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THE TEXT YOU ARE VIEWNG | S A COVPUTER- GENERATED OR RETYPED VERSI ON OF A
PAPER PHOTOCOPY OF THE ORI G NAL. ALTHOUGH CONSI DERABLE EFFORT HAS BEEN
EXPENDED TO QUALI TY ASSURE THE CONVERSI ON, |IT MAY CONTAI N TYPOGRAPHI CAL
ERRORS. TO OBTAIN A LEGAL COPY OF THE ORI G NAL DOCUMENT, AS IT
CURRENTLY EXI STS, THE READER SHOULD CONTACT THE OFFI CE THAT ORI G NATED
THE CORRESPONDENCE OR PROVI DED THE RESPONSE

UNI TED STATES ENVI RONMVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY

8 APR 1977

M. Harry C. Phelan, Jr.

Executive Director

California Asphalt Pavenent Association
Suite 107, 12722 Riverside Drive

North Hol | ywood, California 91607

Dear M. Phel an:

This is in response to your March 9 letter to M. Quarles concerning
t he question of whether the requirements for preconstruction review of new
or nodified air pollution sources as outlined in the Decenber 21, 1976
"Interpretative Ruling" apply to the relocation of an existing asphalt
concrete plant when such relocation does not result in any increase in
em ssi ons.

As you know, the ruling provides that while all sources subject to
preconstruction review requirenents shoul d be reviewed for applicable
em ssion regul ation conpliance, only "major" new or nodified sources nust be
subject to the air quality analysis and the specific conditions of the
Em ssion Offset Policy. These conditions are designed to ensure that the
maj or new source's emissions will be controlled to the greatest degree
possi bl e, that nore than equival ent offsetting em ssion reductions will be
obtai ned from existing sources, and that there will be progress toward
attai nnment of the NAAQS. For the present, the ruling defines a "ngjor"
source as having an allowable enmission rate (i.e., rate after the
application of the appropriate em ssion regul ation) of 100 or nobre tons per
year (1000 for carbon nonoxide). However, the Agency has proposed for
review and comment a definition of 50 or nore tons per year (500 for carbon
nonoxi de) that may be incorporated into the existing State |nplenmentation
Pl ans requirenents.

Wth regard to asphalt concrete plants, our prelimnary cal cul ations
indicate that for a typical average controlled listing plant with an
operating capacity of 150 tons per hour, the associated all owabl e stack
em ssions would be 45 tons per year, and thus would not be considered a
"major" source. However, a large plant with a capacity of 350 tons per
hour, assuming the application of average control regul ations, would have
associ ated al | onabl e stack em ssions of 105 tons per year and thus woul d be
considered a "major" source. For the nost part, it appears that npst
asphalt concrete plants with the application of better than average contro
woul d not be considered a "major" source at this time. However, if the
current definition is lowered to 50 tons per year, sone |large plants could
be covered.

2

Currently, the "Interpretative Ruling" does not exenpt relocation of a
"major" existing source within a different non-attainnment air quality
control region, as this source would cause an increase in enissions for the
air quality control region in which it is proposing to |ocate.
Theoretically, if the source relocates within the sane non-attai nment area
it could use the em ssions available fromthe closing of the existing
facility to offset the relocation but may be required to apply nore
stringent control requirements. This, part of the "Interpretative Ruling"
is currently under evaluation as to whether a relocation of an existing
facility using the same equi pnent should be conpletely exenpted fromthe
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requirement of the Emission Ofset Policy if no increase in emssions is
associated with this source. There have been sone strong reconmendations to
specifically exenpt relocations. To date, no final decision has been nmade
as we are in the process of reviewing the cooments received on the Ruling.

In conclusion, at the present tine nost asphalt concrete plants woul d
not qualify as a mmjor source and thus would not be required to neet the
conditions of the Emission Offset Policy. However, there may be sone |arge
facilities which would be required to nmeet the conditions of the offset
policy as they currently exist.

We will consider further the possibility of exenpting rel ocated
exi sting sources using the same equipnent, with no increase in emn ssions
fromthe Em ssion Ofset Policy.

Si ncerely yours,

VWal ter C. Barber
Di rector
Ofice of Air Quality Planning
and St andar ds

CALI FORNI A ASPHALT PAVEMENT ASSCCI ATI ON
SUl TE 107 12722 RI VERSI DE DRI VE
PO BOX 4456 NORTH HOLLYWOOD CALI FORNI A 91607 (213) 877-5241
March 9, 1977
M. John Quarles, Acting Adm nistrator
Envi ronnental Protection Agency
Fourth and M Streets, S.W
Washington, D. C. 20460
Re. 40 CRF 51.18
Dear M. Quarles:

The California Asphalt Pavenent Association represents owners and operators
of asphalt concrete plants within the state of California.

Periodically, existing asphalt concrete plants are relocated in the sane air
basin or another air basin for several reasons, nanely:

1. Due to the depletion of aggregate raw materials at the existing
| ocati on.
2. To nore econonically service a new devel opi ng area.
3. To nore econonically provide asphalt concrete to specific governnental

hi ghway proj ects.
4, For ot her business or econom c reasons.

The rel ocation of todays well controlled asphalt concrete plants does not
result in any increase in existing enmssions. |In addition, these asphalt
concrete plants cannot be construed as "mmjor" sources, even under the
criteria as proposed on Decenber 21, 1976, in the Federal Register at 41 FR
55559.

A review of 40 CFR Part 51 and the proposed anendnents contained in the
Federal Register at 41 FR 55558 thru 55560 does not indicate whether that
part of a State Inplenentation Plan covering the review of New Sources and
nodi fications should include the relocation of an existing facility (asphalt
concrete plant) which does not result in any increase in em ssions.

M. John Quarles -2- March 9, 1977
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I believe that this is due to the fact that 40 CFR 51 does not include a
definition for either an "existing" source or a "new' source. Secondly,
there is no provision to indicate whether the relocation of an existing
facility is or is not considered a nodification when it does not result in
any increase in em ssions.

In view of the foregoing statements, a response to the follow ng question is
respectful ly requested:

1. Do the requirenents for preconstruction review of new or nodified air
pol lution sources (40 CFR 51.18) apply to the relocation of an existing
asphalt concrete plant when such relocation does not result in any
increase in enissions?

Your early reply to our question will be greatly appreciated.

Respectful ly submtted

Harry C. Phel an, Jr.
Executive Director

HCP/ dh



