a larger digester.} §52.21(3j)(3) that provided by the existing

These units will not cause in-
creased emissions, but emissions
from the recovery boiler will
increase above significant
levels because of this con-
struction, Emisaions will re-
main below maximum design permit
levels. 1s PSD applicable?

digester capacity, and so any
increase in actual emissions from
the recovery boiler which results
from the increased capacity pro-
vided by the larger digester must
be considered for PSD
applicability, 1If there is a
significant net increase, the PSD
requirements should be applied,
although the boller will not have
to apply BACT because it will not
itself be undergoing a physical
change or change in the method

of operation,



Determinations of Applicability
Affected
Code | Reference Question Regulation | Determination | Ditcussion
PSD- |Memo (Reich to Laing)|ls PSD applicable to a boiler §52.21(b)(2)]| No For the coal co version exemption
148 7/28/83 unit originally designed to (ii1) (e) (1) aprly, it is ne essary that the

accommodate coal, but which has
never burned coal, and now needs

.|to make changes to enable its

use? Approximately $5 million
in modifications to the steam
generating unit will be
required.

entire plant, r ther than simply
the boiler, was capable of
accommodating cuval before the
1/6/75 apgllcabxllty date. In cthie
case, coal handling and support
facilities have been available
since prior to 1/6/75, and require
only minor adjustments to
accommodate coal. Therefore, the
unit is exempt from PSD. See

NSPS D-108.



INDEX: SUMMARY OF PSD APPLICARILITY DETERMINATIONS

SOURCE CATEGORY DETERMINATION NO.

Aluminmum: 134

Asphalt Batch: 46, 64, 78

Asphalt Concrete: 111

Chemical Process: 59, 96, 121

Coal Preparation: 8, 38,!4“\

Fuel Conversion: 1, 28

Gas Turbines: 128, 137

Geothermal Plants: 51

Glass Plant: 96, 99, 113

IC Fngine: 95

Iron and Steel Mills: 55, 105

Rraft Pulp Mill: 21, 79, 83,1477

Lime Plant: 59

Maleic Anhydride: 130

Municipal Incinerators: 97, 116, 117, 124
Petroleum Refinery: 7, 12, 30, 32, 35, 44, 52, 75, 89, 109, 133
Portland Cement: 34, 48

Power Plant: 39, 41, 54, 65, 84, 85, 88, 91, 112, 115, 124 | 29, ) o
Scrap Processing: 114

Storage Tanks: 49, 57, S8

Sulfur Recovery: 89

Vinyl Chloride: 94
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