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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: July 21, 1978

SUBJECT: PSD Permt for Marbl ehead Lime Conpany

FROM Di rector

Di vision of Stationary Source Enforcenent (EN- 341)
TO Robert L. Duprey, Director

Air and Hazardous Materials Division,

Regi on V

This is in response to your letter of June 15, 1978. You asked whet her
EPA shoul d al | ow Marbl ehead Li me Conpany to amend its PSD permit of January
3, 1978, for its proposed new kiln, to reflect an increase from 1200
tons/day to 1600 tons/day, to be offset by closure of old kilns. We
di sagree with your conclusion that this can be handl ed by an anmendment to
the original permt.

The Agency's recently pronul gated PSD regul ati ons do not make any
provision for amending a permt issued prior to March 1, 1978. It seens
possi bl e that under some circunstances a mnor change coul d be incorporated
in a PSD permt through an anendnent. However, for a significant change,
such as the 33%increase involved here, anending the permit wll not
suffice. In fact, the increase requested anbunts to a "major nodification,"
as defined in Section 52.21 (b) (2), and a new permt would have been
required even if the new kiln, as originally proposed, had al ready been
conpl et ed.

The anended Clean Air Act is quite specific about requiring opportunity
for a public hearing, making no exceptions for |ack of public interest.
VWile we synpathize with your desire to avoid wasteful procedures, there
does not seemto be any way to escape the legal requirements of the Act. It
is possible, of course, that citizens may wi sh to address the issues rel ated
to the significantly larger plant, and so the opportunity for a public
heari ng shoul d be provided. 1In addition, the process of issuing a new
permit will allow EPA to reconsider the proper level of control. It seens
possible in theory, at least, that the change in size of the plant could
affect the BACT determ nation.

If you have any further questions on this matter, please call Dave
Rochlin (FTS-755-2542) of my staff.

CONGRESS OF THE UNI TED STATES
House of Representatives
Washi ngton, DC 20515

June 29, 1978

M. Douglas M Costle

Admi ni strator

Envi ronnental Protection Agency
401 M Street, S W

Washi ngton, DC 20460
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Dear M. Costle:

I amwiting to you concerning the Marbl ehead Li me Conpany plant that
is located in ny District. The conpany received a pernmit fromEPA to
construct a 1200-ton-per-day linme kiln. Shortly after the pernit was
i ssued, Marbl ehead had an opportunity to purchase a 1600 ton kiln that would
replace the 1200 ton kiln as well as a 450 ton kiln that was already in
operati on.

Mar bl ehead contacted the M dwest office of the EPA and asked themto
grant a permt for the 1600 kiln. The Mdwest Ofice conducted the
necessary eval uations and recommended that a permt be granted. Not only
was the 1600 kiln technically acceptable, but it would actually inprove the
environnmental conditions in the area

Unfortunately, EPA's General Counsel ruled that a permt could not be
granted for the 1600 ton kiln because Marbl ehead did not neet administrative
requirements that are necessary when applying for a permt. | nust point
out that the EPA' s denial has no relationship to Marbl ehead' s environnenta
st at us.

EPA' s refusal to grant Marblehead a permit for a 1600 ton kiln wll
cost nmy District at least 250 jobs. |In addition, Marblehead's inability to
produce line may further endanger the enployment picture in the stee
industry which relies heavily on line. | would like to point out that ny
Congressional District has been severely inpacted by nassive |ayoffs and
cutbacks in the steel industry. Any future |loss of jobs would only further
danpen an already bl eak econom c picture in nmy District.

M. Douglas M Costle
June 29, 1978
Page Two

I am not asking EPA to overl ook any environnental standards in this
matter. As | nmentioned earlier, the construction of the 1600 ton kiln would
actual ly be nore advantageous to the environnment than the previous kilns.

In addition, Marblehead Linme has a record second to none in obeying the | aw
as it pertains to environnental control

I amtroubl ed that EPA does not show a greater concern for the inpact
of its decisions. The loss of hundreds of jobs sinply because of an
adm nistrative requirement is ludicrous. | strongly recomend that EPA
reconsider its decision concerning Mrblehead Linme and grant a pernmt for
the 1600 ton kil n.

Thank you for your assistance in this matter, and I am | ooking forward
to a pronpt response.

Si ncerely,

Morgan F. Murphy
Menmber of Congress
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