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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

Cct ober 7, 1985

Louis M Chanberl ain

Division of Air Qality

M nnesota Pollution Control Agency
1935 West County Road B-2
Roseville, M nnesota 55113

Dear M. Chanberl ain:

This is in response to your August 29, 1985 letter to Ronald Van Mersbergen
of ny staff which inquires about the new source review rules which apply to
the conversion to coal at the Hi bbard Station Units 3 and 4.

We concur with the conclusion that the change in Units 3 and 4 to burn coa
is exenpted fromthe new source performance standards (NSPS) 40 CFR Part 60,
Subpart Da. We do not agree, however, with all of the argunments supporting
t he NSPS exenption in the attachment to your letter.

It does appear, however, that the conversion to coal of Units 3 and 4 will
cause the plant to be subject to the prevention of significant deterioration
(PSD) regulations for SO2 if the new source equals or exceeds a 40 TPY
increase in SO2 em ssions. A superficial reading of the PSD rules in 40 CFR
52.21 (b) (2) (iii) (e) would seemto indicate that the source woul d be
exenpted from PSD review for a conversion to coal if the source could have
burned coal before January 6, 1975. However, a nore considered reading
reveal s that the rule should be read as though it said the exenption could
only apply if the source would have "continuously" had the capability of
accommodating coal as a fuel since before January 6, 1975. As you can see
fromthe rule, a source is disqualified fromusing the exenption if a change
to coal is prohibited under a federally enforceable permt condition which
was established after January 6, 1975, pursuant to 40 CFR 52.21 (the
federally pronmul gated PSD rul es) or which was established pursuant to 40 CFR
51.18 or 40 CFR 51.24 (the general SIP rules or approved SIP rules for PSD).

Wth respect to fuel switching, there are only two cases that could arise
for units which fired coal before January 6, 1975: first, sources which had
a continued coal firing capability since before January 6, 1975, and second
sources which have lost their capability to fire coal. A permt condition
prohibiting the use of coal as a fuel is only relevant in the first case
because there would be no need to legally prohibit the firing of coal in a
unit in which coal burning is physically prohibited. 1t is therefore
reasonabl e to assunme that the exenption provision is only there for sources
or units which have continued coal firing capability frombefore January 6
1975, and can only be used if there is no enforceable permt condition
prohibiting the burning of coal. Since the coal firing equi pnent was
renoved fromthe Hi bbard Station in 1973, the source does not qualify for
the exenption in 40 CFR 52.21 (b) (2) (iii) (e) and may, therefore, be
subject to the PSD rules for SO2.
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Furthernore, USEPA has interpreted the term "capabl e of accommpdati ng" as
bei ng continuously capabl e based upon design specifications. 1In order for
the plant to be capabl e of acconmpdati ng coal, the conpany nmust show not
only the design (i.e., construction specifications) for the source
contenpl ated the coal handling and firing equi pnent, but also that the

equi prent actually was installed and still remains in existence. Oherw se,
it cannot reasonably be concluded that the use of coal was "designed into
the source.” In other words, a denobnstration of continuous coal firing

capability is necessary to show that the source was desi gned to accommodat e
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Agai n, since the source could not be fired with coal after 1973, it does not
have continuous coal firing capability and therefore cannot qualify for the
exenption fromthe PSD regul ations provided in 40 CFR 52.21 (b) (2) (iii)

(e).

Wth respect to the construction ban, if the source is a new mgjor source or
a major nodification but is located in a secondary nonattai nment area, the
construction ban would not apply even though the State does not have an
approved new source review plan. The ban only applies in primary

nonattai nment areas where a plan nust be approved by a date specified by the
Clean Air Act.

Since (1) the source appears to be a mgjor source for particul ates, having
potential em ssions greater than 100 TPY, (2) the source is in an area that
is a nonattainment area for particulates, (3) the State does not have an
approved nonattai nment new source review rule, and (4) the area is

nonattai nment for the secondary standard only, then USEPA finds that the
pernmit for the nodification nust be reviewed in accordance with the

"em ssion offset policy", Appendix S of 40 CFR 51.18. However, it is
possible, as we discussed, to limt the potential em ssions fromthe
existing source to less than 100 tons per year, thereby meking the existing
source mnor and thus allowi ng a new em ssion increase of up to 100 tons per
year before a nonattai nnent review would be required. This can be
acconplished by limting the potential em ssions fromUnits 1 and 2 so that
the total potential em ssions of Units 3 and 4 before the nodification and
the permt-linmted potential emi ssions of Units 1 and 2 are less than 100
TPY. The source should be advised, that it cannot be allowed in the future
increases in emssions fromUnits 1 and 2 during a contenporaneous period
or sonme other reasonabl e period wi thout being viewed as circunventing the
"of fset" rules.

If you have additional questions concerning this matter, please call Ron Van
Mer sbergen of ny staff at (312) 886-6056.

Si ncerely yours,

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

5AMD: ARB: TAS: CTU: RYM 10/ 2/ 85

bcc: D. Kee B. MacDowel |
S. Rothblatt R Van Mersbergen
L. Kertcher L. Castanares
J. Paisie B. Beyer
G @l ezian Gary McCutchen, CPDD



