Letter frbm Richard R. Long, Region VIII Director, Air and Radiation Program, to Jack
' Vaughn, EnerVest San Juan Operating Co. (July 8, 1999)



REGION viil
858 1B8th STREET - SUITE 500
DENVER, COLORADG 20202.2488

JUL 8 188

FO%0,  UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL FROTECTION AGENCY
. ﬁ 7l

Ref: 8P-AR

Yack Vaughn

EnerVest San Juae Opernating Co,
570 B Tumer Dr.

Durango, CO 81301

Dear Mr. Vaughn,

This letter iz in yesponse to your letter dated June 3, 1999 requesting clarification of the
- aggregation of sources for the purpose of determining Title V applicability as it applies to
pipeline compresgor stations. More specifically, you have adiced us o determing whether we
comsider each emitting umit at each compressor station o be a single source or all of the
emﬁ&gmmmﬁmmsmmﬁsnmaggm@mm&aﬁnghmmmv
pemmitting porposes, and whether these sources are major.

In the Code of Federal Regulations at 40 CFR 71.2 the definition of “major source™
states, in part; , : '

"Major source means any stafionary source (or any group of stationary sources that axe
located on one or more contignons or adjacent properties and are under common

* control of the same person (or persons under common control)), belonging to & single
major industrial grouping....."

We intexpret this to mean that each compressor station with its associated emithing vnits
{e.g. compressor engines, wells, pumps, dehydmtors, storge and transmission tanks, efc...)
comprises & “group of stationary sources” and would be considered & single source for
purposes of determining Title V appleabifity.

. With this interpretation in mind, the additional information you provided to us in the
letter, and further telephone conversations with you, we bave dotermined that the EnerVest
San Juan Operating Co. has five sources (compregsor stations with their associated emitting
units) located within the exterior boundaries of the Southern Ute Indian Reservation in
southwest Colorado, The foliowing table illustrates the sources.



1 | Blackridge Compressor Station (BR SU &2
SW NW Sec. 8 T33N - RIOW

Valencia Canyon Compressor Station (VC 5U 32-1)
SW SE Sec. 32 T33M - RLIW

Valencia Canyon Compressor Station (VC SU 32-4)
NW NE Sec, 32 T33N - RI1IW

4 | Valencia Canyon Compressor Station (VC SU 20-4)
SE NE Sec. 20 T3IN - RIIW

5 | Indian Creek Compressor Station (IC SU 24-4)
NW SW Sec., 24 T34N - RIOW

b

a2

To further determine whether thess are major sources for purposes of Title V
permitting, we require additional information. Specifically, for each source identified above

we are requesting:

: _fﬁ' _Ahstefa]ismmsmumtsfmeachsuum suchnscompmsm'enmes wells,
) pumps, heaters, dchydmtam tanks, emergency engines, ete. -
® mmteofcomhﬁcﬁﬂnm&mmnmafaﬂmmmeqmpm
& mmﬁmmofaﬁmpoﬂnm{mdﬂmvwwmm -
hazardoos air pollutants for each emission unit.
® Aoopyafanyemshngmrpﬂﬁuﬁmpmmmthatmayhavebmmedbytbe
' Siﬁeofﬁoiomda o

Wehopﬂthazthmhas chnﬁedﬁarymaaurundmmngofthgmgumﬂnammey

pertain 1 the BnerVest San Juan Operating Company’s facilities. If you have any further
questions, please feel free to contact Kathleen Paser of my Techmical Assistance staff at 303~

31Z-6526.

ce:
Cheryl Wiescamp, Dirsctor of Environmental Frograms, Southern Ute Indizn Tribe
Virgil Frazier, Air Program Coordinator, Southern Ute Indian Tribe -
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Letter from Richard R. Long, Region VIII Director, Air Program, to Lynn R. Menlove,
Manager New Source Review Section, Division of Air Quality, Utah Department of
: EnVIronmeﬂtal Quality {August 8, 1997)



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
. REGION 8
999 18™ STREET - SUITE 500
DENVER, CO 30202.2468
hifip:iiwww.epa.goviregionds

August 8, 1997

Ref: §PZ-A

Lynn R. Menlove, Manager

New Source Review Section

Division of Air Quality

Utah Departinent of Environmental Quality
P.O. Box 144820

Sait Lake City, UT 84114-4820

Dear Mr. Menlove;

This letter is in response to your letter dated May 23, 1997, about Great Salt Lake
Minerals and whether their operations should be considered a single source or two sources under
the Prevention of Significant Deterioration of Air Quality (PSD} regulations. We alsc received a
letter from Mr. Jim Wolf with the Harris Chemical Group, dated June 30, 1997, that contained the
June 16, 1997 letier that was sent to Utah, which discussed these issues about the Great §alt Lake
Minerals piant.

After reviewing the information submitted and previous applicability determinations that
have been made regarding the definition of stationary sources, we feel compelled to recommaend
that the subject pump station be considered part of the Great Salt Lake Minerals plant as a single
source, despite the fact that the pump station is on one side of the Great Salt Lake while the
production operations are on the other side of the lake. The underlying facts indicate that the
pump station operates solely as a suppoert facility to the plant. Guidance in the Standard Industrial
Classification (SIC) Manual (Appendix B) states that the SIC code is a system for classifying
establishments by type of economic activity. Each establishment is classified according to its
primary activity. The pump station activity does not have its own primary economic activity but
only supports the activity of the main facility, As such, we believe it would be incorrect to
consider the pump station operation as & separate SOurce. '

The letter from Mr. Wolf contained a statement that said “The pump station merely
supports brine transfer sctivities and has no production function or potential.” The very fact that
the pump station provides support to the production activities of the plant by brine transfer clearly
provides justification that the pump station acts as a support facility to the plant. To our general
knowledge, previous determinations, which have been made by EPA and states, have always
determined that activities which support the primary activities of a source are considered to be
part of the source to which they provide support. Distance between the operations is not nearly
as important in determining if the operations are part of the same source as the possible support
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that one operation provides for another. We believe that Utah has at least one example of this in
your definition of a source at Kennecott Copper, where the Bingham Canyon Mine and the
Copperton Concentrator are considered to be one source connected by a slurry pipeline. The only
written national guidance found in the New Source Review Guidance Notebook was numbered
3.18, dated 6/30/81, which dealt with fwo operations, separated one mile apart, that had a
dedicated railroad line between them, and together produced one line of automobiles, The
resulting determmination was that they are one source,

We have coordinated our response with EPA New Source Review contacts in North
Carolina and they agree that our guidance regarding this determination is consistent with
statements that EPA has made about long-line operations, such as a pipeiine or electrical power
lines. EPA would not treat ali of the pumping stations along a nmlti-state pipeline as one source.
The distance between those types of operations is typically hundreds of miles. The supply of
electrical power tc a source has never been used to determine that separate operations are part of
the same source. However, the physical relationship between the pump station and the
production operations at the Great Sajt Lake Minerals plant (i.e., a channel or “pipeline™ across
the bottom of the lake) is much more similar to conveying operations that transport raw materials
to a processing plant. This clearly supports the production operation and is routinely considered
to be part of a single stationary source (the production facility plus suppert operations). Thisisa
rather unique {one of a kind) operation and our guidance is specific for this unique operation.

The only issue, really is the distance between the two operations. EPA did make a
statement in the preamble to the Aagust 7, 1980 PSD rules that if two operations were 20 miles
apart, they would be too far apart to be considered one source. The rest of the determination was
that because the twa operations had different SIC codes, they would be separate sources, Qur
belief that the unique operations at the Great Salt Lake Minerals plant should be considered a
single source is somewhat in conflict with the single statement that a 20-mile separation is oo far
apart to consider two operations as a single source. However, this distance was not established ag
2 fixed requirement and involved facilities with different SIC codes, uniike The Great Salt Lake
Minerals case. 1t remains our opinion that because of the unique relationship between the pump
station and the salt processing plant and the dedicated charnel (21.5 miles) between the two that
supplies the pre-concentrated brine, the distance between the operations is not an overriding
factor that would prevent them from being considered a single source,

Our position on this rather unique situation is only provided as guidance, as it remains the
State’s primary responsibifity to make the final determination under your SIP-approved PSD
reguiations. I hope this is the information that you needed. If you have gquestions about our
determination, please contact John Dale at (303) 312-6934.

Sincerely,

Richard R. Long, Director
Adr Program



Letter from Richard R. Long, Region VI Director, Air and Radiation Program, to
il effrey L. Ingerson, Senior Environmental Specialist, Questar Gas Management
C,Gmpany (August 7, 1998)



R UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

H

e % REGION 8

M 999 18™ STREET - SUITE 500
méf -DENVER, CO 80202-2466

A -7 Ioe8

Refi BP-AR

Mr. Jeffrey L. Ingerson

Senior Environmental Specialist
Questar Gas Management Company
P.O. Box 45601

Salt Lake City, Utah 84145-0601

Dear Mr. Ingerson: i

This is in response to your request for a decision concerning whether the operation of
compressor units located at the Fidlar Station on the Ulntah/Ouray Indian Reservation in Utah
should be considered a single stationary source or two sources. Specifically, Guestar Gas
Management Company (QGMC) is asserting that based on different operational fimetions and
separate crganizational management, that the QGMC and Questar Pipeline Company (QPC)
compressor units shonld constitute separate entities and should not be grouped together for
purposes of permitting under the Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) program.
Furthermore, QGMC would like a determination as to the minimum distance required from the
Fidlar Station site to make any new compression equipment & separate facility.

Upon review of the management and organizational fanction information that was
submitted with your request and based on past applicability determinations that have been made
regarding the PSD regulation definition of stationary source (40 CFR §52.21), EPA determines
that all emissions units currently iocated at the Fidlar Station are considered one stationary
source. {See enclosure your 6/17/98 request for the fist of ernissions units.)

Enclosed is 2 single source determination {dated 11/3/86) that was made for Valero
Transmission Company whose major SIC code is 49 and Valero Gathering Company whose major
SIC code is 13. This single source determination is applicable to the situation you have described
at the Fidiar Station between QGMC and QPC. In reviewing the PSD requirements, each
stationary source is to be classified according to its primary activity which is determined by its
principal product or group of products. Thus, one source classification encompasses both
primary and support facilities, even when it includes units with 2-different two-digit SIC code. Tn
other words, support activities are aggregated with thefr associated primary activity regardless of
dissimilar SIC codes. Even though QGMC and QPC are classified differently in the SIC manual
(QGMC is SIC 13 and QPC is SIC 49), QPC is & support facility to QGMC because Questar
Pipeline Company is the only means by which Questar Gas Management Company can introduce
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its natural gas product into commsrce. Therefore 1l emissions units at the Fidlar Station are
considersd one stationary source.

As to your question of what is the minimmum distance betwesn units to consider the units
as separate facilities, EPA has not established & specific distance between poliutant emitting
activities for determining when facilities should be considered separate or one source for

pernritiing under the PSD program. Whether facilities are contiguous or adjacent is determined

" on & case-by-cage basiz, baged on the relationship between the facilities. EPA has made single
source determinations based on pollutant emitting activities located one mile apart to activities
located six miles apart. (In another case, the activities were on opposite sides of a lake, which
was over twenty miles across.) Distance between operations is not nearly as important in
determining i the operations are part of the same source as the possible support that one
operation provides for another, However, EPA does not intend for a “source” to include
activities along a long-line operation; such as, pumping stations along a multi-state pipeline would
not be considered a single stationary source.  See 45 FR 52695 (August 7, 1980)

Aside from your questions on adjacency and ownership, the emissions data you submitted
with vour request and your July 28, 1998 conversation with Monica Morales of my staff indicates
that vour proposed modification would not be subject to major source permitting under the PED
program. You told Ms. Morales that the additional compressor unit you are proposing as a
modification would have potential emissions less than 45 tons per year of NO,. Currently, the
emizsions datz you submitted show potential NO, emissions without enforceable controls of about
248 tons per year. (Potential emissions are based on §760 hours of operation per year)) Thisis
below the 250 tons per vear major source threshold, meaning the Fidlar Station is considered a
minor source under the PSD permitting program.

A firure modification to the present day Fidiar Station would be subject to P8D, if and
only if, the modification in zud of itself equaled or exceeded the 25C tons per year major source
threshold. In other words, Questar could add 249 additional tons per year of a PSD pollutant and
not be subject to the permitiing requirements of PSD. Howeveroncethe Fidlar Statiol is &5
mgjocEstationary source-(i-eemissions-of any.one-pollutant exceeds 250 tams peryear sy
Hidification L which the st Smissions.iner 848 excseds the polivAR sigiificaiit ievelrag definady
L CERTE 5221 (B 23) (T  Soild besubject t¢ RSIFEY our proposed emissions increase of less
than 45 tons per year would not pe subject to PSD because the Fidiar Station is a minor source
and the emissions increase would not exceed 250 tons per year. However, firture modifications
bevond your current proposal thet exceed the gignificant emissions levels would be subiect to

PSD.
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Please submit to EPA in writing the specifics of all modifications and all firture proposed
modifications that are made to the Fidlar Station Also, please copy Elaine Willie of the Ute
Indian Tribe on all fiture correspondence to EPA pertaining to this source. Fyou have any
questions concerning this determination or the clarification of the PSD regulations, you may
contact Monica Morales with my staff af (303} 312-6936.

.

Enclosure

co:  Elaine Willie (Ute Indian Tribe) )
Ed Kurip (Ute Indian Tribe)
Lynn Menlove (UT DAQ)
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Letter from Righard R. Long, Region VIII Director, Air and Radiation Program, to

Dennis Myers, Construction Permit Unit Leader, Stationary Sources Program, Aiir

' 'Pol ution’ Conirol Division, Colorado Department of Public Health and Enwmnment
: (April 20, 1999)




UNITED STATES ENVIRCNMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION 8
999 18™ STREET - SUITE 500
DENVER, CO 80202-2466

April 20, 1999

Ref: EP-AR

Mr. Dennis Myers, P.E.

Construction Permit Unit Leader

Stationary Sources Program

Air Pollution Control Division

Colorado Departrzent of Public Health and Enviromment
4300 Cherry Creek Drive South, APCD-858-B1

Denver, CO 80246-1530

Dear Dermis,

EPA Region § has reviewed the proposed PSD construction permits for the American Soda
Commercial Mine (Piceance facility) and processing plant {Parachute facility), which were sent to the EPA
Region 8 office on March [7, 1999, We have identified two problems with this permit action: the first
related to the State’s determination that these are two separate sources for PSD penmitting, and the second
with the estimation and monitoring of VOC emissions. In addition, we are aware of the procedural and
BACT issues raised by the National Park Serviee in its Apri! 12, 1999, comment letter, and welcome the
opportunity to discuss those concerns also.

Single vs. Separate Source

We have reviewed the information that American Soda’s contractor, Steigers Corporation,
provided via fax transmittal on Aprit 13, 1999. That fax contained an October 9, 1998, 5 page letter from
Hal Copeland to you, and your October 22, 1998, response. We have examined the State’s determination
that the mine and processing plant are separate sources for purposes of PSD permittng, and did not find
any explanation for that decision. Since the mine and processing plant are planned to be roughly 35-40
miles apart (straight-line distance; connected by 2 44 mile long pipeline), we surmise that the State is
treating them as separate sources primarily due to distance (i.e., not “adjacent”). EPA Regional offices, in
consultation with EPA Headquarters, have writlen several comment letiers explaining that whether two
facilities are “adjacent” is based on the “common sense™ notion of a source and the fimctional inter-
relationship of the facilities, and is not simply a matter of the physica! distance between two facilities. I
have enclosed the EPA comment letters for your further consideration.

In the case of American Soda’s Piceance and Parachute facilities, we believe that EPA’s policy
holds that these facilities need to be considered as a single stationary source, The two clearly will be
functionally interdependent, as evidenced by the dedicated slurry pipeline and the spent brine return pipeline
which will connect the two facilities. Additional evidence is that one facility (the mine) is to produce an
intermediate product for processing at the other facility (the processing plant), Given the integral
connectedness of these facilities, we believe that the distance alone does not preclude these two being
considered adjacent for PSD permitting purposes.

Printed on Recycled Paper



VOC emission estimation and monitoring

We are concerned with potential variability of VOC emissions from the solution mining process.
VOC’s are evolved from this process by disselving into the kot water solution as # passes through the
mineral deposits, American Seda’s permit application stated: “injection fluid teroperatures will generally
be between 300° and 420°F, and the retumned production fluid temperature will generally be 50° to 125°F
less because energy is lost in the mining process.” Over these temperature ranges, there are likely to be
variations resulting from increased solubility of VOC contaminants evolved from the oil shale deposits as
water terperatures rise. Sirmlarly, we expect that there may be variations over the life of each solution
mining well (as fiuid mjection pressures and flow rates change, as well as changes to the mineral deposit as
it is depleted), and also due to physical location throughout the mineral deposits,

While we understand that the source has test data supporting its estimated emissions, we are still
concemned. Thus, we encourage the department to exercise due diligence in following-up on the
recuirement that American Soda regularly test for VOC emissions (condition 16 of Piceance facility
permit), Furthermore, it is very imporiant to ensure that such testing is done under normal operating
conditions. Thus, it would be prudent for the source to track water injection temperature and pressure,
well-head brine temperature, flow rates, and other parameters that would provide adequate justification that
its quarterly (or adjusted frequency) festing is consistent witk ongoing operations at the facility. Finally,
we recommend that the State scrutinize the sampling location and techmiques emploved in the source™s
testing protocols to ensure that all VOC emissions will be adequately quantified. In the event that actual
VOC emissions are found to exceed the 40 tpy threshold, American Soda would need to address
appropriate PSD permitting requirements, including BACT controls for its VOC ermission pcmts as if
construction had not vet commenced. . :

We'loc'uk forward 10 assisting you with these issues. Please contact me at (303)312-6005 or
Meredith Bond of my staff at (303)312-6438.

Sincerely,
Original signed by:

Richard R. Long, Director
Ajr and Radiation Program

Enclosures
January, 15, 1999, EPA Region 3 letter to John Slade, Permsylvaniz DEP
May 21, 1998, EPA Region 8 letter to Lynn Menlove, Utah DAQ
August 8, 1997, EPA Region 8 letier to Lynn Menlove, Utah DAQ
August 7, 1997, EPA Region 10 letter to Andy Ginsberg, Oregon DEQ
August 27, 1996, memeo from Robert Kellam, OAQPS/ITPID to Richard Long, Region 8
March 13, 1998, EPA Region 5 lefter fo Donald Sutton, lllinois EPA

cer Ram Seetharam, CDPHE-APCD
Tom Gibbons, Steigers Corporation

bee:  Michele Dubow, EPA/QAQPS/MD-12
Cindy Reynolds, BENF-T



_ Memo from Steven Rothblatt, Region V Chief, Air Programs Branch to Edward E. Reich,

Dzrector Stationary Source Enforcement Division (Yune 8 1981)



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

DATE: JUN 8, 1981
SUBJECT:  Defining Two Separate Plants as One Source

FROM: Steve Rothblatt, Chief
Alir Programs Branch

TO: Edward E. Reich, Director
Stationary Source Enforcement Division, (E341)

Region V has been asked by the State of Michigan and the General Motors Corporation to make
a determination as to whether or not two plants on different sites constitute a single source. The
~ purpose of this memo is to describe the circumstances related to this request and seek your
counsel before we respond to the State and GM. We request vour recommendation on our
tentative position by June 12, 1981 at which time we will be responding to the State.

During the assembly of some vehicles in Lansing, Michigan, auto bodies are made in the Fisher
Body plant and then are transported by truck to an Oldsmobile plant one mile away. At the Olds
plant the bodies are placed on frames and the fenders and hoods are attached. At the present time
the bodies are painted at the first location and the fenders and hoods are painted at the second
location. GM is proposing to move the painting operations to one of the locations.

Under the present definition of source in nonattainment areas, GM would have {o meet the Part D
new source review requirements. However, under the March 12, 1681 proposed definition of
source, the curtailment of painting at one place in a source could be vsed to offset additional
painting elsewhere in the source and thus the source would avoid the Federal new source review
requirements. The issue of concern for GM is whether or not these two plants which are
separated by approximately 4,500 feet can be considered as one source.

Qur investigation has revealed that both plants come under the same SIC code. Additionally, the
two planis are the only facilities served by a special spur of the C&O Railroad for raw materia)
delivery and in the future the spur will be used to move unpainted parts from cne plant to another
when the painting is done at one location. Furthermore, at other locations in the State where
vehicies are assembled in this two step body/frame fashion, the two plants are under one roof or
are connected by a conveyor for transporting the bodies.

it is our opinion that these Lansing plants are functionally equivalent to a source and that 1.8,
EPA has the flexibility to arrive at that conclusion. The Federal Register of August 7, 1980

on page 52695 states the following when discussing proximity of PSD activities "EPA is unable to
say precisely at this point how far apart activities must be in order to be treated separately.

The Agency can answer that question only through case-by-case determinations.” With the
distance between the two plants less than one mile and the plants being connected by a railroad
used only for GM, we believe that the plants meat the requirement of being adiacent and therefore
can be considered one source.

Such an interpretation appears to be consistent with U.S. EPA's position which appears
in the March Federal Register on page 16281. This position as stated, when supporting
the change in "source” definition, is "even outside of these 'comstruction meratorium’
areas under the present regulatory scheme, the August 7 definition can



2z

act as a disincentive to new imvestraent and modernization by discouraging modifications (o
existing facilities."

We have concluded that should the March 12, 1981 proposed definition of souree become final,
the State under the existing SIP though a variance from the Commission will be sbie (o issue a
State permit to GM, The State will also require a phased in LAER by 1986. Thug, the
environmental costs of this interpretation will be negligible.

Piease contact Ronald 1. Van Mershergen at FTS 886-6056 for further information.

- e E. Smith
M. Truina



Memo from William B. Hathaway, Region VI Director, A_if, Pesticides and Toxics:..
Division to Allen Eli Bell, Executive Director, Texas Air Control Board -
' (November 3, 1986) '



Nov 03, 1986

Mr. Allen Eli Bell
Executive Director
Texas Air Control Board
6330 Highway 290 East
Austin, Texas 78723

Re:  PSD Applicability Request, Valero Transmission Company Y oakum, DeWitt
County, Texas

Dear Mr. Beil;

We have reviewed Valero Transmission Company's request for an applicability determination of
Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) permit requirements to the expansion at their
Gohlke Plant in DeWitt County, Texas. At issue is whether the relationship between Valero
Transmission Company, as a service provider under the SIC major code 49, to Valero Gathering
Company under SIC major code 13 is such that there are two distinct PSD sources here.

Valero asserts that its gathering company is a separate company from its transmission company.
Valero Gathering Company processes the gas from wells to remove hydrogen sulfide, carbon
dioxide, and water to meet pipeline specifications prior to custody transfer to Valero
Transmission Company. The prineipal product of Valero Gathering Company is pipeline quality
natural gas under the SIC major code 13, while the principal product of Valero Transmission
Company is the distribution of natural gag through a pipeline system under the SIC major code
49. Valero maintains that the Gathering Company does not convey, store, or otherwise assist in
the production of Valero Transmission's principal product, and therefore concludes that the two
companies are separate sources for the purpose of PSD applicability. For similar reasons, Valero
maintains that Valero Hydrocarbon Company, an extraction facility in close proximity to Valero
Transmission Company with an $IC major code 13, is a separate source from Valero
Transmission Company.

In reviewing the PSD requirements, it is evident that each source is to be classified according to
its primary activity which is determined by its principal product or group of products. Thus, one
source classification encompasses both primary and support facilities, evern if it includes units
with different two digit SIC codes. Support facilities are typically those which convey, store, or
otherwise assist in the production of the principal product or group of products produced or
distributed, or services rendered. See 45 FR 52695 (August 7, 19803,

6T-EN 6T-E 6C-T
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At issue is whether Valero Transmission Company is a support facility to Vaiero Gathering
Company. A review of the activities of the two companies indicates that both companies produce
natura] gas as their principal product. We consider Valero Transmission Company as a support
facility to Valero Gathering Company since the Transmission Company receives the processed
natural gas from Valero Gathering Company and compresses it for distribution into a pipeline
system, Thus, Valero Transmission Company is a support facility to Valero Gathering in that it
conveys the product natural gas from the processing plant into the pipeline system. Available
information further indicates that conveyance of the product natural gas through the Transmission
Company is the only means of introducing the product nataral gas into commerce. The Gathering
Company is not equipped to introduce its product into commerce by any means other than
through the Transmission Company. Consequently, for the purposes of determining whether
modifications to Valerc Transmission Company would be subject to PSD, Valero Transmission
Company and Valero Gathering Company are considered to be one source.

i
On September 26, 1986, Mr. Ken Waid of Waid and Associates asked for clarification on how the
distance between two facilities would affect the applicability of the PSD regulations' one source
classification to such facilities. In the case of Valerc Gathering Company and Valero Transmission
Company, the distance between them does not affect the applicability of the PSD regulations’ one
source classification to such facilities since they are on contiguous properties. The gathering and
transmission plants are one source for the reasons stated above. For cases where spurces are not
located on eontigubus,or adjacent properties, EPA cannot say precisely how far apart the
activities must besin order to be treated separately. EPA can only answer that question through
case-by-case determinations See 45 FR 52695 (August 7, 1980).

If you have any queéﬁéns, please call Mr. Stanley M. Spruiell of my staff at (214) 767-9875.

L
LI B |

Sincerely yowrs,
{s) JACK S. DIVITA

for

William B. Hathaway

Director

Adr, Pesticides and Toxics Division (6T)

ces Mr. Lawrence Pewitt, P.E., Director
Permits Division
Texas Air Control Board

bec:  Ascenzi {(6T-EN)

Diggs (6T-AN}
Rasnic (EN-341}



EXHIBIT 1.

Memo from Robert G. Kellam, OAQPS Acting Director, Information Transfer and
- Program Integration to Richard R. Long, Region VII Director, Air Program
{August 27, 1996) -
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MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT: Analysis of the Applicability of Prevention of
Significant Deterioration {PSD) to the Anheuser-Busch,
Incorporated Brewery and Nutri-Turf, Incorporated
Landfarm at Fort Collins, Colorado

FROM: Robert G. Kellam, Acting Director
Information Transfer & Program Integration
Divigion, OQAQPS (MD-12)

T Richard R. Long, Director
Alyr Program, Regilon VIII (8P2-A)

Thig is in response to yvour April 3, 1896 letter regquasting
FSD gingle stationmary source determination for Anheuser-Busch's
fort Ceollins, Colorado brewery and Nutri-Turf landfarm. The
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA} Headquarters considered the
applicability of the PSD rules at 40 CFR 52.21 to the Anheuser-
Busch, Inc. (Anheuser-Busch) brewery and the Nutri-Turf, Inc.
(Nutri-Turf) landfarm in Fort Collins, Colorado.

PSD Applicabilitvy

The EPA Headguarters concurs with Region VIII's conclusion
that the brewery and landfarm. are considered a single stationary
source for PSD applicability purposes. Specifically, we conclude
that the brewery and landfarm are commonly owned by AnhsuserBusch,
the brewery and landfarm are on contiguous or adjacent properties,
and the landfarm. is a support facility for the brewery. In fact,
the landfarm, which disposes of the brewery's waste water, is part
of the brewery. The background information and details of the
EPA's analysis follow.

Background

Anheuser-Busch received & PSD permit Ffrom EPA Region VIII on
March 15, 1984 to construct a naw brewery at Fort Collins,
Colorado. The brewery was determined to be a major stationary
source with porential emissions that exceeded significant
emisgions rates for nitrogen oxides, sulfur dioxide, and
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particulates. Potential velatile organic compound (VGC)
emissions from the brewery were reported by Anhesuser-Busch te be
less than the P8D sgignificant emissions rate of 40 tcons per year,
Anheuser-Busch did not report any air emissions from its Nutri-
Turf landfarm in its original PSD application.

The br - AL Tm .
18 DYewery ainl Lantia¥fm are aofuv & miles apart and ars

physically connected by a pipeline. Anheuser-Busch owns the
brewery and landfarm. The landfarm was purchased and moedified by
Anheuser-Busch during the time the brewery was under construction
for disposing of waste water from the brewery. The brewery waste
water stream, containing hydrocarbons, is piped to the landfarm
and disposed of by land application. The subseguent VOC emissions
at the landfarm are a direct result of brewery operations. Land
application of the waste water stream from the brewery at the
landfarm began concurrently with-brewery production in 1988.

In 1986, the Colorade Department of Health (CDH) became the
PSD permitting authority in Colorado, replacing EPA. In July 1993
the CDH issued a notice of violation to Anheuser-Busch for
constructing VOC emitting units without valid permits at its Fort
Collins brewery. Since the issuance of the PSD permit, the EPA
and CDH determined that Anheuser-Busch did not include all of its
potential VOC emissions at the brewery in its original PSD
application. The VOC emissions from the brewery, excluding
emissions from the landfarm, exceed the 40 tons per year
gignificant emissions threshold for PSD applicability. An accurate
caleulation of potential VOC emissions from the landfarm has not
vet been completed.

In response Lo an August 19, 1993 request from CDH, the EPA
Region VIII determined in an October 23, 1923 letter that the
brewery and landfarm are considered a 51ngle stationary source for
PSD applicability. In January 31, 19895.and July 6, 1985 letters
to CDH, Anheuser-Busch presented its position that the brewery and
landfarm are two saparate sources for PSD applicability purpcses.
After reviewing the positions presented by Anheuser-Busch, EPA
Region VIII clarified and reaffirmed its previous single source
determination in a letter to CDH dated September 20, 19%5. Since
EPA wag the PSD permlttlng authority at the time the brewery was
permitted, EPA is the responsible Agency for enforcement of any
DED violations at the brewery and landfarm based on the current-

plant configurations.

pPED Definition of Sourcge

The PED reguirements apply to the construction of major
stationary sources and major medifications at major stationary
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sources. 8ee 40 CFR 52.21(i}. The P&8D regulations define
stationary sources as any building, structure, facility, or
installation that emits, or may emit any air pollutant subject to
regulation under the Clean Air Act. See 40 CFR 52.21(h) {(5). The
regulations go con to define "building, structure, facility, or
installation® as:

all of the poliutant emitting activities that belong to
the same industrial grouping, are on one or more
contiguous or adjacent properties, and are under the
control of the same person (or persons under common
contrel) except the activities of any vessel.

Pollutant emitting activities will be considered as
part of the same industrial grouping if they belong to
the same "Major Group" (i.e,, which have the same first
two-diglt code) as described in the Standard Industrial
Classification Manual, 1872, as amended by the 1977
Supplement (U.8. Government Printing Office stoak
number 4101-0066 and 003-005-00176-0, respectively)

[40 CFR B2.21(b} (6)1.

The regulations do not expressly address how to classify a source
composed of more than one grouping of pollutant emitting
activities. However, in the preamble to these regulations, EPA .
explained that each source is to be classified according to its
primary activity, which is determined by ite principal product or
group of products produced or distributed, or services renderad.
Thus, one source classification encompasses both primary and
support facilities, even when the latter includes units with a
different two-digit SIC ceode. Support facilitiss are cyplocally
those that convey, store, or otherwise assist in the production of
the principal product or group of products produced or
distributed, or services rendered. Where a unit is used to support
twoe otherwise distinct sets of activities, the unit is to be
included within the source that , most heavily relies on its
support. BSee 45 FR 52676, 52635 {August 7, 1980},

The criteria for defining a stationary source under the PSD
regulations as they apply to the Anheuser-Busch brewery and
landfarm situation are discussed below.

Contiguous or Adjacent

A specific distance between pollutant emitting activitiesg has
never been established by EPZ for determining when facilities
should be consgidered separate or one source for DPSD DUrposes.
Whether facilities are contiguous or adjacent is determined on &
case-by-case basis, based on the relationship between the
facilities. The EPA considers the brewery and landfarm, tc bhe
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contiguous or adjacent gince the landfarm operation is an integral
part of the brewery operations, i.s., land application at the
landfarm is the means choszen by Anheuser-Busch to dispose of the
ethanol contaminated process water from the brewery coperations.
Without a means of waste water diepcesal the brewery cannot
operate. The additional fact that a pipeline physically connects
the brewery and landfarm strengthens the conclusion that the
brewery operation is dependent on landfarm operations. For this
case, the distance between the brewery and landfarm dees not
support a PSD determination that the brewery proper and the
landfarm constitute separate sources for PSD purposes.

SIC Code

Ag noted, EPA's contemporameous interpretation of the PSD
regulatlons ig that sach source ig to be classified according to
its primary activity that is determined by its principal product
or group of products Thus, one source classification encompasses
both primary and Sugport ‘facilitieg, even when it includes units
with a different two- dlglb SIC 'codé. Without an acceptable means
of waste water disposal the brewery cannot produce beer. Land
application at the landfarm is the waste water disposal means
chosen by Anheuser-Busch for the brewery. Upon further review of
the Octcober 23, 1893, letter from Region VIII to CDH, the EPA
believes that the landfarm is a support facility to the brewsry
since landfarm operations assist in the primary activity of the
brewery. Even if the landfarm, has: a, separate two- digit SIC code
from the brewery, the landfarm 15 stlll\a support facility for the
brewery and considered part of the brewery " In other words,
support activities are aggregated with their associated primary
activity regardless of dissimiiar SIC codes.

S e
Common Ceontrol

Both the brewery and landfarm are under common control since
they (as well as the pipeline connecting them) are owned by
Anheuser-Busch. The landfarm was purchased and modified by
Anheuger-Busch before the operation of the brewery.

This analysis has been reviewed by EPA's Office of
Enforcement and Compliance Asgurance and EPA's Office of General
Counsel. If you have any guestions please contact Mike Sewell of
the Integrated Implementation Group at (819) 541-0873.

I appreciate this opportunity to be of service and trust
this information will be helpful fto you.



EXHIBIT IS

- Letter from Joan Cabreza, R_egion X Permits Team Leader, Office of Air Quality to Andy
o Ginsberg, Manager, Program Operations Section, Air Quality Division, Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality (August 7, 1997) -



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENDY
REGION 10
1200 Sixth Avenue
Seatfle, Washington 98101

August 7, 1997

Reply To
Amm Of OAQ-107

Andy Ginsberg, Manager

Program Operations Section

Air Quality Division _

Oregon Department of Environmental
Quality

811 SW Sixth Avenue

Portland, Oregon 97204-1390

Dear Mr. Ginsberg:

EPA has reviewed the additional information that you provided regarding the Title V
permitting issue for the ESCO Corporation plants in Portland, Oregon. Nothing in the additional
mformation changes EPA’s position that the Main Plant and Plant 3 must be considered to be one
major stationary source for purposes of major source permitting under the Federal Clean Air Act
and the EPA-approved Oregon rules. In fact, as discussed in more detail below, the additional
information provides a more clear basis for the determination that the two plants constitute a
single major stationarv source, ’

The definition of “major stationary source” requires a tripartite test for determining the
geographic extent of a single stationary source. Specifically, a major stationary source is defined
as all of the pollutant emitting activities that are (1) located on one or more contiguous or
adjacent properties; {2) are under common control of the same person (or persons under common
control); and (3) belong to a single major industrial grouping or are supporting the major
industrial group (as determined by the Major Group codes in the Standard Industrial Classification
Manual). In the case of the ESCO Main Plant and Plant 3, there is no dispute that the two plants
are under common control (ESCO) and have the same Major Group SIC code {Major Group 33 -
Primary Metal Industries). The enly question is whether the two plants are “located on
contiguous or adjacent properties,”

The term “contiguous” is defined as “I. touching; in contact. 2. in close proximity
without actually touching; near.” The term “adjacent” is defined as “1. near or close; next or
contignous.” (The Random House Dictionary of the English Language, Coliege Edition).
Therefore, by using the phrase “contiguous or adiacent properties” the definition of major
stationary source clearly requires that properties that are located near each other, but are not
actually touching, be grouped together as one stationary source if they meet the other two
criteria. EPA has issued guidance as to how “near” properties need to he in order 1 be required
to group them as a single stationary source. The guiding principle behind this guidance 1s the




common sense notion of & plant. That is, pollutant emitting activities that comprise or support the
primary product or activity of a company or operation must be considered part of the same
stationary source.

In the case of the ESCO Main Plant and Plant 3, the primary product of both plants are
coated {painied) metal castings. Essentially all of the castings produced by the foundries at both
the Main Plant and Plant 3 are coated at the coating facility located at the Main Plant.
Furthermore, all final production, packaging, shipping, etc. of the finished product is done at the
Main Plant. Therefore, the Main Plant and Plant 3 together function in a manner which meets the
comimon sense notion of a plant. While the Plant 3 foundry may function independently of fhe
foundry facility at the Main Plant, that fact alone does not provide a basis for a finding thatitis a
separate stationary source in light of the dependent nature of Piant 3 on facilities located at the
Main Plant.

ESCQO’s attorneys argue that the use of a2 common support facility should not form the
basis of a determination that the two plants are contiguous or adjacent. EPA disagrees for two
reasons. First, as discussed above, Plant 3 is entirely dependent upon the facilities at the Main
Plant for production of the company’s finished product. Second, ESCO’s attorneys assertion that
the coating facility is covered by a separate SIC code is incorrect. ESCO’s attorneys ciaim that
the coating facility is covered by SIC code 3479 is contradicted by the language of the SIC
Manual itself which states “Establishments that both manufacture and finish products are classified
according to their products.” (see description of code 3479 1n the Manual). Therefore, the
coating facility is not considered part of the Main Plant simply because it is a coliocated support
facility with a separate SIC code. Rather, it is considered part of the same industrial grouping as
the foundry facility because the primary activity of the Plant is the manufacturing and finishing of
cast metal products.

ESCO’s attomeys claim that EPA has never indicated that two plants that share common
facilities should be grouped together as one staticnary source. EPA disagrees and can point to
several instances where two plants were required to be grouped together as one stationary source
when one plant produced an intermediate product and the finished product was produced at the
other plant. ESCO’s attomeys also point to EPA’s guidance for addressing sifuations where 2
support facility supports two stationary sources as a basis for their argument that a support facility
_cannot be the basis for grouping the two plants as one stationary source. However, EPA’s
guidance addresses situations where the two sources are ciearly separate stationary sources (due
to ownership and/or SIC code) and the support facility needs to be assigned to one or the other
sources. However, where two sources are on contiguous or adjacent properties, are under
common ownership, and are within the same SIC code, there would be only one stationary source
and there would be no need to assign the support facility to one source or the other. Finally,
ESCQ’s attorneys also point to an Ilinois court decision as a basis for their argument that use of a
common support facility should not form the basis for grouping two plants together as one
source. This decision involved a challenge of a permit issued by an Illinois permitting authority
and was decided based on the provisions of the Tilinois Clean Air Act. As such, it has no
relevance to the Federal Clean Air Act or Oregon’s statutes. Moreover, the Hlineis case involved



the 1ssue of whether two facilities with different 2-digit SIC codes were required to be grouped
together as a single stationary source. Since all of the facilities involved in the ESCO situation
have the same 2-digit SIC code, the Ilinois case is irrelevant.

EPA’s position on this issue represents the opinions of Region 10 Office of Air Onality
and Office of Regional Counsel, EPA’s Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards, and EPA's
Office of General Counsel, If you have any further questions on this issue, please contact either
David Bray, Office of Air Quality, at (206) 553-4253, or Adan Schwartz, Office of Regional

Counsel, at (206) 553-0015.

Sincerely,

Joan Cabrezg _
Permits T'eam Leader
Office of Air Quality



 Letter from Steven C. Riva, Reglon A1 Chzef Permlttmg Sectmn Air ng1 ams Branch to
J ohn T. Higgins, Director, Bureau of Application Review and Perrmttmg, D1v1smn of Air
~Resources, New York State Department of an1ronmcnta] Conservatzon
: (October 11, 2000) :



.e*‘x% UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

§ & b REGION 2
%M f 290 Broadway _
%{ Pmeo(@ Mew York, NY 10007-1866

October 11, 2000

Mr. John T. Higgins, P.E., Director

Bureau of Application Review and Permitting

Division of Air Resources

New York State Department of
Enviropmental Conservation

50 Wolf Road

Albany, New York 12233

Re: St Lawrence Cement’s (SLC’s) Proposed Greenport Project and its Relationship with its
Existing Catskill Facility Located 6 Miles Apart for the Purpose of New Source Review
(NSR)/Prevention of Significant Deterioration of Air Quality (PSD) Applicability

Dear Mr. Higgins:

This s in response to the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation’s
{NYSDEC’s) request for guidance regarding St. Lawrence Cement’s (SLC’s) pending permit
application for its Hudson Valley Operation. SLC has expressed to NYSDEC and the Region 2
Office of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) its position as to why SLC’s Catskill
and Greenport facilities should be treated as one single source.

EPA’s definition of a source is based on the “common sense” notion of a plant. See 45
Fed. Reg. 52676, 52695 (August 7, 1980), EPA has reviewed the information and arguments
presented by SLC and Young, Sommer, Ward, Ritzenberg, Wooley, Baker & Moore, LLC
(representing Friends of Hudson), to assess whether SLC’s Catskil! and Greenport facilities meet
the “common sense” notion of a plant. As you are aware, such determinations are made on a
case-by-case basis, and in some situafions can require a careful weighing of the specific facts at
- hand to reach a conclusion. We recognize that with respect to the Carskill and Greenport
facilities, the question of whether these two facilities comprise one or two sources is a difficult
one. However, based upoen this review, EPA Region 2, in coordination with our HQ’s Office of
Alr Quality Planning and Standards and Office of General Counsel, has concluded that the best
decision, in this particular case, is that the Catskill and Greenport facilities should be treated as
two separate sources. Our reasoning is explained below.



Background

St. Lawrence Cement (SLC) has manufactured cement in the Hudson Valley of New
York for over 25 vears. SLC’s current operations in the Hudson Valley consists of two facilities
located on separate sides of the Hudson River approximately € miles apart: the Greenport
facility located in the towns of Greenport and Hudson, NY and the Catskill facility located in
Catskill, NY. SLC has proposed to modify its current cement manufacturing operations by
shutting down its existing clinker manufacturing activities at the Catskill facility which utilizes
the wet process and constructing a new, “technologically-advanced” facility at the Greenport
facility which utilizes the dry process. The proposed project at the Greenport facility would
include the following: the construction of a new cement plant in Greenport; the rehabilitation
and expansion of SLC’s existing Hudson River dock in the City of Hudson; the construction of a
conveyor system connecting the Greenport piant to the dock; and the construction of a number
of storage and other structures at the Greenport facility. The proposed new plant would
rnanufacture up to 2.6 million tons of clinker per vear.

SLC pians to shut down its existing plant for manufacturing clinker at the Catskill
facility. However, SLC intends to continue limited operations at the Catskill facility consisting
of: cement grinding; packaging; storage and shipping. In addition, SLC will continue to operate
its existing landfill at Catskil! to dispose of cement kiln dust.

Discussion

-Since the NYSDEC has a PSD-delegated program, the federal definitions under 40 CFR
52.21 apply. 40 CFR Part 52.21{b)5) defines “stationary source” as:

...any building, siructure, facility, or installation which emits or may emit any air pollutant
subject to regulation under the Act.

Furthermore, 40 CFR Part 52.21(b)(6) defines “building, structure, facility or
installaﬁon,” in pertinent part, as:

..all of the pollutant emitting activities which belong to the same indusirial grouping, are
located on one or more contiguous or adjacent properties, and are under the control of the
same person {or persons under common control) except the activities of any vessel.
Pollutant-emitting activities shall be considered as part of the same industrial grouping if
they belong to the “Major Group™ (i.e., which have the same first two digit code} as
described in the Standard Industrial Classification Manual, 1972, as amended by the 1977
Supplement....



Common Centre!

Because both the Greenport and Catskill facilities are wholly-owned and managed by
SLC, these two facilities are under common control.

Industrial Grouping

In its permit application, SL.C states that the Greenport and Catskill facilities currently
have the same standard industrial classification (SIC) code of 3241 (Hydraulic Cement) which
means “estabiishments primarily engaged in manufacturing hydraulic cement, including portland,
natural, masonry, and pozzolana cements.” Although it appears that the Greenport and Catskill
facilities belong to the same industrial grouping at this time, there is some question whether the
Catskill facility will continue 1o be classified as SIC code of 3241 once SLC shuts down the
clinker manufacturing operations at the site. However, even assuming that the two facilities fall
within different SIC codes, the Catskill facility could well be viewed as a support facility for the
Greenport facility. Regardless, the SIC code is not a determining factor in'this case because of
the adjacency discussion that follows below.

Contiguous/Adjacent Location

Over the years, EPA has issued guidance in a number of cases regarding the question of
whether two facilities shouid be considered contiguous or adjacent. As SL.C has noted, there is
- 0o bright line, numerical standard for determining how far apart activities may be and still be
considered “contiguous™ or “adjacent.” As explained in the preamble to the August 7, 1980 PSD
rules, such a decision must be made on a case-by-case basis. Moreover, in further explaining this
factor, EPA has noted that whether or not two facilities are adjacent depends on the “common
sense” notion of a source and the functional inter-relationship of the facilities and is not simply a
matter of the physical distance between the two facilities. However, the physical distance
between two facilities is obviously a factor to be considered in deciding whether the two are
close enough to be considered one source in a given situation.

The vast majority of the past EPA single-source decisions have involved operations that
are situated less than 6 miles apart. Thus, the distance separating SLC’s operations is distinetly
farther than the majority of the past EPA single-source decisions. Where EPA has made single-
source decisions in situations involving facilities separated by 6 or more miles, these cases have
tended to involve a clear physical connection via a pipeline or dedicated conveyance. For
gxampie:

i American Soda Comumercial Mine and processing plant - Distance:
approximately 35-40 miles, connected by a 44-mile long pipsline. (See April 20,
1999 letter from Richard R. Long, EPA Region &, to Mr. Dennis Myers, Colorado
Department of Public Health and Environment.)



2 Great Salt Lake Minerals plant and a pump station - Distance: 21.5 miles,
comnected by a dedicated channel or “pipeline.” (See August B, 1997 letter from
Richard R. Long, EPA Region 8, to Lynn R. Menlove, Utah Department of
Environmental Quality.)

3. Anheuser-Busch brewery and the Nutri-Turf, Inc. landfarm - Distance:
approximately 6 miles apart, connected by a pipeline. (See August 27, 1996 letter
from Robert Kellam, EPA QAQPS, to Richard R. Long, EPA Region 8.)

In each of these cases, although the facilities were separated by a number of miles, the
two operations were physically connected by a pipeline or dedicated conveyance. We believe
that this physical connection in these cases was a salient factor, demonstrating an integral
connectedness between the facilities that led EPA to conclude that the facilities operated as one
source. In the case of SLC, the two facilities are located approximately 6 miles apart, there is no
pipeline or dedicated conveyance between the two operations, and the two facilities are separated
by the Hudson River. :

In this particular case, EPA has weighed the information before it and concluded that the
two facilities are not ciose enough to be considered cne source under the circumstances for
purposes of NSR/PSD. No one factor was determinative in reaching this conclusion. Rather, we
took into account & number of factors specific to the case at hand. As noted above, the two SLC
facilities are located a greater distance frorn one another than many of the facilities which EPA
has considered to be adjacent or contiguouns. Although EPA has found facilities located 6 or
more miles apart to be one source i a limited number of cases based on the specific
circumstances of those cases, the actual physical connection between the facilities in those cases
tends to suggest a high degree of functional interrelationship. Although a physical connection
such as a dedicated pipetine is absent here, EPA did consider whether there were additional
factors showing a functional relationship between the two faciljties such that the two could be
considered close enough to operate as one source. Specifically, it appears that cement kiln dust
from the Greenport facility will be disposed of at the waste disposal operation at the Catskill
facility, and that SLC expects to operate the two facilifies in such a way as to create some
functional interrelationship between them. However, given the six miles and the Hudson River
separating the two facilities, it is EPA’s opinion that SLC's somewhat generalized explanation of
a limited functional interrelationship between the two facilities does not outweigh the evidence
that the two facilities do not meet the “common sense” notion of a single plant.

Conclusion

Based on the totality of the above factors, we have concluded that SLC's Catskill and
Greenport facilities do not meet the “common sense” notion of a single source and that they
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should be treated as two separate facilities when NYSDEC conducts its NSR and PSD
applicability determination, and Titie V permitting. This letter is not a final agency action on the
part of EPA. Rather, we hope that it will assist the state to properly carry out its applicability
review of SLC’s PSD permit application.

If you have any questions, please call me at (212) 637-4074 or Frank Jon, of my staff, at
(212} 637-4085.

Sincerely yours,

/s/
Steven C. Riva, Chief
Permitting Section

Adr Programs Branch

ce Thomas S. West, Attorney
LeBoeuf, Lamb, Greene & MacRae, LL.P,

Leon Sedefian, NYSDEC - Albany



CHIBIT 17

Letter from Richard R. Long, Reglon VIII Dlrector Air and Radiation Program toLee
Ann Elsom, Environmental Coordinator, Citation Oil ‘and Gas Comoratjon
(December 9, 1999) '
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.&“‘w%"'&a UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

: e % © REGION VIH
SZ 998 18th STREET - SUITE 500
- mﬂf DENVER, COLORADO 80202-2486
DEC -9 1988
Ref: 8PfAR
Lee Ann Eisom
Euovironmental Coordinator
Citation Oil & Gas Corporation

b.Q. Box 650688
Houston, TH 77269-0688

Dear Mg, Blsom,

This letter is in response to your letter dated October 18, 1999 requesting clarification
of the Title V applicability to the Walker Hollow Unit. The Walker Hollow Unit is an oil and
gas production field located on the Uintah and Ouray Indian Reservation. It occupies an
approximate 12 miles rading of land and consists of oil and gas wellg, pumps, line heaters,
dehydration equipment, combustion equipment, and tank batteries.

o~ In the Code of Federal Regulations at 40 CFR 71.2 the definition of "major source”
states, in part:

“Major source means any stationary source (or any group of stationary sources that are
located on one or more contiguous or adjacent properties and are under common
control of the same person {or persons under common control}}, belonging to 2 single

major industrial grouping....."

We interpret this to mean that each tank battery with its associated emitting uniis {e.g.
wells, pumps, line heaters, dehydration eguipment, combustion equipment, tanks, etc...)
comprises 2 “group of stationary sowrces” and would be considered a single source for
purposes of determining Title V applicability.

With this interpretation in mind, the additional information you provided 1 us in your
letter, further telephone conversations, and facsimiles teceived on November 8, 1999 and
November 9, 1999, we have determined that Citation Oil & Gas Corporation has four sources
{tank batteries with their associated emitting units) located within the exterior boundaries of the
Uintah and Ouray Indian Reservation in Northeast Utah, The enclosure to this letter illustrates
the sources with their associated emitting units.

In addition, we have completed our evaluation of the potential emissions described in
the enclosure to your letter dated October 18, 1999 for each of the tank batteries at the Walker
Hollow Unit {alsc in the enclosure). It is our defermination that none of the tank batteries are
major sources as defined under the Federal Operating Permit regulations (40 CFR 71). As



long as the total potential emissions from all the poliutant emitting units at each tank battery of -~
any pollutant remains below 100 tons per year and any hazardous air pollutant remains below

10 tons per year individually or 25 tons per year in aggregate, these sources will be considered

minor scurces under the Federal Operating Permit regulations,

This determination is based on the 1996 and 1997 emissions information contained in
your leiter and more recent information provided in your facsimiles. We recommend that you
verify the correct status of the sources located on the Walker Hollow Field by conducting
testing of the potential emissions from representative equipment and keeping records of
changes and modifications to insure that the sources continue t0 operate as minor SOUICes
under the Federal Operating Permit regulations. '

‘We hope that this has clarified for you our nnderstanding of the regulations as they
pertain to Citation Oil & Gas Corporation’s Walker Hollow Field. If you bave any further
questions, please feel free to contact Kathleen Paser of my Technical Assistance staff at 303-

312-6526.

L
Enclosure _ '
cer Hiaine Willie, Bnvironmental Coordinator, Ute Indian Tribe
Bd Kurip, Director AQM, Ute Indian Tribe
-
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Letter f.'rom Calhe A V1detlch Region VIII Leader Air Te,chmcal Ass;stance Umi 1o
Roland H\,a Unit Leader, Constraction Permit Program, Air Pollutxon Control Division,
Department of Pubhc Health and Env:ronment (Octobcr 18 2004)



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION B
993 18”" STREET - SUITE 300
DENVER, CO 80202.2486
~ Phone 800-227-8917
hitpriiwww.epa.goviregicn08

OCT 18 04

Ref: 8P-AR

Roland Hea, Unit Leader
Construction Permit Unit
Stationary Sources Program
Air Pollution Control Division
Department of Public Health
and Environtent

4300 Cherry Creek Drive South
Denvver, CO 80222-1530

RE: EPA Commenis on Draft Construction
Permit #04GA0755 for
Williams Production RMT Co.—Rifle Station

Dear Roland,

Thank you for the opportunity to review the draft construction permit for Wiiliams
Production RMT Co. (Williams), permit number 04GAQ755 for their Rifle Station. EPA is
submitting the following comments on the draft permit out for public comment in order to
establish synthetic minor limits for this facility. We hope the enclosed comments will improve
the permit and we look forward to working with you to resolve any issues before the final permit
is issued. If you have any questions, please contact me at 303-312-6434 or Hans Buenning of

my staff at 303-312-6438. :

Sincerely,

"~ Calle& Videtich, Leader
Air Technical Assistance Unit

Enclosure

Frimed on Recycled Paper



Enclosure

Comments on Colorado Draft Construction Permit #O4GAQDT755
for
‘Williams - Rifle Station

Single Stationary Source Question for the Reconfi gured Plant

The public comment notice describes the project that Williams has applied to
have permitted as a synthetic minor source for purposes of the Title V program. Based on
the information provided in the public notice, this facility (formerly known as Rifle
Compressor Station) historically had natural gas compression capacity, but has since -
removed all of the compressors. The proposed permit is for a natural gas dehydration
facility consisting of one natural gas sweetening umit, two natural gas triethylene glycol
dehydration systems, one condensate tank, one condensate load out, and two natural gas
fired heaters. This permit action proposes to limit the potential to emit from these units
to 38.8 tons per year of volatile organic compounds, eight tons per year of a single
hazardous air pollutant (HAP), and twenty tons per year of total HAPs,

In light of the equipment reconfiguration involved in this construction permit, we
are concerned that this facility may be operating in conjunction with another natural gas
facility or facilities as a single stationary source under the definitions found in Colorado
Air Quality Control Commission’s Regulation No. 3 for the New Source Review (NSR)
and Title V programs. While the relevant facts necessary to make a final detenmination
are not presently available to our office (and may not be presently available to your
office), we believe that a natural gas facility operating without any compression capacity
1s likely supported by or supporting activities at a nearby natural gas facility or facilities
with pollution emitting activities. As such, an analysis of how natural gas is transported
to and from the Rifle Station should be conducted. The role the Rifle Station plays in the
final product of any natural gas facility or facilities providing this compression should be
established. Once this information is obtained, a factual and legal analysis should be
conducted to dstermine if the Rifle Station is operating independently, or whether it
should be considered a single stationary source with other pollutant emitting activities,

Under the circumstances of this permitting action, we recorumend that the
Division completely analyze whether the Rifle Station is truly operating independently as
a single stationary source before establishing synthetic minor limits for the Title V
program. We acknowledge that the definitions found in 40 CFR Part 63 {National
Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants) and 4¢ CFR Part 70 (State Operating
Permit Programs) pertaining to oil and gas facilities precludes the level of detail in the
analysis described above for defining a stationary source for HAPs that would be required
for criteria pollutants under the NSR and Title V programs, '



