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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
DATE: 15 JuL 1977

SUBJECT: Interpretative Ruling: Allowable Enm ssions Baseline

FROM Walter C. Barber, Director
Ofice of Air Quality Planning and Standards

TO R L. O Connell, Director
Enf or cenent Division, Region IX

| appreciate your sending ne a copy of your June 2, 1977, nenpo (E-4-3
NSR 2-1) to DSSE on the above subject. | would Iike to comment on the
i ssues you raised in your nmeno.

Wth respect to the Scattergood Steam Plant, | believe there are
several nechani sns under the existing interpretative ruling which can be
used to ensure that the offsets are "real." First, the ruling indicates

(Section IV.C. 3.) that emi ssion offsets should generally be nade on a
pounds- per-hour basis when all facilities involved in the eni ssion of fset
are operating at the maxi num expected production rate (annual en ssions can
al so be used if appropriate). Use of pounds-per-hour should hel p negate
fal se em ssion offset credits that would result fromthe use of annua

em ssions and | ow annual capacity factors. Since the use of annua

em ssions nmay al so be appropriate in this case, we would advi se using the
hi stori cal annual capacity factor for the source providing the offsets.

Al though this approach is not explicit in the interpretative ruling, | think
there is enough latitude to make this interpretation. W might also

consi der nmeking this approach nore explicit in any changes we nake to the
ruling. | believe the approach outlined above would al so handl e the issues
you raise with respect to marine termnals and transhipnent facilities.

Wth respect to the secondary em ssions fromelectrical power
generation needed to supply a new source, CARB certainly has the authority
to require offsets for such enissions. However, | amnot certain they nust
obtain offsets for such secondary emi ssions under the interpretative ruing
Since the additional electricity presumably could be generated anywhere on
t he power supply grid, the ampbunt and | ocation of the secondary em ssions
m ght vary significantly and thus do not nmeet the test of footnote 3. In
addition, if the secondary em ssions of concern included SO2 or particul ate
matter, condition 4 of Section IV (the air quality test involving a nodeling
anal ysis) mght be inpossible to neet.

We have di scussed the above suggestions with DSSE and they are in
agreement with them |If you would like to discuss these issues further
pl ease contact ne.

cc: Ed Reich, EN-340
Dick Stoll, A-133

UNI TED STATES ENVI RONMENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY
REG ON | X
100 California Street
San Francisco, California 94111
July 15, 1977

H P. Lynch
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Chevron U. S. A Inc.
P. O Box 5543
Ol dale, CA 93308

Dear M. Lynch:

This is in response to your March 2, 1977 application for an EPA Approval to
Construct a new stationary source of air pollution, pursuant to 40 CFR
52.233(q) (Review of New Sources and Modifications) and the Interpretative
Ruling for Inplenmentation of the Requirenents of 40 CFR 51.18 (Federal

Regi ster, Decenber 21, 1976, pp. 55524-55530). The proposed project is the
conversion of four (4) 22-mllion BTU hr steam generators from natural gas
fired to oil fired, and the construction and installation of one (1) 50-
mllion BTU hr steam generator in the Mdway-Sunset O Filed, Section 15,
T31S, R233, MD [ILLEG BLE], Kern County, California.

After reviewing the project and the SAl inpact report (Air Quality

I mpact of Proposed O | -Fired Equipnment in the Western Kern County Q|

Fi el ds Through Year [ILLEQ BLE] 1975, April 1977), we have detern ned
that the applicable section of the Interpretative Ruling in the case of
your application would be part 1l11: Sources Locating in "Cl ean" areas
that would cause a [ILLEG BLE] Violation of a [ILLEGBLE] . Under this
part, new sources must nmeet "a nore stringent emssion limtation and/or
control existing sources below allowable level so that there will be no
violation of any [ILLEG BLE] . The EPA has interpreted this to nean
that for all new sources in the subject area of the M dway-Sunset Ol
Field or in any area in which the em ssions fromthe sources woul d cause
an exacerbation of the violation area, em ssion controls nust be

[1LLEG BLE] or emission offsets obtained from existing equi pment such
that will be no net increase in em ssions.

-2-

Because of the existing (conputed) violation any em ssion in the area of
concern woul d cause an exacerbation of the present situation. EPA s intent
inthis case is to prevent an exceedance of the National Anmbient Air Quality
St andar ds.

In summary, in order for the EPA to grant an Approval to Construct for the
proposed project, the above nentioned conditions nust be fulfilled to assure
that there will be no net increase in em ssions of sulfur oxides. Wthout
such action, the EPA would consider the project to interfere with the

attai nnent and mai ntenance of the NAAQS and an Approval to Construct could
not be granted.

Shoul d you have questions on the above matters, please contact M. Barry
Garelick of our Permits Branch at (415) 556-0243.

Si ncerely,
[Original signed by Terry L. Stunph]

R. L. O Connell
Director, Enforcenent Division

cc: California ARB, Sacranento
Kern County APCD, Bakersfield
U. S. Energy Research & Devel opment Agency, Oakl and
SAl, La Jolla

bc: DSSE



