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Dear Ms. HHart;

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has the following comments on the Wisconsin
Department of Natural Resources’ (WDNR) combined draft initial Title V permit and new
source review permit for Wisconsin Proppants, permit number #627026620-P01 and 15-MHR-
161. In order to ensure that the project meets federal Clean Air Act (CAA) requirements, that
the permit will provide necessary information so that the basis [or the permit decision 18
transparent and readily accessible (o the public, and that the permit record provides adequate
support for the decision, EPA recommends that the following points be addressed:

1) 40 CFR 70.5(c)}3) requires the source to provide emission-related information as part of
the permit application, including all emissions of pollutants for which the source is major
and emissions of all regulated air pollutants. Pursuant to 40 CFR 70.2, “regulated air
pollutant” includes *“Any pollutant for which a national ambient air quality standard
(NAAQS) has been promulgated” and thus includes particulate matter of less than 2.5
micrometers (PMa2 s). Further, 40 CFR 70.3(d) requires that fugitive emissions from a
Part 70 source must “be included in the permit application and Part 70 permit in the same
way as stack emissions, regardless of whether the source category in question is included
in the list of sources contained in the definition of major source.” WDNR’s February
2016 report entitled “Air Quality Review of Industrial PMz 5 from Stationary Sources in
Wisconsin” (henceforth referred to as the 'TSD), states that mechanical units are not likely
to “causc or contribute to a violation of the NAAQS™. A determination that an emission
unit does not cause or contribute to a violation of the NAAQS does not necessarily equate
to no emissions from the unit. As [requently seen in ambient air impact analyses, an
emission unit can emit significant quantities of a pollutant and still not cause, by itself, a
violation of the NAAQS. WDNR’s statement that mechanical units are unlikely to
negligible does not address the explicit Part 70 requirements to quantify emissions rates.
As WDNR’s TSD relies upon an analysis of regional ambient air monitoring and
provides little analysis of PMas emissions at the source level, EPA does not believe that
the TSD provides sufficient evidence to substantiate the claim that there are zero or
negligible emissions of PM3 s from mechanical sources. Similarly, while the study cited
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by WDNR! may indicate that activities associated with sand mining are unlikely to have
significant effects on the ambient concentration of particulate matter of less than 4
micrometers, the study does not provide direct evidence that there are zero or negligible
emissions ol PMzs. Compliance with Title V requires WDNR to quantify the PMz s
emissions [rom the mechanical sources at the facility. WDNR’s failure to consider PMa 5
emissions from mechanical sources, including fugitive emissions, is not allowable under
Title V of the CAA and the permit record is currently deficient. EPA urges WDNR to
include PM> s emissions calculations for the mechanical units at Wisconsin Proppants
using the best available information.

WDNR has proposed to remove the PM3 5 emissions limits for the fluidized bed dryer,
dry plant building, storage tanks 1-4 and truck loadout, truck unloading and railcar
loading station (5S60) which were introduced in permit 14-MHR-116. These limits were
adopted because when emissions were limited to those emission rates modeling showed
that the NAAQS were not violated. This seems to imply that modeling using the
maximum theoretical emission rate for cach emissions unit would result in modeled a
violation of the NAAQS. WDNR justifies the decision to remove the PM2 5 limits by
stating that emission are negligible and that mechanical sources such as dryer, dry plant
building, storage tanks and loadout operations do not emit PMas. As discussed in
Comment 1 above, and evidenced by studics reviewed by EPA in Attachment A,
evidence suggests that mechanical emissions units such as those at Wisconsin Proppants
do emit PM» 5. In the case of Wisconsin Proppants, site specific data lead WDNR to
conclude that if limits were not imposed on these emission units then the facility could
cause or confribule lo a violation of the NAAQS. While states generally have discretion
in the implementation of minor permitting programs, a state’s the new source review
program is required to prevent the construction of sources that would interfere with
attainment or maintenance of a NAAQS or violate the control strategy in nonattainment
arcas® and this requirement is codified in Wisconsin Statute 285.63(1)(b). Since site-
specific information such as stack heights, topography, meteorological data and emission
rales can impact local air quality, EPA belicves that it is not appropriate to invalidate the
conclusions reached by the initial site-specific ambient air quality analysis by relying on
WDNR’s TSD or unsubstantiated statements that the units do not emit PM> 5. EPA
believes that prior to removing the emission limits, WDNR must provide additional, site-
specific justilication explaining why the removal of the PM: s limits would not cause or
contribute to a vielation of the NAAQS.

It appears that WDNR recently approved a Type A Registration Permit (#627036630-
ROPA) for a rail loading facility owned by Wisconsin Proppants located about 2 miles
from the Hixton mine and plant. This rail loading [acility will be used to unload dry sand

! Richards, J and Todd Brozell. (2015) “Assessment of Conununity Exposure to Ambient Respirable Crystaliine
Silica near Frac Sand Processing Facilities.” Atmosphere 6:960-982

2 AP-42 is only one resource, WDNR may use other available resources to determine a more reliable emission
factor, including site-specific emission factors, other scientific literature, or emission testing from similar sources
must be used to determine the PM: s emissions. Even if the studies used to develop AP-42 are excluded, several
scientific studies give EPA reason to believe that mechanical sources such as haul roads do emit some level PM; 5
EPA has provided several of these studies in Attachment A.

3 See 40 CFR 51.160(b)(2)
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shipped from the Wisconsin Proppants processing facility via truck and transfer the sand
to enclosed storage silos, conveyors and rail cars. The Preliminary Determination
Document for the Wisconsin Proppants processing facility makes no reference to the
proposed rail loading facility. Please explain why the two facililies are not a single
source under the Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) program or Title V.

Page 38 of the Preliminary Determination document indicates that after the proposed
modification, the facility will emit 360.2 ton per year of non-fugitive particulate matter
(PM), which exceeds the 250 year major source applicability threshold. However, Page
39 indicates that the facility will remain a minor source for PSD purposes. It appears that
either the statement that the facility is a minor source, or the emission estimates for PM is
incorrect. Please verify the calculations and provide a justification as to whether the
source is now major for PSD. Additionally, please provide an explanation as to whether
the project is subject to PSD.

Permit condition [.ZZZ.2 contains requirements for the facility’s fugitive dust plan.
However, it is unclear if the facility is required to submit updates to the plan to reflect the
changes authorized by the construction permit. Please consider clarifying what elements
whether updates to the plan are required and if these need to be submitted to WIDNR.

Draft permit condition I.ZZ7.2.c.(3) on page 40 stales that ** the permitiee shall submit
any revisions to the fugitive dust plan to the department within 30 days prior to the
revisions taking effect”. EPA suggests revising the condition to read, “to the department
30 days prior” to clarify the timing of the submittal.

Draft permit conditions .B-E.3.a.(1), I.F.3.a.(1) and [.LH.-J.3.a.(1) appear to contain a
requirement from 40 CFR 60.672, however this is not included in the citation to origin
and authority. If appropriate please add the citation to the federal New Source
Performance Standards to the origin and authority of the condition.

Draft permit condition L.A.3.(b)(2) on page 9 references condition (5), however condition
(5) does not exist. Please revise the citation as appropriate.

We look forward to working with you to address all of our comments, 1f you have any further
questions, please feel free to contact Andrea Morgan, of my staff, at (312) 353-6058.

Chiel

enevieve Damico

Air Permits Section
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