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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

On September 5, 1979, the Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) proposed to revise the June 1978 Prevention of Significant
Deterioration (PSD) regulations as a result of the June 1979 sum-
mary decision in Alabama Power Company v. Costle (13 ERC 1225).
The court issued its final decision on December 14, 1979. In its
opinion the court upheld some of the provisions of the June 1978
regulations and overturned others.

The September 5 regulations following the court's mandate
proposed several changes to the June 1978 regulations including
‘the definition of potential to emit, fugitive emissions, major
modification, and baseline; the requirements for ambient moni-
toring; and the establishment of preconstruction notice and
De Minimis levels.

This report presents an assessment of the overall impact of
the proposed regulations with respect to several of the major is-
sues or changes in them. This assessment does not attempt to
guantify the impact of every issue nor does it attempt to assess
the overall economic impact associated with the implementation
of the PSD regulations in general. It is designed to provide a
relative assessment of the impact of the proposed versus the cur-
rent regulations in terms of the sources to be affected, their
associated emissions, major requirements that must be met or that
are no longer required to be met, and the direct costs associated
with meeting the additional requirements for sources that would
still be subject to PSD.

Since a number of sources would no longer be subject to PSD
review, there will be some cost savings for sources as a result of
the proposed regulations. Additionally, for those sources that
will remain subject to PSD as a result of the proposed regula-
tions, some additional costs would be incurred over and above the
costs to implement the current PSD regulations. Finally, there
will be costs incurred by sources that will be subject to the new
regulations, but would not have been covered under the old.

The analyses conducted in Sections 3, 4, and 5 of this re-
port provide an estimate of the impact of the current versus the
proposed PSD regulations, the major issues associated with the
proposed PSD regulations, and geographic applicability issues
concerning the location of sources within designated nonattain-
ment areas.
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The results of this analysis indicate that for the 19 month
period covered by the survey of PSD permits there will be an esti-
mated savings of $3.4 to $9.5 million as a result of the proposal
for sources that are subject to the current regulations, but
which would not be subject to the proposed regulations. If the
sources that have received permits from April 1978 to November
1979 are representative of those which will receive permits dur-
ing the same time period in the future (i.e., 19 months), and
there are data to support that they are, then this would repre-
sent an annual savings of $2.2 to $6.1 million.

Although there is an overall savings for certain sources
that are subject to the current PSD regulations, the proposed
regulations would subject some additional sources to PSD review
that are not subject to PSD review at this time. These would be
modified sources with uncontrolled emissions of less than 100 or
250 tons per year, depending upon whether the source is on the
list of 28 source categories, and controlled emissions of greater
than 10 tons per year but less than 100 or 250 tons per year.
Based on the best estimates available, approximately 1200 addi-
tional modifications would be subject to PSD review per year
based on the proposal. Since these sources are not now subject
to PSD review, they would be required to prepare a PSD permit,
conduct the necessary air quality impact assessments, incur some
delays in construction as a result of undergoing PSD review in
addition to State New Source Review (NSR), and install Best Avail-
able Control Technology (BACT) instead of just meeting the emis-
sion limits required by the State Implementation Plan (SIP) or
New Source Performance Standards (NSPS), as applicable.

As a result of the additional cost incurred by the sources
not currently subject to PSD, the overall cost as a result of the
proposed regulations represents an increase of approximately $20
to $36 million per year. Based on the total number of sources
that would be subject to the proposed regulations (1382), this ad-
ditional cost would average approximately $14,500 to $26,000 per
source. I1f, however, the current proposal is modified to increase
the proposed de minimis emission levels to levels being discussed
as of this writing (25 tons/yr for total suspended particulate;
(TSP); 40 tons/yr for HC, SO,, NOg; 100 tons/yr for CO), the addi-
tional costs would be reduced by approximately 35 percent, with
the total additional cost equal to approximately $12 to $24 mil-
lion per year. Based on the number of sources that would be sub-
ject to these modified levels (1052), this would amount to approxi-
mately $12,000 to $23,000 per source. The assumptions and the data
used to obtain the above estimated costs are outlined in Sections 3
and 4 for sources currently subject to PSD review, and Appendix B
for sources not currently subject to PSD review. A summary table
of the cost impacts is presented after the following discussion.
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DATA BASE USED IN THE ASSESSMENT

Since the current PSD regulations have been in effect since
March 1, 1978, and a number of PSD permits have been issued under
these regulations, it seemed reasonable that an assessment of the
impact of the proposed regulations should center on those sources
that have been issued PSD permits. The assessment, however, does
include an estimate of the sources that were currently not sub-
ject to PSD, but which would be subject to PSD as a result of the
September 5 proposed regulations.

Detailed data were collected on 471 of the 604 permits that
had been issued by certain EPA Regional Offices (III-X) from
April 1, 1978, to November 1, 1979. Regions I and II were not in-
cluded in the survey because of the relatively low level of PSD
activity in these regions.

COMPARISON OF CURRENT AND PROPOSED PSD REGULATIONS

The current and proposed regulations were compared in terms
of the following:

1. The numbers and sizes of sources to be affected by
the current and the proposed regulations

2. The change in total emissions likely to result from
the proposed regulations

3. The amount of increment likely to be consumed by
sources that are no longer subject to PSD review
as a result of the proposed regulations

4. The estimated cost savings by sources no longer
subject to PSD review as a result of the proposed
regulations

5. The estimated cost of meeting BACT for sources

that were not previously subject to PSD but which
would be subject as a result of the proposal

6. The estimated costs of modeling and monitoring un-
der the current and the proposed regulations.

Of the 604 PSD permits that were issued in Regional Offices
III through X, approximately 150(35%) of the new sources and 133
(76%) of the modified sources would be subject to review under
the proposed regulation. Sixty-five percent of the new sources
and 24 percent of the modified sources that have been issued per-
mits would no longer be subject to PSD based on the September 5,
1979, proposed PSD regulations. The major reason that these new
and modified sources would no longer be subject to PSD review is



that the definition of potential emissions was proposed to be
changed from uncontrolled to controlled emissions. Although
several other changes to the regulations had an effect on the
number of sources subject to review (i.e. exclusion of fugitive
emissions for some source categories, excluding the limitations
on the hours of operation, etc.), the major impact was due to
the change in the definition of potential emissions.

Certain cost savings would be realized if new and modified
sources are no longer required to obtain a PSD permit, apply BACT,
and conduct preconstruction monitoring or air gquality assessments.
Other sources, however, would be required to meet some additional
PSD requirements that they were not previously required to meet.
In addition, some sources currently not subject to PSD review
would be subject to PSD as a result of the proposal. Therefore,
some additional costs would be incurred as a result of the
September 5, 1979, proposal. These requirements and the associat-
ed costs or impacts are summarized below.

REQUIREMENT TO OBTAIN A PERMIT

A total of 205 permits were reviewed that would not be sub-
ject to PSD review as a result of the proposal and that could be
assigned a review time. The average review time was about 6%
months per application, which includes time to obtain a State per-
mit. Since each source that would not be subject to PSD review
would still be required to obtain a State NSR permit, the actual
time associated with just the PSD review process was determined
to be 5% months. Based on information obtained regarding the
costs due to delay in obtaining a PSD permit, the estimated cost
savings associated with sources that would no longer be required
to obtain a PSD permit is $4.4 million per year. In addition,
approximately 1200 additional sources per year would be required
to obtain a PSD permit that were not previously required to ob-
tain one, and this would amount to an additional cost of $6.9
million per year. Therefore, there will be an increased cost of
$2.5 million per year for permitting.

BEST AVAILABLE CONTROL TECHNOLOGY

Of the new or modified sources not subject to the proposed
regulations, approximately 68 percent have controlled emissions
less than 50 tons per year and under the current regulations were
not required to conduct a case-by-case assessment of BACT. These
sources were only required to meet the applicable NSPS or SIP lim-
it. Therefore, they would not gain any cost savings as a result
of the proposed PSD regulations in terms of not being required to
apply BACT.

Of the 96 sources not subject to the proposed regulations
with controlled emissions greater than 50 tons per year, 65
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sources would be subject to an applicable NSPS limit. A review
of the NSPS limits as compared with the BACT limits for these
sources did not indicate any significant difference between these
emissions levels, and therefore these sources would not incur any
savings as a result of not being subject to the BACT requirements.

The remaining 31 sources that did not have an applicable
NSPS limit could relax their controls to the SIP levels since
they would no longer be required to apply BACT. Based on a limit-
ed survey of control cost associated with meeting a BACT versus an
SIP limit, an overall cost savings for the 19 month period covered
by the survey of $3 to $6 million was calculated for sources that
would no longer be required to apply BACT. ($1.9 to $3.7 million/
yr savings.)

Although certain sources would no longer be subject to PSD re-
view, others that were not subject would now be subject and would
be required to apply BACT. Based on the estimates contained in
Section 4.3 and the information on the percentage of sources in
which BACT is significantly different than the SIP limit, the ad-
ditional cost of BACT for sources not currently subject to PSD
would be on the order of $12 to $24 million per yr.

MODELING

Since some sources would no longer be subject to the PSD
regulations, they would not be required to conduct an assessment
of the air quality impact. Based on the number of sources that
would no longer be subject to review and the level of modeling
that would have otherwise been required, there would be a cost
savings for certain sources amounting to a total of $0.9 million
per yr. However, because some additional sources, would be sub-
ject to review that were not previously subject to review and
these sources would be required to conduct some additional model-
ing, the total cost as a result of modeling would actually repre-
sent an increase of $0.9 million per yr.

MONITORING

The cost of preconstruction monitoring under the current
regulations was calculated by using information on the number of
monitors and type of monitoring that was conducted under the cur-
rent regulations obtained from the permit files, and multiplying
by the costs of monitoring. These costs were calculated by using
the latest equipment and network costs currently available. The
cost associated with the current regulations was approximately
$0.3 million per yr. However, only about 5 percent of the sources
surveyed indicated that they had established a preconstruction
monitoring network. The other 95 percent used existing State or
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local agency monitoring data. If the same percentage of sources
use existing monitoring data in the future that used it in the
past, the cost of monitoring as a result of the proposed regula-
tions would be $0.6 million per year or a $0.3 million per year
increase. If, however, all sources that would be subject to the
proposed regulations would establish their own monitoring net-
works in lieu of using existing State or local agency data, the
additional cost would amount to approximately $7.7 million per yr.

Since postconstruction monitoring may now be required for
certain sources, this would amount to an additional cost of ap-
proximately $2.3 million per year if certain sources such as
large power plants and smelters would be required to establish
and operate postconstruction monitoring networks.

FUGITIVE EMISSIONS

Very little, if any, information regarding fugitive emis-
sions was contained in the PSD permit files. Generally, sources
did not provide any special mention of fugitive emissions except
in those cases in which fugitive dust emissions were involved.
Because of this lack of information on fugitive emissions, very
little in the way of a quantitative assessment could be undertaken.
Based on the limited data available in the PSD permits, only one
major source category appears to be affected by the inclusion of
fugitive emissions in terms of applicability for sources on the
list of source categories published in the September 5 proposal.
Although some other source categories produce emissions in
quantities greater than 100 tons per year that could be considered
fugitive emissions under the proposed definition, these emissions
are currently listed as process emissions. Since these source
categories are listed as those for which fugitives should be con-
sidered in terms of applicability, it does not matter under the
proposal how -the emissions are classified in terms of applicability.
If the proposal would be changed, however, so that fugitive emis-
sions would not be included in terms of applicability for certain
sources on the list of 28 and some of the current emissions classi-
fied as process are redefined as fugitives, there could be situa-
tions in which these sources would no longer be subject to PSD
review. This would not be the situation in all cases as some of
these sources may have facilities that would have stack emissions
in excess of 100 tons per yr and therefore the source would still
be subject to review.

For most new sources, either the stack emissions are signif-
icantly above the 100 or 250 tons per year cutoff or the source
had no apparent fugitive emissions at all. Thus, including or ex-
cluding fugitive emissions does not appear to have a major impact
on new sources. It may, however, have more of an impact on major
modifications not subject to the current regulations. Existing
sources, although not really increasing their stack emissions,
could modify their facility so that fugitive emissions (e.g., the

viii



replacement or addition of valves or pumps, or the addition of a
new storage pile or materials-handling operation) would be above
the proposed de minimis levels and could be subject to PSD review.
No data are currently available that would indicate the magnitude
of this impact. However, it could be substantial, since many mi-
nor modifications could emit fugitive emissions above the propos-
ed de minimis levels.

DE MINIMIS EMISSION LEVELS

The de minimis emission levels affect sources in two ways.
The first is that they determine whether a proposed modification
at a major stationary source would be subject to PSD review. The
second is that once a source (either new or modified) is subject
to review, they determine whether a source will be required to
install BACT, conduct an air quality assessment, and include pre-
construction monitoring data for all pollutants it emits in ex-
cess of the de minimis levels.

Although the de minimis levels are pollutant specific, very
few sources emit just one pollutant. In other words, although a
source may no longer be subject to review for TSP because it had
net emission changes of less than 10 tons per year, it could still
be subject to review under the proposal because it had changes in
SO0, emissions of 20 tons per year. Information on the 151 modifi-
cations included in the 471 permits that were reviewed in detail
were evaluated and categorized according to the greatest amount of
emissions for any of the criteria pollutants that would be emitted
from the source as a result of a net change in emissions. Data
from this analysis indicate that approximately 87 percent of the
modifications would be greater than 10 tons per yr and approximate-
ly 68 percent of the modifications would be greater than 40 tons
per yr for some pollutants. If the same general emissions distri-
bution of modifications that have received PSD permits holds true
for those 1200 modifications that were not previously subject to
review, but which would be subject bhased on the proposal, then ap-
proximately 800 additional modifications would be subject to re-
view if the proposed de minimis levels would be changed from 10
to 40 tons per yr across the board for all pollutants. If however,
various de minimis levels are promulgated (for example, 25 tons/
yr for TSP, 40 tons/yr for VOC, SO, NOy; and 100 tons/yr for CO),
then based on the information from the 151 modifications that have
received permits, about 890 additional modifications wculd be sub-
ject to review.

In terms of the number of BACT and air quality reviews that
would be required once a source is subject to review, data from
226 PSD permits were abstracted and an analysis conducted to de-
termine how many BACT and air quality reviews would be required
under the current proposal as compared with selected alternative
levels. Based on the information available, if the current de
minimis levels are doubled, the number of BACT and air quality
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reviews for TSP, SO,, and NO, would be reduced by 24, 8, and 6
percent, respectively. The amount of TSP, SO,, and NOy emissions
subject to review, however, would only be reduced by 3, 0.1, and
0.03 percent, respectively. If on the other had various de mind-
mis levels are promulgated (for example, 25 tons/yr for TSP; 40
tons/yr for SO,, NOg, VOC; and 100 tons/yr for CO), then based
on the information available, the number of BACT and air quality
reviews for TSP, SO, NOx, and VOC would be reduced by approxi-
mately, 35, 25, 21, and 41 percent, respectively. The amount of
TSP, SO,, NOy, and VOC emissions subject to review, however,
would only be reduced by 5, 0.3, 0.2, and 4 percent, respectively.

NONATTAINMENT AREAS

Of the 604 permits issued under the current regulations, 73
permits were for sources located in nonattainment areas. Thirty-
four of these sources would have controlled emissions less than
100 or 250 tons per yr or the de minimis levels (as applicable), and
therefore would not be subject to either the nonattainment or the
PSD requirements and would therefore realize some control cost sav-
ings. The remaining sources would either be subject to PSD or
nonattainment review depending on the pollutants they emitted and
the designation of the area for that pollutant. A source was con-
sidered to be subject to nonattainment review and therefore not
subject to PSD review if it proposed to locate in an area desig-
nated as nonattainment for all the pollutants that it emitted. . If
it emitted any other pollutants that were designated as attainment,
it was considered to be still subject to PSD for those pollutants.

Of the permits in the survey, 39 sources would no longer be
subject to PSD for a number of the pollutants for which they were
major emitters. In some cases the source will still be subject
to PSD for some of -the major pollutants because the area is desig-
nated as an attainment area for these pollutants. Of these 39
sources, only 8 had applied the Lowest Achievable Emission Rate
(LAER) as required under the nonattainment NSR provisions. The
other 31 sources did not indicate that they had applied LAER, but
would be required to do so under the proposed regulations. There-
fore, these sources would be required to incur some additional
control costs as a result of applying LAER.

Although the 34 sources that would no longer be subject to
PSD review and/or nonattainment review would obtain some cost
savings as a result of the proposed regulations, the 31 sources
that would now be subject to the more restrictive nonattainment
requirements would incur some additional costs. The number of
sources no longer subject to review is very close to the number
that would receive additional review, and the type of sources are
very similar in each case. "Therefore, it was assumed based on
the limited data available, that the overall cost as a result of
geographic applicability in terms of nonattainment areas would be
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the same under the current and proposed requirements since the
total savings under one would be offset by the additional costs
imposed by the other.
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SECTION 1

INTRODUCTION

In 1974, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) promul-
‘gated regulations to prevent particulate matter (PM) and sulfur
dioxide (S0O:) emissions from significantly deteriorating the air
quality in areas where PM and SO, air quality levels were low-
er than the applicable National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS's). These regulations required that new or modified
source construction be prohibited unless the source could demon-
strate that it had applied the Best Available Control Technology
(BACT) for PM and SO, and that its emissions would not cause
significant deterioration of air quality.

On August 7, 1977, the President signed the 1977 Amendments
to the Clean Air Act (the Act) into law, and thus established new
prevention of significant deterioration (PSD) requirements, which
basically follow the outline of the 1974 regulations but are more
stringent.

On June 19, 1978, EPA amended the 1974 regulations to make
them consistent with the 1977 Amendments. Many industrial and
environmental groups petitioned the U.S. Court of Appeals of the
District of Columbia Circuit to review substantive portions of
the June 1978 revised regulations.

On June 18, 1979, in The Alabama Power Company v. Costle
(13 ERC 1225) case, the court issued a decision that upheld some
of the provisions of the June 1978 regulations and overturned
others. 1In its opinion, the court summarized its ruling, and
promised a supplemental, comprehensive opinion at a later date.
(The court issued its final opinion on December 14, 1979.) On
September 5, 1979, following the court's mandate, EPA proposed
certain changes in the June 19, 1978, regulations to make the
PSD requirements consistent with the June 1979 summary decision
in Alabama Power. The proposed changes included:

. Potential to emit
Fugitive emissions
Major modification
Preconstruction notice
Baseline definition
Ambient monitoring

De minimis levels.
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Each of the above changes under the proposed regqulations is-dis—
cussed below. .

Potential emissions would be determined after application
of emission controls, and would be calculated using maximum annu-
al rated capacity, year-round hours of operation, and any en-
forceable permit condition on the material combusted or processed.

Fugitive emissions would be excluded from a source's annual
potential emissions unless these emissions are from the industri-
al source categories listed in the proposed regulations.

Major modifications would be exempted on a pollutant-by-
pollutant basis from PSD review if the emission levels are less
than the de minimis levels. An exemption would also be granted
if there are sufficient emission reductions to offset the emis-
sion increase caused by the modification, so that no significant
net increase in emissions would result.

A written preconstruction notice to the reviewing authority
would be required (instead of a permit) from the following:

1. Construction not qualifying as a major modifi-
cation because of sufficient offsetting emission
reductions

2. A source with emission reductions to be used

for future offsets

3. Construction not qualifying as a major source
because of application of controls more stringent
than those required by the State Implementation
Plan (SIP), New Source Performance Standards (NSPS) ,
or National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air
Pollutants (NESHAPS).

The September 5, 1979 proposal revised the definition of
baseline and established the baseline date as the time of the
first completed permit application, after August 7, 1977, within
an Air Quality Control Region (AQCR) designated as either attain-
ment or unclassified.

More ambient monitoring would be required before and after
construction as a result of the proposal, for all pollutants reg-
ulated under the Act--not just the criteria pollutants.

The regulations also proposed to exempt, on a pollutant-
specific basis, major modifications and new sources from all re-
quirements if the emissions of a specific pollutant are below
the de minimis level. The de minimi{s air quality levels are to

be used as guidelines for exempting sources from PSD air quality



analysis on a pollutant-specific basis if the emissions are
above the proposed de minimis emission levels.

At the time of the September 5, 1979, proposal, EPA had not
conducted an assessment of the impact of the proposed changes to
the PSD regulations. The Act (Section 317) requires an impact
assessment of regulations and revisions to regulations issued
under Part C of the Act (PSD). Executive Order 12044 similarly
requires an impact assessment of significant regulatory actions.

Section 317 of the Act indicates that this assessment should
contain an analysis of the following:

1. Cost of compliance

2. Potential inflationary or recessionary
effects

3. Effects on competition with respect to

small businesses
4. Effects on consumer costs
5. Effects on energy use.

Section 317 also states that the assessment shall be as extensive
as practicable, taking into account the time and resources avail-
able to EPA.

This report presents an assessment with regard to the over-
all impact of the revised regulations and several of the major is-
sues and or changes outlined above. This assessment does not
attempt to gquantify the impact of every issue nor does it attempt
to assess the overall economic impact associated with the imple-
mentation of the PSD regulations. It is designed to provide a rel-
ative assessment of the impact of the proposed versus the current
regulations in terms of the sources to be affected, their associ-
ated emissions, major requirements that must be met or that are no
longer required to be met, and the direct costs associated with
meeting the additional requirements for sources that would still
be subject to PSD.



SECTION 2

DATA BASE USED IN THE ASSESSMENT

To assess the impact of the September 5, 1979, proposed PSD
regulations as compared with the current June 19, 1978, PSD reg-
ulations, the number of sources to be affected by each set of reg-
ulations had to be obtained. Since the current regulations have
been in effect since March 1, 1978, and since PSD permits have
been issued under these regulations, it seemed reasonable that an
assessment of the impact of the proposed regulations should be
centered on the sources that have been issued PSD permits and on
sources that are in varying stages of PSD review.

Final permits (approved and issued) and pending permits
(waiting to be approved) represent individual proposed sources
with specific sizes, locations, and impacts. Though typical hy-
pothetical sources (or model plants) were used for the impact as-
sessment of the current regulations, actual source data in the EPA
Regional Office files were used for the assessment of the Septem-
ber 5 proposed regulations. The actual rather than the hypotheti-
cal source data were used because it was determined that the
sources that had been issued permits to date represented a rea-
sonable cross section of sources that would have been subject to
the current PSD regulations over the past year or so and which
would be subject in the future. Additionally, this was the only
source of data available that was of sufficient detail to assess
whether certain sources would still be subject to PSD and what
would be the associated impact.

Because a number of issues must be evaluated regarding the
proposed regulations, certain information was necessary in order
to conduct the evaluation. This information was summarized by
issue, and a summary form or table was designed to abstract the
data from individual PSD files. A copy of this table or form is
shown in Figure 1.

2.1 REGIONAL OFFICE SURVEY

Each EPA Regional Office (RO) was contacted to obtain a list
of sources for which permits were pending or approved. These lists
were first summarized by source category and then reviewed to de-
termine which Regional Offices would be visited. Since only a

4
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few PSD permits had been issued for Regional Offices I and II
under the current regulations, and the data to be obtained were
expected to be limited, it was determined that Regional Offices I
and ITI would be excluded from the survey. This decision was rein-
forced when it was learned that these files did not have any
unique sources that would not be included by surveying the other
eight regional offices.

Each Regional Office was contacted, and dates were arranged
for reviewing the files and abstracting the data.

RO | 12/791 RO | 12/79

IIT| 05-07 § VIT { 03-07
IV | 11-14 | VIII| 10-12
v 04-07 | IX 10-14
VI | 03-07 | X 20-21

Of the 604 PSD permits issued to date, data on 471 permits were
collected in RO's III through X. However, some of the data need-
ed for completing certain parts of the assessment were unavaila-
ble. Therefore, the data abstracted onto the summary forms were
reviewed, and efforts were undertaken to either supplement or up-
grade the data.

2.2 FINAL PERMIT REVIEW

Assessment of the impact of the proposed regulations was
centered on the final PSD permits because these data had been
reviewed as part of the public comment process and had been ap-
proved by EPA as representing the final emissions and air qual-
ity impacts associated with particular sources.

As of November 1, 1979, approximately 604 sources had been
issued permits by EPA under the current PSD regulations for Re-
gions III through X during the 19 months from April 1, 1978, to
November 1, 1979. (Thirty other sources had been issued permits
in Regions I and II, bringing the total to 634.) Table 1 lists
the final permits by source categories for Regions III through X.
As shown, large numbers of permits had been issued for coal-clean-
ing or preparation plants and for asphalt batch plants. Because
many of these plants were similar in size and emissions and the
resources available toc complete the assessment were limited, only
a subset of these two categories were included in the detailed
survey, and no more than 10 sources in each of these two source
categories per Regional Office were included in the detailed sur-
vey. The sources not reviewed in detail were included in the as-
sessment of the number of sources subject to the proposed versus
the current regulations by assuming that these sources would be
subject or not be subject to the proposed regulations in the same
proportion as those that were reviewed in detail. Other portions

7



TABLE 1. PSD PERMITS ISSUED BY EPA REGIONAL OFFICES III-X,

APRIL 1978 TO NOVEMBER 1979

Source type

Modi-
Source category New | fied |Total

Fossil fuel-fired steam generator (>250x10° Btu/h) 19 2 21
Coal-cleaning plant 60 3 63
Portland cement plant 6 6 12
Primary zinc smelter
Iron and steel mill plant 11 5 16
Primary bauxite smelter
Primary copper smelter
Municipal incinerator 1 1
Hydrofluoric acid plant 1 1
Sulfuric acid plant
Nitric acid plant 1 1
Lime plant 11 4 15
Petroleum refinery 121 20 32
Coke oven battery 2 3 5
Phosphate rock processing plant
Sulfur recovery plant 3 3
Carbon black plant 1 2 3
Primary lead smelter
Secondary metal production plant 11 6 17
Chemical process 13| 12 25
Industrial boiler (>250x10° Btu/h) 22 | 12 34
Petroleum storage and transfer units 9 2 11
Taconite ore processing plant
Kraft pulp mill 2 7 9
Glass fiber processing plant 7 3 10
Charcoal production plant 1 1
Fuel conversion plant 7 5 12
Sintering plant
Asphalt batch plant 71| 24 95
Rock crushing 12 5 17
Natural gas compressor 9 7 16
Mining 15 4 19
Turbine 9 9
Other 110 | 46 |[156

Total 4251179 |604




of the assessment, however, did not include these sources because
sufficient information on emissions, air quality impact, etc.,
were not available to permit these sources to be included. There-
fore, with the exception of the total number of sources subject
versus not subject, the assessment for the most part unless other-
wise noted, was based on the data for the 471 sources for which
detailed information was obtained.

A review of the issued permits over the above 19-month time
period indicated that a good cross section of industrial sources
would be included in the assessment. Additionally, because there
were no unique economic conditions prevailing during this time
period that would substantially affect any of the source catego-
ries, this sample of final permits was assumed to be a reasonable
approximation of the sources and source categories that would be
affected by PSD during a similar time period in the future. This
assumption was further verified by reviewing a listing of pending
permits currently being processed by EPA.

2.3 PENDING PERMIT REVIEW

According to the information obtained from the EPA Regional
Offices, approximately 600 PSD permit applications were in vari-
ous stages of review as of November 1, 1979. The distribution of
pending permits for Regional Offices III through IX (Table 2) and
final permits (Tables 1 and 3) were similar within Regional
Offices and among source categories.

A detailed survey of pending permits was not undertaken for
two reasons: (1) the pending permits were in various stages of
review; therefore no firm estimates of the emissions of air qual-
ity impact could be obtained; for most sources, negotiations were
ongoing to decide the level of control that would be considered
as BACT and to decide which models and conditions should be used
in the final assessment of the air quality impact associated with
the proposed new or modified source, and (2) only limited re-
sources had been allocated for the survey portion of the assess-
ment, so only a limited number of permits could be included in
the data base for a detailed assessment. Even though a detailed
survey was not conducted for all sources with pending permits,
some pending permit data were included in the assessment. This
included a coal gasification facility and an oil shale project.



(psnuL3uoo)

queid BuLJajULS

jue(d uOLSU3AUOD |3N4

que|d uor3onpoad [eoddey)
queld Burssaocoud 4dqL} sselY

A

—OJ

LLtw dind 3jeay

jueid Burssadoud 340 d3LU0dERY

SLUN J3}jsuea} pue abed0}s wna 0433
y/nig ,0TX0G2< 43110q |RLAISNPU]

ey

-

¢l

i
N —i
']

WD ~

— <3 [s0]

. ss2204d [ROLWRY)
t3onpoad (e3aw £4epuodas
497 [aws pea| Auewtldd

queld yoe|q uogue)

que[d A43A0294 4N} |INS

queld Burssasoud 3904 33eydsoyd
A42130Q UBAO0 340)

AA3UL DU WND 0433

jueld swiT

jueld pLoe JLA3LN

que|d pLoe oLung|ns
que(d pLO® JL40N|}04PAH

11

JA0jeaauLoul [edLoLuniy

Ja3 sws 4addod Auewtdd
497 [aws 33Lxneq Aueuldd
jue(d {Ltw [933S pue uod]

Al
0¢

N — o~

~oM

6¢

N O —t

4373 [9WS duLlZ Adewldd
jue|d Juswed pue|lsod
jue|d buLuea}d-{eo)

y/n3g 40TX0GZ< 401e4duab weays padti-(ani [1ssO]

Lejol

X1

ITIA[ IIA | IA

Al

IT1

Ka0631e0 924N0S

6.6T YIGWIAON OL 8/61 Tlddy
‘YI-11I S39I440 TYNOIDIY S,¥dI NI 9NIONId SNOILYIITddy LIWd3d 0Sd ¢ 374vl

10



0T { 9°0T| v'6 | 88T | € 1T|2°6Z|v°01 abequaduad
605 16 | ¥§ 8y 96 8¢ |6vT |€9 . [e3ol
eVl €2 | 6 01 0€ 0¢ |I¥v |01 43430
8 1 g V4 auLrguan)
12 1 81 I T bututy
A o1 | L I 6 I é 405s3uadwod seb |eanien
Al I € I S 4 BuLysnuad 320y
ee 1 L 4 LT |9 jueld yozeq 3|eydsy
feol | XI | ITIA| IIA | IA A AL JTII A40693e0 20uN0S

(penutrjuod) z 374YL

11



TABLE 3. PSD PERMITS ISSUED BETWEEN APRIL 1, 1978, AND
NOVEMBER 1, 1979

To-
I IT JIII IV ) VI j VII jVIII IX X |tal
Number 11 29| 62| 253 | 41 95 18 431 90 2 1634
Percent- | 0.1 4.5 19.8(39.9 (6.5 |15.0 | 2.8 | 0.7(14.2 {0.3
age
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SECTION 3

COMPARISONS OF CURRENT AND PROPOSED PSD REGULATIONS

Current and proposed regulations were compared in terms of
the following:

ll

2.

The numbers and sizes 0of sources to be affected
by the current and the proposed regulations

The change in total emissions likely to result from
the proposed regulations

The amount of increment likely to be consumed by
sources that are no longer subject to PSD review
as a result of the proposed regulations

The estimated construction cost savings as a result
of sources no longer subject to PSD review as a re-
sult of the proposed regulations

The estimated cost savings as a result of sources
which would no longer be subject to BACT

The estimated cost of meeting BACT for sources
that were not previously subject to PSD but which
would be subject as a result of the proposal

The estimated costs of modeling and monitoring
under the current and the proposed regulations.

3.1 GENERAL COMPARISON OF CURRENT AND PROPOSED PSD REGULATIONS

The PSD preconstruction review requirements apply to any
"major emitting facility." This requirement applies to any sta-
tionary source which emits or has the "potential to emit"” 100
tons per year or more of any pollutant regulated under the Act
for any of the 28 source categories listed below:

Coal-cleaning plants (thermal dryers)
Kraft pulp mills

Portland cement plants

Primary zinc smelters

13



Iron and steel mill plants

Primary aluminum ore reduction plants
Primary copper smelters

Municipal incinerators

Hydrofluoric acid plants
Petroleum refineries

Lime plants

Phosphate rock processing plants

Coke oven batteries

Sulfur recovery plants

Carbon black plants (furnace process)
Primary lead smelters

Fuel conversion plants

Sintering plants

Secondary metal production plants
Chemical process plants

Fossil fuel-fired boilers (»250 x 10° Btu/h)
Petroleum storage and transfer units (>300,000 bbl)
Taconite ore processing plants

Glass fiber processing plants

Charcoal production plants

Fossil fuel-fired steam electric plants (>250 x 10° Btu/h)
Nitric acid plants

sulfuric acid plants

The requirements also include any other source with the potential
to emit 250 tons per year or more of any pollutant regulated un-
der the Act.

3.1.1 Potential to Emit

The current regulations define "potential to emit" as the
"capability at maximum capacity to emit a pollutant in the absence
of air pollution control equipment." Permit restrictions on hours
of operation and capacity could be taken into account in calculat-
ing potential emissions. However, the proposed regulations (in
response to the Court's decision in Alabama Power) define "poten-
tial to emit" as the "capability at maximum capacity to emit a
pollutant after the application of air pollution control equip-
ment." The proposed regulations further state that the potential
to emit shall be based on full design capacity. Thus at least
under the proposal, restrictions on the hours of operations and
capacity may not be taken into account in calculating potential
emissions. However, for comparison, an analysis was undertaken
to determine the impact of including restrictions on the hours
of operation and on the number of sources that would be subject

to review.
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The current regulations in general have exempted from full
review any major new or modified source that had emissions of
less than 50 tons per year, 1000 pounds per day, or 100 pounds
per hour--whichever was more restrictive. Under the current 50-
ton exemption, a source has not had to install BACT, and has not
had to provide an ambient air quality impact assessment. Since
under the proposed regulations, no new 50-ton source would ever
be major, this exemption was dropped as part of the PSD review
process.

3.1.2 Fugitive Emissions

Under the current regulations, fugitive as well as stack
emissions are considered in determining whether a source is sub-
ject to review for all sources. However under the proposed
regulations, fugitive process emissions would be considered along
with stack emissions in determining applicability for the follow-
ing source categories:

Coal-cleaning plants
Kraft pulp mills
Portland cement plants
Primary zinc smelters

Iron and steel mill plants

Primary aluminum ore reduction plants
Primary copper smelters

Municipal incinerators

Hydrofluoric acid plants
Sulfuric acid plants
Nitric acid plants
Petroleum refineries

Lime plants

Phosphate rock processing plants
Coke oven batteries

Sulfur recovery plants

Carbon black plants
Primary lead smelters
Fuel conversion plants
Sintering plants

Secondary metal production plants
Chemical process plants

Fossil fuel-fired boilers

Petroleum storage and transfer units

Taconite ore processing plants

Glass fiber processing plants

Charcoal production plants

Fossil fuel-fired steam electric plants

15



Any other source category being regulated under Section 111 or
112 of the Act at the time of the applicability determination
would also be included.

3.1.3 Geographic Applicability

The current regulations require that new or modified
sources be subject to PSD review regardless of location. The
proposed regulations (and final court decision), however, would
apply only to new or modified sources and pollutants within
AQCR's designated as attainment or unclassified.

3.1.4 Major Modifications

The current regulations subject a modified source to review
if it is one of the 28 source categories with emission increases
above 100 tons per year or if it is any other source with increas-
es above 250 tons per year; associated emission reductions were
not allowed to exempt the source from PSD review, but reductions
that offset the increase and prevented a net increase were allowed
to be used to avoid BACT review. Under the proposed regulations,
any modification to a major source would be subject to PSD review
if the modification would cause a net increase in the source's po-
tential to emit. The proposal also states that emission increases
offset entirely by contemporaneous emission reductions would not
be considered a modification. However, if a major stationary
source modifies its pollutant emissions so that the net increase
in any pollutant would be above the proposed de minimis levels, it
would be subject to PSD review for all the pollutants it emits
above the de minimis levels.

3.2 NUMBER OF SOURCES SUBJECT TO PSD REVIEW

As indicated in Section 2 of the 604 permits issued for
Regional Offices III through X, only 471 were reviewed in detail.
Of those reviewed in detail, 22 permits did not have data suita-
ble for this analysis. Therefore of the remaining 449 permits,
114 (36%) new sources and 118 (76%) modified sources would be sub-
ject to the proposed regulations. The figures for modified sources
should be viewed with some caution, however. Under the proposed
regulations, modifications would be reviewed only if they result
in a significant net increase in the emissions from a major sta-
tionary source (or would be a major source as a result of the mod-
ification). Certainly, some of the modifications included in the
survey of the PSD permits were not modifications of major station-
ary sources at the time that the permit was requested. Therefore,
these modifications would not be reviewed under the proposed regu-
lations. Because information on the size of the source that was
being modified was not part of the PSD permit file, the number of
modifications that would be subject to review represents an upper
bound on the number of modified sources subject to the proposed
regulations.

16



If hours of operation or limitations of capacity were con-
sidered in determining potential emissions, 108 (34%) new sources
and 110(71%) modified sources would be subject to the proposed
regulations. The calculations to determine the impact of limit-
ing the hours of operations or capacity used the information on
actual operating hours or capacity as reported in the permit ap-
plication. It was assumed that since the source would be operat-
ing at these levels, it would agree to limit its hours of opera-
tion or capacity to avoid PSD review if permitted to do so under
the proposal. Although this may not be the case for all sources,
it is a reasonable assumption for the purpose of this analysis.

The most important factor in determining whether a modified
source would be subject to the proposed regulations is the de
minimis levels. Under the current regulations, modified and new
sources have the same emission cutoff criteria for determining ap-
plicability under PSD. If this current concept of treating modi-
fied sources the same as new sources, in terms of general applica-
bility, were used in the proposed regulation, only about 45 per-
cent of the modified sources that have received permits to date
would be subject to PSD review. That is, only 45 percent of the
modified permits reviewed in detail had potential emission changes
after control of greater than 100 tons per year or 250 tons per
year as applicable.,

If new sources with emissions of 100/250 tons per year or
modified sources with emissions greater than de minimdis levels
that are proposing to locate in areas designated as nonattain-
ment were also subject to PSD review, approximately 37 percent
of the new sources and 82 percent of the modified sources would
be subject to review. In this analysis, a source was considered
to be subject to nonattainment review and therefore not subject
to PSD review if it proposed to locate in an area designated as
nonattainment for all the pollutants that it emitted. If it
emitted any other pollutants for which the area was designated
as attainment, it was considered to be still subject to PSD for
those pollutants and therefore was considered in the calculation
of the total number of sources subject to the proposed regulations.
It was assumed that if a source was a major emitter of at least
one pollutant, even though it was the nonattainment pollutant, all
other pollutants above the de mindim{s limits for which the area
was designated as attainment would still be subject to PSD review.
Twenty-two new or modified sources fell into this category. The
number of sources subject did not change even if the criteria to
subject a source to PSD review was any emissions rather than
emissions above the de minimis levels for those other pollutants
for which the area was designated as attainment. The only change
that did result was that for a few of the sources, one or two ad-
ditional pollutants would now be subject to PSD in addition to
the ones they emitted above the de minimis levels.

If the 133 permits (604-471) not surveyed in detail were
considered to be subject to review in the same proportion as the
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sources that were surveyed in detail, approximately 150(36%) new
sources and 133(76%) modified sources would be subject to review
under the proposed regulations. In summary, of the 604 permits
issued: 22 could not be classified; 283 (150 + 133) would be sub-
ject; and 299 would not be subject to the proposed regulations.
(22 + 283 + 299 = 604)

3.3 EMISSIONS FROM SOURCES NOT SUBJECT TO PROPOSED REGULATIONS

Table 4 presents the estimated quantities of emissions that
would be emitted by the sources in the sample of 471 permits not
subject to the proposed PSD regulations as published. These esti-
mates represent the emission levels in the final PSD permits. Al-
so included in Table 4 are estimates of the total emissions by
pollutant from the permits which would be subject to review under
the proposed regulations. A review of the table indicates that
two values seem out of line with respect to the other values in
the table. These values have been noted, and some additional in-
formation is provided in footnotes on the table. In terms of the
SO, values for Regional Office V, 7000 out of the 9000 tons per
year are due to the fact that a number of large SO, emitters are
proposing to locate in a designated nonattainment area for SO;,
and therefore these SO, emissions as such would not be subject to
PSD review but would be subject to the nonattainment provisions.
In addition, with respect to the particulate matter emissions in
Regional Office VIII, 20,000 of the 23,503 tons per year are from
fugitive emissions from mining operations that would not be in-
cluded in terms of applicability, and therefore these sources
would not be subject to review because they did not have stack
emissions that would exceed 250 tons per year.

Many sources no longer subject to the PSD regqulations may
relax the emission limits recorded in the permits if these limits
are significantly more restrictive than the current SIP or NSPS
limits. Because estimates of the SIP limits were not contained
in the PSD permits in most cases, it was not.possible to estimate
the total additional emissions that might result from sources re-
laxing their emission limits from BACT to SIP. However, Section
3.5 provides an assessment on a case-by-case basis as to the addi-
tional emissions that might be emitted from selected sources in
terms of the applicable NSPS and SIP limits.

3.4 CONSTRUCTION COST SAVINGS AS A RESULT OF SOURCES NOT BEING
SUBJECT TO PSD REVIEW

Sources in the sample of 471 permits that have undergone PSD
review but which would not be subject to the proposed regulations
may have incurred some costs as a result of obtaining a PSD per-
mit that would no longer have to be incurred and would therefore
represent a potential cost savings. Applying for a permit for
construction of a new or modified source entails several steps:

18



TABLE 4.

EMISSION LEVELS NOT SUBJECT TO PSD REVIEW UNDER

PROPOSED REGULATIONS@

(Regional Offices III-IX)

RO TSP S0, HC co NO,
111 960 693 | 222 74 83
IV 4,550 628 | 1,774 375 301
v 2,240 | 9,729°| 85 | 1,613 342
i 1,943 223 | 1,054 119 182
VII 816 7 0 5 7
VIII | 23,503“| 1,584 | 1,452 391 420
IX 1,635 1,717 | 363 395 1,795

Total | 34,648 | 14,583 | 4,952 | 2,974 3,133

Tota1% | 58,097 | 307,760 11,675 | 79,495 | 325,071

Emission levels are those associated with the 471 permits
surveyed in detail that were issued permits from April 1,
1978 to November 1, 1979 (19 months).

b7000 tons/year are from SO, sources that would be sub-

ject to nonattainment requirements because the sources

are located in designated SO, nonattainment areas.

C20,000 tons/year are from mining operations where fugi-
tive emissions are not considered in terms of applica-
bility, and therefore these sources would not be subject
to PSD.

dTota] emissions that would be subject to PSD review as

a result of the proposed regulations.
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1. Refining the requirements for a permit application

2. Monitoring to collect needed data
3. Preparing and submitting an application
4. Preparing comments and responding to requests for

additional information

5. Attending public hearings and responding to public
comments
6. Undergoing final review.

Since the impact in terms of the costs associated with several of
the key elements necessary to obtain a PSD permit will be dis-
cussed in detail in the following sections, this section will ad-
dress the general cost impact associated with the overall time
needed to obtain a permit once a complete application has been
submitted.

3.4.1 Typical Number of Days Necessary to Obtain a PSD Permit

A review of PSD permits issued under the current regula-
tions yielded the times shown in Table 5. The numbers in Table
5 represent the average, maximum, and minimum number of days be-
tween the receipt of a complete PSD application and the issuance
of a final permit for several source categories. The review
times were obtained from information contained in regional office
permit files. A total of 205 permits were reviewed that would
not be subject to the proposed regulations and that could be as-
signed a review time. The average review time for the 205 per-
mits is 192 days, or about 6% months per application.

In addition to the need to obtain a PSD permit, State NSR
permits are also needed to ensure that the source will meet all
applicable State limitations. If it is assumed that the average
State review time is 1 month,!s2?:3 the average review time just
for PSD reduces to 5% months. 1In some cases, the review may be
sequential, but in many cases the State NSR precedes the PSD re-
view process.

In addition to the actual time necessary to conduct a PSD
review, the following factors may affect the amount of time as-
sociated with receiving an approved permit:

1. Obtaining other permits (e.g. for water discharge,
hazardous material, solid waste, etc.)

2. Obtaining necessary funding
3. Acquiring property
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TABLE 5. NUMBER OF DAYS TO RECEIVE A PSD PERMIT UNDER THE
CURRENT REGULATIONS

Days between receipt of
application and issuance of
final permit

Number
Source category issued| Average { Maximum { Minimum
0i1 pipeline 1 709 709 709
Natural gas transfer 3 420 489 291
Sulfur recovery 3 365 587 249
Uranium mill 4 286 468 135
Fuel conversion 3 275 376 103
Incinerator 3 267 304 238
Cement plant 2 257 294 219
Charcoal plant 1 247 247 247
Secondary metal 6 244 410 119
Refinery 15 234 428 95
Steam generator 8 232 448 93
Aluminum 2 227 285 168
Lime plant . 4 221 372 85
Glass/ceramics/fiberglass 13 220 374 8
0i1 separation 2 213 291 134
Feed plant 2 205 233 177
Mining 16 202 498 59
Wood products 9 202 366 83
Boilers 5 196 324 89
Chemical process 14 193 450 98
Truck Toading 1 193 193 193
Rock crushing/processing 16 187 377 30
Coal preparation 12 183 417 72
Petroleum storage 10 173 370 65
Iron and steel 22 169 431 35
Mineral/slag processing 11 150 308 72
Asphalt plant 17 149 455 12
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4, Purchasing and delivering equipment.

Any one of these items can more than exceed the time normally
required to receive a PSD permit.

Depending on the order in which the applicant attempts to
pursue the above-required steps, the total construction project
leadtime could extend the time for obtaining a permit by several
months to a year. For example, if a source applies for a PSD
permit early on in the project planning process (e.g., when ob-
taining funding or acquiring property), then no additional time
would be spent on obtaining a PSD permit. If an application for
a PSD permit is submitted only after the above steps are taken,
however, a project may be delayed by several months.

3.4.2 Estimated Costs

The applicant experiences certain costs as a result of the
time imposed by the requirement to obtain a PSD permit. Although
a loss of production could cause a loss in income, this is gen-
erally not the case for any delay that may be incurred as a result
of PSD review, because these delays do not generally reduce the
useful life of the equipment and in most cases the production -can
be made up during later years. However, for example, there could
be a loss for sources that recover waste products as usable forms
of resources or energy, since the raw materials that are discard-
ed during the delays are not recoverable and if generated on site
must be disposed of until the unit is constructed and operational.
For example, recovery of municipal waste can yield profits of $6
to $8 per ton.' This profit would be replaced by disposal costs,
however, if a permit is delayed. Loss of production can also be
translated ipto an additonal cost if an alternative source of the
product must be purchased to compensate for loss of capacity; ex-
amples are purchased steam (as opposed to waste-generated steam),
electric power, and oil and gas supplies.

Energy losses can also be incurred as a' result of delays in
replacing antiquated, inefficient processing units with modern,
energy—-efficient units. Replacment of a refinery heater rated at
82 percent efficiency with one rated at 92 percent can reduce fuel
use by 12 percent and yet deliver the same heat. Therefore, these
could be additional costs that would be associated with any delay
in obtaining a PSD permit.

It is very difficult to quantify the actual cost associated
with any time delays as a result of the PSD review process. For
the source categories in Table 5, the minimum review time is 1 to
3 months; this time probably best represents the actual time neces-
sary to obtain a PSD application, without considering any other
factors. This is based on the fact that under the current regula-
tions Tier 1 reviews were estimated to take from 1 to 3 months.

The 2-year review time for the oil pipeline is not representative,
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as the project was highly debated and the permit application later
withdrawn.

The estimated cost incurred as a result of obtaining a PSD
permit will vary from source to source depending on the size and
type of source that is obtaining a permit. Estimates ranged from
a total cost of $8750 to approximately $2740 per day.S®

Since the sources that would no longer be subject would be
smaller sources (i.e. with controlled emissions less than 100
tons per year or 250 tons per year) and would tend to have short-
er review times (i.e. less than 6 months) and therefore incur less
overall cost, the lower end of the above range for the cost in-
curred due to delays in obtaining a PSD permit was used to esti-
mate the cost savings as a result of no longer being subject to
PSD review. Since the minimum amount of time that it would take
to obtain a PSD permit would be approximately 2 months (1 month
review plus 1 month for public comment), the average cost per
month using a total cost of $8750 would be $4375 ($8750 + 2 months).
Given this cost per month of $4375 and the average time for PSD
review of 5% months, the potential savings for the 299 sources
that would no longer be subject to PSD as a result of the proposal
is approximately $7.1 million (299 sources x 5% months x $4375).
The $4375/month seems reasonable for review times of 1 to 6 months
since the average cost per month is not expected to be signifi-
cantly different for review times of 6-month or less. Additional-
ly, this cost seems reasonable if the sources were not required to
offset a lack of product with purchases from another supplier. 1In
some cases, however, equipment delivery time exceeds the review
time and no additional cost would be incurred.?®

3.5 COST OF APPLYING BACT

Based on the review of 604 final PSD permits, 258 new and 41
modified sources would not be subject to the proposed regulations.
Table 6 lists these sources by categories. Sources no longer
subject to PSD would not be required to demonstrate that they
had applied BACT to all pollutants with levels above the de mind-
mis levels. (The impact of de minimis levels on the number of
BACT reviews is discussed in Section 4.5.) These sources would
be required to meet only an emission limit prescribed by an NSPS,
NESHAPS or a SIP. Because a SIP, NESHAPS or NSPS limit is theo-
retically less stringent than BACT, the source could derive a
cost savings by installing equipment with a lower degree of con-
trol than currently required by BACT. This cost savings would be
a direct result of not being subject to the proposed regulations.

3.5.1 Emissions Less Than 50 Tons Per Year

Some sources not subject to the proposed regulations were
not required to apply BACT under the current regulations. If a
source subject to the current regulations could demonstrate thgt
its controlled emissions would be less than 50 tons per year, it
was not required to demonstrate that it had applied BACT; it had
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TABLE 6. SOURCES NOT SUBJECT TO PSD AS A RESULT
REGULATIONS

OF PROPOSED

Source type

Modi -
Source category New | fied |Total

Fossil fuel-fired steam generatora (>250x10°® Btu/h) 1 1
Coal-cleaning plant? 18 18
Portland cement plantd 1 1
Primary zinc smelterd
Iron and steel mill plantd 6 1 7
Primary bauxite smelter
Primary copper smelterd -
Municipal incineratord 1 1
Hydrofluoric acid plant
Sulfuric acid plantd
Nitric acid planta
Lime plantd 7 7
Petroleum refinerya 4 3 7
Coke oven battery 2 2
Phosphate rock processing plant
Sulfur recovery plant 2 2
Carbon black plant
Primary lead smelterd
Secondary metal production plant 10 2 12
Chemical process 8 8
Industrial boilerd (>250x10° Btu/h) 8 1 9
Petroleum storage and transfer units? 8 2 10
Taconite ore processing plant
Kraft pulp milla
Glass fiber processing plant 3 3
Charcoal production plant
Fuel conversion plant 4 4
Sintering plant
Asphalt batch plantd 66 8 74
Rock crushing 9 9
Natural gas compressor ,
Mining 14 4 18
Turbine 2 2
Other 84 20 104

Total 258 41 299

ANSPS are applicable.
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to only demonstrate that it would meet the applicable NSPS,
NESHAPS or SIP limit. Of the 299 new or modified sources not
subject to the proposed regulations, approximately 203(68%)

have controlled emissions less than 50 tons per year; thus these
sources were not required to apply BACT or to go to the addi-
tional expense of installing control more stringent than that re-
quired by NSPS or SIP. Many of these sources, however, may have
applied controls beyond those required by NSPS or SIP (but not
equal to BACT), which resulted in emissions of less than 50 tons
per year, and thus they were exempt from the BACT requirements.
Therefore, an attempt was made to calculate the cost savings ac-
crued by sources who would no longer have an incentive under the
proposed regulations to reduce their emissions below 50 tons per
year.

Comparisons of emissions reported in the PSD permits with
those allowed by an applicable NSPS or SIP limit indicated that
more emissions would be emitted by some sources not be subject
to PSD. (NESHAP limits were not included in the analysis since
very little information was contained in the PSD permits with re-
spect to the pollutants covered by NESHAPS.) In many cases the
emissions from meeting the NSPS or SIP limit, however, would be
less than 50 tons per year. Table 7 lists the particulate emis-
sions that could be emitted under the SIP or BACT based on the
permits which were issued from April 1, 1978 to November 1, 1979.

A closer review of the permit data indicated that although
more emissions would be allowed, the difference in control levels
to obtain these emissions would not exceed 2 or 3 percent. For
example, instead of a requirement to install a 99 percent effi-
cient fabric filter, a source would be required to install only
a 97 percent efficient one; this difference in efficiency would
only have a slight variation in cost because the parameters that
affect costs (A/C ratio, number of bags, type of cleaning, etc.)
are determined more by source application than by the desire to
obtain a particular control efficiency. Although savings associ-
ated with the sizing of fans or other air-moving equipment might
be realized, these savings in comparison to the overall control
equipment cost would be relatively insignificant--thousands com-
pared to tens or hundreds of thousands of dollars. Thus, although
cost savings are possible for sources with emissions less than 50
tons per year, most sources would not incur any savings in con-
trol cost by not being subject to the proposed regulations. It
should be noted that for those sources which emit VOC emissions
there could be some control cost savings as a result of not being
subject to PSD review because in many cases, there are only a few
NSPS and SIP requirements that affect VOC sources, especially
those that would emit less than 50 tons per year.

3.5.2 Emissions More Than 50 Tons Per Year

Of the 96 sources not subject to the proposed regulations
with controlled emissions greater than 50 tons per year, 65
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TABLE 7. COMPARISON OF PARTICULATE MATTER EMISSIONS UNDER BACT
AND SIP FOR SOURCES THAT WOULD NO LONGER BE SUBJECT TO PSD REVIEW

Emissions,
tons/yr

Source category BACT SIP
Secondary aluminum 9 65
Steel foundry 0 47
Fiberglass 49 171
Mineral wool 20 93
Steel foundry 28 49
Fiberglass 11 14
Polyvinylchloride (PVC) 6 43
Woodworking 7 47
Woodworking 7 12
Rice mill 26 49
Asphalt plant 1 3
Cement plant 49 142
Iron borings 15 49
Iron foundry 5 44
Stone-crushing 20 98
Structural steel 2 2
Bentonite processing 26 26
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sources consisting of 9 source categories would be subject to an
applicable NSPS limit. Two of these categories (petroleum re-
fineries and iron and steel) only have an NSPS limit for specific
facilities within the source, however, and not all facilities have
an applicable NSPS limit. '

A review of the emission limits proposed for these 65 sources
under PSD indicates that in all cases the NSPS limit was equal to
the BACT limit for those facilities for which an applicable NSPS
limit exists. Therefore, with two exceptions (in which not all
facilities were covered by NSPS) there would be no cost savings
for the 65 sources because they are no longer subject to PSD re-
view.

The remaining 31(10%) sources (those with no applicable NSPS
limits and emissions between 50 and 100/250 tons per year) could
relax controls to SIP levels since they would no longer be subject
to PSD. Since SIP limits were available for only a few of the 31
sources (i.e. those in Table 7), a limited analysis was performed
to determine the impact of the potential relaxations that may oc-—
cur because the sources are no longer subject to BACT. Table 8
summarizes this analysis for selected sources. In a few cases,
the SIP limit equals the BACT limit; in other cases, the SIP limit
is within a factor of 2 of the BACT limit so the source could meet
the limit by installing a device with an average efficiency of 5
percent less than the device currently proposed. Theoretically,

a source would select a less expensive, less efficient control de-
vice, but in most cases the required control efficiency is such
that the same basic control device would be needed in order to
meet the relaxed limit. If this is the case, there would be little
if any cost savings. If these sources could meet the SIP limits
without any control, the overall cost savings, based on the cost
data in the PSD permits surveyed, would be on the order of $25
million for the period covered by the survey. This would amount
to an average control cost savings of approximately $850,000 per
source. Because some basic level of control would be needed un-
der the SIP, however, the overall cost savings would more likely
be on the order of $3 to 6 million for the period covered by the
survey. ($1.9 to $3.7 million on a yearly basis.) This would
amount to an average savings of $100,000 to $200,000 per source.
Since the SIP limit is not significantly different from the BACT
limit for a number of sources, $100,000 to $200,000 per source is
a reasonable estimate of the possible savings associated with a
source having to meet a less stringent emission limit as a result
of not being subject to PSD. The above costs savings are in terms
O capital cost since no data were available regarding the opera-
tion and maintenance costs for the sources included in the survey.

Although certain sources that are currently subject to PSD
review will no longer be subject, other sources that previously
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were not subject will be subject as a result of the proposed
regulations. These sources are those modifications to major
sources that would have increased controlled emissions in excess
of the de mindimis levels, but uncontrolled emissions less than
100/250 tons per year. Since most of the modifications would have
emissions on the order of 10 to 50 tons per year and would be sub-
ject to at least SIP limits if not NSPS limits, the additional
control technology costs of meeting BACT (since BACT is equal to
NSPS or the SIP in many cases) results in no additional control
costs being incurred. There will be cases, however, in which the
BACT limit would require that additional controls be imposed. If
the above estimates regarding the control cost differential be-
tween BACT and SIP are used and approximately 10 percent of the
modifications (120 sources per year--see Section 4.3 for details
on number of modifications to be subject) that would come under
review would require that additional controls be imposed, the
additional cost would be on the order of $12 to 24 million/yr

(120 sources X $100,000--120 sources X $200,000).

Therefore the net impact in terms of additional control
costs of revising the regulations would be on the order of $10 to
20 million dollars ($12 minus $1.9 million to $24 minus $3.7 mil-
lion).

3.6 COSTS FOR AIR QUALITY ASSESSMENTS

Under the proposed regulations, all major new and modified
sources with net emissions in excess of the de minimis levels
must assess the source's impact on the air quality increments and
the NAAQS's through modeling and preconstruction monitoring. The
current regulations only require that an ambient air quality im-
pact assessment be conducted for new and modified sources that
would emit levels in excess of 50 tons per year. Therefore, an
assessment was undertaken to compare the cost associated with
the proposed versus the current regulations, regarding the model-
ing and monitoring efforts needed to comply with the respective
regulations.

3.6.1 Estimates for Preconstruction Modeling

The modeling efforts were divided into five example catego-
ries ranging in complexity from the initial screening to sophisti-
cated modeling with three or four iterations. These example
categories were developed as a result of PEDCo's previous experi-
ences with modeling and the associated cost. Table 9 lists the
five basic categories and their estimated costs.

The level of complexity is a function of meteorological and
geographical considerations, source configurations, and number
and location of receptors. This review considered PTMAX, PTDIS,
and PTMTP as the less sophisticated models and CRSTR, RAM, CDM,
and VALLEY as the more sophisticated models.
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TABLE 9. MODELING COSTS FOR PSD REVIEW

Cost Description

I. $ 500/ Initial screening - calculation of ground-level maximum
concentration using basic Gaussian dispersion equations@

II. $ 1,500 Screening models - nonsophisticated models PTMAX, PTDIS,
PTMTP; Timited receptor sites and meteorological consid-
erations

III. $15,000 | Sophisticated modeh’ngb - analysis of one facility in
attainment area

Iv. $30,000 | Sophisticated mode]iggp - analysis of one facility and
one other major stationary source in attainment area
for three pollutants and in nonattainment area for one
pollutant; source impacts in nonattainment area

V. $50,000 | Sophisticated mode]ingp - analysis of one facility in
clean pocket of nonattainment area; many other sources
within impact area; three or four iterations

@Turner, D.B. Workbook of Atmospheric Dispersion Estimates PHS Publica-
tion No. 999-AP-26, Environmental Protection Agency, Research Triangle
Park, North Carolina, 1970.

bSophisticated modeling - detailed, sophisticated models such as CRSTER,
RAM, and CDM.

Initial screening is defined by air quality impact values
calculated by using the basic Gaussian dispersion equation. Of
the approximately 471 sources for which a detailed survey was
conducted, 440 had some data on the type of model used for the
air quality assessment. These data were reviewed, the modeling
efforts categorized according to the example categories in Table
9, and the modeling cost associated with each of the 440 permits
was calculated by multiplying the number of sources within'each
category by the costs in Table 9. Based on these calculations
the cost of modeling under the current regulations was estimated
to be $6 million for the 19 month period covered by the survey

($3.9 million on a yearly basis).

The cost of modeling under the proposed_regulations was
calculated by using the cost information in Table 9 and mul-
tiplying by the number of sources that are subject to the pro-
posed regulations (283) categorized by the extent of modeling
that would be required based on the categories in Table 9.

For example, if five sources would be required to use sophis-
ticated modeling in which only one facility per source would need
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to be analyzed (Category III), the cost of modeling would be 5 X
$15,000 (cost for category III from Table 9) or $75,000 for these
five sources. Similar calculations were performed for all cate-
gories and the costs summed for all 283 sources subject to the,
proposed regulations. The cost of modeling for these sources as
a result of the proposal for the 19 month period covered by the
survey was estimated to be $4.9 million ($3.0 million on a yearly
basis).

3.6.2 Estimates for Preconstruction Monitoring Review

The current PSD regulations require monitoring only for
pollutants for which NAAQS's exist and only for criteria pollu-
tants emitted in excess of 50 tons per year. The proposed regu-
lations generally require preconstruction monitoring for all
pollutants regulated under the Act and emitted in excess of the
proposed de minimis levels. Up to 1 year of preconstruction
data for criteria pollutants are needed for each permit applica-
tion.

The monitoring network costs’ were calculated on an annual
basis, assuming a sampling schedule of once every sixth day (i.e.
61 visits a year to each site unless otherwise specified). 1In
reviewing the permits it was assumed that local weather data were
used unless the permit specified costs incurred to establish a
meteorological monitoring network; State monitoring data were used
for air quality assessments under the current regulations unless
the permit specified that a monitoring network was established.

An average base travel cost of $600 for sample collection was in-
cluded in the monitoring cost calculations. Table 10 presents an
example calculation for the travel cost. It assumes an average
distance of 20 miles per visit, and a mileage charge of $0.23 a
mile. The labor cost to and from the network sites was calculated
using a burdened wage rate of $11.50 an hour. Network estimates
were based on having two monitors for TSP, NO,, or 03 and three
for SO, or CO.

TABLE 10. TRAVEL COSTS FOR DATA COLLECTIONS

1220 x $0.23 per mile

Vehicle operationa 20 X =
2 (1220 + 45 mph) x $11.50

0 x 61
Labor cost 0 x 61

I

$281
= §312

Total $593 ~ 600

8Cost = average distance (20) x number of visits per year (61) =
mileage per year (1220) x charge per mile ($0.23).

bCost = average distance x number of visits per year = mph (45)

x charge per hour ($11.50).
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The cost of monitoring under the current regulations was
calculated by using the information regarding the number of moni-
tors and type of monitoring that was conducted under the current
regulations obtained from the permits file and multiplying by the
costs in Table 11l. The cost associated with the current regula-
tions based on the 471 permits surveyed in detail was approximate-
ly $0.5 million (this would amount to approximately $0.3 million/
yr). Figure 2 is an example of the calculation sheet that was
used to calculate the cost of a specific type of network, con-
sisting of two TSP and NO, monitors, three SO, and CO monitors,
and monitoring for Be and Hg. Twenty-two other tables (Tables
A-6 through A-28) similar to Figure 2 were developed for various
combinations of pollutant monitoring and are found in Appendix A
along with the specific cost data used for monitoring TSP, SO,,
CO, NO: and ozone (Tables A-1 through A-5). These tables were
then used in calculating the cost of monitoring for a specific
source for which a permit had been issued. For example, a parti-
cular cement plant in Regional Office ITII would have to monitor
for TSP and SO,. The table setting forth the specific requirements
for TSP and SO, monitoring was then used to calculate the cost of
monitoring for this source. 1In this case it was $47,800. The
cost for each source was determined and the total cost was obtain-
ed by adding the costs for all sources subject to the proposed
regulations.

Less than 5 percent of the permits that have been issued to
date reported that a source had established a preconstruction net-
work to comply with the current monitoring requirements. The
other 95 percent were assumed to have used previously established
State or local agency monitoring networks. If 95 percent of
sources required to monitor under the proposed regulations could
use previously established monitoring networks, the total monitor-
ing cost associated with the proposed regulations for the 19 month
period covered by the survey would be approximately $0.9 million
dollars, or less than a 49 percent increase.

The monitoring requirements of the proposed regulations are
more stringent, however, and generally require monitoring of more
pollutants than the current regulations. If all sources subject
to the proposed regulations included in the survey of permits
established their own preconstruction networks, the additional
cost would be in excess of $12 million for the period covered by
the survey ($8.0 million/yr). It is extremely unlikely that all
sources would need to establish a network for all pollutants for
which monitoring is required, thus, the expected cost would be
closer to $0.9 million than to $12 million, the latter being the
outside limit of additional monitoring costs resulting from the
proposed regulations.

3.6.3 Estimates for Postconstruction Monitoring

In addition to 1 year of preconstruction monitoring data,
the proposed regulations may also require data from postconstruc-
tion monitoring for certain large sources. Since specific source
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TABLE 11.

MONITORING NETWORK COSTS

Item Description Cost
Instrument shelter| Portable booth, 7 x 7 ft; air conditioned; {$ 2,300
suitable for one S0,, NO,, or CO monitor
Unfurnished office trailer, 16 x 8 ft; 3,000
larger size for more than one SO,, NO, or
CO monitors
Trage] cost (Table| Vehicle operation 290
1-2
Labor cost 310
Total 600
SO, monitor (Table Continuous analyzer; cost amortized over 5| 13,027

A-1, Appendix A)

years; network of three monitors suggested;
instrument shelter needed

C0, monitor (Table| As above 10,4412

A-2, Appendix A)

NO, monitor (Table| As above, except two rather than three 9,394a

A-3, Appendix A) monitors

0; monitor (Table | As above 9, 3862

A-4, Appendix A)

TSP monitor (Table| Hi-vol air sampler; 61 samples/year; two 1,615a

A-5, Appendix A) monitors per network suggested; no instru-
ment shelter needed

Pb (hi-vo])b Filter preparation 3¢
Analytical protocol gt
61 samples per year Total 671

Be (hi-vol)? Filter preparation 3¢
Analytical protocol 9.50°
61 samples per year Total | 762.50

Hg (hi-vol)? Filter preparation 3¢
Analytical protocol 17¢
61 samples per year Total | § 1,220

3Cost per monitor.

CCost per mile.

b
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ve

Annualized atation costs (per pollutant monitored), before adjuntment

! Quantity dlucountb
No. of | Annualized a (v % annualized- cquipment Total annualized costn®
Pollutant monitored atationsn l station cost ! Subtotal costC x na. of statlons) |. (per pollutant monitored) .
'SP 2 x s 1l5 = - VxS x ) - s 3530 )
[ - - -
NDx PRI AL X S NS S .8
SO, 3 x5 [5DAT - - 0 vxs X ) = $39 %F)
e - xStOu.'JJ:‘S - | v x $ x ] - 53)333
g@_ ~’ X S 7("3::‘0 - - ( vVox $§ X ) - $ f“/ LD.‘SO
*'\j ’:51,1:0- -3 - ! VX s x ) - S laan.n
t M .
suvtotel | I [ 94v404.80
Shelter costs
. Dcprcclut.iond Annualized
Shelter olze, ft No. of shelters Cost per shelter period, ycars shelter coats
1
J.5 x 4.0 X S 3 $
,,C..LJ_‘,Q\ X $ ¢ S
La 0 x 3.0, = X $ (o XaY®) t $ D o0
32.0 x 8.0 2 x S 3 ' s 7
Other | x $ ¢ $
Subtotal | | 000

Travel conta

WNo. of statlions ! Average distance, milea ‘ No. of visits per yearv = Ycarl‘; v;llc.\gc
L i
vehicle operatlon x X - - x 0. /mile - 5
x X - x 0, /mile =
LLabor cost . x x { I mph) x $ wage rate/h = ¢
x % { ! mph) % § wage rate/h = §
Subtotal ) : B _’/,
Total annuallzed network cost COO O'\
8 conts obtalned from individual tables in Section 3.0. '
b Dependent on vendor and quantity, but generally between 2V and 18V,
€ Annualized equipment costes obtained from individual tables {n Section J3.0.
d

Assumcs 5 ycars.

ﬁ/o;/ooy..JO

Figure 2. Sample calculation sheet for annualized costs of air monitoring network.



categories were not identified in the proposal, assumptions were
made about which sources would be affected by postconstruction
monitoring. Assuming that the same numbers and types of sources
would be issued permits during any 19-month period as in the past
19 months, 18 fossil fuel~-fired steam generators, 24 refineries,
and 15 chemical process plants would be required to establish

and operate postconstruction monitoring networks.

Existing networks are not likely to be satisfactory for
postconstruction monitoring, so additional monitoring would be
required. Based on data in Table 11 the additional costs would
be $3.7 million. Table 12 lists the cost estimates by source
category; these estimates were based on a review of individual
permits and the actual emission rates, specifically those above
the de minimis levels were used to determine which pollutants
would require monitoring.

TABLE 12. POSTCONSTRUCTION MONITORING COSTS®

Projected
number of | Cost,
Source category sourcesa 10%$
Fossil fuel-fired steam generator 18 $1.2
Petroleum refinery 24 1.5
Chemical process 15 1.0
Total 57 $3.7

qFor a 19-month time period.

3.6.4 Summary

The costs associated with the PSD requirements for model-
ing and monitoring are summarized in Table 13. The preconstruc-
tion estimates are given separately because of the variability of
the preconstruction monitoring costs, i.e., sources could use
existing data from existing networks instead of establishing their
own monitoring networks. It should be noted that the estimates
regarding the monitoring and modeling costs are based on the
September 5 proposed de minimis levels and that if the levels are
raised the cost of modeling and monitoring would be reduced. The
exact amount is unknown since it would depend on the specific pol-
lutant emission levels and the amount of emissions that are emit-
ted from each individual source. Some estimates are provided
in Appendix B, however, based on specific revised de minimis levels.

3.7 AIR QUALITY IMPACT OF SOURCES THAT WOULD NO LONGER BE SUB-
JECT TO PSD

Since many sources would not be subject to the proposed regu-
lations because of the controlled emission cutoffs of 100 and 250
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TABLE 13.

COST IMPACT OF PSD MODELING AND MONITORING

REQUIREMENTSa
Current Proposed Difference between
Requirement |[regulations | regulations | current and proposed

Modeling $6.1 $4.9 $-1.2
Preconstruction

moni toringb 0.5 0.9 - 0.4
Preconstruction

monitoringc 0.5 12.7 12.2
Postconstruction

monitoring 0 3.7 3.7

%or a 19-month time period.

bAssuming 95 percent of sources subject to proposed regulations
use previously established networks.

CAssuming all sources subject to proposed regulations esta-
blish new networks.
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tons per year, they would be exempt from preconstruction PSD re-
view in terms of their air quality impact and the regquirement to
install BACT. The assumption inherent in the 100 and 250-tons-

per-year controlled emission cutoffs is that the air quality im-
pact of these sources would be for the most part of little con-

cern in terms of review on a source by source basis.

Air quality modeling data from sources that would not be
subject to the proposed regulations as a result of the change to
the potential emission definition were analyzed to determine the
significance of the air quality impacts. Table 14 lists the
sources and their EPA region, facility size, TSP or SO, concen-
tration, and percentage contribution to the respective TSP or SO,
increment. The maximum 24-hour concentrations were estimated to
occur at distances ranging from 0.25 to 3.5 km (0.15 to 2.1 mi),
and the average consumed approximately 44 percent of the TSP or
SO, increment. Although no longer subject to PSD review, if these
sources are constructed after the first permit is received in an
area, they would have the potential to consume significant per-
centages of the allowable TSP or SO, increment near the source
(e.g., 0.2 to 1 km); the extent of consumption would be directly
dependent on the area of impact associated with the source.

Air quality impacts associated with sources no longer sub-
ject to PSD regulations may be higher than those in Table 14,
since these impacts were calculated assuming that the source had
applied BACT. Because these sources are no longer subject to
PSD review, the levels of emissions permitted could be substantial-
ly greater than those used in the air quality impact analysis if
the SIP or NSPS limits would be significantly less stringent than
BACT.
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TABLE 14,

MODELING RESULTS OF PROPOSED NEW SOURCES NOT SUBJECT
TO PROPOSED PSD REGULATIONS

Emission, | 24-h avg conc, | Consumption
tons/yr ug/m?3 of
Capacity or increment

Source category facility size PM SO, | TSP SO, %

Lime plant 150x10°3 805 5 14
Liquid waste incinera-| 9,499 6 37 100

tor

Municipal incinerator | 31,200 22 13 35
Clay processing 180 26 69
Opalite plant 270x10° 32 5 14
Plywood manufacturing | 210x10° Btu/h 116 29 77
Refinery 200 bb1/day 3 <1 1
Coal gasification 20x10° Btu/h 150 23 25
Coal preparation 2.3x10° Y 26 69
Woodworking 45x10° BD ft/wk 47 11 30
Gold and silver mining | 1,000 tons/h 699 37 100
Molybdenum mine 7.9x10°8 600 32 86
Rock quarry 250x10° 44 31b 84
Aluminum reclamation 21x103 96 <1 2
Casting facility 43 <1 1
Industrial boiler 352x10°% Btu/h 33 6 15
Silica fusion 3,600 3 6 16
Sulfur recovery 82 <1 1
Glass fiber product 31,025 72 9 24
Asphalt 128 tons/h 17 17 45
Asphalt 256 tons/h 6 18 47

®Tons/yr unless otherwise specified.

bAnnua] average concentration.

“Board feet/week.
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SECTION 4

MAJOR ISSUES ASSOCIATED WITH THE PROPOSED REGULATIONS

A number of issues have been raised regarding the proposed
regulations:

1. Preconstruction notice

2. Applicability of fugitive emissions

3. Definitions of source, facility, installation, and
modification

4. De minimis levels

5. Area for baseline determination

6. Monitoring requirements (Section 3.6)

7. Geographic applicability (Section 5.0)
8. Pollutant applicability

9. Innovative technology waiver
10. Secondary emissions
11. Portable facilities
12. Nonprofit institutions.

Assessments of the impacts of the first five issues are in
Sections 4.1 to 4.5, respectively. The sixth issue was previous-
ly discussed in Section 3.6, and the seventh issue will be dis-
cussed in Section 5.0. The remaining issues are discussed in
Section 4.6.

4,1 PRECONSTRUCTION NOTICE REQUIREMENTS

The proposed amendments to the current regulations require
a preconstruction notice from all new and modified sources sub-
ject to, and from selected new and modified sources not subject
to, the proposed regulations. If the source is subject, the no-
tice is only a written statement with the date that construction
will begin. This must be submitted at least 90 days before that
date. If the source is not subject, a notice is required for
(1) a modification to a major source that would have been subject
if it had not had sufficient reductions in contemporaneous emis-
sions, (2) a new source that would have been classified as major
if it had not applied control equipment more efficient than that
generally required by the applicable SIP or other specified
standard, and (3) reductions that will be used for future off-
sets. The following sections outline the requirements, their
estimated costs, and the projected impacts of the preconstruction
notice requirement.
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4.1.1 Contents of the Notice

As specified in the proposed regulations the information
required in a preconstruction notice differs slightly between
new and modified sources. For both, the following information
is required:

1.

Name and address of owner/operator.

Nature of source or modification.

Location of source or modification.

Potential (controlled) and allowable emission
rates for any pollutant regulated under the Act

for all units within the new or modified source.

A schedule of when changes in the emissions of
any regulated pollutant are expected to occur.

Any other information deemed necessary by the
EPA Administrator to determine whether a source
is exempt from impact assessment and PSD review.

A modified source using contemporaneous emission reductions
for offsets must include:

7.

8.

Calculations of how the contemporaneous emis-
sion reductions identified in a separate noti-
fication would adequately offset any emission
increases of any regulated pollutant.

A demonstration that each emission reduction
would be enforceable under the SIP.

The separate notification mentioned in Item 7 is required at the
time any emission reduction would be used for offset; this noti-
fication should include:

1.

Name and address of the owner/operator.

Type and amount of each emission decrease, and
identification of the affected emission unit.

Schedule of when each contemporanecus emission
reduction has or is expected to occur.

Other information deemed necessary by the EPA

Administrator to determine if the reductions
are acceptable.
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Under Item 6, EPA may request additional data for evaluation of
the notice; as a minimum, EPA is expected to request data on pro-
cess rate, annual operating hours, fuel analysis, and control
equipment design parameters.

4.1.2 Costs of Preparation

Preparation of a preconstruction notice will require time
and effort by the owner/operator or an agent. The level of ef-
fort is expected to vary with the complexity of the proposed con-
struction activity. Effort/cost estimates were based on source
categories and on whether the construction activity was classified
as a new or modified source. Following are discussions of each
item listed above and estimates of man~hours required to satisfy
the information requirements and the preparation of the submittal.

1. Reporting the name and address of the owner/
operator requires negligible cost.

2. Describing the proposed activity briefly or in
detail (depending on EPA guidelines should
include the type of process, raw materials. in-
put, products, operating hours, maximum and de-
sign capacity, fuels used, and emission points
identified); such data should be readily avail-
able as part of the design and engineering of
the construction activity. The time required
to assemble the data can vary greatly with the
number of emission units within the source/
modification. The estimated hours needed for
preparation of these data range from 20 man-
hours for simple sources to 120 man-hours for
complex sources/modifications.

3. Specifying the location of source/modifica-
tion will require determining the universal
transverse mercator (UTM) coordinates and
specifying the city, county, AQCR, and the
site address. This is estimated to require
8 to 16 man-hours.

4. Calculating potential and allowable emission
rates can be complex and time consuming for
sources with many emission units emitting
several regulated pollutants. If emission fac-
tors are not readily available, an engineering
analysis should include material balances and
extrapolation of data from other similar sources.
For a straightforward source with few emission
points and few regulated pollutants, the effort
is estimated at 8 man-hours; for a complex
source/modification with several emission units
and without emission rate data, the estimate is

100 man-hours.
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The development of a time schedule when changes
in emissions of any pollutant will occur is
estimated to require 4 man-hours.

Supplying other EPA required data on the types
of control equipment and the number of emission
units on which control is applied (at a minimum,
control equipment design parameters) may be
simplified by using the specifications of the
owner of the facility or the vendor of the con-
trol equipment. This effort should only require
assembling the necessary data and preparing a
submittal to EPA. For an ESP on a small boiler,
the effort is estimated as 8 man-hours; for a
large power plant with ESP's and limestone scrub-
bing, the estimate is 40 to 100 man-hours, de-
pending on the number of control devices.

Calculating the proposed contemporaneous emis-
sion reductions for offsets is an effort similar
to that for estimating emissions from proposed
modifications; for existing processes, emission
calculations may be available for submittal

with little revision or recalculation. If not,
the effort required to prepare offset calcula-
tions for submittal may be up to 100 man-hours.

Demonstrating that each contemporaneous emission
reduction would be enforceable under an SIP
would vary greatly with the situation. If the
reduction was to be achieved by shutting down an
emission unit, the demonstration would consist
of a rescission of the State orerating permit; a
rescission is estimated at 40 man-hours. If the
operating hours of an emission unit are to be
limited, the operating permit must be revised to
incorporate the limit; this is estimated to re-
gquire about 60 man-hours. If the reduction on a
unit is to be achieved by installing more effi-
cient control equipment or by a process change,
a revised operating permit must be obtained
specifying lower emission limits; this is the
most complex and time-consuming situation since
it would be equivalent to obtaining a new permit
subject to complete review it is estimated at
100 to 300 man-hours.

Submitting a separate notification, when a modi-
fied source proposed to use contemporaneous
emission reductions as offsets, requires no in-
formation in addition to that already obtained
to fulfill the preconstruction notice require-
ments; the effort required to prepare and submit
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the separate notice will vary with the number

of notices (one for each emission unit retire-
ment date), but little effort will be required
for subsequent notices after the first one has
been submitted. The effort is estimated as 20
man-hours.

Table 15 presents estimated costs for Items 1 through 8.
The costs for new and modified sources are based on a burdened
rate of $35 per man-hour. The cost ranges from $2800 for a
simple new source to $26,600 for a complex modification.

4.1.3 Future Effects

The purpose of the preconstruction notice is to provide
EPA with data on construction activities that were borderline
(as far as not being subject) and for which EPA had no other
source of data. Thus, the preconstruction notice requirements
would affect only borderline sources deemed by the owners/
operators as not subject. Since it is difficult to quantify the
number of future borderline sources, the assessment of the impact
of the preconstruction notice requirement was conducted in terms
of the general effects that the proposed regulations would have
with regard to specific preconstruction notice requirements. To
illustrate the effects of the preconstruction notice requirements,
existing PSD permits were reviewed to identify sources that would
be subject to the notice requirements, each source emitting just
above the cutoff being classified as "possibles." The limits as-
sumed for classifying as possible were 100 to 150 tons per year
for the 28 source categories and 250 to 300 tons per year for
other source categories. Each source classified as possible was
further identified as either new or modified and as simple or
complex, as shown in Table 15. Then the costs were calculated
for fulfilling the preconstruction notice requirements. Table 16
summarizes the characteristics of the sources and the estimated
costs of the preconstruction notices. The total estimated cost
based on the information available is approximately $171,500 for
the 19-month period covered by the survey ($0.1 million on an an-
nual basis). This cost estimate is only indicative of the types
of situations in which the preconstruction notice would clearly
have an effect.

4,2 FUGITIVE EMISSIONS

Under current regulations, fugitive emissions were to have
been included in determining source applicability, but not all
sources within the source categories that have fugitive emissions
provided estimates of these on the PSD application. The fugitive
emi'ssions may have been included in the stack or process emission
estimates; the sources may have ignored the fugitive emissions;
or in some cases confusion over what constitutes fugitive emis-
sions may have contributed to the lack of reporting.
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4.2.1 Sources on List of 28

Data from PSD permit and application forms filed in EPA
Regional Offices III through X were reviewed to identify source
categories on EPA's list of 28 (the list would be 26 if sulfuric,
nitric, and HF acid plants are considered to be one category),
which would be subject to proposed regulations by including fugi-
tive emissions in the cutoff of 100 tons per year.

Based on the limited data available coke oven batteries is
the only source category on the list of 28 published in the pro-
posed regulations (see Section 2 for enumeration of this list)
that would be subject to the proposed regulations as a result of
fugitive emissions being included in calculating the potential to
emit. Interpretation of the data was difficult because of incon-
sistencies in emission classifications. Of the four coke oven
batteries in the data sample, a single figure for total particu-
late emissions was reported for one, but no fugitive emissions
were listed for another. At another battery, coal handling was
classified as a fugitive emission source, but charging, pushing,
and coking were classified as process emission sources; at two
other batteries, charging, pushing, and coking were classified as
fugitive emission sources. Thus for the assessment, the emis-
sions from each coke oven were recalculated or redistributed ac-
cording to the definition of fugitive emissions in the proposed
regulations. Coal handling, coking, pushing, quenching, and
charging were considered fugitive sources regardless of how they
were classified on the PSD permit and application forms. Accord-
ingly, all four coke oven batteries would be subject to the pro-
posed regulations if fugitive emissions were considered in de-
termining applicability. If fugitive emissions were not consid-
ered, these sources would not be subject to the proposed regula-
tions.

Sources such as Portland cement plants and coal-cleaning
facilities produce emissions in quantities greater than 100 tons
per year that could be considered "fugitive" emissions under the
proposed definition; however, these emissions were listed as
process emissions in the current PSD applications for these
sources. Since these sources are on the list of 28 source cate-
gories published in the proposal, fugitive emissions are to be
included in the calculation of potential emissions. Therefore,
no matter how these emissions might be defined, based on the pro-
posal the source would be subject to PSD review. If the proposal
would be changed, however, so that fugitive emissions would not
be included in the calculation of potential emissions for these
sources and some of the current emissions defined as process emis-
sions are redefined as fugitive emissions, there could be situ-
ations in which these sources would no longer be subject to PSD
review. This would not be the situation in all cases as some of
these sources may have facilities such as kilns or thermal dryers
that would have stack emissions in excess of 100 ton per year,
and therefore the source would still be subject to review.
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Additionally there are other sources such as coal-fired power
plants that emit fugitive particulate matter in quantities greater
than 100 tons per year, but they also emit equal or greater gquanti-
ties of process or combustion emissions, and thus would be subject
to the proposed regulations whether or not fugitive emissions were
considered.

Many modifications not subject to current PSD regulations
would be subject to the proposed regulations because of the de
minimis levels. A modified source may not increase its stack
emissions by the de minimis amounts, but its fugitive emissions
could be in excess of the de minimis levels and could cause an
otherwise minor modification to be subject to the proposed regu-
lations. For example, the addition of a storage pile handling
41 tons per day of material to an existing source could emit
over 10 tons per year of fugitive particulate matter emissions.
New well-controlled pumps handling 5500 barrels per day could
cause fugitive hydrocarbon emissions in excess of 10 tons per
day.

4.2.2 Sources Not on the List of 28

Two sources in the group of permits reviewed--a limestone-
crushing facility and a gold/silver mine are not subject to the
proposed regulatlons, but would be subject if fugitive emissions
were considered in the cutoff of 250 tons per year.

In the case of a limestone-crushing facility, fugitive
emissions from storage piles are reported as 750 tons per year
and would be the basis for subjecting this source to PSD review
if included for the purpose of source applicability.

In the case of a gold/silver mine, the particulate emis-
sions from the tailings pond were reported as 635 tons per year
of fugitive dust; for this assessment, these emissions were con-
sidered fugitive emissions because they are a waste product of
processing and they represent a material that had been altered
by operation of the source.

If the considerable quantities of fugitive dust emissions
from surface mines are included for the purposes of determining
applicability for this source category, then all of the mining
operations (which have received permits) would be subject to the
proposed regulations.

4.2.3 Air Quality Impact of Fugitive Emissions for Selected
Sources

Because it is believed that the inclusion of fugitive
emigsion for certain sources may have a significant air quality
1mpact especially for those emissions that are associated with
mining operations, a special assessment! was conducted outside
this effort to determine the air quality impact of fugitive
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emissions from mining activities for contiguous (mine-mouth)
processing facilities once a source is subject to review. The
following types of facilities were examined:

Coal-fired power generation
Coal preparation

Indirect coal liquefaction
Direct coal liquefaction
Coal gasification

Oil shale processing
Uranium milling

Since many of the above facilities will be located adjacent to
the mine site, the mining operation would be part of the source
and the fugitive emissions from this mining operation would be
considered in any review of these facilities once the source is
subject to PSD. It should be pointed out, however, that if these
mining operations were located by themselves or were located
adjacent to sources not on the list of sources for which fugitive
emissions are to be considered in terms of applicability, their
fugitive emissions would not be considered in determining appli-
cability and unless the mine had stack emissions greater than 250
tons per year (i.e. subject to PSD), the fugitive emissions as-
sociated with the mining operations would not be considered in
terms of their air quality impact.

This assessment was conducted by developing model plants
and mines for each of the facilities listed above. Each model
plant was assumed to have applied BACT. Emission rates and stack
parameters were developed for each model plant, and the ambient
air quality impact was determined using the Industrial Source
Complex (ISC) model. The ambient impact of the plant was calcu-
lated and compared with the Class I and II increments. The as-
sociated mining operations were added to the plant emissions and
both were modeled. These revised predicted particulate concen-
trations were also compared with the Class I and II increments.

The results of the modeling analysis for the emissions from
the processing facilities alone are rather straightforward. None
of the seven types of facilities would have any problems with the
Class II particulate matter increment. The maximum TSP concentra-
tions ranged from 0.08 ug/m® to 10.2 ug/m®. Only one facility,
uranium milling, might exceed the Class I increment. However, if
the mining fugitive emissions are included, substantial violations
of both the Class I and Class II increment are predicted to occur.
The major source of fugitive emissions are the haul roads that
can account for up to 99 percent of the fugitive emissions depend-
ing on the model plant. Table 17 presents a summary of the re-
sults of this analysis. It'should be noted however, that the esti-
mates of the fugitive emissions from mining operations are somewhat
limited and have been questioned as to their representativeness.

In addition since this analysis used the model plant concept, the

49



TABLE 17. MAXIMUM ANNUAL AVERAGE TSP CONCENTRATIONS AT MODEL PLANTS

Highest concentrations,
ng/m?
Plant
Plant and mine | and

Plant type Plant |w/o haul roads | mine

0i1 shale 6.9 25.9 184.4
Coal gasification 0.2 28.5 64.2
Coal liquefaction (direct) 0.6 31.0 58.9
Coal liquefaction (indirect) 3.9 33.4 63.2
Uranium milling 10.2 44 .2 62.8
Coal-fired power generation 0.1 16.3 39.6
Coal preparation 0.2 16.2 34.2
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specific configuration of an individual source will have an
impact upon the results especially since the maximum concentra-
tions associated with these sources were estimated to occur
anywhere from 0.5 to 1.5 km.

4,2.4 Summarz

Many sources such as iron and steel mills, crushing or
grinding operations, petroleum refineries, and chemical process
emissions may not be considering fugitive emissions in their
estimates of total emissions because of confusion over fugitive
versus process emissions. Many petroleum and chemical process
sources apparently included fugitive emissions in the process
emissions estimates (based on the relative amount of total emis-
sions estimated); most of the sources reported process or stack
emissions that were of such a magnitude that the sources would
be subject regardless of fugitive emissions.

Although including or excluding fugitive emissions does not
appear to have a major impact on new sources (based on the availa-
ble permit data), it may have an impact on major modifications not
subject to current regulations and not included in the data base.
Although not really increasing their stack emissions, existing
sources could modify their facility so that minor fugitive emis-
sions are emitted (e.g., the replacement or addition of valves or
pumps, or the addition of a new storage pile or materials-handling
operation) that would be above the de minimis levels and therefore
the source could be subject to PSD review. No data are currently
available that would indicate the magnitude of this impact. How-
ever, it could be substantial since these minor modifications
could emit fugitive emissions above the de minimis levels.

Very little, if any, information regarding fugitive emis-
sions was contained in the PSD permit files. In most cases sources
did not provide any special mention of fugitive emissions except in
those cases involving fugitive dust emissions. Because of this
lack of information on fugitive emissions, very little in the way
of a quantitative assessment could be undertaken.

Finally based on the assessment of the seven model plants
that may have mining fugitive emissions associated with their
operation, the proposed regulations (which provide that fugitive
emissions associated with activities occurring at any of the 28
sources categories listed in the proposal be included in any PSD
review) could prevent the construction of new mine-mouth process-
ing facilities even with the application of BACT on the fugitive
emission sources.

4.3 DEFINITIONS OF SOURCE, FACILITY, INSTALLATION, AND

MODIFICATION

In the proposed regulations, the definitions of source, facil-
ity, installation, and modification differ from the definitions in

51



the current regulations.

ences.

4.3.1

In the current regulations, source, facility, installation,

Differences in Definitions

and modification are defined as follows:

As stated,

Source - any structure, building, facility, equipment,
installation, or operation (or combination thereof)

. . . On one or more contiguous or adjacent proper-
ties . . . owned or operated by the same person (or
by persons under common control).

Facility - an identifiable piece of process equipment.

Installation - not specifically defined, but included
in the definition of "source."

Modification - any physical change . . . in the . . .
operation of, or any addition to a source which in-
creases the potential emission rate of any air pollu-
tant regulated under the Act (including any not
previously emitted and taking into account all accu-
mulated increases in potential emissions occurring at
the source since August 7, 1977, or since the time of
the last construction approval issued for the source
pursuant to this section, whichever time is more re-
cent, regardless of any emission reductions achieved
elsewhere in the source) by either 100 tons per year
or more for any source category identified on the
list of 28 or by 250 tons per year or more for any
other source.

(or installations) on the same property.

In the proposed regulations,

and modification are defined as follows:

Source - any structure, building, facility, or instal-
lation which emits or may emit any air pollutant
governed under the Act.

Facility - any grouping of pollutant-emitting activi-
ties . . . on one or more contiguous or adjacent pro-
perties . . . owned or operated by the same person
(or persons under common control).

Installation - any grouping of pollutant-emitting acti-

vities . . . on one or more contiguous or adjacent
properties . . . are owned or operated by the same per-

son (or persons under common control).
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a source is one or more pollutant-emitting facilities

source, facility, installation,



Modification - any physical change . . . in the . . .
operation of . . . or series of contemporaneous physi-
cal changes in . . . operation of a major stationary
source that would result in a significant net increase
in . . . potential to emit the pollutant for which the
. « . source is major {(or that would make the . . .
source major, taking into account all accumulated net
increases in potential emissions occurring at the
source including any initial construction since August
7, 1977).

As stated, source, facility, and installation are equivalent terms
describing a group of pollutant-emitting activities on the same
property. In the current regulations, a facility is a piece of
process equipment, and a source is one or more facilities; in the
proposed regulations, a facility is equivalent to a source, and a
source is one facility. The new term "emission unit" in the pro-
posed regulations describes individual emission activities; thus

a source (or facility or installation) is a group of emission
units.

In the current regulations, a modification is a change in
any source that produces an increase in emission potential above
the cutoff of 100 or 250 tons per year; no consideration is given
to emission reductions within the source, but accumulated in-
creases from August 7, 1977, are considered. In the proposed
regulations, a modification is a change in a major source (or a
change that would make the source major) that produces a sig-
nificant net increase in the potential to emit the major pollu-
tant; (i.e. greater than the de minimis levels) net increase
indicates the allowance of credit for contemporaneous emission
reductions.

The proposed regulations would cover most changes that
would have been considered modifications under the current
regulations, but would exclude sources with insignificant in-
Creases, no increases, or a net decrease in emissions of the
major pollutant because of emission reductions elsewhere within
the source. The proposal would only include changes in a major
source that result in a significant increase (i.e., greater than
de minimis) in emissions of the major pollutant. To illustrate
the applicability of modification under the current and proposed
regulations, the following three cases are presented.

First case - A change in a minor source results in

an uncontrolled emission potential for a regulated
pollutant of more than 100 or 250 tons per year
(depending on the source category), but the controlled
emission potential is less than the cutoff of 100 or
250 tons per year. Under current regulations, this
modification is subject to review; under the proposed
regulations it is not because of the change in the
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definition of "potential to emit" from an un-
controlled to a controlled basis (more details can
be found in Section 3).

Second case - A modification to a majoxr source
results in an increase of less than 100 to 250
tons per year in the uncontrolled emissions of the
major pollutant; the controlled emissions of the
major pollutant are above the de minimis level, and
there are no reductions in emissions elsewhere in
the source. Under current regulations the modifi-
cation is not subject to review, but it is subject
under the proposed regulations because of a sig-
nificant emission increase in the major pollutant
above the proposed de minimis levels (more details
on impact of de mini{mis can be found in Section
4.4).

Third case - A modification to a major source re-
sults in an increase of more than 100 to 250 tons
per year in the uncontrolled emissions of the

major pollutant; the controlled emissions of the
major pollutant are offset by a reduction else-
where in the source to produce a net decrease. Un-
der current regulations the modification would be
subject, but it would not be subject under the pro-
posed regulations because of the credit for emission
reductions.

4.3.2 Effects of the Definitions

Under the current regulations, a source is a single build-
ing, structure, facility, installation, or a combination thereof.
The court (in Alabama Power) stated that a source (already de-
fined in Section 111(a)) does not include a "combination thereof;"
therefore, EPA eliminated "combination thereof" from the proposed
regulations. '

The court indicated that EPA could define the components of
a source to best carry out the statutory intent of the PSD pro-
visions. The proposal indicates that the appropriate grouping is
all emitting activities on contiguous or adjacent property under
common control; in other words, the source should be an indus-
trial plant.

4.3.2.1 Basing PSD Applicability on One Facility--

The effect of not defining structure, building, facility, or
installation as any grouping of pollutant-emitting activities was
assessed by comparing sources subject to the proposed regulations
with sources subject to review based on the capability of an in-
dividual unit to emit emissions in excess of the major source cut-
offs or in excess of the proposed de minimis levels if a modifica-
tion. Of the 114 new and 118 modified sources subject to PSD
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review under the proposed regulations, approximately 15 percent
would have at least one facility exempt from PSD review if appli-
cability were based on an installation or facility, and in many
cases the entire plant would avoid review.

The effect of basing PSD applicability on an installation
or facility is somewhat tempered because many plants that have
obtained permits have only one facility or installation. The im-
pact is greater if the assessment includes only the sources that
have more than one facility; on that basis, approximately 50 per-
cent of the plants would have at least one facility exempt from
PSD review, and in many cases the entire source would be exempt;
thus, none of its emissions would be reviewed to assess their im-
pacts on the increments or the NAAQS's. In four cases, the
sources would have emissions when all facilities were considered
that are far in excess of the cutoff of 100 or 250 tons per year.
One source, which would not be subject if all installations were
not considered in combination, would consume 58 percent of the
24-hour TSP increment within the vicinity of the source; therefore,
a significant proportion of the increment could be consumed with-
out review, if the proposed definitions were modified to assess
PSD applicability on each facility rather than on the entire
source.

4,3.2.2 Using Emission Reductions for Exemption--

Under the current regqulations, only increases (not decreases)
in emissions are considered in determining whether a source would
be subject to PSD review; however, once a source is subject, all
increases and decreases are considered in determining whether a
BACT and an air quality impact review are needed. For a BACT ex-
emption, only those decreases that would accompany the modification
would be considered; for an air quality assessment exemption, all
increases and decreases since August 7, 1977, would be considered.
If there is no net increase after considering both the increases
and the decreases, the source would not be required to conduct a
case-by-case BACT review or a pollutant-specific assessment of
the overall air quality impact of the source. No useful purpose
would be served by requiring an impact assessment of sources that
would obviously not degrade air quality.

The proposed regulations expand the use of emission de-
creases to exempt the source from the entire PSD review, not just
the BACT and air gquality impact reviews. The court (in Alabama
Power) held that a change in a major source is subject to PSD re-
view only if it results in a net increase in the source's po-
tential to emit. The court also held that any emission increase
that is offset entirely by a contemporaneous emission reduction
would not be considered a modification and therefore would not
be subject to review.

Only a physical change in a major source may be considered
in calculating contemporaneous decreases. A narrow interpreta-
tion of "contemporaneous" would restrict emission decreases to
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those that would occur at the same time as the emission increases.
This interpretation would seem to undercut the incentive for
sources to decrease their emissions by upgrading their control
equipment in advance of the modification or the increase in emis-
sions from the source. Continuing to operate obsolete equipment
with significantly higher emissions than the proposed modifica-
tion makes little economic or air quality sense.

4,3.2.3 Documentation for Reduction Credits--

The proposed regulations would permit the crediting of
any reduction that occurs after the promulgation date of the reg-
ulations but before the proposed increases are scheduled to occur.
Credit may be retained if the source files a notice (within 90
days after promulgation) reporting the shutdown or curtailments
that occurred before promulgation. A followup notice would be
required to document the construction schedule for the proposed
modification and emissions increase.

Since current regulations permit only reductions that occur
at the time of the proposed modification, it is difficult to
assess the overall impact of the proposed changes regarding the
crediting of reductions for avoiding PSD review. Because only
the decreases that occurred with the increase were reported in
the current PSD files, there are no data on how many and what
type of decreases had occurred and could be reported by a source
after promulgation to offset future increases.

4.3.2.4 Impact of Netting Under PSD--

Assessment of the total number of modifications that would
be exempt from review as a result of the netting exemption was
not possible based on the data in the PSD permit files, but a
limited analysis was undertaken using data on simultaneous emis-
sion reductions that were used by sources to avoid BACT review
under the current regulations. Five example modifications were
selected: two separate industrial boilers, an electric arc
furnace, natural gas compressors, and a lime kiln. The increases
and decreases associated with these sources in Table 18 are typi-
cal of those that could be used by sources under the proposed
regulations.

Other types of decreases that may be used have not been
identified to date. Because only simultaneous emission re-
ductions could be used under the current regulations, the effect
of the netting concept could not be completely analyzed. Based
on the data from the permits issued to date, however, it does ap-
pear that this concept in and of itself in the absence of the de
minimis concept would have a marked effect on the number of
sources subject to review and on the costs associated with PSD.

4.3.2.5 Impact of Modification Definition--

Changing the current definition of modification to the pro-
posed definition would have far-reaching effects on the applica-
bility of the PSD regulations, as shown in Table 19. There are
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TABLE 19. EFFECTS OF PROPOSED REGULATIONS ON MODIFICATIONS REVIEWED UNDER
CURRENT REGULATIONS

Number with <100 or 250
tons/yr
Number | Number with
u.s. of >100 or 250 Above . Below
EPA modifi- | tons/yr con- | de minimis | de minimis
region | cations tolled Tevels Tevels
ITI 13 5 6 2
IV 38 15 17 6
v 10 6 3 2
VI 49 32 14 3
VII 9 4 4 1
VIII 12 4 4 4
IX 18 11 5 2
X SR 2 0 0
Total 151 79 52 20
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151 modifications for which data were gathered. These modifica-
tions were obviously subject to current regulations. Of the 151,
79 had controlled emissions above the cutoff of 100 to 250 tons
per year without any emission reductions elsewhere within the
source; thus, these 79 would also be subject to the proposed regu-
lations; 52 had controlled emissions below the cutoff of 100 to
250 tons per year, and had one or more pollutants for which con-
trolled emissions exceeded the de minimis levels without any off-
sets indicated; the other 20 had no pollutant for which controlled
emissions exceeded the de minimis levels. If all 52 were major
emitters for the pollutant exceeding the de minimi{s levels, these
modifications would be subject to the proposed regulations, but if
some of the 52 sources were not major, then they would not be sub-
ject. Therefore, 52 is the outside estimate of the number of
modifications below 100 or 250 tons per year that would be subject
to review. The actual number may be somewhat less depending on
the major source status of the existing source. The proposal,
however, would clearly exclude the modifications (20) that result-
ed in emissions less than the de minimis levels regardless of
whether the sources were major or not.

The following conclusions were drawn from the analysis of
the proposed and current definitions of modification.

1. Of the modifications subject to the current
regulations, 14 percent would not be subject
under the proposed regulations. (If those
located in nonattainment areas were included,
approximately 24 percent would not be subject.)

2. Of the modifications subject to current regu-
lations, 52 percent would be subject under the
proposed regulation.

3. Of the modifications subject to the current
regulations, 34 percent may or may not continue
to be subject, depending on whether or not the
source was major before the modification and
whether the sources can offset the increases by
the netting provision.

Based on the data, a higher percentage of modified than
new sources would be subject under the proposed regulations, but
the actual numbers of modified and new sources appear to be less
than under the current regulations. However, this could be an
erroneous conclusion especially for modified sources. Modified
major sources that would increase emissions above the de minimis
limits, but that would have increases less than 100 to 250 tons
per year were not subject to the current regulations (and thus
not in the PSD permit files). They would, however, be subject to
the proposed regulations. Currently these sources are only subject
to the State's NSR procedures. In fact, many States do not con-
sider modified sources of 10 to 20 tons per year a major source of
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emissions; therefore, these sources are reviewed only to ensure
that they meet the State's emission limits, unless there is evid-
ence that air quality problems may exist as a result of the modi-
fication.

States do not summarize and thus do not routinely report
to EPA the amount of emissions from minor sources, but these data
would be in the State permit file. To determine how many sources
a year would have emissions more than de minimis but less than
100/250 tons per year, all of the States' permit files would have
to be reviewed. Since a detailed review of all State permit
files could obviously not be undertaken, selected States were
contacted to obtain a representative sample of the number of
modifications that could be subject to PSD review under the
proposed regulations. Data from Connecticut, Vermont, New York,
Massachusetts, ? Ohio,? North Carolina,* and Florida® on the
estimated number of modifications above the de minimis levels and
below the cutoff of 100 to 250 tons per year were categorized
into four categories based on the population of the States survey-
ed: greater than 15 million, 5 to 15 million, 1 to 5 million,
and less than 1 million people. These data, which represented
the modifications that would receive permits in any 1 year, were
used to roughly estimate the number of modifications that might
fall into this category for the entire United States.

The estimate of the total number of modifications that are
not subject to the current regulations but which would be subject
to the proposed regulations were obtained by multiplying the num-
ber of permits estimated to be issued for a given population range
by the number of States that had a population in that range. This
amounted to approximately 5000 modifications per year (values
obtained ranged from 3400 to 6600). There was no estimate, how-
ever, as to how many of these modifications cf between 10 to 100
tons per year would occur at existing major sources. In order to
obtain some estimate of how many modifications may occur at major
existing sources, a review of the National Emissions Data System
(NEDS) file was undertaken. According to the information in NEDS
there were approximately 56,000 sources in the NEDS system as of
January 1979. Of these 56,000 sources, approximately 12,000 were
major sources (i.e., with emissions of any criteria pollutant
greater than 100 tons per year). Based on the estimate that there
will be 5000 modifications per year, this would mean that approxi-
mately 10 percent of the existing 56,000 stationary sources would
be modified in any given year. This estimate seems realistic
based on some limited data from the State of Louisana regarding
the TSP and SO, sources that received State NSR permits for 1978
(100). If the same percentage of modifications per year for all
sources in NEDS holds true for those emitting greater than 100 tons
per year, then approximately 1200 of the 12,000 sources with emis-
sions of greater than 100 tons per year would be expected to modify
their source every year. Therefore, the estimates obtained from
the state agencies would seem to be a reasonable representation of
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the total modifications per year. Thus, the number that would be
expected from only those with existing emissions of greater than
100 tons per year would be approximately 1200. Based on the pro-
posed definition, it is estimated that approximately 1200 addi-
tional modifications per year would be subject to PSD over and
above those that are now currently subject to review and which
would continue to be subject to review based on the proposed "de
minimis" levels.

Because the above estimate was developed as a result of com-
munication with state agency personnel rather than a direct re-
view of the files, no estimate was obtained on the distribution of
these modifications based on their total emissions. An estimate
is made, however, in the following section on the de minimis emis-
sion levels that can be used to obtain an indication of the rela-
tive number of additional modifications which would be subject to
PSD as a result of modifying de minimis levels in the September 5
proposal.

4.4 ©DE MINIMIS EMISSION LEVELS

The goals of improving and preserving air quality are best
served by using the limited control agencies' resources effective-
ly. Neither air quality improvement nor efficient administrative
operations are served by requiring preconstruction reviews of
sources that have no significant impact on air quality. Establish-
ing de minimis cutoffs enables agencies to centralize efforts,
mobilize resources, and concentrate on sources that significantly
affect air quality.

The PSD requirements are generally more stringent than SIP
or other limits, and thus their implementation, in lieu of other
limits, tends to decrease emissions and to enhance air quality.
Because the requirements are more stringent and complex, greater
manpower and cost demands are imposed on both the permit applicant
and the reviewing authority.

The emphasis of preconstruction review for both the permit
applicant and the control agency reviewer should be on sources
that significantly impact air quality._ Thus, exemptions have
found favor with both the regulated and the regulator as a method
of eliminating the unimportant from an otherwise all-encompassing
regulation.

The purpose of this analysis was to quantify the changes in
source applicability that would occur as a result of applying the
proposed pollutant-specific and the varying de minimis values in
place of the single 50-ton-per-year value as the cutoff criteria
for requiring a detailed review. The analysis does not address
the merits and deficiencies of the de minimis approach as the
basis for the values in the proposed regulations. The effects
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that alternate de minimis values would have on inclusion or ex-
clusion of sources and emission units and on review requirements
of the PSD program are examined.

4.4.1 Application of De Minimis Guidelines

Pollutant-specific guidelines for excluding or limiting
the review of proposed construction can exempt major new and
modified sources from PSD and nonattainment requirements when
emissions are below a specified significant emission rate (de
minimis value) and/or air quality impact for a pollutant.

The de minimis values in Table 20 are used for two main
purposes: )

1. To determine whether a modification to a
major source is subject to PSD and/or nonat-
tainment permit requirements.

2. To identify the pollutants to which BACT must
be applied and an air quality review must be
conducted for a major new or modified source
once the source is subject to PSD.

The values in Table 21 are used to limit the requirement
for air quality review. The table is applicable to a source with
the potential to emit regulated pollutants in amounts greater
than the de minimis values of Table 20. The table is not applica-
ble to sources in nonattainment areas, to sources that adversely
impact a Class I area, or to sources that emit pollutants in ex-
cess of the cutoff of 100 or 250 tons per year.

4.4.2 Applicability of BACT/Air Quality Peviews

The current and the proposed regulations provide different
criteria for deciding the applicability or nonapplicability of the
BACT and air quality review requirements. The proposed regula-
tions would tend to both increase and decrease the number of
sources subject to BACT and air quality impact reviews. For new
sources, the changes would:

1. Decrease the number of sources subject by
eliminating from BACT and air quality reviews
those sources that have controlled emissions
less than 100 or 250 tons per year by eliminat-
ing those between the present cutoff of 50 tons
per year and the cutoff of 100 or 250 tons per
year (proposed definition of "major stationary
sources") .

2. Increase the scope of reviews for sources sub-
ject (greater than 100 or 250 tons per year
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TABLE 20. ©DE MINIMIS LEVELS

Pollutant Tons/yr
Carbon monoxide 100
Nitrogen dioxide 10
Total suspended particulates 10
Sulfur dioxide 10
Ozone (VOC) 10
Lead 1
Mercury 0.2
Beryllium 0.004
Asbestos 1
Fluorides 0.02
Sulfuric acid mist 1
Vinyl chloride 1

Total reduced sulfur

Hydrogen sulfide 1
Methyl mercaptan 1
Dimethyl sulfide 1
Dimethyl disulfide 1
Reduced sulfur compounds

Hydrogen sulfide 1
Carbon disulfide 10
Carbonyl sulfide 10
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TABLE 21. AMBIENT AIR QUALITY

DE MINIMIS LEVELS

Pollutant? Levels, ug/m?
Carbon monoxide 500, 8-h avg
Nitrogen dioxide 1, annual avg
Total suspended particulates 5, 24-h avg
Sulfur dioxide 5, 24-h avg
Lead 0.03, 3-mo avg
Mercury 0.10, 24-h avg
Beryllium 0.005, 24-h avg
Asbestos 1, 1-h avg
Fluorides 0.01, 24-h avg
Sulfuric acid mist 1, 24-h avg
Vinyl chloride 1, max value
Total reduced sulfur
Hydrogen sulfide 1, 1-h avg
Methyl mercaptan 0.5, 1-h avg
Dimethyl sulfide 0.5, 1-h avg
Dimethyl disulfide 2, 1-h avg
Reduced sulfur compounds )
Hydrogen sulfide 1, 1-h avg
Carbon disulfide 200, 1-h avg
Carbonyl sulfide 100, 1-h avg

ANo de minimis air quality level has been
ozone; any net increase of 10 tons/yr of

proposed for
VOC subject

to PSD would require an ambient impact analysis, in-
cluding the gathering of air quality data.
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controlled emissions), by requiring reviews
for all regulated pollutants emitted in greater
than de minimis amounts.

For modified sources, the changes would:

1. Decrease the number of modifications subject,
by eliminating from review proposed modifica-
tions at plants where the overall existing con-
trolled emissions including the emissions from
the proposed modification are less than 100 or
250 tons per year, and by eliminating from re-
view those modifications at major sources whose
emissions would be offset by emission reduc-
tions at the source such that the net increase
in emissions would be less than the de minimis
levels. However, as stated earlier the data
to determine whether a modification occurs at a
major existing source are somewhat limited.

2. Increase the number and depth of the reviews
for modifications at major existing sources by
requiring that any net increase in emissions
in excess of the de mindimis levels as a result
of a physical change in the sources undergo
PSD review.

Under the proposed regulations, if a source is a major
stationary source or becomes a major stationary source as a re-
sult of a modification, review requirements are imposed on all
modifications that would increase net controlled emissions for
any regulated major pollutant(s) by greater than the de minimdis
value for that pollutant(s). Current regulations require review
only if the increase in controlled emissions is equal to or
greater than 50 tons per year and if the pollutant types(s) that
will be emitted is 50 tons per year or more.

4.4.3 Data Base for the Analysis

Data were abstracted from 226 PSD forms that (by the
definition in the proposed regulations) were either major new
or modified sources (i.e., greater than 100 or 250 tons per year
of controlled emissions). Both new and modified sources were
used in this analysis of de minimis as the proposed definition
affects both new and modified sources.

From the individual forms a listing was prepared that dis-
played:

1. Each emission unit

2. The pollutant(s) emitted from each unit
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3. The annual tonnage of controlled emissions
from each unit and for each pollutant.

If the annual emissions were not recorded (usually for trace ele-
ments from combusted fuels), emission factors were used in per-
formin? the necessary calculations to estimate the annual emis-

: 7
sions. 7

4.4.4 Reviews Required by Proposed and Current Values

The data base was examined to determine both the number of
sources that would be subject to review and the approximate num-
ber of BACT and ambient air quality reviews that would be required
if the proposed de minimis values (Table 22) were used as the
criteria for the reviews.

Fach modified emission unit within an industrial plant
(major stationary source) was assumed to be subject to a BACT re-
view for each regulated pollutant emitted from the source in
greater than de mi{nimi{s amounts. Thus, if a modified cement
kiln at a major existing source emitted SO,, PM, and NO, in great-
er than de minimis levels, the kiln would be subject to three BACT
reviews; if the plant had emitted greater than the de mindimdis
values for SO,, PM, and NOy and had three modified emission units
that each emitted SO,, PM, and NO,, nine BACT reviews would be
required.

On a plantwide basis, one air quality review was assumed
for each pollutant emitted in greater than de minimis amounts.
Thus, even if each of three emission units emitted a common pol-
lutant (and that pollutant only) in amounts greater than de mind-
mis, only one review was assumed; if each of the three emitted
three different pcllutants all of which were greater than de
minimis amounts, on a plantwide basis, nine BACT and three air
quality reviews would be required.

As can be seen from Table 22 the effect ‘of doubling the
de minimis emission limits for TSP, SO,, and NOyx would have the
effect of decreasing the number of BACT and air quality reviews
by 24, 8 and 6 percent, respectively. The amount of TSP, SO,,
and NOy emissions subject to review, however, would only be re-
duced by 3, 0.1 and 0.0 percent, respectively.

4.4.5 Number of Sources Subject to Review as a Result of Impos-
ing Various Ve Minim<s Emission Levels

To examine the effects that alternate de minimis values
would have on the number of sources subject, a series of graphs
were constructed for each pollutant. Both new and modified
sources were included to increase the number of sources for which
the analysis was performed even though only those sources classi-
fied as modified would be directly affected as far as overall ap-
plicability to PSD is concerned. Only those new sources that
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TABLE 22. EFFECTS OF VARYING DE MINIMIS VALUES ON THE NUMBER OF REVIEWS
AND EMISSION TONNAGES SUBJECT TO BACT

Emissions
De minimis Number subject
value, of reviews to BACT,
Pollutant tons/yr required tons/yr
BACT |AQI
PM 5 3981209 45,763
10 3551187 45,193
20 2691142 44,053
50 151} 79 40,659
S0, 5 3591189 490,585
10 345(182 490,387
20 3181167 489,972
50 2651139 488,143
NO, 5 3651192 544,442
10 354 (186 544,282
20 3321175 544,122
50 289|152 542,545
co | 50 138| 73 114,453
100 1231 65 112,847
200 921} 48 109,685
VoC 50 801 42 31,008
100 64| 34 29,375
200 36( 19 26,092
Be 0.002 761 40 106.0
0.004 75{ 39 105.9
0.008 73] 38 105.9
Hg 0.100 271 14 13.2
0.200 20| 11 11.9
0.400 71 4 9.4

Note 1: Data bases--final PSD determination by the U.S. EPA Regional
Offices from March 1 to November 1979; total permits in data base are 226;
total number of emission units are 1216.

Note 2: It should be noted that the above number of BACT and AQ reviews
do not reflect the impact of the future use of the netting provision to
avoid BACT and AQ reviews.
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might be representative of the type of emission changes or modi-
fication that would be expected in the future and that had less
than 100 tons per year of emissions per pollutant were included.
On that basis, there were 219 sources of PM, 216 for SO,, 217 for
NOx, 167 for CO, 166 for vOC, 65 for Be, 60 for Hg, 1 for TRS, 1
for F, and 1 for Pb. These plots for PM, SO,, NOy, CO, VOC, Hg,
and Be are shown in Figures 3 through 9. Insufficient data were
available to construct similar plots for the other pollutants
listed.

While the de minimis levels are pollutant specific, very
few sources emit just one pollutant. Therefore, the above pol-
lutant specific analysis does not necessarily provide an indica-
tion of the absolute number of sources that would be subject to
review given certain de minimis levels. Thus, while a source
would no longer be subject to review for TSP because it had net
emission changes of less than 10 tons per year, it would still
be subject to review because it had changes in SO, emissions of
20 tons per year. In order to obtain some estimate of the total
number of modifications that would be subject given specific re-
vised de minimis emission levels, all 151 modifications of the
471 permits that were reviewed in detail were evaluated and cate-
gorized according to the greatest amount of emission from any of
the criteria pollutants that would be emitted from the source as
a result of a net change in emissions. For example, if a source
had emission changes of 10 tons per year of PM, 25 of SO,, 30 of
NOx, and 110 of VOC, it was categorized as having an emissions
change of greater than 100 tons per year. Therefore, unless the
de minimis levels were raised to above 100 tons per year for VOC,
it would still be subject to PSD even if the de minimdis levels
for all other pollutants it emitted as a result of the change
were raised to 35 tons per year. The data from the above analysis
were plotted and the results shown in Figure 10. Only 5 criteria
pollutants were considered in the analysis of the 151 modifications
since none of the modifications reported emission estimates for
lead and very few provided estimates for noncriteria pollutants.

If the same general emissions distribution of modifications
that have received PSD permits to date holds true for those modi-
fications that were not previously subject to review, then one
can obtain some estimate of the impact of selected de minimis
levels for all modifications (currently subject plus those not
currently subject to PSD) that would be subject to PSD review
as a result of the proposed regulations. Figure 1l combines both
these data sets on modifications by using the distribution for
the ones that have received permits to date.

Although Figure 11 provides an estimate of the total modifi-
cations that could be subject based on various de minimis levels,
it is assumed that all proposed de minimis levels would be the
same for all pollutants. If different de minimis levels are sug-
gested for each pollutant, a specific analysis of the 151 modifi-
cations that had received permits would be needed for each
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combination of de minimis levels considered. 1In order to deter-
mine the difference in selecting various de minim{s levels by
pollutant versus selecting one common level, the following de
minimis level combination was evaluated: TSP at 25 tons/yr, SO,,
NOy, HC at 40 tons/yr, and CO at 100 tons/yr. As a result, ap-
proximately 74 percent of the modifications would be subject as
compared with 68 percent if 40 tons per year were used for all
pollutants as indicated in Figure 10. Given that the modifica-
tions which are currently not subject to PSD have the same gen-
eral distribution of sources and emissions as the modifications
that are currently subject to review, then approximately 888 of
the 1200 additional modifications would be subject to the pro-
posed regulations, given the above de minimis levels of TSP, SO,,
NOx, VOC, and CO of 25, 40, 40, 40, and 100 tons/yr, respectively.
(816 sources would be subject if 40 tons/year for all pollutants
would be considered de minimdis.)

4.4.6 Reviews Required by Alternate Values

Examination of the de minimis data base revealed that up
to nine pollutants may be emitted in greater than proposed de
minimis amounts and that the average emission unit emits more
than two pollutants in greater than de minimis amounts. The
proposed regulations require that a major source or modification
be reviewed for each pollutant regulated under the Act that is
emitted in greater than de minimis amounts. Thus, each emission
unit may be subject to a multifaceted BACT review. ‘

The effect that alternate de minimis values would have on
the number of BACT and air quality reviews once a source is sub-
ject to PSD was explored using the 796 emission units in the data
base of 226 sources. Criteria chosen were: no cutoff; 50, 100,
200 and 300 percent of the proposed de minimis values; cutoff of
50 tons per year for all pollutants; and a cutoff of 100 or 250
tons per year for major stationary sources. The effects of these
criteria on applicability are indicated in Table 23. As shown,
the proposed de minimis values would subject 566 emission units to
PSD review--256 for one pollutant, 95 for two pollutants, and so
forth. Approximately 1350 BACT and 710 air quality reviews would
be required. Compared with the current Tier I cutoff of 50 tons
per year, 30 percent more emission units in the data base would be
subject to review. If de minimis values were doubled, the number
of emission units subject would be approximately 494; this would
require 1150 BACT and 605 air quality reviews. The comparative in-
crease (doubled de minimis vs. 50 tons per year cutoff) in emis-
sion units subject, would be 13 percent. The values shown should
not be considered absolute, since the data base was compiled un-
der the current regulations and may not encompass all emission
units or all pollutants that would be subject to the proposed
regulations and does not reflect the impact of sources using the
netting provision to avoid BACT and air quality reviews.
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4.4.7 Implications of the Analysis

Previous PSD determinations represent the best available
data base for an analysis of this nature, but data limitations
did exist for the intended purpose--the proposed regulations con-
tain new or substantially altered provisions at variance with
those that formed the basis for the original determinations. For
example, the current regulations exempt major modifications of
less than 100 or 250 tons per year of uncontrolled emissions;
thus, modifications at existing sources that would not increase
the emissions by 100 or 250 tons per year (regardless of the
existing source size) were not subject to PSD review, and thus are
not in the data base. In contrast, the proposed regulations use
de minimis cutoffs that are generally less than 50 tons per year,
and subject the modifications at major sources with greater than
de minimis emissions to review. Accordingly, the number of
modifications with emissions between 50 tons per year of control-
led emissions (less than 100 or 250 tons per year uncontrolled)
and the generally lesser de minimis values are unknown. Without
making some estimate of the additional modifications that would
be subject, the analysis would tend to underestimate the number
of modifications that could potentially be subject to review
under the proposed regulations. (See discussion of additional
modifications to be subject in Section 4.3 and 4.4.5.)

The major assumption in this analysis was that past PSD
determinations--the de minimis analysis data base--are generally
representative of PSD applications that will be submitted in the
future. This assumption presumes that the nature and characteris-
tics of future source types and sizes, pollutant types, emission
guantities, and other related parameters will be similar to those
of the past. In the analysis, it was also assumed that a BACT re-
view would be required for each pollutant emitted in greater than
de minimis amounts and that an air quality review would be re-
quired for each pollutant type emitted in greater than de mindimis
on a source (plantwide) basis.

4.5 PBASELINE DEFINITIONS

"Baseline concentration" generally means the actual ambient
air quality concentration in an area on a baseline date. All
emissions not included in the baseline would consume the availa-
ble increment for the baseline area.

The current regulations set a uniform baseline date of
August 7, 1977. The court (in Alabama Power) found that a uni-
form date impermissibly deviated from the Act. Thus the proposed
regulations set the time of the first permit after August 7, 1977,
as the baseline concentration for the area subject to the PSD
regulations, and defined the area as an AQCR. The proposal fur-
ther states that when a major stationary source or major modifi-
cation for any pollutant regulated under the Act applies for a
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PSD permit in any part of an AQCR designated as unclassifiable or
attainment, it establishes the baseline date for PM and SO, in
all parts of the AQCR.

Since there are significant differences between the current
and proposed baseline definitions, an analysis was undertaken to
determine the impacts of the proposed change. Because the court
gave EPA no discretion in using the date of the first permit rath-
er than the uniform date, the analysis centered on the potential
impact of defining the area as an AQCR.

4.5.1 Approach to the Analysis

The basic approach used in this assessment was to determine
the effective baseline date for an area depending upon how the
area would be defined, and then to calculate how much land area
would be included for four time periods under two definitions--
AQCR and county. A third definition--area of source impact--was
not included because limited data were available in the permit
files, and without data on the impact area of a source (area where
concentrations would decrease to insignificant levels), it was
impossible to gquantitatively analyze the potential national im-
pact of using this third definition.

Each final permit in the PSD survey that would be subject
to the proposed regulations was reviewed to determine the date
on which the application was completed. These dates were listed
by county for sources subject to the proposed regulations to ob-
tain the date of the first permit in the county, and the counties
were grouped by AQCR's to determine the date of the first permit
in the AQCR. Data on each county and AQCR were collected to de-
termine the amount of land area that would be included under the
proposed and one alternative definition of baseline area.

Four dates from August 8, 1977, to September 5, 1979, were
selected for estimating the land area to be included in the defi-
nition and to analyze the potential impact of choosing one area
definition over another. This assessment does not, however, speak
to the issue of administrative feasibility regarding the selec-
tion of the baseline area. This assessment must be by its very
nature qualitative rather than quantitative. It must address con-
cerns such as: simplicity, uniformity, ease of tracking the
increment, and availability of data for assessing the impacts of
unreviewed sources in terms of increment consumption.

4.5.2 Qualitative Analysis of the Proposed and Alternative Area
Definitions

The proposed regulations define the area subject to PSD as
an AQCR. Because the baseline date would be uniform throughout
an attainment or unclassified AQCR, the administrative problems
resulting from many baseline starting dates are minimized. It
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has been argued, however, that the AQCR could encompass a broader
area than needed to avoid multidate confusion.

A source impact area, in contrast, would require a detailed
system to track the many baseline dates within the area. As
more and more permits are issued, the sources' impacts would
overlap and the tracking or recordkeeping would become more com-
plex. Both sources and agency personnel would find it difficult
to ascertain at any given time what area must receive minor
source reviews and when such sources would begin to consume the
available increment. Each proposed new source would find it in-
creasingly difficult to predict how much increment might be left
for consumption, to calculate even roughly how much minor source
growth might have taken place, and to decide what date should be
used in these calculations.

Emissions and air quality data are not readily available on
source impact areas, but they are readily available and easily
retrieved for a county or AQCR. Availability of data makes the
recordkeeping, especially for periodic evaluations, easier for
the general public.

Public participation is a basic objective of the PSD program
set forth in the Act:

. . . to assure that any decision to permit
increased air pollution in any area . . .

is made only after careful evaluation of all
the consequences of such a decision and after
adequate procedural opportunities for informed
(underlining added) public participation in the
decisionmaking process.

Varying baseline dates within a county would make it difficult

for the general public or the sources to reasonably track the PSD
process and to intelligently determine how area growth has been

or will be allocated. One uniform baseline date for the smallest
political jurisdiction possible would increase the public's under-
standing of the baseline concept and allow them to more reasona-
bly participate in the permit-granting process.

4.5.3 Quantitative Analysis of the Definitions

A quantitative analysis was performed and it provided data
on the percentage of AQCR's or counties that would have the base-
line date established at certain times; on what this percentage
might mean in terms of total U.S. land area and the relative size
of the area; and on dates from which minor source growth would
consume the available increment.

Table 24 presents the results of the analysis using the
proposed AQCR and one alternative definition. If a permit had
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been received for an area either for TSP or SO,, the area was de-
termined to have the baseline established. 1In the table, the
number of AQCR's and the land area significantly increase as the
number of sources applying for permits increases; thus, the ,
sources are not necessarily locating in the same AQCR's, but are
geographically spreadlng across the country. This spreading is
even more dramatic in the county analysis.

TABLE 24. EFFECTS OF BASELINE AREA DEFINITIONS

AQCR County
Number mi 2 Number mi 2
September 1, 1977 1 21,823 2 11,021
January 1, 1978 5 193,445 7 24,474
July 1, 1978 23 425,420 31 73,140

January 1, 1979 66 1,134,175 | 106 172,462
September 5, 1979 | 98 1,539,150 | 172 227,009

Total 193 3,314,013 | 318 508,106

4.5.3.1 Effects of AQCR--

With 247 AQCR's in the country and with a total U.S. land
area of 3,615,211 square miles, approximately 40 percent of the
AQCR's and 43 percent of the land area already have a baseline
date established as of September 5, 1979. Therefore, minor source
growth would consume increment in these areas. More than 25 per-
cent of the AQCR's have a baseline date prior to January 1, 1979.
For approximately 50 percent of the AQCR's, only one permit has
been issued to date. Therefore, this one permit would cause a
great deal of area to be affected in terms of increment tracking
under the current proposal.

Because of the large sizes of many of the AQCR's and because
one source could trigger a review of minor source growth for an
entire AQCR, an analysis was conducted to determine if using a
county rather than an AQCR might have the baseline match more
closely the area where the source is expected to have its impact,
and yet be reasonable to administer.

4.5.3.2 Effects of County--

The county analysis indicated that only 6 percent of the ap-
proximately 3000 counties or county equlvalents and 6 percent of
the land area would have a baseline date prior to September 5,
1979. By using this approach the amount of area (in number and
size) in which minor source growth would be consuming the availa-
ble increment would be substantially reduced. Although this ap-
proach would not prevent one source from affecting an entire
area's baseline date, it would significantly reduce the area that
would be affected.
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The AQCR and county analyses above were based on the assump-
tion that if a permit were issued for either TSP or SO,, the base-
line was triggered for both pollutants. 1If, however, the base-
line is pollutant specific, slightly less area per pollutant would
be included in the baseline for the four time periods used in the
analysis. However, because most of the permits issued to date
were for TSP and SO, and many sources emitted both pollutants,
the amount of land area per pollutant would only be 1 or 2 per-
cent less than the numbers presented above.

4.5.3.3 Effects of Source Impact Area--

If one assumes that the area of impact of a source is a
circle with a radius of 15 miles (half the maximum distance for
which current models can reasonably perdict), the area would be
approximately 700 square miles; this would equal or exceed the
land area for most counties in the analysis. If two or more
sources in a county have been issued permits, the source impact
areas would overlap and the amount of area would quickly exceed
that of a county. Even if the radius is only 5 miles (not un-
reasonable for a moderate size source), the impact area would be
75 to 80 square miles, so several sources could still closely
approximate the land area contained in many smaller to moderate
sized counties if the sources were separated by any distance at
all. Thus, the county, based on available data, approximates
the relative amount of land area that would be in an impact
area, but does not introduce the administrative complexities
of having a number of baseline dates within a county or politi-
cal jurisdiction.

4.6 OTHER ISSUES AND THEIR RELATIVE IMPACTS

4.6.1 Pollutant Applicability

The proposed regulations determine on a pollutant-by-pollutant
basis whether a source is subject to PSD review. However, once
a source is subject for the pollutant for which it is major, it
must meet the BACT and air quality requirements for all other
pollutants emitted in levels above the de minimis amounts. Be-
cause more than half the emission units in the de minimis analy-
sis had more than one pollutant greater than the proposed de mini-
mis limits, the impact of considering pollutants other than the
one that is major, could be considerable, depending on which de
minimis levels are finally promulgated (Section 4.4).

4.6.2 Innovative Technology Waiver

In the current regulations, it was proposed that the innova-
tive technology control waiver be applicable to BACT determina-
tions under PSD; since no adverse comments were received, speci-
fic language has been proposed in the September 5 regulation to
implement the innovative technology waiver for BACT.
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Section 111(j) of the Act states

Any person proposing to own or operate a new
source may request the Administrator for one
or more waivers from the requirements of

this section (New Source Performance Stand-
ards-~added) for such a source or any portion
thereof with respect to any air pollutant to
encourage the use of an innovative technologi-
cal system or systems of continuous emission
reduction . . .

The proposed regulations require that a source with a Sec-
tion 111(j) waiver must as part of the innovative technology
waiver include an emission limit and a schedule for meeting the
limit. The source must still satisfy the air quality analysis
requirements by using its projected emissions after the 111(3j)
controls are installed. Any increase above the permitted emis-
sion level would be treated as temporary and as having an insig-
nificant air quality impact. The regulations also proposed to
apply the innovative technology waiver to sources not subject
to NSPS and therefore not directly eligible for Section 111(j)
waiver. The criteria for these waivers would be similar to
those established for 111(j) waivers.

Since no data were available on the innovative technology
waiver, a quantitative analysis was not conducted. Because this
proposal could increase the likelihood of sources installing in-
novative technology, it would have a positive environmental im-
pact and little adverse economic impact because it would be
something that the source itself would choose to do rather than
something imposed on it. Unless there is a positive financial in-
centive, however, few sources would select innovative controls.

4.6.3 Secondary Emissions

The proposed regulations define secondary emissions as those
from new or existing sources that result from construction and/or
operation of a major source or modification; they do not neces-
sarily come directly from the source. Secondary emissions would
include, but are not limited to the following:

1. Emissions from ships or trains coming to or
from a source or modification.

2. Emissions from support sources constructed
offsite that would increase emissions as a
result of the construction of a major source.

Secondary emissions are not proposed to count in determining the

potential to emit. If a source is otherwise subject to PSD re-
view, the BACT requirement would not apply to secondary emissions.
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However, well-known and quantifiable secondary emissions would

be counted in terms of the impacts on the ambient air quality in-
crements or standards. Sources are required to consider all minor
source growth that has taken place since the last permit has been
issued in the area when they assess the impact of their facility:
secondary emissions would be considered minor sources for this type
of analysis. Therefore, since secondary emissions are to be con-
sidered in terms of their impact on the increment, the only ques-
tion remains when and by whom should they be considered? If the
source to which they are related does not consider them, the next
source to obtain a permit would have to do so; therefore, it seems
reasonable that the source which creates quantifiable secondary
emissions should include them in assessing the overall impact of
the source.

No additional economic impact would be expected as a re-
sult of the proposal concerning secondary emissions, since these
emissions were included in the current regulations as part of
the minor source assessment of increment consumption. The pro-
posed regulations only propose to shift the responsibility for
conducting the air quality assessment from the applying source
to the source that actually causes these secondary emissions
to occur.

4.6.4 Portable Facilities

Under the current regulations, permitted sources must sub-
mit a 30-day notice prior to relocation. Based on experience
with the current regulations, the proposed regulations reduce
the amount of time to 10 days. While the impact of reducing the
time from 30 to 10 days was not assessed, it is reasonable to
conclude that the shorter time would reduce any previous delay
costs associated with the current regulations. Since most porta-
ble facilities are asphalt plants and since most permitted asphalt
plants would not be subject to the proposed regulations as a re-
sult of the proposed change in the definition of potential emis-
sions, the impact of this change is not expected to be signifi-
cant. However, for the few asphalt plants that would be subject
to the proposed regulations, the time delays between construction
projects would be significantly shortened.

4.6.5 Nonprofit Institutions

Under the current regulations nonprofit health or education-
al institutions can be exempted from PSD requirements, upon writ-
ten request by the Governor of a State. The proposed regulations
would extend this exemption to modified nonprofit health or edu-
cational institutions (as well as those newly constructed). This
extension would have a major impact on the number of these sources
that would be subject to review. Without this exemption, these
modified institutions would only have to emit in excess of the
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de minimis levels to be subject to review. Since most modifica-
tions to these facilities (i.e., adding an incinerator or modify-
ing a steam plant) would cause emissions in excess of the de min-
imis levels, many of these sources would be subject to review
without a specific exception.

The impact of not imposing the exemption could be substan-
tial since many modified nonprofit health or educational facili-
ties could be subject to review. However, adverse environmental
impacts associated with imposing the exemption would be minimal
since most facilities would have only minor additional controlled
emissions, but enough to subject them to PSD review because of
the de minimis requirements. Because no data were currently avail-
able, no quantitative assessment can be conducted regarding this
provision.
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SECTION 5

IMPACT OF PROPOSED REGULATIONS ON NONATTAINMENT AREAS
(Geographic Applicability)

Several definitions and concepts addressed in the court
decision (Alabama Power) were relevant to the statutory require-
ments for areas where pollutants exceed NAAQS's. Thus, the pro-
posed regulations changed some of the requirements for nonattain-
ment areas. The requirements involve definitions of new and
modified stationary sources subject to preconstruction permitting;
definitions of source, facility, and installation for avoiding
new source review under the no-net-increase provision; and the
issue of geographic applicability--that is the areas to which the
PSD regulations would apply.

In the preliminary opinion (June 1979) to the decision,
the court held that the proposed PSD provisions would apply only
to major new or modified sources locating either in areas desig-
nated as attainment or unclassifiable or in areas for which the
source would substantially impact a clean air portion of another
State; the proposed regulations conformed to this decision. How-
ever, the court's final decision (December of 1979) held that
PSD review would apply only to major sources being constructed
in clean air areas. In order to protect clean air areas from
major sources that may be constructed in any nonattainment areas,
the court indicated that EPA would have to rely on its authority
under Sections 110 and 126 of the Clean Air Act to resolve inter-
state air pollution problems. Accordingly, the proposed PSD reg-
ulations would apply only in attainment or unclassifiable areas
and would not apply as such in nonattainment areas. It should be
pointed out, however, that attainment and nonattainment areas often
overlap and that many areas are designated as both attainment or
nonattainment depending upon the pollutant. The application of
the PSD regulations is dependent on the nature of the pollutants
emitted by a source. For example, some sources that emit pollu-
tants which are designated as nonattainment for certain areas
would have to meet the nonattainment provisions, while for other
pollutants emitted by the source the PSD provisions would apply.
The current regulations apply to sources in all areas, so the
proposed regulations would exclude some sources from review that
were previously subject.

Sources in nonattainment areas might not be subject to the
proposed PSD regulations for certain pollutants. To determine
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the potential impact of this requirement, data from the survey
of the final PSD permits were reviewed to identify sources that
had received permits and were planning to locate in a designated
nonattainment area.

Under the current regulations regarding nonattainment new
source review, if a source located in a clean portion of a des-
ignated nonattainment area could demonstrate that it would impact
only the clean portion of that designated area, it did not have
to meet the more restrictive nonattainment requirements--apply-
ing the Lowest Achievable Emission Rate (LAER), obtaining offsets,
and ensuring statewide compliance by all sources owned by the pro-
posed new source. Under the proposed regulations even if a source
demonstrates that it is located in a clean portion of a nonattain-
ment area, it would have to meet the more restrictive nonattain-
ment provisions for the pollutants for which it is major and des-
ignated as nonattainment. Likewise sources located in clean air
areas but which impact nonattainment areas would only have to
meet the PSD requirements.

Of the 604 permits issued under current regulations, 73
permits were for sources located in nonattainment areas--44 new
and 29 modified sources. Table 25 indicates that five of the
modified and 29 of the new sources would have controlled emissions
of less than 100 o¥ 250 tons per year or the de minimis levels
(as applicable), and therefore would not be subject to the nonat-
tainment nor the PSD requirements. The emissions from those
sources that have received PSD permits as of November 1979 and
which would no longer be subject to review are summarized in Ta-
ble 26. These sources would be subject only to the general new
source review requirements of the SIP; therefore, the emission
limits that many of these sources would be required to meet would
be less restrictive than those imposed by either the PSD or non-
attainment requirements. The SIP limits were not in the PSD per-
mit file for most sources, so no overall assessment could be made
of additional emissions that would be permitted by the proposed
regulations.

Overall cost savings to the sources as a result of meeting
less stringeht requirements could not be calculated without the
knowledge of the SIP requirements. However, a few permit files
for sources located in nonattainment areas did indicate the SIP
limit. Examples of the emissions associated with these limits
by industry category are in Table 27. The average for the few
source categories for which information was available indicates
that for the source not subject to the PSD and nonattainment re-
qulrements there would be an increase of 1.5 to 2 times the cur-
rent emissions. However, most of these sources only have emis-
sions of 25 to 50 tons per year, and therefore this twofold in-
crease would still be less than the cutoff of 100 tons per year
which would subject a source to nonattainment review.
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TABLE 26. EMISSIONS FROM SOURCES LOCATED IN NONATTAINMENT AREAS THAT
WOULD NOT BE SUBJECT TO THE PROPOSED REGULATIONSA

(Tons/yr)| PM ]SO0, |VOC| CO NO.

361 } 373 ] 271 [ 33.3] 278

aOn]y includes those sources in the survey of PSD permits
conducted as part of this analysis.

TABLE 27. SIP VERSUS PSD PERMIT LIMITS

PM N VoC

Source Differ- Differ- Differ-

category SIP | PSD{ ence SIP{ PSD | ence SIP}| PSD| ence
Lime 42.6 {15.3 | 27.3 40.3
Fiberglass 14.011.2 2.8
Cement 142.0 1 49.9 | 92.1 12.0
Tape coating 91.4 |54.0 37.4
Lead oxide 19.5}| 9.0 10.5

Many of these sources, instead of increasing their emissions
to the limit allowed, would use the additional reductions as fu-
ture offset credit. Because these emissions represent only slight
differences in control efficiency--99.9 percent for 50 tons per
year and 99.8 percent for 100 tons per year--the associated cost
savings would not be significant. This would not be true if the
source decided to install a less efficient control device, but
even then the source may install the same basic control equipment
and operate it at less than its design efficiency to gain short-
term energy savings until it decides to use the additional emis-
sion reduction (above those specfied in SIP or NSPS) as offset
credit.

A source is considered to be subject to nonattainment review
and therefore not subject to PSD review if it proposed to locate
in an area designated as nonattainment for all the pollutants
that it emitted. If it emitted any other pollutants for which
the area were designated as attainment, it is considered to be
still subject to PSD for those pollutants and therefore considered
in the calculation of the total number of sources subject to the
proposed regulations. Of the permits in the survey, 15 new and
24 modified sources would no longer be subject to PSD for a num-
ber of pollutants for which they are major. In some cases, the
source would still be subject for some of the pollutants for
which it was major because the area has not been designated as a
nonattainment area for these pollutants. It is assumed that if
a source were major for at least one pollutant that all other pol-
lutants above the de minimis levels for which the area were
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designated as attainment would still be subject to PSD review.
The number of sources subject to PSD review was not changed even
if the criteria to subject a source to PSD review were any emis-
sions rather than emissions above the de minimis levels for those
other pollutants for which the area is designated as attainment.
However, for a few of the sources, one or two additional pollu-
tants would also be subject to PSD as well as the ones above the
de minimis levels.

The associated emissions from the sources in the survey that
would no longer be subject to PSD but would be subject to nonat-
tainment review are in Table 28; only pollutants for which the
area has been designated as nonattainment are included in the
table.

TABLE 28. EMISSIONS SUBJECT TO NEW SOURCE NONATTAINMENT REQUIREMENTS
BUT NOT TO PSD

(Tons/yr) PM S0z voC co NOx

10,788 | 10,985 | 2,084 {1,834 | 1,761

Since many of the sources subject to the nonattainment area
requirements have already indicated that they plan to install
LAER, there would not be any additional cost as a result of the
proposed regulations. However, there are a number of other i
sources located in nonattainment areas that were previously not
subject to the nonattainment requirements which would now as a
result of the proposed regulations be required to meet the non-
attainment requirements.

Of the 39 sources in nonattainment areas subject to the pro-
posed nonattainment new source review requirements, only 8 had
applied LAER; the other 31 did not refer to the LAER limit in
their PSD application, nor was LAER referred to in the permit
file. These 31 sources could have demonstrated that they were
in a clean pocket of a nonattainment area and thus were subject
only to PSD, not the nonattainment requirements; or, that since
they were applying for a PSD permit, they could have included
only PSD information in the permit since the States would be (in
most cases) responsible for the nonattainment new source review.
However, the sources should have indicated in their PSD applica-
tions that they had or were in the process of obtaining a State
permit and that they believed they were not subject to the non-
attainment requirement and thus did not need to apply LAER.

The 31 sources not subject to the nonattainment requirements
(i.e., those that did not mention LAER) would, under the proposed
regulations, have to provide additional control beyond BACT (i.e.,
LAER) and to obtain the necessary offsets. Applying LAER instead
of BACT would appear to be costly, but a review of the sources
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that had applied LAER revealed that (in many cases) the LAER
limit was equal to the BACT limit. Therefore, these sources
would not incur any additional control technology cost. A few
sources indicated that the LAER limit was more stringent than
the BACT limit, but because of limited data it was impossible to
assign a cost for those few sources.

The cost of obtaining offsets for these sources could not
be determined since no data were available on where these sources
might obtain offsets. Past practices indicate that these sources
would obtain internal rather than external offsets. Because most
of the sources in nonattainment areas were modifications, they
would likely obtain their offsets by replacing or closing down
0ld polluting facilities or by meeting more stringent controls
on the existing facilities. Little if any data are available on
the costs of obtaining internal offsets since these vary sig-
nificantly from source to source.

Although the 34 sources that would no longer be subject to
PSD review and/or nonattainment review would obtain some cost
savings as a result of the proposed regulations, the 31 sources
that would now be subject to the more restrictive nonattainment
requirements would incur some additional costs. Since the number
of sources no longer subject to review (34) is very close to the
number that would receive additional review (31) and the type of
sources are very similar in each case, it was assumed, based on
the limited data available, that the overall cost as a result of
geographic applicability would be the same under the current and
proposed requirements since the total savings under one would be
offset by the costs imposed by the other.
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APPENDIX A

MONITORING COSTS
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APPENDIX B
COSTS INCURRED BY MODIFICATIONS NOT CURRENTLY

SUBJECT TO THE JUNE 19, 1978 PSD REGULATIONS AS A
RESULT OF THE PROPOSED PSD REGULATIONS
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APPENDIX B

COSTS INCURRED BY MODIFICATIONS NOT CURRENTLY SUBJECT TO THE
JUNE 19, 1978 PSD REGULATIONS AS A RESULT OF THE PROPOSED
PSD REGULATIONS

CURRENT PROPOSAL

Based on the estimates available from Section 4 approximate-
ly 1200 modifications per year which are not currently subject to
the PSD regulations would be subject to the proposed regulations
as a result of these modifications increasing the net emissions
by more than the proposed de minimis emission levels. As a result
of these modifications being subject to PSD review they would
incur some additional costs over and above the current costs to
obtain a general State New Source Review permit.

Because these sources are subject to PSD review they would
be required to

1. Conduct an air quality assessment of the impact
of the .proposed modification using an air qual-
ity dispersion model,

2. conduct preconstruction monitoring,
3. prepare a PSD permit
4, undergo review and incur additional costs as a

result of delay in construction, and

5. install BACT.

Modeling

Since these sources would be relatively small in terms of
emissions they could use a PTMAX type model. At a cost of $1500
per source the total cost for these sources would be $1.8 x 106
(1200 x s$1500).

Monitoring

Since these would be modifications to existing sources, it
is assumed that existing monitoring data in the vicinity of the
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1s more stringent than the SIP limit, approximately 43
modifications would be subject to the more stringent controls
as a result of the BACT requirement than under the SIP. This
additional cost would amount to approximately $4.3 to 8.6 x
106 per yvyear. Therefore, the additional costs of BACT as a
result of additional modifications being subject to review is
approximately 12 to 24 x 106 per vyear.

MODIFIED DE MINIMIS EMISSION LEVELS

Since only a limited amount of information is available
regarding the number of additional modifications which are
currently not subject to PSD review, information on the 151
modifications which have received permits was used to obtain
an estimate of the number of additional modifications which
would be subject if the current de minimis levels were revised
to 25 TPY for TSP, and 40 TPY for SO,, HO, and HC. The CO de
minimis level would remain the same. Bascd on this information,
approximately 888 (see Section 4.5) out of the 1200 additional
modifications would be subject to review. Given this estimate
the following costs were calculated:

Modeling

888 x $1500 = 1.3 x 10°

Monitoring

No additional cost.

Preparation of Permit
888 x $4300 = 3.8 x 10

6

Review Time
888 x $5832

5.2 x 10

BACT
(1200) (.32)

384 No Longer Subject

If there are 432 sources less than 50 tons per year and of
these 384 would no longer be subject, then only 48 of the 432
sources less than 50 tons per year would be required to apply
BACT. If 10% of these sources which remain subject would be
required to meet an emission limit under BACT that would be
more stringent than the SIP, then the additional cost would be
on the order of $.5 to $1 x 106. By the same token, if 10% of
the modification with emissions greater than 50 tons per yecar
would be required to mcet an emission limit under BACT that
would be more stringent than the SIP, then the additional cost
would be $7.7 to $15.4 x 10°. Total additional cost would be
$8.2 to $16.4 x 106 per year.
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source could be used instead of establishing a monitoring network
and thus no additional cost would be incurred as a result of
preconstruction or postconstruction monitoring.

Preparation of PSD Permit

Since these modifications would be subject to PSD they would
be required to prepare a PSD permit application which would re-
quire that slightly more information be gathered than would be
needed for a NSR permit. Based on the amount of information
needed to obtain a PSD permit, a minimum of 123 man-hours is
needed to collect the information and submit the PSD permit
application. Assuming a burden labor cost of $35 per hour, the
total cost would be $4300 per permit or approximately $5.2 x 106
per year assuming 1200 permits would be issued per year.

Review Time

Since these sources would be required to obtain a PSD permit
in addition to a NSR permit, some additional review time would be
incurred which would cause some further delays in construction.
Based on information in Section 3, this delay would cost approxi-
mately $8750 for a review time of 3 months or $2916 per month. If.
the minimum time for obtaining a permit is 3 months and one month
is needed to obtain a State permit then 2 months of the 3 month
period is due solely to PSD review. This two month review would
cost approximately $5832 ($2916 x 2) and would amount to approxi-
mately $6.9 x 106" for the 1200 permits.

BACT

Based on the estimates in Section 4, approximately 768 of
the 1200 modifications would be greater than 50 tons per year
and 432 would be less than 50 tons per year. As a result of a
review of the sources which would have controlled emissions less
than 100/250 tons per year and therefore would not be subject
to PSD review based on the proposed regulations, it was determined
that approximately 10% of the sources with emissions greater than
50 tons per year (but less than 100/250 tons per vear) had emission
limits as a result of BACT which would be more stringent than those
emission limits required by the SIP. If this same percentage holds
true for these additional modifications, then approximately 77
modifications would incur some additional costs as a result of
being required to meet a BACT instead of a SIP limit. This cost
would amount to approximately $7.7 to 15.4 x 106 per year.
Additionally, the modifications with emissions less than 50 tons
per vear would also be subject to the BACT. Based on the infor-
mation above regarding the number of modifications where the BACT
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APPENDIX C

SUMMARY OF THE ASSESSMENT OF THE
SEPTEMBER 5, 1979 PROPOSED PSD REGULATIONS
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