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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
REG ON 5
230 SOUTH DEARBORN ST.
CH CAGO, ILLINO S 60604

April 6, 1987

Roger D. Anderson, P.E.

Bui | di ng 21-2W 05

Envi ronnent al Engi neeri ng and
Pol | uti on Control

3M Cor por ati on

P. O Box 33331

St. Paul, M nnesota 55133

Dear M. Anderson:

This is in response to your letter that we received on March 2, 1987,
concerning appropriate volatile organic conmpound (VOC) emission limts for
t he proposed pilot coating equipnment in Mapl ewood. The pilot coater is
bei ng added to an existing source that has the potential to emt nore than
250 tons per year (tpy) of VOC's in an ozone attai nment area.

Two i ssues have been raised during our discussions about this project,
nanmely, (1) are the Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD)

regul ati ons applicable if the pilot coater is not expected to have emni ssions
greater than 40 tpy, and (2) if the PSD regul ations could apply, how can a
pernmit be witten to avoid PSD revi ew.

The PSD regul ations apply if an existing major source is nodified resulting

in a significant net increase in emssions. |In determ ning what is the net
increase in enissions of a nodification, "actual" emni ssion increases from
the project are added to other "actual" increases and decreases occurring
during the contenporaneous time period. |In this case, the only enission

increase is fromthe pilot coater. There are no other contenporaneous
increases or decreases. Since the significance level for VOC enm ssions is
40 tpy for PSD purposes, you are correct in your understanding that the PSD
review requirenents are triggered when there is an "actual" net emni ssion
increase of 40 tpy of VOC occurring at an existing major stationary source.
However, in your assunption that PSD does not apply to the proposed project

because actual emissions fromthe pilot coater will be less than 40 tpy, one
provision of the Federal rules was overlooked. That provision states that
"actual emissions . . . for any em ssion unit which has not begun nornal

operations on the particular date shall equal the potential to emt of the
unit on that date" (enphasis added). See section 40 CFR 52.21(b)(21)(iv).

Wth this understanding, the addition of the pilot coater is a nmjor

nodi fication because its potential to increase VOC eni ssions exceeds 40 tpy
at an existing mpjor stationary source.

The term "potential to enmit" is defined in 40 CFR 52.21(b)(4) as the
capacity to enmt a pollutant at nmaxi num designed capacity after considering
any federally enforceable limts on control equipnment and federally
enforceable linmtations
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on operations. The potential emissions of the pilot coater can be reduced
to below 40 tpy, if a federally enforceable permt condition is placed in
the construction permit. To be federally enforceable according to 40 CFR
52.21(b) (iv), the Adm nistrator must be able to enforce limts under the
State I nplementation Plan which includes permt conditions issued under the
M nnesota construction pernit program

Furthernore, the United States Environnmental Protection Agency (USEPA) has
determined in one of the two menoranda you cited in your letter (Attachnent
#1, January 20, 1984 menorandum from John O Connor, Acting Director of the
Ofice of Air Quality and Standards) its policy on federally enforceable
averaging tinmes for VOC enissions. The O Connor menorandum states that for
VOC em ssions a daily emssion limt is required for regulatory actions
where continuous conpliance is not feasible. Regulatory actions referenced
in the menorandum i nclude construction permits. |If a daily emssion limt
is not economcally or technically possible, a |onger averaging time may be
considered, but it nust be as short as practicable and no | onger than 30
days. In order for VOC enission linmts to be federally enforceable and able
to affect the potential to emt, the emission limt nmust conply with the
averaging time requirements of the O Connor nmenorandum

USEPA has further determned in the other nmenbrandumcited in your letter
(Attachment #2 March 13, 1986 nenorandum from Edward Rei ch, former Director
of the Stationary Source Conpliance Division) that if operating paraneters
(for exanple, hours of operations or amount of raw materials entering a
process) are going to be limted, short-term averagi ng of these paraneters
is also required. Monthly averaging is generally the |ongest averaging tine
that USEPA will accept as federally enforceable with regard to operational
limts. Please keep in mnd that the March 13, 1986, nenorandum from Edward
Rei ch states that averagi ng periods recommended for operational limts are
not to be confused with our policy on averaging periods for emssion limts.

The 3M Conpany has not, as yet, denonstrated why a daily emssion limt is
not possible for the pilot coater. Perhaps, if such a denonstration cannot
be made, the project should be considered a PSD source.

If you have additional questions in regard to this matter, please contact
Ron Van Mersbergen at (312) 886-6056.

Si ncerely yours

Steve Rothblatt, Chief
Air and Radi ation Branch (5AR-26)
Att achnent s

cc: Elizabeth Henderson MPCA






