Chapter IV

PERM TTI NG
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Section |I.

| NTRODUCTI ON

On July 10-13, 2000, EPA Region 7 perforned an eval uation of
M ssouri’s air permtting prograns. This review was conducted in
part to fulfill a regional office conmtnent with EPA s
Headquarters to perform an annual conprehensive review of at
| east one state or |ocal agency permtting programand in part to
satisfy EPA Region 7's new policy on periodic review of state and
| ocal progranms. The overall scope of the review focused on 1)
synthetic mnor permtting, 2) NSPS [ New Source Perfornmance
St andar ds] and NESHAP [ Nati onal Em ssion Standards for Hazardous
Air Pollutants] determ nations, 3) establishnent of enforceable
permt conditions and 4) generation, accounting, and use of Title
V fees, and 5) the interaction between the Title V and NSR [ New
Source Review] prograns.

The review was initiated by a letter to the MONR dated My
1, 2000, and a subsequent request for a list of construction
permts issued since 1998. The Permtting Section of the APCP
provided a tinely response for each request. The review team
appreci ated the cooperation of the PS staff during our visit.

The revi ew team eval uated 25 source files containing an
estimated 60-70 permt projects. Most of the projects reviewed
were permtted in either 1998, 1999, or early 2000, and represent
only a small fraction of the 700 plus projects approved during
this time frame. During the review, the team al so di scussed a
nunber of the projects with permt staff and had a general
permtting conversation with the permt nanagers.

Overall, we found that the Permtting Section is running a
very conpetent permtting program As with any program there are
al ways gaps and areas for inprovenent. However, advances nade
since the last formal programreviewin the late 1980's refl ect
that the Permtting Section has nmatured and is dedicated to
preserving air quality. As evidenced by the |arge nunber of
permt projects with screening nodeling, the Permtting Section
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is interested in protecting anbient air quality standards and
accept abl e anbi ent toxic concentrati ons even when eval uati ng
smal | er source operations; despite the controversy it brings.

The highlights of the manager interview are sumari zed in
Section I1l1. The mgjor findings, including both “comendati ons”
and “areas for inprovenent”, are described in Section IIl. A
summary of the Title V fee review can be found in Section IV.

The list of permts reviewed and the specific details of each
review are further described in Appendices A and B, respectively.
Approxi mately two-thirds of the permt files selected for review
were targeted based on problens indicated in an associ ated
operating permt application or based on | arge increases or
decreases in enmi ssions indicated by the Toxics Rel ease Inventory
(TRI') data system The other third invol ved sources randomy
selected froma list of conpleted internediate operating permts.
As a consequence of this targeted approach, it is possible that
the problens noted in certain files may be nagnified and may not
be representative of the permtting programas a whole.

Because of the EPA Region 7's national commtnent to
eval uate all major source preconstruction permts prior to
i ssuance, the team chose not to evaluate the PSD [ Preventi on of
Significant Deterioration of Air Quality] programduring the on-
site programreview. The team also chose not to concentrate on
specific Title V permts since Region 7 receives all draft and
proposed permts and has an opportunity to comment on these
permts inreal tine. Instead, the review team focused on the
interaction between NSR permits and Title V to assure that
preconstruction permt ternms were properly being incorporated
into Title V permits. For conpleteness sake, the PS issued
approximately 14 PSD permts and over 160 Title V permts during
the three year review period.

Section |1
CGCENERAL DI SCUSSI ON W TH PERM T MANAGERS
Jon Knodel nmet with Randy Raynond and Refaat Mefrakis to

tal k about current highlights or other areas of interest or
concern in the construction and permtting prograns.
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The Permtting Section expressed sone concern about staffing
| evel s. While positions have been allocated, the state is having
difficulty keeping themfilled. O the 30 positions allocated
for the construction and operating permt prograns, nine were
vacant at the tinme of our review, five in the operating permts
group and four in the construction permt group. Staff with two
or nore years of air experience seemto be a very attractive grab
for consultants and conpanies. Wth the boomin the nunber of
construction permt applications, in particular for PSD, the
Permitting Section may find it challenging to provide good,
tinely, custonmer service. Based on recent pre-application
nmeetings, the state is expecting as many as ni ne new PSD permt
applications, including five new portland cenent construction
proj ects and several nore turbine projects.

The Permitting Section is currently using 10-12 contractors
to assist in Title V permt developnent to help fill the staffing
shortfall. After an initial ranmp up, the program has had sone
success wWith contractors preparing Title V permts. The
Permitting Section attributes this success to the standardized
nature of the operating permt program wth mniml need for
techni cal decision naking. Because of the nore conpl ex nature of
construction permts, the state is not currently using any
contractors, but is paying substantial overtine to the Permtting
Section staff to keep on top of the overl oad.

The state currently assigns two engi neers to each
construction permt project. The |ead engi neer usually has sone
experience wth the particular source category and helps to train
the other engineer. The state hopes this nmentoring approach wll
hel p to mnim ze inconsistencies between permits. The nentoring
al so serves as a useful training opportunity for new staff and as
a tool to cross train existing staff.

The state is trying harder to |l ook at entire construction
projects rather than individual em ssion units in an effort to
cut down on possible circunvention of major source permtting.

By using an in-house permt admnistrative tracking system
(PATS), keeping a running history of permt projects in the “fact
sheet”, assigning the sane engineer(s) to all facility projects,
and relying on good institutional know edge, the state hopes to
cut down on subm ssion of mnultiple-sequential projects.
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The Permtting Section noted that they have been approving a
significant nunber of “no permt required” determnations, based
on the states new 0.5 I b/hr “demnims” threshold recently
approved into the SIP. The new permtting threshold has taken
sone pressure off of the preconstruction permt staff to conduct
nore formal reviews for very low emtting equi pnment.

In anticipation of a changing workload following initial
i ssuance of Title V permts, the Permtting Section is exploring
options to reorganize its permtting groups. One interesting
option under consideration is to nove several operating permt
engineers into the field offices where they would be closer to
the source, could assist in inspections, and could nore easily
fine tune re-issued Title V permts.

The state is awaiting the outcone of the “CLEAN’ litigation
and di scussi ng how they m ght deal with any adverse deci sions.
The litigation, brought primarily by industry, challenges the
basis for the state’s “basic” and “internedi ate” operating permt
prograns; calling them “nore stringent” than m ni num f edera
requi renents. Under M ssouri’s “055" statute, the state program

may not be nore stringent than the federal program The

Perm tting Section contends that these prograns are voluntary in
the respect that they allow a source, at their discretion, to
seek restrictions that woul d keep them out of major source PSD
and Title Vreview. The inplications could be severe if mnor
source operating permt nechanisns are elimnated. In al

| i kel i hood, many additional sources would have to seek Title V
permts because they would not be able to limt out of nmjor
source review.

The permt programnoted that training is not currently a
problem Title V fees have hel ped to get staff to many good
trai ning courses. The biggest obstacle to training is finding
the time for staff to attend. The Permitting Section requested
t hat EPA host nore courses in the Kansas City area to cut down on
staff time away fromthe office.

The operating permts group anticipates that they wll issue
90-95 percent of Title V permts prior to years end; despite
staffing shortfalls. The Permtting Section currently dedicates
one permt engineer to conduct reviews of Title V permts from
the |l ocal agencies; in particular for St. Louis City where
sources are allowed to draft their own Title V permts.
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The state has devel oped a series of anbient inpact
nonographs to help estimate air quality inpacts fromquarries.
The Permitting Section believes this approach provides nore
realistic results than those predicted by the SCREEN3 nodel
currently used for other construction projects.

Over the | ast several nonths, the state has been putting
toget her an in-house database of all past and present
construction and operating permts. Based on the popul ar Adobe®
format, the permts are searchable by keyword and phrase. The
state has currently scanned in and converted nearly 450 negabytes
of permtting information.

EPA expressed its appreciation for the Permtting Section’s
PSD efforts over | ast couple of years. The Permtting Section
has kept the regional office apprized of new projects and has
sought speci alized assistance dealing with a nunber of issues
related to turbine projects. W appreciate the states’
| eadership in this area.

Section |11
SUMMVARY OF FI NDI NGS AND CONCLUSI ONS

Overall, the Permtting Section is running a very conpetent
permtting program The Permtting Section is fortunate to have
several staff with many years of experience and know edge in the
air program As we have found in other permtting prograns, this
institutional know edge is the glue that holds the program
together. As was evident fromour interviews and file review,
the staff are know edgeabl e about the air program and generally
make conservative decisions. Screening nodeling for m nor
sources and toxics reviews are indicative of the progranis desire
to protect public health. As during any review, we found both
strengt hs and weaknesses in the program These are described in
nore detail below. On bal ance, though, the programis on the
right track and is a good nodel for others to follow?

W encourage the reader not to over-enphasi ze or conpare
the rel ative nunber of strengths or weaknesses, or the relative
|l ength of text, summarized in this section. Overall strengths in
t he program heavily outwei gh any weaknesses. By necessity, the
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Commendat i ons

Despite pressure to issue quick (or no) permts for smaller
sources, the Permtting Section conducts nunerous air

qual ity- and/or HAP-inpact anal yses, on a project-by-project
basis. It was encouraging to see that the m nor source
program has a strong NAAQS protection conponent.

In recent projects involving HAP em ssions that are
potentially major, it is evident that the Permtting Section
is thinking about 112(g) requirenents when | ooki ng at
sources with major HAP | evels. W encourage the Permtting
Section to remain vigilant when eval uating toxics projects.

The construction permt fact sheets are very informative of
bot h past and present project activity. Overall, the sheets
provide a very detail ed explanation of the project at hand
and any associ ated i npacts anal yses. The “history of
projects” is an essential tool for understanding the pace of
sour ce expansi on and whet her new em ssion units have been
properly permtted. W understand that fact sheets are a

ti me consum ng process, but the approach helps to provide a
clear basis for the current activity at a plant and | eaves a
very good trail for future permit witers. W encourage the
Permtting Section to continue this practice.

Recent evidence indicates that the Permtting Section is
guestioning nultiple, sequential projects that occur over a
short amount of time. Several recent enforcenent actions
chal l enge this common practice to break apart projects into

“areas for inprovenent” and the basis for these recommendations
requires a nore conprehensive review and wite-up.
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smal | er pieces to avoid major source review. W encour age
the Permtting Section to remain vigilant in this area to
assure that “related” projects undergo major stationary
source review.

The searchabl e database for all construction and operating
permts, recently devel oped by the Permitting Section, is a
very useful tool. The database will provide construction
permt witers with an inval uable | ook back at past projects
to determ ne how a current project should be evaluated. It
will also assist operating permt witers to incorporate al
applicable requirenents from preconstruction permts. W
encourage the Permtting Section to continue support for
putting future permts into the database and to consider
maki ng this invaluable tool publicly available on the
states’ web server or by other neans.

It is evident that the Permtting Section has procedures and
practices in place to incorporate past construction permts
into Title V operating permts. Title V permts include
clear references to past permts and appear to incorporate
all applicable preconstruction requirenents. Al of the

operating permts targeted for review -- based on NSR
probl ens described in the conpany’s initial conpliance
certification -- appear to have adequately fixed the NSR

probl ens prior to operating permt issuance.

The air programis internal permt tracking system (PATS)
appears to be quite conprehensive and provides the
Permtting Section with an invaluable tool to track

i ndi vi dual projects and the resources dedicated to the
permtting program The construction permt nunbering
schenme was very hel pful for targeting groupings of permts
to determne if closely spaced projects should have been
conbi ned as part of a |larger project or not.

Nearly every permit with a long-termem ssion cap included
detailed record keeping fornms to assist the source with
conpliance tracking. Wile a tine consumng effort for the
permt staff to devel op the nass-bal ance-based forns, these
forms provide an essential starting point for determning
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conpliance with the applicable standard. W encourage the
Permtting Section to include explicit instructions in each
permt for tracking conpliance with |ong-term em ssion caps.

We found many tel ephone conversation records and e-mails
between the permt review staff and sources and their

consul tants throughout the files. This is a good indication
that staff are conducting conprehensive reviews and are not
necessarily taking the information in permt applications at
face val ue.

W noted many i nstances where staff reviewed, chall enged,
and corrected em ssions estinmates nmade by sources and
consultants. This is a healthy process to assure that
applicants use the nost recent, or best docunented,

i nformation.

Several files indicate that MDNR has made significant use of
their SIP-approved “preconstruction waiver” process for true
m nor projects. The files generally contain significant
docunent ati on showi ng that the source has satisfied the
conditions outlined in the rule. Further, nost highlight
that EPA may take an enforcenent action if the conditions of
the waiver are not net or if the project turns out to be
PSD-rel ated. VWhile EPA continues to be concerned about the
preconstruction waiver process in general, we encourage the
Permtting Section to continue to explain the consequences
of failing to construct in accordance with the approved

wai ver .

Thanks again for the Permtting Sections’ assistance and
participation in the Title V Citizen Training, held in St.
Louis on June 16'" and 17'". Despite uncertainty about the
useful ness of such training, participants found it to be
very hel pful. EPA also found it to be worthwhile and a good
interaction with groups that are typically pretty quiet in
the permtting arena.

We appreciate MDNR s commtnent to neet EPA's “end of year”
Title V permt issuance goal. The Permtting Section has
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taken the chall enge seriously and will cone very close (90-
95% to issuing all permts on tine.

We appreciate the Permtting Sections’ efforts over the | ast
two years in conducting rigorous and thorough BACT reviews
for turbine NO  and CO controls. Despite sonetines
difficult conversations with the utility industry, the state
has held the |ine and has nmade good deci si ons consi st ent

Wi th other rigorous BACT determ nations made across the

nati on.

Recommendat i ons for | nprovement?

2 The “recomrendations for inprovenent” are generally

listed in priority order fromthose of nobst concern to those of
| east concern. The first five should be considered high priority
items, the next five nmedium and the |ast four |ow
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W noted several instances where the files contained no
supporting docunentation fromthe source for em ssion
estimate-related information, including emssion factors and
control equi pnent efficiencies. |n many cases, control

equi pnent efficiencies were critical for limting potenti al
to emt below major source thresholds, yet the file
cont ai ned no docunentation showi ng how, or if, this
efficiency would be net. In others, applicants relied on
unrealistic control efficiencies of 99.99% for PMo control
The Permtting Section should consider requiring a stack
test and periodic followup testing for equipnent that is
permtted to emt up to the najor source significance

t hreshol ds. This approach would assist the Permtting
Section to devel op better em ssion factors and to make
better decisions by relying on site-specific information.
This site specific information also allows the source to
make an i nforned statenent when making its periodic
conpliance certifications under Title V. W also note that
generic AP-42 emi ssion factors are not appropriate for
determ ning conpliance with an em ssion l[imtation, unless
the emission unit is identical to one used to develop the
factor or the factor represents a conservative, theoretical
maxi num By definition, AP-42 factors are the average of
many em ssion test results; meaning that roughly half of the
em ssion units emt above the standard, and the other half
bel ow. Wt hout adequate verification, it is unreasonable to
assunme that all of the permtted units will be on the | ow
side of the factor. %% %%3

In at | east one circunstance, a new “greenfield” conpany
eval uated the potential to emt for both PMand PMgy from
all of its em ssion points. Both sets of calcul ations
relied on well docunmented em ssion factors from AP-42 and
ot her em ssion factor guidelines. Yet, in the final permt
and review summary, the Permtting Section nmakes no nention
of PM This could be a critical oversight, in particular
for those projects with estimted em ssions at or near the

% The “#%” indicator provides the reader with an idea of
how often the issue was docunmented during the review
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maj or source threshold. Any slight nodification, as part of
the original project, could easily put the source over the
maj or source applicability threshold, both for PSD and Title
V purposes. Neither the permit nor the review sumary
provi de an expl anati on on why PM em ssions were not
considered. By looking only at PMpy, the Permtting Section
may be allow ng sources to delay or avoid major source
review. To help clear up sone of the confusion about how PM
and PMy are considered for Title V purposes, EPA issued

gui dance titled “Definition of Regulated Pollutant for
Particul ate Matter for Purposes of Title V', on Cctober 16,
1995. This guidance can be found at

http://ww. epa. gov/rgytgrnj/prograns/artd/air/title5/t5nmenos
[ pnr egdef . pdf. Further, both the state rule and Federally
approved SIP retain both PM and PMy as regul ated air

pol lutants for mnor and naj or source preconstruction
permtting purposes. Therefore, to mnimze any potenti al

m sunder st andi ngs bet ween EPA, the state, and sources, we
reconmend that the Permitting Section fully consider both
pol |l utants when eval uating construction projects. %

At |east two projects included screening nodeling to

eval uate anbi ent PMyg i npacts. Based on these anal yses,

em ssion and production limtations were set based on an

al | owabl e i npact of 149.95 ug/n?t; or 99.97% of the 150
ug./ mM8 NAAQS standard. This approach nmay have several flaws
and shoul d be further evaluated. Specifically...

> The screening anal yses did not appear to consider

background PMy concentrations. In sone areas,
background al ready accounted for _ to % of the
standard. In at |east one case, the permtted PMg
limt was likely two tinmes higher (or nore based on
di scussion below) than it should have been because
background was not considered. W recommend that a
representative background concentration be accounted
for when allowing a source to emt up to the NAAQS.

> Screeni ng nodel i ng appears to have focused only on the
NAAQS, with little or no attention to increnment. Wile
EPA’ s m nor source permtting guidelines, found in 40
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CFR 851. 165, include no specific requirenents to
performan increnent analysis for mnor source
projects, the Cean Air Act presunes that a state’s
policies, procedures, and rules will be protective of
increnent. Therefore, we recomend that if screening
nmodel i ng predicts concentrations above 30 ug/n? (the
Class Il increnent) and the source is located in an
area where the baseline has been triggered, then the
state should optim ze the PMp emission |imtations to
protect the increnent, rather than focusing solely on
the NAAQS. If a source wants to justify a higher PMgy
em ssion limtation, then refined nodeling nay be
necessary.

Qur comments are not intended to di scourage the Permitting
Section fromcontinuing its use of “conservative” screening
anal yses. However, we encourage the Permtting Section to
consi der background concentrati ons and increnment consunption
as factors in these anal yses. k¥

At |east two permts contained a 12-nonth rolling PMg
em ssion cap in lieu of a short termem ssion limtation.
The permts required the applicants to denonstrate
conpliance with a PMo cap through the use of a nass bal ance
equation using the production output of the affected
equi pnent along with a site specific PMp em ssion factor
G ven the uncertainty in many factors affecting particul ate
matter control, including raw material quality, noisture,
and ongoi ng control equi pnent performance, it is unlikely
that the em ssion factor approach is suitable to verify
conpliance with the cap. Wthout substantial “periodic” or
“conpliance assurance” type nonitoring of the control
device, or frequent verification of the site-specific PMpy
em ssion factor, this conpliance technique is not
recommended. None of the permits containing a PMy em ssion
cap had adequate periodic nonitoring to eval uate ongoi ng
control equi pnent performance or the overall em ssion rate.
This concern was magnified in at | east one case where the
estimated project potential em ssions were at or near the
PSD significance thresholds and the conpany had certified
past, poor baghouse performance. EPA s June 13, 1989
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“Quidance on Limting Potential to Emt in New Source
Permtting”, found at
http://ww. epa. gov/rgytgrnj/prograns/artd/air/nsr/nsrnmenos/|

mtpotl.pdf nay provide additional clarification. 3k

Qur review found a significant nunber of “as built”

projects; projects that were constructed prior to Permtting
Section approval w thout the benefit of any anbi ent nodeling
or technology review. This may indicate that new conpanies
are not getting sufficient advice fromvarious trade group
representatives, conmerce and growt h organizations, or
chanbers of conmerce to consult with MONR prior to
constructing. It may also indicate that the Permtting
Section could do a better job getting the word out to
conpani es about their permtting obligations. W encourage
the Permtting Section to consider making its permt forns
and instructions -- along with easy-to-understand
applicability guidance — available on its web site.

Periodic permt training workshops, presented in different
parts of the state, nay also help to reduce the nunber of
“as built” projects. ki kkik

We found a couple of instances where the Title V permt was
used to change an existing preconstruction requirenment, but
the preconstruction permt was not actually changed. This
I's inconsistent with EPA gui dance ( see

http://ww. epa. gov/rgytgrnj/prograns/artd/air/title5/t5nmenos
/[ hodan7. pdf) and may create serious enforceability problens,
since the original construction permt continues to be a
separabl e and enforceabl e docunent. W encourage the
Permitting Section to follow EPA policy and sinul taneously
change both the Title V and construction permt. k3%

W noted many i nstances where the permit was unclear on the
guestion of NSPS, NESHAP, or MACT applicability. Mny
“...may be subject to...” statements were found throughout
the permt files. Further, nost NSPS applicability

determ nati ons were not very well docunmented. 1In sone cases
it was clear fromfacts in the permt application that the
NSPS- NESHAP- MACT st andards shoul d apply. In others, though,
detail s about equi pnent relocation and equi pnent
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construction dates were indeterm nate. Cenerally, though,
nost applicability determ nations tended to err on the
conservative side with nore equi pment subject to the
standards than not. W encourage the Permtting Section to
restate any assunptions used to nmake a NSPS- NESHAP- MACT
applicability or non-applicability decision in the permt
fact sheet. W also encourage the Permitting Section to
work with the enforcenment group to nake a definitive
applicability or nonapplicability determ nation prior to
preconstruction permt issuance, as many conpanies rely
(incorrectly) on the construction permt as their sole
listing of air pollution control obligations. 3%k

At | east one of the nore recent construction permts

i ncl uded paranetric nonitoring for control devices,
presunably as a lead in to periodic or conpliance assurance
nonitoring in the Title V permt. This is great! Mny of
the applications also clai mreasonably high contro

equi pnent efficiencies -- nost of which are necessary to
keep the em ssion unit bel ow maj or source threshol ds.
However, few, if any, of parametric neasurenents are
acconpani ed by a control equi pnent perfornmance test.

Wt hout such baseline performance neasurenents, it my not
be possible to make a neani ngful |ink between the control
equi pnent perfornmance and em ssions. Wthout perfornance
data, it is also nearly inpossible for the source to
certify, or for the state or EPA to determ ne conpliance
with the corresponding enmission limtation. Therefore, we
reconmmend that when paranetric neasurenents are used to
verify ongoing perfornmance of control equipnent, that the
state rely nore on the guidelines outlined in EPA s
Conpl i ance Assurance Mnitoring Technical Reference
Docunents; available on EPA's TTNNEMC web site. It may al so
be beneficial for the construction and operating permt
teanms to conplete both the introductory and advance

“Basel ine Inspection Techni ques” courses to provide a better
under st andi ng of the |link between em ssions data and control
equi pnent performance data. Lastly, internal peer review by
the Air Enforcenent Section may al so help to inprove the
enforceability and useful ness of paranetric measurenents.

%
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Several “older” project files indicated that sources likely
staggered projects to avoid PSD review. Wile we understand
that it is easy to criticize these projects in hind-sight,
with PATS it should be possible for permt reviewers to | ook
back to determne if possible circunvention is taking place.
W encourage the Permitting Section to use PATS and the
hi storical permtting information conpiled in the permt
fact sheets to routinely question nultiple, closely spaced
projects. W also encourage the Permtting Section to
i nclude any “like kind” or “no permt action” decisions in
the fact sheet permtting history to provide a nore conplete
picture of all permtting actions at the source. 3k3&3¥

Al permts with an em ssions cap limtation specified an
averaging tine of 12 nonths, rolled nonthly. The “rolling”
aspect is generally acceptable, but of the permts revi ewed
1) none indicated that the Permtting Section required the
source to justify the need for such a long term em ssion
cap, 2) none had a clear verification or reporting nmechani sm
for determning conpliance during the initial 12-nonth
period, and 3) all inposed a “nonthly” record keepi ng and
verification of conpliance contrary to EPA policy of “daily”
record keeping. W recommend that the Permitting Section
docunent the need for a rolling 12-nonth period in the
permt fact sheet. If a long-termperiod is justified --
based on a highly variable day to day em ssions fluctuation
— then the permt should also include a special condition
for the first 12-nonth period which states, for exanple,
“that any exceedance of the cap during the initial 12 nonth
period constitutes a violation which nust be i medi ately
reported to the Permtting Section”. |If em ssions are not
vari abl e, though, then the permt should inpose shorter
averagi ng periods. &3k

Wi | e the mass-bal ance-based record keeping forns included
W th nost “capped” permts provides a good basis for
docunenting source emssions in a single report, the

met hodol ogy for making the calculations is often unclear.

In many cases, the formaccounts only for coating use but

not for clean-up, w pe, thinning solvents, or off-site waste
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disposal. In addition, the nethodol ogy for determ ning VOC
content is rarely specified, |eaving too nuch room for
interpretation. Lastly, control efficiencies are rarely
required to be denonstrated, and are not necessarily overly
conservative. Therefore, it would be hel pful for the
permt, or the record keeping fornms, to specify the exact
nmet hodol ogy -- in terns of a mass bal ance equation or
detailed instructions -- to make cl ear how the em ssions
must be cal cul ated. 3% 3%

The connection between the final permt and the construction
application is not clear in all cases. Many newer permts
contain “standard” | anguage that requires a source to
“adhere to the specifications and conditions listed in the
application, the permt, and the project review . The
Permtting Section notes that this catchall |anguage is
necessary to assure that a source builds the project exactly
as reviewed. However, we noted several instances where

“key” aspects of the application -- that would Iimt
potential to emt or are otherwise required to ensure
conpliance -- were not included in the permt. For exanple,

one applicant requested a limt on fuel usage to remain a
m nor source. This limtation was not included in the
permt, nor discussed in the project review. Wthout the
appropriate fuel use limtation, the source should have
undergone PSD review. In another case, a bottleneck based
on two production shifts was used to limt em ssions, but no
corresponding limtation was placed in the permt. Are the
applications limting in these two cases? Wuld an
i nspector really dig through a permt application for
“hidden” limtations not otherw se described in the permt?
Do i nspectors even have access to permt applications? As
a practical matter, probably not. Therefore, we reconmend
that any assunptions used to limt potential to emt or
otherwise limt source operations be explicitly included in
the permt. sk*xx%

W noted sone concerns about the Permtting Section's
application of “like kind” replacenents and the |ack of any
evi dence of netting. Several “significant” pieces of
equi pnent appear to have avoided permt review. W believe
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that the Permtting Section should evaluate projects on an
“actual -to-PTE’ basis test using the traditional

cont enpor aneous em ssi on change process. Further, we
believe that any control efficiencies used to limt the
potential to emt should be made an enforceable permt
condition, either as a percent reduction or em ssion
limtation requirenent. This failure to make assuned
control efficiencies enforceable involving “no permt
needed” or “like-kind replacenents” decisions was
encountered in several source files. 33k

Through its preconstruction permt waiver program the
Permtting Section allows many sources to commence
construction prior to permt issuance, but warns the source
that if the project is later determ ned to be subject to PSD
or NAA/Part D review that “EPA’ may take enforcenent action.
The warni ng appears to place the sole responsibility for
resol ving any enforcenent with EPA rather than the state.
VWhile we are generally willing to provide enforcenent
assistance in these types of situations, we recommend that

t he | anguage be expanded to include the state enforcenent
authority as well. 3%

Fol | ow Up

We recommend that the Permtting Section undertake an effort
over the next year to focus on the first five “areas for

i nprovenent”. As appropriate, the Permtting Section may
re-prioritize the list to concentrate on those areas nost
critical to the continuing success of the permtting

pr ogr ans.

W recommend that the Permitting Section review and eval uate
the specific findings for Northeast Corn G owers
Associ ation, Tracker Marine, and Unil ever and take any
corrective action that may be necessary.

Section |V

SUMVARY OF M SSCURI TI TLE V FEE REVI EW
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EPA Region 7 started the Title V Fee review by submtting
several questions to the APCP concerning the Title V fee revenue,
expenditures, and the accounting system(s). The APCP responded
to the questions and provided a detail ed denonstration of their
system and how the APCP staff uses MOEIS [ M ssouri Em ssion
I nventory Systen] to achieve the necessary goal of collecting,
accounting, and housing the funds.

The APCP sends out Emi ssion Inventory Questionnaires(ElQ
each January, as the sources submt their em ssion fee checks.
APCP records themin the Mssouri Em ssion Inventory System
(MOEI'S) fee tracking system The facility is recorded in MXEIS
by the county/plant nunber. Based on the source category code,
the systemcredits the appropriate revenue account: Title V, Non-
Title V, or Phase | utilities. The checks are deposited in the
state treasury and the state’ s accounting systemrecords the
revenue by code in the proper account.

The current emissions fee of $25.70 per ton is set by the
MACC. Em ssion based fees are applied to the follow ng
pollutants: particulate matter | ess than 10 m crons, sul fur
di oxi de, nitrogen oxi des, volatile organic conpounds, carbon
di oxi de, | ead, and hazardous air pollutants. M ssouri state
statue provides for the fee collection, and the rule is
referenced in each source permt. The fee structure could
undergo a change, due to additional revenue of $1.8 million in
cal endar year 2000 em ssions. The phase | utilities will no
| onger be paying $25,000 per unit. Rather, they will be subject
to the rate per ton fee.

The overall finding is that APCP seens to be collecting
sufficient fees and accounting for Title V and Non-Title V fees
in an appropriate manner. At the current tinme we have no
recommendati ons or changes to suggest for inproving the system
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Appendi x A
Mssouri Permt Files Reviewed

Title V sources with Aero Transportation Products, Inc.,
NSR di screpancies in I ndependence
operating permt Bruce Hardwood Fl oors, West Pl ains
application EFCO Cor poration, Mnett
Har bi son Wal ker Refractori es Conpany,
Ful t on

Huf fy Cor poration, Farm ngton

Mead Products, St. Joseph

OMC Al um num Boat G oup, Inc., Lebanon
Pl ast ene Supply Conpany, Portageville
Waterl oo I ndustries, Inc., Sedalia

Sources showing large |3M Col unbia

i ncreases or decreases | A B. Chance Conpany, Centralia
in TRl em ssions | CI Explosives USA, Inc., Joplin
bet ween 1990 and 1997 | O Sul livan, Lamar

Teva Pharmaceutical s USA, Mexico
TG USA Corporation, Perryville
Tracker Marine, Bolivar

M scel | aneous Townsend Summt (formerly AT&T), Lees
i nternedi ate sources Summ t

Eveready Battery, Maryville

Fasco, St. Cair

Integram Pacific

Uni |l ever, Jefferson City

Vandal i a Power Plant, Vandalia

O her sources of Nort heast M ssouri Grain Processors,

i nt er est Macon

Partridge Sand and Gravel, Reed Springs
Wl son Trailer Sales, Mpberly
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Appendi x B

Comments on Individual Permt Files

3M [El ectronic Products Division], Colunbia

Permit Summary. ..
1998 Five construction permnmit projects
1999 Two construction pernit projects
2000 One construction permt project

3Mwas selected for a file review based on the conpany’s | arge decrease
in emssions reported to the Toxics Rel ease Inventory (over 150 tons per year
since 1990). This type of decrease can sonetines be indicative of “netting”
or banking of emi ssions. The Mssouri permits list also indicated that the
conpany seemed to have an unusually | arge nunber of projects over a relatively
short period of tine.

The files indicated that 3M has an active, ongoing permnmitting process.
Over a three year period, 3Mundertook eight different projects. |In severa
i nstances, initial projects appeared to be of pilot scale with foll ow up
projects resulting in full scale production. Several pernits involved
refinements of earlier-approved projects. Each subsequent pernit included a
sunmary of previously issued permts, assisting both the source and MDNR in
proj ect tracking.

Nearly all of the projects, except for a new, small boiler approved in
Sept enmber, 1997, and several new sel ective cover and plasma coaters approved
i n August, 1998, appear to have resulted in very small amunts of new
em ssions. Since the conpany’s potential em ssions appear to be far bel ow the
PSD maj or stationary source threshold, and all of the projects were bel ow the
significance thresholds, no netting was found. Also, the conmpany made no
request to bank its TRI-related em ssion reductions. |It’s possible that this
repetitive, piecemeal approach, resulting in lots of work for both 3M and
MDNR, may be mininmzed with the Permtting Sections new “no permt required”
for projects enitting | ess than 876 pounds of any criteria pollutant per year

At | east three of the eight projects involved pre-construction waivers.
In all cases, the projects were “true nminors” and MDNR approved the waivers,
consistent with their rules. However, this potential overuse of the waiver
approach may be indicative of poor corporate planning and should be a signa
to closely watch future growth to make sure that projects are not staggered
out of mmjor source review

A. B. Chance Company, Centralia

A. B. Chance was selected for review because of its large change in
em ssions reported to the Toxi cs Rel ease I nventory.
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A. B. Chance received construction permit nunber 032000-010 on February
22, 2000 for a lead sol der pot, project number 1999-12-054. This is a
nodi fication to an existing m nor source.

Emi ssion increases for this project were cal cul ated using AP-42 em ssion
factors using the maxi mrum hourly rate and assunmed that the |ead sol der pot
woul d operate 8760 hours per year.

This was a sinple permit with no special conditions.

Aero Transportation Products, Inc., |ndependence

The Title V pernmit application states nonconpliance with the emnission
[imt set forth in construction permt 0889-0007; the source’s statement says
an application for a permt amendnent is under preparation. Was the
construction permt ever so revised?

Cover Sheet, ltem 4: Title V Operating Permt

The permit incorporates the requirenents of construction permts 0198-010 and
0198- 010A.

The permit package for 0198-010 says that production of the ‘89
permitted products has stopped and that the ‘89 permt no |onger applies
since HAPs will be above de nminimus and the overall potential for the
facility will be greater than major |evels.

Bruce Hardwood Fl oors, West Pl ai ns

Permt Summary. ..
January, 1987 Initial pre-construction pernit issued

June, 1988 Construction permt revised to include production
limtations, superceding 1987 permt
01/ 22/ 99 Final Title V operating pernmit issued

This file was reviewed to determine if NSR-related questions raised in
the Title V application had been addressed by the Pernitting Section. VDNR
originally issued a permt to Bruce Hardwood Floors (a subsidiary of Triangle
Pacific Corporation) in January, 1987. |In June, 1988, the pernmit was revised
to establish enforceable production conditions to assure that the source
remai ned mnor for PSD purposes. The production-based conditions generally
limted how many board feet of wood that Bruce Hardwoods coul d process in any
gi ven year, thus serving as a surrogate for actual eni ssions.

In recent years, Bruce was no |onger able to neet the board feet

production linitation, but believed that it was emtting well belowthe
originally estimted VOC and PM enissions calculated in the original pernit
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application. Consequently, the conpany asked MDNR to reconsider stating its
limts in ternms of an enission cap, rather than as a production limitation

On January 22, 1999, MDNR issued a final Title V operating pernit to
Bruce. The proposed operating pernmt contained em ssion caps for VOC and
PMy, rather than production limts, as requested by Bruce. EPA conmented on
t he proposed pernmt and recommend that the em ssion caps, alone, were not
sufficiently enforceable to assure conpliance with the original permt
assunptions. EPA recomended that the Title V permit retain the production
l[imtations. |In the Pernmitting Section’s “response to conments” document,
MDNR decided not to retain the production [imtations and finalized the permt
to contain only enission caps. Mss balance forns were included with the
final pernmit.

EPA believes it is highly questionable whether a mass bal ance approach
for PMy can be used to verify conpliance with an em ssions cap. The approach
described in the pernit makes use of a site specific enission factor --
devel oped through testing -- that when nmultiplied against the actual board-
feed production rate gives “estinmated actual” em ssions. However, given the
uncertainty in wod quality, moisture, and control equi pment performance, it
is unlikely that the emission factor approach is suitable to verify conpliance
with the cap. Since plant wide potential emnmissions are well below the PSD
thresholds, this is probably not a big issue in this case. However, for a
conpany that is close to the PSD nmajor source or significance thresholds, this
conpl i ance techni que is not recomended.

MONR further described, in the Title V “statenent of basis”, that the
nodified linmts in the Title V pernit would be re-incorporated into Bruce's
construction permit. However, EPA was unable to deternmine if the
preconstruction pernmit was ultinmately revised or not. Based on a conversation
during the exit interview, Randy Raynond indicated that the Permitting Section
is not changing construction permits in parallel with the operating permt.
VWhile the Title V “statenent of basis” appears to have taken the correct
policy position, it appears that the changes to the construction pernmt were
never carried out.

EFCO Cor porati on, Mbnett

Permt Summary. ..
1991 Oiginally permtted as dem nim s source
10/ 30/ 97 Construction permit issued, l[imting plant w de VOC
and HAP emi ssions
03/ 24/ 00 Final Title V pernmit issued

This file was reviewed to determine if NSR-related questions raised in
the Title V application had been addressed by the Permitting Section. In
1991, EFCO received an “after the fact” dem nims construction pernmit fromthe
Permitting Section, limting VOC em ssions to |less than 40 tons per year. In
1992, the conpany reported em ssions of over 225 tons; with a potential to
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emt over 250 tons per year. In 1993, MDNR required the conpany to performa
HAP anbi ent analysis to deternine if the anbient concentrations were |ess than
t hose established by the Department of Health. Based on initial nodeling, the
state determ ned that the anbient HAP concentrations were unacceptable. The
file indicates that MDNR and EFCO had no further discussions until March

1996, when the state initiated a PSD-rel ated enforcenent action

The conmpany paid a $4,000 penalty to settle alleged PSD viol ations and
agreed to follow through with the HAP anmbient nonitoring. In October, 1997,
the state issued a revised construction pernit, limting VOC eni ssions to | ess
than 249 tons per year (12 nonth rolling average), and individual HAPs based
on the nodeling results. The pernit, |ike others reviewed, contained good
record keeping forns. In this case, the forns acknow edged credit for off-
site transfers of hazardous waste, but on bal ance were deficient with the
details for nmaking the mass bal ance cal cul ati ons.

In March, 2000, MDNR finalized the Title V pernit for EFCO.  The permit
i ncorporated all of the requirenents fromthe construction permt, including
the VOC and HAP caps and associ ated record keepi ng.

Eveready Battery, Maryville

Cover Sheet, ltem 6: “No pernit required” decision

Project involves the replacenment of bin vent filters for the ore and graphite
filter/receiver system

DNR' s letter to the source cites 10-6.060 and states that no permit is
required and that the nodification does not involve any appreciable change in
either the quality or nature or any increase either in the PTE or the effect
on air quality of the em ssions of any air contam nant.

Cover Sheet, ltem7: “Li ke-ki nd repl acenment” exenption

Project involves the replacenment of the fine mx collection system

DNR s letter to the source cites 10-6.060 and states that the nodification
qualifies as a like-kind replacement and that verification will be perfornmed
during a routine inspection of the source.

Cover Sheet, Item 8: “No pernit required” decision

Project involves the installation of an asphalt [seal ant] nachi ne and

rel ocati on of an existing machine. Emission estimtes: 4A machine, 1.08 TPY
of TCE; C machine, 0.38 TPY, naphtha. Calculation sheets are in the file with
appropriate subnittals fromthe source.
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DNR' s letter to the source cites 10-6.060(1)(D)(3) and states that no pernit
i s needed since the max hourly design rate of each machine of HAP will be |ess
than the exempt limt of 0.5 | b/hr.

Cover Sheet, lItem 9: “No pernit required” decision

Project involves the installation of 2 m x receivers and a baghouse. The
projected PM, em ssion rate based on a baghouse control efficiency of 99.99%
is 0.19334 Ib/hr.

DNR' s letter to the source cites 10-6.060 and states that no permit is
required since the projected emission rate is |less than the exenpt limt of
0.5 I b/hr. The assuned control efficiency of 99.99% has not been made
enforceable. The project in and of itself appears to be subject to PSD
permitting unless/until an appropriate control efficiency [or equivalent] is
made enforceabl e.

Cover Sheet, Item 10: “No pernit required” decision
Project involves the installation of an exhaust fan in the HO storage area.

DNR' s letter to the source cites 10-6.060 and states that no permit is
required since the em ssions are already accounted for, the emi ssions [< 200

| bs/yr] are considered insignificant, the fan allows air to escape fromthe
tank while filling, no new emni ssion created, and emi ssions are < exenpt linit.

Cover Sheet, Item 11: “Li ke-ki nd repl acement” exenption

Project simlar to that Iisted under Project |ID 2000-05-038.

Cover Sheet, lItem 12: “No pernit required” decision

Project involves the installation of two energency generators; one on natura
gas at 0.3 mBtu/ hr and the other on diesel fuel at 0.5 mBtus/hr. The source
states both units will be run 2 hours per nonth for testing and whenever
needed. Enissions will be < 150 | bs per day of any criteria pollutant. The
file does not contain calculation sheets for continuous [8760 hrs/yr]
operation.

DNR' s letter to the source cites 10-6.060(1)(D)(1)(B) and states that no
permit is required since the provision exenpts any conbustion equi pnent with
capacity < 1 mmBtu/hr heat input.

Cover Sheet, Item 13: “No pernit required” decision

Project involves the installation of a vacuum systemin the nolding room
Based on an assuned control efficiency of 99% the projected controlled

em ssion rate is 3.02 Ibs/yr. 1In this case, the failure to make the assuned
control efficiency enforceable is not of concern
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DNR' s letter to the source states that no pernmit is required in that the
projected enmission rate is less than the exenption linmt of 200 |bs/yr.

Cover Sheet, ltem 14: Revi si on of prior issued construction permt; 0197-
020

Action involves the revision of the enmission linit in the pernmt for the
cat hode nol di ng process.

Em ssions for four (4) processes each based on different enission factors but
the sane pollutant weight % [86.54% and baghouse efficiency [999; 10.77 ton
per year, MhQ2. The revised pernmt limts MiQ2 to 10 ton per year, 12-nonth
rolling average and contains a nonthly emni ssion tracking formwhich sets forth
t he assumed em ssion factors, pollutant content and control efficiency; the
source need only input nonthly production. |t doesn’'t appear the source was
required to docunment or justify the assumed val ues or to post-pernit
conpliance verify those values, initially or fromtime-to-time thereafter
Regar di ng t he baghouse, the source nmust operate the unit whenever processes
are in use, operate and maintain the unit per nmanufacturer specifications and
track mal functions, mmintenance activities and repairs. Determinations of the
ongoi ng effectiveness of the unit regarding actual control efficiency or
resultant emission rate is not addressed by the revised permt. The
possibility exists that none of the assumed values will ever be required to be
verified by DNR. The “Review of Application” docunent attached to the permit

i ncorporates by reference various docunents into the permt including AP-42, a
site survey, the authority to construct application and the em ssion factors
and control efficiency provided by the applicant. This raises a concern
regardi ng the use of [generalized/average/etc.] AP-42 enission factors for
source-specific purposes if and when factors in question have not been
verified as applicable to the specific source in question. The nonthly
determ nati ons of M2 em ssions are based nore on assunptions than verified
val ues. These comments generally apply wherever pernmts have attached nonthly
em ssion calculation forms. [NOTE: The assunptions are of concern in that
the Emi ssions Summary table in the pernmit package indicates that the potenti al
to emt of the pre-nodified source has not been determ ned and the PM, PTE of
the application is 12.22 ton per year which is somewhat close to the PM,

maj or nodi fication threshold].

Cover Sheet, Item 15: “Li ke-ki nd repl acement” exenption

Project involves the replacement of four gas/oil-fired boilers [two @16.8
mBt u/ hr, one @8.4 mBtu/hr, one @3.4 mMmBtu/hr] with three gas/oil-fired
boilers [two @16.7 mBtu/ hr, one @10.4 mBtu/ hr].

DNR s letter to the source, dated 11/19/98, cites 10-6.060 and states the

criteria for like-kind replacenent [i.e., em ssion units which do not involve
ei t her any appreciable change either in the quality or nature, or any increase
either in the potential to emit or the effect on air quality, of the enissions
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of any air contaminant]. The letter states that verification of the |ike-kind
repl acenent will be perforned during a routine inspection and that NSPS “nmay
apply” to the “new piece of equi pnent” [enphasis added]. The source's letter
to DNR, dated 10/98, notifies the Permitting Section that the boilers were
repl aced due to age.

The file does not contain any indication that PSD based net em ssion change
estimates were calculated by the source or DNR. It appears DNR s revi ew was
focused on a PTE vs PTE assessnent rather than a pre-change actual vs post-
change PTE assessnent. The file does not set forth the pre-changed source’s
PTE. The file does not provide an explanation as to why the question of
NSPS/ Dc applicability was not resolved before i ssuance of DNR s reply letter
Installation of the new units had al ready occurred and the NSPS cl ock may
have been ticking regarding the installed units. Question exists regarding
t he nmeaning of “new’ applied to the installed units; e.g., the units could be
“old” units “new’ to the source

Cover Sheet, ltem 16: Construction Permt

Project involves the installation of C diaphragm asphalter #3. The VOC PTE
for F-41 emnission point, which has 2 other asphalters, is given as 3.66 tons
per yr. It's not clear if the em ssion estinate applies to all of F-41
however it appears the estimate is due to asphalter #3 rather than the total
of F-41.

The permit, dated 11/04/98, states that none of the NSPS and none of the
NESHAPs apply to the source. The basis for that statement/determination is
not set forth in the file. This is a conmpn characteristic wherever
construction permits cite applicability or non-applicability of NSPS or NESHAP
standards -- the construction or operating pernmit files do not contain any
docunent ati on regardi ng the decision’s basis or who nmade the determ nation
If the determinati on was nmade by another group at DNR, the other group’s
conmuni cati on of that decision to the construction or operating pernit group
was not found in the pernit files. According to the enforcenent nmenbers of
the audit team they also found no applicability decisions in DNR s
enforcenent files; where such determ nations are expected to be found.

CGener al Conment :

There’s no indication in the file which indicates that the above noted changes
at the source were addressed for possible aggloneration; it appears that the
changes were each reviewed as separate projects which may be DNR s tendency

whenever changes are presented by sources for DNR revi ew The pernmits, as
nmenti oned above, contain a list of permits issued to the source; we should
suggest that equi prent addressed by “no pernit needed” and/or “like-kind

repl acenent” letters also be included in the listing to allow a quick | ook at
all changes at the source rather than only the permitted changes; of course,
the title of the section will need to be changed as well.

75



Fasco, St. dair

File documents indicate 1) tracking of in-house activities regarding the
Pernmitting Section’s review, 2) record of tel ephone conversations [RTCs], 3)
tracking of staff time regarding the Permitting Sections review, and 4)
corrections by staff of datal/estimates provided by the source.

Aletter fromDNR to the source contains seven (7) pages of itens in the
permit application which need correction or clarification [indicating
attention to detail and/or a tendency to not rubber-stanp permt
applications].

This file left a good inpression of staff accountability, of the
consi derabl e ambunt of tine spent by staff on review of received applications
and of the Permitting Section' s apparent willingness to challenge source-
subnmitted information.

Har bi son Wal ker Refractories Conpany, Fulton (formerly Dresser Industries)

Permit Summary. ..
March, 1999 Construction permt issued
11/17/ 99 Final Title V pernmit issued

This file was triggered for review based on questions raised in the
Title V application. The conmpany indicated that it would have to replace or
repair the baghouse on the rotary cooler to be able to certify conpliance with
the rules. Wiile not directly related to pernmtting, the conpany had ot her
recent pernmitting actions that |ooked to be of sone interest.

In March, 1999, MDNR approved a construction pernmit for the conmpany
covering three new enission points. The pernmit linmted PMy em ssions from
two of these points [EO051 and EO0052] to less than 14.7 tons per year
slightly bel ow the PSD significance threshold. The permt also required
Har bi son to test each em ssion point to deternine a site specific em ssion
factor to be used to verify the PMy cap. |In Novenber, MDNR issued a fina
Title V permit. O note, the Title V permt corrected a couple of
deficiencies in the 1999 construction pernmit, including a clarification of
NSPS Subpart OOO applicability and the confusion created over the om ssion of

em ssi on poi nt E0053.

As found in other Title V pernits, it appears that the Permtting
Section conpletely and correctly incorporated all of the pre-construction
requirenents into the operating permit. The “statement of basis” described
t he enhancenents made in the operating permt and that the changes would al so
be reflected in the construction permit. A review of the pernit files, though
reveal ed that the construction pernit had yet to be changed at the tinme of our
revi ew. The Title V review al so found that a previously issued
construction pernmit from 1992 was no longer valid since the equi pmrent had been
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renoved. The renmpval of the obsolete pernmit was clearly explained in the
“statenent of basis”.

EPA believes it is questionable, though, whether a mass bal ance approach
for PM, can successfully be used to verify conpliance with an em ssions cap
The approach described in the permt nmakes use of a site specific em ssion
factor -- developed through testing -- that when nmultiplied against the actua
production rate gives “estimated actual” enissions. However, given the
uncertainty in raw material quality, mpisture, and ongoing control equipment
performance, it is unlikely that the em ssion factor approach is suitable to
verify conpliance with the cap. This concern is magnified in this case since
the estimted project potential emnmissions are at or near the PSD significance
thresholds. Further, as indicated in the conpany’'s Title V application, they
i ndi cate past problens with baghouse performance. Wthout substantial
“periodic” or “conpliance assurance” type nonitoring of the control device,
this conmpliance technique is not reconmrended.

Huf fy Bicycle, Farm ngton

Huf fy Bicycle was selected for review because their Title V pernit
application indicated that Huffy requested tighter VOC PTE limits in their
operating pernmit than they received in their construction permt. Qur concern
was that Huffy was requesting these tighter linmits because they di scovered
that they should have received a PSD pernit with the VOC linmts that the
construction pernit had.

Pernmit 0994-002 issued on August 14, 1994 was reviewed. The file
i ndicated that Huffy Bicycle requested a VOC linit of 240 tons per year
i nstead of the 249 tons per year limt in the construction pernit to create a
buffer for small miscellaneous VOC enissions not accounted for in their
construction permt.

| Cl Explosives USA, Inc., Joplin

Cover Sheet, Item 19: “Li ke-ki nd repl acement” exenption

The project involves the replacenent of an ethylene diamine dinitrate batch
reactor. A letter fromthe source dated 2/29/00 projects a max potenti al
em ssion rate of 30.8 ton per year @8760 hrs/yr. There's no indication in
the file that DNR checked the estimate.

DNR s letter to the source, dated 3/20/00, states the new unit will have the
sane design capacity of the replaced reactor, operation of the new reactor
wi Il not increase production capacity, it will not cause an emni ssion increase
and the PTE for the new unit is less than the significant level for VOC
Verification of l|ike-kind replacement will be verified during a routine

i nspection. The letter also states that NSPS “may” apply to the new unit.
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Cover Sheet, Item 20: “No pernit required” decision

Project involves the installation of two 5000 gallon fixed roof tanks to
contai n wastewat er having ammonia or nitrates. The tanks stored nitric acid
and will be used to store wastewater

DNR' s letter to the source, dated 7/19/99, states no pernit is needed in that
usage is not expected to increase emni ssions.

Cover Sheet, ltem 21: Construction Permt

The project involves the replacenent of a manual packagi ng systemw th a new
aut omat ed ANFO packagi ng system The pernit package sets forth PMy em ssion
estimates for the new and replaced systens of 6.31 tons per year [based on
source-supplied enission factor and control efficiency information] and 3.5
tons per year, respectively. There's no indication in the file that DNR
checked the information or estimates.

The permit, dated 1/27/98, states that HAPs are not expected, none of the
NSPS/ NESHAP regul ati ons apply to the proposed nodification, the potential to
emt for the newunit is 2.81 ton per year, PM,, and the existing facility is
maj or based on actual enissions.

CGener al Conment

One nmmj or inmpression | devel oped after review of the first two files is that
DNR' s permits, review of application docunments, formatting, etc., are
standardi zed and as such, an observation that applies to one file generally
applied to all files. For exanple, all permts have a section which address
NSPS/ NESHAP applicability. An observation that a particular file does not
contai n adequate docunentation regardi ng NSPS applicability decision naking,
justification of the need for a 12-nonth limt, etc., can generally be safely
extended to all other files. During nmy review of files |I ignored [and did not
make note of] similarities and searched for exceptions to the standard
practice usually to no avail

Integram - St. Louis Seating, Pacific

Integram pernits reviewed included an Intermedi ate Operating Permit
OP1999055 and construction permt 1096-010 i ssued on Cctober 15, 1996.

The construction permt was for a 4'" production carousel which |ntegram
built before applying for the construction permt. Integramwas a major
source for VOC |ocated in an ozone nonattainment area at the time the 4'F
producti on carousel was built. The PTE for VOC s before this project was 127
tons per year. The project had a PTE 42 tons per year of VOC. MDNR linited
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the source’s PTE to 99.9 tons per year of VOC. A Cean Air Act Part D pernit
was not required and their was no control technology review. The PTE linit
was a bl anket em ssions cap of 99.9 tons in any consecutive 12-nonth peri od.
The permit included fornms the source could use to calculate and track VOC

em ssions for the spot repair glue. The pernit also had exanple tracking
fornms for VOC enissions fromthe nold rel ease, touch-up spray paint, and spot
cleaning.. The nold rel ease enmissions are the largest for this source with
potential emnissions of 165.6 tons per year of VOC. The exanple forns all
required enissions to be tracked nonthly instead of daily. These fornms were
not included in the Internediate pernit.

The Internediate pernmit limts HAP eni ssions to 10/25 tons per year
The HAP limt could be interpreted as a calendar year linit. The pernit says
that HAPS will be tracked nmonthly based on purchase records. The Internediate
pernmit does not specify how the HAP eni ssions are to be cal cul at ed.

Mead Products, St. Joseph

Permt Summary. ..
1992 - 1997 Eight construction pernits issued
02/ 04/ 2000 Construction pernit issued, linmting plant w de VOC
and HAP enissions to |less than 40 and 10/ 25 tons per
year, respectively
03/ 28/ 2000 “No operating permit required” approval

This file was reviewed to determine if NSR-related questions raised in
the Title V application had been addressed by the Pernitting Section. NMDNR
i ssued ei ght construction permits to Mead Products from May, 1992 through
June, 1997. O particular interest was a series of three projects approved in
January, March, and May, 1995. At the time, Mead was classified as a mgjor
stationary source, with potential VOC enissions over 500 tons per year. The
three projects in 1995 were each individually pernmitted, with no apparent
review to determine if they were connected.

The conbi ned enissions fromthe three projects was approxi mately 57.1
tons per year; well above the PSD significance threshold. Based on a cursory
review of the file, EPA would have likely concluded that the three projects --
i ncluding one installation of 4 presses and anot her of 6 presses -- avoi ded
PSD revi ew because of the way the conpany “packaged” the applications.

This concern was rendered moot when the conpany received a plant wide
em ssions cap in February, 2000, limting VOC and HAP emni ssions to | ess than
40 and 10/ 25 tons per year, respectively. Shortly thereafter, MDNR notified
the conpany that their denminims em ssions potential was sufficient for
l[imting the conpany out of the need for an operating pernit.

As with other pernmits involving a nass bal ance cap approach, the pernit
could benefit frommore specific instructions on how total emnissions are
required to be calculated. The forns attached to the pernmt generally provide
a good accounting for all HAP and VOCs emtted, but are not specific on how

79



VOC content is to be determ ned and how t he nass bal ance cal cul ations are to
be nmade.

This file may provide sone indication that Title V has side benefits
beyond those originally anticipated. As a result of the conpliance review
conducted for Title V purposes, the source, over a short period of tine, re-
tool ed and re-engi neered nost of its processes and raw materials to get
emni ssions bel ow the M ssouri demninis threshol ds.

Nort heast M ssouri Grain Processors, Macon

Permit Summary. ..
03/ 09/ 99 Construction permt issued
11/ 09/ 99 Construction permt issued

This permt record was revi ewed because it is the first ethanol plant to
construct in Mssouri. Overall, the files reveal ed sone seri ous concerns;
sone of whi ch have been resol ved, other which have not.

MDNR i ssued a construction pernmit for a “greenfield” ethanol plant on
March 9, 1999. The permt was based on a plant design of 15-16 million
gal l ons of denatured ethanol per year, with a by-product of 100 nillion pounds
per year of dry distillers grain. The pernmit limts only PMg eni ssions from
the DDGS dryer and al so establishes a restriction that anbient concentrations
of PMy not to exceed the 150 ug/ n? NAAQS at the property boundary. The permit
i ncl uded special forns to track the daily anbient inmpact based on daily
production throughput to the DDGS dryer. Mire details on the anbient inpact
anal ysis are described below. The pernit al so established once-a-day pressure
drop reading for the DDGS baghouse and the fernentati on scrubber to help
verify that the control performance remains high. Oherw se, no restrictions
or work practices were placed on VOC enissions or VOC fugitives froml eaking
punps, valves, flanges, or conpressors.

NSPS Cbservati ons

The pernmit fact sheet correctly noted that the boiler and tanks woul d be
subj ect to NSPS Subparts Dc and Kb, respectively, but was silent on
applicability of NSPS Subpart DD, which may apply to the corn storage and
handl i ng equi prent .

The fact sheet also stated that the plant was not subject to NSPS
Subpart W -- because biof ernentation operations are exenpt -- and that it
woul d not be considered a chenical processing facility (SIC group 28). No
rationale was found in the file for the latter two clains, which are both
contrary to EPA policy for ethanol plants. Interestingly, on January 28,

1999, the source questioned MODNR s statenments in its hand-witten markup of
the draft permit, making clear that it should be classified under SIC group
28, and thus shoul d be considered a chenical processing facility subject to
PSD at the 100 ton per year threshold. Nevertheless, this change was not made

80



to the original construction permit. Both deficiencies were fixed in the
Novernber, 1999, construction pernit, followi ng consultation with EPA. The
later permit made clear that the facility would be considered a chem ca
processing facility for PSD purposes — subject to the 100 ton per year mgjor
stationary source threshold — and that NSPS Subpart VWV would apply to

bi of erment ati on operations. The conpany acknow edged that it agreed with both
det erm nati ons and woul d conply accordingly.

Enforceability Cbservations

VOC emi ssions fromthe fermentati on process account for just under 50%
of the projected VOCs fromthe facility. The conpany estimated the PTE based
on full source operation, but also considered a scrubber efficiency rated at
95.3% ef fectiveness. Neither the scrubber efficiency nor a controlled VOC
emssion limtation were included in the pernmit. Unfortunately, a ninimal
drop off in scrubber efficiency, on the order of 2% could easily put VOC
em ssi ons over the PSD major source threshold, and subject the entire facility
to PSD. 1In these types of situations -- where enissions are close to the PSD
thresholds -- we believe it is inportant for the pernmit to echo the
assunptions used to limt potential to emit. W also think it is inportant to
verify that the control equi pnent operates as prescribed, both initially and
ongoi ng. The permt probably should have required baseline testing for VOC so
that the required pressure drop nonitor data could be used to verify that the
scrubber continues to operate at or above its baseline perfornance.

A PMg limt was set only for the DDGS dryer, but not for other em ssion
units critical to the nodeling, like the grain dryer and hamrernill. The
permt requires pressure drop monitoring for all baghouses, but specifies no
procedures for using these data to deternmine if the particulate matter
assunptions in the application are being net or not. Wthout baseline test
data, for other than the DDGS dryer, it will be nearly inpossible to equate
t he baghouse pressure drop data to any meani ngful conpliance threshol d.

Does the later permt supersede the original permt? |t appears so,
since the later permit mimnmcs the first in nearly all instances (except for
additi on of the new equi pnent and certain corrections), but no supersession
| anguage is found either in the pernmit or review sumary.

Applicability Observations

In the original permt application prepared by Northeast Mssouri Gain,
t he conpany eval uated the potential to enit for both PMand PMy from al
listed em ssion points. Enissions were estinmated at 98.5 and 77.4 tons per
year, respectively. Both sets of calculations relied on well docunented
em ssion factors from AP-42 and ot her emnission factor guidelines. Yet, in the
final pernmit and review summary, the Pernitting Section makes no mention of
PM This appears to be a critical oversight, since PMenissions are estinated
to be at or near the major source threshold. Any slight nodification, as part
of the original project, could easily put the source over the mmjor source
applicability threshold, both for PSD and Title V purposes. No explanation is
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provi ded on why PM em ssions were not considered by the Permtting Section as
part of its permit record. W reaffirmthat both the state permt rule and
the federally approved SIP require consideration of PMfor pre-construction
applicability purposes.

There appears to be sone confusion over whether the source nust apply
for a Part 70 operating pernmit or whether an internediate operating permt is
adequate. There was correspondence in the file indicating that the source
woul d apply for an Internediate pernmit. However, based on cal cul ations
performed by MDNR, Northeast M ssouri Grain has a NO, PTE for fuel-burning
equi prent in excess of 130 tons per year. This would classify the source as

major for Title V purposes. |In addition, because the source is classified as
a chem cal processing facility under SIC Group 28, it would also trigger PSD
review. |In some handwitten notes provided by the conpany, Northeast M ssouri

Gain noted that it was their intention that MONR linmit the fuel use of the
facility so that NO, em ssions would remain bel ow the 100 ton per year
threshold. Since this limtation was never inposed in the pernmit, though, it
is doubtful that the facility has been properly linmted out of Title V or PSD
The conpany’s pernit application and the corresponding pernit and review
summary continue to conflict, potentially |leading to sone enforcement risk in
the future. |If Northeast Corn Growers has not yet submitted a Part 70
application (even though not yet required), we reconmend that the Permtting
Section contact the conpany to resolve this conflict before it becones an
enforcenent problem W also recommend that the pernit be revised to
appropriately reflect the fuel restrictions needed to keep NQ, em ssi ons bel ow
the maj or source threshold, or that Northeast M ssouri G ain obtain a PSD
permt.

Overall, we have concerns about the true objective of this project. In
the original permt application, the conpany estimated the capacity of the
plant at 15-16 million gallons denatured ethanol per year. Follow ng
conversion of one beer well to a fermentation unit and installation of a new
beer well, the conpany recently restated the capacity of the plant as 18-19
mllion gallons per year. This latest revision was apparently acconpani ed by

no correspondi ng i ncrease in emssions; either fromthe new equi pnent or from
downstream and upstream equi prent. G ven the 20% i ncrease in capacity from
original application to the latest revision, this seems unlikely. Potenti al
to emt estimates al ready suggest that the plant may be major for NO wi thout
appropriate restrictions. Oher pollutants, like PMg and VOC, are also very
close to the PSD threshold. Any additional projects to enhance the production
capacity of the plant could easily put themover the top. W may investigate
further to determine if any capacity-building or debottl enecking projects
shoul d have been considered as part of the original plant design. W will

al so monitor conpliance with the conpany’s assunptions used in the permt
application and the corresponding permts to assure that the conmpany conti nues
to operate as originally projected. |If conpliance problens arise, such that
the maj or source threshol ds are exceeded, then sonme type of PSD enforcenent
action is inevitable.

Anmbi ent Mbdel i ng Cbservati ons
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The applicant performed a detail ed anbient inmpact analysis for PMy.

The revi ew apparently showed the potential for significant inmpact fromthe
grain dryer (EU0030) and as a consequence the state inposed special limts in
the pernmit to assure that this enission point, along with other points at the
source, would not exceed the NAAQS for PMgy Condition 1. A requires the
source to keep daily records of “estimated” inpact through the use of a mass
bal ance cal culation, by multiplying grain throughput by a special nodeling
factor and adding to the predicted PMy concentration for all other equipnent.

Conbi ned, this calculation nust show that the 150 ug/n? standard is protected

each day. |In essence, this approach limts the daily grain drying throughput
to 608 tons of grain per day, rather than the 874 ton per day potential of the
equi prent. Overall, though, this approach appears to have nany fl aws. ..

The hourly em ssion factor used for the dryer in the SCREEN 3
nodel i ng appears to have been “proportionally flattened” to an
annual average; based on a projected nunber of operating hours of
2,308-3,000 hours per year. As a consequence, nodel ed enissions
fromthis “critical” unit are likely underestimted by a factor of
three.

The screeni ng nodeling performed, and the subsequent anbient-
based, surrogate production limt in the pernit, do not appear to
have consi dered the PMy background concentration in and around
the source. Data for Monroe County, not far from Macon County,
shows daily maxi mum background concentrations of 33 to 54 ug/nt.
Sone representative background concentration shoul d have been
accounted for when allowing a source to enmit up to the NAAQS.

The nodel i ng appears to have focused only on the NAAQS, with

little or no attention to increnent. The dass Il PMg i ncrenent
for this area is 30 ug/n?, assuming that the baseline has been
triggered. The new plant, though, projects an overall inpact of

over 113 ug/n?¥; or nearly four tinmes the increnent. \Wile not a
PSD source (although this is also of question as descri bed above),
it seems reasonable that if screening nodeling predicts
concentrations well above the increnent |evel then refined
nodel i ng shoul d have been performed. Refined nodeling may have
shown | essor inpacts, but it is doubtful that it would show such a
significant reduction that the inpacts would fall below the
allotted increnent. This suggests that tighter PMy em ssion
limtations would have likely been required; in particular for the
grain dryer, DDGS dryer, and the hamernill and belt scale.

Unl i ke other PM, em ssion points which were nodel ed based on AP-
42 factors, the DDGS dryer [EU026] was nodel ed using a
“conservative” process weight rate enission factor. The permit
est abl i shes the process weight rate as the enforceable PMg |imt
for the DDGS dryer, so this is the proper input to the nodel.
Based on the results of the screening nodeling, though, this unit
has the highest inpact of all enission units and -- alone -- is
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predicted to exceed PMgy i ncrenent |evels. Based on the increnent
concerns expressed above, it is likely that the permt should have
specified a much lower emssion limtation for this unit.

O her “critical” units, including the grain dryer and the
hanmernmi I 1, are of concern as well since they were nodel ed based
on controlled AP-42 factors. These factors, while not useful for
conpl i ance purposes, are likely to be somewhat representative of
average actual emissions fromthis type of equipnment. The
nodel i ng shows that these units, too, are very close to the
increnent |evel. Conbined, they are well over. Therefore, it
appears that controls would have to perform substantially better
than those used on a simlar AP-42 unit.

The screeni ng nodel i ng does not appear to have considered fugitive
emi ssions from haul roads. G ven the short stacks of nmuch of the

equi prent, it is possible that overl apping inmpacts fromroad dust

and process equi pnent may even further aggravate conformance with

the increnent.

Overall, it appears that the “conservative” screening nodeling perfornmed
by Northeast Grain Processors may not be protective of either the PMy, NAAQS
or the increnent. \Whether ultimately found to be a PSD source or not, we
bel i eve that increnment consunption should be eval uated where screening
nodel i ng (and likely refined nodeling) indicate a substantial |ikelihood of
problems. W continue to support the Permitting Section’s use of screening
nodel i ng for these kinds of projects and understand the resource concerns
associated with refined nodeling. However, in this case we reconmend that the
Permitting Section re-evaluate the nodeling and nodify the permit, if
necessary, to assure that critical PMg emtting units are properly limted to
avoi d any nodel ed exceedance of the NAAQS and i ncrenent.

112(g) Observati ons

It wasn't clear fromour review whether the Permtting Section
considered the 112(g) [or 10 CSR 10-6.060(9)] inplications for this new
et hanol production facility. The permt fact sheet indicates that “HAP
em ssions are not expected fromthe proposed equi prment”, but other information
in the pernit record indicates that such facilities may enit methanol and
hexane, both listed HAPs. Test data, included in the permit record, for a
simlar facility in Mnnesota indicated that nethanol em ssions may be
present. The source application also notes that hexane may al so be emitted
fromthe bio-digester. Since the facility was constructed after the 112(g)
applicability dates, it would have been worthwhile to see an applicability or
nonapplicability analysis specific to the equi pnent being installed. Absent
this showing, it is uncertain whether 112(g) applies or not.

Speci fi ¢ Recommendati ons
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W recommend that the Permitting Section followup on the question of
NSPS Subpart DD applicability for the corn storage and handling
equi prent .

W recomrend that the Permitting Section follow up with Northeast
M ssouri Grain to determ ne whether HAP | evel s should be controlled
under 112(q).

W recommend that the Permitting Section re-evaluate the nodeling and
nmodi fy the permit, if necessary, to assure that critical PMy emtting
units are properly limted to avoid any nodel ed exceedance of the NAAQS
and increnent.

W recomend that the Permitting Section resolve the PSD and Title V
applicability concerns by reopening the permt to:
- clarify restrictions on fuel use (NQ)and particulate natter
(specifically PM eni ssions
- establish testing requirenments for all equiprment with a
potential to emit that accounts for 25%or nmore of the
potential to enmit of the facility (e.g. PM PM, NQ, and
VOC for the DDGS Dryer, NO for the Boiler, and VOC for the
Fernent ati on Scrubber) to provide baseline conparison to
control equi prent operating parameters. W thout such
testing, the measurenments taken fromthe control equi prent
are |likely not neaningful for conpliance certification
pur poses.

OMC Al unmi num Boat Group, Inc., Lebanon

Permit Summary. ..

05/ 09/ 97 Title V permit application filed
09/ 22/ 97 Construction permt issued
12/ 03/ 98 Title V permt issued

This file was reviewed to determine if NSR-related questions raised in
the Title V application had been addressed by the Pernitting Section. The
original Title V application described the installation of a spray booth in
1989, but nade no nention of the construction pernmit for this project. The
Title V application also noted that the conmpany was seeking a plant w de cap
tolimt its VOC emi ssions to bel ow 250 tons per year

The file revealed that the Pernmitting Section issued an “after the fact”
preconstruction pernmit to the facility Iimting its plant wi de em ssions to
| ess than 249 tons per year. This cap applied to all equipment at the
installation. Since overall criteria enmssions were linted to | ess than
maj or source status, no further review was done on the original paint booth
installed in 1989. The cap seened to resolve the question raised during the
Title V permit application review
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The Title V pernmit properly incorporated the cap limts for both VOC and
HAPs. Both the pre-construction and operating pernits included detail ed nass
bal ance record keeping fornms to assist in the accounting of VOCs and HAPs.
While the forms were conprehensive, neither the construction or operating
pernmits specified the details for making the mass bal ance cal cul ati ons. Nor
did either permt specify how the various em ssions factors for coatings and
solvents were to be determi ned. For exanple, it was not clear fromthe pernit
whet her the conmpany was allowed to receive any credit for off-site waste
di sposal of its VOC or HAP materials. It would have been very hel pful to see
an explicit equation, along with a description of each term or a detailed
expl anati on of the methodol ogy to be used to make the VOC and HAP
cal cul ati ons.

The file contained the results of anbient screening nmodeling for six
HAPs perfornmed by the Permitting Section. Modeling results indicated that the
concentration of HAPs would be below the Permitting Section's action |evel of
10 tinmes the anbient air level (AAL).

O Sul livan, Lamar

Cover Sheet, Item 17: “No pernit required” decision

Project involves the installation of a routing unit. The applicant set forth
the following: 294 bd ft/hr, an em ssion factor of 0.1324 [b/1000 bd ft and a
control efficiency of 99.35% DNR applied an emi ssion factor 0.315 | b/1000 bd
ft and estinmated potential enissions not considering control equipnent as 0.09
b PMg/ hr.

DNR' s letter to the source, dated 5/03/00, cites 10-6.060(1)(D)(3)(A) states
no permit is needed in that at the max hourly design rate of 294 bd ft/hr, the
potential emission rate is less than the exenpt rate of 0.50 |b/hr.

Cover Sheet, ltem 18: Construction Permt

Project involves the installation of a |amnating nachine at an existing wood
furniture plant. To its credit, DNR informed the source in a letter dated
7/20/99 that MHDR [i.e., nmax hourly design rate] may not be determ ned using
annual through put data; DNR suggested that the equi pnent’s manufacturer be
contacted for the machine’s MHDR. DNR needed the MHDR for PTE purposes. The
machi ne replaced an existing machine; it doesn’t appear DNR treated this
change as a like-kind replacenment. HAPs were addressed by DNR with the

concl usion that MACT JJ would not apply to the source in that the source is
not a major HAP source. The source stated in a letter dated 4/23/99 that the

new machi ne will have a higher production rate [205,705 gal resin/__] than the
unit to be replaced [80,404 gal resin/__] but that the resin to be used in the
new machine will have a | ower VOC and fornmal dehyde content than that used in

the to be replaced unit. The file does not indicate that the source was asked
if the new unit would be able to process the resin previously used or a higher
VOC content resin; also, the pernit does not restrict the characteristics of
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the resin to be used. Thus, the source’s PTE [4.96 TPY] estinmate for the new
unit is questionable but this may be a noot point in that the source appears
to be a nonmmjor source. DNR s “Review of Application” document says the
application’s em ssions will be 11.38 TPY which differs fromthe source’s
estimate of 4.96 TPY. The file is not clear as to how the 11.38 TPY estimate
was derived. Application of a revised MHDR [53.91 vs 34.3] doesn’t account
for the difference in the projected annual emnission increase estimates.

The permit issued on Sept 20, 1999, contains a standard condition not
previously notice by the auditor. The 1% sentence of the condition states
that the specifications/conditions listed in the application, the pernmt and
the project review docunent are incorporated as part of the permt. However,
the 2" sentence of the condition may restrict the applicability of the entire
condition to the specifications/conditions directly related to contro

equi pment. |If so, then the other specifications in the application [e.qg.
relating to paint VOC content, production rate, etc.] may not be incorporated
into the permt if that’s DNR's intent. The pernit package cites NSPS
nonapplicability; the file is not clear as to who at DNR nade that

det ermi nati on.

Aletter dated 7/21/99 to the source allows constructions activity prior to
permt issuance. It basically states that if PSD or NSR Part D reviewis

| ater deternmined to apply the conpany may be subject to “EPA’ enforcenent
action. The reason the enforcenment burden is placed only on EPA is not clear
the statenent if a standard statement used by DNR should be revised to place
enforcenent action priority on DNR rather than on EPA

Partridge Sand and Gravel, Reed Springs

Cover Sheet, ltem 22: Construction Permt

NOTE: Only the construction pernit was reviewed for purposes of
assessi ng the adequacy of permit conditions/discussions.
The permit was random y picked fromthe nost current
not ebook of construction permts across from Raynond’ s
of fice.

Fi ndi ngs/ suggesti ons/ questi ons foll ow

The permit [072000-004], issued 3/29/00, approves a new plant with a washi ng
rate of 75 TPH

The cover page approves construction of the source “under the authority of
RSMb 643 and the Federal Clean Air Act”. \What authority has been granted

M ssouri, or any state, by the federal CAA? Rather than specifying CAA
authority, why not cite “under authority granted by the EPA and of RSMb 643" 7?
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Regardi ng Standard Condition 1, a deadline has not been specified for the
notification of failure to begin construction within two yrs of the effective
date of the pernit; the same comrent applies regardi ng suspensi ons greater
than one year. As witten, the second sentence’s intent will be difficult to
enforce in that the deadline for each notification is not specified.

Regardi ng Standard Condition 4, why isn’t the application [and other
associ at ed docunents] al so nentioned if those documents nmay contain
provi si ons/ proposal s/etc., intended to be enforceabl e by DNR?

Regardi ng Standard Condition 6, what if the nentioned docunents contain
conflicting information [e.g., control efficiency, EF] ... which applies
and/ or nust be net if/when the pernit does not specifically address the
matter? Maybe include a statement that the nost stringent of the conflicting
items applies until DNR formally resolves the matter

Regarding Site Specific Conditions 1.B.1 and 2, they are not equival ent.
What’' s the basis for this non-equival ence? Based on a 24 hr/day operating
schedul e [which the pernmt allows], the per 4 hour water application rate
shoul d be 26 gallons rather than 21 gallons to equate a quarter inch daily
rain fall over a 1000 sq feet area.

Regarding Site Specific Condition 1.C. 1, the frequency of the haul road
surface area estimating is not specified; as such, the provision is not
enforceable froma practical standpoint. Mybe require a new estimte each
time the unpaved haul road configuration changes.

W1l there be no em ssions off the paved haul roads at the site? If no such
roads, the pernmit is silent as to what will be required [e.g., pernmit re-
openi ng] if/when unpaved roads are paved.

Regarding Site Specific Condition 1.C, why not also require reporting or
hi ghl i ghting sections of roads which were not wetted per the conditions of the
permt?

Regardi ng the “Eni ssions/Controls Eval uation” section of the “Review of
Application” docunment attached to the permit, DNR s use of AP-42 emni ssion
factors has not been justified for this particular source. |If justified, each
em ssion factor “rating” should be specified for informational purposes.

Regar di ng paragraphs 2 and 3 of the “Enissions/Controls Eval uation” section of
the “Review of Application” docunent attached to the pernit, nany assunptions
are nentioned which have not been justified as applicable for this particul ar
source. As such, the PTE estinmates given for the source are questionable.

The pernmit package nentions Partridge Sand & Gravel many tinmes. The pernit is
silent regarding transfer of ownership of the source. WIIl the new owner need
to get a new permt for the source? WII the requirenents of the pernit
automatically transfer to the new owner? WII| proposals nmade in the
application by Partridge still be binding on the new owner if the permt does
not specifically inpose the proposal s?
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The “Anbient Air Quality Inmpact Analysis” of the “Review of Application”
docunent states a nonographed nodel ed i npact estimate of 149.95 ug/n? for PMy
agai nst the 24-hr NAAQS of 150 ug/n¥. The estimate does not appear to include
a background concentration; if so, it appears the source will cause or
contribute to a violation of the PMy NAAQS. DNR approved the project. Wy
wasn't nmore conpl ex nodeling studies required? The inpact estinmate appears to
rely in part on 99% and 90% effecti veness control regarding, respectively, the
wash system and haul roads.

Pl ast ene Supply Conpany, Portageville

Pl ast ene Supply Conpany was selected to revi ew because their Title V
permit application indicated that they had built several paint spray booths
wi t hout construction pernits. Plastene also requested to use TVEE Met hod 2
for periodic monitoring for opacity. W wanted to make sure that this nethod
was not used in the operating permt.

A review of the operating pernit file showed that TVEE Method 2 was not
used for opacity periodic nonitoring. A requirement for equipnment to be
| abel ed in construction pernmit 1298-009 was not included in the operating
permt.

Pl ast ene received construction pernmit nunmber 1298-009 dated Novenber 12,
1998 for four “as built” paint booths. These booths were installed in 1986.
MDNR fined Pl astene $50,000 in a 1999 settlenent agreement with Plastene for
this violation. Plastene is an existing mgjor source with actual VOC
em ssi ons greater than 250 tons per year. The construction permt included
the follow ng special condition

Pl ast ene Supply Conpany shall not discharge into the atnosphere fromthe
four (4) spray booths using HVLP spray guns VOC s in excess of 40 tons
in any consecutive 12-nmonth peri od.

To avoid PSD, the linmt should have kept the eni ssions bel ow 40 tons instead
of equal to 40 tons. The pernmit required nonthly records and did not specify
how to get the VOC content of coatings. HAP emi ssions were nodeled for this
construction pernmit. The pernmit also created a HAP linit. The HAP linit also
required monthly records and did not specify how the HAP content of the
coating shoul d be determ ned.

Construction permit 1198-008 issued on Septenber 18, 1998 for a new 10.5
mBt u per hour boiler correctly stated that the boiler is subject to 40 CFR
Part 60 Subpart Dc.

TG (USA) Corporation, Perryville
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TG was selected for review because of its |large change in eni ssions
reported to the Toxics Rel ease Inventory. TG has been issued six construction
permits in a relative short period of time. TGis a major source for PSD with
potential VOC em ssions greater than 250 tons per year.

Project Sumary

Date Applied for Date Permit VOC PTE
Permit | ssued

1 11/ 14/ 94 4/ 25/ 95 0.4
2 9/ 5/ 95 12/ 20/ 95 29.5
3 11/ 22/ 95 2/ 28/ 96 1.2
4 4/ 22/ 96 7/ 19/ 96 8

5 11/ 6/ 97 1/ 29/ 98 12.6
6 6/24/98 “As Built” 9/ 3/ 98 9.3

Each of these projects had a potential to emt |ess than the significance

t hreshol d. However, these projects were permitted within a short period of
time fromeach other. W are concerned about sources splitting projects into
multiple permits so that they appear to not be significant. W reconmend that
sources that submit nultiple permt applications over a short period of tineg,
as in the case here, be |looked at to make sure they are not trying to avoid
PSD or NSR with sham pernits. W did not have tinme to review these projects
to determine if PSD should have applied in this case. Also, it was hard to
tell fromthe application where the em ssion factors cane from Furthernore,
sonme of the annual enission rates reported in the review sunmary did not equa
the product of the hourly rate and the nunber of hours the source planned to
operate. We were not able to determine fromthe files why a | ower annual rate
was used in the review sumary

The construction pernmits issued in 1998 state that 40 CFR Part 63
Subpart T does not apply to the degreasers. These degreasers use Aktrel
Solvent but it was unclear fromthe file what this solvent is conposed of.
Therefore, we could not confirmthat this applicability determ nation is
correct.

Teva Pharnmaceutical s USA, Mexico
Teva Pharnaceuticals was selected for revi ew because of its |arge change

in emssions reported to the Toxics Rel ease Inventory. Construction permt
files for two pernmits/projects were revi ened.
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Proj ect nunmber 007-0040-013 was for the installation of two reactors and
one bul k storage tank to manufacture bis-trinmethylsilylurea (BSU)
Construction permit 0198-024 was issued for this project. This was a
nodi fication to an existing source. Material fromthe two new reactors are
used in the “Cephal osporin-G process. The file referred to the
“Cephal osporin-G process as being new. There was no indication in the file
that this project was considered as part of the “Cephal osporin-G process
project. The permt did require Teva to test to quantify the VOC fromthe BSU
rectors. Since there was not VOC linit in the pernit it appeared that the
test was to verify information supplied by Teva in the application on the
em ssions fromthe reactor. The estimated VOC em ssions fromthis project is
0.0134 tons per year

Proj ect number 007-0040-014 was for an amoxicillin trihydrate
manuf acturing facility. Al the equipnment for this project was transferred
from Teva’'s New Jersey manufacturing site. Construction permt 0198-034 was
i ssued for this project on January 20, 1998. The review summary says that
Teva is subject to 40 CFR Part 63 Subparts Hand | but the file did not say if
the source is major for HAPS. The pernmit requires the use of a carbon
absorption systemw th a breakthrough nonitor. The pernit requires the carbon
adsorption systemto be maintained to mninize excess eni ssions and defines
excess emni ssions and detecting a breakthrough. The pernit also requires
annual verification of control efficiency but the permt does not specify what
efficiency is required. The permt may have intended Teva to verify the
control efficiency specified in the pernmit application but the permt
application is not specific on the averaging time of the control efficiency.
The review sumary stated that tanks T-008, T-010, and T-014 are subject to 40
CFR Part 60 Subpart Kb. However, there was no information in the file on when
these tanks were built. It was not clear that these tanks are subject to Kb
since the tanks were being noved from New Jersey.

Tracker Marine Bolivar Plant, Bolivar

Tracker Marine was sel ected for review because of its large change in
em ssions reported to the Toxi cs Rel ease Inventory. Permt 0599-006 i ssued on
April 23, 1999 was reviewed. This pernit was for an “as built” paint booth.
This source is not in a nonattai nnent area.

This permt referenced permt 1196-010 whi ch was issued in Novenber of
1996. This permt was also an “as built” and linmits Tracker’'s facility wide
VOC emi ssions to 40 tons in any consecutive 12-month period. The 1999
construction permt file says that pernmit 1190-010's 40 ton VOC cap was
changed in an operating permt to a 100 ton per year linmit. There is no
record in the file for pernmit 1196-010 that it has been changed. Al so, no
operating pernmit has been issued to Tracker. It is not clear if permt 0599-
006 revises the VOC limt.

Tracker also has limts on HAPS to keep Tracker a m nor source for HAPS.

It appeared that MDNR considered 112(g) when this project was revi ewed and
cal cul ated a HAP PTE of just over 25 tons of HAPs per year. NMDNR correctly
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determ ned that the source is not subject to 112(g) since the source has
facility wide HAP linmits to keep the source minor. However, NMDNR has

di scovered that Tracker has violated its HAP linits. Therefore, Tracker has
now applied for a Part 70 permt. The Part 70 application incorrectly says
that currently there are no plant wide permt conditions and the permt does

not propose any plant wide permt conditions. |t appears that Tracker must
either get a 112(g) permt or limt the new paint booths to |l ess than the
maj or source threshold since they will be a major source for HAPS.

It was not clear where the em ssion factors for NGO and PMg cane from

Townsend Sunmit (formerly AT&T), Lees Sunmit

Cover Sheet, lItem5: I nternedi ate Operating Permit

Standard pernit; as such, standard comments.

Uni | ever Home Personal Care, Jefferson City

Unilever’s Internmedi ate operating permt issued on June 1, 1999 was
reviewed. This pernmit limted SO, emissions to 95 tons in any 12 nonth
period. SO, em ssions at this source is fromthe conbustion of oil. The
permit requires Unilever to analyze the fuel oil on an annual basis for the
percent sulfur. The pernit does not specify what nethod to use to anal yze the
oil. There is no requirenent for the source to install a fuel meter so the
amount of fuel used can be deterni ned.

Al so construction pernit 1100-0009-007 issued on August 16, 1996 was
reviewed. This pernmit was for a line to manufacture Dentifrice toothpaste.
This was an “as built” permt. MNR issued Unilever a NOV on Novenber 4,
1994. Unilever’'s SIC code is 2844 and is not |located in a nonattai nment area.
The existing source had a PTE 113 tons per year of SO, maki ng the source
maj or for PSD. This construction project had a potential to emit 67 tons of
VOC per year. It appears that Unilever’s SO, PTE should have been Iimted in
this construction permt to keep the source out of PSD.

Vandal i a Power Pl ant, Vandali a

Vandal i a Power Plant’s Intermnmedi ate operating pernit was reviewed. This
was a sinple pernit with nothing noteworthy discovered.

Waterl oo I ndustries, Inc., Sedalia

Were EP26 and EP28, apparently nmentioned in the source’s Title V permt
[and/ or application], installed w o proper construction permts.
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Cover Sheet, Item 2:

A construction permt for em ssion points 15-18, 33 as well as enission points
26 and 28 [consisting of 42 natural gas fired infrared heaters] was issued on
7/17/99. The projected PTEs for the various criteria pollutants are each | ess
than 1.6 TON PER YEAR. The pernit package contains an anbi ent inpact analysis

Anmbi ent | nmpact Anal yses: According to Refaat, ambient inpact anal yses
are required by state rule. The emnissions increase threshold are the
significant increase thresholds for criteria pollutants; the Permtting
Section is devel oping thresholds for HAPs. Each portable is apparently
subjected to an anbi ent inpact analysis [apparently because of their
changi ng surroundi ng situation].

A construction permt for an EDP coating tank and a bake oven was issued by
DNR on Aug 1, 1997. The pernmit and an attached document entitled “Revi ew of
Application for Authority to Construct and Operate” which constitute the
pernmit package contain a review sunmary section, an applicable regul ations
section, a listing of past permts issued to the source section and a project
description section which are typically concise and informative. The permit
notation systemis somewhat clever if not sinple [e.g., 0897-012 for a permt

i ssued around 8/97]. The permt package al so contains a HAPs eni ssions inpact
anal ysis. This construction permtting action also set forth a plant-w de VOC
emssion limt of 248.5 tons, 12-nonth rolling allowable. The linmt basically
subsunmes 112.18 tons for emnission points 3-11 and 136.32 tons for em ssion
points 24-42 [NOTE: | could not determ ne why the 112.18 tons was tied to

em ssion points 3-11 as opposed to enission points 3-9; see the follow ng
paragraph]. The permt sets forth a blanket emission linmt as opposed to
restrictions relating to production, solvent content, etc. EPA policy allows
bl anket linmits for painting operations if daily, rather than |onger period,
record keeping is required. The file docunent do not indicate that the source
was required to justify its need for a 12-nonth liniting period. DNR s
actions regarding these matters are not consistent with EPA policy. The
permit al so does not set forth clear provisions regarding applicability of the
12-month limt during the initial 12-month peri od.

NOTE: Except where otherw se noted, each deficiency noted above is
common to other permits which have a 12-nonth emission linmt.

A construction permt [1294-003] issued on 11/27/94 [and/or 12/02/94?] for new
paint-rel ated systens emi ssion points 3-9 establishes a VOC enission linmt of
112.18 tons. The pernmit requires a log of monthly VOC emitted and of VOC
emtted on a 12 nonth rolling period. Although inplied, the pernmt does not
specifically state that the 112 ton VOC linit applies over a 12 nonth rolling
period. The pernmit package contains a table which sets forth in easily
understood format the existing source’s PTE [ 143 TPY, VOC], the new

equi prent’s PTE [112 TPY, VOC], the project’s net enissions increase [88 TPY]
and the revised PTE of the source after the nodification. The permitted

equi prent repl aced equi pment at the source. The pernit states that none of
the NSPS or NESHAPs will apply to the facilities; the statement does not set
forth the basis for the decision. The pernmt package contains an anbient

i npact anal ysis section (because, as explained by DNR, the PTE increases from
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the source will be greater than the de minin |evel); nodeling was done for
the HAPs but regarding other pollutants, the Pernitting Section sinply states
that the inpacts are not expected to adversely affect the anmbient air quality.

A construction permt was issued on Aug 24, 1990, for a mmintenance paint
booth. Emission restrictions were set forth for paint and for thinning
solvent in terns of allowed gallons per year and VOC content. The permit
i mposed nonthly record keepi ng.

Cover Sheet, Item 3: Title V Operating Perm't

For paint booths and EDP coating process.

The file contains discussion/correspondence between EPA and DNR and between
EPA and the source regardi ng NSPS/ Dc and Region VII's reduced record

keepi ng/reporting requirements. EPA/VII granted reduced record keeping
requirenents to the source on Aug 2, 1999. The Title V permt issued by DNR
on 12/30/99 contains those reduced record keeping requirenents.

Wl son Trailer Sales, Mberly

Permit Summary. ..

01/ 17/ 96 MDNR i ssued “No Permit Required” notice

08/ 20/ 98 Conpany notified MDNR that permt required..
based on new esti mates

09/ 02/ 98 MDNR notified conpany to file construction and
Part 70 applications, along with EIQ

01/ 25/ 99 “After the fact” construction pernit issued

The Wlson Trailer file was randomy selected for review

In early 1996, WIlson Trailer constructed a new facility without a
permit. WIson constructed based on a determ nation by MDNR in January, 1996,
that no construction permt was required because the potential to enmit for the
facility was below demininms levels. |In August, 1998, WIlson notified MDNR
that, based on a consultants review, they believed the facility was not
dem nims and that a permit was required. The consultant noted that since the
source had not received a permit with limts necessary to validate the PTE
cal cul ati ons, the PTE would be much higher than originally projected. Shortly
thereafter, MDNR re-evaluated the project and determi ned that a construction
permt should have been required. The state also notified WIlson that they
woul d have to subnit a Part 70 operating permt application and em ssion
i nventory questionnaire (EIQ.

In January, 1999, MDNR issued an “after the fact” construction pernit.
However, the pernit contained no restrictions -- other than the standard
conditions -- and no record keeping. The problemw th this approach is that,
absent detailed records, it could be nearly inmpossible to verify whether the
source continues to remain bel ow the PSD nmaj or source thresholds. The fina
PTE estimate [69 TPY VOC and 77.1 TPY HAPs] was premnised solely on information
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listed in the application and essentially relied on a bottleneck in the
trailer production line to limt emssions. Any tine surface coating is

i nvol ved, there are a lot of assunptions that can be nmade. Interestingly,
none of these inportant linmtations — such as “production is limted to two
shifts” or “production is limted to 12 trailers per day” -- were included in

the permit. These assunptions can easily change over tine; maybe even to the
extent that PSD could be triggered. A better approach in this case would have
been to use an enissions cap sinlar to that used in other VOC projects. That
way, the conpany must mmintain adequate records and perform a mass bal ance
calculation to show that they remain bel ow the cap

Even though the permit contained a standard condition that the “permt
application is incorporated by reference”, it remains unclear exactly what
this means. W understand MDNR s desire to have sources build and operate the
way they docunent in their application. However, when push comes to shove,
can the state and EPA real ly distinguish whether the source is in conpliance
with the application or not? |If a source indicates that it will operate two
shifts a day, are they in violation if they only operate one? |I|f they use
different coatings or different application equi pnent -- say with a different
transfer efficiency coefficient — is that a violation? Wat if the source
doesn’'t exceed its original potential to enit estimates but makes ot her
physi cal changes? It is best not to have this confusion. Therefore, we
recommend that if major assunptions are used to limt potential to enmit, then
they should highlighted in the permit as enforceable conditions.

The state ultinmately decided to take no enforcement response; presumably
because of the equity problemraised by their prior “no permt required”
assurance. Wile this may have been the appropriate decision in this case, we
urge caution that “no permt required” deterninations should not be used to
shiel d sources from enforcenent, whether the state concurred with the sources’
erroneous assunptions, or not.

On the plus side, MDNR performed a HAP eval uation for three pollutants.
Al were shown to be below the state’'s acceptabl e anbient |evel thresholds.

[ End of Individual Source File Conments]
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