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I.  EXECUTIVE SUMMARYtc "I.  EXECUTIVE SUMMARY" \f C \l 1
Chemical Lime Corporation (CLC), Apex Facility, and Granite Construction Company (GCC), Apex Facility, are located at 12101 U.S. Highway 91, North Las Vegas, Nevada.  The facilities are located within the Apex Valley of Clark County, Hydrographic Area 216, an attainment area for all criteria pollutants.  

CLC operates a limestone mining and lime manufacturing, storage, load out and shipment facility.  Limestone has been mined and lime manufactured at this area since 1945.  GCC operates a nonmetallic minerals processing, storage, load out and shipment plant on property controlled by CLC.  GCC’s operation at the facility began in the late 1990s.  CLC and GCC submitted a joint application for the CLC Apex Lime Plant in 1998 for its local Authority to Construct/Operating Permit (ATC/OP).  These facilities are treated as one for this Title V OP.     

The facilities emit particulate matter (PM10) as well as carbon monoxide (CO), oxides of nitrogen (NOx), oxides of sulfur (SOx), volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and hazardous air pollutants (HAPs). The PM10 emissions result primarily from the material handling operations while emissions of other pollutants occur from fuel burning equipment as combustion byproducts.

A detailed description of all existing processes in the facility is included in Section III of this TSD.  The following table summarizes the facility total potential to emit.

	Air Pollutant
	Potential to Emit

(tons/year)

	Particulate Matter ( 10 (m (PM10)
	332.80

	Nitrogen Oxides (NOX)
	1,890.43

	Carbon Monoxide (CO)
	941.97

	Sulfur Oxides (SOx)
	1,644.22

	Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs) including HAPs
	26.15

	Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAPs)
	10.30


This facility is permitted as a major stationary source for PM10, NOx, CO, and SOx and a non-major stationary source for VOCs and HAPs. The facility is located in a Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) area. Best Available Control Technology (BACT) is applicable to all criteria pollutant emissions from this stationary source.   

This Technical Support Document (TSD) accompanies the Part 70 Operating Permit (OP) prepared by DAQEM for the Chemical Lime Corporation, Apex Facility, and Granite Construction Company, Apex Facility. DAQEM prepared this document in accordance with the latest DAQEM guidelines, policies, and supervisory and managerial instructions, verbal and/or written, issued before November 28, 2003.

Based on information submitted by the applicant and a technical review performed by DAQEM staff, DAQEM proposes the issuance of a Part 70 Operating Permit to Chemical Lime Construction, Apex Facility, and Granite Construction Company, Apex Facility.

tc "Figure 1: CLC Site Map" \f C \l 1
II. LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS tc "II.  LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS" \f C \l 1
Table II-1: List of Abbreviationstc " Table II-1: List of Abbreviations " \f F \l 1
	acfm
	actual cubic feet per meter

	Act
	Clean Air Act of 1990 and Amendments 

	APC
	Air Pollution Control

	AQD
	Air Quality Division

	APCR
	Air Quality Division Regulations of the District Board of Health of Clark County

	AQR
	Clark County Air Quality Regulations (previously known as APCR)

	ATC
	Authority to Construct

	BACT
	Best Available Control Technology 

	Btu
	British thermal unit

	CCHD
	Clark County Health District or District Board of Health of Clark County

	CEMS
	Continuous Emission Monitoring System

	CFR
	Code of Federal Regulations

	CO
	carbon monoxide

	COMS
	Continuous Opacity Monitoring System

	DAQEM
	Clark County Department of Air Quality Managemnt

	DBHCC
	District Board of Health of Clark County or Clark County Health District

	dscf
	dry standard cubic foot

	dscfm
	dry standard cubic feet per meter

	EF
	emission factor

	EPA
	Environmental Protection Agency

	E.U.
	emission unit

	file
	all files at DAQEM

	g/dscm
	grams per dry standard cubic meter

	gr/dscf
	grains per dry standard cubic foot

	HAP
	hazardous air pollutant as defined by AQR 0.69

	hr
	Hour

	HVAC
	heating, venting and air conditioning

	ID
	identification number

	lb
	Pound

	MACT
	Maximum Achievable Control Technology

	MMBtu
	million British thermal units

	Mcf
	thousand cubic feet

	N/A
	not applicable

	NEI
	Net Emission Increase

	NOX
	oxides of nitrogen

	NRS
	Nevada Revised Statutes

	NSPS
	New Source Performance Standard from 40 CFR Part 60

	NSR Permit
	New Source Review Permit, often referred to as an Authority to Construct

	OP
	Operating Permit

	PCD
	pollution control device

	PM
	particulate matter

	PM10
	particulate matter less than ten microns in aerodynamic diameter

	PSD
	Prevention of Significant Deterioration

	PTE
	potential to emit

	ppm
	part per million

	ppmv
	parts per million by volume

	ppmvd
	parts per million by volume, dry

	Rev.
	Revised

	SCC
	Source Classification Code

	scf
	standard cubic foot

	SIC
	Standard Industrial Classification

	SIP
	State Implementation Plan (for Clark County, Nevada)

	SO2
	sulfur dioxide

	tpy
	tons per year

	TSD
	Technical Support Document

	VLP
	Various Locations Permit

	VMT
	vehicle miles traveled

	VOCs
	volatile organic compounds


III.  INTRODUCTIONtc "III.  INTRODUCTION" \f 
 \l 1
A.  Generaltc "A.  General" \f C \l 2
COMPANY INFORMATION

Chemical Lime Company

Attn. Ed Barry

6263 North Scottsdale Road

Suite 280

Scottsdale, Arizona 85250-5402
Phone:  
480-368-4239

Fax:
480-368-4420
FACILITY INFORMATION

Chemical Lime Company, Apex Facility

12101 North U.S. Highway 91

North Las Vegas, NV  89036

Phone:
702-643-7702

Fax:
702-643-9517

Responsible Official for Facility:  
 
Ed Banfield

Responsible Person for Emissions:
Dennis Gaddy

Granite Construction Company, Apex Facility

12101 North U.S. Highway 91

North Las Vegas, NV 89036

Phone:
702-696-1090

MAILING ADDRESS

Chemical Lime Company, Apex Facility

P.O. Box 363068

North Las Vegas, Nevada   89036

B.  Location Description

The facility is located approximately 20 miles northeast of Las Vegas near Apex, Nevada.  Hydrographic Area 216 is an attainment area for all regulated air pollutants.  The legal description of the property location is:  Section 29, T19S, R62E.  In general, it is located on the west side of the U.S. Highway 93, approximately two miles south of Apex.

This facility is permitted as a major stationary source for PM10, NOx, SOx, and CO, and a non-major stationary source for HAPs and VOCs. 

Chemical Lime Company, Apex Facility, submitted an application for a Title V Part 70 permit on May 28, 1996. The proposed Title V permit is based on Chemical Lime Company, Apex Facility’s, application, revisions to the application thereafter, and the information provided by the facility for its local NSR permits.

C.  Description of Processtc "C.  Description of Process" \f C \l 2
Chemical Lime operates a lime plant at its Apex facility, and Granite Construction operates a sand and gravel operation at Chemical Lime’s Apex facility.   Processes at the facility will be discussed, per each respective plant, below.   A listing of each emission unit and its potential to emit are shown on attached tables. 

1.  Chemical Lime Overview:  Operations at Chemical Lime’s Apex facility include mining operations; limestone processing and handling; four rotary lime kilns; solid fuel handling; lime kiln processing and handling; a hydrator and associated material handling and processing equipment; and truck and rail load out facilities.  The four rotary kilns are used to convert crushed limestone ore into quicklime.  The facility is capable of processing both high calcium limestone and dolomite. Auxiliary equipment includes mobile equipment and storage tanks.   The Standard Industrial Classification Code is 3274.

2.  Mining:   Operations at the limestone quarry include drilling, blasting, loading, hauling, and other related mining activities necessary for preparing limestone ore for additional processing.   Limestone ore mined in the quarry is hauled by trucks to the limestone processing systems.  The haul trucks either dump the ore directly into the primary hopper, or stockpile the material adjacent to the hopper.   Front-end loaders are used to transfer the stockpiled material to the hopper as necessary.   Various grades of rock and overburden from the quarry can be sold to customers.  The maximum annual anticipated ratio of low-grade rock/overburden production to kiln-grade stone production is approximately 1:1.   Mining of ore and overburden is limited to 5,360,000 tons per year.
3.  Limestone Processing:  Limestone ore that is dumped into the primary hopper at the limestone processing system is transferred by a pan feeder, located at the bottom of the hopper, to a grizzly.   Oversize from the grizzly is transferred to a primary jaw crusher.    Undersize from the grizzly and the crusher product is conveyed to two triple-deck vibrating screens.   Undersize from the screens (chat) is conveyed to two bins for storage.   The bins are emptied to haul trucks on an as-needed basis for transfer to a primary chat stockpile.   Chat can also be used for road and quarry floor maintenance or sold to customers.  Oversize from the screens is conveyed to a cone crusher.  The crusher product is recycled by belt conveyors to the vibrating screens for re-screening.   Mid-size material from the screens is conveyed to stockpiles.

4.   Kiln Run Screening: Limestone from the coarse ore and fine ore kiln feed stockpiles is conveyed to a single-deck vibrating screen.   Undersize from the screen is conveyed to a chat stockpile.   Oversize from the screen is conveyed to the kiln 4 stone bin.   Limestone from the coarse ore stockpile is also conveyed to a second screen.   Undersize from the screen is conveyed to a chat bin.   The chat bin is emptied to haul trucks on an as-needed basis for transfer to the chat stockpile.  Oversize from the screen is conveyed to the kiln 1, kiln 2 and kiln 3 stone bins.   

5.   Rotary Kilns: Limestone is converted to quicklime in four rotary kilns.   Each kiln system consists of a stone bin, a pre-heater, a rotary kiln, a contact cooler, and associated material handling equipment.  Limestone that is conveyed to the stone bins from the kiln-run system stockpiles is gravity fed to the kiln preheaters.   Hydraulic rams are used to push the limestone from the pre-heaters into the rotary kilns.  In the kilns, the quicklime is passed through air contact coolers where the quicklime is cooled and where kiln combustion air is preheated.  All four rotary kilns are capable of being fired by coal, coke, and natural gas.  Kiln 3, however, is only equipped with firing lances to allow for preheating by natural gas.  Kiln 3 is not capable of using natural gas as a primary fuel source.   Annual throughput of high calcium and dolomite through kilns 1, 2, 3, and 4 are permitted at 109,500; 109,500; 146,000; and 475,000 tons, respectively.  

6.  Solid Fuel Handling:   The facility receives solid fuel by rail car and trucks.   Fuel is discharged by the rail cars and trucks to two below-grade hoppers.   Vibrating feeders at the bottom of the hoppers discharge the fuel to a belt conveyor which feeds a roll crusher.   Fuel can also be diverted to a belt conveyor which discharges to a stockpile.  The stockpile is protected from wind erosion by a three-sided bunker.   Fuel from the stockpile is transferred to the hopper by front-end loaders on an as-needed basis.   Product from the crusher is discharged to a screw conveyor, which feeds the fuel bins for kilns 1 through 3 and a system of screw conveyors that feeds the fuel bins for kiln 4.   Fuel from the bins is fed to fuel mills, which pulverize the fuel into a fine powder, then waste material is transported by screw conveyors to reject hoppers.   The reject material is unloaded to a storage area near the quarry on an as-needed basis.  Pulverized fuel is transferred by blowers to the four rotary kiln burners for combustion.  

7.   North Lime Handling: Quicklime product from all four kilns can be processed in the north lime handling system.   Quicklime from off-spec or overloaded load-out vehicles can also be added to the system to be blended with the lime product.    The north lime handling system consists of belt conveyors, screw conveyors, a Hammermill crusher, a vibrating screen, and other equipment necessary for sizing and processing quicklime to customer specifications.   The final product is stored in silos for load out to rail cars and trucks on an as-needed basis.   Product from the silos can also be recirculated through the rail lime handling system for further processing as necessary.   Off-spec material can be transferred to a start-up bin and loaded out to trucks on an as-needed basis.


8.   South Lime Handling System: Quicklime product from all four kilns can also be processed in the south lime handling system.   The south lime handling system consists of belt and screw conveyors, a crusher, a vibrating screen, and other equipment necessary for sizing and processing quicklime to customer specifications.   The final product is stored in silos for load out to rail cars and trucks, or transferred to the hydrate system for further processing, or recirculated through the lime handling system for further processing.  

9.   Hydrate System: Quicklime from the south lime handling system is most often conveyed to an atmospheric hydrator.  In the hydrator the quicklime is mixed with water, causing it to react exothermically to produce primarily calcium hydroxide.  The heat released by the reaction converts excess water to steam.  The steam is vented to a natural gas-fired burner hot baghouse.   Product from the hydrator is further processed by a screen and pulverizer before being stored in a product silo for load out.
10.   Dolomite Handling System:  Additional stone handling equipment is available for feeding ore to the kiln 1 stone bin.   Crushed dolomite from off-site is unloaded to a hopper and conveyed to a stockpile.   Dolomite mined in the quarry areas is crushed in the limestone processing system and also conveyed to the dolomite stockpile.  Feeders discharge the stockpiled material to a belt conveyor that feeds a bin.  Undersize from the screen is transferred by a conveyor and bucket elevator to a bin.   The bin is unloaded to dump trucks for transfer to a stockpile.   Oversize from the screen is conveyed to the kiln 1 stone bin.

11.  Dolomite Lime Handling System: Equipment in the dolomitic lime handling system includes screw conveyors, a Hammermill crusher, and other equipment necessary for sizing dolomitic quicklime to customer specifications.   The final product is stored in silos for load out to rail cars and trucks.

12. Granite Construction Overview: Granite Construction Company (SIC Code 1442) operates a sand and gravel facility within the boundaries of the Chemical Lime facility.  Granite Construction uses raw materials from Chemical Lime’s quarries that Chemical Lime does not use for lime or lime product manufacturing.  Modification 6 to ATC/OP 3 adds this existing sand and gravel operation to Chemical Lime Company’s air quality permit.

13. Granite Construction Aggregate Process:  Mined stone is delivered by front-end loaders to the vibrating feeder where the oversize is scalped off and sent to a jaw crusher.  Undersize is conveyed to reject stackers.  Material is screened and crushed further to produce various grades of aggregate and sand.  

D.  Permitting Historytc "D.  Permitting History" \f C \l 2
Chemical Lime Company (CLC) operates a limestone mining and lime manufacturing, storage, load out and shipment facility in Hydrographic Area 216, located within the Apex Valley of Clark County, Nevada.   Limestone has been mined and lime manufactured at this area since 1945.   Granite Construction Company (GCC) operates a nonmetallic minerals processing, storage, load out and shipment plant on property controlled by CLC.   GCC’s operation at the facility began in the late 1990s.  
This section contains a discussion of the permitting history and related activities of CLC.  Table III-D-1 summarizes the relationship between CLC and Clark County Health District (CCHD) from 1976 through 2001.

Table III-D-1:  Chemical Lime Company and the Clark County Health District
	Date
	Activity

	November 4, 1976
	The Flintkote Company informed CCHD-APCD that it has been investigating laboratories and pricing for the required stack tests at its Apex plant.

	November 16, 1976
	CCHD-APCD responded to the letter of The Flintkote Company that it will be sufficient for the purposes of stack testing if only one baghouse stack is sampled for both particulate and SO2 emission rates.  CCHD requested one week advance notice prior to initiation of testing.

	June 29, 1977
	CCHD-APCD acknowledged receipt of Nevada Testing Laboratories from the Flintkote Company for the stack test investigation at the Apex plant and informed that a review of air quality data related to SO2 levels in the general vicinity of Apex will be conducted by APCD.

	January 28, 1983
	Genstar Cement and Lime Company (Genstar) requested CCHD-APCD to review the correct billings of permits for its three facilities.  At Apex, it had discontinued the use of the bagging operation and requested to cancel the permit and the 1983 fee requirement.  Although the system was not in operation during 1982 and fees were paid, it acknowledged forfeiture of the fees.  It also informed APCD that should it re-install the bagging capabilities at Apex, it will submit a new permit application for the facility.

	February 14, 1983
	CCHD-APCD informed Genstar that Permit #A-313 will be deleted since it is not in operation and agreed that Permits #A310, #311 and #312 should be cancelled because the “rock preheaters” appear to be an integral part of the rotary process.  APCD also informed Genstar that a screening operation located between the stockpile and the elevators are operating without permits.

	November 27, 1984
	CCHD-APCD inspected the facility and found that the company was installing all new bags in all baghouses that would further reduce emissions and also planned to add a new crusher with baghouse.

	January 17, 1985
	ATC application of Genstar Lime Co. (Apex Plant) for its limestone crushing plant was submitted to CCHD-APCD 

	October 22, 1985
	The NDEP-Dept. of Conservation and Natural Resources responded Genstar on the use of hazardous waste fuel as supplemental fuels in the Apex facility and requested Genstar to provide information on the fuel’s heating value, types, contaminants, and handling process.

	January 23, 1986
	ATC application of Genstar Lime Co. (Apex plant) for a Rock Crusher was submitted to CCHD-APCD.  The blasted rock is trucked 5,000 feet to the crusher location at Apex Dolomite Mine and Crushing Plant.

	April 1, 1986
	ATC modification application of Genstar Lime Co. (Apex plant) was submitted to CCHD-APCD. Genstar proposed the use of waste fuels as part of the fuel for Genstar dolomitic lime kiln. 

	May 1, 1986
	Genstar informed that the dolomite mining and crushing operation at Apex had been discontinued as of December 1985 due to pending evaluation of the test project results.

	May 23, 1986
	Conditions of ATC #A-574 was issued to Genstar Lime company for its limestone mining and calcining facility.  The ATC were issued to Genstar to modify the liquid fuel blending, storage, and pumping equipment and to modify the kiln burner systems for the purpose of testing blended waste fuel as the primary fuel in calcining limestone and/or dolomite for the three kilns at the Apex plant.

	November 28, 1988
	CCHD-APCD transferred Operating Permits of Genstar to Chemstar, Inc. Operating permits transferred to Apex are A00301 to A00309 and A00314 to A00325, for a total of 21 permits. 

	December 9, 1988
	Application for transfer of an operating permit due to change of ownership was submitted to CCHD-APCD on December 9, 1988.  The operating permit was transferred from The Flintkote Company (Trade Style)/ transferred from Genstar Cement & Lime Company to Chemstar, Inc.

	December 20, 1988
	Letter from Dr. Lee indicating that new permits would be prepared that identify each emission unit, and, for the first time, will contain conditions.

	March 21, 1989
	Chemstar, Inc. requested APCD’s position concerning its authority to issue an operating permit with conditions without consent or agreement with the applicant.

	October 12, 1989
	Chemstar submitted an ATC modification application to CCHD-APCD for the installation of a modular and portable lime hydrator to be installed at Chemstar’s Apex plant.

	November 27, 1989
	ATC application for the portable hydrator at Apex plant was submitted by Chemstar, Inc. to CCHD-APCD.

	December 12, 1989
	CCHD-APCD informed Chemstar that the application for permit modification is incomplete.  The PTE for the baghouse had not been included.

	January 17, 1990
	Chemstar submitted to CCHD-APCD supplemental information for the ATC application for the portable hydrator at its Apex facility.

	February 22, 1990
	Conditions of ATC Source #A003 were issued to Chemstar, Inc. for the Lime Hydration operation.

	June 4, 1990
	CCHD-APCD issued the following Operating Permits to Chemstar:

     A00326 for Fuller Dust Collector; M/N: 36DS10 (Lime Hydrator Baghouse) 

     A00327 for Webster Burner JB1G-05-R4140-M.15, 1.8 MMBtu/hr (natural gas fuel burning equipment) 

	July 4, 1990
	CCHD-APCD issued the following Operating Permits to Chemstar:

     A00326 for Fuller Dust Collector; M/N: 36DS10 (Lime Hydrator Baghouse).  This OP was deleted on March 20, 1995 since the control device was not being permitted by APCD. 

     A00327 for Webster Burner JB1G-05-R4140-M.15, 1.8 MMBtu/hr (natural gas fuel burning equipment).  This OP was deleted on March 20, 1995 since it is below 2 MMBtu/hr which was not being permitted by APCD.

Note:  OP A00326 and A00327 have been issued twice on different issuance dates; on June 4, 1990 and July 4, 1990, respectively. )

	July 13, 1990
	Agreement to Permit Conditions (Permit # A00326 and #A00327) was issued to Chemstar by CCHD-APCD for its Lime Hydration.

	July 30, 1990
	Chemstar sent back to CCHD-APCD the signed Agreement to Permit Conditions.

	December 5, 1990
	Chemstar  informed CCHD-APCD of the scheduled maintenance/repair activities for kiln 1 and 2 at Apex lime plant.

	June 13, 1991
	Chemstar informed CCHD-APCD that the four rotary kiln process baghouses were cleaned and that each baghouse contains seven compartments that are manually purged for cleaning the filter bags.

	October 28, 1991
	Notice of Violation #2126 was issued to Chemstar for allowing fugitive dust emissions from truck traffic and equipment at the Apex facility on October 8, 1991.

	November 13, 1991
	Chemstar responded to the Notice of Violation dated October 28, 1991 and the corrective action measures specified in the NOV.  It informed APCD that it cannot confirm the facts alleged in the NOV and therefore it doesn’t admit the violations under Sec. 41.1.1 of CCHD APC Regulations.

	December 17, 1991
	Chemstar submitted to CCHD-APCD proposed changes in the Agreement to Permit Conditions such as throughput for stripping unusable materials, conditions for hydrator, etc.

	January 14, 1992
	Chemstar submitted to CCHD-APCD information on NOx emission rates from lime kilns.  However, CCHD-APCD informed that it cannot specify an emission rate to be used because the range is so great.

	January 17, 1992
	Chemstar informed CCHD-APCD its plan to install a portable lime slaker system for a trial period.

	March 9, 1992
	CCHD-APCD sent a draft of permit conditions for the Chemstar facility located in Apex, NV with conditions different from the drafts discussed in the past.  The intention with these conditions is for the interim permit between March 9, 1992 and 1994 when Chemstar will have to apply for a Title V permit.  

	April 7, 1992
	Chemstar informed the CCHD APC Hearing Board that APCD and Chemstar have negotiated permit conditions that are mutually satisfactory that will result in a significant reduction in particulate emissions below the levels calculated by EPA-recommended  methods in AP-42.  

	October 9, 1992
	Chemstar informed CCHD-APCD that it will not be contesting the NOV # 2288 that was issued on August 17, 1992 at its Apex facility.  Chemstar added that it will pay the assessed fine.  It has also submitted its preventive maintenance program for the kiln baghouses.

	January 29, 1993
	Agreement to Permit Conditions (Source #A003) was issued to Chemstar, Inc. by CCHD-APCD for the High Calcium Lime Manufacturing and Limestone Mining activities.

	February 4, 1993
	The following revised Operating Permits were issued to Chemstar:

      A00301    Mining 

      A00302    Primary Crusher, Pioneer Model # 4248-2

      A00303    Primary Screen, TY Rack F-600 5’ X 8’

      A00304    Primary Chat Bin

      A00305    Secondary Screen, TY Rock F-600 5’ x 12’

      A00306    Secondary Crusher, Nordberg Symona Cone Crusher 48”

      A00307    Secondary Crusher, Telesmith Gyrasphere Crusher 48”

      A00308    Secondary Chat Screen, Ty Rock F-600 5’ x 12’

      A00309    Kiln Run Screen, Hewitt-Robins, Double Deck 6’ x 14’

      A00310    Rotary Kiln & Preheater (#1), 350 tons per day with Baghouse & Cyclone  

      A00311    Rotary Kiln & Preheater (#2), 350 tons per day with Baghouse & Cyclone

      A00312    Rotary Kiln & Preheater (#3), 450 tons per day with Baghouse & Cyclone 

      A00313    Kiln Dust Bin #1 with Baghouse

      A00314    Kiln Dust Bin #2 with Baghouse

      A00315    Kiln Run Chat Bin

      A00316    Kiln #3 Cooler with Baghouse

      A00317    Coal Storage Bin #1, 250 tons

      A00318    Coal Storage Bin #2, 250 tons

      A00319    Coal Storage Bin #3, 250 tons

      A00320    Quicklime Storage Silos #1, 2, 6, & 7 vented to Baghouse

      A00321    Silo #5 and Loadout Chute for Hydrate

      A00322    Quicklime Storage Silo #3 vented to atmosphere

      A00323    Quicklime Storage Silo #4 vented to atmosphere

      A00324    Quicklime Storage Silo #8 vented to atmosphere

      A00325    Quicklime Storage Silo #9 vented to atmosphere 

      A00326    Quicklime Storage Silo #10 vented to atmosphere

      A00327    Quicklime Crusher, Williams K2 Impactor

      A00328    Quicklime Screen, Tyler 5’ x 14’

      A00329    Quicklime Screen, KVS 3’ x 8’
These operating permits were first issued on January 5, 1977.

	August 2, 1993
	Chemstar notified CCHD-APCD of its action plan for the Apex facility permit conditions.



	August 5, 1993
	Chemstar informed CCHD-APCD that Operating Permit Nos. A00326 and A00327 have been issued twice to different emission units.

	December 22, 1993
	Chemical Lime submitted an ATC application for the proposed modification of an existing high calcium lime kiln at the Apex NV facility with the installation of processing and materials handling equipment for the production of dolomitic lime. 

	February 10, 1994
	Harding Lawson Associates (HLA) on behalf of Chemical Lime submitted a summary of gaseous emissions for kiln 1 assuming maximum production of high calcium quicklime.  This was a requirement for the ATC for the kiln 1 modification.

	February 23, 1994
	Chemical Lime submitted to CCHD-APCD the 1993 emission estimates for the Apex and Sloan operations.

	March 1, 1994
	CCHD-APCD informed Chemical Lime that it is economically advantageous for Chemical Lime to have the option of using coke, with a higher sulfur content.  APCD required Chemical Lime to submit an application consistent with the requirements of Section 12 that should address air quality modeling increment and BACT.

	March 10, 1994
	CCHD-APCD informed Chemical Lime that the additional information submitted on February 10, 1994 to compete the requirements of the application to modify kiln 1 at Apex facility was incomplete.

	March 25, 1994
	Chemical Lime informed CCHD-APCD that PTE for SO2 at the Apex plant was not based solely on the use of coal.  It has conducted a preliminary review of its files and confirmed that coke has been used at the Apex facility since 1984.  Accordingly, the calculation of PTE for the Apex lime plant should already reflect the use of coke for process heat.

	March 31, 1994
	Chemical Lime requested clarification of acceptable data sources and of potential adjacent facilities for the modeling analysis for the kiln 4 installation at the Apex facility.

	April 14, 1994
	CCHD-APCD made clarification with Chemical Lime on its baseline air quality in the Apex area, and had discussed issues related to the use of high sulfur petroleum coke and the construction of its fourth kiln.  CCHD-APCD believed that the baseline air quality in the attainment area needed to be understood from the standpoint of Clean Air Act (CAA) and CCHD APC Regulations.  The key definition of baseline concentration is the actual emissions representative of the sources in existence on the applicable minor source baseline date, which is August 7, 1977.  The actual emissions would be based upon the best estimate of emissions from all stationary sources on August 7, 1977.

	July 28, 1994
	HLA submitted to CCHD-APCD a summary of the meeting conducted on April 13, 1994 for kiln 1 permit modification at Chemical Lime Apex that included a list of information deemed lacking for the application. 

	September 9, 1994
	APCD Staff informed the APCD Director that in 1990, a new coal handling system was installed at Apex facility to allow the three kilns to use coal as a primary fuel instead of natural gas that was in exclusive use for sometime prior to 1990.  APCD Staff believed that any attempt of Chemical Lime to burn coke should be considered to be a major modification and should be required to undergo a full PSD review. 

	September 23, 1994
	ATC (Source # A003)  was issued to Chemical Lime Company (Chemical Lime) for the lime production facility at Apex, NV.  The ATC deals only with the new feed system for kiln 1 which has been constructed for the production of dolomitic quick lime.

	September 26, 1994
	CCHD-APCD issued to Chemical Lime the ATC for the new feed system for conversion of kiln 1 to dolomitic production.

	September 30, 1994
	CCHD-APCD sent a follow-up of previous letters and discussions regarding ATC modification for the addition of kiln 4 at the Apex facility.

	October 31, 1994
	Chemical Lime responded to CCHD-APCD’s letter dated September 30, 1994 regarding ATC modification application for the addition of kiln 4.

	December 29, 1994
	ATC Modification 1 application was submitted to CCHD-APCD by Chemical Lime Corporation (formerly known as Chemstar, Inc.) for the proposed kiln 4 at Apex facility.

	January 17, 1995
	Chemical Lime (formerly Genstar) proposed CCHD-APCD that the quarry and unpaved haul road will be controlled by water as the dust control method.  Chemical Lime informed CCHD-APCD that on January 10, 1995, an upset condition was experienced by kiln 1 and 2 baghouse dust collection system.

	January 31, 1995
	CCHD-APCD informed that the ATC modification submitted by Chemical Lime on December 20, 1994 was incomplete due to deficiency of BACT for SO2, NOx, PSD increment for PM10 and SO2 and additional impact analysis.

	February 23, 1995
	EPA Office of Air Quality Planning & Standards responded to the request of American Mining Congress (AMC) to issue guidance and initiate a rule making concerning the determinations under Title V of Clean Air Act (CAA).  The AMC specifically challenged EPA statements that sources of fugitive emissions that have not been listed under Section 302 (j) of the Act may nevertheless be subject to major source permitting under Title V if they are located next to a commonly controlled source that is potentially subject to Title V.  EPA believed it has not adequately considered the issues raised by AMC and the American Forest and Paper Association (AFPA) with regard to the treatment of unlimited sources of fugitive emissions in Title V major source determinations.  While EPA did not concede the merits of AMC’s and AFPA’s arguments, EPA believed it would be desirable to consider those issues in an appropriate rule making.  Until such a rule making can be completed, EPA would not consider those issues binding, and it therefore rescinded the statements made by EPA in the preamble for the proposed Title V final rule.  The subsequent guidance documents would have applied the “co-location rules” in the Title V regulations to include an unlisted source of fugitive emissions in a Title V permit.  EPA would also not consider binding with the preamble to EPA’s 1994 proposed revisions to the final rule regarding the application of the support facilities test to the Title V definition of “major source”.   In the interim, EPA would address AMC’s and AFPA’s concerns by promptly issuing guidance to EPA Regional and State permitting authorities.  That guidance would state that until rulemaking is completed, EPA statements were rescinded and not binding for purposes of the Title V final rule.  EPA would explain that state permitting authorities consequently have discretion regarding how to group sources of fugitive emissions that have not been listed under Section 302 (j) with other sources for purposes of making “major source” determinations under Title V.

	March 20, 1995
	CCHD-APCD revised the numbering of Operating Permits issued to Chemical Lime for the 29 previously permitted emission units as follows:

A00301   Mining

A00302   Primary Crusher, Pioneer Model #4248-2

A00303   Primary Screen, TY-Rock F-600 5’ x 8’

A00304   Primary Chat Bin

A00305   Secondary Screen, TY-Rock F- 600 5’ x 8’

A00306   Secondary Crusher, Nordberg Symons Cone Crusher 48”

A00307   Secondary Crusher, Telesmith Gyrasphere Crusher 48”

A00308   Secondary Chat Screen, TY Roack F-600 5’ x 12’

A00309   Kiln Run Screen, Hewitt-Robins, Double Deck 6’ x 14’

A00310   Rotary Kiln & Preheater (#1), 350 tons per day with Baghouse & Cyclone

A00311   Rotary Kiln & Preheater (#2), 350 tons per day with Baghouse & Cyclone

A00312   Rotary Kiln & Preheater (#3), 450 tons per day with Baghouse & Cyclone

A00313   Kiln Dust Bin #1 with Baghouse

A00314   Kiln Dust Bin #2 with Baghouse

A00315   Kiln Run Chat Bin

A00316   Kiln (#3) Cooler with Baghouse

A00317   Coal Storage Bin (#1) 250 tons

A00318   Coal Storage Bin (#2) 250 tons

A00319   Coal Storage Bin (#3) 250 tons

A00320   Quick Lime Storage Silos, #1, 2, 6 & 7, vented to Baghouse

A00321   Silo #5 and Load Out Shoot from Hydrator

A00322   Quicklime Storage Silo #3 vented to atmosphere

A00323   Quicklime Storage Silo #4 vented to atmosphere

A00324   Quicklime Storage Silo #8 vented to atmosphere

A00325   Quicklime Storage Silo #9 vented to atmosphere

A00326   Quicklime Storage Silo #10 vented to atmosphere

A00327   Quicklime Crusher, Williams K2 Impactor, 24” x 24”

A00328   Quicklime Screen, Tyler, 5’ x 14’

A00329   Quicklime Screen, KVS, 3’ x 8’

	March 30, 1995
	CCHD-APCD informed the following offices regarding the public hearing which was scheduled on May 4, 1995 for the review of TSD and ATC modification (fourth kiln) for the Apex facility:

1. Fish & Wildlife Service, Nevada Ecological Services

2. City of Las Vegas, Dept. of Public Works

3. Continental Lime Company, Salt Lake City, Utah

4. National Park Service – Western Region

	March 31, 1995
	City of Las Vegas submitted to CCHD-APCD its comments regarding the TSD and ATC modification (kiln) that was scheduled for public hearing on May 4, 1995, particularly the emission factors used to estimate PM10 emissions from mining and ore processing operations.

	April 3, 1995
	CCHD-APCD informed NDEP-Bureau of Air Quality that a public hearing was scheduled on May 4, 1995 for the review of the TSD and ATC modification for Apex facility (fourth kiln).

	April 4, 1995
	City of Las Vegas submitted to CCHD-APCD its comments regarding the perimeter boundary established by Chemical Lime for the purpose of modeling boundary for PM10 and SO2 for the proposed modification of Chemical Lime and inclusion of PM10 emissions from the United Rock Products.

	April 13, 1995
	CCHD-APCD informed Chemical Lime regarding current status of water supply for the Apex facility.

	April 24, 1995
	City of Las Vegas submitted to CCHD-APCD its comments on Chemical Lime’s proposed facility modification.  It recommended that addition of new equipment such as equipment to weigh and mix coal and coke for the existing kilns should not be allowed without a full NSR review.  It appeared that much of the materials handling system for the existing three kilns may be modified and ensure that it would not constitute a modification of the existing equipment.

	April 25, 1995
	Georgia-Pacific submitted to CCHD-APCD its comments regarding the PSD permit modification for Apex facility (fourth kiln).  It noted that the proposed modification will consume over 94% of the available PM10 24-hour increment and over 83% of the available SO2 24-hour increment for the region encompassing the Apex industrial area.  It recommended the District to work with industry located outside the Las Vegas Valley to develop guidelines for increment consumption to allocate growth allowances.

Converse Consultants submitted to CCHD-APCD its proposal to perform field soil sampling and laboratory analysis at the Apex road site.

City of Las Vegas/Dept. of Public Works submitted to CCHD-APCD its response to the proposed expansion of Chemical Lime and requested that additional time be allowed for City of North Las Vegas to prepare comments on the proposed facility’s expansion since North Las Vegas is the closest municipality to the Apex area.

	April 26, 1995
	Chemical Lime submitted its comments to CCHD-APCD of its options of emissions control and proposed conditions of preliminary approval for kiln 4 ATC.

	April 27, 1995
	EPA Region 9 submitted its comments to CCHD-APCD regarding the PSD permit and TSD for Chemical Lime’s new fourth kiln.  EPA commented that Chemical Lime  appeared to have seriously underestimated the increase in SO2 emissions resulting from the new kiln.  In addition, EPA is also concerned that the permit application seemed to have seriously underestimated the new kiln’s PM10 emissions and the SO2 and PM10 air quality impacts on Class I and Class II areas. EPA recommended that the District required Chemical Lime to resubmit the application that would provide a more realistic analysis of estimated emissions from the project including a new BACT and air quality modeling analysis.  EPA also recommended the District to re-issue a revised draft permit that would include a completed BACT analysis for SO2 and NOx. 

	May 9, 1995
	CCHD-APCD informed Chemical Lime on the water supply update as provided by HLA of some theoretical information about the update. 

	May 12, 1995
	CCHD-APCD confirmed with EPA Region 9 its participation in a meeting scheduled for June 1, 1995 regarding Chemical Lime’s application for ATC’s fourth kiln at the Apex plant.

	May 19, 1995
	HLA submitted to CCHD-APCD the Chemical Lime’s responses to EPA’s comments dated April 27, 1995 for the proposed kiln 4 at Apex facility.

	May 24, 1995
	Chemical Lime responded to CCHD-APCD’s letter dated May 12, 1995 regarding the CEMS and ambient air quality monitoring requirements for the proposed fourth kiln at Apex facility.

NALCO Fuel Tech submitted its comments on the cost and performance of various emission reduction strategies for the lime kiln as requested by CCHD-APCD.

	May 25, 1995
	EPA Region 9 informed Chemical Lime that the facility is subject to air pollution control requirements that are part of the federally enforceable state implementation plan (SIP) for Nevada.  EPA required Chemical Lime to provide various information for purposes of determining whether the facility was in compliance with applicable SIP and NSPS requirements.

	June 1, 1995
	Meeting was held at EPA Region 9 participated by EPA, CCHD-APCD, Chemical Lime and HLA regarding regulatory requirements of ATC (fourth kiln) and EPA’s comments on the application.

	June 5, 1995
	Kane Jorden von Oppenfeld Law Offices on behalf of Chemical Lime requested from CCHD-APCD a copy of the delegation agreement between EPA and CCHD concerning implementation and enforcement of the NSR program in Clark County in connection with EPA’s comment on the draft permit for kiln 4.

	June 27, 1995
	US Dept. of Interior/National Park Service (NPS) submitted its comments to CCHD-APCD on Chemical Lime’s plan to modify its Apex facility, particularly kiln 4 installation.  NPS recommended that the application should include a table containing necessary information from EPA’s BACT Clearinghouse.  Chemical Lime should also perform a cumulative increment analysis that includes all increment consuming sources located in the Apex area and Grand Canyon National Park.  Chemical Lime should also follow the IWAQM document guidelines to calculate potential sulfate and nitrate deposition at Grand Canyon.

	July 28, 1995
	Applied Environmental Consultants (AEC) on behalf of Chemical Lime requested CCHD-APCD to review the justification whether or not the quarry and lime manufacturing operations of Chemical Lime should be treated as separate sources for permitting purposes.  In determining whether a facility exceeded the major source or major modification threshold under the PSD/NSR rules, fugitive emissions were to be included if the facility falls into one of 28 named PSD source categories, or belonged to an NSPS or NESHAP pursuant to Sec. 111 or 112 off the Act.  If the lime plant and quarry were aggregated into a single source, fugitive emissions at the quarry would have to be included in calculating the PTE for the combined facility (i.e., there was no NSPS for the non-metallic mineral processing plants as of August 7, 1980).  Chemical Lime’s position was that the quarry and lime manufacturing operations represented separate sources and required separate permits.  This was consistent with:

a. the federal definition of stationary source

b. EPA’s position as reflected in the February 23, 1995 letter in connection with the Title V program

c. EPA’s PSD rules and guidance

	August 9, 1995
	CCHD-APCD responded to Applied Environmental Consultant’s (AEC) proposal to consider Chemical Lime-Apex facility as two separate sources for purposes of Part 70 permitting.  The District did not support the concept of allowing major sources on contiguous or adjacent properties that were under the common control of the same person(s) to split into several separate facilities for purposes of permitting.

	August 27, 1995
	Notice of Proposed Action for Chemical Lime’s (formerly known as Chemstar) ATC modification to its existing lime manufacturing facility located at Apex, NV for the following:

a. the addition of equipment to facilitate an increase of approx. 2,750,000 tpy in limestone mining capacity

b. the addition of equipment to facilitate an increase of approx. 1,350,000 tpy in limestone processing facility

c. the construction of kiln 4 with a maximum production capacity of approx. 475,000 tpy of lime. For the kiln, the company proposes to burn a coal/coke combination with an average sulfur content of 3.03%.

Chemical Lime operates three kilns at Apex facility.  The company proposed to convert its first kiln at Apex to produce either high calcium lime or dolomitic lime.  The proposed fourth kiln for producing high calcium lime would handle the former function of kiln 1 and would have the capacity to handle market growth.

	September 5, 1995
	EPA Region 9 submitted its comments to CCHD-APCD for the proposed issuance of an ATC to Great Star Cement Corp. and United Rock Products Corp. for the construction of a Portland cement plant to be located at Apex Valley.  EPA recommended the following ATC conditions for Great Star Cement:

a. to remodel its PM10 impacts using a finer receptor grid for locations near the plant site

b. that if the project site is not already fenced and gated, the ATC should include this condition

c. that emission limit at the baghouse stacks other than the main kiln stack and clinker cooler stack be changed from 0.05 gr/dscf to 0.01 gr/dscf 

d. that the 24-hour and annual emission limits use rolling averages

e. that a performance test for NOx without urea injection be required in order to set a baseline uncontrolled NOx emission rate

f. that the ATC contain requirements and operating practices that will act to reduce the impact of the project on the desert tortoise

g. EPA concurred with the use of CEMS to determine compliance with the SO2 limits in the permit

h. Permit should have contained a much lower daily limit that requires continuous good combustion practices as BACT for NOx and CO

i. The facility was also subject to District rule 33 including the requirement to test for chlorine emissions and apply LAER

j. The modeling analysis should include SO2 emissions from burning coal at the three existing kilns since the background concentration is near zero

k. PM10 modeling methodology was not provided to EPA

	September 26, 1995
	EPA Region 9 submitted its comments to CCHD-APCD on the Chemical Lime’s proposed fourth kiln and associated operations.  EPA had concerns on the following:

a. Permit should require BACT and PM10 PSD increments.

b. Permit must require road paving as BACT in order to protect the PM10 increment

c. Require baghouses for the major emission sources in order to meet BACT and protect the ambient air quality standards.

d. EPA believed that emission inventory and BACT analysis underestimate PM10 emission rates.

e. EPA recommended the use of opacity monitor as a direct compliance method rather than a compliance indicator.

	September 28, 1995
	US Dept. of Interior/NPS sent to CCHD-APCD its comments that the recent permitting activity in Apex has resulted in a potential worst case increase in nitrate deposition of 47% above background at Grand Canyon National Park.  NPS recommended that CCHD should consider a regulation that would establish an Ecosystem Monitoring Trust Fund.

	October 3, 1995
	Chemical Lime submitted its comments on EPA’s recommendation on the proposed ATC for kiln 4 to CCHD-APCD.

	October 4, 1995
	Kane Jordan von Oppenfeld Law Offices on behalf of Chemical Lime requested from CCHD-APCD a copy of the delegation agreement between the EPA and CCHD concerning implementation and enforcement of the NSR program in Clark County, NV in connection with EPA’s comment on the draft permit for kiln 4.

CCHD-APCD informed Chemical Lime that the excavation activities for kiln 4 at Apex are not of a permanent nature and do not violate any applicable pre-issuance of the ATC regulations.

	October 11, 1995
	Chemical Lime submitted to CCHD-APCD its corrected response to EPA and NPS comments on the ATC for kiln 4.

Chemical Lime informed CCHD-APCD that the existing three kilns at the Apex lime plant have utilized coal as fuel since prior to the PSD trigger date of August 7, 1977.  It also informed that the kilns started using coke in the early 1980s.  Accordingly, the SO2 emissions resulting from the use of coal have been properly included in the baseline emissions since they pre-date the PSD trigger date.

	October 13, 1995
	HLA informed CCHD-APCD that it has performed air quality modeling with SO2 from kiln 4 to analyze impacts at higher emission rates.  It has requested APCD to require a 3-hour direct compliance emission limit. 

	October 17, 1995
	HLA on behalf of Chemical Lime proposed to use a substitute suppressant with comparable control efficiency to magnesium chloride for the unpaved mine haul road of the proposed kiln 4.

	October 18, 1995
	CCHD-APCD responded to NPS letter dated September 25, 1995 on Chemical Lime’s proposal to modify its existing lime manufacturing in Apex, NV and to a subsequent letter concerning “worst case increase in nitrate deposition at Grand Canyon National Park”. APCD proposed that a funding arrangement would be an appropriate area for regulatory action, subject to public hearing process. 

	October 19, 1995
	ATC #A-003 was issued to Chemical Lime company by CCHD-APCD.  The modification consisted of the addition of mining and processing equipment to facilitate an increase of approximately 2,700,000 tpy in limestone mining capacity and 1,350,000 tpy in limestone processing capacity. The modification included the addition of a fourth kiln with a capacity of 475,000 tons of lime per year.  Chemical Lime operates three kilns at Apex.  It converted its kiln 1 to produce either dolomitic lime or high calcium lime.  Upon successful startup and operation of both kiln 1 and kiln 4, Chemical Lime intended to phase out kiln operations in Henderson by 1997 or later.

Operating Permit Conditions for # A00301 through A00329 for various emission units were issued to Chemical Lime Company by CCHD-APCD.

US Dept. of interior/NPS responded to CCHD-APCD regarding Chemical Lime’s proposed technology where APCD does not intend to lower the permitted NOx and SO2 emission levels.  It encouraged APCD to consider lower emission limits as a control option for future sources.

	October 20, 1995
	Chemical Lime acknowledged receipt of the ATC and OP issued by CCHD-APCD on October 20 and 19, 1995, respectively.

	October 27, 1995
	CCHD-APCD Control Officer informed Chemical Lime that an ATC with conditions to build a fourth lime kiln and to expand production at the existing lime processing facility located in Apex, Nevada was issued in accordance with Sec. 12.3.5.1.

CCHD-APCD sent a letter to EPA Region 9 informing that Chemical Lime has been issued an ATC on October 20, 1995.  CCHD concluded in its letter that the District had addressed all points raised in EPA’s letter dated September 26, 1995 and subsequent conference calls.  CCHD appreciated EPA’s interaction and believed that the ATC represents consideration of its comments.  The District added that it plans to address several areas of enforcement by drafting amendments to District NSR/PSD regulations including the use of opacity monitoring for direct compliance. 

	October 30, 1995
	Kane Jorden von Oppenfeld Law Offices on behalf of Chemical Lime submitted a Notice of Appeal to the CCHD-APCD Hearing Board from the imposition of certain conditions in the OP (Permit # A00329) issued by APCD on October 19, 1995 (Conditions C.2 to C.4) and that they be deleted or modified in the manner to be requested by Chemical Lime.

	November 8, 1995
	Chemical Lime informed CCHD-APCD that it would start the first application of chemical dust suppressant on the unpaved haul roads at Apex on November 17, 1995.

	January 18, 1996
	Chemical Lime requested an additional 15 days to provide time for the required CEMS protocol and move the submittal date to February 2, 1996.

Chemical Lime submitted the required protocols for compliance testing along with protocols for short-term CEMS testing and for the installation of the CEMS/Opacity Monitor for the kiln 4 stack installation.

	March 15, 1996
	CCHD-APCD submitted to the CCHD-APCD Hearing Board its recommendations on Chemical Lime’s appeal for relief on conditions contained in operating permits at its Apex facility as follows:

a. Grant the request, but require Chemical Lime to submit a more complete and accurate modeling analysis to demonstrate compliance with NAAQS and PSD increments and give more complete information on baseline concentrations in the area.

b. Grant the request with the exception of the 5-year timeframe.

	March 28, 1996
	Chemical Lime filed its reply to CCHD-APCD Hearing Board on the response of APCD of grounds and facts for appeal that was filed on February 7, 1996.  The reply stated that except for the request by APCD that Chemical Lime be required to conduct further modeling to assess the ambient air quality impact of SO2 emissions, it appeared that agreement has been reached on the revisions to OP conditions. 

	April 16, 1996
	Chemical Lime informed CCHD-APCD on the initial start-up dates of cone crusher, screening operations, belt conveyors, and high calcium storage bin on May 16, 1996. 

	May 3, 1996
	Chemical Lime informed CCHD-APCD on the initial startup of all remaining equipment under ATC dated October 20, 1995 of initial startup of the affected facilities on May 16, 1996.

	May 15, 1996
	Chemical Lime requested CCHD-APCD for initial start-up date of May 25, 1996 for cone crusher, screening operations, belt conveyors, and hi-cal storage bin.

	May 24, 1996
	Chemical Lime has proposed CCHD-APCD that kiln 1 be restricted to the sulfur input rate tested with the understanding that the restriction would be lifted at such time that Chemical Lime demonstrates an 80% absorption rate at the permitted sulfur level.  It also proposed to retest kiln 3 at the permitted sulfur input rate coinciding with kiln 2 testing.

	June 3, 1996
	Applied Environmental Consultants (AEC) on behalf of Chemical Lime submitted to CCHD-APCD a Part 70 application and ATC modification for Chemical Lime-Apex facility.

	June 11, 1996
	Chemical Lime informed CCHD-APCD on the initial start-up date of all remaining equipment under ATC dated October 20, 1995, which is June 24, 1996.

	June 13, 1996
	Chemical Lime informed CCHD-APCD on the new start-up date of the remaining equipment that is June 21, 1996, three days earlier than previously notified.

	June 30, 1996
	Chemical Lime requested CCHD-APCD for an inspection of kiln 1 Dolomitic Conversion and informed of its initial start-up date, which is August 29, 1996.

	July 26, 1996
	Chemical Lime informed CCHD-APCD that the air quality modeling done in connection with the kiln 4 application demonstrates that the SO2 increment is not being exceeded when burning a coal/coke blend in kilns 1, 2, 3, and 4.  Chemical Lime recognized the need to provide an appropriate limitation to ensure that the modeling demonstration remains applicable.  Chemical Lime requested that the existing permit (Agreement to Permit Conditions) be modified, identifying the allowable amount of sulfur in the fuel for kilns 1, 2 and 3. 

	July 29, 1996
	ATC Modification 3 application was submitted to CCHD-APCD.  The modification application consisted of the addition of four pieces of new equipment to the existing quicklime handling operations, namely:

a. one (1) Hammermill Crusher (QL-3HM)

b. one (1) Screw Conveyor (QL-SC38)

c. two (2) Diverter Gates (QL-DG4) and GL-DG55

	August 8, 1996
	Chemical Lime submitted to CCHD-APCD the test results for Chemical Lime Apex sulfur test on kilns 2 and 3.

	September 18, 1996
	CCHD-APCD submitted to Chemical Lime its comments regarding GP Gypsum Corp.’s proposed ATC. CCHD-APCD informed Chemical Lime that GP followed APCD procedures regarding the placement and concurred with the placement of the monitor at the southwest side of the facility.

	October 10, 1996
	Chemical Lime informed CCHD-APCD that the performance evaluation for COMS will be conducted on November 10, 1996 using Method 5.

	November 1, 1996
	Chemical Lime requested CCHD-APCD for an inspection of kiln 1 Dolomitic conversion and informed of its initial actual start-up date, which is October 22, 1996.

	November 20, 1996
	Chemical Lime submitted to CCHD-APCD its performance testing schedule for RATA Method 5 compliance test, Methods 5, 6, and 9 for kiln 4, and Method 9 for various transfer points.

	January 23, 1997
	HLA on behalf of Chemical Lime informed CCHD-APCD its proposed addition of a cyclone and screw conveyor to the systems operation portion of kiln 1 at the Apex facility.  The stone pre-heater cyclone was worn out and Chemical Lime intended to replace it with two cyclones.  CCHD-APCD informed Chemical Lime that the replacement of the old cyclone and screw conveyor in the systems operation portion of kiln 1 at its Apex facility does not meet the definition of a modification in accordance with Section 0.87(a) 1 of CCHD APC Regulations and therefore modification application was not required.   

	January 29, 1997
	Chemical Lime submitted to EPA Region 9 the PM performance test results and opacity and performance test evaluation for COMS prepared by EEMC for kiln 4 at the Apex lime plant. 

	February 3, 1997
	ATC #A-003 Modification 3 was issued to Chemical Lime company by CCHD-APCD for the addition of Crusher at the lime handling operation of the facility.

Chemical Lime submitted to CCHD-APCD the performance test results for PM, SO2, and opacity and performance evaluation for COMS.  Chemical Lime also informed APCD that it has completed the required performance evaluations and Relative Accuracy Test Audit (RATA) for the CEMS and COMS installed for kiln 4.

	NOTE:
	The following three items were submitted by the Permittee/Co-Permittee for APCD Guidance:

	March 27, 1997
	EPA made a comment on dividing Granite Construction (Sacramento facility) into three stationary sources.  EPA Region 9 and EPA Headquarters now agreed that dividing Granite Construction (Sacramento) into three separate stationary facility sources did not conflict with EPA policy.  EPA indicated that it would be the district’s decision on whether to divide or not divide Granite into separate stationary sources.

	April 15, 1997
	Granite informed SMAQMD (Sacramento) that EPA has expressed its intent to accept Bradshaw facility as three separate stationary sources.  This decision should relieve the aggregate mining and processing portion of the facility from any Title V requirements.

	December 10, 1997
	EPA Region 9 confirmed SMAQMD (Sacramento) regarding the separation of Teichert into two stationary sources and separation of Granite into three stationary sources.  EPA provided a verbal determination earlier this year that the stationary source separations were consistent with existing EPA guidance as outlined in 40 CFR Part 52 and 45 FR 52695 dated August 7, 1980.

For the Granite case, the determination was made subsequent to an initial EPA objection.  Additional information provided by Sierra Research on behalf of SMAQMD on December 2, 1996, and consultation with EPA Headquarters helped change EPA Region 9’s decision.

	April 14, 1997
	CCHD-APCD informed Chemical Lime that the results of performance test conducted for kiln 1 are in compliance with the opacity standards of 40 CFR 60, Subpart OOO.

	May 2, 1997
	HLA on behalf of Chemical Lime informed CCHD-APCD of a proposed temporary modification to the Chemical Lime-Apex facility.  During the 3-month period, Chemical Lime proposed to install four new conveyor belts for the purpose of temporarily re-routing the dolomite’s crushing operation.  No additional emissions would result from the temporary modification.

CCCHD-APCD informed Chemical Lime that the proposed temporary modification involving the substitution of several conveyors during a temporary re-routing of the dolomite’s crushing operations would not meet the definition of a modification as defined in Sec 0 of the APC Regulations and therefore permit application was not required.

	June 3, 1997
	Chemical Lime informed CCHD-APCD of its plan to make a change in the dolomitic lime handling system. The change includes the installation of a new belt conveyor to allow for materials from bin D-BN-504 to be loaded directly to trucks.

	June 30, 1997
	Chemical Lime informed CCHD-APCD its plan to make a change in its dolomitic lime handling system at the Apex facility.  The change included the installation of a new belt conveyor to allow for material from bin D-BN-504 to be loaded out directly to trucks.

	August 18, 1997
	Chemical Lime informed CCHD-APCD the start-up operation of the following equipment under ATC/OP dated July 23, 1997:

a. L230 -  Screw Conveyor

b. L231 -  Diverter Gate

c. L232 -  Hammermill

d. L233 -  Diverter Gate

	August 21, 1997
	CCHD-APCD informed Chemical Lime that the results of a performance test conducted on January 23 and 24, 1997 by HLA was not acceptable to APCD since the affected facilities appeared to be bulk storage, bulk bagging or transfer, conveying systems, and associated control equipment which were subject to Subpart OOO.

	September 4, 1997
	CCHD-APCD informed Chemical Lime that the results of the 40 CFR 60, subpart HH, and local permit, performance test conducted on kiln 4 on December 20, 1996 was not acceptable to APCD.

	September 15, 1997
	CCHD-APCD submitted to EPA Region 9 a copy of performance testing, CEMS summary report and related information regarding kiln 4 operation.

	October 21, 1997
	ATC/OP #A-003 Modification 4 was issued to Chemical Lime Company (Chemical Lime) by CCHD-APCD for its limestone mining operation and lime manufacturing facility.

	October 23, 1997
	CCHD-APCD informed Chemical Lime that the pre-test protocol for kiln 4 exhaust stack emissions for PM10 and opacity, limestone mining and processing opacity and post-kiln operations was acceptable for all tests.

	 October 30, 1997
	Terracon on behalf of Chemical Lime submitted an ATC/OP Modification 5 application to CCHD-APCD.  The proposed modification was an increase of allowable NOx emissions from kiln 4 which was currently permitted for 702 tpy of NOx to increase the allowable NOx emissions to 741.8 tpy.

	November 4, 1997
	CCHD-APCD has determined that the PM10 PTE for the loadout process under Modification 4 was previously estimated in Modification 2 at 0.19 tpy and the fact that the new PTE was estimated at 0.947 tpy.  There were other factors which had been taken into account in the determination:

a. Modification 3 was essentially the addition of kiln 4.  The ATC issued for this modification has been challenged and appealed and at this time an official OP has not been issued for this modification.  In the interim period while the decision on kiln 4 modification has been delayed, Modifications 2, 3, and 4 have to be applied for.

b. Modification 2 was basically catch-up permitting to account for existing potential emission points/units that have not been previously accounted for.  It probably was not actually a modification but a retroactive ATC was never officially issued.

c. Modification 3 was a relatively small modification that has been incorporated into this ATC/OP.  Thus Modification 4 served to consolidate the various modifications and to formally issue a comprehensive ATC/OP for all the potential emission points/units that have always been there, and to incorporate minor modifications and administrative changes to previously issued ATC/OP.

	December 19, 1997
	Chemical Lime sent to CCHD-APCD the test reports prepared by AEC for kiln 4 outlet and limestone processing system and quality assurance requirements of the CEMS.  

	December 22, 1997
	Chemical Lime informed CCHD-APCD that the problems regarding Method 9 opacity test for DH-12 Screen Oversize that failed has been corrected by installing additional water spray nozzles at the emission source.  It also informed that kiln 4 baghouse has been re-tested and the particle test result is within the permit limits and NSPS requirements and requested APCD approval of the test.

	January 5, 1998
	EPA Region 9 sent to CCHD-APCD its comments on Chemical Lime’s proposed ATC/OP Modification 5.  EPA commented that if a permit modification is required for the source to be able to operate year-round, EPA has opposed breaking this up into more than one smaller modification in order to avoid review as a major modification.  This constitutes circumvention of the entire NSR process, as well as requirements such as BACT and opportunity for public notice comment.  Chemical Lime must re-apply for modification that would represent the entire emissions increase it currently required.

	January 12, 1998
	EPA Region 9 acknowledged its receipt of the ATC/OP issued by CCHD-APCD for kiln 4 of Chemical Lime-Apex facility.  EPA noted that the permit has authorized changes in the current ATC for Chemical Lime’s proposed fourth kiln associated operations as per the recently approved appeal to CCHD APC Hearing Board.  The changes included increases in opacity limits, as well as relaxations of requirements that were defined as BACT for control of fugitive PM10 from various emission units.  EPA strongly disapproved the changes and believed that they must be removed from the permit.  EPA added that because of the removal of conditions required by federal law, such as BACT, EPA did not recognize the permit as a valid permit for the facility.  EPA requested the District to re-issue the permit without the recently approved changes. 

Chemical Lime submitted to CCHD-APCD its revised Quality Assurance Plan for the CEMS at Apex facility.

	January 30, 1998
	Chemical Lime informed CCHD-APCD of its concern for the relocation of Granite’s various location activities at Chemical Lime Apex facility.  It recommended APCD  to amend ATC/OP for the Apex lime plant to provide that if a various locations activity relocated to the lime plant, the mining and processing production limitations for the lime plant would automatically be decreased to offset the production activities from the various location activities.  It added that because the lime plant and the various location activities would not be under the control of the same person, they would constitute separate stationary sources which is important to Chemical Lime as it does not wish to be subject to an enforcement action for a violation under OP for various location activity.

	February 4, 1998
	Chemical Lime informed CCHD-APCD of its proposed emissions reduction method consisting of reducing the secondary air flow introduced at the burner end of kiln 4 and adding ambient air at the limestone feed end of the kiln to offset the reduction.  It added that if the proposed NOx reduction method is successful, there would be no need to amend the ATC for kiln 4 to increase the annual NOx emissions limitation.  Chemical Lime informed CCHD-APCD that it intends to conduct a trial run over a two to three month period commencing the test run on February 18, 1998.

	February 10, 1998
	CCHD-APCD decided to cancel the application of Chemical Lime ATC/OP Modification 5 application filed on October 30, 1997 because it would trigger Public Notice requirement, EPA review, and could not be processed in the specified time frame. 

	February 11, 1998
	Chemical Lime submitted to CCHD-APCD its response to EPA comments concerning the validity of ATC/OP issued by APCD on October 21, 1997 including a summary of the history of permits referenced by EPA in order to provide a common basis for response and to avoid confusion between the ATC/OP issued in October 1995 for kiln 4 as modified by APCD by order of the Hearing Board on September 4, 1997. 

	February 26, 1998
	EPA region 9 required Chemical Lime to submit additional information and documents in response to the Section 114 letter necessary to ascertain Chemical Lime’s compliance status such as emissions calculation, reasons for replacement of Babcock & Wilcox (B&W) coal mill at kilns 1, 2, and 3 including details of operations, fuel consumptions, and other compliance and reporting requirements for the Section 114 Response. 

	March 3, 1998
	Chemical Lime informed CCHD-APCD regarding its plan to make changes to the kiln 1 burner system at the Apex facility in order to reduce fuel consumption when burning natural gas.  Chemical Lime requested a written concurrence from APCD that the above changes do not constitute a modification and did not require an ATC from APCD.

	March 25, 1998
	Terracon on behalf of Chemical Lime submitted its planned alteration to Chemical Lime Apex facility to increase the functionality of the operation by allowing for both dry and wet dust to be unloaded.  To accomplish this, Chemical Lime proposed to connect a dust controlled loadout (DCL) device to the dust silo (DCL K-4-DCL-509) and also proposed that Chemical Lime be allowed to account for the emissions increase as netting in the next major modification of its permit. 

	May 13, 1998
	CCHD-APCD informed Chemical Lime that it has performed an initial review of ATC/OP Modification 6 application and that it has been deemed incomplete.  APCD requested that information has to be submitted before June 1, 1998.

	May 22, 1998
	Chemical Lime informed CCHD-APCD of Subpart OOO of NSPS, and 40 CFR 60.670 applicability to non-metallic mineral processing plants with the exception of lime (calcium oxide), a product produced by Chemical Lime, that was not included in the list of non-metallic minerals.  Chemical Lime provided a copy of guidance memos from EPA that addressed the applicability of Subpart OOO and letters to Chemical Lime from the Missouri Dept. of Natural Resources.  Chemical Lime concluded that Subpart OOO applies to any combination of equipment constructed, reconstructed, or modified, after August 31, 1983, used to crush or grind any listed non-metallic mineral.  Equipment to process lime, which was excluded from the definition of non-metallic minerals, is not subject to Subpart OOO.

	July 9, 1998
	Notice of violation #3614 for failure to comply with CAO # LW-212 dated March 25, 1998 was issued to Granite Construction for violation of Sec. 41 (Fugitive Dust) of the APC Regulations.

	August 12, 1998
	Chemical Lime requested from CCHD-APCD that the deadline for its submittal of the supplemental information for permit amendment be extended to August 21, 1998.

	August 24, 1998
	Amendment to ATC/OP Modification 6 application was submitted to CCHD-APCD.

	August 31, 1998
	CCHD-APCD informed Chemical Lime that the RATA compliance protocol dated August 17, 1998 submitted by AEC for kiln 4 outlet was acceptable.

	September 29, 1998
	A Letter of Agreement was issued by CCHD-APCD extending the validity of the initial Letter of Agreement dated March 31, 1998 which was extended to March 29, 1999 among APCD, Chemical Lime, Granite and Rees’s Enterprise (Rees’s) concerning mining, crushing, and screening activities at the Apex lime plant quarry.  Chemical Lime has applied for a change to its ATC which allows various location activities with VLPs issued by CCHD to relocate to the Apex plant.  Such relocation would be subject in each case to a reduction by Chemical Lime in a relevant production limit or annual emissions limit, as appropriate, contained in the ATC/OP so that the combined PTE from Chemical Lime and VLP activities will be no more than the PTE given in Chemical Lime’s ATC/OP.  The parties agreed on the following:

a. Granite and Rees’s may mine, crush, and screen up to 275,000 tons of materials at Apex lime plant quarry.

b. Granite and Rees’s will be authorized  to operate at the Apex lime plant quarry under the Letter of Agreement.

c. The production limit for crushing and screening given in the ATC/OP for Chemical Lime will be reduced by 775,000 tons for 1998 (450,000 tons initial agreement, 325,000 tons extended agreement)

d. Granite and Rees’s will comply with terms and conditions of the VLP and both will be subject to enforcement action should any of the terms and conditions in the VLP are violated. 

	October 2, 1998
	CCHD-APCD sent a copy of the Letter of Agreement dated September 29, 1998 to Chemical Lime Apex, Granite, and Rees’s Enterprise.  The Letter of Agreement was extended from October 1, 1998 to March 31, 1999.

	November 9, 1998
	EPA Region 9 sent a copy of a Clean Air Act Section 114 request to CCHD-APCD.  The Section 114 letter requests answers to questions concerning the baghouse and lime coolers at Chemical Lime’s kilns 1, 2, and 3 at the Apex facility.

	November 13, 1998
	Chemical Lime Apex informed that there were no spills of materials that can cause air pollution.  Due to the damage in the vicinity of kiln 4, it was shut down and will resume its operations within 30 days.  Kilns 2 and 3 had been set on standby mode.

	November 23, 1998
	EPA Region 9 sent an e-mail to APCD commenting that Chemical Lime has included Granite’s operations in its total PTE submitted in the new modification application. 

	December 21, 1998
	CCHD-APCD informed Chemical Lime that the paving sampling protocol dated December 17, 1998 submitted by Terracon was found acceptable by CCHD-APCD.  

	January 4, 1999
	CCHD-APCD informed Chemical Lime-Apex that APCD has decided to reopen its ATC/OP after careful review of the Modification 6 application.  Chemical Lime and Granite submitted a collective appeal of several conditions of the ATC issued on July 26, 1999 and both companies suggested language to replace the conditions.  APCD informed Chemical Lime that there were some problems with the ATC concerning the applicable opacity standards.  In the last decade, all kiln systems have been modified.  This triggered BACT and the NSPS requirements.  The opacity standards needed to be rectified to assure timely processing of Title V application.  

	February 9, 1999
	CCHD-APCD informed Granite construction that although it is within the guidelines established by US EPA to permit Granite and Chemical Lime separately, CCHD has reserved the authority to impose additional requirements.  However, the imposition of such additional requirements must have merit and not be less stringent than the federal requirements.  APCD felt there is merit to the permitting of the two facilities as a single stationary source, and the District did not want to set a precedent that may become necessary to retract at some future date.  Thus, the request to permit these stationary sources separately has been denied.  

	February 16, 1999
	Terracon on behalf of Chemical Lime and Granite submitted to CCHD-APCD an application for modification of the existing ATC/OP Modification 4 issued on October 21, 1997 by APCD.  Terracon has prepared the re-submittal of Chemical Lime/Granite application to update Granite’s proposed operations and to include Chemical Lime’s Sugar Rock project as well as other Chemical Lime’s project.  This application has superceded Chemical Lime/Granite’s application that was being reviewed by CCHD-APCD. 

	February 22, 1999
	Terracon on behalf of Chemical Lime and Granite Construction submitted to CCHD-APCD additional information as a supplement to the ATC/OP Modification application that was re-submitted on February 16, 1999 by Terracon.  BACT for gaseous pollutants has been identified and results of Class I area analysis and NOx modeling will be provided.

EPA Region 9 issued a Notice and Finding of Violation (NOV) to Chemical Lime for failure to obtain ATC for any of the modifications at any of its three rotary lime kilns.  Chemical Lime also failed to install, calibrate, maintain and operate Continuous Monitoring Systems at the three rotary lime kilns (violations of 40 CFR 60, NSPS Subpart A and HH).

	February 25, 1999
	CCHD-APCD informed Chemical Lime that the RATA report for kiln 4 dated January 28, 1999 submitted by AEC was acceptable.

	March 3, 1999
	Terracon on behalf of Chemical Lime and Granite submitted to CCHD-APCD the BACT analysis to supplement ATC Modification application re-submitted by Terracon on February 16, 1999.  The BACT analysis covered sources of combustion emissions from six of the new emission units:

a. Four Diesel Generators

b. one Oil-fired Asphalt Burner (Drum Mixer)

c. one Oil-fired Asphalt Heater (Hot Oil Heater)

	March 5, 1999
	Terracon on behalf of Chemical Lime and Granite submitted to CCHD-APCD an addendum to the application for modification re-submitted on February 16, 1999.  Chemical Lime proposed to include an interim operating scenario with the following operations:

a. south lime handling system modifications

b. transloading of materials

c. dolomitic limestone handling system

d. miscellaneous screw conveyors 

	March 30, 1999
	ATC/Interim OP Modification 6 was issued to Chemical Lime Company (Chemical Lime) located at Apex, NV.

	April  9, 1999
	Granite Construction sent its comments to CCHD-APCD on Chemical Lime -Apex ATC/OP. It suggested that provisions in the permit related to Granite’s operation be identified in a separate section of the permit and reserved its right to apply for an ATC/OP as a separate facility.

Chemical Lime submitted a Notice of Appeal to CCHD-APC Hearing Board from the imposition of certain conditions in the ATC/OP issued by the District on March 30, 1999.  The conditions that were subject to appeal included: A, B.1, B.2, C.1, C.3, D.4, E.10, J.2, J.3, K.4, K.8, and K.9 of the permit.

Chemical Lime acknowledged its receipt of the ATC/OP issued by CCHD-APCD on March 30, 1999.  Chemical Lime informed APCD its plan to proceed with construction and operation in conformance with the conditions set forth in the ATC/OP.

	April 26, 1999
	Nevada Environmental Coalition (NEC) requested a TSD and proposed ATC of Chemical Lime and Granite Construction (Granite) including emissions calculations, original ATC, Modifications 1 to 5, and copies of 1997 and 1998 emissions inventories.  APCD sent to NEC the requested information.

EPA Region 9 sent its comments on Chem-Lime’s ATC/OP Modification 6 to CCHD-APCD.  EPA had serious concerns about the proposed permit since many questions of EPA that were not answered.  In addition to the comments on the new permit, EPA sent its previous letters dated September 26, 1995 and January 12, 1998 since most of the comments in these letters have the same issues in the latest draft permit.

	April 29, 1999
	CCHD-APCD responded to the request of Robert Hall of NV Environmental Coalition in his April 26, 1999 letter for emissions calculation and informed him that the information requested is found on p. 33 of Chemical Lime’s TSD that was sent to him on April 26, 1999.

	May 5, 1999
	NEC requested CCHD-APCD to send the statutory and regulatory authority for an interim permit in light of Sec. 15.1.1 of APC Regulations.  It also requested APCD to make the authority and the permitting history for the original applications and all modifications a part of a revised application and TSD.

	May 13, 1999
	Granite Construction Inc. (Granite) informed CCHD-APCD of the 60-day expiration period of the ATC/ Interim OP for Chemical Lime and Granite that was rapidly approaching and its concern that the final permit will not be issued prior to the expiration date of the interim permit on May 28, 1999.  Granite submitted its comments as follows:

a. The provisions in the permit related to Granite’s operation should be identified in a separate section of the permit.

b. The production limits should be checked to ensure they incorporate materials utilized by Granite.

c. The total plant production limitations be used as enforceable limits.

d. The final permit should incorporate a flexible operating scenario that imposes limits based on a PM10 cap for the aggregate plant and asphalt plant combined, but does not impose specific limits on the aggregate plant alone provided that combined limits are not exceeded.

	May 17, 1999
	Chemical Lime submitted its comments on the proposed ATC/OP Modification 6 to CCHD-APCD and requested extension of the ATC/OP should the permit not be issued in a timely manner. Chemical Lime proposed the ATC/OP Modification 6 be designated as Modification 5 since the most recent ATC/OP issued to Chemical Lime Apex is Modification 4 which was issued by CCHD-APCD on October 21, 1997.

	May 19, 1999
	CCHD-APCD received the Notice of Appeal from Chemical Lime to CCHD-APC Hearing Board from the imposition of certain conditions in the ATC/OP by the District on March 30, 1999.  The conditions that were subject to appeal included: A, B.1, B.2, C.1, C.3, D.4, E.10, J.2, J.3, K.4, K.8, and K.9 of the permit.

A memo was sent by CCHD-APCD to Chemical Lime informing that a meeting was conducted with Granite discussing the status of the proposed issuance of an ATC/OP for Chemical Lime and Granite.

	June 8, 1999
	CCHD-APCD conducted a Public Hearing on Chemical Lime’s ATC/OP Modification 6 application for consolidation of Chemical Lime and Granite operations to include identification of some additional emission units, specifically, Granite was adding a stone crushing, screening plant, and asphalt batch plant and other units.  The Public Hearing was requested by Robert Hall pursuant to Section 12.3.3 of CCHD APC Regulations.

	June 10, 1999
	NEC informed CCHD-APCD that it is opposing the relief requested for all of the reasons enumerated in the proposed ATC/OP to Chemical Lime and Granite.

Granite requested from CCHD-APCD to add a second crusher as a deminimus modification of Chemical Lime and Granite’s ATC/Interim OP Modification 6.

	June 18, 1999
	Granite sent a letter to CCHD-APCD in response to the comments dated April 18, 1999 by Robert Hall on the proposed issuance of ATC/OP for Chemical Lime that was filed on May 17, 1999 to EPA Region 9 and CCHD-APCD.  Granite informed CCHD-APCD that it would accept a similarly worded condition that is written specifically for Granite’s operation to clarify Mr. Hall’s perceived discrepancy between the ATC conditions and the emissions calculations.

Granite Construction informed CCHD-APCD that it has reviewed the proposed ATC/OP Modification 6 submitted by Chemical Lime Apex and Granite.  Granite submitted its comments on the proposed permit as follows:

a. The provisions in the permit related to Granite’s operation should be identified in a separate section of the permit.

b. The permit contains several sections and conditions that may relate solely to Chemical Lime but do not clearly state so.

c. If Granite is listed as a second Permittee and a signature space is provided for a responsible official for Granite, appropriate wording should be added to the permit that has the effect of making Granite solely responsible for Granite’s operation.

Chemical Lime sent a letter to CCHD-APCD in response to the comments dated April 18, 1999 by Robert Hall on the proposed issuance of ATC/OP for Chemical Lime that was filed on May 17, 1999 to EPA Region 9 and CCHD-APCD.  Chemical Lime informed APCD that the comments include numerous non-specific and unsubstantiated allegations.  Chemical Lime has concluded that notwithstanding the many criticisms and allegations made by Mr. Hall in his comments, the fact remained that Chemical Lime and Granite have met all permitting requirements applicable to the issuance of the ATC/OP.  Chemical Lime recognized that some language changes to the ATC/OP would be appropriate to resolve certain discrepancies that have been identified.

	June 23, 1999
	Chemical Lime informed CCHD-APCD that it has received a letter dated April 26, 1999 from EPA Region 9 and also responded to EPA’s comments on the proposed ATC/OP Modification 6 as follows:

a. The short-term limits in the draft permit were not meaningful since operation at these levels on a daily basis would result in annual emissions of nearly twice the corresponding annual basis.  Chemical Lime was surprised at the suggestion of EPA since it is a common practice for short-term limits to be larger than long-term limits. 

b. Direct enforceable emissions limitation was confusing.  The title found elsewhere in the permit was not directly enforceable.

c. Emission limits given for kiln 4 Section E are correct.

d. Chemical Lime has no objection to EPA’s comment but would request that additions be made at a later time so that ATC/OP Modification 6 issuance is not delayed.

e. Other conditions in the ATC/OP Modification 4 in not being changed since it is outside the scope of the subject modification.

f. The requirements applicable to Granite will be clarified prior to issuance of the ATC/OP Modification 6.

	June 24, 1999
	Chemical Lime submitted to CCHD-APCD its proposed ATC/OP Modification 6 suggested language of the permit.

CCHD-APC Hearing Board issued an appeal order in the matter of Notice of Violation issued to Chemical Lime.  The Hearing Board ordered that the expiration date for Chemical Lime’s ATC/Interim OP be extended to August 30, 1999.

	June 25, 1999
	A copy of the Order for Appeal on the expiration date for Chemical Lime’s ATC/Interim OP A-003 that was generated by the APC Hearing Board at its June 10, 1999 meeting was sent to Charles A. Bischoff (Chemical Lime’s Attorneys) by APCD.

	July 9, 1999
	CCHD-APCD submitted inspection reports to EPA Region 9 for Chemical Lime Apex plant conducted on June 25, 1999.  The inspection report mentioned that Granite is operating on Chemical Lime’s property and using Chemical Lime’s waste from blasting and processing it into aggregate.  APCD had a letter signed by Granite that would allow the facility to operate, and Granite’s equipment was listed in the most recent Chemical Lime ATC/ Interim OP Conditions applicable to Granite’s operation.  Granite Construction did not have an actual ATC or OP issued to them for this site.  The current Chemical Lime ATC/Interim OP was issued on March 30, 1999.  Chemical Lime has appealed at least ten times and perhaps all of the conditions of permit.  Therefore, it was difficult to determine site compliance when the document that affected compliance was under appeal.  Based on the report, Chemical Lime did not have coal samples tested for sulfur content; moisture content tested; and production records were reviewed.  

	July 26, 1999
	ATC/OP A-003 Modification 6 was issued to Chemical Lime Company (Chemical Lime) Apex Facility and Granite Construction Company as the co-Permittee. 

	July 27, 1999
	Charles A. Bischoff (Chemical Lime’s Attorneys) submitted an appeal to the CCHD-APCD Hearing board from the imposition of certain conditions in the ATC/OP issued by CCHD-APCD on July 26, 1999, including but not limited to B.2, B.12, E.6, and O.3 that were found inconsistent with APC Regulations. 

	August 20, 1999
	Granite Construction Inc. (Granite) informed EPA Region 9 that it is scheduled to perform a performance test at the aggregate production facility on September 20, 1999.  The performance test would be conducted according to the procedural steps outlined in 40 CFR 60.8 and consistent with standard practices appropriate for evaluating compliance with 40 CFR 60.672.

	August 31, 1999
	CCHD-APCD issued the Notice of Violation # 3942 to Chemical Lime for allowing visible emissions from its Apex lime plant on August 2, 1999. 

	September 15, 1999
	Granite submitted to CCHD-APCD its objections to the specific permit conditions in the ATC/OP #A-003.  Granite objected to monthly limits as they were arbitrary and lack a sound regulatory basis.  Granite requested that it should not use drying equipment that they may be defined as a “thermal dryer” under EPA regulations and that was not part of the asphalt plant authorized under the permit.

	September 17, 1999
	Granite informed EPA Region 9 and CCHD-APCD that due to mechanical problems, Granite was unable to conduct the source test on August 20, 1999 and has reset for September 27, 1999.

	September 24, 1999
	CCHD-APCD required Chemical Lime to obtain or pay for 6.1 tons of ERCs based on the 1998 actual emission units that did not have exempt status.  APCD registry had indicated that Chemical Lime had outstanding ERC obligations of 5.4 tons or total ERC obligations of 11.5 tons.  These ERCs were for portable units used in the Las Vegas Valley.

	October 20, 1999
	CCHD-APCD informed Granite that it has reviewed the compliance performance testing reports submitted to the CCHD-APCD.  Granite was informed that the performance reports are unacceptable and cannot be approved by APCD.

CCHD-APCD informed Granite that its facility was subject to a federal rule.  APCD informed Granite that under the provisions of 40 CFR 60.8, Granite must have conducted the performance tests and submitted a test report not later than January 12, 2000 and under the conditions of a Letter of Understanding between EPA and the District, the provisions of Section 14 APC Regulations must have to be completed. 

	October 27, 1999
	CCHD-APCD issued an amended CAO #3942 to Chemical Lime requiring it to repair and maintain water spray equipment in an operable condition and to submit a compliance plan to APCD by October 30, 1999 to describe the methods Chemical Lime will use to maintain the general housekeeping of the facility to ensure that loose, powdery material does not accumulate within the facility.

	November 3, 1999
	Air Quality Monitoring of APCD submitted its evaluation and compilation of emissions data from Chemical Lime and CCHD-APCD at Apex, Nevada to the APCD Director.

CCHD-APCD informed Granite that the performance tests conducted by Granite are unacceptable and cannot be approved by APCD. 

	November 10, 1999
	CCHD-APCD requested from the CCHD APC Hearing board to continue an appeal for hearing on the proposed settlement of certain conditions on Chemical Lime and Granite’s ATC and Interim OP.  The issues involved the following:

a. the use of PTE as allowable emissions particularly for equipment that has been at the facility for many years

b. moisture testing of aggregate to demonstrate compliance 

c. monthly emission limitations

d. thermal dryer at Granite

e. there is a discrepancy in the PM10 emission rates for the fourth kiln between different sections of the ATC.

APCD informed the Board to obtain EPA input on the settlement before submitting the appeal to the Board.

CCHD-APCD informed the CCHD APC Hearing Board regarding the appeal of Chemical Lime to drop their appeal of CAO #3942 and finalize the Housekeeping Plan.

	Noember 15, 1999
	CCHD-APCD informed Robert Hall that the District does not recognize that he has an appeal pending in the cases involving PABCO, Nevada Ready Mix, DUMPCO (Laughlin), and Chemical Lime-Apex.  Robert Hall was informed that Sec. 19 does not have a mechanism for a person to appeal the issuance of the District’s issuance of Title V permit.  On the other hand, his comments were supplied to EPA and EPA could have asked CCHD-APCD not to issue the Title V permit.  EPA has concurred in APCD’s decision to issue the permit.

	November 22, 1999
	CCHD-APCD conducted an audit of Chemical Lime emissions for 1997 and 1998 to confirm record keeping and methodology used.  It was found out in the audit that the calculations appear to be accurate for the production numbers used. 

	November 24, 1999
	Granite submitted to CCHD-APCD its performance test protocols for Method 9 visual emissions test and a Method 17 particulate test at the Granite facility.  The Method 17 and Method 9 test will be performed concurrently as descried in the protocol on a baghouse controlling dust from screens and crushers at the Subpart OOO source.  The performance test was set on January 10, 2000. 

	November 29, 1999
	CCHD-APCD informed Granite that the performance test plan for the production rate, opacity, total particulate sampling (Method 17) submitted by Granite could not be approved by APCD.

CCHD-APCD informed Chemical Lime that the source test plan for Relative Accuracy Test Audit (RATA) dated November 19, 1999 submitted by Applied Environmental Consultants (AEC) was acceptable to conduct the RATA for Chemical Lime’s facility at Apex.  The RATA will be conducted on December 20, 1999 on the CEMS on kiln 4 outlet.

	December 9, 1999
	CCHD-APCD informed Granite that the performance test protocols including feed rates during performance testing were deemed acceptable by the District.

	January 18, 2000
	Chemical Lime informed CCHD-APCD regarding its intent to replace SC-01, a screw conveyor in the kiln 1 lime handling system, with two smaller screw conveyors, SC-01a and SC-01b.  The replacement of one long screw conveyor with two shorter screw conveyors will alleviate maintenance problems.  The anticipated date of replacement was January 2000.

	January 20, 2000
	CCHD-APCD informed Granite that the performance test for Method 9 submitted by Justice and Associates and Method 17 by SCEC are deemed acceptable in determining compliance with the OP conditions and with 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart OOO and Sec. 26 of APC Regulations.

	January 27, 2000
	CCHD-APCD informed Chemical Lime that the RATA test results dated January 12, 2000 submitted by AEC was acceptable in determining the relative accuracy of the installed CEMS on kiln 4 outlet.  

	February 3, 2000
	Chemical Lime submitted to CCHD-APCD a list of issues for the February 4, 2000 meeting.  Issues that were submitted were:

a. Discrepancy between public notice PTE and PTE requested by Chemical Lime.  It made no request for a change in the PTE after the public notice was published with the exception of PM10.

b. Potential exceedance of the 24-hour PSD increment and NAAQS for PM10.

c. Divergence between the peak daily emissions and the annual PTE

d. Kiln modifications

e. Applicable opacity standards

f. Revisions to the inventory and air impact analysis presented in Modification 6

Chemical Lime concluded that it is prepared to submit a revised analysis utilizing the corrected emissions inventory. 

	May 10, 2000
	CCHD-APCD informed Chemical Lime on its ERC obligations for 1993 to 1997 and also informed that ERC assessment was not based on PTE but on the facility’s actual emissions.  These ERCs were for portable units in the Las Vegas Valley.

	June 14, 2000
	Chemical Lime informed CCHD-APCD that in order to address the CAO # PK-104 issued on April 8, 2000 and CAO # PR-476 issued on May 15, 2000, Chemical Lime intends to incorporate existing and new dust control strategies into a facility dust control plan (DCP).  A tentative completion date for the DCP has been set for July 30, 2000.

	July 13, 2000
	CCHD-AQD submitted a status report to the Hearing Board on appeal of Chemical Lime and Granite of certain conditions in the ATC that was issued on July 26, 1999.  The appeal hearing was continued on October 14, 1999 and November 10, 1999 at the Hearing Board meetings.  CCHD-AQD reported to the Hearing Board that the ATC should be re-opened.  The new applications could address revisions in permit conditions that would resolve the issues in dispute.  The report showed that there were some emissions limitations in the current ATC that were not consistent with air quality dispersion analysis and this needed to be reconciled.  There were also some issues involving appropriate selection of visible emissions limitations.  Visibility, significant impact areas and increment consumption for PM10 and NOx would be modeled.  Upon approval of the proposed ATC, CCHD-AQD presumed that Chemical Lime and Granite would withdraw their appeal.

	July 20, 2000
	AEC on behalf of Chemical Lime submitted its updates on the emission factors to be used for preparing updated emission inventories and modeling protocol for demonstrating protection of NO2 and PM10 PSD increments and NAAQS.

CCHD-AQD informed Chemical Lime that it has reviewed the Compliance Performance Source Test protocol dated July 19, 2000 for the RATA testing scheduled on August 21, 2000 to be conducted by AEC.  CCHD-AQD found the performance test protocol acceptable for determining the relative accuracy of the CEMS.

	July 25, 2000
	Chemical Lime informed CCHD-AQD that based on the discussion on July 13, 2000, Chemical Lime Apex was not required to have a separate dust control permit (DCP) for grading and land clearing activities that support expansion of facility overburden stockpiles provided the language was included in the facility’s permit that covered grading and land clearing activities.  Chemical Lime further understood that any “construction activity” not specifically related to mining operations (i.e., construction of a new office building, parking lot, etc.) would require a Section 17 DCP.

	September 1, 2000
	Chemical Lime informed CCHD-AQD regarding its intent to install and operate a transfer chute in the South Lime Handling System which would redirect 1/8” to 3/8” lime back to lime crusher CR-30.  The change would allow Chemical Lime to produce more -1/8” lime.

	October 11, 2000
	AEC on behalf of Chemical Lime informed CCHD-AQD that it has completed an evaluation of the raw hourly meteorological data (temperature, wind direction, and wind speed except for stability data) collected at the Clark County Apex monitoring site from 1997 to July 2000.

Chemical Lime submitted to CCHD-AQD the final document evaluating PTE changes involving the installation of a transfer chute at the Chemical Lime Apex facility.

	November 4, 2000
	AEC on behalf of Chemical Lime submitted to CCHD-AQD the draft NAAQS and PSD inventories for Chemical Lime Apex facility including operations of Granite Construction.

	November 7, 2000
	AEC on behalf of Chemical Lime responded to EPA Region 9 comments on the modeling protocol for Chemical Lime Apex facility.

	November 8, 2000
	AEC submitted to CCHD-AQD a copy of revised draft inventory of NOx and PM10 emissions for Chemical Lime Apex and Granite Construction operations.

	December 12, 2000
	CCHD-AQD informed Chemical Lime of the review and approval of the protocol for conducting silt loading at Chemical Lime Apex.

	December 26, 2000
	EPA Region 9 sent to CCHD-AQD new information on meteorological data in Apex Valley for use in air quality analysis.  EPA also informed AQD that it is withdrawing its suggestion that the modeling will be redone after the collection of new meteorological data as a result of discussions with OAQPS and with EPA enforcement and legal staff.

	January 12, 2001
	EPA Region 9 sent an e-mail to CCHD-AQD informing that it can accept AQD’s proposal to use 1998 to 2000 data from the Apex meteorological station, and EPA will raise no objections on the meteorological data issue.

	January 16, 2001
	EPA Region 9 sent an e-mail to CCHD-AQD informing that McCarran data from Western Regional Climate Center (WRCC) will need to be purchased from the 1998-2000 period to get the closed cover, etc., fields not available from Apex.

	
	

	NOTE:
	Genstar, Chemstar, Chemical Lime, Chemical Lime-Apex, Apex facility  refers to Chemical Lime Company (also formerly known as The Flintkote Company, Genstar Lime, and Chemstar Lime) with facility located at Apex Valley, Nevada.

CCHD-APCD, APCD, District refers to Air Pollution Control Division, now known as Air Quality Division.

CCHD APC Hearing Board, APC Board, Board refers to CCHD Air Quality Hearing Board.

Granite refers to Granite Construction Company. 

AEC refers to Applied Environmental Consultants, Inc.

EPA Region 9, EPA refers to EPA Region 9 unless specified as EPA Headquater.


As denoted above in Table III-D-1, CLC submitted, along with GCC, a joint application for the CLC Apex Lime Plant in 1998 for Modification 6 to Authority to Construct/Operating Permit (ATC/OP).  The application for Modification 6 was intended to incorporate various changes into the existing Authority to Construct/Operating Permit (ATC/OP) including:  authorization of portable equipment which at the time generally operated under Various Locations Permits to operate at the CLC facility (screening plant, transloader and GCC aggregate plant); addition of an existing screw conveyor that did not appear in the existing ATC/OP; conversion of four existing temporary conveyor belts which replaced truck haulage of dolomitic stone into CLC’s permanent operations; and  minor changes to CLC’s South Lime Handling, Solid Fuel Handling and Limestone Processing facilities.  The ATC/OP certificate was issued on July 26, 1999 with construction of some of the changes taking place afterwards.  Some elements of the ATC/OP were appealed by CLC. As a result, the Air Pollution Control Division of the Clark County Health District undertook a complete re-write of the ATC/OP.   

During 2001 the Department of Air Quality and Environmental Management (DAQEM) of Clark County, Nevada (formerly known as the Clark County Air Pollution Control Division) requested re-evaluation of the air impact analysis demonstrating protection of National Ambient Air Quality Standards and Prevention of Significant Deterioration Increments for the pollutants requiring New Source Review.  A protocol for this analysis was subsequently approved by the EPA and DAQEM, with the resulting analysis submitted to the DAQEM on September 20, 2001. 

During 2002 and 2003, the DAQEM began its complete revision of the Modification 6 ATC/OP.  In October 2003, the DAQEM publicly noticed the document.  

DAQEM issued Modification 6 to Chemical Lime-Apex on November 28, 2003.  Chemical Lime signed the document and appealed several provisions.  Prior to reaching the appeals board, DAQEM and Chemical Lime-Apex arrived at mutually satisfactory language in January 2004, which resolved all concerns.  DAQEM issued Modification 6, Revision 1 on April 26, 2004.   
This Title V OP is based upon this Modification 6, Revision 1, ATC/OP (hereinafter referred to simply as Modification 6) and the revised Title V application received from the facility.
E.  Operating Scenariotc "E.  Operating Scenario" \f C \l 00000002
Chemical Lime Company, Apex Facility, and Granite Construction Company, Apex Facility, has presented only a primary operating scenario in its Title V Part 70 application.

F.  Proposed Exemptionstc "F.  Proposed Exemptions" \f C \l 2
Chemical Lime Company, Apex Facility, and Granite Construction Company, Apex Facility, has not proposed any exemptions.

IV.  EMISSIONS INFORMATIONtc "IV.  EMISSIONS INFORMATION" \f C \l 1
A.  Total Facility Potential to Emittc "A.  Total Facility Potential to Emit" \f C \l 2
The total facility PTEs are listed in Table IV-A-1.  [Authority:  NSR – ATC/OP, Emissions Limitations, Section II-B, Table II-B-1, (//03)]  
Table IV-A-1: tc "Table A-1-1:  Facility Allowable Emissions" \f F \l 1Company and Facility-wide PTE and Emission Limitations (tons/year)

	Company
	PM10
	NOx
	CO
	SOx
	VOCs
	HAPs

	Granite Construction
	2.72
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00

	Chemical Lime Company
	330.08
	1,890.43
	941.97
	1,644.22
	26.15
	10.30

	Facility-wide
	332.80
	1,890.43
	941.97
	1,644.22
	26.15
	10.30


Note: The PTE of each emission unit delineated in Section II has been based on emission factors submitted by Chemical Lime Company. Should emission factors change due to revisions initiated by EPA, DAQEM or Chemical Lime Company based on updated estimation methods, the calculated emissions of the individual emission units shall be subject to DAQEM review and possible amendments in accordance with applicable local and federal regulations.
B. Emission Units and PTE

The following tables summarize the current PTE for each emission unit.  The EU is the DAQEM emission unit number. 

Facility-wide PM10 Emissions

Table IV-B-1 show all of the emissions units for Granite Construction Company, Apex Facility.

Table IV-B-1: Permitted Emission Units and Maximum PM10 Emissions for 

Granite Construction Company, Apex Facility, Aggregate Processes 
	EU
	 Description
	SCC
	Tons per Hour
	Tons Per Year
	EF Lb/Unit Process Rate
	Control1

Efficiency
	PTE 

Lbs/Hr
	PTE

Tons/Yr

	A1
	Loader loading
	30502033
	1,000
	1,000,000
	0.0025
	87.6%
	0.31
	0.16

	A3
	Loader unloading
	30502031
	1,000
	1,000,000
	0.0025
	87.6%
	0.31
	0.16

	A4
	Vibrating Feeder
	30502031
	1,000
	1,000,000
	0.0025
	93.0%
	0.18
	0.09

	A5
	Jaw Crusher 013
	30502001
	1,000
	1,000,000
	0.0003
	93.0%
	0.02
	0.01

	A6
	Conveyor 450 (negative pressure)
	30502006
	1,000
	1,000,000
	0.0025
	95.0%
	0.12
	0.06

	A7
	Screen 014 (baghouse)
	30502015
	1,000
	1,000,000
	0.0150
	99.5%
	0.08
	0.04

	A8
	Reject Stacker 467
	30502006
	360
	360,000
	0.0113
	87.6%
	0.50
	0.25

	A9
	Conveyor 451 to Conveyor 452
	30502006
	400
	400,000
	0.0025
	87.6%
	0.12
	0.06

	A10
	Conveyor 452 to Screen  (negative pressure)
	30502003
	400
	400,000
	0.0025
	95.0%
	0.05
	0.03

	A11
	Screen 070 (baghouse)
	30502003
	600
	600,000
	0.0150
	99.5%
	0.05
	0.02

	A12
	Conveyor 454 to Stacker 456
	30502006
	100
	100,000
	0.0025
	87.6%
	0.03
	0.02

	A13
	Stacker 456
	30502002
	100
	100,000
	0.0113
	87.6%
	0.14
	0.07

	A14
	Crusher 014 (baghouse)
	30502002
	240
	240,000
	0.0024
	99.5%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	A15
	Conveyor 459 to Conveyor 460
	30502006
	240
	240,000
	0.0025
	87.6%
	0.07
	0.04

	A16
	Conveyor 460 to Screen 071 (negative pressure)
	30502003
	240
	240,000
	0.0025
	95.0%
	0.03
	0.02

	A17
	Screen 071 (baghouse)
	30502003
	240
	240,000
	0.0150
	99.5%
	0.02
	0.01

	A18
	Conveyor 453 to Conveyor 455
	30502006
	200
	200,000
	0.0025
	87.6%
	0.06
	0.03

	A19
	Conveyor 455 to Crusher 052 (negative pressure)
	30502006
	200
	200,000
	0.0025
	95.0%
	0.03
	0.01

	A20
	Crusher 052 (baghouse)
	30502006
	200
	200,000
	0.0024
	99.5%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	A21
	Conveyor 457 to Conveyor 458
	30502006
	200
	200,000
	0.0025
	87.6%
	0.06
	0.03

	A22
	Conveyor 458 to Screen 070 (negative pressure)
	30502006
	200
	200,000
	0.0025
	95.0%
	0.03
	0.01

	A23
	Conveyor 483 to Conveyor 461
	30502006
	220
	220,000
	0.0025
	87.6%
	0.07
	0.03

	A24
	Conveyor 461 to Conveyor 464
	30502006
	220
	220,000
	0.0025
	87.6%
	0.07
	0.03

	A25
	Conveyor 484 to Conveyor 464
	30502006
	220
	220,000
	0.0025
	87.6%
	0.07
	0.03

	A26
	Conveyor 464 to Conveyor 465
	30502006
	220
	220,000
	0.0025
	87.6%
	0.07
	0.03

	A27
	3 Bin Feeder to Conveyor 474
	30502006
	200
	200,000
	0.0025
	87.6%
	0.06
	0.03

	A28
	Conveyor 474 to Conveyor 465
	30502006
	200
	200,000
	0.0025
	87.6%
	0.06
	0.03

	A29
	Conveyor 465 to Conveyor 444
	30502006
	420
	420,000
	0.0025
	87.6%
	0.13
	0.07

	A30
	Conveyor 444 to Screen 069
	30502006
	420
	420,000
	0.0025
	87.6%
	0.13
	0.07

	A31
	Screen 069
	30502002
	420
	420,000
	0.0150
	87.6%
	0.78
	0.39

	A32
	Conveyor 447 to Conveyor 442
	30502003
	300
	300,000
	0.0025
	87.6%
	0.09
	0.05

	A33
	Conveyor 442 to Crusher 053
	30502003
	300
	300,000
	0.0025
	87.6%
	0.09
	0.05

	A34
	Crusher 053
	30502006
	300
	300,000
	0.0024
	99.3%
	0.01
	<0.01

	A35
	Conveyor 472 to Conveyor 473
	30502006
	350
	350,000
	0.0025
	99.3%
	0.01
	<0.01

	A36
	Conveyor 473 to Conveyor 449
	30502006
	350
	350,000
	0.0025
	99.3%
	0.01
	<0.01

	A37
	Conveyor 477 to Conveyor 449
	30502006
	120
	120,000
	0.0025
	87.6%
	0.04
	0.02

	A38
	Conveyor 449 to Screen 072 
	30502006
	470
	470,000
	0.0025
	87.6%
	0.15
	0.07

	A39
	Screen A37
	30502006
	470
	470,000
	0.0150
	99.3%
	0.07
	0.04

	A40
	Sand Screw 022
	30502006
	400
	400,000
	0.0025
	99.3%
	0.01
	0.01

	A41
	Conveyor 481 to Stacker 475
	30502006
	400
	400,000
	0.0025
	99.3%
	0.01
	0.01

	A42
	Stacker 475
	30502006
	400
	400,000
	0.0113
	99.3%
	0.04
	0.02

	A43
	Conveyor 468 to Stacker 469
	30502006
	20
	20,000
	0.0025
	99.3%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	A44
	Stacker 469
	30502006
	20
	20,000
	0.0113
	99.3%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	A45
	Conveyor 462 to Stacker 463
	30502006
	320
	320,000
	0.0025
	87.6%
	0.10
	0.05

	A46
	Stacker 463
	30502006
	320
	320,000
	0.0113
	87.6%
	0.45
	0.22

	A47
	Conveyor 471 to Crusher 053
	30502006
	50
	50,000
	0.0025
	99.3%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	AOS1
	Conveyor 480 to Conveyor 465  
	30502006
	360
	360,000
	0.0025
	87.6%
	0.11
	0.06

	AOS2
	Stacker 482  
	30502006
	10
	10,000
	0.0113
	87.6%
	0.01
	0.01

	A56
	Disturbed Acreage/Storage Piles
	30502007
	5 acres
	0.07
	81.5%
	0.06
	0.28

	          Granite Construction Company, Apex Facility, Aggregate Processing PM10 Subtotal
	4.91
	2.72


1Moisture/control values of 1.5%, 2.0%, 3.0% and 9.0% represent moisture content values with associated control efficiencies of 81.5%, 87.6%, 93.0% and 99.3%, respectively; all other moisture/control values represent the baghouse control efficiency.

Table IV-B-2: Permitted Emission Units and Maximum PM10 Emissions (Unless Otherwise Noted) for Chemical Lime Company, Apex Facility

	EU
	Description and Approximate Construction Dates
	SCC
	Tons/Hours
	Tons/Year
	EF Lbs/Unit
	Control1
Efficiency
	PTE Lbs/Hr
	PTE TPY

	Mining Operations

	Q101
	Mining Ore (1945)
	30501650
	2,400
	5,360,000
	0.025
	81.5%
	11.10
	12.32

	Q102
	Mining Low Grade Ore/Overburden (1945)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q103
	Blasting Agent (1945) 

(combustion by-products)
	NOx
	30501650
	10
blasting agent
	1,370

blasting

 agent
	17.00
	0%
	170.00
	11.65

	
	
	CO
	
	
	
	67.00
	0%
	670.00
	45.90

	
	
	SO2
	
	
	
	3.00
	0%
	30.00
	2.06

	Limestone Processing

	P101
	HO-101/PF-101 Open Stone Transfer Pt (1945)
	30501608
	1,200
	2,680,000
	0.0025
	81.5%
	0.56
	0.62

	P102
	GR-101 Open Stone Transfer Point (1945)
	30501607
	860
	2,680,000
	0.0025
	87.6%
	0.27
	0.42

	P103
	JC-102 Crushing Stone (1945)
	30501601
	720
	1,125,600
	0.0003
	87.6%
	0.03
	0.02

	P104
	BC-103 Closed Stone Transfer Point (1996)
	30501607
	1,755
	2,966,300
	0.0003
	87.6%
	0.07
	0.06

	P105
	BC-104 Closed Stone Transfer Point (1996)
	30501607
	2,340
	4,313,900
	0.0003
	87.6%
	0.09
	0.08

	P106
	VS-202 Screening Stone (1996)
	30501616
	1,170
	2,156,950
	0.015
	87.6%
	2.18
	2.00

	P107
	VS-203 Screening Stone (1996)
	30501616
	1,170
	2,156,950
	0.015
	87.6%
	2.18
	2.00

	P108
	BC-204 Closed Stone Transfer Point (1996)
	30501607
	954
	1,783,900
	0.0003
	87.6%
	0.04
	0.03

	P109
	CC-201 Crushing Stone (1996)
	30501602
	800
	1,393,600
	0.0024
	87.6%
	0.24
	0.21

	P110
	BC-225 Closed Stone Transfer Point (1996)
	30501607
	636
	670,000
	0.0003
	87.6%
	0.02
	0.01

	P112
	BN-226Closed Stone Transfer Point (1996)
	30501607
	636
	670,000
	0.0003
	87.6%
	0.02
	0.01

	P113
	BN-226 Loadout Open Stone Transfer Pt (1996) 
	30501607
	600
	670,000
	0.0025
	87.6%
	0.19
	0.10

	P114
	BC-205 Closed Stone (1996)
	30501607
	430
	655,741
	0.0003
	87.6%
	0.02
	0.01

	P115
	BC-236 Closed Stone Transfer Point (new)
	30501607
	300
	117,540
	0.0003
	87.6%
	0.01
	<0.01

	P116
	BC-237 Open Stone Transfer Point (new)
	30501607
	300
	117,540
	0.0025
	87.6%
	0.01
	0.02

	P117
	BC-208 Closed Stone Transfer Point (1996)
	30501607
	600
	1,251,719
	0.0003
	87.6%
	0.02
	0.02

	P118
	BC-235 Open Stone Transfer Point (1998)
	30501607
	300
	165,000
	0.0025
	87.6%
	0.09
	0.03

	P119
	BC-Coarse 2 (1998)
	30501607
	300
	165,000
	0.0025
	87.6%
	0.09
	0.03

	LD1
	Loader Loading (dolo) (1998)
	30501607
	840
	236,670
	0.0025
	87.6%
	0.26
	0.04

	LD1a
	Loader Unloading (dolo) (1998)
	30501607
	840
	236,670
	0.0025
	87.6%
	0.26
	0.04

	P120
	BC-206 Closed Stone Transfer Point (1996)
	30501607
	430
	538,201
	0.0003
	87.6%
	0.02
	0.01

	P121
	BC-207 Open Stone Transfer Point (1996)
	30501607
	430
	538,201
	0.0025
	87.6%
	0.13
	0.08

	P122
	BC-209 Closed Stone Transfer Point (1996)
	30501607
	300
	1,086,719
	0.0003
	87.6%
	0.01
	0.02

	P123
	BC-210 Open Stone Transfer Point (1996)
	30501607
	300
	1,086,719
	0.0025
	87.6%
	0.09
	0.17

	P124
	SR-BC-02 Open Stone Transfer Point (new) 
	30501607
	477
	436,300
	0.0025
	87.6%
	0.15
	0.07

	P125
	SR-BC-03 Screening Stone (new)
	30501607
	477
	436,300
	0.0150
	87.6%
	0.89
	0.41

	P126
	SR-SB-06 Open Stone Transfer Point (new) 
	30501607
	164
	150,000
	0.0025
	87.6%
	0.05
	0.02

	P127
	SR-BC-04 Open Stone Transfer Point (new)
	30501607
	313
	286,300
	0.0025
	87.6%
	0.10
	0.04

	P128
	SR-BC-05 Open Stone Transfer Point (new)
	30501607
	313
	286,300
	0.0025
	87.6%
	0.10
	0.04

	LD2
	Loader Loading Open Stone Transfer Pt (new)
	30501607
	288
	150,000
	0.0025
	87.6%
	0.09
	0.02

	LD2a
	Loader Unloading Open Stone Transfer Pt (new)
	30501607
	288
	150,000
	0.0025
	87.6%
	0.09
	0.02

	P128a
	BC-Future 3 Open Stone Transfer Pt (new) 
	30501607
	400
	236,670
	0.0025
	87.6%
	0.12
	0.04

	P129
	Dolo Belt Open Stone Transfer Pt (new)
	30501607
	300
	236,670
	0.0025
	87.6%
	0.09
	0.04

	Kiln Run Screening

	R101
	BC-11 Closed Stone Transfer Pt  (underground) (1957)
	30501607
	200
	544,619
	0.0003
	95.3%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	R102
	BC-12 Closed Stone Transfer Point (1968)
	30501607
	200
	544,619
	0.0003
	81.5%
	0.01
	0.02

	R103
	BC-13 Closed Stone Transfer Point (1968)
	30501607
	200
	544,619
	0.0003
	81.5%
	0.01
	0.02

	R104
	VS-04 Screening Stone (1968)
	30501607
	200
	544,619
	0.015
	81.5%
	0.56
	0.76

	R105
	BC-14 Closed Stone Transfer Point (1968)
	30501607
	25
	27,231
	0.0003
	81.5%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	R106
	BN-05 Closed Stone Transfer Point (1968)
	30501607
	25
	27,231
	0.0003
	81.5%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	R107
	BN-05 Loadout Open Stone Transfer Pt  (1968)
	30501607
	200
	27,231
	0.0025
	81.5%
	0.09
	0.01

	R108
	BC-15, 16 Closed Stone Transfer Point (1957)
	30501607
	200
	517,388
	0.0003
	81.5%
	0.01
	0.01

	R109
	BE-01, 02 Closed Stone Transfer Point (1957)
	30501607
	200
	517,388
	0.0003
	81.5%
	0.01
	0.01

	R110
	BC-17 Closed Stone Transfer Point (1968)
	30501607
	200
	517,388
	0.0003
	81.5%
	0.01
	0.01

	R111
	BC-18 Closed Stone Transfer Point (1968)
	30501607
	200
	295,650
	0.0003
	81.5%
	0.01
	0.01

	R112
	SB-01 Closed Stone Transfer Point (1957)
	30501607
	200
	221,738
	0.0003
	81.5%
	0.01
	0.01

	R113
	SB-02 Closed Stone Transfer Point (1957)
	30501607
	200
	221,738
	0.0003
	81.5%
	0.01
	0.01

	R114
	SB-03 Closed Stone Transfer Point (1968)
	30501607
	200
	295,650
	0.0003
	81.5%
	0.01
	0.01

	R115
	BC-217 Closed Stone Transfer Point (1996)
	30501607
	264
	534,375
	0.0003
	87.6%
	0.01
	0.01

	R116
	BC-224 Closed Stone Transfer Point (1996)
	30501607
	264
	570,000
	0.0003
	87.6%
	0.01
	0.01

	R117
	VS-229 Screening Stone (1996)
	30501602
	264
	1,068,750
	0.015
	87.6%
	0.49
	0.99

	R118
	BC-231 Closed Stone Transfer Point (1996)
	30501607
	132
	106,875
	0.0003
	87.6%
	0.01
	<0.01

	R119
	BC-230 Closed Stone Transfer Point (1996)
	30501607
	264
	961,875
	0.0003
	13.7%
	0.07
	0.13

	R120
	SB-04 Closed Stone Transfer Point (1996)
	30501607
	264
	961,875
	0.0003
	13.7%
	0.07
	0.13

	Kiln 1

	K101
	PH-101 Closed Stone Transfer Pt (baghouse) (1957)
	30501607
	25
	221,738
	0.0003
	See Table IV-B-3
	See EU C101
	See EU C101

	K102
	KN-01

Rotary Kiln 1

81.25 MMBtu/hr

(baghouse DC-01) (1957)

(PM10 emissions from baghouse in Table IV-B-3)

(SO2 hourly emission rate is the average hourly emission rate of any three consecutive one-hour periods.)
	PM10
	30501604
	13
	109,500
	42.00
	98.88%
	See EU C101
	See EU C101

	
	
	Hourly NOx
	
	
	
	8.82
	0%
	114.66
	---

	
	
	Annual NOx
	
	
	
	6.2738
	0%
	---
	343.49

	
	
	Hourly CO
	
	
	
	22.76
	0%
	295.88
	---

	
	
	Annual CO
	
	
	
	2.246
	0%
	---
	122.99

	
	
	Hourly SO2
	
	
	
	7.25
	0%
	94.25
	---

	
	
	Annual SO2
	
	
	
	7.545
	0%
	---
	413.07

	
	
	VOCs
	
	
	
	0.06
	0%
	0.78
	3.29

	
	
	Total HAPs
	
	
	
	0.0278
	0%
	0.36
	1.52

	
	
	Hydrochloric Acid
	
	
	
	1.319E-02
	0%
	0.17
	0.72

	
	
	Benzene
	
	
	
	8.28E-04
	0%
	1.08E-02
	4.53E-02

	
	
	Ethylbenzene
	
	
	
	4.86E-04
	0%
	6.32E-03
	2.66E-02

	
	
	Formaldehyde 
	
	
	
	9.114E-03
	0%
	1.18E-01
	4.99E-01

	
	
	Hexane
	
	
	
	2.022E-03
	0%
	2.63E-02
	1.11E-01

	
	
	Toluene
	
	
	
	8.88E-04
	0%
	1.15E-02
	4.86E-02

	
	
	Xylenes
	
	
	
	1.23E-03
	0%
	1.60E-02
	6.73E-02

	K103
	CO-01 Cooler (baghouse DC-01) (1957)
	30501611
	13
	109,500
	2.38
	See Table IV-B-3
	See EU C101
	See EU C101

	K104
	SC-01 Lime Transfer (baghouse DC-20) (1957)
	30501615
	13
	109,500
	0.0002
	See Table IV-B-3
	See EU C106
	See EU C106

	K104a
	SC-02 Lime Transfer  (baghouse DC-20) (1957)
	30501615
	13
	109,500
	0.0002
	See Table IV-B-3
	See EU C106
	See EU C106

	K105
	BE-03 Lime Transfer (baghouse DC-20) (1991)
	30501615
	13
	110,725
	0.0002
	See Table IV-B-3
	See EU C106
	See EU C106

	K106
	BN-06 Bin Feeding (1957)
	30501615
	25
	8,760
	0.002
	0%
	0.05
	0.01

	K107
	BN-06 Loadout (1957)
	30501627
	40
	8,760
	0.105
	0%
	4.20
	0.46

	K107a
	SC-04 Dust Transfer (sealed) (1991)
	30501615
	0.6
	1642
	0.0002
	99.9%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	K108
	SC-05 Dust Transfer (sealed) (1991)
	30501615
	1.2
	3,285
	0.0002
	99.9%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	K109
	SC-07 Dust Transfer (sealed)  (1991)
	30501615
	1.8
	6,570
	0.0002
	99.9%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	K110
	SC-08 Dust Transfer (baghouse DC-01) (1972)
	30501615
	2.0
	12,909
	0.0002
	See Table IV-B-3
	See EU C101
	See EU C101

	K112
	BE-06 Dust Transfer (sealed) (1985)
	30501615
	2.0
	12,909
	0.0002
	99.9%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	K113
	SC-15 Dust Transfer (sealed) (1985)
	30501615
	2.0
	12,909
	0.0002
	99.9%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	K114
	BN-09 Bin Feeding (baghouse DC-04) (1985)
	30501615
	3.8
	19,478
	0.0024
	See Table IV-B-3
	See EU C104
	See EU C104

	K115
	BN-09 Loadout (baghouse DC-04) (1985)
	30501615
	200
	19,478
	0.105
	See Table IV-B-3
	See EU C104
	See EU C104

	Kiln 2

	K201
	PH-02 Closed Stone Transfer Pt (baghouse DC-02) (1957)
	30501607
	25
	221,738
	0.0003
	See Table IV-B-3
	See EU C102
	See EU C102

	K202
	KN-02 

Rotary Kiln 2

81.25 MMBtu/hr

(baghouse DC-02) (1957)

(PM10 emissions from baghouse in Table II-A-3)

(SO2 hourly emission rate is the average hourly emission rate of any three consecutive one-hour periods.)
	PM10
	30501604
	13
	109,500
	42.00
	98.88%
	See EU C102
	See EU C102

	
	
	Hourly NOx
	
	
	
	8.82
	0%
	114.66
	---

	
	
	Annual NOx
	
	
	
	6.386
	0%
	---
	349.62

	
	
	Hourly CO
	
	
	
	22.76
	0%
	295.88
	---

	
	
	Annual CO
	
	
	
	2.286
	0%
	---
	125.19

	
	
	Hourly SO2
	
	
	
	4.77
	0%
	62.01
	---

	
	
	Annual SO2
	
	
	
	4.956
	0%
	---
	271.32

	
	
	VOCs
	
	
	
	0.06
	0%
	0.78
	3.29

	
	
	Total HAPs
	
	
	
	0.0263
	0%
	0.34
	1.44

	
	
	Hydrochloric Acid 
	
	
	
	0.0118
	0%
	0.15
	0.65

	
	
	Benzene
	
	
	
	8.28E-04
	0%
	1.08E-02
	4.53E-02

	
	
	Ethylbenzene
	
	
	
	4.86E-04
	0%
	6.32E-03
	2.66E-02

	
	
	Formaldehyde 
	
	
	
	9.114E-03
	0%
	1.18E-01
	4.99E-01

	
	
	Hexane
	
	
	
	2.022E-03
	0%
	2.63E-02
	1.11E-01

	
	
	Toluene
	
	
	
	8.88E-04
	0%
	1.15E-02
	4.86E-02

	
	
	Xylenes
	
	
	
	1.23E-03
	0%
	1.60 E-02
	6.73E-02

	K203
	CO-02 Cooler (baghouse DC-02) (1957)
	30501611
	13
	109,500
	2.38
	See Table IV-B-3
	See EU C102
	See EU C102

	K204
	SC-02 Lime Transfer (baghouse DC-30) (1957)
	30501615
	13
	109,500
	0.0002
	See Table IV-B-3
	See EU C107
	See EU C107

	K205
	BE-04 Lime Transfer (baghouse DC-30) (1991)
	30501615
	13
	109,500
	0.0002
	See Table IV-B-3
	See EU C107
	See EU C107

	K206
	BN-07 Bin Feeding (1957)
	30501615
	25
	8,760
	0.002
	0 %
	0.05
	0.01

	K207
	BN-07 Loadout (1957)
	30501627
	40
	8,760
	0.105
	0 %
	4.20
	0.46

	K208
	SC-06 Dust Transfer (baghouse DC-02) (1991)
	30501615
	2
	3,285
	0.0002
	See Table IV-B-3
	See EU C102
	See EU C102

	K209
	SC-09 (sealed) (1972)
	30501615
	2
	13,410
	0.0002
	99.9%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	K210
	SC-13 (sealed) (1972)
	30501615
	2
	30,660
	0.0002
	99.9%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	K211
	BE-07 (sealed) (1972)
	30501615
	2
	30,660
	0.0002
	99.9%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	K212
	SC-16 (sealed) (1972)
	30501615
	2
	30,660
	0.0002
	99.9%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	K213
	BN-10 Bin Feeding (baghouse DC-05) (1972)
	30501615
	2
	30,660
	0.002
	See Table IV-B-3
	See EU C105
	See EU C105

	K214
	BN-10 Loadout (baghouse DC-05) (1972)
	30501627
	200
	30,660
	0.105
	See Table IV-B-3
	See EU C105
	See EU C105

	K215
	DA-BN-502 Bin Feeding (bin vent DA-DC-507) (1994)
	30501615
	10
	6,000
	0.002
	See Table IV-B-3
	See EU C111
	See EU C111

	K216
	DA-SC-505 Dust Transfer (sealed) (1994)
	30501615
	10
	6,000
	0.0002
	99.9%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	K217
	DA-SC-506 Dust Transfer (sealed) (1994)
	30501615
	10
	6,000
	0.0002
	99.9%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	Kiln 3

	K301
	PH-03 Closed Stone Transfer Pt (baghouse DC-03) (1968)
	30501607
	36
	295,650
	0.0003
	See Table IV-B-3
	See EU C103
	See EU C103

	K302
	KN-03

Rotary Kiln 3

95.10 MMBtu/hr

(baghouse DC-03) (1968)

(PM10 emissions from baghouse in Table IV-B-3)

(SO2 hourly emission rate is the average hourly emission rate of any three consecutive one-hour periods.)
	PM10
	30501604
	17
	146,000
	42.00
	98.81%
	See EU C103
	See EU C103

	
	
	Hourly NOx
	
	
	
	8.82
	0%
	149.94
	---

	
	
	Annual NOx
	
	
	
	6.554
	0%
	---
	478.73

	
	
	Hourly CO
	
	
	
	22.76
	0%
	386.92
	---

	
	
	Annual CO
	
	
	
	2.346
	0%
	---
	171.31

	
	
	Hourly SO2
	
	
	
	5.64
	0%
	95.88
	---

	
	
	Annual SO2
	
	
	
	5.75
	0%
	---
	419.74

	
	
	VOCs
	
	
	
	0.06
	0%
	1.02
	4.38

	
	
	Total HAPs
	
	
	
	0.025
	0%
	0.43
	1.83

	
	
	Hydrochloric Acid
	
	
	
	1.085E-02
	0%
	0.18
	0.79

	
	
	Benzene
	
	
	
	8.28E-04
	0%
	1.41E-02
	6.04E-02

	
	
	Ethylbenzene
	
	
	
	4.86E-04
	0%
	8.26E-03
	3.55E-02

	
	
	Formaldehyde 
	
	
	
	9.114E-03
	0%
	1.55E-01
	6.65E-01

	
	
	Hexane
	
	
	
	2.022E-03
	0%
	3.44E-02
	1.48E-01

	
	
	Toluene
	
	
	
	8.88E-04
	0%
	1.51E-02
	6.48E-02

	
	
	Xylenes
	
	
	
	1.23E-03
	0%
	2.09E-02
	8.98E-02

	K303
	CO-03 Cooler (baghouse DC-03) (1968)
	30501611
	17
	146,000
	2.38
	See Table IV-B-3
	See EU C103
	See EU C103

	K304
	SC-03 Lime Transfer (sealed) (1968)
	30501615
	17
	 146,000 
	0.0002
	99.9%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	K305
	SC-04 Lime Transfer (sealed) (1968)
	30501615
	17
	 146,000 
	0.0002
	99.9%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	K306
	BN-08 Bin Feeding (1968)
	30501615
	36
	10,951
	0.002
	0%
	0.07
	0.01

	K307
	BN-08 Loadout (1968)
	30501627
	40
	10,951
	0.105
	0%
	4.20
	0.57

	K308
	BN-18 Bin Feeding (baghouse DC-03) (1968)
	30501615
	4
	4,380
	0.0024
	See Table IV-B-3
	See EU C103
	See EU C103

	K309
	SC-18 Dust Transfer (baghouse DC-03) (1968)
	30501615
	40
	4,380
	0.0002
	See Table IV-B-3
	See EU C103
	See EU C103

	K310
	SC-18 Loadout (baghouse DC-03) (1968)
	30501627
	40
	4,380
	0.105
	See Table 

IV-B-3
	See EU C103
	See EU C103

	K311
	SC-11, 12 Dust Transfer (sealed) (1972)
	30501615
	3
	17,520
	0.0002
	99.9%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	Kiln 4

	K401
	K4-PH-302 Closed Stone Transfer Pt (baghouse)

(1996) 
	30501607
	112.5
	961,875
	3.1E-04
	See Table IV-B-3
	See EU C115
	See EU C115

	K402
	K4-KN-305 

Rotary Kiln 4

281.25 MMBtu/hr

(baghouse K4-DC-316) (1996)

(PM10 emissions from baghouse in Table IV-B-3)

(Hourly emission rates are the average of emissions over three consecutive hours for SO2, eight consecutive hours for CO, and twenty-four consecutive hours for VOCs.   Table IV-B-3 lists short-term and long-term emission limits for Kiln 4.)
	PM10
	30501604
	56.25
	475,000
	42.00
	99.56%
	See EU C115
	See EU C115

	
	
	Hourly NOx
	
	
	
	28.15
	0%
	1,583.44
	 ---

	
	
	Annual NOx
	
	
	
	2.956
	0%
	---
	702.05

	
	
	Hourly CO
	
	
	
	12.00
	0%
	675.00
	---

	
	
	Annual CO
	
	
	
	2.00
	0%
	---
	475.00

	
	
	Hourly SO2
	
	
	
	2.27
	0%
	127.69
	---

	
	
	Annual SO2
	
	
	
	2.265
	0%
	---
	537.94

	
	
	VOCs
	
	
	
	0.06
	0%
	3.38
	14.25

	
	
	Total HAPs
	
	
	
	0.0227
	0%
	1.28
	5.39

	
	
	Hydrochloric Acid
	
	
	
	8.126E-03
	0%
	0.46
	1.93

	
	
	Benzene
	
	
	
	8.28E-04
	0%
	4.66E-02
	1.97E-01

	
	
	Ethylbenzene
	
	
	
	4.86E-04
	0%
	2.73E-02
	1.15E-01

	
	
	Formaldehyde 
	
	
	
	9.114E-03
	0%
	5.12E-01
	2.16E+00

	
	
	Hexane
	
	
	
	2.022E-03
	0%
	1.14E-01
	4.80E-01

	
	
	Toluene
	
	
	
	8.88E-04
	0%
	4.99E-02
	2.11E-01

	
	
	Xylenes
	
	
	
	1.23E-03
	0%
	6.91E-02
	2.92E-01

	K403
	K4-CO-309 Cooler (baghouse K4-DC-340) (1996)
	30501611
	56.25
	475,000
	2.38
	See Table IV-B-3
	See EU C117
	See EU C117

	K404
	K4-BC-501 Lime Transfer (1996)
	30501615
	100
	475,000
	0.0002
	0%
	0.02
	0.05

	K405
	K4-BE-502 Lime Transfer (1996)
	30501615
	100
	475,000
	0.0002
	0%
	0.02
	0.05

	K406
	K4-BC-503 Lime Transfer (1996)
	30501615
	100
	475,000
	0.0002
	0%
	0.02
	0.05

	K407
	K4-BC-504 Lime Transfer (1996)
	30501615
	100
	475,000
	0.0002
	0%
	0.02
	0.05

	K408
	K4-BN-338 Bin Feeding (bin filter receiver K4-DC-336) (1996)
	30501615
	5
	17,500
	0.002
	See Table IV-B-3
	See EU C116
	See EU C116

	K409
	K4-BN-338 Loadout (bin vent K4-DC-509) (1996)
	30501627
	50
	17,500
	0.105
	See Table IV-B-3
	See EU C119
	See EU C119

	K410
	Emergency Dump (loadout) (1996)
	30501627
	10
	3,650
	0.105
	0%
	1.05
	0.19

	K411
	Emergency Dump Reclaim Lime Transfer (1996)
	30501615
	10
	3,650
	0.0002
	0%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	K412
	K4-SC-326 Dust Transfer (sealed) (1996)
	30501615
	7.5
	57,700
	0.0002
	99.9%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	K413
	K4-SC-327 Dust Transfer (sealed) (1996)
	30501615
	7.5
	57,700
	0.0002
	99.9%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	K414
	K4-SC-328 Dust Transfer (sealed) (1996)
	30501615
	7.5
	57,700
	0.0002
	99.9%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	K415
	K4-SC-329 Dust Transfer (sealed) (1996)
	30501615
	7.5
	57,700
	0.0002
	99.9%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	K416
	K4-BE-330 Dust Transfer (sealed) (1996)
	30501615
	7.5
	57,700
	0.0002
	99.9%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	K417
	K4-BN-508 Bin Feeding (bin vent K4-DC-509) (1996)
	30501615
	7.5
	57,700
	0.002
	See Table IV-B-3
	See EU C119
	See EU C119

	K417b
	K4-BN-508 Bin Loadout (1996)
	30501627
	30
	57,700
	0.105
	81.5%
	0.58
	0.56

	K418
	K4-PM-514 Dust Transfer (1996)
	30501615
	30
	57,700
	0.0002
	81.5%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	K419
	K4-PM-514 Loadout (1996)
	30501627
	30
	57,700
	0.105
	81.5%
	0.58
	0.56

	K420
	K4-SC-342 Dust Transfer (1996)
	30501615
	1
	6,000
	0.0002
	0%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	Solid Fuel Handling

	F101
	HO-40, 41 Fuel Transfer (enclosed) (1975)
	30300305
	100
	553,862
	0.0002
	85.0%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	F102
	BC-40 Fuel Transfer (sealed) (1975)
	30300309
	100
	553,862
	0.0002
	99.9%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	F103
	BC-44 Fuel Transfer (1975)
	30300309
	100
	348,931
	0.0002
	0%
	0.02
	0.03

	F104
	CR-40 Fuel Crushing (enclosed) (1975)
	30300310
	100
	204,931
	0.05
	85.0%
	0.75
	0.77

	LD3
	Loader Loading Fuel Transfer (1975)
	30300309
	100
	144,000
	0.0002
	0%
	0.02
	0.01

	LD3a
	Loader Unloading Fuel Transfer (1975)
	30300309
	100
	144,000
	0.0002
	0%
	0.02
	0.01

	F105
	SC-44 Fuel Transfer (enclosed) (1975)
	30300309
	100
	204,931
	0.0002
	85.0%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	F106
	BN-41 Bin Feeding (1975)
	30300309
	100
	31,885
	0.002
	85.0%
	0.03
	0.01

	F107
	BC-41 Fuel Transfer (1975)
	30300309
	3.6
	31,885
	0.0002
	0%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	F108
	CM-41 Crushing Fuel  (sealed) (1975)
	30300310
	3.6
	31,885
	0.05
	99.9%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	F109
	SC-41 Fuel Transfer (sealed) (1990)
	30300309
	0.1
	936
	0.0002
	99.9%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	F110
	Reject Bin 1 Bin Feeding (1975)
	30300309
	0.1
	936
	0.002
	0%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	F111
	Reject Bin 1 Loadout Fuel Transfer (1975)
	30300309
	1
	936
	0.0002
	0%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	F112
	BN-42 Bin Feeding (enclosed)  (1975)
	30300309
	100
	31,885
	0.002
	85.0%
	0.03
	0.01

	F113
	BC-42 Fuel Transfer (1975)
	30300309
	3.6
	31,885
	0.0002
	0%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	F114
	CM-42 Crushing Fuel (sealed) (1975)
	30300310
	3.6
	31,885
	0.05
	99.9%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	F115
	SC-42 Fuel Transfer (sealed) (1990)
	30300309
	0.1
	936
	0.0002
	99.9%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	F116
	Reject Bin 2 Bin Feeding (1975)
	30300309
	0.1
	936
	0.002
	0%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	F117
	Reject Bin 2 Loadout Fuel Transfer (1975)
	30300309
	1
	936
	0.0002
	0%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	F118
	BN-43 Bin Feeding (enclosed) (1975)
	30300309
	100
	34,415
	0.002
	85.0%
	0.03
	0.01

	F119
	BC-43 Fuel Transfer (1975)
	30300309
	4.1
	34,415
	0.0002
	0%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	F120
	CM-43 Crushing Fuel (sealed) (1975)
	30300310
	4.1
	34,415
	0.05
	99.9%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	F121
	SC-43 Fuel Transfer (sealed) (1986)
	30300309
	0.1
	996
	0.0002
	99.9%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	F122
	Reject Bin 3 Bin Feeding (1975)
	30300309
	0.1
	996
	0.002
	0%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	F123
	Reject Bin 3 Loadout Fuel Transfer (1975)
	30300309
	1
	996
	0.0002
	0%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	F125
	K4-SC-402 Fuel Transfer (sealed) (1996)
	30300309
	100
	106,746
	0.0002
	99.9%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	F126
	K4-BN-404 Bin Feeding (baghouse K4-DC-421) (1996)
	30300309
	100
	106,746
	0.002
	See Table IV-B-3
	See EU C118
	See EU C118

	F127
	K4-BN-406 Bin Feeding (baghouse K4-DC-421) (1996)
	30300309
	100
	106,746
	0.002
	See Table IV-B-3
	See EU C118
	See EU C118

	F128
	K4-WF-408 Fuel Transfer (1996)
	30300309
	11
	106,746
	0.0002
	0%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	F129
	K4-WF-409 Fuel Transfer (1996)
	30300309
	11
	106,746
	0.0002
	0%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	F130
	K4-BC-410 Fuel Transfer (1996)
	30300309
	11
	106,746
	0.0002
	0%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	F131
	K4-CM-413 Fuel Crushing (sealed) (1996)
	30300310
	11
	106,746
	0.05
	99.9%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	F132
	K4-SC-419 Fuel Transfer (1996)
	30300309
	4
	531
	0.0002
	99.9%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	F133
	Reject Bin 4 Bin Feeding (1996)
	30300309
	4
	531
	0.002
	0%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	F134
	Reject Bin 4 Loadout Fuel Transfer (1996)
	30300309
	4
	531
	0.0002
	0%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	North Lime Handling

	L101
	SC-24 Lime Transfer (1991)
	30501615
	100
	24,278
	0.0002
	0%
	0.02
	<0.01

	L102
	SC-25 Lime Transfer  (sealed) (1991)
	30501615
	100
	24,278
	0.0002
	99.9%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	L103
	BC-505/BC-20 Lime Transfer (baghouse DC-20) (1957)
	30501615
	100
	485,550
	0.0002
	See Table IV-B-3
	See EU C106
	See EU C106

	L104
	BE-20 Lime Transfer (baghouse DC-20)(1957)
	30501615
	150
	994,728
	0.0002
	See Table IV-B-3
	See EU C106
	See EU C106

	L105
	K4-BN-518 Bin Feeding (binvent K4-DC-519) 

(1996) 
	30501615
	100
	8,093
	0.002
	See Table IV-B-3
	See EU C121
	See EU C121

	L106
	K4-BN-518 Loadout (binvent K4-DC-519) 

(1996)
	30501626
	200
	8,093
	0.105
	See Table IV-B-3
	See EU C121
	See EU C121

	L107
	K4-SC-524 Lime Transfer (1996)
	30501615
	10
	8,093
	0.0002
	0%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	L108
	HM-20 Crushing Product (sealed) (1986)
	30501632
	50
	485,550
	0.015
	99.9%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	L109
	VS-20 Screening Product (baghouse DC-20) 

(1957)
	30501629
	150
	994,728
	0.015
	See Table IV-B-3
	See EU C106
	See EU C106

	L110
	SI-02 Bin Feeding (baghouse DC-20)

 (1957)
	30501615
	33
	121,388
	0.002
	See Table IV-B-3
	See EU C106
	See EU C106

	L111
	SC-21 Lime Transfer (sealed) (1957)
	30501615
	33
	121,388
	0.0002
	99.9%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	L112
	SI-01 Bin Feeding (baghouse DC-20) (1957)
	30501613
	33
	121,388
	0.002
	See Table IV-B-3
	See EU C106
	See EU C106

	L113
	SC-23 Lime Transfer (sealed) (1957)
	30501615
	33
	121,388
	0.0002
	99.9%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	L115
	SC-26 Lime Transfer (sealed) (1957)
	30501615
	33
	121,388
	0.0002
	99.9%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	L116
	SI-06 Bin Feeding (baghouse DC-20) (1957)
	30501615
	33
	121,388
	0.002
	See Table IV-B-3
	See EU C106
	See EU C106

	L117
	SC-27 Lime Transfer  (sealed) (1957)
	30501615
	33
	121,388
	0.0002
	99.9%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	L118
	SI-07 Bin Feeding (baghouse DC-20) (1957)
	30501615
	33
	121,388
	0.002
	See Table IV-B-3
	See EU C106
	See EU C106

	L119
	SC-28 Lime Transfer  (baghouse DC-20) (1968)
	30501615
	42
	8,093
	0.0002
	See Table IV-B-3
	See EU C106
	See EU C106

	L120
	SC-20 Dust Transfer (sealed) (1986)
	30501615
	0.7
	1,000
	0.0002
	99.9%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	L121
	SI-01 Loadout (baghouse DC-20) (1957)
	30501626
	200
	121,388
	0.105
	See Table IV-B-3
	See EU C106
	See EU C106

	L122
	SI-02 Loadout (baghouse DC-20) (1957)
	30501626
	200
	121,388
	0.105
	See Table IV-B-3
	See EU C106
	See EU C106

	L123
	SI-03 Loadout (baghouse DC-36) (1957) 
	30501626
	200
	121,388
	0.105
	See Table IV-B-3
	See EU C109
	See EU C109

	L124
	SI-06 Loadout (baghouse DC-20) (1957)
	30501626
	200
	121,388
	0.105
	See Table IV-B-3
	See EU C106
	See EU C106

	L125
	SI-07 Loadout (baghouse DC-20) (1957)
	30501626
	200
	121,388
	0.105
	See Table IV-B-3
	See EU C106
	See EU C106

	South Lime Handling

	L201
	K4-BC-506 Lime Transfer (baghouse DC-30) (1968)
	30501615
	100
	730,500
	0.0002
	See Table IV-B-3
	See EU C107
	See EU C107

	L201a
	SC-30 Lime Transfer (sealed) (1972)
	30501615
	0.12
	1,000
	0.0002
	99.9%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	L202
	K4-BC-507 Lime Transfer (baghouse DC-30)(1968)
	30501615
	100
	755,778
	0.0002
	See Table IV-B-3
	See EU C107
	See EU C107

	L203
	BE-30 Lime Transfer (1968)
	30501615
	100
	755,778
	0.0002
	0%
	0.02
	0.08

	L204
	BC-32 Lime Transfer (1968)
	30501615
	100
	755,778
	0.0002
	0%
	0.02
	0.08

	L205
	CR-30 Crushing Product (baghouse DC-36) (1968)
	30501631
	150
	755,778
	0.015
	See Table IV-B-3
	See EU C109
	See EU C109

	L206
	BE-31 Lime Transfer (baghouse DC-36) (1968)
	30501615
	150
	1,133,167
	0.0002
	See Table IV-B-3
	See EU C109
	See EU C109

	L207
	VS-30 Screening Product (baghouse DC-36) (1968)
	30501629
	150
	1,133,167
	0.015
	See Table IV-B-3
	See EU C109
	See EU C109

	L208
	SI-04 Bin Feeding (enclosed) (1968)
	30501613
	45
	125,796
	0.002
	85.0%
	0.02
	0.02

	L209
	SC-39 Lime Transfer (sealed) (1968)
	30501615
	45
	125,796
	0.0002
	99.9%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	L210
	SI-09 Bin Feeding (enclosed) (1968)
	30501613
	45
	125,796
	0.002
	85.0%
	0.02
	0.02

	L211
	SC-38 Lime Transfer (sealed) (1968)
	30501615
	45
	125,796
	0.0002
	99.9%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	L212
	SI-03 Bin Feeding (enclosed) (1957)
	30501613
	45
	125,796
	0.002
	85.0%
	0.02
	0.02

	L213
	SC-38A Lime Transfer (sealed) (1968)
	30501615
	45
	125,796
	0.0002
	99.9%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	L216
	SC-37 Lime Transfer (sealed) (1995)
	30501615
	45
	125,796
	0.0002
	99.9%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	L217
	SI-10 Bin Feeding (enclosed) (1968)
	30501613
	45
	125,796
	0.002
	85.0%
	0.02
	0.02

	L218 
	SC-36 Lime Transfer (sealed) (1995)
	30501615
	45
	251,592
	0.0002
	99.9%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	L219
	SI-08 Bin Feeding (baghouse DC-35) (1957)
	30501613
	45
	125,796
	0.002
	See Table IV-B-3
	See EU C108
	See EU C108

	L220
	SC-40 Dust Transfer (sealed) (1995)
	30501615
	0.02
	1,000
	0.0002
	99.9%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	L221
	SC-41 Dust Transfer (sealed) (1995)
	30501615
	0.5
	1,000
	0.0002
	99.9%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	L222
	SI-11 Bin Feeding (1968)
	30501613
	45
	125,796
	0.0024
	0%
	0.11
	0.15

	L223
	BC-37 Lime Transfer (1995)
	30501615
	45
	125,796
	0.0002
	0%
	0.01
	0.01

	L224
	BC-37 Loadout (1995)
	30501626
	45
	125,796
	0.105
	0%
	4.73
	6.60

	L225
	SI-04 Loadout (baghouse DC-36) (1968)
	30501626
	200
	125,796
	0.105
	See Table IV-B-3
	See EU C109
	See EU C109

	L226
	SI-08 Loadout (baghouse DC-36) (1957)
	30501626
	200
	125,796
	0.105
	See Table IV-B-3
	See EU C109
	See EU C109

	L228
	SI-09 Loadout (baghouse DC-36) (1968)
	30501626
	200
	125,796
	0.105
	See Table IV-B-3
	See EU C109
	See EU C109

	L229
	SI-10 Loadout (baghouse DC-35) (1968)
	30501626
	200
	131,796
	0.105
	See Table IV-B-3
	See EU C108
	See EU C108

	Hydrate

	H101
	SC-101 Hydrate Transfer (sealed) (1990)
	30501615
	18
	71,550
	0.0002
	99.9%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	H102
	Small Bin Feeding (enclosed) (1990)
	30501615
	18
	71,550
	0.002
	85.0%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	H103
	SC-105 Hydrate Transfer (sealed) (1990)
	30501615
	18
	71,550
	0.0002
	99.9%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	H104
	MX-106 Hydrate Transfer (sealed) (1990)
	30501615
	23
	71,550
	0.0002
	99.9%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	H105
	HY-107 Hydrator (baghouse DC-109) (1990)
	30501609
	23
	93,015
	0.0117
	See Table IV-B-3
	See EU C110
	See EU C110

	H106
	SC-111 Hydrate Transfer (sealed) (1990)
	30501615
	23
	93,015
	0.0002
	99.9%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	H107
	BE-113 Hydrate Transfer (sealed) (1990)
	30501615
	28
	93,909
	0.0002
	99.9%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	H108
	VS-115 Screening Product (enclosed) (1990)
	30501629
	28
	16,099
	0.015
	85.0%
	0.06
	0.02

	H109
	CR-116 Crushing Product (sealed) (1990)
	30501628
	5
	894
	0.015
	99.9%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	H110
	SC-119 Hydrate Transfer (sealed) (1990)
	30501615
	5
	894
	0.0002
	99.9%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	H111
	SC-117 Hydrate Transfer (sealed) (1990)
	30501615
	23
	93,015
	0.0002
	99.9%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	H112
	SC-118 Hydrate Transfer (sealed) (1990)
	30501615
	23
	93,015
	0.0002
	99.9%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	H113
	BE-120 Hydrate Transfer (sealed) (1990)
	30501615
	23
	93,015
	0.0002
	99.9%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	H114
	SC-121 Hydrate Transfer (sealed) (1990)
	30501615
	23
	93,015
	0.0002
	99.9%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	H115
	1.83 MMBtu/hr Natural Gas-Fired 

Hydrator Baghouse Burner

(baghouse DC-109) (1990)
	PM10
	10300603
	1.8E-03

MMcf/hour
	16

MMcf/year
	8.00
	See Table IV-B-3
	See EU C110
	See EU C110

	
	
	NOx
	
	
	
	100.00
	N/A
	0.18
	0.80

	
	
	CO
	
	
	
	84.00
	N/A
	0.15
	0.67

	
	
	SO2
	
	
	
	0.60
	N/A
	<0.01
	<0.01

	
	
	VOCs
	
	
	
	5.50
	N/A
	0.01
	0.04

	
	
	HAPs
	
	
	
	5.50
	N/A
	0.01
	0.04

	H116
	SI-05 Bin Feeding (baghouse DC-109) (1990)
	30501615
	23
	93,015
	0.002
	See Table IV-B-3
	See EU C110
	See EU C110

	H117
	SI-05 Loadout (baghouse DC-109) (1990)
	30501626
	23
	93,015
	0.105
	See Table IV-B-3
	See EU C110
	See EU C110

	Dolomite Handling

	D101
	D-BN-201 Open Stone Transfer Point (1995)
	30501608
	840
	236,670
	0.0025
	67.3%
	0.69
	0.10

	D102
	D-BC-202 Open Stone Transfer Point (1995)
	30501607
	840
	236,670
	0.0025
	81.5%
	0.39
	0.06

	D103
	D-BC-207 Open Stone Transfer Point (1995)
	30501607
	250
	233,408
	0.0025
	81.5%
	0.12
	0.06

	D104
	D-VS-208 Screening Stone (1995)
	30501616
	250
	233,408
	0.015
	81.5%
	0.69
	0.32

	D105
	D-BC-209 Open Stone Transfer Point (1995)
	30501607
	13
	11,670
	0.0025
	81.5%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	D106
	D-BE-210 Open Stone Transfer Point (1995)
	30501607
	13
	11,670
	0.0025
	81.5%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	D107
	D-BN-211 Open Stone Transfer Point (1995)
	30501607
	13
	11,670
	0.0025
	81.5%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	D108
	D-BN-211 Loadout (1995)
	30501607
	200
	11,670
	0.0025
	81.5%
	0.09
	<0.01

	D109
	D-BC-213 Open Stone Transfer Point (1995)
	30501607
	250
	221,738
	0.0025
	67.3%
	0.21
	0.09

	Dolomite Lime Handling

	D201
	D-HM-510 Crushing Product (sealed)  (1995)
	30501632
	25
	109,500
	0.015
	99.9%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	D202
	D-SC-511 Lime Transfer (sealed) (1995)
	30501615
	25
	109,500
	0.0002
	99.9%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	D203
	D-SC-512 Lime Transfer (baghouse DC-526) (1995)
	30501615
	25
	109,500
	0.0002
	See Table IV-B-3
	See EU C114
	See EU C114

	D204
	D-SC-513 Lime Transfer (baghouse DC-526) (1995)
	30501615
	25
	109,500
	0.0002
	See Table IV-B-3
	See EU C114
	See EU C114

	D205
	D-BE-514 Lime Transfer (bin vent D-DC-520) (1995)
	30501615
	25
	109,500
	0.0002
	See Table IV-B-3
	See EU C113
	See EU C113

	D206
	D-SC-515 Lime Transfer (bin vent D-DC-520) (1995)
	30501615
	25
	109,500
	0.0002
	See Table IV-B-3
	See EU C113
	See EU C113

	D207
	D-SC-516 Lime Transfer (sealed) (1995)
	30501615
	25
	109,500
	0.0002
	99.9%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	D208
	D-BN-518, 519 Bin Feeding (bin vent D-DC-520) (1995)
	30501613
	25
	109,500
	0.002
	See Table IV-B-3
	See EU C113
	See EU C113

	D209
	D-BN-518, 519 Loadout (bin vent D-DC-520) 

(1995)
	30501626
	200
	109,500
	0.105
	See Table IV-B-3
	See EU C113
	See EU C113

	D210
	D-BC-503 Lime Transfer (sealed) (1995)
	30501615
	25
	4,900
	0.0002
	99.9%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	D211
	D-BN-504 Bin Feeding (bin vent D-DC-505) (1995)
	30501613
	25
	4,900
	0.002
	See Table IV-B-3
	See EU C112
	See EU C112

	D212
	D-BN-504 Loadout (1995)
	30501626
	100
	4,900
	0.105
	0%
	10.50
	0.26

	D213
	D-SC-508 Lime Transfer (sealed) (1995)
	30501615
	5
	2,500
	0.0002
	99.9%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	Miscellaneous Operations

	O101
	Ore Spillage Open Stone Transfer Point (1945)
	30501607
	0.125
	300
	0.0025
	0%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	O102
	Ore Spillage Reclaim (1945) 
	30501607
	0.125
	300
	0.0025
	0%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	O103
	Ore Reclaim Unloading (1945)
	30501607
	0.125
	300
	0.0025
	0%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	O104
	Product Spillage Lime Transfer (1957)
	30501615
	0.08
	300
	0.0002
	0%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	O105
	Product Spillage Reclaim Lime Transfer (1957)
	30501615
	0.08
	300
	0.0002
	0%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	O106
	Product Reclaim Unloading (1957)
	30501615
	0.08
	300
	0.105
	0%
	0.01
	0.02

	O107
	Kiln 1-3 Dump/Bypass Lime Transfer (1957)
	30501615
	10
	50
	0.0002
	0%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	O108
	Kiln 1-3 Dump/Bypass Reclaim Lime Transfer (1957)
	30501615
	10
	50
	0.0002
	0%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	O109
	Kiln 1-3 Dump/Bypass Unloading (1957)
	30501615
	10
	50
	0.105
	0%
	1.05
	<0.01

	Portable Screening Plant

	SP1
	Hopper Loading and Unloading (new)
	30501607
	300
	1,500,000
	0.0025
	87.6%
	0.09
	0.23

	SP2
	Conveyor Belt SP-2 (new)
	30501607
	300
	750,000
	0.0025
	87.6%
	0.09
	0.12

	SP3
	Screen SP-3 (new)
	30501625
	300
	750,000
	0.015
	87.6%
	0.56
	0.70

	SP4
	Stacker Belt (new)
	30501607
	100
	250,000
	0.0025
	87.6%
	0.03
	0.04

	SP5
	Stacker Belt (new)
	30501607
	100
	250,000
	0.0025
	87.6%
	0.03
	0.04

	SP6
	Stacker Belt (new)
	30501607
	100
	250,000
	0.0025
	87.6%
	0.03
	0.04


	EU
	Description and Approximate Construction Dates
	SCC
	Tons/Hours
	Tons/Year
	EF Lbs/Unit
	Moisture/

Control1
	PTE Lbs/Hr
	PTE TPY

	SP7
	100 hp Diesel-Fueled Generator (new)
	PM10
	20200101
	100

hp-hr/hr
	250,000

hp-hr/year
	0.0022
	N/A
	0.22
	0.28

	
	
	NOx
	
	
	
	0.0310
	
	3.10
	3.88

	
	
	CO
	
	
	
	0.0067
	
	0.67
	0.84

	
	
	SO2
	
	
	
	0.0004
	
	0.04
	0.05

	
	
	VOCs
	
	
	
	0.0025
	
	0.25
	0.31

	
	
	HAPs
	
	
	
	0.0005
	
	0.05
	0.06

	LD4
	Loader Loading (new)
	30501607
	300
	750,000
	0.0025
	87.6%
	0.09
	0.12

	LD4a
	Loader Unloading (new)
	30501608
	300
	750,000
	0.0025
	87.6%
	0.09
	0.12

	Transloader

	TL1
	Railcar Unloading (baghouse) (1999)
	30501607
	80
	75,000
	0.1135
	99.7%
	0.03
	0.01

	TL3
	45 hp Diesel-Fueled Generator (1999)
	PM10
	20200101
	45 hp-hr/yr 
	42,300 hp-hr/yr 
	0.0009
	N/A
	0.04
	0.02

	
	
	NOx
	
	
	
	0.0098
	
	0.45
	0.21

	
	
	CO
	
	
	
	0.0033
	
	0.15
	0.07

	
	
	SO2
	
	
	
	0.0021
	
	0.10
	0.04

	
	
	VOCs
	
	
	
	0.0074
	
	0.34
	0.16

	
	
	HAPs
	
	
	
	4.89E-04
	
	0.02
	0.01

	Open Storage Areas

	A101
	Quarry Areas (active) (1945)
	30502007
	5 acres
	0.26
	67.3%
	0.43
	1.88

	
	Quarry Areas (inactive) (1945)
	
	25 acres
	0.07
	 0%
	1.75
	7.55

	A102
	Limestone at Hopper (active) (1945)
	30501610
	0.4 acres
	0.26
	67.3%
	0.03
	0.15

	
	Limestone at Hopper (inactive) (1945)
	
	0.1 acres
	0.07
	 0%
	0.01
	0.03

	A103
	Fine Kiln-Feed Stockpile (active) (1996)
	30501610
	0.3 acres
	0.26
	67.3%
	0.03
	0.11

	
	Fine Kiln-Feed Stockpile (inactive) (1996)
	
	0.7 acres
	0.07
	 0%
	0.05
	0.21

	A104
	Coarse Kiln-Feed Stockpile (active) (1945)
	30501610
	0.3 acres
	0.26
	67.3%
	0.03
	0.11

	
	Coarse Kiln-Feed Stockpile (inactive) (1945)
	
	0.7 acres
	0.07
	 0%
	0.05
	0.21

	A105
	Glass Flux Feed Stockpile (active) (1996)
	30501610
	0.06 acres
	0.26
	67.3%
	<0.01
	0.02

	
	Glass Flux Feed Stockpile (inactive) (1996)
	
	0.18 acres
	0.07
	 0%
	0.01
	0.05

	A106
	Kiln 4 Chat Stockpile (active) (1996)
	30501610
	0.01 acres
	0.26
	67.3%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	
	Kiln 4 Chat Stockpile (inactive) (1996)
	
	0.03 acres
	0.07
	 0%
	<0.01
	0.01

	A107
	Chat Stockpile (active) (1945)
	30501610
	4.5 acres
	0.26
	67.3%
	0.39
	1.69

	
	Chat Stockpile (inactive) (1945)
	
	10.5 acres
	0.07
	 0%
	0.73
	3.17

	A108
	Solid Fuel Stockpile (active) (1975)
	30300316
	0.45 acres
	0.26
	67.3%
	0.04
	0.17

	
	Solid Fuel Stockpile (inactive) (1975)
	
	0.00 acres
	0.07
	 0%
	0.00
	0.00

	A109
	Dolomite Stockpile (active)  (1995)
	30501610
	0.30 acres
	0.26
	67.3%
	0.03
	0.11

	
	Dolomite Stockpile (inactive) (1995)
	
	0.70 acres
	0.07
	 0%
	0.05
	0.21

	
	Kiln 4 Stone Feed (1996)
	
	1.52 acres
	0.38
	67.3%
	0.19
	0.83

	A108a
	Solid Fuel Storage (1975)
	30501610
	0.20 acres
	0.07
	87.6%
	<0.01
	0.01

	A109a
	Fine Dolo Stockpile (1998)
	30501610
	0.30 acres
	0.07
	87.6%
	<0.01
	0.01

	A109b
	Coarse Dolo Stockpile (1998)
	30501610
	0.03 acres
	0.07
	87.6%
	<0.01
	<0.01

	A110a
	Sugar Rock Stockpile (new)
	30501610
	0.30 acres
	0.07
	87.6%
	<0.01
	0.01

	A110b
	Portable Screening Plant Stockpiles (new)
	30501610
	0.80 acres
	0.07
	87.6%
	0.01
	0.03

	Haul Roads

	V01
	Unpaved Haul Roads
	30501640
	85 VMT/hr
	4.69
	90%
	39.87
	---

	
	
	
	276,501 VMT/yr
	4.88
	
	---
	67.47

	V02
	Paved Import/Shipping Roads
	30501640
	  6 VMT/hr
	1.50
	34%
	5.94
	---

	
	
	
	31,223 VMT/yr
	1.44
	
	
	14.84

	V03
	Granite Exit Road
	30501640
	4 VMT/hr
	 4.37
	98%
	0.35
	---

	
	
	
	23,810 VMT/yr
	4.04
	
	---
	0.96

	V04
	Paved Lime Plant Roads
	30501640
	6 VMT/hr
	0.38
	34%
	1.50
	---

	
	
	
	19,893 VMT/yr
	0.33
	
	---
	2.17

	V05
	Unpaved Lime Plant Roads
	30501640
	12 VMT/hr
	4.25
	90%
	5.10
	---

	
	
	
	41,869 VMT/yr
	3.32
	
	---
	6.95

	V105
	Dozer Travel on Paved Road
	30501640
	  1 VMT/hr
	6.80
	90%
	0.68
	---

	
	
	
	3,000 VMT/yr
	
	
	---
	1.02

	Petroleum Product Storage Tanks

	T101
	1,000 Gallon Above Ground Gasoline Tank (1992)
	40400108
	60,000 gallons/year
	VOCs
	0.08
	0.34

	
	
	
	
	HAPs
	<0.01
	0.01

	T102
	10,000 Gallon Above Ground Diesel Fuel Tank (1993)
	40301021
	700,000 gallons/year
	VOCs
	<0.01
	<0.01

	
	
	
	
	HAPs
	<0.01
	<0.01

	Miscellaneous Chemical Product Usage

	Z102
	Hydrochloric Acid (HCl)
	N/A
	53 gallons/year, 5% volatile
	HAPs
	0.01
	<0.01

	Z103
	Scale Solvent (contains HCl)
	N/A
	40 gallons/year, 2.5% volatile
	HAPs
	<0.01
	<0.01

	Z104
	Thinner (contains benzene)
	N/A
	110 gallons/year
	VOCs
	0.02
	0.09

	
	
	
	
	HAPs
	<0.01
	<0.01


1Moisture/control values of 0.5%, 1.0%, 1.5% and 2.0% represent moisture content values with associated control efficiencies of 13.7%, 67.3%, 81.5% and 87.6%, respectively; all other moisture/control efficiency values represent other controls if the emission unit is not controlled by a baghouse or the baghouse pickup efficiency if the emission unit is controlled by a baghouse.

Table IV-B-3: PTE for PM10 Emissions for Baghouses at the Chemical Lime Company, Apex Facility

	EU
	Name and Location
	Flow Rate
	Outlet PM10 Loading
	PM10 PTE

	
	
	acfm
	dscfm
	(g/dscm)
	lbs/hr
	tpy

	C101
	DC-01 (kiln 1)
	50,000
	31,475
	0.05
	5.90
	25.83

	C102
	DC-02 (kiln 2)
	50,000
	31,475
	0.05
	5.90
	25.83

	C103
	DC-03 (kiln 3)
	70,000
	44,466
	0.05
	8.33
	36.49

	C104
	DC-04 (kiln dust load out)
	2,000
	1,856
	0.05
	0.35
	1.52

	C105
	DC-05 (kiln dust load out)
	2,000
	1,856
	0.05
	0.35
	1.52

	C106
	DC-20 (north lime handling)
	10,000
	9,282
	0.05
	1.74
	7.62

	C107
	DC-30 (south lime handling)
	3,000
	2,784
	0.05
	0.52
	2.29

	C108
	DC-35 (south lime handling)
	10,000
	9,282
	0.05
	1.74
	7.62

	C109
	DC-36 (south lime handling)
	10,000
	9,282
	0.05
	1.74
	7.62

	C110
	DC-109 (hydrator)
	12,000
	8,256
	0.05
	1.54
	6.78

	C111
	DA-DC-507 (dust bleed bin vent)
	1,060
	984
	0.05
	0.18
	0.81

	C112
	D-DC-505 (upset bin vent)
	1,000
	928
	0.05
	0.17
	0.76

	C113
	D-DC-520 (dolomitic bin vent)
	3,000
	2,784
	0.05
	0.52
	2.29

	C114
	D-DC-526 (dolomitic)
	3,000
	2,784
	0.05
	0.52
	2.29

	C115
	K4-DC-316 (kiln 4)
	168,700
	97,525
	0.03
	10.69
	44.10

	C116
	K4-DC-336 (dribble bin filter)
	1,000
	928
	0.05
	0.17
	0.76

	C117
	K4-DC-340 (kiln 4 cooler)
	13,000
	9,846
	0.05
	1.84
	8.08

	C118
	K4-DC-421 (kiln 4 fuel bins)
	1,000
	928
	0.05
	0.17
	0.76

	C119
	K4-DC-509 (kiln 4 dust bin vent)
	1,000
	928
	0.05
	0.17
	0.76

	C120
	K4-DC-516 (filter receiver)
	1,200
	1,114
	0.05
	0.21
	0.91

	C121
	K4-DC-519 (startup bin)
	1,000
	928
	0.05
	0.17
	0.76


Table IV-B-4: PM10 PTE for Chemical Lime Company, Apex Facility
	PM10 Emissions:  Reflective of Figures in Table IV-B-2 and IV-B-3

	Pollutant
	 Pounds per Hour
	Tons per Year

	PM10
	157.33
	330.08


Total actual emissions for the Chemical Lime Company, Apex Facility, shall not exceed the allowable emissions of Table IV-B-5.  These emissions are reflected in Tables IV-B-2, IV-B-3, and IV-B-4. 
Table IV-B-5: Total Criteria Pollutant Emissions, Chemical Lime Company  

	PM10
	NOx
	CO
	SOx
	VOCs

	 lbs/hr
	tpy
	 lbs/hr
	tpy
	 lbs/hr
	Tpy
	 lbs/hr
	tpy
	 lbs/hr
	tpy

	157.33
	330.08
	2,136.43
	1,890.13
	2,324.65
	941.97
	409.97
	1,644.22
	6.66
	26.15


Total actual emissions for kiln 4 at the Chemical Lime Company, Apex Facility, shall not exceed the allowable emissions of Table IV-B-6.  These emission units are denoted in Table IV-B-2. 


Table IV-B-6:  Chemical Lime Company Kiln 4 Limits

	Averaging Period
	PM10
	NOx
	CO
	SO2
	VOC

	Pounds/3-hour average1
	Not Applicable
	Not Applicable
	Not Applicable
	382.5
	Not Applicable

	Pounds/8 hour average2
	Not Applicable
	Not Applicable
	5,400
	Not Applicable
	Not Applicable

	Pounds/day
	250.7
	16,000
	16,200
	3,060
	80

	Tons/year
	44.10
	702.05
	475.00
	537.94
	14.25


1 Average of emissions over three consecutive hours.

2 Average of emissions over eight consecutive hours.


Total actual HAP emissions per year from the Chemical Lime Company, Apex Facility, shall not exceed the allowable emissions of Table IV-B-7.  These emissions are reflected in Table IV-B-2. 

Table IV-B-7: Chemical Lime Company, Apex Facility, HAP Emissions Limitations (tons/year)
	HCl
	 Benzene
	Ethylbenzene
	Formaldehyde
	Hexane
	Toluene
	Xylenes
	Total  HAPs

	4.09
	0.35
	0.20
	3.82
	0.85
	0.37
	0.52
	10.30



The following table describes the derivation of emission factors used in this Title V OP for Chemical Lime Company, Apex Facility, and Granite Construction Company, Apex Facility.
Table IV-B-8:  Derivation of Emission Factors

	Process  
	Description
	Pollutant
	Emission Factor
	Derivation and Basis

	Bin Feeding
	Gravity Feeding of Lime, Hydrate, Fuel and Dust to Bins or Chutes
	PM10
	0.0024 lbs/ton
	Proposed AP-42, Table 11.12.2 (9/95).  The AP-42 process is comprised of the gravity feed of cement, sand and coarse aggregate to the weigh hopper of a concrete batch process.  The PM10 content of the concrete batching materials are considered similar to the lime process. Gravity feed of materials to a weigh hopper is similar to gravity feed to a bin.   

	Cooler
	Product Coolers, Kilns 1-4
	PM10
	2.38 lbs/ton
	AP-42, Table 11.17-2, 2/98 (Assumes PM10 is 35% of PM)

	Crushing Fuel
	Crusher/Mill – Fuel
	PM10
	0.05 lbs/ton
	AIRS SCC 3312, p 90, EPA, 3/90

	Crushing Product
	Crushing Lime and Hydrate
	PM10
	0.015 lbs/ton
	AP-42, Table 11.19.2-2, 1/95

	Crushing Stone 
	Primary Crushing Stone

Secondary/Tertiary Crushing
	PM10
PM10
	0.000331 lbs/ton

0.0024 lbs/ton
	AP-42, Table 11.19.2-2, 1/95 (Assumes PM10 is 47.3% of PM)

	Hydrator
	Atmospheric Hydrator
	PM10
	0.0117 lbs/ton
	AP-42, Table 11.17.2, 2/98 (Published emission factor cites wet scrubbing as control device. AP-42 assumes 90-99% control for a wet scrubber.  A baghouse-equipped hydrator with 99-99.5% control is assumed to be twice as efficient.  Adapted factor assumes PM10 is 35% of PM.)

	Mining
	Fugitive Dust from Aggregate Mining
	PM10
	0.0248 lbs/ton
	APCD Memo, 7/20/92

	Gas Combustion
	Natural Gas Fire Equipment
	PM10
	7.6 lbs/106 scf
	AP-42, Table 1.4-2, 7/98

	
	
	NOx
	100 lbs/106 scf
	

	
	
	CO
	84 lbs/106  scf
	

	
	
	SO2
	0.6 lbs/106 scf
	

	
	
	VOCs
	5.5 lbs/106 scf
	

	Screening  
	Vibrating Screen – Stone, Lime, Hydrate 
	PM10
	0.015 lbs/ton
	AP-42, Table 11.19.2-2, 1/95

	Load out
	Truck Loading Lime, Hydrate, Dust
	PM10
	0.105 lbs/ton
	AP-42, Table 8.15-4, 4th edition

	Material Transfer
	Material Transfer Processes Involving Dust, Fuel, Hydrate, and Lime Which Are Closed, Sealed, and not subject to wind conditions.
	PM10
	0.0002 lbs/ton
	AP-42, 4th edition, Supplement B, Table 8.19.2-2.  The AP-42 process is identified as conveying of crushed store via a tunnel belt.  The emission factor is used for transfer processes that are closed, sealed, and not subject to ambient wind conditions.  Emissions from such processes can also be assumed 100% controlled.

	Material Transfer
	Material Transfer Processes Involving Stone
	PM10
	0.0025 lbs/ton for transfers subject to ambient wind;

0.00031 lbs/ton for transfers not subject to wind
	APCD Memo, 7/20/92

	Storage Piles
	Overburden Storage
	PM10
	1.66 lbs/acre-day
	APCD Memo, 6/17/97

	Plant Roads
	Vehicle Traffic on Unpaved Roads
	PM10
	EF = K (s/12)0.8 (W/3)0.4 / (m/0.2)0.3

where K = 2.6, s = % silt, w = vehicle weight (tons), m = % surface moisture
	AP-42, 13.2-2,1/96

	
	Vehicle Traffic on Paved Roads
	PM10
	EF = K(sL/2)0.65 (W/3)1.5

where K = 0.016, sL= silt loading (g/m2), W = vehicle weight in tons
	AP-42, 13.2-1, 1/96

	Rotary Kilns
	
	
	
	PM10 emission factors derive from AP-42, Chapter 11 (2/98).  The emission factors for CO and NOx emissions are based on the highest 1-hour emission factor determined during 1996 CEM source tests on kilns 1 and 3 using coal as the primary fuel.  The annual emission factors for CO and NOx are approximately 35% higher than the average emission factors that were measured during these source tests. The emission factor for SO2 corresponds to the emission factor used to calculate emissions for the kiln in the kiln 4 ATC application using coal as the primary fuel.  The emission factor for VOCs corresponds to the AIRS Facility Subsystem Source Classification Codes and Emission Factor Listing for Criteria Air Pollutants, U.S. EPA, March 1990, p. 126 for rotary kilns. Except for HCl, HAP emission factors are based on SPECIATE profiles (Profile 9001).  The emission factors for HCl are based upon HCl concentrations of 1.3 ppm at 7% O2

for kilns 2, 3, and 4 and 1.579 ppm at 7% O2 for kiln 1 using coal as the primary fuel.  These values are twice the measured ppm concentrations using Fourier Transform Infrared (FTIR) for the Hi-Cal pre-heater rotary lime kilns and twice the calculated concentrations for dolomitic pre-heater rotary lime kilns, based upon data submitted by the National Lime Associated to the EPA for use in evaluating possible MACT requirements.




C.  Control Technology Compliance
1.   Introduction.  Pursuant to local regulation Section 12 of the Air Quality Regulations, each new or modified emission unit in a facility located in the PSD area shall incorporate emission controls designed with the Best Available Control Technology (BACT). 

BACT analyses for the planned changes were presented by Chemical Lime in its 1998 Modification 6 application and subsequent correspondence.    As part of the process for resolving all outstanding issues related to the Modification 6 ATC/OP, including the appeal filed by the Chemical Lime Company (CLC), the DAQEM recently requested that CLC resubmit updated BACT analyses for all new or modified emission units under Modification 6.  These analyses demonstrated that the planned controls for the new and modified emission units complied with BACT requirements, with the exception of the proposed GCC asphaltic concrete batch plant, which was rejected.  

The purposes of the Modification 6 application were to make several changes to CLC’s existing operations and add Granite Construction Company (GCC) operations within CLC’s property boundaries.  CLC’s changes included installation of new equipment to produce sugar rock, modifications to the south lime handling system, operation of a transloader, installation of a portable screening plant, modifications to the coal loading operations, and modifications to the dolomitic limestone handling.  GCC’s operations included the existing crushed stone processing and the proposed asphalt production.  

CLC Sugar Rock Production – CLC plans to process a specific size of limestone called sugar rock at a production limit of 150,000 tons per year.  This will require the installation of new equipment including four conveyor belts and one screen.  Diversion of limestone to the new equipment will be conducted by utilizing a maintenance splitter that previously had only been used to divert stone during upset conditions.

CLC South Lime Handling Facility – Currently, the facility is not capable of processing certain product sizes at the permitted throughputs.  CLC plans to upgrade certain equipment in the South Lime Handling facility to meet permitted levels.  The upgrades include the installation of new motors for the existing Hammermill crusher and four existing screw conveyors.

CLC Transloader – CLC plans to use a diesel powered, portable conveyor system (transloader) for transferring material directly from railcar to truck or vice versa.  The transloader uses a self-contained baghouse for particulate emissions control and will be operated with an estimated maximum throughput of 75,000 tons per year.

CLC Portable Screening Plant – CLC plans to operate a portable screening plant to screen stockpiled material for sale or use as needed.  The screening plant will likely be rented on an as-needed basis.  The estimated maximum throughput for the screened material is 750,000 tons per year.

CLC Solid Fuel Handling – CLC receives fuel (coal and coke) via railcar for their Apex operations.  CLC plans to add operations for truck transport of stockpiled fuel to an offsite location.  These operations will utilize existing equipment.  The estimated maximum throughput for the fuel handling operations is 144,000 tons per year.

CLC kiln 1 Dolomitic Limestone Processing System – CLC plans to permanently incorporate four conveyor belts as a substitute for the loading and hauling of the dolomitic limestone to the existing feed hopper.

CLC Previously Installed Equipment – CLC has identified a screw conveyor (SC-38a) that was installed in 1991 but is not included in CLC’s current permit.  CLC plans to incorporate screw conveyor SC-38a into the permit by including it in the Modification 6 permit application.

GCC planned to locate two permanent facilities on CLC’s property.  The first is an aggregate handling plant previously permitted under a Clark County Health District Various Locations Permit (VLP) and a letter of agreement between CLC, GCC and the Clark County Health District.  The second is a proposed asphaltic concrete batch plant (SIC 2951) whose construction authority was denied by the DAQEM.   The BACT analyses submitted on March 19, 2003 and on October 8, 2003 were deficient for the GCC asphaltic concrete batch plant.

The BACT requirements apply to each new or modified emission unit, which contributes to a net emissions increase.  Individual BACT determinations are required for each pollutant subject to PSD review emitted from the new or modified emission units.

2.   Affected Emission Units.   The proposed Modification 6 changes include the addition of new emission units, modifications to existing emission units, and incorporation of an emission unit, which is not included in the existing permit.  For consistency, the emission units subject to BACT were grouped into similar categories as listed in Table IV-C-1:

Table IV-C-1:  Emission Units Subject to BACT (Modification 6)
	EU
	Emission Unit Description
	Process Area
	Pollutants Subject to BACT

	 Diesel Generators 

	SP7
	100 hp Diesel Generator
	CLC Portable Screening Plant
	PM10 , NOx CO, SO2, VOCs

	TL3
	45 hp Diesel Generator
	CLC Transloader
	PM10 , NOx CO, SO2, VOCs

	Crushing Equipment 

	A5
	Jaw Crusher 013
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	PM10

	A14
	Crusher 014
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	PM10

	A20
	Crusher 052
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	PM10

	A34
	Crusher 053
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	PM10

	Conveyor Transfer Points

	F102
	BC-40
	CLC Solid Fuel Handling
	PM10

	TL1
	Railcar Unloading
	CLC Transloader
	PM10

	P124
	SR-BC-02
	CLC Limestone Processing
	PM10

	P126
	SR-BC-06
	CLC Limestone Processing
	PM10

	P127
	SR-BC-04
	CLC Limestone Processing
	PM10

	P128
	SR-BC-05
	CLC Limestone Processing
	PM10

	SP2
	Conveyor Belt SP-2
	CLC Portable Screening Plant
	PM10

	A4
	Vibrating Feeder
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	PM10

	A6
	Conveyor 450 to Screen 014
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	PM10

	A9
	Conveyor 451 to Conveyor 452
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	PM10

	A10
	Conveyor 452 to Screen 070
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	PM10

	A12
	Conveyor 454 to Stacker 456
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	PM10

	A15
	Conveyor 459 to Conveyor 460
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	PM10

	A16
	Conveyor 460 to Screen 071
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	PM10

	A18
	Conveyor 453 to Conveyor 455
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	PM10

	A19
	Conveyor 455 to Crusher 052
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	PM10

	A21
	Conveyor 457 to Conveyor 458
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	PM10

	A22
	Conveyor 458 to Screen 070
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	PM10

	A23
	Conveyor 483 to Conveyor 461
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	PM10

	A24
	Conveyor 461 to Conveyor 464
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	PM10

	A25
	Conveyor 484 to Conveyor 464
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	PM10

	A26
	Conveyor 464 to Conveyor 465
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	PM10

	A27
	3 Bin Feeder to Conveyor 474
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	PM10

	A28
	Conveyor 474 to Conveyor 465
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	PM10

	A29
	Conveyor 465 to Conveyor 444
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	PM10

	A30
	Conveyor 444 to Screen 069
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	PM10

	A32
	Conveyor 447 to Conveyor 442
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	PM10

	A33
	Conveyor 442 to Crusher 053
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	PM10

	A35
	Conveyor 472 to Conveyor 473
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	PM10

	A36
	Conveyor 473 to Conveyor 449
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	PM10

	A37
	Conveyor 477 to Conveyor 449
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	PM10

	A38
	Conveyor 449 to Screen 072
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	PM10

	A41
	Conveyor 481 to Stacker 475
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	PM10

	A43
	Conveyor 468 to Stacker 469
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	PM10

	A45
	Conveyor 462 to Stacker 463
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	PM10

	A47
	Conveyor 471 to Crusher 053
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	PM10

	AOS 1
	Conveyor 480 to Conveyor 65
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	PM10

	Stackers 

	SP4
	Stacker Belt
	CLC Portable Screening Plant
	PM10

	SP5
	Stacker Belt
	CLC Portable Screening Plant
	PM10

	SP6
	Stacker Belt
	CLC Portable Screening Plant
	PM10

	A42
	Stacker 475
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	PM10

	A8
	Reject Stacker 467
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	PM10

	A13
	Stacker 456
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	PM10

	A44
	Stacker 469
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	PM10

	A46
	Stacker 463
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	PM10

	AOS 2
	Stacker 482
	GCC Aggregate Plant AOS
	PM10

	F103
	BC-44
	CLC Solid Fuel Handling
	PM10

	Screening Operations 

	A7
	Screen 014
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	PM10

	A11
	Screen 070
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	PM10

	A17
	Screen 071
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	PM10

	A31
	Screen 069
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	PM10

	A39
	Screen A37
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	PM10

	P125
	SR-BC-03 Screening Stone
	CLC Limestone Processing
	PM10

	SP3
	Screen SP-3
	CLC Portable Screening Plant
	PM10

	Loading Operations  

	SP1
	Hopper Loading/Unloading
	CLC Portable Screening Plant
	PM10

	LD4
	Loader Loading
	CLC Portable Screening Plant
	PM10

	LD4a
	Loader Unloading
	CLC Portable Screening Plant
	PM10

	F101
	HO-40,41
	CLC Solid Fuel Handling
	PM10

	A1
	Loader Loading
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	PM10

	A3
	Feeder Loading
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	PM10

	Screw Conveyors

	A40
	Sand Screw 022
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	PM10

	L209
	SC-39
	CLC South Lime Handling
	PM10

	L211
	SC-38
	CLC South Lime Handling
	PM10

	L213
	SC-33
	CLC South Lime Handling
	PM10

	L216
	SC-37
	CLC South Lime Handling
	PM10


3.   BACT Process:  The BACT selection process utilizes the “top-down” method for evaluating available control technologies ranked in descending order of control effectiveness.  In the “top-down” approach, the most stringent control technology is the “top” alternative for BACT unless the applicant demonstrates, with agency approval, that technical, energy, environmental, or economic considerations justify a conclusion that the top alternative is not achievable.  If the most stringent alternative is eliminated then the next most stringent alternative becomes the “top” alternative for BACT.  This process continues until the top alternative for BACT cannot be eliminated by any of the above considerations and is thus determined to be BACT.  A description of the BACT analysis procedures is presented below:

Step 1 – Identify All Control Technologies

For each emissions unit, all available control technologies are identified.   Available control technologies are pollution control technologies and/or techniques that can be practically applied to a source for controlling the applicable pollutant.  

Step 2 – Eliminate Technically Infeasible Options

The technical feasibility of the control option is evaluated with respect to physical, chemical and engineering principles that would prevent the successful implementation of the control technology.  Technically feasible technologies include those technologies that have been demonstrated on the type and size of equipment that will be used by the source being permitted.  The control technology must be available for purchase, as the source need not have to wait or expend resources for a control technique to become commercially available.

Step 3 – Rank Remaining Control Technologies by Control Effectiveness

Control technologies not eliminated by Step 2 are then listed by the “top-down” procedure.

Step 4 – Evaluate Most Effective Controls and Document Results

For each control technology remaining after Step 3, an evaluation is performed with respect to energy, environmental and economic impacts.  Beneficial and negative impacts are discussed in relation to the “top-down” group.  Once a control technology is shown to not be appropriate due to an unacceptable negative impact, the next alternative down is chosen, and so on.  

Step 5 – Select BACT

The process is complete when a control technology has no negative source-specific energy, environmental or economic impact and is chosen as BACT.
4.   BACT for CLC Diesel Generators 

Two diesel generators operated by CLC are subject to BACT for PM10, NOx, CO, SO2 and VOCs.   The two CLC diesel generators are a 100 hp generator, used to supply power to the portable screening plant, and the 45 hp generator which is part of the transloader system, providing power for the conveyor belt.  The 100 hp portable screening plant generator is rented by CLC as needed.  
5.    PM10 BACT Analysis for CLC Diesel Generators

PM10 Control Alternatives:

Positive Crankcase Ventilation (PCV):  Unburned gas, and fumes are routed back into the intake manifold to be re-combusted.  This results in a reduction of PM10 emissions.

Water Injection:  A more complete combustion is achieved through reaction with the oxygen and hydrogen liberated from the injected water.

Low-Sulfur Diesel Fuel:  The burning of low-sulfur diesel fuel will reduce PM10 emissions.  Clark County Regulations (AQR Section 29) require the use of diesel fuel with a sulfur content of 0.05 percent by weight or less.

Proper Maintenance and Operation:  Maintains operating conditions under which combustion is optimized and emissions are reduced.

Elimination of Technically Infeasible Options:

The CLC generators are factory designed to operate without modifications to engine and control settings.  Consequently, PCV and water injection, which require alterations to factory settings, are considered to be technically infeasible.  

Ranking of Remaining Control Technologies by Control Effectiveness:

The top BACT for the diesel generators for the control of PM10 emissions is low-sulfur fuel along with proper maintenance and operation.  

Evaluation of the Most Effective Controls:

As stated above, BACT for the diesel generators for the control of PM10 emissions is low-sulfur fuel along with proper maintenance and operation.   The diesel generators will be operated using these controls.  Consequently, no further energy, environmental or economic analyses are required.    The proposed PM10 BACT for both diesel generators is low-sulfur fuel along with proper maintenance and operation.  

6.   NOx BACT Analysis for CLC Diesel Generators

NOx Control Alternatives:

Selective Catalytic Reduction (SCR):  SCR uses ammonia as a reducing agent to convert NO and NO2 to N2 and water.  Ammonia is injected into the exhaust gas and the reduction occurs over a catalyst.  The effectiveness of SCR systems depends on the temperature of the exhaust gas, the location of the SCR system in the flue gas train, the flow orientation of the exhaust gas, and exhaust gas flow considerations.  

Timing Retardation:  Timing retardation involves changing the ignition timing of the engine so ignition occurs with an increased volume.  This results in a reduction of the combustion temperature and a subsequent reduction in the amount of NOx formed.  Retarding the timing of the engine, however, results in decreased power, increased fuel consumption and an increase in CO, VOC and PM10 emissions.

Turbocharger:   A turbocharger produces an increased quantity of air, which maintains the combustion chamber at lower temperatures and reduces NOx formation. 

Aftercooler:  An after cooler requires a large fan to maintain sufficient air velocity past installed cooling fins.  The add-on equipment produces cooler, denser air, which allows a higher air-to-fuel ratio.  This in turn results in a decreased combustion chamber temperature.  The reduction of the peak combustion temperature reduces the formation of NOx during the combustion process.

Aftercooler/Turbocharger Combination:  An aftercooler and turbocharger are often used together to provide greater controls.

Water Injection:  A water injection system reduces NOx emissions by adding water to the combustion chamber.  The addition of water lowers the peak combustion temperature.  The reduction of the peak combustion temperature reduces the formation of NOx during the combustion process.  

Proper Maintenance and Operation:  Proper maintenance and operation of diesel generators ensures that the generator will operate as efficiently as practical which results in the minimization of emissions.  

The Transloader System (EU TL3) is designed to accommodate a small, 45 hp generator, placed under the conveyor belt.  The Transloader generator meets EPA Tier I emission standards and has been equipped with tamper proof fuel and speed settings, and cannot be reset.  Consequently, timing retardation and water injection technologies that require altering the engine settings, are considered technically infeasible.  A turbocharger and aftercooler also require altering engine settings, and also require additional space.  The additional space requirements are not available within the overall design of the transloader system.  Consequently, a turbocharger and aftercooler are considered technically infeasible for the transloader generator.    

All control technologies, which were not deemed technically infeasible, are ranked by their respective control effectiveness in Table IV-C-2.

Table IV-C-2:  Remaining NOx Control Technologies for Diesel Generators

	Emission Unit
	Control Technology
	Control Efficiency Ranking 

	EU SP7 CLC 45 hp Transloader Generator
	SCR
	1

	
	Proper Maintenance and Operation
	2

	EU TL3 CLC 100 hp Portable Screening Plant 
	SCR
	1

	
	Aftercooler/Turbocharger
	2

	
	Aftercooler
	3

	
	Turbocharger
	4

	
	Timing Retardation
	5

	
	Water Injection
	6

	
	Proper Maintenance and Operation
	7


SCR is the top technically feasible add-on control technology for the CLC portable screening plant and CLC transloader generators.  The EPA document entitled NOx Alternative Control Techniques (EPA 453/R-93-032, Table 2-14) states that the annual costs for SCR for diesel engines between 80 and 500 hp is $145,000 to $165,000.  Based on the Modification 6 emissions inventory and assuming 80 percent control for SCR (see above referenced NOx Alternative Control Techniques document), this would reduce NOx emissions for the portable screening plant generator from 3.88 tons per year to 0.78 tons per year, resulting in a total of 3.10 tons of NOx removed per year.  Taking the lowest annual costs from the EPA data, the cost effectiveness of SCR would be $46,774 per ton of NOx removed ($145,000/3.10).  These costs are prohibitive for use of SCR to control NOx and therefore, NOx is removed from further BACT consideration.  Thus, the top BACT for the portable screening plant generator is an aftercooler/turbocharger with proper maintenance and operation, which is proposed as BACT.   Consequently, no further energy, environmental or economic analyses are required.   

The above referenced NOx Alternative Control Techniques document does not provide costs for SCR for engines below 80 hp.  Obviously, the costs to add SCR on the 45 hp transloader generator would be prohibitive given the size of the generator and the annual NOx emissions of 0.21 tons.  Consequently, BACT for the transloader generator is proper maintenance and operation and is proposed as BACT.  Since this is the top BACT, no further energy, environmental or economic analyses are required.   

Selection of BACT

The results of the NOx BACT analysis for the diesel generators are listed in Table IV-C-3: 

  Table IV-C-3:  NOx BACT Results for Diesel Generators

	Emission Unit
	BACT Selection

	EU TL3 Portable Screening Plant Generator
	Aftercooler/Turbocharger with Proper Maintenance and Operation

	EU SP7 Transloader Generator
	Proper Maintenance and Operation


7. CO BACT Analysis for CLC Generators

CO Control Alternatives:

Oxidation Catalyst:  The oxidation catalyst control technology utilizes residual oxygen present in the exhaust gas stream to convert CO to CO2.  The catalyst accelerates the rate of oxidation by adsorbing O2 from the air stream and CO in the waste stream onto the catalyst surface creating the reactions to form CO2 and H2O.  The CO catalytic oxidation reactors operate in a narrow design temperature range.  At lower temperatures, the catalytic conversion efficiency reduces rapidly while higher temperatures may result in catalyst damage.   These systems are generally installed on systems with a minimum airflow of 5,000 scfm.

Proper Maintenance and Operation:  Proper maintenance and operation of diesel generators ensures that the generator will operate as efficiently as practical which results in complete combustion and the minimization of CO emissions.  
Elimination of Technically Infeasible Options:  

The CO control technologies listed above are considered feasible for the CLC generators.

Ranking of Remaining Control Technologies by Control Effectiveness:

The CO control technologies considered to be technically feasible are ranked by their respective control effectiveness in Table IV-C-4:
Table IV-C-4:  CO Control Technologies for Diesel Generators
	Emission Units
	Control Technology
	Control Efficiency Ranking

	Both CLC Generators  (EUs TL3 and SP7)


	Oxidation Catalyst
	1

	
	Proper Maintenance and Operation
	2


Evaluation of the Most Effective Controls:

Oxidation Catalyst  
The EPA Air Pollution Control Technology Fact Sheet for a Regenerative Incinerator  (EPA-452/F-03-021) describes regenerative catalytic oxidation (RCO), which is generally designed to operate on systems with flow rates between 5,000 and 500,000 scfm.  According to the EPA Fact Sheet, the high end annualized costs for an oxidation catalyst is $42 per scfm.  The high end dollar amount is used because as stated in the EPA Fact Sheet, the upper level costs apply to systems with flows at the lower end of the design flow range.  The estimated flow rate for the CLC portable screening plant generator is 239 scfm and 103 scfm for the CLC transloader generator.  Assuming these flow rates, the annualized costs for an oxidation catalyst would be $10,038 (42 x 239) for the portable screening plant generator and $4,326 (42 x 103) for the transloader generator.  The annualized costs for the CLC generators is likely to be higher because they have much lower flow rates than the 5,000 scfm associated with a cost of $42 per scfm, and as stated in the EPA Fact Sheet, controlling very low flow rate equipment is much more expensive.

The CLC 100 hp portable screening plant generator is limited to 2,500 hours of operation per year.  This would provide 250,000 bhp-hrs per year.  The proposed ATC/OP cites CO annual emissions of 0.84 tons per year.  Assuming 90 percent control efficiency, the oxidation catalysts would reduce CO emissions by 0.76 tons per year.  This would result in a cost effectiveness of $13,208 per ton of pollutant removed ($10,038/0.76).  

The CLC 45 hp transloader generator is limited to 940 hours of operation per year.  This would provide 42,300 bhp-hrs per year.  The proposed ATC/OP cites CO annual emissions of 0.07 tons per year.  Assuming 90 percent control efficiency, the oxidation catalysts would reduce emissions 0.06 tons per year.  This would result in a cost effectiveness of $72,100 per ton of pollutant removed ($4,326/0.06).  

The calculated cost effectiveness values for the CLC portable screening plant and transloader generators are considered significantly higher than the next control option without substantial reduction in emissions, and thus oxidation catalysts are not cost effective and are removed from further CO BACT consideration.  

Proper Maintenance and Operation

The next alternative is the use of generators with proper maintenance and operation.   This alternative is considered to be cost effective.  

A review of the EPA RACT/BACT/LAER Clearinghouse data indicates that a CO emission limit of 8.5 g/hp-hr (11.4 g/kW-hr) represents LAER for small (less than 500 hp) and large (greater than 500 hp) internal combustion diesel engines used as emergency generators.  No add-on controls are listed for achieving this limit.  Therefore, it is assumed that the engines are operated using proper maintenance and operation.  The draft ATC/OP cites short-term emission rates (pounds per hour) below this emission limit for both generators.   Emergency generators are generally limited in use to less than 500 hours per year, approximately six percent of continuous operation (8,760 hours per year).  The transloader engine has an operating schedule of 940 hours per year, approximately 11 percent of continuous operation.  The portable screening plant generator has an operating schedule of 2,500 hours per year, approximately 28 percent of continuous operation.    Since the operating schedules of the CLC generators are significantly below continuous operation, especially the transloader generator, the LAER determinations for emergency generators are considered applicable.
Selection of BACT:

Based on the analysis above, proper maintenance and operation of generators and meeting their respective CO emission limits in the draft ATC/OP are proposed as BACT.    
8.    SO2 BACT Analysis for the CLC Generators

SO2 Control Alternatives:

Low Sulfur Fuel:  Low sulfur fuel refers to a sulfur content of < 0.05 percent or less by weight for diesel fuel.     

Wet Scrubbers: Wet scrubbers include venturi scrubbers, spray chamber/spray tower scrubbers, and packed bed/packed tower scrubbers.  The principle behind these technologies is removal of SO2 by inertial and diffusional interception or impaction, reaction with a sorbent or reagent slurry, or absorption into a liquid solvent.

Elimination of Technically Infeasible Options:

Wet scrubber technology has not been demonstrated in practice as an SO2 control on diesel generators.  This is evidenced by the fact that this technology does not appear in any of the EPA or California BACT Clearinghouse data or guidance.  Consequently, this technology is considered technically infeasible.

Ranking of Remaining Control Technologies by Control Effectiveness:

Low sulfur fuel is the only remaining control technology for SO2 control and therefore represents BACT.   

Evaluation of the Most Effective Controls:

Low sulfur fuel represents BACT for SO2 control.

Selection of BACT:

Low sulfur fuel (< 0.05 percent by weight) is proposed as BACT for control of SO2 from the two CLC generators.
9.   VOC BACT Analysis for the CLC Generators

VOC Control Alternatives:

Oxidation Catalyst: The oxidation catalyst control technology utilizes residual oxygen present in the exhaust gas stream to oxidize the VOCs.  The catalyst accelerates the rate of oxidation by adsorbing O2 from the air stream and VOCs in the waste stream onto the catalyst surface creating the reactions to form CO2 and H2O.  The VOC catalytic oxidation reactors operate in a narrow design temperature range.  At lower temperatures, the catalytic conversion efficiency reduces rapidly while higher temperatures may result in catalyst damage. These systems are generally installed on systems with a minimum air flow of 5,000 scfm.

Proper Maintenance and Operation: Proper maintenance and operation of diesel generators ensures that the generator will operate as efficiently as practical which results in the minimization of VOC emissions.

Positive Crankcase Ventilation: Positive crankcase ventilation involves re-routing the unburned gas and fumes back into the intake manifold to be re-burned.
Elimination of Technically Infeasible Options:
All of the control technologies to control VOC emissions are considered feasible for the CLC generators.

Ranking of Remaining Control Technologies by Control Effectiveness:

The VOC control technologies are ranked by their respective control effectiveness in Table IV-C-5.  Based on a review of the literature, it is uncertain that positive crankcase ventilation can achieve a greater control efficiency than proper maintenance and operation because if the generator’s operation is optimized, complete combustion should occur and positive crankcase ventilation would not achieve any additional control.  Consequently, they have been ranked as equivalent control technologies.

Table IV-C-5:  VOC Control Technologies for Diesel Generators
	Emission Units
	Control Technology
	Control Efficiency Ranking

	Both CLC Generators
	Oxidation Catalyst 
	1                                     

	
	Proper Maintenance and Operation 
	2

	
	Positive Crankcase Ventilation
	2


Evaluation of the Most Effective Controls:

Oxidation Catalyst

As stated above, according to the EPA Fact Sheet on oxidation catalysts, the annualized costs for an oxidation catalyst for the CLC portable screening plant generator would be $10,038 and $4,326 for the CLC transloader generator.  The CLC 100 hp portable screening plant generator is limited to 2,500 hours of operation per year.  This would provide 250,000 bhp-hrs per year.  The draft ATC/OP cites an annual VOC emission rate of 0.31 tons per year.  Assuming 90 percent control efficiency, the oxidation catalysts would reduce emissions 0.28 tons per year.  This would result in a cost effectiveness of $35,850 per ton of pollutant removed ($10,038/0.28).    

The CLC 45 hp transloader generator is limited to 940 hours of operation per year.  This would provide 42,300 bhp-hrs per year.  The draft ATC/OP cites an annual VOC emission rate of 0.16 tons per year.   Assuming 90 percent control efficiency, the oxidation catalysts would reduce emissions 0.14 tons per year.  This would result in a cost effectiveness of $30,900 per ton of pollutant removed ($4,326/0.14).  

The calculated cost effectiveness values for the CLC portable screening plant and transloader generators are considered significantly higher than the next control option without substantial reduction in emissions and thus the oxidation catalysts are not cost effective and are removed from further VOC BACT consideration. 

Proper Maintenance and Operation or Positive Crankcase Ventilation

The next alternative is the use of generators with Proper Maintenance and Operation or Positive Crankcase Ventilation, which, as discussed above, are considered equivalent technologies.   These alternatives are considered to be cost effective.  
Selection of BACT:

Based on the analysis above, positive crankcase ventilation, proper maintenance and operation of the generators, and meeting respective VOC emission limits of the ATC/OP are proposed as BACT.
10.    BACT Analysis for Material Handling Operations

Several types of material handling operations that will occur as a result of Modification 6 are subject to BACT for PM10.  These operations include belt conveyor transfer points, stackers, screw conveyor transfer points, screening, crushing, and loading and unloading operations via front end loaders or trucks.  

PM10 Control Alternatives for CLC and GCC:

Available control alternatives for the various material handling operations are described below:

Baghouse/Dust Collector: Dust particles are drawn by a negative pressure air stream sent through a series of fabric bags.  These particles become trapped in the fibers due to inertial impaction, Brownian diffusion, interception, gravitational settling and electrostatic attraction.

Negative Pressure:  The emission unit is sufficiently close to the influence of a negative pressure pickup point of a dust collector that most of the airborne particulates associated with the emission unit are entrained into the dust collector.

Enclosed/Sealed Operations:  Emission unit is completely enclosed or sealed, resulting in the retention of virtually all airborne particles.

Partial Enclosure:  Emission unit is partially enclosed, resulting in the retention of most airborne particles.

Surfactants:  Chemicals, which act as a binding agent, are applied to the material, resulting in a reduction of dust, which is able to become airborne.

Water Sprays:  The moisture content of the material is increased to various levels, inhibiting downstream particulate emissions.  

Cyclone Collector:  Emission unit is equipped with a device that uses centrifugal force to pull large particles from polluted air.

Electrostatic Precipitator:  Emission unit is equipped with a device that removes particles from a gas stream by imparting an electrical charge to the particles, causing them to adhere to metal plates inside the precipitator for later collection.

Wet Scrubber:  Emission unit is equipped with a device that uses a spray of water or reactant to trap pollutants in emissions.

Alteration of Material Properties:  Although not a specific control technology, alteration of material properties resulting from process operations can provide particulate control.  Materials may become saturated with water following the use of water sprays as part of the process operations, which also minimizes particulate emissions.

Elimination of Technically Infeasible Options:

Because of the variability in the material handling operations, some of the control technologies described above are not feasible for all such operations.   Specific infeasible control technologies include:

The use of a surfactant which would contaminate the raw materials and resulting products.  Additionally, surfactants inhibit screening processes.  Therefore, surfactants are considered technically infeasible for all material handling emission units.

Water sprays can degrade solid fuels and could not be used for CLC solid fuel handling operations.  The use of water sprays on CLC screw conveyors handling lime and in the lime silo is infeasible due to lime’s propensity to react with water.  The addition of water to lime would result in the formation of lime hydrate and steam from the resulting exothermic reaction.  In addition, screw conveyors are generally enclosed or sealed by design.  Therefore, the use of water sprays is technically infeasible for these material handling emission units.

Due to the mechanical nature of belt conveyor systems the use of an enclosed/sealed or partial enclosure control technology would be infeasible due to restrictions on access and the ability to perform maintenance.  In many cases, if a belt stalls workers would be required to clear the material off the length of the belt to get the belt re-started.  Sealing of belts would impede worker access, result in excessive downtime, and endanger worker safety because available access is restrictive on elevated belts.  Therefore, enclosed/sealed control technologies are considered technically infeasible for all conveyor transfer points other than BC-40 (EU F102).  Partial enclosures can only be used on F102 and B20.

The only conveyor transfer points that are located close enough to use the negative pressure from an existing baghouse are GCC EUs A6, A10, A16, A19, and A22.  This option was deemed technically infeasible for all other conveyor transfer points.

Stacker belts are used to create storage piles with emissions produced from the drop of material onto the storage piles.  Baghouses are technically infeasible for such emission units as this would require enclosing the entire transfer process, including the storage pile.  Loader loading and unloading operations take place at multiple locations which may change over time.  A baghouse is therefore deemed technically infeasible for these emission units.

Loader loading, loader unloading, bins, and hoppers need to have open space available to make the operations possible; therefore, it is technically infeasible to completely seal these operations.  The solid fuel hopper (EUs F-101) can be covered.

Baghouse controls with efficiencies of 99.5 percent are superior to the 80 percent control efficiency of multiple cyclones, 94 percent control efficiency of wet scrubbers and the 99.2 percent control efficiency of electrostatic precipitators.   Multiple cyclones, wet scrubbers and electrostatic precipitators are excluded for further PM10 BACT analysis.

Ranking of Remaining Control Technologies by Control Effectiveness:

The control technologies that are technically feasible for specific types of material handling operations that will take place under Modification 6 are listed in Table IV-C-6.

Evaluation of the Most Effective Controls:

As shown in Table IV-C-6, the only material handling operations with multiple feasible controls are crushers, screens, belt conveyor transfer points and a few isolated pieces of equipment.  The top BACT for these material handling operations is a baghouse control.  Consequently, the economic feasibility of baghouse controls was evaluated separately for a 20,000 acfm baghouse, considered representative of the baghouse size necessary to control emissions from screens and crushers, and a 5,000 acfm baghouse, considered representative of the baghouse size necessary to control emissions from belt conveyor transfer points, pug mills and the dust screw conveyor.  The economic feasibility evaluations were conducted following the procedures outlined in EPA Air Pollution Control Cost Manual (CCM), Sixth Edition, January 2002 (EPA-452-02-001), with adjustments for on-site conditions.   A summary of the analyses is presented below.

20,000 acfm Baghouse:  Review of new or emission units undergoing BACT review under   Modification 6 indicates that the CLC portable screen (EU  SP-3)  in the CLC screening plant has the highest uncontrolled emissions among the screens and crushers not already having a baghouse.   EU SP-3 is part of a portable set of equipment that is rented as needed.  Based on vendor quotes for a 20,000 acfm baghouse, total annualized costs are estimated to be $102,908.   Assuming a natural moisture content in the raw materials of 0.5 percent, the uncontrolled PM10 emission rate for CLC portable screen (EU SP-3) is 4.85 tons per year.  Based on a control efficiency of 99 percent, a baghouse would reduce annual emissions by 4.81 tons per year.  Thus, the cost effectiveness of the baghouse control is $21,395 per ton of PM10 removed ($102,908/4.81).  These costs are not economic and eliminate baghouse control for this screen from further PM10 BACT considerations.  Because uncontrolled emissions from the remaining new or BACT-reviewed screens and crushers without existing baghouse controls are less than those for screen SP-3, the cost effectiveness of baghouse controls for these equipment would be higher than the costs for SP-3.  Consequently, baghouse controls are also eliminated for these emission units.  

5,000 acfm baghouse:  The highest uncontrolled PM10 emissions rate for all of the belt conveyor transfer points is 0.81 tons per year for the conveyor belt SP-2 of the portable screening plant (EU SP-2) when assuming a natural moisture content in the raw materials of 0.5 percent.  Based on vendor quotes for a 5,000 acfm baghouse, total annualized costs are estimated to be $39,882.    Based on a control efficiency of 99 percent, a baghouse would reduce annual emissions by 0.80 tons per year.  Thus, the cost effectiveness of the baghouse control is $49,853 per ton of PM10 removed ($39,882/0.80).  These costs are considered uneconomic and therefore, a baghouse control for this emission units and others like it with lower PM10 annual emissions is eliminated from further BACT considerations.    

Because baghouses are uneconomic for affected crushers, screens and conveyor belts not already having such controls, the next feasible control alternatives for crushers, screens, and belts are listed in Table IV-C-6.  The top BACT alternatives are water sprays or water saturation.  Multiple cyclones (80 percent control) typically provide lower control efficiencies than direct addition of water to the material being transported.  Direct addition of moisture at the source of PM10 generation can provide better controls than the exhausting, venting, and scrubbing of particulates with a separately located wet scrubber.  It is not technically feasible to control PM10 emissions from conveyor belts by the use of cyclones, scrubbers or electrostatic precipitators in these instances.  It would not be possible to provide effective local exhaust ventilation to capture and transport PM10 over the lengths of these conveyors. The remaining top BACT alternative for each group is proposed as BACT so no further economic, energy or environmental evaluations are required.  

Table IV-C-6:  Remaining PM10 Control Technologies for Material Handling Operations

	Material Handling Operation
	Control Technology 1
	Control Efficiency2

	Screw Conveyors and Belt Conveyor BC-40      (L209, L211, L213, L216, F102)
	Enclosed/Sealed
	99.9% - 100%

	Stackers and  Loading Operations   (SP4, SP5, SP6, A8, A13, A46, AOS2, SP1, LD4, LD4a, A1, A3)
	Water Sprays
	87.6%3

	Solid Fuel Hopper Loading (F101)
	Covered
	85.0%

	Solid Fuel Stacker BC-44 (F103)
	No Feasible Controls
	0%

	Operations With Existing Baghouse Controls      (A14, A20, TL1, A7, A11, A17)
	Retention of Existing                            Baghouse Controls
	99.5%

	Stacker and Screw Conveyor Operations  (A40, A42, A44)
	Water Saturation
	95% - 99%3

	Crushers, Screens, Belt Conveyor Transfers (A34, A35, A36, A39, A41, A43, A47)
	Baghouse Controls


	99.5%



	Belt Conveyor Transfers Within Effective Pickup Distances  (A6, A10, A16, A19, A22)
	Baghouse Controls

Negative Pressure

Water Sprays
	99.5%

95.0%

81.5% - 93.0%3

	Crushers, Screens and Belt Conveyor Transfer Points (A5, P124, P125, P126-P128, SP2, A4, A9, A12, A15, A18, A21, A23, A24-A30, A32, A33, A37, A38, A45, AOS1, SP3, A31)
	Baghouse Controls

Water Sprays
	99.5%

81.5% - 93.0%3

	1.For the purposes of this analysis, water sprays as a control technology means the control of particulates by increasing the moisture content of the material.  Thus, an actual water spray does not have to be located at each emission unit (i.e., the material retains moisture downstream from the water spray).  Consequently, the control efficiency can vary depending on the percent of moisture of the material.

2.Control efficiencies taken from previously referenced revised Modification 6 emissions inventory.

3.Moisture Content was analyzed starting at fully saturated down to percentages which were technologically feasible.       Moisture contents above determined amounts would result in plugging of the process and were, therefore, ruled out.


Baghouse controls for the remaining belt conveyor transfer points, and the few other pieces of equipment with lower uncontrolled emissions are thus also eliminated from further BACT consideration, leaving the next feasible control alternative for each group of material handling operations listed in Table IV-C-6 as the top BACT (negative pressure, water sprays, water saturation or partial enclosure).  The remaining top BACT for each group is proposed as BACT so no further economic, energy or environmental evaluations are required.

Selection of BACT:

The material handling emission units subject to BACT for PM10 are listed in Table IV-C-7 along with the proposed BACT and associated control efficiency.  The proposed BACT for each emission unit represents the most efficient and practical BACT for that process. Furthermore, based on the above cost analyses, baghouse controls for those screens, crushers, and belt conveyor transfer points with multiple feasible controls are considered not to be cost effective, and therefore, the control technologies proposed for each emissions unit in Table IV-C-7 are considered the top BACT.

Table IV-C-7:   Material Handling Emission Units Subject to BACT for PM10
	EU
	Emission Unit Description
	Process Area
	Proposed Control Technology1
	PM10 Control

Efficiency

	Crushing Equipment 

	A5
	Jaw Crusher 013
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	Water Spray
	93.0%

	A14
	Crusher 014
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	Baghouse
	99.5%

	A20
	Crusher 052
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	Baghouse
	99.5%

	A34
	Crusher 053
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	Saturated 
	99.0%

	Conveyor Transfer Points 

	F102
	BC-40
	Solid Fuel Handling
	Sealed
	99.9%

	TL1
	Railcar Unloading
	Transloader
	Baghouse
	99.5%

	P124
	SR-BC-02
	Limestone Processing
	Water Spray
	87.6%

	P126
	SR-BC-06
	Limestone Processing
	Water Spray
	87.6%

	P127
	SR-BC-04
	Limestone Processing
	Water Spray
	87.6%

	P128
	SR-BC-05
	Limestone Processing
	Water Spray
	87.6%

	SP2
	Conveyor Belt SP-2
	Portable Screening Plant
	Water Spray
	87.6%

	A4
	Vibrating Feeder
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	Water Spray
	93.0%

	A6
	Conveyor 450 to Screen 014
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	Neg. Pressure
	95.0%

	A9
	Conveyor 451 to Conveyor 452
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	Water Spray
	87.6%

	A10
	Conveyor 452 to Screen 070
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	Neg. Pressure
	95.0%

	A12
	Conveyor 454 to Stacker 456
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	Water Spray
	87.6%

	A15
	Conveyor 459 to Conveyor 460
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	Water Spray
	87.6%

	A16
	Conveyor 460 to Screen 071
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	Neg. Pressure
	95.0%

	A18
	Conveyor 453 to Conveyor 455
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	Water Spray
	87.6%

	A19
	Conveyor 455 to Crusher 052
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	Neg. Pressure
	95.0%

	A21
	Conveyor 457 to Conveyor 458
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	Water Spray
	87.6%

	A22
	Conveyor 458 to Screen 070
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	Neg. Pressure
	95.0%

	A23
	Conveyor 483 to Conveyor 461
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	Water Spray
	87.6%

	A24
	Conveyor 461 to Conveyor 464
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	Water Spray
	87.6%

	A25
	Conveyor 484 to Conveyor 464
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	Water Spray
	87.6%

	A26
	Conveyor 464 to Conveyor 465
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	Water Spray
	87.6%

	A27
	3 Bin Feeder to Conveyor 474
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	Water Spray
	87.6%

	A28
	Conveyor 474 to Conveyor 465
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	Water Spray
	87.6%

	A29
	Conveyor 465 to Conveyor 444
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	Water Spray
	87.6%

	A30
	Conveyor 444 to Screen 069
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	Water Spray
	87.6%

	A32
	Conveyor 447 to Conveyor 442
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	Water Spray
	87.6%

	A33
	Conveyor 442 to Crusher 053
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	Water Spray
	87.6%

	A35
	Conveyor 472 to Conveyor 473
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	Saturated
	99.0%

	A36
	Conveyor 473 to Conveyor 449
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	Saturated
	99.0%

	A37
	Conveyor 477 to Conveyor 449
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	Water Spray
	87.6%

	A38
	Conveyor 449 to Screen 072
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	Water Spray
	87.6%

	A41
	Conveyor 481 to Stacker 475
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	Saturated
	99.0%

	A43
	Conveyor 468 to Stacker 469
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	Saturated
	99.0%

	A45
	Conveyor 462 to Stacker 463
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	Water Spray
	87.6%

	A47
	Conveyor 471 to Crusher 053
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	Saturated
	99.0%

	AOS 1
	Conveyor 480 to Conveyor 65
	GCC Aggregate Plant 
	Water Spray
	87.6%

	Stackers 

	SP4
	Stacker Belt
	Portable Screening Plant
	Water Spray
	87.6%

	SP5
	Stacker Belt
	Portable Screening Plant
	Water Spray
	87.6%

	SP6
	Stacker Belt
	Portable Screening Plant
	Water Spray
	87.6%

	A8
	Reject Stacker 467
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	Water Spray
	87.6%

	A13
	Stacker 456
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	Water Spray
	87.6%

	A42
	Stacker 475
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	Saturated
	99.0%

	A44
	Stacker 469
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	Saturated
	99.0%

	A46
	Stacker 463
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	Water Spray
	87.6%

	AOS 2
	Stacker 482
	GCC Aggregate Plant 
	Water Spray
	87.6%

	F103
	BC-44
	Solid Fuel Handling
	None
	0.0%

	Screening Operations 

	SP3
	Screen SP-3
	Portable Screening Plant
	Water Spray
	87.6%

	P125
	SR-BC-03 Screening Stone
	CLC Limestone Processing
	Water Spray
	87.6%

	A7
	Screen 014
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	Dust Collector
	99.5%

	A11
	Screen 070
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	Dust Collector
	99.5%

	A17
	Screen 071
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	Dust Collector
	99.5%

	A31
	Screen 069
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	Water Spray
	87.6%

	A39
	Screen A37
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	Saturated
	99.0%

	Loading Operations 

	SP1
	Hopper Loading/Unloading
	Portable Screening Plant
	Water Spray
	87.6%

	LD4
	Loader Loading
	Portable Screening Plant
	Water Spray
	87.6%

	LD4a
	Loader Unloading
	Portable Screening Plant
	Water Spray
	87.6%

	F101
	HO-40,41
	Solid Fuel Handling
	Covered
	85.0%

	A1
	Loader Loading
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	Water Spray
	87.6%

	A3
	Feeder Loading
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	Water Spray
	87.6%

	Screw Conveyors 

	L209
	SC-39
	South Lime Handling
	Sealed
	99.9%

	L211
	SC-38
	South Lime Handling
	Sealed
	99.9%

	L213
	SC-33
	South Lime Handling
	Sealed
	99.9%

	L216
	SC-37
	South Lime Handling
	Sealed
	99.9%

	A40
	Sand Screw 022
	GCC Aggregate Plant
	Saturated
	99.0%

	1All listed baghouse controls represent existing controls.


With respect to varying moisture-controlled PM10 emissions from GCC crushers, crusher feeder and screens (EUs A5, A34, A31 and A39), the jaw crusher 013 (EU A5) and its vibrating feeder (A4) are required to maintain moisture levels of three percent and 93.0 percent control of emissions.  Moisture levels greater than this can impede subsequent screening of the product and undermine the effectiveness of baghouses located later in the production process.   Crusher 053 (EU A34) and screen A37 (EU 39) involve a wet process at a later stage in the production process where a greater moisture level of nine percent and 99.0 percent emission control can be achieved.  Screen 069 (EU A31) is required to maintain a moisture level of 2.0 percent and 87.6 percent control of emissions.   Moisture levels greater that this will impede screening efficiency for the product involved.  Higher moistures result in dust particles adhering to the surface of larger product and being carried into stockpiles.   With respect to moisture-controlled PM10 emissions from CLC conveyor transport and stacker points for limestone processing (EU P124, P125, P126, P127, P128), moisture levels of 2.0 percent and 87.6 percent control are required.  Moisture levels greater than this will result in increased amounts of dust being carried into the kiln preheaters, resulting in plugging conditions.   In a kiln preheater, plugging results in reduced production rates, downtime to clear dust buildup from affected areas, and results in additional emissions from restarting and reheating the kilns. 

Portable screening (EUs SP2, SP3, SP4, SP5, and SP6) is required to maintain a moisture level of 2.0 percent and 87.6 percent control of emissions.   Moisture levels greater than this at the screen or at subsequent emission units will result in poor screening efficiency due to blinding conditions at the screen surface and accumulations of fine materials in the hopper area.  

Adding moisture to CLC’s conveyor BC-44 (EU F103) used to transport solid fuel and its solid fuel hopper-loading units HO-40,41 (EU 101)  is inconsistent with preserving the integrity of the fuel.   

D.  Performance Testing 

The purpose of performance testing is to ensure equipment and/or processes are operated so as not to exceed the permitted emission limits.  Performance testing is a compliance tool for both the agency and the owner/operator.  

Pursuant to this Title V Part 70 permit, Chemical Lime Company, Apex Facility, and Granite Construction Company must demonstrate the following: 

1) Generally



Performance tests shall be conducted in accordance with 40 CFR 60 and all related appendices. Pursuant to Section 10 (as revised) of AQR, the owner/operator of any stationary source or emission unit that fails to demonstrate compliance with the emission standard or limitation during any subsequent performance test, shall submit a compliance plan to Compliance Reporting, DAQEM, within 90 days from the end of the performance test. Pursuant to Subsection 4.5 (as revised) of AQR, additional performance testing may be required by the Control Officer

2) Performance Testing Requirements for Chemical Lime and Granite Construction

The following conditions have been applied to Chemical Lime Company, Apex Facility and Granite Construction Company, Apex Facility.

a.
The following emission units at Granite Construction Company, Apex Facility, are subject to the NSPS performance testing requirements of the identified applicable Subparts of 40 CFR Part 60 (40 CFR Part 60.1-17 and 40 CFR Part 60.670-676).  

Table IV-D-1:  Granite Construction Emission Units Requiring Performance Testing

	EU
	 Description
	Emission
	Applicable NSPS Reference

	A4
	Vibrating Feeder
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)

	A5
	Jaw Crusher 013
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)

	A6
	Conveyor 450 (negative pressure)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)

	A7
	Screen 014 (baghouse)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)

	
	
	
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Particulate Matter)

	A9
	Conveyor 451 to Conveyor 452
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)

	A10
	Conveyor 452 to Screen  (negative pressure)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)

	A11
	Screen 070 (baghouse)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)

	
	
	
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Particulate Matter)

	A12
	Conveyor 454 to Stacker 456
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)

	A14
	Crusher 014 (baghouse)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)

	
	
	
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Particulate Matter)

	A15
	Conveyor 459 to Conveyor 460
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)

	A16
	Conveyor 460 to Screen 071 (negative pressure)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)

	A17
	Screen 071 (baghouse)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)

	A18
	Conveyor 453 to Conveyor 455
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)

	A19
	Conveyor 455 to Crusher 052 (negative pressure)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)

	A20
	Crusher 052 (baghouse)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)

	
	
	
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Particulate Matter)

	A21
	Conveyor 457 to Conveyor 458
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)

	A22
	Conveyor 458 to Screen 070 (negative pressure)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)

	A23
	Conveyor 483 to Conveyor 461
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)

	A24
	Conveyor 461 to Conveyor 464
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)

	A25
	Conveyor 484 to Conveyor 464
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)

	A26
	Conveyor 464 to Conveyor 465
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)

	A27
	3 Bin Feeder to Conveyor 474
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)

	A28
	Conveyor 474 to Conveyor 465
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)

	A29
	Conveyor 465 to Conveyor 444
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)

	A30
	Conveyor 444 to Screen 069
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)

	A31
	Screen 069
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)

	A32
	Conveyor 447 to Conveyor 442
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)

	A33
	Conveyor 442 to Crusher 053
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)

	A34
	Crusher 053
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)

	A35
	Conveyor 472 to Conveyor 473
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)

	A36
	Conveyor 473 to Conveyor 449
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)

	A37
	Conveyor 477 to Conveyor 449
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)

	A38
	Conveyor 449 to Screen 072 
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)

	A39
	Screen A37
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)

	A41
	Conveyor 481 to Stacker 475
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)

	A43
	Conveyor 468 to Stacker 469
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)

	A45
	Conveyor 462 to Stacker 463
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)

	A47
	Conveyor 471 to Crusher 053
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)

	AOS1
	Conveyor 480 to Conveyor 465  
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)


b.
The following emission units at Chemical Lime Company, Apex Facility, are subject to the NSPS performance testing requirements of the identified applicable Subparts of 40 CFR Part 60 (40 CFR Part 60.1-17, 40 CFR Part 60.340-344, 40 CFR Part 60.670-676, 40 CFR Part 60.250-254).  

Table IV-D-2:  Chemical Lime Emission Units Requiring Performance Testing

	EU
	  Description 
	Emission
	Applicable NSPS Reference

	P104
	BC-103 Closed Stone Transfer Point (1996)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)

	P105
	BC-104 Closed Stone Transfer Point (1996)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)

	P106
	VS-202 Screening Stone (1996)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)

	P107
	VS-203 Screening Stone (1996)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)

	P108
	BC-204 Closed Stone Transfer Point (1996)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)

	P109
	CC-201 Crushing Stone (1996)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)

	P110
	BC-225 Closed Stone Transfer Point (1996)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)

	P112
	BN-226Closed Stone Transfer Point (1996)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)

	P114
	BC-205 Closed Stone (1996)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)

	P115
	BC-236 Closed Stone Transfer Point (new)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)

	P116
	BC-237 Open Stone Transfer Point (new)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)

	P117
	BC-208 Closed Stone Transfer Point (1996)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)

	P118
	BC-235 Open Stone Transfer Point (1998)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)

	P119
	BC-Coarse 2 (1998)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)

	P120
	BC-206 Closed Stone Transfer Point (1996)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)

	P121
	BC-207 Open Stone Transfer Point (1996)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)

	P122
	BC-209 Closed Stone Transfer Point (1996)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)

	P123
	BC-210 Open Stone Transfer Point (1996)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)

	P124
	SR-BC-02 Open Stone Transfer Point (new) 
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)

	P125
	SR-BC-03 Screening Stone (new)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)

	P126
	SR-SB-06 Open Stone Transfer Point (new) 
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)

	P127
	SR-BC-04 Open Stone Transfer Point (new)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)

	P128
	SR-BC-05 Open Stone Transfer Point (new)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)

	P128a
	BC-Future 3 Open Stone Transfer Pt (new) 
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)

	P129
	Dolo Belt Open Stone Transfer Pt (new)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)

	R115
	BC-217 Closed Stone Transfer Point (1996)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)

	R116
	BC-224 Closed Stone Transfer Point (1996)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)

	R117
	VS-229 Screening Stone (1996)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)

	R118
	BC-231 Closed Stone Transfer Point (1996)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)

	R119
	BC-230 Closed Stone Transfer Point (1996)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)

	R120
	SB-04 Closed Stone Transfer Point (1996)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)

	K402
	K4-KN-305 Rotary Kiln 4 (baghouse K4-DC-316) (1996)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart HH (Opacity)

	
	
	
	Subpart A, Subpart HH (Particulate Matter)

	F101
	HO-40, 41 Fuel Transfer (enclosed) (1975)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart Y (Opacity)

	F102
	BC-40 Fuel Transfer (sealed) (1975)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart Y (Opacity)

	F103
	BC-44 Fuel Transfer (1975)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart Y (Opacity)

	F104
	CR-40 Fuel Crushing (enclosed) (1975)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart Y (Opacity)

	F105
	SR-44 Fuel Transfer (enclosed) (1975)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart Y (Opacity)

	LD3
	Loader Loading Fuel Transfer (1975)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart Y (Opacity)

	LD3a
	Loader Unloading Fuel Transfer (1975)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart Y (Opacity)

	F106
	BN-41 Bin Feeding (1975)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart Y (Opacity)

	F107
	BC-41 Fuel Transfer (1975)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart Y (Opacity)

	F108
	CM-41 Crushing Fuel  (sealed) (1975)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart Y (Opacity)

	F109
	SC-41 Fuel Transfer (sealed) (1990)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart Y (Opacity)

	F110
	Reject Bin 1 Bin Feeding (1975)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart Y (Opacity)

	F111
	Reject Bin 1 Loadout Fuel Transfer (1975)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart Y (Opacity)

	F112
	BN-42 Bin Feeding (enclosed)  (1975)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart Y (Opacity)

	F113
	BC-42 Fuel Transfer (1975)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart Y (Opacity)

	F114
	CM-42 Crushing Fuel (sealed) (1975)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart Y (Opacity)

	F115
	SC-42 Fuel Transfer (sealed) (1990)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart Y (Opacity)

	F116
	Reject Bin 2 Bin Feeding (1975)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart Y (Opacity)

	F117
	Reject Bin 2 Loadout Fuel Transfer (1975)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart Y (Opacity)

	F118
	BN-43 Bin Feeding (enclosed) (1975)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart Y (Opacity)

	F119
	BC-43 Fuel Transfer (1975)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart Y (Opacity)

	F120
	CM-43 Crushing Fuel (sealed) (1975)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart Y (Opacity)

	F121
	SC-43 Fuel Transfer (sealed) (1986)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart Y (Opacity)

	F122
	Reject Bin 3 Bin Feeding (1975)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart Y (Opacity)

	F123
	Reject Bin 3 Loadout Fuel Transfer (1975)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart Y (Opacity)

	F125
	K4-SC-402 Fuel Transfer (sealed) (1996)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart Y (Opacity)

	F126
	K4-BN-404 Bin Feeding (baghouse K4-DC-421) (1996)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart Y (Opacity)

	F127
	K4-BN-406 Bin Feeding (baghouse K4-DC-421) (1996)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart Y (Opacity)

	F128
	K4-WF-408 Fuel Transfer (1996)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart Y (Opacity)

	F129
	K4-WF-409 Fuel Transfer (1996)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart Y (Opacity)

	F130
	K4-BC-410 Fuel Transfer (1996)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart Y (Opacity)

	F131
	K4-CM-413 Fuel Crushing (sealed) (1996)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart Y (Opacity)

	F132
	K4-SC-419 Fuel Transfer (1996)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart Y (Opacity)

	F133
	Reject Bin 4 Bin Feeding (1996)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart Y (Opacity)

	F134
	Reject Bin 4 Loadout Fuel Transfer (1996)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart Y (Opacity)

	D101
	D-BN-201 Open Stone Transfer Point (1995)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)

	D102
	D-BC-202 Open Stone Transfer Point (1995)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)

	D103
	D-BC-207 Open Stone Transfer Point (1995)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)

	D104
	D-VS-208 Screening Stone (1995)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)

	D105
	D-BC-209 Open Stone Transfer Point (1995)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)

	D106
	D-BE-210 Open Stone Transfer Point (1995)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)

	D107
	D-BN-211 Open Stone Transfer Point (1995)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)

	D109
	D-BC0213 Open Stone Transfer Point (1995)
	PM10
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO (Opacity)


c. Performance tests at both Granite Construction Company, Apex Facility, and Chemical Lime Company, Apex Facility, shall be conducted in accordance with 40 CFR § 60 and related appendices, including, but not limited to, Appendix A. 

d. Initial performance testing for new units at both Granite Construction Company, Apex Facility, and Chemical Lime Company, Apex Facility, shall be conducted using applicable test methods, durations and time frames required by 40 CFR 60, Subpart A, OOO, Y or HH as applicable. 
e. Emission units, at both Granite Construction Company, Apex Facility, and Chemical Lime Company, Apex Facility, that have had initial performance tests completed shall be re-tested not less than once every five years to verify on-going compliance with emission limits of 40 CFR 60 and emission rate limits of this permit.  In addition, emission units A8, B1, P110, D105 and R118 shall be performance tested at least annually.  Repeat performance testing for any given emission unit shall use the test methods and durations required for initial performance testing of that unit. 

f. Visible emissions evaluations for emission units, at both Granite Construction Company, Apex Facility, and Chemical Lime Company, Apex Facility, whose performance test consists of or includes opacity observations shall be conducted by a person or persons certified in EPA Method 9 at the time of the visible emissions evaluations.  
g. The owner/operator of both Granite Construction Company, Apex Facility, and Chemical Lime Company, Apex Facility, shall submit for approval performance and/or Annual Relative Accuracy Audits (RATA) protocols which include proposed test methods, anticipated test dates, reporting, and notification schedules to the DAQEM Compliance Reporting Supervisor and to the Enforcement Office of the US EPA, Region IX, at least 45 days, but not more than 90 days, prior to the anticipated date of the performance test.  The DAQEM reserves its right to witness any performance test.  
h. The DAQEM may consider approving the owner/operator’s requests for alternative performance test methods, both at Granite Construction Company, Apex Facility, and Chemical Lime Company, Apex Facility, if proposed in writing in performance test protocols.   
i. Pursuant to AQR Section 14.12, complete and comprehensive final performance test and/or RATA test reports shall be submitted to the DAQEM Compliance Reporting Supervisor within 60 days from the end of each performance test.  

j. Pursuant to Section 10 (as revised) of AQR, the owner/operator of any stationary source or emission unit that fails to demonstrate compliance with the emission standard or limitation during any subsequent performance test, shall submit a compliance plan to Compliance Reporting, DAQEM, within 90 days from the end of the performance test. 

k. Pursuant to Subsection 4.5 of AQR, additional or more frequent performance testing may be required by the Control Officer, both at Granite Construction Company, Apex Facility, and Chemical Lime Company, Apex Facility. 
l. Chemical Lime Company, Apex Facility, shall also have to adhere to the following performance testing provisions.

1. In addition to opacity readings, performance testing for kiln 4 shall establish the kiln’s compliance with particulate matter emissions limits of 40 CFR 60.342(a)(1) using test methods pre-approved by DAQEM during its review of the owner/operator’s performance testing protocols and procedures outlined in 40 CFR 60.344.  

2. For the purpose of conducting a performance test for particulate matter limits of 40 CFR 60.342(a)(1) for kiln 4, the owner/operator shall calibrate, maintain, and operate a device for measuring the mass rate of stone feed to kiln 4. The measuring device must be accurate to within + 5 percent of the mass rate over its operating range.  

m. The owner/operator of the Chemical Lime Company, Apex Facility, shall continue to calibrate, maintain, operate, and certify a Continuous Opacity Monitoring System (COMS) to monitor and record the opacity of a representative portion of the gases discharged into the atmosphere from kiln 4 in accordance with the requirements of 40 CFR 60 Subpart A and 40 CFR 60.343 when kiln 4 is operating.   The span of the COMS shall be set at 40 percent opacity.  The COMS shall have an alarm set at 15 percent opacity and shall measure and average opacity in six-minute block increments starting at the beginning of each hour.  The COMS and corresponding data acquisition system shall include an automated data acquisition and handling system.   The COMS shall record hours of COMS operation and COMS downtime. 
n. Any average opacity greater than 15 percent, as determined by the kiln 4 COMS, may be considered an indication of a violation of the kiln 4 opacity limits of this permit and may result in an enforcement action.    For purposes of establishing whether the owner/operator at the Chemical Lime Apex Facility has violated or is in violation of any such opacity standard, nothing herein shall preclude the use, including the exclusive use, of any credible evidence or information relevant to whether kiln 4 would have been in compliance with such opacity standard if the applicable performance test had been performed.  
o. If at any time during kiln 4 operation the owner/operator at the Chemical Lime Apex Facility discovers that COMS indicates a violation of 15 percent average opacity or that the COMS unit is malfunctioning or inoperable, a person currently certified in EPA Method 9 and knowledgeable of 40 CFR 60, Subpart HH, shall determine whether kiln 4 emissions comply with opacity limits of 40 CFR 60, Subpart HH, using visible emissions evaluation test methods and test durations contained in 40 CFR 60, Subpart HH.   If the COMS indicates average opacity greater than 15 percent or is malfunctioning or inoperable at any time from 5:00 a.m. to 2:00 p.m., a visible emissions evaluation shall be started no later than three hours after the discovery. If the COMS indicates average opacity greater than 15 percent or that the COMS is malfunctioning or inoperable at any time other than 5:00 a.m. to 2:00 p.m., a visible emissions evaluation shall be started no later than three hours after the first sunrise after discovery.  In addition, the owner/operator shall notify the Control Officer within one hour if a visible emissions evaluation reveals any condition that resulted in excess opacity.  
p. To demonstrate continuous, direct compliance with the kiln 4 emissions limitations for NOx, CO, and SO2, the owner/operator at the Chemical Lime Apex Facility shall continue to calibrate, maintain, operate, and certify Continuous Emissions Monitoring Systems (CEMS) for NOx, CO, SO2, diluent gas and stack exhaust gas on kiln 4.  The CEMS shall operate at all times kiln 4 is in use, except during malfunctions, maintenance, calibration, and repairs of the CEMS.  The CEMS and corresponding data acquisition system shall include an automated data acquisition and handling system.  The CEMS are subject to the provisions of 40 CFR 60 Subpart A, Appendix B, and Appendix F, as applicable.   The CEMS shall monitor and record at least the following data: exhaust gas concentration of NOX, SO2, CO and diluent O2; exhaust gas flow rate; three-hour rolling averages for NOx, SO2, and CO concentrations; hourly and quarterly accumulated mass emissions of NOx, SO2, and CO; hours of CEMS operation; and dates and hours of CEMS downtime.   
V.  REQUIREMENTS APPLICABLE TO SOURCEtc "V.  APPLICABLE REQUIREMENTS" \f C \l 1
A.  Overview of Requirementstc "A.  Overview of Applicable Requirements " \f C \l 2
DAQEM has determined that the following public law, statutes and associated regulations, ordered by hierarchical authority, are requirements:

1.
Clean Air Act, as amended (CAAA), Authority: 42 U.S.C. § 7401, et seq.;

2.
Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), including Part 70 and others;

3.
Nevada Revised Statutes (NRS), Chapter 445, Sections 401 through 601;

4.
Portions of the AQR that are included in the State Implementation Plan (SIP), for Clark County, Nevada.  SIP requirements are federally enforceable.  All requirements from Authority to Construct permits and Section 16 Operating Permits issued by DAQEM are federally enforceable since these permits were issued pursuant to SIP-included sections of the AQR; and

5.
Portions of the AQR that are not included in the SIP.  These requirements are locally enforceable only.

The requirements will be discussed under the following subheadings and in the following order:  

B.

Part 70 Operating Permit Requirements

C.

Local Requirements

D.

SIP Requirements

E.

Federal Requirements  

F.

Authority to Construct Conditions

G.

Section 16 Operating Permit Conditions

Please note that no discussion will be accorded to the Nevada Revised Statutes (NRS) or the Clean Air Act Amendments (CAAA) because these public laws establish the general authority for the Regulations mentioned.

DAQEM has included the more relevant text from the requirements in this document for convenience.  These “in part” sections or subsections are marked with a “p” for partial.  Please refer to the appropriate regulation for the complete text.

B.  Part 70 Operating Permit Program Requirementstc "B.  Part 70 Operating Permit Program Requirements" \f C \l 2
AQR SECTION 19 - PART 70 OPERATING PERMITS [Rev. 05/24/01]tc " AQR SECTION 19 - PART 70 OPERATING PERMITS" \f C \l 3 AQR Section 19 details Part 70 Operating Permit Program requirements.  Section 19 and Part 70 (Title V) Program received Final Approval on November 30, 2001 with publication of that approval appearing in the Federal Register December 5, 2001 Vol. 66, No. 234. 

DISCUSSION:

Please reference pages 19-1 through 19-28 of the AQR.  The requirements of Section 19 are incorporated into the conditions of the Part 70 OP.  These regulations may be accessed on the Internet at:

http://www.co.clark.nv.us/Air_Quality/index.htm
C.  Local Requirementstc "C.  Locally Applicable Requirements" \f C \l 2
Locally applicable requirements are portions of the AQR that are locally enforceable only.  These rules have not been approved by EPA for inclusion into the State Implementation Plan (SIP). Full text of these regulations may be accessed on the internet at:

http://www.co.clark.nv.us/Air_Quality/index.htm
or viewed at the Department of Air Quality offices. Requirements and conditions that appear in the Part 70 OP which are related only to non-SIP rules will be notated as locally enforceable only.

AQR SECTION 0 – DEFINITIONS [Rev. 12/04/01] pages 0-1 through 0-49

AQR SECTION 12 – PRECONSTRUCTION REVIEW FOR NEW OR MODIFIED STATIONARY SOURCES  [Rev. 12/04/01] 

AQR Pages 12-I through 12-71

DISCUSSION:  

On August 29, 2001, the Ninth District Circuit Court remanded review of Sections 12 and 0 back to the EPA, negating SIP approval of these sections.  However, conditions in ATC/OPs issued when Section 12 was federally enforceable are still federally enforceable.

AQR SECTION 12 - PRECONSTRUCTION REVIEW FOR NEW OR MODIFIED STATIONARY SOURCES [Rev., 12/22/98]tc " AQR SECTION 12 - PRECONSTRUCTION REVIEW FOR NEW OR MODIFIED STATIONARY SOURCES" \f C \l 3 (in part)
Note:  Section 12 requirements for the air pollutants emitted by this facility are summarized in the following tables.  Please see AQR Section 12 for the related text.

Table V-1: Section 12 Requirements in a Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) Area tc "Table V-1: Section 12 Requirements in a PSD Area " \f F \l 1
	Pollutant
	PM10
	NOX
	CO
	SO2
	VOC
	HAP

	Major Source
	(  100 tpy
	(  100 tpy
	(  100 tpy
	(  100 tpy
	(  100 tpy
	 ( 10 tpy for each HAP, or

 (  25 tpy for combined HAP

	Notice of Proposed Action
	Yes, If

PTE (  15 tpy

or NEI (  15 tpy
	Yes, If

PTE or NEI (  40 tpy
	Yes, If

PTE (  70 tpy or NEI  (  70 tpy
	Yes, If

PTE or

NEI (  40 tpy
	Yes, If

PTE or

NEI  (  40 tpy
	Yes, If PTE or NEI ( 10 tpy  

	Control Technology
	BACT
	BACT
	BACT
	BACT
	BACT
	 No Control

 or BACT

	Permitting ‘de minimus’
	1 tpy
	2 tpy
	2 tpy
	1 tpy
	2 tpy
	1 tpy

	Continuous Emissions Monitoring
	Yes, Opacity per NSPS
	Yes, if

PTE (  100 tpy & 

NEI (  40 tpy
	Yes,

if PTE (  100 tpy & NEI (  100 tpy
	Yes, if 

PTE ( 100 tpy & NEI (  40 tpy
	No
	 No

	Pre Construction Ambient Air Monitoring
	Yes, If

PTE (  100 tpy & NEI (  15 tpy & impact (  10 (g/m3
	Yes, If

PTE (  100 tpy & NEI (  40 tpy & impact (  14 (g/m3
	Yes, If

PTE (  100 &

NEI (  100 tpy & impact (  575 (g/m3
	Yes, If

PTE (  100 tpy & NEI (   40 tpy & impact (  13 (g/m3
	Yes, If

PTE ( 100 tpy
	 Significantly    

 high levels 

 of listed   

 HAPs

	Post Construction Ambient Air Monitoring
	Yes, If

PTE (  100 tpy & NEI (  15 tpy & impact (  16 (g/m3
	Yes, If

PTE (  100 tpy & NEI (  40 tpy & impact (  14 (g/m3
	Yes, If

PTE (  100 &

NEI (  100 tpy & impact  (  2000 (g/m3
	Yes, If 

PTE (  100 tpy & NEI ( 40 tpy & impact (  50 (g/m3
	Yes, If

PTE ( 100 tpy
	Significantly    

 high levels 

 of listed   

 HAPs

	Additional Impact Analysis
	Yes, 

If PTE (  100 tpy & NEI ( 15 tpy
	Yes, 

If PTE (  100 tpy & NEI (   40 tpy
	Yes, 

If PTE (  100 tpy & NEI (  100 tpy
	Yes, 

If PTE (  100 tpy & NEI (  40 tpy
	Yes, 

If PTE  ( 100 tpy & NEI  (  40 tpy
	 No


tpy = tons per year, NEI = Net Emission Increase, PTE = Potential to Emit
12.1.1
Persons who must apply

12.1.1.1
Any person who proposes to install or construct any new Stationary Source (as defined in Section 0), or make Modification (as defined in Section 0) to any existing Stationary Source shall apply for an "Authority to Construct" Certificate prior to Commencing Construction unless a source has Commenced Construction, or Modification prior to August 25, 1971, and has not undergone a Modification, or reconstruction since such time.
SECTION 17 - DUST CONTROL PERMIT FOR CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES INCLUDING SURFACE GRINDING AND TRENCHING [Rev., 01/23/97]: tc "SECTION 17 - DUST CONTROL PERMIT FOR CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES INCLUDING SURFACE GRINDING AND TRENCHING" \f C \l 3
17.1

Prohibitions:
17.1.1

No owner, lessee, occupant, operator, user, or any other person shall engage in construction activities, including disturbing the topsoil, grading, clearing and grubbing operations, trenching or excavate, or the addition or removal of dirt or fill for construction of a building or dwelling unit(s) on property in excess of a) an aggregate of one‑quarter acre or more; b) or a trench at least 100 feet in length if the aggregate is less than one quarter acre of any property or contiguous properties within Clark County, Nevada or any incorporated city there in prior to the issuance of a Dust Control Permit for Construction Activities including Surface Grading and Trenching by the Control Officer and then only if said permit is current and valid;

17.1.2

No person shall engage in construction activities, including disturbing the topsoil, grading, clearing and grubbing operations, trenching or the addition or removal of dirt or fill in excess of an aggregate of a)  one‑quarter acre or more  b) or a trench at least 100 feet in length if the aggregate is less than one quarter acre of any property or contiguous properties within Clark County, Nevada or any incor​porated city therein at the request of or under contract to the owner, lessee, occupant, user or any other person until he has in his possession a copy of the Dust Control Permit required by Subsection 17.1.1;

17.1.3

No person shall engage in the destruction, demolition or removal of any structure, 1000 square feet or larger, located on any property within Clark County, Nevada or any incorporated city therein prior to the issuance of Dust Control permit by the Control Officer and then only if said permit is current and valid.
SECTION 20 - EMISSION STANDARDS FOR HAZARDOUS AIR POLLUTANTS FOR SOURCE CATEGORIEStc "SECTION 20 - EMISSION STANDARDS FOR HAZARDOUS AIR POLLUTANTS FOR SOURCE CATEGORIES" \f C \l 3[Rev., 01/23/97]:
20.1
WHEREAS, the Clark County Board of County Commissioners, is responsible for control of pollutants discharged into the air; and


WHEREAS, Air Quality Standards and Regulations have been adopted by said Board pursuant to NRS 445 for the purpose, among others, of limiting Air Contaminant emissions from new sources of air pollutants; and


WHEREAS, it is a public policy of Clark County and the purpose of the Department of Air Quality and Environmental Management, Air Quality Regulations, to review and approve proposed new sources of air pollution, only if emission standards can be met and air quality standards will not be violated; and


WHEREAS, the United States Environmental Protection Agency has adopted standards for certain hazardous air pollutants for source categories which are required throughout the nation; and


WHEREAS, it is the Department of Air Quality and Environmental Management’s belief that review and approval of new sources are best managed at the local level;
NOW, THEREFORE, the provisions of Part 63, Chapter I, Title 40, Code of Federal Regulations, as indexed below, are hereby adopted by reference and made a part hereof as if fully set forth.  Any final revisions to an existing subpart that are promulgated by the United States Environmental Protection Agency are hereby adopted by reference and made a part hereafter as if fully set forth.  Any new subparts to Part 63 that are promulgated by the United States Environmental Protection Agency after the effective date of this Section shall be subject to review and adoption by the Clark County Board of County Commissioners prior to becoming part of these Regulations.  For the purposes, of this section, the word "Administrator" as used in Parts 60 and 61, Chapter I, Title 40, Code of Federal Regulations shall mean the Control Officer, except that the Control Officer shall not be empowered to approve alternate or equivalent test methods or alternative standards/work practices.

AQR SECTION 25.1 - UPSET/BREAKDOWN, MALFUNCTIONS [Rev., 12/19/96]tc " AQR SECTION 25.1 - UPSET/BREAKDOWN, MALFUNCTIONS" \f C \l 3 (in part)
25.1
Operation of any plant or equipment which causes emissions of air contaminants in excess of limits set by these Regulations is in violation of these Regulations unless:

25.1.1

Such emissions resulted from a malfunction.

DISCUSSION:  

In determining whether a malfunction has occurred, the Control Officer, Hearing Officer, or Hearing Board may use guidelines from subsection 25.1.1.  The burden of proof will be upon the Operator.

SECTION 26 - EMISSION OF VISIBLE AIR CONTAMINANTS [Rev., 07/08/85]: tc "SECTION 26 - EMISSION OF VISIBLE AIR CONTAMINANTS" \f C \l 3
26.1
A person shall not discharge into the atmosphere, from any single source whatsoever, any air contaminants for a period or periods aggregating more than three (3) minutes in any sixty (60) minute period, which is:
26.1.1

Of such opacity to a degree equal to 20 percent obscuration or greater.

26.1.2.5
Any existing source undergoing modification shall incorporate control devices and methods calculated, within the maximum control capability which is technically practicable at the time that the modification is begun, to eliminate all visible emission from the source involved.

26.1.2.6
Any new source shall incorporate control devices and methods calculated to produce zero (0) opacity, except for three (3) minutes in any sixty (60) minutes during which time a visible emission of 20% opacity shall be permitted.

26.2

Exception to Subsection 26.1

26.2.1

Notwithstanding the provisions of 26.1, supra, emissions resulting from the shutdown of air pollution control equip​ment for scheduled maintenance shall not constitute a violation of Section 26, subject to the following conditions:



      a)
The scheduled maintenance was reported to the Control Officer more than twenty‑four (24) hours in advance of the shutdown;

b) The scheduled maintenance is performed at times specified by the Control Officer as being favorable for atmospheric ventilation; and

c) Emissions during the shutdown are minimized to the extent reasonably possible; and

Where possible, the shutdown is scheduled during periods of non‑operation of the Emission Unit.

SECTION 28 - FUEL BURNING EQUIPMENT [Rev., 04/23/87]: tc "SECTION 28 - FUEL BURNING EQUIPMENT" \f C \l 3
28.2

Emission Limitations
28.2.1 No person shall cause or permit the emission of particulate matter from any fuel‑burning equipment in excess of the quantity set forth in the following table:

	Heat input, millions of British thermal units per hour
	
	Maximum allowable rate of emissions of particulate matter, pounds per million British thermal units of heat




         10





0.600



         50 





0.412



       100





0.352



       500





0.242



    1,000





0.207



    4,000





0.150



    8,000





0.102



  10,000





0.0904



  15,000





0.0717



  20,000





0.0607



  40,000





0.0409



  50,000





0.0358

SECTION 29 - SULFUR CONTENTS OF FUEL OIL [Rev., 12/16/93]: tc "SECTION 29 - SULFUR CONTENTS OF FUEL OIL" \f # \l 3
29.1
It is unlawful for any person to store, offer for sale, burn, or cause to be burned, within Clark County at any time, any Diesel Fuel Oil having a sulfur content in excess of 0.05 percent by weight.
29.1.1

The limitation for Diesel Fuel does not apply to fuel purchased and in storage prior to December 16, 1993.

29.3

Allowance for analytical variations in sulfur content of fuel oil:
29.3.1

The percent by weight sulfur content shall be limited to a maximum deviation of 10 percent.



Sulfur Content


Maximum Sulfur Content



0.05




0.055




0.30




0.330

DISCUSSION: 

The SIP limits the sulfur content in fuel oil to 1.0 percent by weight.  The local regulations limit the sulfur content of diesel fuel oil to no more than 0.05 percent by weight.  The local regulations are more stringent.  The more stringent conditions relative to the compliance requirements of sulfur content in fuels will be incorporated in the permit conditions.

AQR SECTION 40 - PROHIBITIONS OF NUISANCE CONDITIONS [Rev., 05/18/84]tc " AQR SECTION 40 - PROHIBITIONS OF NUISANCE CONDITIONS" \f C \l 3
40.1
No person shall cause, suffer or allow the discharge from any source whatsoever such quantities of air contaminants or other material which cause a nuisance.

SECTION 41 - FUGITIVE DUST [Rev., 06/25/92] tc "SECTION 41 - FUGITIVE DUST" \f C \l 3
41.1

Prohibitions:

41.1.1

Any person engaged in activities involving the dismantling or demolition of buildings, grubbing, grading, clearing of land, public or private construction, the operation of machines and equipment, the grading of roads, trenching operations, the operation and use of unpaved parking facilities, agricultural operations, use and operation of live stock arenas, horse arenas and feed lots, and opera​tion and use of raceways for motor vehicles shall take all reasonable precautions to abate fugitive dust from becoming airborne from such activities.  Reasonable precautions may include, but are not limited to the conditions agreed upon in the APCD permit for the project, sprinkling, compacting, enclosure, chemical, or asphalt sealing, cleaning up, sweeping, or such other measures as the Control Officer may specify to accomplish satisfactory results;

41.1.2

No person shall cause or permit the handling, transporting, or storage of any material in a manner which allows or may allow controllable particulate matter to become airborne. 

41.3.1

If loose sand, dust, or dust particles are found to exist in excess of acceptable limits, as determined by the Control Officer, the Control Officer shall notify the owner, lessee, occupant, operator, or user of said land that said situation is to be corrected within a specified period of time, dependent upon the scope and extent of the problem.  The failure to correct said situation within the specified period of time shall be in violation of this section.

41.4.1

The Control Officer, his designated agent, or any other authorized representative of the Clark County Board of County Commissioners any sand or dust problem exists, and to take such remedial and corrective action as may be deemed appropriate to cope with and relieve, reduce, or remedy the existent sand and dust situation and condition, when the owner, occupant, operator, or any tenant, lessee, or holder of any possessory interest or right in the involved land fails to do so.

AQR SECTION 43- Odors in the Ambient Air  [Rev. 12/28/78]

43.1
An Odor occurrence shall be deemed a violation when a complaint is received and substantiated within two hours by the Control Officer.  The Control Officer shall deem the Odor occurrence a violation if he is able to detect the Odor twice within a period of one hour, if the Odor is of such a nature as to cause a nuisance, and these detections being separated by at least 15 minutes.

AQR SECTION 90- FUGITIVE DUST FROM OPEN AREAS AND VACANT LOTS  [Rev. 12/17/02]

90.1.1            Purpose:  To limit the Emission of Particulate Matter into the Ambient Air from Open



Areas and Vacant Lots.

AQR SECTION 91- FUGITIVE DUST FROM UNPAVED ROADS, UNPAVED ALLEYS, AND UNPAVED EASEMENT ROADS  [Rev. 11/20/01]

91.1.1
Purpose:  To limit the Emission of Particulate Matter into the Ambient Air from unpaved roads, unpaved alleys, unpaved Road Easements and unpaved access roads for utilities and railroads.

91.2.1.3

Control Measures:

(a) Pave, or

(b) Apply Dust Palliatives, or

(c) Apply and maintain and alternative Control Measure approved in writing by the Control Officer

91.2.1.4
Stabilization Methods:  Fugitive Dust Emissions from unpaved roads and unpaved alleys do not exceed 20% Opacity and do not equal or exceed 0.33 oz/ft2 silt loading and do not equal or exceed 6% silt content. 

aqr sECTION 92 – FUGITIVE DUST FROM UNPAVED PARKING LOTS [rEV. 12/17/02]

92.1.1
Purpose:  To limit the Emission of Particulate Matter into the Ambient Air from unpaved Parking Lots; material handling storage yards; and vehicle and equipment storage yards.

Aqr SECTION 93 – fUGITIVE DUST FROM PAVED ROADS AND STREET SWEEPING EQUIPMENT [REV.  03/04/03]

93.1.1           Purpose:  To limit the Emission of Particulate Matter into the Ambient Air from paved  roads and paved alleys.

Aqr SECTION 94 – Permitting and dust control for construction activities [REV.  03/18/03]

94.1
Purpose:  To limit the Emission of Particulate Matter into the Ambient Air by preventing, controlling, and mitigating Fugitive Dust from Construction Activities.

94.1.1
To establish Fugitive Dust control standards for Clark County, define reasonable precautions for the prevention and control of Fugitive Dust from all Construction Activities and to establish thresholds for enforcement of these standards.

D.  State Implementation Plan (SIP) Requirementstc "D.  State Implementation Plan (SIP) Applicable Requirements" \f C \l 2
Note:  The terms State Implementation Plan (SIP), Implementation Plan (IP), and Clark County Implementation Plan (CCIP) are essentially synonymous.  They refer to those AQR that have been approved by the EPA for inclusion into the SIP.  These rules are federally enforceable.  For the sake of simplicity and consistency, the term SIP will be used exclusively in this document.

DAQEM has included the more relevant subsections in this document for convenience.  Please refer to the AQR for the complete text. 

Table V-2:  Clark County Department of Air Quality and Environmental Management- Air Quality Regulations and State implementation Plan

tc " Table V-2:  Clark County Department of Air Quality Management- Air quality Regulations and State Implementation Plan " \f F \l 1
	Applicable Section – Title
	Applicable Subsection - Title
	SIP
	Affected

Emission Unit
	Compliance

Method

	0. Definitions
	applicable definitions
	no
	entire facility
	record keeping

	1. Definitions
	applicable definitions
	yes
	entire facility
	record keeping

	4. Control Officer
	all subsections
	yes
	entire facility
	record keeping

	5. Interference with Control Officer
	all subsections
	yes
	entire facility
	record keeping

	8. Persons Liable for Penalties - Punishment: Defense
	all subsections
	yes
	entire facility
	record keeping

	9. Civil Penalties
	all subsections
	yes
	entire facility
	record keeping

	10. Compliance Schedule
	when applicable; applicable subsections
	yes
	entire facility
	record keeping

	11. Ambient Air Quality Standards
	applicable subsections
	yes
	entire facility
	record keeping

	12. Preconstruction Review for New or Modified Stationary Sources
	§ 12.1 General Application Requirements for New and Modified Sources of Air Pollutants.

§ 12.2.5 Requirements for PM10 Sources in the PSD Area.

§ 12.2.10 Requirements for CO Sources in the PSD Area.

§ 12.2.13 Requirements for VOC Sources in the PSD Area.

§ 12.2.15 Requirements for NOx Sources in the PSD Area.

§ 12.2.18 HAP Sources in Clark County

§ 12.3 Owner/Operator Notification, Application Processing Deadlines, Notice of Proposed Action Procedures, and Public Hearings. 

§ 12.8 Issuance of Authority to Construct Certificate with conditions.
	no
	entire facility
	record keeping

performance testing

reporting

	15. Source Registration
	all subsections except §15.14 Source registration for Areas Exceeding Air Quality Standards
	yes
	entire facility
	record keeping

performance testing

reporting

	16. Operating Permits
	all subsections
	yes
	entire facility
	record keeping

	18. Permit and Technical Service Fees
	§ 18.1 Operating Permit Fees.

§ 18.2 Annual Emission Unit Fees.

§ 18.4 New Source Review Application Review Fee.

§ 18.5 Part 70 Application Review Fee.

§ 18.6 Annual Part 70 Emission Fee.

§ 18.14 Billing Procedures
	yes
	entire facility
	record keeping

	19. Part 70 Operating Permit
	§ 19.2 Applicability

§ 19.3 Part 70 Permit Applications

§ 19.4 Part 70 Permit Content

§ 19.5 Permit Issuance, Renewal, Reopenings, and Revisions

§ 19.6 Permit Renewal by the EPA and Affected States

§ 19.7 Fee Determination and Certification
	NA
	entire facility
	record keeping

	24. Sampling and Testing - Records and Reports
	§ 24.1 Requirements for installation and maintenance of sampling and testing facilities.

§ 24.2 Requirements for emissions recordkeeping.

§ 24.3 Requirements for the record format.

§ 24.4 Requirements for the retention of records by the emission sources.
	yes
	entire facility
	record keeping

reporting

	25.1 Upset/Breakdown, Malfunctions
	§ 25.1 Requirements for the excess emissions caused by upset/breakdown and malfunctions.
	no
	entire facility
	record keeping

reporting

	25.2 Upset/Breakdown, Malfunctions
	§ 25.2 Reporting and Consultation.
	yes
	entire facility
	record keeping reporting

	29.3.1  Sulfur Contents of Fuel Oil
	§ 29.3.1 Allowance for analytical variations in sulfur content of fuel oil. 
	yes
	entire facility
	record keeping and reporting

	26. Emission of Visible Air Contaminants
	§ 26.1 Limit on opacity

((  20% for 3 minutes in a 60 minute period)
	yes
	entire facility
	record keeping

Method 9 (EPA)

	40. Prohibitions of Nuisance Conditions
	§ 40.1 Prohibitions
	no
	entire facility
	record keeping

	41. Fugitive Dust
	All sections
	yes
	entire facility
	record keeping

	42. Open Burning
	§ 42.1 Burning of Combustibles

§ 42.4 Open burning
	yes
	entire facility
	record keeping

	43. Odors In the Ambient Air
	§ 43.1 Prohibitions
	yes
	entire facility
	record keeping

	60. Evaporation and Leakage
	all subsections
	yes
	entire facility
	record keeping

	70. Emergency Procedures
	all subsections
	yes
	entire facility
	record keeping

	80. Circumvention
	all subsections
	yes
	entire facility
	record keeping

	90. Fugitive Dust, Open Areas and Vacant Lots
	all applicable subsections
	no
	entire facility
	record keeping and records

	91. Fugitive Dust, Unpaved Roads, Unpaved Alleys and Unpaved Easement Roads
	all applicable subsections
	no
	entire facility
	record keeping and records

	92. Fugitive Dust, Unpaved Parking Lots
	all applicable subsections
	no
	entire facility
	record keeping and records

	93. Fugitive Dust, Paved Roads and Street Sweeping Equipment
	all applicable subsections
	no
	entire facility
	record keeping and records

	94. Permitting and Dust Control for Construction Activities
	all applicable subsections
	no
	entire facility
	record keeping and records


E.   Federal Requirementstc "E.  Federal Applicable Requirements" \f C \l 2
40 CFR PART 60-STANDARDS OF PERFORMANCE FOR NEW STATIONARY SOURCES (NSPS).

Chemical Lime Company, Apex Facility, and Granite Construction Company, Apex Facility, are subject to 40 CFR 60 Subparts A, Y, HH, and OOO.  Tables V-3 and V-4 below detail each emission unit and the applicable regulatory subparts for Granite Construction and Chemical Lime respectively.  The subsequent subsections of Section V-E detail the applicable subparts and relevant, but currently non-applicable subparts, at extensive length.

Table V-3:  Emission Units and Applicable Subparts for Granite Construction Company

	EU#
	  Description
	Applicable Subpart

	A4
	Vibrating Feeder
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO

	A5
	Jaw Crusher 013
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO

	A6
	Conveyor 450 (negative pressure)
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO

	A7
	Screen 014 (baghouse)
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO

	A9
	Conveyor 451 to Conveyor 452
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO

	A10
	Conveyor 452 to Screen  (negative pressure)
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO

	A11
	Screen 070 (baghouse)
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO

	A12
	Conveyor 454 to Stacker 456
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO

	A14
	Crusher 014 (baghouse)
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO

	A15
	Conveyor 459 to Conveyor 460
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO

	A16
	Conveyor 460 to Screen 071 (negative pressure)
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO

	A17
	Screen 071 (baghouse)
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO

	A18
	Conveyor 453 to Conveyor 455
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO

	A19
	Conveyor 455 to Crusher 052 (negative pressure)
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO

	A20
	Crusher 052 (baghouse)
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO

	A21
	Conveyor 457 to Conveyor 458
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO

	A22
	Conveyor 458 to Screen 070 (negative pressure)
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO

	A23
	Conveyor 483 to Conveyor 461
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO

	A24
	Conveyor 461 to Conveyor 464
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO

	A25
	Conveyor 484 to Conveyor 464
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO

	A26
	Conveyor 464 to Conveyor 465
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO

	A27
	3 Bin Feeder to Conveyor 474
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO

	A28
	Conveyor 474 to Conveyor 465
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO

	A29
	Conveyor 465 to Conveyor 444
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO

	A30
	Conveyor 444 to Screen 069
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO

	A31
	Screen 069
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO

	A32
	Conveyor 447 to Conveyor 442
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO

	A33
	Conveyor 442 to Crusher 053
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO

	A34
	Crusher 053
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO

	A35
	Conveyor 472 to Conveyor 473
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO

	A36
	Conveyor 473 to Conveyor 449
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO

	A37
	Conveyor 477 to Conveyor 449
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO

	A38
	Conveyor 449 to Screen 072 
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO

	A39
	Screen A37
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO

	A41
	Conveyor 481 to Stacker 475
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO

	A43
	Conveyor 468 to Stacker 469
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO

	A45
	Conveyor 462 to Stacker 463
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO

	A47
	Conveyor 471 to Crusher 053
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO

	AOS1
	Conveyor 480 to Conveyor 465  
	Subpart A, Subpart OOO


Table V-4:  Emission Units and Applicable Subparts for Chemical Lime Company 

	EU#
	  Description
	Applicable Subpart

	P104
	BC-103 Closed Stone Transfer Point (1996)
	  Subpart A, Subpart OOO

	P105
	BC-104 Closed Stone Transfer Point (1996)
	  Subpart A, Subpart OOO

	P106
	VS-202 Screening Stone (1996)
	  Subpart A, Subpart OOO

	P107
	VS-203 Screening Stone (1996)
	  Subpart A, Subpart OOO

	P108
	BC-204 Closed Stone Transfer Point (1996)
	  Subpart A, Subpart OOO

	P109
	CC-201 Crushing Stone (1996)
	  Subpart A, Subpart OOO

	P110
	BC-225 Closed Stone Transfer Point (1996)
	  Subpart A, Subpart OOO

	P112
	BN-226Closed Stone Transfer Point (1996)
	  Subpart A, Subpart OOO

	P114
	BC-205 Closed Stone (1996)
	  Subpart A, Subpart OOO

	P115
	BC-236 Closed Stone Transfer Point (new)
	  Subpart A, Subpart OOO

	P116
	BC-237 Open Stone Transfer Point (new)
	  Subpart A, Subpart OOO

	P117
	BC-208 Closed Stone Transfer Point (1996)
	  Subpart A, Subpart OOO 

	P118
	BC-235 Open Stone Transfer Point (1998)
	  Subpart A, Subpart OOO

	P119
	BC-Coarse 2 (1998)
	  Subpart A, Subpart OOO

	P120
	BC-206 Closed Stone Transfer Point (1996)
	  Subpart A, Subpart OOO

	P121
	BC-207 Open Stone Transfer Point (1996)
	  Subpart A, Subpart OOO

	P122
	BC-209 Closed Stone Transfer Point (1996)
	  Subpart A, Subpart OOO

	P123
	BC-210 Open Stone Transfer Point (1996)
	  Subpart A, Subpart OOO

	P124
	SR-BC-02 Open Stone Transfer Point (new) 
	  Subpart A, Subpart OOO

	P125
	SR-BC-03 Screening Stone (new)
	  Subpart A, Subpart OOO

	P126
	SR-SB-06 Open Stone Transfer Point (new) 
	  Subpart A, Subpart OOO

	P127
	SR-BC-04 Open Stone Transfer Point (new)
	  Subpart A, Subpart OOO

	P128
	SR-BC-05 Open Stone Transfer Point (new)
	  Subpart A, Subpart OOO

	P128a
	BC-Future 3 Open Stone Transfer Pt (new) 
	  Subpart A, Subpart OOO

	P129
	Dolo Belt Open Stone Transfer Pt (new)
	  Subpart A, Subpart OOO

	R115
	BC-217 Closed Stone Transfer Point (1996)
	  Subpart A, Subpart OOO

	R116
	BC-224 Closed Stone Transfer Point (1996)
	  Subpart A, Subpart OOO

	R117
	VS-229 Screening Stone (1996)
	  Subpart A, Subpart OOO

	R118
	BC-231 Closed Stone Transfer Point (1996)
	  Subpart A, Subpart OOO

	R119
	BC-230 Closed Stone Transfer Point (1996)
	  Subpart A, Subpart OOO

	R120
	SB-04 Closed Stone Transfer Point (1996)
	  Subpart A, Subpart OOO

	K402
	K4-KN-305 Rotary Kiln 4 (baghouse K4-DC-316) (1996)
	  Subpart A, Subpart HH

	D101
	D-BN-201 Open Stone Transfer Point (1995)
	  Subpart A, Subpart OOO

	D102
	D-BC-202 Open Stone Transfer Point (1995)
	  Subpart A, Subpart OOO

	D103
	D-BC-207 Open Stone Transfer Point (1995)
	  Subpart A, Subpart OOO

	D104
	D-VS-208 Screening Stone (1995)
	  Subpart A, Subpart OOO

	D105
	D-BC-209 Open Stone Transfer Point (1995)
	  Subpart A, Subpart OOO

	D106
	D-BE-210 Open Stone Transfer Point (1995)
	  Subpart A, Subpart OOO

	D107
	D-BN-211 Open Stone Transfer Point (1995)
	  Subpart A, Subpart OOO

	D109
	D-BC-213 Open Stone Transfer Point (1995)
	  Subpart A, Subpart OOO

	F101
	HO-40, 41 Fuel Transfer (enclosed) (1975)
	  Subpart A, Subpart Y

	F102
	BC-40 Fuel Transfer (sealed) (1975)
	  Subpart A, Subpart Y

	F103
	BC-44 Fuel Transfer (1975)
	  Subpart A, Subpart Y

	F104
	CR-40 Fuel Crushing (enclosed) (1975)
	  Subpart A, Subpart Y

	F105
	SC-44 Fuel Transfer (enclosed) (1975)
	  Subpart A, Subpart Y

	LD3
	Loader Loading Fuel Transfer (1975)
	  Subpart A, Subpart Y

	LD3a
	Loader Unloading Fuel Transfer (1975)
	  Subpart A, Subpart Y

	F106
	BN-41 Bin Feeding (1975)
	  Subpart A, Subpart Y

	F107
	BC-41 Fuel Transfer (1975)
	  Subpart A, Subpart Y

	F108
	CM-41 Crushing Fuel  (sealed) (1975)
	  Subpart A, Subpart Y

	F109
	SC-41 Fuel Transfer (sealed) (1990)
	  Subpart A, Subpart Y

	F110
	Reject Bin 1 Bin Feeding (1975)
	  Subpart A, Subpart Y

	F111
	Reject Bin 1 Loadout Fuel Transfer (1975)
	  Subpart A, Subpart Y

	F112
	BN-42 Bin Feeding (enclosed)  (1975)
	  Subpart A, Subpart Y

	F113
	BC-42 Fuel Transfer (1975)
	  Subpart A, Subpart Y

	F114
	CM-42 Crushing Fuel (sealed) (1975)
	  Subpart A, Subpart Y

	F115
	SC-42 Fuel Transfer (sealed) (1990)
	  Subpart A, Subpart Y

	F116
	Reject Bin 2 Bin Feeding (1975)
	  Subpart A, Subpart Y

	F117
	Reject Bin 2 Loadout Fuel Transfer (1975)
	  Subpart A, Subpart Y

	F118
	BN-43 Bin Feeding (enclosed) (1975)
	  Subpart A, Subpart Y

	F119
	BC-43 Fuel Transfer (1975)
	  Subpart A, Subpart Y

	F120
	CM-43 Crushing Fuel (sealed) (1975)
	  Subpart A, Subpart Y

	F121
	SC-43 Fuel Transfer (sealed) (1986)
	  Subpart A, Subpart Y

	F122
	Reject Bin 3 Bin Feeding (1975)
	  Subpart A, Subpart Y

	F123
	Reject Bin 3 Loadout Fuel Transfer (1975)
	  Subpart A, Subpart Y

	F125
	K4-SC-402 Fuel Transfer (sealed) (1996)
	  Subpart A, Subpart Y

	F126
	K4-BN-404 Bin Feeding (baghouse K4-DC-421) (1996)
	  Subpart A, Subpart Y

	F127
	K4-BN-406 Bin Feeding (baghouse K4-DC-421) (1996)
	  Subpart A, Subpart Y

	F128
	K4-WF-408 Fuel Transfer (1996)
	  Subpart A, Subpart Y

	F129
	K4-WF-409 Fuel Transfer (1996)
	  Subpart A, Subpart Y

	F130
	K4-BC-410 Fuel Transfer (1996)
	  Subpart A, Subpart Y

	F131
	K4-CM-413 Fuel Crushing (sealed) (1996)
	  Subpart A, Subpart Y

	F132
	K4-SC-419 Fuel Transfer (1996)
	  Subpart A, Subpart Y

	F133
	Reject Bin 4 Bin Feeding (1996)
	  Subpart A, Subpart Y

	F134
	Reject Bin 4 Loadout Fuel Transfer (1996)
	  Subpart A, Subpart Y


1)  Subpart A - General Provisions

§ 60.1
Applicability.

(a)
Except as provided in subparts B and C, the provisions of this part apply to the owner or operator of any stationary source which contains an affected facility, the construction or modification of which is commenced after the date of publication in this part of any standard (or, if earlier, the date of publication of any proposed standard) applicable to that facility.

(b)
Any new or revised standard of performance promulgated pursuant to section 111(b) of the Act shall apply to the owner or operator of any stationary source which contains an affected facility, the construction or modification of which is commenced after the date of publication in this part of such new or revised standard (or, if earlier, the date of publication of any proposed standard) applicable to that facility.

(c)
In addition to complying with the provisions of this part, the owner or operator of an affected facility may be required to obtain an operating permit issued to stationary sources by an authorized State air pollution control agency or by the Administrator of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) pursuant to Title V of the Clean Air Act (Act) as amended November 15, 1990 (42 U.S.C. 7661). For more information about obtaining an operating permit see part 70 of this chapter. [Part 60]

[40 FR 53346, Nov. 17, 1975, as amended at 55 FR 51382, Dec. 13, 1990; 59 FR 12427, Mar. 16, 1994]    
       § 60.2 
Definitions.


The definitions provide, in part, the following:

Part 70 permit  means any permit issued, renewed, or revised pursuant to part 70 of this chapter.

Title V permit means any permit issued, renewed, or revised pursuant to Federal or State regulations established to implement title V of the Act (42 U.S.C. 7661).  A title V permit issued by a State permitting authority is called a part 70 permit in this part.


DISCUSSION: 

This facility is subject to NSPS.  The facility is subject to subparts Y, HH, and OOO.  The applicability of each will be discussed in more detail below.

       § 60.7
Notification and Record Keeping

Notification and record keeping requires notification to DAQEM of modifications, opacity testing, records of malfunctions of either process equipment and/or continuous monitoring device, CEMS data, and performance test data. These requirements are found in the Part 70 OP in Sections III-C, III-D, III-E, III-F, III-G, and III-H.  

DAQEM requires records to be maintained for five years, a more stringent requirement than the two years required by §60.7.

        § 60.8 Performance Tests

Performance tests requirements are found in the Part 70 OP in Section III-G. Notice of intent to test, the applicable test methods, acceptable test method operating conditions and the requirement for three runs are outlined in this regulation. [Part 60] DAQEM conditions for initial performance testing are identical to §60.8. DAQEM also requires periodic performance testing on emission units based upon throughput or usage and the lack of other compliance demonstration methods. Performance testing is discussed in this document in Section IV-D.  More discussion is in this document under the compliance section.

        § 60.11 Compliance with standards and maintenance requirements

(a)
Compliance with standards in this part, [Part 60] other than opacity standards, shall be determined only by performance tests established by §60.8, unless otherwise specified in the applicable standard. 

(b)
Compliance with opacity standards in this part [Part 60] shall be determined by conducting observations in accordance with Reference Method 9 in appendix A of this part [Part 60], any alternative method that is approved by the Administrator, or as provided in paragraph (e)(5) of this section. For purposes of determining initial compliance, the minimum total time of observations shall be 3 hours (30 6-minute averages) for the performance test or other set of observations (meaning those fugitive-type emission sources subject only to an opacity standard).

(c)
The opacity standards set forth in this part shall apply at all times except during periods of startup, shutdown, malfunction, and as otherwise provided in the applicable standard.

DISCUSSION:

Section 26 of the AQR is more stringent than the federal opacity standards, setting a maximum of 20 percent obscurity in any three minute period. Section 26.1 does include (c) above as an exception to the more stringent local rule.

(d)
At all times, including periods of startup, shutdown, and malfunction, owners and operators shall, to the extent practicable, maintain and operate any affected facility including associated air pollution control equipment in a manner consistent with good air pollution control practice for minimizing emissions. Determination of whether acceptable operating and maintenance procedures are being used will be based on information available to the Administrator which may include, but is not limited to, monitoring results, opacity observations, review of operating and maintenance procedures, and inspection of the source.

DISCUSSION:

This is reflected, among other places, in Condition III-E-4 in the Part 70 OP.  More discussion is in this document under the compliance section.

           § 60.12 Circumvention 

The Circumvention prohibition is also reflected in local rule §80.1.

§ 60.13 Monitoring requirements
This section requires that performance testing meet all of the applicable 40 CFR Part 70 requirements, as well as the requirements of the related appendices, including standards of operation, testing criteria, and performance criteria.  Section III-G and III-H of the Part 70 permit specifically contains these performance conditions.

2)  Subpart OOO Standards of Performance for Nonmetallic Mineral Processing Plants

Source: 62 FR 31351, June 9, 1997.

§ 60.670
Applicability and designation of affected facility.

(a)

(1)
Except as provided in paragraphs (a)(2), (b), (c), and (d) of this section, the provisions of this subpart are applicable to the following affected facilities in fixed or portable nonmetallic mineral processing plants: each crusher, grinding mill, screening operation, bucket elevator, belt conveyor, bagging operation, storage bin, enclosed truck or railcar loading station. Also, crushers and grinding mills at hot mix asphalt facilities that reduce the size of nonmetallic minerals embedded in recycled asphalt pavement and subsequent affected facilities up to, but not including, the first storage silo or bin are subject to the provisions of this subpart.  

(2)
The provisions of this subpart do not apply to the following operations: All facilities located in underground mines; and stand-alone screening operations at plants without crushers or grinding mills.  

(b)
An affected facility that is subject to the provisions of subpart F or I or that follows in the plant process any facility subject to the provisions of subparts F or I of this part is not subject to the provisions of this subpart.
(c)

(1)
When an existing facility is replaced by a piece of equipment of equal or smaller size, as defined in §60.671, having the same function as the existing facility, the new facility is exempt from the provisions of §§60.672, 60.674, and 60.675 except as provided for in paragraph (d)(3) of this section.

(2)
An owner or operator complying with paragraph (d)(1) of this section shall submit the information required in § 60.676(a).

(3)
An owner or operator replacing all existing facilities in a production line with new facilities does not qualify for the exemption described in paragraph (d)(1) of this section and must comply with the provisions of §§60.672, 60.674 and 60.675.

(d)
An affected facility under paragraph (a) of this section that commences construction, reconstruction, or modification after August 31, 1983 is subject to the requirements of this part.
§ 60.672
Standard for particulate matter.

(a)
On and after the date on which the performance test required to be conducted by §60.8 is completed, no owner or operator subject to the provisions of this subpart shall cause to be discharged into the atmosphere from any transfer point on belt conveyors or from any other affected facility any stack emissions which:

(1)
Contain particulate matter in excess of 0.05 g/dscm; or

(2)
Exhibit greater than 7 percent opacity, unless the stack emissions are discharged from an affected facility using a wet scrubbing control device. Facilities using a wet scrubber must comply with the reporting provisions of §60.676 (c), (d), and (e).

(b)
On and after the sixtieth day after achieving the maximum production rate at which the affected facility will be operated, but not later than 180 days after initial startup, no owner or operator subject to the provisions of this subpart shall cause to be discharged into the atmosphere from any transfer point on belt conveyors or from any other affected facility any fugitive emissions which exhibit greater than 10 percent opacity, except as provided in paragraphs (c), (d) and (e) of this section. 

(c)
On and after the sixtieth day after achieving the maximum production rate at which the affected facility will be operated, but not later than 180 days after initial startup, no owner or operator shall cause to be discharged into the atmosphere from any crusher, at which a capture system is not used, fugitive emissions which exhibit greater than 15 percent opacity.

(d)
Truck dumping of nonmetallic minerals into any screening operation, feed hopper, or crusher is exempt from the requirements of this section.

(e)
If any transfer point on a conveyor belt or any other affected facility is enclosed in a building, then each enclosed affected facility must comply with the emission limits in paragraphs (a), (b) and (c) of this section, or the building enclosing the affected facility or facilities must comply with the following emission limits:

(1)
No owner or operator shall cause to be discharged into the atmosphere from any building enclosing any transfer point on a conveyor belt or any other affected facility any visible fugitive emissions except emissions from a vent as defined in §60.671.

(2)
No owner or operator shall cause to be discharged into the atmosphere from any vent of any building enclosing any transfer point on a conveyor belt or any other affected facility emissions which exceed the stack emissions limits in paragraph (a) of this section.

§ 60.675
Test methods and procedures.

(a)
In conducting the performance tests required in §60.8, the owner or operator shall use as reference methods and procedures the test methods in appendix A of this part [Part 60] or other methods and procedures as specified in this section, except as provided in §§60.8(b). Acceptable alternative methods and procedures are given in paragraph (e) of this section.

(b)
The owner or operator shall determine compliance with the particulate matter standards in §§60.272(a) as follows:

(1)
Method 5 or Method 17 shall be used to determine the particulate matter concentration. The sample volume shall be at least 1.70 dscm (60 dscf). For Method 5, if the gas stream being sampled is at ambient temperature, the sampling probe and filter may be operated without heaters. If the gas stream is above ambient temperature, the sampling probe and filter may be operated at a temperature high enough, but no higher than 121 oC (250 oF), to prevent water condensation on the filter.

(2)
Method 9 and the procedures in §60.11 shall be used to determine opacity.

(c)
In determining compliance with the particulate standards §60.672 (b) and (c), the owner or operator shall use Method 9 and the procedures in §60.11, with the following additions:

(1)
The minimum distance between the observer and the emission source shall be 4.57 meters (15 feet).

(2)
The observer shall, when possible, select a position that minimizes interference from other fugitive emission sources (e.g., road dust). The required observer position relative to the sun (Method 9, Section 2.1) must be followed.

(3)
For affected facilities using wet dust suppression for particulate matter control, a visible mist is sometimes generated by the spray. The water mist must not be confused with particulate matter emissions and is not to be considered a visible emission. When a water mist of this nature is present, the observation of emissions is to be made at a point in the plume where the mist is no longer visible.

(d)
In determining compliance with §§60.672(e), the owner or operator shall use Method 22 to determine fugitive emissions. The performance test shall be conducted while all affected facilities inside the building are operating. The performance test for each building shall be at least 75 minutes in duration, with each side of the building and the roof being observed for at least 15 minutes.

(e)
The owner or operator may use the following as alternatives to the reference methods and procedures specified in this section:
(1)
For the method and procedure of paragraph (c) of this section, if emissions from two or more facilities continuously interfere so that the opacity of fugitive emissions from an individual affected facility cannot be read, either of the following procedures may be used:

(i)
Use for the combined emission stream the highest fugitive opacity standard applicable to any of the individual affected facilities contributing to the emissions stream.

(ii)
Separate the emissions so that the opacity of emissions from each affected facility can be read.

(f)
To comply with §§60.676(d), the owner or operator shall record the measurements as required in §§60.676(c) using the monitoring devices in §60.674 (a) and (b) during each particulate matter run and shall determine the averages.

[54 FR 6680, Feb. 14, 1989]

§ 60.676
Reporting and record keeping

(a)
Each owner or operator seeking to comply with §§60.670(d) shall submit to the Administrator the following information about the existing facility being replaced and the replacement piece of equipment.

(1)
For a crusher, grinding mill, bucket elevator, bagging operation, or enclosed truck or railcar loading station:

(i)
The rated capacity in tons per hour of the existing facility being replaced and

(ii)
The rated capacity in tons per hour of the replacement equipment.
(2)
For a screening operation:

(i)
The total surface area of the top screen of the existing screening operation being replaced and

(ii)
The total surface area of the top screen of the replacement screening operation.

(3)
For a conveyor belt:

(i)
The width of the existing belt being replaced and

(ii)
The width of the replacement conveyor belt.


(4)
For a storage bin:

(i)
The rated capacity in tons of the existing storage bin being replaced and

(ii)
The rated capacity in tons of replacement storage bins.

b)
Each owner or operator seeking to comply with §§60.670(d) shall submit the following data to the Director of the Emission Standards and Engineering Division, (MD-13), U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Research Triangle Park, North Carolina 27711.

(1)
The information described in §§60.676(a).

(2)
A description of the control device used to reduce particulate matter emissions from the existing facility and a list of all other pieces of equipment controlled by the same control device; and

(3)
The estimated age of the existing facility.

(c)
During the initial performance test of a wet scrubber, and daily thereafter, the owner or operator shall record the measurements of both the change in pressure of the gas stream across the scrubber and the scrubbing liquid flow rate.

(d)
After the initial performance test of a wet scrubber, the owner or operator shall submit semiannual reports to the Administrator of occurrences when the measurements of the scrubber pressure loss (or gain) and liquid flow rate differ by more than ±30 percent from the averaged determined during the most recent performance test.

(e)
The reports required under paragraph (d) shall be postmarked within 30 days following end of the second and fourth calendar quarters.

(f)
The owner or operator of any affected facility shall submit written reports of the results of all performance tests conducted to demonstrate compliance with the standards set forth in §60.672, including reports of opacity observations made using Method 9 to demonstrate compliance with §60.672 (b) and (c) and reports of observations using Method 22 to demonstrate compliance with §§60.672(e).

(g)
The requirements of this paragraph remain in force until and unless the Agency, in delegating enforcement authority to a State under section 111(c) of the Act, approves reporting requirements or an alternative means of compliance surveillance adopted by such States. In that event, affected sources within the State will be relieved of the obligation to comply with paragraphs (a), (c), (d), (e), and (f) of this section, provided that they comply with requirements established by the State. Compliance with paragraph (b) of this section will still be required.

[51 FR 31337, Aug. 1, 1985, as amended at 54 FR 6680, Feb. 14, 1989]

DISCUSSION:  

Chemical Lime Company, Apex Facility, and Granite Construction Company, Apex Facility, are subject to Subpart OOO - Standards of Performance for Nonmetallic Mineral Processing Plants.  These requirements were discussed in the TSD Part IV D above and will be discussed in more details in the Compliance Section below.  Testing methods, emission limits, record keeping and reporting are included as conditions in the Title V Part 70 OP, Sections III-C, D, E, F, and G.  Chemical Lime and Granite Construction, as denoted in C-10, will pursuant to  §60.672 (a)(1), not discharge into the air any emissions containing particulate matter in excess of 0.05 g/dscm (0.022 gr/dscf).  

3)   40 CFR §  60 Subpart HH - 
§  60.340  Applicability and designation of affected facility. 
(a) The provisions of this subpart are applicable to each rotary lime kiln used in the manufacture of lime. 

§  60.341  Definitions. 
As used in this subpart, all terms not defined herein shall have the same meaning given them in the Act and in the General Provisions. 
(a) Lime manufacturing plant means any plant which uses a rotary lime kiln to produce lime product from limestone by calcination. 

(b) Lime product means the product of the calcination process including, but not limited to, calcitic lime, dolomitic lime, and dead-burned dolomite. 

(c) Positive-pressure fabric filter means a fabric filter with the fans on the upstream side of the filter bags. 

(d) Rotary lime kiln means a unit with an inclined rotating drum that is used to produce a lime product from limestone by calcination. 

(e) Stone feed means limestone feedstock and millscale or other iron oxide additives that become part of the product. 

§  60.342  Standard for particulate matter. 
(a) On and after the date on which the performance test required to be conducted by § 60.8 is completed, no owner or operator subject to the provisions of this subpart shall cause to be discharged into the atmosphere from any rotary lime kiln any gases which: 

(1) Contain particulate matter in excess of 0.30 kilogram per megagram (0.60 lb/ton) of stone feed. 

(2) Exhibit greater than 15 percent opacity when exiting from a dry emission control device. 

§  60.343  Monitoring of emissions and operations. 
(a) The owner or operator of a facility that is subject to the provisions of this subpart shall install, calibrate, maintain, and operate a continuous monitoring system, except as provided in paragraphs (b) and (c) of this section, to monitor and record the opacity of a representative portion of the gases discharged into the atmosphere from any rotary lime kiln. The span of this system shall be set at 40 percent opacity. 

(b) The owner or operator of any rotary lime kiln having a control device with a multiple stack exhaust or a roof monitor may, in lieu of the continuous opacity monitoring requirement of §  60.343(a), monitor visible emissions at least once per day of operation by using a certified visible emissions observer who, for each site where visible emissions are observed, will perform three Method 9 tests and record the results. Visible emission observations shall occur during normal operation of the rotary lime kiln at least once per day. For at least three 6-minute periods, the opacity shall be recorded for any point(s) where visible emissions are observed, and the corresponding feed rate of the kiln shall also be recorded. Records shall be maintained of any 6-minute average that is in excess of the emissions specified in § 60.342(a) of this subpart. 
(c) The owner or operator of any rotary lime kiln using a wet scrubbing emission control device subject to the provisions of this subpart shall not be required to monitor the opacity of the gases discharged as required in paragraph (a) of this section, but shall install, calibrate, maintain, operate, and record the resultant information from the following continuous monitoring devices: 

(1) A monitoring device for the continuous measurement of the pressure loss of the gas stream through the scrubber. The monitoring device must be accurate within ±250 pascals (one inch of water). 

(2) A monitoring device for continuous measurement of the scrubbing liquid supply pressure to the control device. The monitoring device must be accurate within ±5 percent of the design scrubbing liquid supply pressure. 
(d) For the purpose of conducting a performance test under §  60.8, the owner or operator of any lime manufacturing plant subject to the provisions of this subpart shall install, calibrate, maintain, and operate a device for measuring the mass rate of stone feed to any affected rotary lime kiln. The measuring device used must be accurate to within ±5 percent of the mass rate over its operating range. 

(e) For the purpose of reports required under §  60.7(c), periods of excess emissions that shall be reported are defined as all 6-minute periods during which the average opacity of the visible emissions from any lime kiln subject to paragraph (a) of this subpart is greater than 15 percent or, in the case of wet scrubbers, any period in which the scrubber pressure drop or scrubbing liquid supply pressure is greater than 30 percent below that established during the performance test. If visible emission observations are made according to paragraph (b) of this section, reports of excess emissions shall be submitted semiannually. 
§  60.344  Test methods and procedures. 
(a) In conducting the performance tests required in §  60.8, the owner or operator shall use as reference methods and procedures the test methods in appendix A of this part or other methods and procedures as specified in this section, except as provided in §  60.8(b). 

DISCUSSION:

Subpart HH applies to kiln 4 at the Chemical Lime Company, Apex Facility, for both opacity and particulate matter, as specified to in Section III-C of the Title V OP.  Additionally, Subpart HH requires a COMs/CEMs be placed on kiln 4 at the Chemical Lime facility.  The COMs/CEMs requirements for kiln 4 are denoted, in large part, in Section III-H of the Title V OP.  


4)  40 CFR §  60 Subpart Y            

§  60.250  Applicability and designation of affected facility. 
(a)     The provisions of this subpart are applicable to any of the following affected facilities in coal preparation plants which process more than 181 Mg (200 tons) per day: Thermal dryers, pneumatic coal-cleaning equipment (air tables), coal processing and conveying equipment (including breakers and crushers), coal storage systems, and coal transfer and loading systems. 

(b)        Any facility under paragraph (a) of this section that commences construction or modification after October 24, 1974, is subject to the requirements of this subpart. 

§  60.251  Definitions. 
As used in this subpart, all terms not defined herein have the meaning given them in the Act and in subpart A of this part. 

(a) Coal preparation plant means any facility (excluding underground mining operations) which prepares coal by one or more of the following processes: breaking, crushing, screening, wet or dry cleaning, and thermal drying. 

(b) Bituminous coal means solid fossil fuel classified as bituminous coal by ASTM Designation D388-77, 90, 91, 95, or 98a (incorporated by reference -- see §  60.17). 

(c) Coal means all solid fossil fuels classified as anthracite, bituminous, subbituminous, or lignite by ASTM Designation D388-77, 90, 91, 95, or 98a (incorporated by reference -- see §  60.17). 

(d) Cyclonic flow means a spiraling movement of exhaust gases within a duct or stack. 

(e) Thermal dryer means any facility in which the moisture content of bituminous coal is reduced by contact with a heated gas stream which is exhausted to the atmosphere. 

(f) Pneumatic coal-cleaning equipment means any facility which classifies bituminous coal by size or separates bituminous coal from refuse by application of air stream(s). 

(g) Coal processing and conveying equipment means any machinery used to reduce the size of coal or to separate coal from refuse, and the equipment used to convey coal to or remove coal and refuse from the machinery. This includes, but is not limited to, breakers, crushers, screens, and conveyor belts. 

(h) Coal storage system means any facility used to store coal except for open storage piles. 

(i)  Transfer and loading system means any facility used to transfer and load coal for shipment. 

§  60.252  Standards for particulate matter. 
(a) On and after the date on which the performance test required to be conducted by §  60.8 is completed, an owner or operator subject to the provisions of this subpart shall not cause to be discharged into the atmosphere from any thermal dryer gases which: 

(1) Contain particulate matter in excess of 0.070 g/dscm (0.031 gr/dscf). 

(2)  Exhibit 20 percent opacity or greater. 

(b) On and after the date on which the performance test required to be conducted by §  60.8 is completed, an owner or operator subject to the provisions of this subpart shall not cause to be discharged into the atmosphere from any pneumatic coal cleaning equipment, gases which: 

(1) Contain particulate matter in excess of 0.040 g/dscm (0.017 gr/dscf). 

(2) Exhibit 10 percent opacity or greater. 

(c) On and after the date on which the performance test required to be conducted by §  60.8 is completed, an owner or operator subject to the provisions of this subpart shall not cause to be discharged into the atmosphere from any coal processing and conveying equipment, coal storage system, or coal transfer and loading system processing coal, gases which exhibit 20 percent opacity or greater. 

§  60.253  Monitoring of operations. 
(a) The owner or operator of any thermal dryer shall install, calibrate, maintain, and continuously operate monitoring devices as follows: 

(1) A monitoring device for the measurement of the temperature of the gas stream at the exit of the thermal dryer on a continuous basis. The monitoring device is to be certified by the manufacturer to be accurate within ±1.7 °C (±3 °F). 

(2) For affected facilities that use venturi scrubber emission control equipment: 

(i) A monitoring device for the continuous measurement of the pressure loss through the venturi constriction of the control equipment. The monitoring device is to be certified by the manufacturer to be accurate within ±1 inch water gauge. 

(ii) A monitoring device for the continuous measurement of the water supply pressure to the control equipment. The monitoring device is to be certified by the manufacturer to be accurate within ±5 percent of design water supply pressure. The pressure sensor or tap must be located close to the water discharge point. The Administrator may be consulted for approval of alternative locations. 

(b) All monitoring devices under paragraph (a) of this section are to be recalibrated annually in accordance with procedures under §  60.13(b). 
§  60.254  Test methods and procedures. 
(a) In conducting the performance tests required in § 60.8, the owner or operator shall use as reference methods and procedures the test methods in appendix A of this part or other methods and procedures as specified in this section, except as provided in § 60.8(b). 

(b) The owner or operator shall determine compliance with the particular matter standards in § 60.252 as follows: 

(1) Method 5 shall be used to determine the particulate matter concentration. The sampling time and sample volume for each run shall be at least 60 minutes and 0.85 dscm (30 dscf). Sampling shall begin no less than 30 minutes after startup and shall terminate before shutdown procedures begin. 

(2) Method 9 and the procedures in § 60.11 shall be used to determine opacity. 

DISCUSSION:


Subpart Y applies to Chemical Lime Company’s solid fuel handling emission units.  As denoted in Section III-C of the Title V OP, Chemical Lime Company will be subject to the 20 percent opacity standards of NSPS Subpart Y.


5)  40 CFR § 63.43 :  Maximum Available Control Technology (MACT) 
(a)
Applicability. The requirements of this section apply to an owner or operator who constructs or reconstructs a major source of HAP subject to a case-by-case determination of maximum achievable control technology pursuant to §  63.42(c). 
(b)
Requirements for constructed and reconstructed major sources. When a case-by-case determination of MACT is required by §  63.42(c), the owner and operator shall obtain from the permitting authority an approved MACT determination according to one of the review options contained in paragraph (c) of this section. 

(c)
Review options. (1) When the permitting authority requires the owner or operator to obtain, or revise, a permit issued pursuant to title V of the Act before construction or reconstruction of the major source, or when the permitting authority allows the owner or operator at its discretion to obtain or revise such a permit before construction or reconstruction, and the owner or operator elects that option, the owner or operator shall follow the administrative procedures in the program approved under title V of the Act (or in other regulations issued pursuant to title V of the Act, where applicable). 

A MACT analysis is applicable to “any stationary source or group of stationary sources located within a contiguous area under common control that emits or has the potential to emit, considering controls, in the aggregate, 10 tons per year of any hazardous air pollutant or 25 tons per year or more of any combination of hazardous air pollutants” [General Provisions to 40 CFR 63]

DISCUSSION:  


The following HAPs are emitted at the Chemical Lime Company, Apex Facility:

1.
HCI

2.
Benzene

3. Ethylbenzene

4. Formaldehyde

5. Hexane

6. Toluene

7. Xylenes

The HAP emission limitations are reflected in Table V-5.

Table V-5: Chemical Lime Company, Apex Facility, HAP Emissions Limitations (tons/year)
	HCl
	 Benzene
	Ethylbenzene
	Formaldehyde
	Hexane
	Toluene
	Xylenes
	Total  HAPs

	4.09
	0.35
	0.20
	3.82
	0.85
	0.37
	0.52
	10.30


A MACT analysis is not, at the present time, applicable to the Chemical Lime Company, Apex Facility, because it is not permitted to emit more than ten tons per year of any hazardous air pollutant or 25 tons per year or more of any combination of hazardous air pollutants.

           6)  40 CFR § 64: COMPLIANCE ASSURANCE MONITORING (CAM)

The Compliance Assurance Monitoring (CAM) Rule was enacted in response to the mandates of the 1990 Clean Air Act.  The CAM rule covers sources seeking a Part 70 Operating Permit if:

1)

the unit is subject to an emission standard or limitation for the applicable regulated air pollutant;

2)

the unit uses a control device to achieve compliance; and

3)

the pre-control potential to emit in tons per year would classify this unit as a major source. 

The rule requires that the owners/operators submit a CAM plan for each affected emission unit and controlled pollutant above the specified threshold.  In the CAM plan, the owners/operators must specify the parameters to be monitored, the performance indicators to assure the control device is operating properly, and the corrective action to be taken should the operating conditions drift beyond the stated performance range.  

The owners/operators may also have to perform testing in order to verify ranges and relationships.  In record keeping, the owners/operators must include all monitoring data, performance data, relevant maintenance, and corrective actions.  Finally, the owner/operator may be required to implement a Quality Improvement Plan (QIP) to reduce the number of excursions if they exceed a set percentage of the operating time for the reporting period.   

§ 64.1
 

Definitions


The following definitions apply to this part 70 permit.  

Control device means, in part, equipment, other than inherent process equipment, that is used to destroy or remove air pollutant(s) prior to discharge to the atmosphere.  For purposes of this part, a control device does not include passive control measures that act to prevent pollutants from forming, such as the use of seals, lids, or roofs to prevent the release of pollutants, use of low-polluting fuel or feedstocks, or the use of combustion or other process design features or characteristics.  

Continuous compliance determination method means a method, specified by the applicable standard or an applicable permit condition, which:  (1) is used to determine compliance with an emission limitation or standard on a continuous basis, consistent with the averaging period established for the emission limitation or standard; and (2) provides data either in units of the standard or correlated directly with the compliance limit. 
Emission limitation or standard means, in part, any applicable requirement that constitutes an emission limitation, emission standard, standard of performance or means of emission limitation as defined under the Act.  An emission limitation or standard may be expressed in terms of the pollutant, expressed either as a specific rate or quantity, rate or concentration of emissions or as the relationship of uncontrolled to controlled emissions.  An emission limitation or standard may also be expressed either as a work practice, process or control device parameter, or other form of specific design, equipment, operational, or operation and maintenance requirement.  

Exceedance shall mean a condition that is detected by monitoring that provides data in terms of an emission limitation or standard and that indicates that emissions (or opacity) are greater than the applicable emission limitation or standard (or less than the applicable standard in the case of a percent reduction requirement) consistent with any averaging period the results of the monitoring.


§ 64.2 


Applicability

(a)
General Applicability.  [T]he requirements of this part shall apply to a pollutant-specific emissions unit at a major source that is required to obtain a part 70 or 71 permit if the unit satisfies all of the following criteria:

(1)
The unit is subject to an emission limitation or standard for the applicable regulated air pollutant.

(2)
The unit uses a control device to achieve compliance with any such emissions limitation or standard.

(3)
The unit has a potential pre-control device emissions of the applicable regulated air pollutant that are equal to or greater than 100 percent of the amount in tons per year, required for a source to be classified as a major source.

(b)

Exemptions.  

(1)
Exempt emission limitations or standards.  

(i) Emission limitations or standards proposed by the Administrator after November 15, 1990 pursuant to section 111 or 112 of this Act.

(vi)
Emission limitations or standards for which a part 70 or 71 permit specifies a continuous compliance determination method, as defined in § 64.1

§ 64.4


Submittal Requirements

(a)      The owner or operator shall submit to the permitting authority monitoring that       satisfies the design requirements in § 64.3. 

§ 64.5


Deadlines for Submittals

(a)
For all pollutant-specific emission units with the potential to emit the applicable regulated air pollutant in an amount equal to or greater than 100 percent of the amount, in tons per year, required for a source to be classified as a major source, the owner or operator shall submit the information required under § 64.4 at the following times:

(1) On or after April 20, 1998, the owner or operator shall submit information as part of an application for an initial Part 70 or 71 permit if, by that date, the application either: (i) has not been filed; or (ii) has not yet been determined to be complete by the permitting authority.

(2) On or after April 20, 1998, the owner or operator shall submit information as part of an application for a significant permit revision under part 70 or 71 of this chapter, but only with respect to those pollutant-specific emission units for which the proposed permit revision is applicable.  

(3) The owner or operator shall submit any information not submitted under the deadlines set forth in paragraphs (a)(1) and (2) of this section as part of the application for the renewal of a part 70 or 71 permit.

(b)        For all other pollutant-specific emissions units subject to this part and not  subject to § 64.5(a), the owner or operator shall submit the information required under § 64.4 as part of an application for renewal of a part 70 or 71 permit.

(c)       . . .  [I]f a part 70 or 71 permit is reopened for cause by EPA or the permitting authority . . . the applicable agency may require the submittal of information under this section for those pollutant-specific emissions units that are subject to this part and that are affected by the permit reopening.

§ 64.6


Approval of monitoring

(a)
[T]he permitting authority shall act to approve the monitoring submitted by the owner or operator by confirming that the monitoring satisfies the requirements in § 64.3.

(b) In approving monitoring under this section, the permitting authority may condition        the approval on . . .required compliance or performance testing.

DISCUSSION:

a)  General CAM requirements

CAM is intended to provide for monitoring to assess compliance with emission limitations.  In general terms, CAM requirements apply only to those emission units that have some type of emission limitation, use a control device to comply with the limitations, and have a pre-control potential emission that exceeds the major source threshold for the particular controlled pollutant.  Certain specific exemptions may apply for emission units subject to other regulatory programs.  CAM requirements include the development of a monitoring program for a selection of parameters indicative of control device operability and performance and, therefore, compliance with an applicable emission limitation.

b)  CAM and Applicability to Chemical Lime 

Chemical Lime Company, Apex Facility, and Granite Construction Company, Apex Facility, are not presently subject to CAM because the initial permit application was filed on May 28, 1996, which is prior to April 20, 1998 filing requirement of § 64.5 (a).  Chemical Lime and Granite Construction, however, will be subject to CAM, at the latest, upon renewal.

Upon renewal, CAM will more than likely apply to all NSPS Subpart OOO, HH, and Y units.  40 CFR § 64.2 (b) exempts emission units which are subject to any NSPS part promulgated after November 15, 1990.  NSPS subparts OOO, HH, and Y were promulgated prior to 1990.

Kiln 4, which is subject to NSPS subpart HH, may be exempt from CAM requirements as denoted in § 64.2 (b)(vi) due to the COMS/CEMS requirement required by Section III-H of this Title V OP.

CAM, per § 64.5(a)(2), may apply sooner if Chemical Lime and Granite Construction submit information for a major permit revision.  However, here, CAM would only apply to those pollutant-specific emission units for which the proposed permit revision is applicable.

Finally, it should also be noted, in light of the fact that Chemical Lime has numerous fugitive emissions, that CAM does not apply to most fugitive emission sources. In 1998, the EPA denoted on page 4 (at 2.1.c) of “Summary of Comments and Responses on the Draft CAM Technical Guidance Document” that:

The CAM rule applies only to those emission units that are vented to a control device.  Fugitive sources which are not vented through a stack, chimney, vent, or similar opening (such as emissions from an unpaved road) to a control device are not subject to Part 64.  However, if the “fugitive” emission is a result of poor capture efficiency of process emissions that are intended to be collected an routed to the control device, CAM does apply. 

F.  Authority To Construct /Operating Permit Conditionstc "F.  Authority To Construct Conditions" \f C \l 2
Authority To Construct/OPERATING PERMIT, Modification SIX, issued 11/28/03.

The Part 70 OP contains methods to assure compliance with all applicable ATC/OP and/or OP conditions. This permit requires recording and reporting of hours of operation, consumption of materials and fuels, and maximum emission limits for emission units. 

G.  Section 16 Operating Permit Conditions tc "G.  Section 16 Operating Permit Conditions " \f C \l 2
DISCUSSION:
Authority To Construct/OPERATING PERMIT, issued 11/28/03.

VI.  Compliancetc "VI.  Compliance " \f C \l 1
A.  Compliance Plan and Compliance Certificationtc "A.  Compliance Plan and Compliance Certification" \f C \l 2
REGULATORY REQUIREMENTStc "REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS" \f C \l 3
The following details the requirements for submittal of a Compliance Plan and Compliance Certification in Part 70 OP Applications: 

19.3
Part 70 Permit Applications
19.3.3.4 The following air pollution control requirements:

(a)
Citation and description of all applicable requirements, including requirements applicable to emission units that cause the source to be subject to the Part 70 Program.

(b)
Description of or reference to any applicable test method for determining comcompliance with each applicable requirement.

p 19.3.3.8   A compliance plan for all Part 70 Sources shall contain the following:

(a)
A description of the compliance status of the source with respect to all applicable requirements.

(b)
A statement that the source will continue to comply with applicable requirements for which the source is in compliance.

(c)
For applicable requirements that become effective during the permit term, the compliance schedule shall include a statement that the source will meet such requirements in a timely manner including a more detailed schedule if expressly required by an applicable requirement.

(d)
A compliance schedule must be submitted for sources not in compliance with all applicable requirements at the time of permit issuance.  Such a schedule shall include a schedule of remedial measures, including an enforceable sequence of actions with milestones, leading to compliance with any applicable requirements for which the source will be in noncompliance at the time of permit issuance.  This compliance schedule shall resemble and be at least as stringent as that contained in any judicial consent decree or administrative order to which the source is subject.  Any such schedule of compliance shall be supplemental to, and shall not sanction noncompliance with, the applicable requirements on which it is based.

19.3.3.9      Requirements for compliance certification:

(a)
A certification of compliance with all applicable requirements by a Responsible Official shall be submitted to the Control Officer each year or more frequently if specified by the underlying applicable requirement.

(b)
A statement of methods used for determining compliance, including a description of monitoring, record keeping, and reporting requirements and test methods.

(c)
A schedule for submission of compliance certifications during the permit term.

(d)
A statement indicating the source's compliance status with any applicable enhanced monitoring and compliance certification requirements of the Act.

New Rule and Regulation Compliancetc "New Rule and Regulation Compliance" \f C \l 3
DAQEM has examined the Compliance Plan and Certification submitted by Chemical Lime Company, Apex Facility, and Granite Construction Company, Apex Facility.  It is imperative that Chemical Lime and Granite Construction:

1.
comply with new applicable requirements that become effective during the permit term;

2.
maintain compliance with existing and future permit conditions; and

3.
comply with, in a timely manner, all changes in applicable requirements.

Chemical Lime Company, Apex Facility, and Granite Construction Company, Apex Facility, is subject to the annual compliance certification requirements of the Act per Section 19.4.3.5 of AQR.

B.  Periodic Monitoring for Compliancetc "B.  Periodic Monitoring For Compliance" \f C \l 2
REGULATORY Requirementstc "REGULATORY Requirements" \f C \l 3
The following regulations provide the basis for the compliance assurance requirements:

Clean Air Act Section 504.  Permit Requirements and Conditionstc "Clean Air Act Section 504.  Permit Requirements and Conditions" \f C \l 4
(a)
CONDITIONS.—Each permit issued under this title shall include enforceable emission limitations and standards, a schedule of compliance, a requirement that the permittee submit to the permitting authority, no less often than every 6 months, the results of any required monitoring, and such other conditions as are necessary to assure compliance with applicable requirements of this Act, including the requirements of the applicable implementation plan.

(c)
INSPECTION, ENTRY MONITORING, CERTIFICATION, AND REPORTING.—Each permit issued under this title shall set forth inspection, entry, monitoring, compliance certification, and reporting requirements to assure compliance with the permit terms and conditions.  Such monitoring and reporting requirements shall conform to any applicable regulation under subsection (b).  Any report required to be submitted by a permit issued to a corporation under this title shall be signed by a responsible corporate official, who shall certify its accuracy.

Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations Part 70tc "Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations Part 70" \f C \l 4
§ 70.6

Permit Content

(a)
Standard permit requirements. Each permit issued under this part [Part 70] shall include the following elements:

(3)
Monitoring and related record keeping and reporting requirements.


              (i)
Each permit shall contain the following requirements with respect to    monitoring:

(A)
All emissions monitoring and analysis procedures or test methods required under the applicable requirements, including any procedures and methods promulgated pursuant to sections 114(a)(3) or 504(b) of the Act;

(B)
Where the applicable requirement does not require periodic testing or instrumental or noninstrumental monitoring (which may consist of record keeping designed to serve as monitoring), periodic monitoring sufficient to yield reliable data from the relevant time period that are representative of the source's compliance with the permit, as reported pursuant to paragraph (a)(3)(iii) of this section. Such monitoring requirements shall assure use of terms, test methods, units, averaging periods, and other statistical conventions consistent with the applicable requirement. Record keeping provisions may be sufficient to meet the requirements of this paragraph (a)(3)(i)(B) of this section; and 

(C)
As necessary, requirements concerning the use, maintenance, and, where appropriate, installation of monitoring equipment or methods.

(ii)
With respect to record keeping, the permit shall incorporate all applicable record keeping requirements and require, where applicable, the following:

(A)
Records of required monitoring information that include the following:

(1)
The date, place as defined in the permit, and time of sampling or measurements; 

(2)
The date(s) analyses were performed;

(3)
The company or entity that performed the analyses;

(4)
The analytical techniques or methods used;

(5)
The results of such analyses; and 

(6)
The operating conditions as existing at the time of sampling or measurement;

(B)
Retention of records of all required monitoring data and support information for a period of at least 5 years from the date of the monitoring sample, measurement, report, or application. Support information includes all calibration and maintenance records and all original strip-chart recordings for continuous monitoring instrumentation, and copies of all reports required by the permit. 

(iii)
With respect to reporting, the permit shall incorporate all applicable reporting requirements and require the following:

(A)
Submittal of reports of any required monitoring at least every 6 months. All instances of deviations from permit requirements must be clearly identified in such reports. All required reports must be certified by a responsible official consistent with §70.5(d) of this part.

(B)
Prompt reporting of deviations from permit requirements, including those attributable to upset conditions as defined in the permit, the probable cause of such deviations, and any corrective actions or preventive measures taken. The permitting authority shall define "prompt" in relation to the degree and type of deviation likely to occur and the applicable requirements.

(c)
Compliance requirements. All Part 70 permits shall contain the following elements with respect to compliance:

(1)
Consistent with paragraph (a)(3) of this section, compliance certification, testing, monitoring, reporting, and recordkeeping requirements sufficient to assure compliance with the terms and conditions of the permit. Any document (including reports) required by a part 70 permit shall contain a certification by a responsible official that meets the requirements of §70.5(d) for this part.

(5)
Requirements for compliance certification with terms and conditions contained in the permit, including emission limitations, standards, or work practices. Permits shall include each of the following:

(i)
The frequency (not less than annually or such more frequent periods as specified in the applicable requirement or by the permitting authority) of submissions of compliance certifications;

(ii)
In accordance with §70.6(a)(3) of this part, a means for monitoring the compliance of the source with its emissions limitations, standards, and work practices;

(iii)
A requirement that the compliance certification include the following:

(A)
The identification of each term or condition of the permit that is the basis of the certification; 

(B)
The compliance status;

(C)
Whether compliance was continuous or intermittent; 

(D)
The method(s) used for determining the compliance status of the source, currently and over the reporting period consistent with paragraph (a)(3) of this section; and 

(E)
Such other facts as the permitting authority may require to determine the compliance status of the source; 

(iv)
A requirement that all compliance certifications be submitted to the Administrator as well as to the permitting authority; and

(v)
Such additional requirements as may be specified pursuant to sections 114(a)(3) and 504(b) of the Act.

AQR Section 4tc "AQR Section 4" \f C \l 4
4.5
The Control Officer may require any person responsible for emission of air contaminants to make or have made tests to determine the emission of air contaminants from any source, whenever the Control Officer has reason to believe that an emission in excess of that allowed by the Air Quality Regulations [AQR] is occurring.  The Control Officer may specify testing methods to be used in accordance with good professional practice.  The Control Officer may observe the testing.  All tests shall be conducted by reputable, qualified personnel.  The Control Officer shall be given a copy of the test results in writing and signed by the person responsible for the tests.”
GENERAL STRATEGY for PERIODIC MONITORING (Compliance ASSURANCE)tc "GENERAL STRATEGY for PERIODIC MONITORING (Compliance ASSURANCE)" \f C \l 3
Record Keeping:

1. All records and logs required by this permit for Granite Construction Company, Apex Facility, shall be kept by both Granite Construction Company and Chemical Lime Company, and for  Chemical Lime Company, Apex Facility, shall be kept by Chemical Lime Company, and shall be made available to DAQEM for inspection during regular business hours.  Records and logs generated by Granite Construction Company in compliance with this condition shall be provided to Chemical Lime on a frequency no less than weekly.
2. All records, logs, or a copy thereof, shall be kept on site for a minimum of five years from the date the measurement or data was entered. (Note that the record keeping requirements for NSPS units is two years per CFR Part 60). 
3. The Control Officer reserves the right to require additional records or record keeping to verify compliance with this permit.
4. For Granite Construction Company, Apex Facility, average hourly records required by this Title V OP shall be calculated using the total daily record divided by the number of hours the unit operated that day.  
5. For Granite Construction Company, Apex Facility, various records, logs, etc., shall contain, at a minimum, the following information: 

a)  excess emissions, notifications, malfunctions etc. as required by 40 CFR 60.7 and specifically by 40 CFR Part 60.1-17, and 40 CFR Part 60.670-676;
b)  records that demonstrate training within the past 24 months of plant personnel in EPA Method 9;
c)  average hourly, total daily, total quarterly, and total calendar year production at the sand and gravel operation;

d)  results of moisture sampling;

e)  results of weekly baghouse inspections for visible emissions and baghouse exteriors;

f)  results of monthly baghouse inspections for baghouse mechanical performance;

g)  SOP for baghouse preventative maintenance; 

h)  log of dust control measures applied to paved haul roads, unpaved haul roads, unpaved parking lots, and disturbed vacant areas;
i)  hours of operation used by the generator for both maintenance and emergency operation; and
j)  results of any performance test conducted within the previous five years or whenever the last test was conducted.
6. For Chemical Lime Company, Apex Facility, average hourly records required by this Title V OP shall be calculated using the total daily record divided by 24, except in the cases of kiln 4 and the portable screening plant.  In the cases of kiln 4 and the portable screening plant, average hourly records shall be calculated using the total daily records of kiln 4 and the portable screening plant, respectively, divided by the hours of kiln 4 and the portable screening plant, respectively, operated that day. (Note: Except for kiln 4 and the portable screening plant, there are no enforceable short-term limits for any process at Chemical Lime facility).  
7.
For Chemical Lime Company, Apex Facility, various records, logs, etc., shall contain, at a minimum, the following information: 

a) excess emissions, notifications, malfunctions etc. as required by 40 CFR Part 60.1-17, 40 CFR Part 60.340-344, 40 CFR Part 60.670-676, and 40 CFR Part 60.250-60.254;

b) audit results, corrective actions, etc. as required by 40 CFR 60 Appendix F;
c) records that demonstrate training within the past 24 months of plant personnel in EPA Method 9;
d) determinations of whether a portable screening plant brought on-site is subject to 40 CFR 60, Subpart OOO or AQR Section 26;
e) the magnitude and duration of excess emissions, notifications, monitoring system performance, malfunctions, corrective actions taken, and other data required by 40 CFR 60, and the CEMS Quality Assurance Plan;
f) CEMS audit results or accuracy checks, as required by 40 CFR 60 and the CEMS Quality Assurance Plan;
g) average hourly, total daily, total quarterly, and total calendar year quantities of materials mined;

h) average hourly, total daily, total quarterly, and total calendar year quantities of blasting materials used;
i) average hourly, total daily, total quarterly, and total calendar year throughputs for each kiln;

j) average hourly, total quarterly, and total calendar year throughputs of coal and coke in each kiln;

k) quarterly, and calendar year natural gas usages by the Apex facility and the average calculated hourly, daily (based on quarterly records), quarterly and calendar year natural gas throughput in each kiln and by the atmospheric hydrator baghouse burner (EU H115);
l) determinations of sulfur contents of coal and coke for kilns 1, 2, and 3 based on fuel analysis, and suppliers’ data;

m) determinations of sulfur contents of natural gas based on suppliers’ data;

n) average hourly, total daily, total quarterly, and total calendar year throughput for a portable screening plant;

o) average hourly, daily, quarterly, and calendar year hours of operation by the diesel-powered generator listed as EU SP7;
p) hourly (calculated, based on daily), total quarterly, and total calendar year throughput for railcar unloading (EU TL1);

q) hourly (calculated based on daily), quarterly, and calendar year hours of operation of  the 45 hp generator listed as EU TL3;

r) increases in the total acreage of active and inactive open storage areas for open storage areas listed as EUs A101, A102, A103, A104, A105, A106, A107, A108 and A109, inclusive;
s) increases in the total acreage of active and inactive open storage areas for open storage areas listed as EUs A108a, A109a, A109b, A110a, and A110b,  inclusive;

t) calendar year throughput of gasoline in the 1,000 gallon gasoline tank;

u) calendar year throughput of diesel fuel in the 10,000 gallon diesel fuel tank;

v) calendar year use of each miscellaneous chemical product identified as EUs Z102, Z103 and Z104;

w) results of moisture content sampling;

x) results of silt loading sampling;

y) results of baghouse inspections for visible emissions and baghouse exteriors conducted at least once every two weeks;

z) results of monthly baghouse inspections for baghouse mechanical performance;

aa) SOP for baghouse preventative maintenance; 

ab) records that demonstrate training within the past 24 months of on-site personnel in EPA Method 9;

ac) records of activities to remove dust and particulates from beneath kilns, at truck loadout stations, and at the kiln 4 loadout station;

ad) results of ambient air monitoring; 

ae) quality assurance and quality control requirements for the on-site ambient air quality monitoring;

af) daily operating hours of kiln 4;

ag) times and duration of CEMS downtime or malfunction time on kiln 4;

ah) times and duration of periods of excess emissions as determined by CEMS;

ai) nature and probable cause of any CEMS downtime and corrective actions taken;

aj) records of COMS data, including quality assurance/quality control results; 

ak) times and duration of COMS downtime;

al) nature and probable cause of any COMS downtime and corrective actions taken;

am) results of any performance test conducted within the previous five years or whenever the last test was conducted; and

an) emergency plan in the event of an air quality emergency as required by AQR Section 70.
       9.
To ensure compliance with the annual PM10 emission limits for roads, the owner/operator of the Chemical Lime Company, Apex Facility, shall:

a) keep a quarterly record of activities on paved and unpaved roads including vehicular miles traveled within the facility’s premises, average speed of vehicles, average weight of vehicles, estimated moisture and silt content of the roads;

b) determine silt loading and silt content testing on paved and unpaved roads in accordance with the requirements of condition III-D-5 of the Title V operating permit; and 

c) calculate PM10 emissions from paved roads each quarter based on an AP-42 formula and the aforementioned quarterly-recorded information and silt determination for the quarter, and for unpaved roads by using an AP-42 formula, the estimated moisture and silt content of the uncontrolled road, and the estimated control efficiency of the dust palliative.  If silt loading measurements are performed annually under condition III-D-5 of the Title V operating permit, the calculation of PM10 emissions shall be done annually.
Reporting:

1.
Chemical Lime Company shall provide quarterly reports and an annual emissions inventory report to demonstrate compliance with this permit on behalf of its emission units and those operated by Granite Construction.  
2.
Each quarterly report shall:
a)  be 
submitted on or before 30 days after the end of the calendar quarter;

b)  be certified by a responsible official; 

c)  be addressed to the attention of the Compliance Reporting Supervisor, DAQEM; and

d)  be noted that if a due date falls on a Saturday, Sunday, or legal holiday, then the submittal is due on the next regularly scheduled business day for the DAQEM.

3.
More specifically, each quarterly report submitted by Chemical Lime Company, Apex Facility, shall at a minimum, per its NSR permit, contain the following:

a) include emission limit exceedances, upsets, emergencies, malfunctions, and breakdowns; the times, durations and probable causes of such incidences; and the corrective and/or preventative actions taken to restore and maintain compliance;

b) include average hourly, total daily, total quarterly, and total calendar-year-to-date production at the Granite Construction sand and gravel operation;

c) a summary of quarterly results of moisture sampling for units operated by Granite Construction;

d) average hourly, total daily, total quarterly, and total calendar-year-to-date quantities of materials mined;

e) average hourly, total daily, total quarterly, and total calendar-year-to-date quantities of blasting materials used; 

f) average hourly, total daily, total quarterly, and total calendar-year-to-date throughputs for each kiln;

g) average hourly, total daily, total quarterly, and total calendar-year-to-date throughputs of coal, coke and natural gas in each kiln;

h) average hourly, total daily, total quarterly, and total calendar-year-to-date natural gas throughputs for the atmospheric hydrator baghouse burner (EU H115);

i) a summary of determinations of sulfur contents of coal, coke, and natural gas made during the quarter;

j) average hourly, total daily, total quarterly, and total calendar-year-to-date throughput for the portable screening plant;

k) average hourly, daily, quarterly, and calendar-year-to-date throughput by the diesel-powered generator listed as EU SP7;
l) hourly, total daily, total quarterly, and total calendar-year-to-date hours of operation of the 45 hp generator listed as EU TL3 and the 100 hp generator listed as emission unit EU SP7.

m) any increases during the quarter in the totaled acreage of active and inactive open storage areas for open storage areas listed as EUs A101, A102, A103, A104, A105, A106, A107, A108 and A109, inclusive;

n) any increases during the quarter in the totaled acreage of active and inactive open storage areas for open storage areas listed as EUs A108a, A109a, A109b, A110a, and A110b,  inclusive;

o) a summary of facility-wide dust control measures applied to paved surface areas within the plant, paved roads, unpaved roads, unpaved parking lots, and disturbed vacant areas;

p) quarterly and calendar-year-to-date, or annually if applicable under Condition III-E-9(c) of the Title V operating permit, PM10 emissions from roads and all other information used to estimate PM10 emissions; 

q) calendar-year-to-date throughput of gasoline in the 1,000 gallon gasoline tank;

r) calendar-year-to-date throughput of diesel fuel in the 10,000 gallon diesel fuel tank;

s) calendar-year-to-date use of each miscellaneous chemical product identified as EUs Z102, Z103 and Z104;

t) a summary of quarterly, or annual if applicable under Condition III-E-9(c) of the Title V operating permit, results of moisture content sampling for units operated by Chemical Lime Company;

u) a summary of quarterly results of silt load testing for paved roads, unpaved roads and unpaved parking lots;

v) results of ambient air monitoring for the quarter; 

w) operating hours of kiln 4 during the quarter;

x) times and duration of periods of excess emissions as determined by CEMS;

y) times and duration of CEMS downtime or  malfunction time on kiln 4 during the quarter;

z)  nature and probable cause of any CEMS downtime during the quarter and corrective actions taken;

aa)  a summary of CEMS data for the quarter, including periodic accuracy testing and all instances of  averaged emissions above permit limits;

ab)  times and duration of COMS downtime;

ac)  nature and probable cause of any COMS downtime and corrective actions taken; 

ad)  a summary of COMS data for the quarter, including all instances of averaged opacity  above permit opacity limits and the extent and durations of those instances; and

ae) if any plant or emission unit is not used or not yet constructed during any given quarter, zero hours of operation or zero production shall be reported for that plant or emission unit for that quarter.

4.
In addition to quarterly reporting requirements, an annual emissions inventory report shall be due each March 31 and shall provide the following:

a) annual calculation of actual emissions of all air pollutants in tons/yr from all emission units, which includes:

1) calculation of actual annual emissions of PM10, NOx, CO, SO2, VOCs, and HAPs in tons from January to December for each emission unit;

2) calculation of combined actual emissions of PM10, NOx, CO, SO2, VOCs, and HAPs in tons from January to December for all emission units; and

b) be addressed to the attention of the Compliance Reporting Supervisor, DAQEM.

5.        Regardless of the date of issuance of this Part 70 OP, the schedule for the submittal of reports to the DAQEM Compliance Reporting Supervisor shall be as follows:
	Quarter
	Applicable Period
	Due Date
	Required Contents

	1
	January, February,

March
	April 30

each year
	Quarterly Report for 1st Calendar Quarter

	2
	April, May,

June
	July 30

each year
	Quarterly Report for 2nd Calendar Quarter

	3
	July, August,

September
	October 30

each year
	Quarterly Report for 3rd Calendar Quarter

	4
	October,

November,

December
	January 30

each year
	Quarterly Report for 4th Calendar Quarter, any additional annual records required, and

Annual Certification of Compliance


Note:  The first calendar quarter after the issuance of the Part 70 OP may be a partial quarter.  A report is required for this quarter.  Each report must be received by the DAQEM Compliance Reporting Supervisor on or before the due date listed.  If the due date falls on a Saturday, Sunday, or legal holiday, then the submittal is due on the next regularly scheduled business day.
6.
Chemical Lime Company, Apex Facility, shall abide by the requirements of 40 CFR 60.7.  Chemical Lime will submit any reports required by 40 CFR 60.7 to both EPA Region IX and DAQEM.  
7.
Results of performance tests shall be delivered to the DAQEM Compliance Reporting Supervisor within 60 days of completing each test.   

8.
Results of CEMS RATA tests shall be delivered to the DAQEM Compliance Reporting Supervisor within 60 days of completing each test.

9.
The owner/operator shall report any exceedance of an emission limit for any kiln within one hour of identifying exceedance. Corrective actions shall be expeditiously taken to restore compliance.  The burden shall be on Chemical Lime Company to demonstrate that the corrective action was expeditiously taken.  Corrective actions shall be reported to DAQEM.  

10.
The owner/operator shall provide a minimum 14-day advance written notice to the DAQEM Enforcement Supervisor prior to bringing on the site a portable screening plant.  The written notice shall specify whether the plant is subject to 40 CFR 60, Subpart OOO or AQR Section 26

11.     The Control Officer reserves the right to require additional reports and reporting to verify compliance with permit conditions, permit requirements, and requirements of all applicable regulations to determine the nature and quantity of emissions.  

C. Modeling, Impacts and Increment Consumption

Chemical Lime Company’s (CLC) Apex facility is a categorical source with a potential to emit greater than 100 tons per year of PM10, NO2, SO2 and CO.  Consequently, the CLC facility is a major stationary source.  The planned changes from Modification 6 will result in significant net emission increases of PM10 and NO2, thus making the planned changes a major modification subject to PSD analysis.  The air quality impact analysis discussed in this section is based on the information contained in the following documents:

· PSD modeling protocol to assess ambient air quality impacts from the Chemical Lime Company Apex lime plant Modification 6 expansion, dated July 18, 2000.

· Air impact analysis of emissions from the Modification 6 expansion at the Chemical Lime Company Apex lime plant, dated September 20, 2001.

· Chemical Lime Company Apex plant PSD increment and NAAQS modeling inventories, dated September 20, 2001.

· Calculation of maximum potential PM10 and NO2 increment consuming emissions from pre-minor source baseline processes at the Chemical Lime Company Apex facility, dated July 7, 2003.

· Addendum to air impact analysis of emissions from the Modification 6 expansion at the Chemical Lime Company Apex lime plant, dated July 7, 2003.
· Class I Area air impact analysis of emissions from Modification 6 of the Chemical Lime Company Apex lime plant, dated February 26, 2003.


Baseline Dates

The major source baseline date is the date after which actual emissions associated with construction at a major stationary source affect the available PSD increment.  The major source baseline dates are January 6, 1975 for PM and SO2, and February 8, 1988 for NO2.  

The trigger date is the date after which the minor source baseline date may be established.  The trigger dates are August 7, 1977 for PM and SO2, and February 8, 1988 for NO2.

The minor source baseline date is the earliest date after the trigger date on which a complete PSD application is received by the regulatory agency.  The minor source baseline date for the Hydrographic Area 216 is December 31, 1980 for PM and SO2, and January 24, 1991 for NO2.






Emission Inventory

Separate emission inventories were assembled for PSD increment and NAAQS analyses.  The amount of PSD increment that has been consumed (or expanded) in a PSD area is determined from the emission increases and decreases that have occurred from sources since the minor source baseline date.  Impacts from all baseline sources, increment consuming sources and background concentrations are considered in the NAAQS analysis.  The following table shows the emissions from the CLC – Granite Construction Apex facility.
Table VI-C-1:  Facility-wide Emissions
	Pollutant
	Baseline Emissions

(tons/yr)
	Average of 2001 and 2002 Actual Emissions

(tons/yr)
	Modification 6 Net Emissions Increase

(tons/yr)1
	Facility-wide Potential to Emit  (tons/yr)1

	PM10
	167.79
	233.80
	31.55
	342.46

	NO2
	429.97
	1,237.07
	56.90
	1,943.23

	SO2
	645.68
	193.38
	28.38
	1,672.51

	CO
	N/A
	695.50
	22.24
	963.30


The difference between the baseline and actual emissions consume increment.  In the PSD increment analysis, baseline emissions are modeled as negative sources.  Actual emissions and the potential to emit from Modification 6 are modeled as positive sources.  Facility-wide potential to emit is modeled for the NAAQS analysis.  

Emission units at the CLC facility which were constructed prior to the PM, SO2 and NO2 minor source baseline dates correspond to kilns 1 through 3 and support operations for these kilns.  According to the New Source Review Workshop Manual, representative emissions at the minor source baseline date can be determined as the average of the two years preceding each date unless such years were not representative of normal operations.  For PM10 and SO2, 1978 and 1979 were considered as the baseline years.  For NO2, 1989 and 1990 were the pre-minor source baseline years.  In the absence of detailed emission unit-by-emission unit data, actual baseline emissions for processes were calculated by assuming that the 1978-1979 emission units and related controls correspond to the current emission units and controls.  The calculation of actual pre-minor source baseline emissions is based on the net lime production for the years of interest.

Source Characterization

All sources from the CLC facility were treated as point or volume sources.  The velocity and diameter for the horizontally vented baghouses were adjusted as follows:

· Stack exit velocity (Vs) was set to 0.001 m/s (Vs’)

· Stack diameter (ds) was adjusted (ds’) using the equation:  ds’ = 3.16 * ds * (Vs)0.5
These adjustments, which are in accordance with EPA guidelines, provide for retention of the buoyancy while addressing the impediment to the vertical momentum of the release.

Particulate emissions due to vehicular traffic were modeled as volume sources based on Texas Natural Resources Conservation Commission modeling guidelines, which are accepted by the EPA, as per the following:

· The initial spacing of the volume sources along the road network were based on the adjusted width (actual width plus six meters);

· The volume height was set equal to twice the height of the vehicles generating the emissions;

· The initial vertical dimension was set equal to the volume height divided by 2.15;

· The initial lateral dimension was set equal to twice the adjusted width divided by 2.15 (road sources represented as alternating volume sources); and

· The release height was set equal to half of the volume height.

The average width of the haul road network at the CLC facility is approximately 12.2 meters (40 feet) making the adjusted width (addition of six meters) equal to 18 meters.  To facilitate digitizing coordinates and to reduce the number of emission points, the road network was modeled as a series of alternating volume sources spaced at approximately 36 meters (i.e., twice the adjusted width).   The initial lateral dimension for each volume was set to 16.7 meters (twice the adjusted width divided by 2.15).

The majority of emissions on the road network are due to large haul trucks.  The height of these trucks is approximately 4.6 meters (15 feet).  Rounding to the nearest meter, this dimension becomes five meters. Thus, for each road source the volume height was set to ten meters (twice the height of the vehicles generating the emissions), the initial vertical dimension was set to 4.7 meters (for adjacent sources, volume height divided by 2.15), and the release height was set to five meters (half of the volume height).

All fugitive emissions from the mining operations in the hi-calcium and dolomite limestone pits, and from the open storage area (waste rock and kiln dust storage areas located east of hi-calcium pit) were modeled as a series of volume sources.  Mining activities within these areas can occur in a variety of locations that constantly change.  To model this dynamic situation, some assumptions must be made.  For each pit and the open storage area, the source points were spaced at approximately 76 meters (250 feet) intervals.  This spacing was arbitrarily selected as an interval that best covers the area of the pits and open storage area while keeping the number of sources to a minimum.  The width of each pit source was set to 76 meters (also arbitrarily selected).   Thus, the initial horizontal dimension for each pit and open storage source was set to 17.7 meters (width divided by 4.3, as stated in the ISC3 User’s Guide).

Based on the assumption that pit emissions must rise above the walls of the pit before being dispersed downwind, the base elevation of each volume source within the hi-calcium limestone pit was set to 685.8 meters (2,250 feet), which represents the elevation of the terrain defining the top of the pit.  This is a conservative modeling approach because by modeling the pit emissions in this manner, all of the emissions are being released from the pit with no pit retention, as would occur if the emissions were modeled using the open pit source algorithm in the ISC3 model.   

Since the majority of the emissions in the hi-calcium pit are associated with haul truck loading, unloading and travel, the methodology stated above for the road emissions was followed.  The volume height was set to ten meters (twice the height of the vehicles generating the emissions).  The initial vertical dimension was set to 4.7 meters (volume height divided by 2.15), and the release height was set to five meters (half of the volume height).

Fugitive emissions in the CLC plant area are generated from a variety of processes (limestone processing, kiln operations, product transfers, vehicular travel, etc.), some of which are at ground level and others elevated.  In addition, some of these sources have large vertical dimensions (e.g., stockpiles built from elevated conveyor system material drops).  In the modeling protocol, it was proposed to treat all of the plant-wide fugitive emissions as a single volume source.  As requested by EPA Region 9 in their review of the protocol, this methodology was revised as follows.  All plant-wide fugitive emission sources with a daily emission rate greater than one pound per day for each emissions scenario (i.e., baseline, increment, Modification 6, etc.) were individually modeled.  All other sources were grouped together and modeled as five volume sources evenly distributed over the plant area.    

Each plant fugitive emission source was evaluated to determine an initial vertical and horizontal dimension.  Following the ISC3 model guidance, the initial horizontal dimension of each individual plant fugitive emission source was set to the horizontal length divided by 4.3.  The initial vertical dimension was set to the vertical dimension divided by 2.15 if surface based, or 4.3 if elevated.  The release height was set to the actual elevation of the source above the ground.

The five volume sources representing the grouped plant-wide fugitive emission sources are comprised mostly of emissions due to vehicular traffic on the plant roads.  Consequently, these sources were given the same source parameters as the other road sources.

The Granite Construction Company plant fugitives were modeled as two volume sources representing fugitive emissions from the asphalt plant and aggregate plant fugitives.  The width and height of these sources were set to 10 meters.  Following the ISC3 User’s Guide, the initial horizontal dimension will be set to 2.3 meters (width divided by 4.3) and the initial vertical dimension will be set to 4.7 meters (height divided by 2.15).  The release height was set to five meters (half of the volume height).  Modeling of fugitive emissions from the CLC portable screening plant followed this same methodology.
Building Downwash

Building downwash effects were evaluated by incorporating the appropriate dimensions of the CLC plant building/structures into the ISC3 input files using Bee-Line’s GEP-BPIP (Building Profile Input Program) software. The GEP-BPIP program is EPA approved and includes the latest EPA building downwash algorithms.

Meteorology

The modeling was based upon one year of meteorological data collected between May 1, 2000 and April 30, 2001 at the DAQEM monitoring site located a few kilometers northeast of the CLC Plant.  Stability data were determined from concurrent surface data collected at the Las Vegas McCarran Airport.  The meteorological data included mixing height data calculated by the National Climatic Data Center (NCDC) using upper air measurements from the NWS site in Desert Rock, NV and the associated surface observations from the Las Vegas McCarran Airport.

Model Defaults/Options

The recommended regulatory default options for the ISC3 model as stated in Appendix W to Part 51-Guideline on Air Quality Models were used for the model runs.  The only non-regulatory default option used was the “allow missing met data” option.

Plume depletion option was used to calculate PM10 impacts.  The xe "Depletion options"

xe "Plume depletion"plume depletion option requires particle size distribution data in the form of the mass-mean particle diameter, mass weighted size distribution, and particle density.  The particle size distribution data that was used was based upon data obtained from an American Mining Congress (AMC) report titled: Fugitive Dust Emission Factors for the Mining Industry, American Mining Congress, 1920 N. Street NW, Suite 300, Washington, DC 20036, July 1983.  The distribution of the PM10 portion of a typical fugitive dust size distribution produced from mining is presented in the table below.  This distribution was used for the PM10 modeling with plume depletion.
          Table VI-C-2:  Particle Size Distribution of PM10 Portion of Typical Fugitive Dust tc  \f O  \l 9 "Table 7.1    Particle Size Distribution of PM10  Portion of Typical Fugitive Dust Distribution Produced From Mining and Associated Particle Densities"
	Mass Mean

Particle Diameter ((m)
	Mass Weighted

Size Distribution 
	Density

(g/cm3)

	3.17
	28.3%
	2.65

	6.10
	26.1%
	2.65

	7.82
	21.7%
	2.65

	9.32
	23.9%
	2.65


Land Use

For modeling purposes, the rural/urban classification of an area is determined by either the dominance of a specific land use or by population data in the study area.  Generally, if one land use type is greater than 50 percent, the area is classified as that land use type.  If the population is greater than 750 persons per square kilometer, the area is classified as urban.  In this case, the area surrounding the CLC facility is clearly classified as rural because rural land use is greater than 50 percent and the population is less than 750 persons per square kilometer.  Thus, the rural classification was used in the modeling.
Receptors

The receptor network included receptors placed at 100-meter intervals along the CLC facility boundary.  Receptors were placed at 500-meter intervals for a distance of five kilometers from the facility.  A coarse receptor grid was spaced every 1,000 meters, extending from five kilometers to ten kilometers.

Receptor elevations were determined from digitized terrain data representing 7.5-minute USGS topographic maps.  Terrain elevations were assigned to each modeled receptor using digitized terrain with a horizontal resolution of 30 meters.  The ‘linear interpolation’ method was used to determine receptor elevations.
PSD Increment Analysis

Increment-consuming emissions from the CLC facility, along with other increment consuming-emissions were modeled to estimate maximum ambient concentrations for comparison to applicable PSD Class II increments.  The following table shows the results of the increment consumption analysis.

  Table VI-C-3:  Class II PSD Increment Analysis Based on Modification 6
	Pollutant/Period
	Increment Consumption (μg/m3)
	Class II Increment  (μg/m3)

	
	Cumulative CLC-GCC Impact
	Cumulative Impact of CLC-GCC and Other Sources (HA 216)
	

	PM10-Annual 1
	2.9
	10.5
	17

	PM10-24 hr 1, 3, 4
	13.1
	29.1
	30

	SO2-Annual
	1.5
	1.8
	20

	SO2-24 hr 3
	16.9
	16.9
	91

	SO2-3 hr 3
	82.5
	82.5
	512

	NO2-Annual 2
	18.2
	21.7
	25


1 Plume dry depletion

2 Assumes 75 percent conversion of NOx to NO2
  3 Modeled second high concentrations for short-term averages

  4 24-hour PM10 impact from CLC-GCC Modification Six only is 9.6 ug/m3. 

NAAQS Analysis

Emissions from the CLC facility, along with emissions from other nearby sources were modeled to estimate maximum ambient concentrations for comparison to applicable National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS).  The results of the NAAQS analysis are presented in the following table:
Table VI-C-4:  NAAQS Analysis Based on Modification 6
	Pollutant/

Period
	NAAQS Analysis (μg/m3)
	Background
(μg/m3)
	Total
(μg/m3)
	NAAQS Limit
(μg/m3)

	
	CLC

Impact
	Cumulative Impact 

(Hydrographic Area 216)
	
	
	

	PM10-Annual
	12.9
	38.3
	11
	49.3
	50

	PM10-24hr 1,3
	115.3
	120.6
	26.2
	146.8
	150

	SO2-Annual
	36.8
	37.2
	0.3
	37.5
	80

	SO2-24hr 3
	150.2
	150.4
	5.2
	155.6
	365

	SO2-3hr 3
	705.0
	705.0
	13.1
	718.1
	1,300

	NO2-Annual 2
	31.0
	35.1
	2
	37.1
	100

	CO-1hr 3
	8,388
	8,388
	2,400
	10,788
	40,000

	CO-8hr 3
	1,618
	1,642
	1,311
	2,953
	10,000


1 Plume dry depletion

2 Assumes 75 percent  conversion of NOx to NO2
3 Modeled second high concentrations for short-term averages

Class I Area Analysis

The Class I area within 100 kilometers of the CLC facility is Grand Canyon National Park, located approximately 88 kilometers east-southeast of the facility.  The analysis included Class I PSD increment analysis, visibility analysis, and additional impact analysis.
Class I PSD Increment Analysis

Increment consuming emissions from CLC facility were modeled to estimate maximum ambient concentrations for comparison to the applicable Class I PSD increments.  Receptors were placed in the western portion of the Grand Canyon National Park.  ISCST3 was used for the modeling analysis.  The following table shows the results of the increment consumption analysis.
Table VI-C-5:  Class I PSD Increment Analysis Based on Modification 6
	Pollutant/Period
	Increment Consumption 

CLC Impact

(μg/m3)
	Significance Levels

(μg/m3)
	Class I

Increment

(μg/m3)

	PM10-Annual 1
	0.004
	0.16
	4

	PM10-24hr 1,3
	0.06
	0.32
	8

	SO2-Annual
	<0.01
	0.08
	2

	SO2-24hr 3
	0.06
	0.20
	5

	SO2-3hr 3
	0.44
	1.00
	25

	NO2-Annual 2
	0.03
	0.10
	25


1Plume dry depletion

2Assumes 75 percent conversion of NOx to NO2
3Modeled second high concentrations

As illustrated in the above table, the concentrations were less than the modeling significance levels for Class I PSD increment analysis and therefore further analysis is not required.

Visibility Analysis

The visibility impact analysis presented herein was performed in accordance with procedures outlined in: Workbook for Plume Visual Impact Screening and Analysis (Revised), EPA-454/R-92-023, October 1992.  The analysis was conducted using the EPA approved VISCREEN computer model.

The VISCREEN computer model allows two levels of screening to be performed. Level 1 screening is designed to provide a conservative estimate of worst-day plume visual impacts using assumed worst-case meteorological conditions (Pasquill stability class F with 1 meter per second wind speed).  Level 2 screening, applied when screening criteria at Level 1 are exceeded, has the same objectives as Level 1 but allows for more realistic meteorological and plume composition inputs representative of the given source and on-site meteorology.  Both the Level 1 and Level 2 screening analyses were conducted using the maximum hourly emission rates representing the net change in emissions due to Modification 6 which were 2.97 grams per second for PM10 and 7.15 grams per second for NO2.  The Apex-Grand Canyon (source-observer) distance is 88.44 kilometers.  This value was also used for the minimum source-Class I distance.  Because the plume centerlines drawn at an 11.25° angle from the source observer centerline did not intersect the Grand Canyon National Park boundary at a reasonable distance, the source-observer centerline was used to determine the maximum source-Class I distance as recommended in the EPA Visibility Workbook.  This distance is 150.44 kilometers.  Background visual range was set to 236 kilometers based on the average of the standard visual range five-year averages between 1995 and 1999 for the Grand Canyon (from IMPROVE annual trends Recon Extinction data).

Level – 1 Visibility Analysis

The first VISCREEN Level 1 modeling analysis used the actual source-observer and source-Class I distances described above.  All other modeling input parameters were set to default values.  The results of the analysis show that the default screening criteria for Delta E of 2.00 and Contrast of 0.05 are not exceeded.  Thus, emissions due to Modification 6 at the CLC facility will not result in a significant impact on visibility in Grand Canyon National Park.

In the document: Federal Land Managers’ Air Quality Related Values Workgroup (FLAG), Phase I Report (December 2000), it is recommended that the VISCREEN model be limited to evaluations with source-observer distances of 50 kilometers or less.  The recommended model for distances greater than 50 kilometers is the CALPUFF model which requires a substantial amount of input data preparation.  In lieu of running the CALPUFF model for this case, a Level 1 screening analysis was performed using a source-observer distance of 50 kilometers while maintaining all other aspects of the geometry (i.e. difference between minimum and maximum source-Class I distances maintained at 62 kilometers).     

Results of the Level 1 screening based on a source-observer distance of 50 kilometers show that the default screening criteria for Delta E of 2.00 is exceeded.
Level – 2 Visibility Analysis
Consequently, Level 2 screening was performed with the following changes in the default parameters:

· Default particle size and density values for the primary particulates (plume particulates) were set to six  (m (category eight) and 2.65 g/cm3, respectively, based on particle size data presented for Class II PSD increment analysis.

· As recommended in the Visibility Workbook, when intervening complex terrain exists between the source and Class I area, the stability value should be shifted one category less stable.  Based on the significant amount of complex terrain (i.e., several mountain ranges) between the Apex facility and Grand Canyon National Park, the default stability of six (F) was lowered to five (E).

Results of the Level 2 screening based on a source-observer distance of 50 kilometers and altered default inputs as described above are summarized in the following table.

  Table VI-C-6:  Summary Results of the Level 2 Screening Analysis

	Maximum Visual Impacts Inside Class I Area

	
	
	
	
	
	Delta E
	Contrast

	Background
	Theta
	Azi
	Distance
	Alpha
	Crit
	Plume
	Crit
	Plume

	Sky
	10
	140
	66.8
	29
	2.00
	0.521
	0.05
	0.002

	Sky
	140
	140
	66.8
	29
	2.00
	0.293
	0.05
	-0.004

	Terrain
	10
	84
	50.0
	84
	2.00
	0.537
	0.05
	0.004

	Terrain
	140
	84
	50.0
	84
	2.00
	0.097
	0.05
	0.001


The results show that the default screening criteria for Delta E of 2.00 and Contrast of 0.05 are not exceeded.  Consequently, if visibility is protected at a distance of 50 kilometers, it will continue to be protected at longer distances (i.e., at the Grand Canyon National Park 88 kilometers away).  Thus, emissions due to Modification 6 at the CLC facility will not result in a significant impact on visibility in Grand Canyon National Park.
Additional Impact Analysis 

Commercial, Residential and Industrial Growth Analysis
Implementation of Modification 6 will not require a significant increase in the labor force like the construction of a new source would require.  Any new labor, if any, would be drawn from the existing labor force inter-dispersed throughout the surrounding communities of North Las Vegas and Las Vegas.  Therefore, the construction and operation of Modification 6 at the CLC facility will not create any significant commercial, residential or industrial impacts that could have additional adverse affects on air quality in the area surrounding the facility or in Grand Canyon National Park.

Vegetation and Soils Analysis

The dispersion modeling conducted for the facility demonstrated that predicted maximum impacts due to emissions from Modification 6 are well below the applicable NAAQS.  The NAAQS have been established to protect public health and welfare from any adverse effects due to criteria pollutant emissions, including effects on soils and vegetation.  According to the New Source Review Workshop Manual, for most types of soils and vegetation, ambient concentrations of criteria pollutants below the NAAQS will not result in harmful effects.    This may not be true, however, for some of the more sensitive plants and soils.

The minimum exposure level at which the most sensitive commercial plants may be affected by NOx emissions is 100 (g/m3 (USEPA, 1980, A Screening Procedure for the Impacts of Air Pollution on Plants, Soils and Animals, EPA 450/2-81-078).  The maximum predicted impacts (0.04 (g/m3) from Modification 6 and other increment consuming NOx emission sources are well below the applicable screening levels.  Therefore, it is concluded that emissions from the CLC facility will not result in any harmful effects on vegetation in Grand Canyon National Park. 

Air emissions generally affect soils in the form of nitrogen and sulfur deposition which can affect such things as soil acidification levels, ion mobilization, decomposition rates and soil water chemistry.  Both dry and wet deposition mechanisms along with chemical reactions (i.e., NO2 to HNO3) transfer these pollutants to the soils.  A conservative approach to estimating HNO3 deposition rates from modeled NOx ambient impacts is outlined in the EPA document Interagency Workgroup on Air Quality Modeling (IWAQM) Phase I Report, Interim Recommendation for Modeling Long Range Transport and Impacts on Regional Visibility, EPA-454/R-93-015, April 1993.  

Following the IWAQM guidance, the predicted annual NOx concentration in Grand Canyon National Park of 0.04 (g/m3 was multiplied by the ratio of the molecular weights of the secondary specie (HNO3) to the primary specie (NO2) which is 1.37 (46/63).  The resulting HNO3 value of 0.0548 was then multiplied by the number of seconds in a year (3.1536 x 107) and by the deposition velocity of 0.05 meters per second for HNO3.  The resulting value of 86,408.64 was then converted to 0.9 kg/hectare.  

For comparison purposes, the National Park Service prepared a report on air quality in the Pacific Northwest (online at www2.nature.nps.gov/ard/pubs/pacificnw.review).  As part of the report, they prepared critical load estimates for nitrogen deposition for various vegetation communities.  The lowest threshold (no injury if less than value) was three kg N/ha-yr, which converts to a nitrate threshold of 13.5 kg/ha-yr.  The calculated nitrate deposition rate in Grand Canyon National Park due to Modification 6 and other increment-consuming sources is well below this minimum threshold.  It is therefore concluded that the emissions from Modification 6 will not result in any adverse ecosystem impacts in Grand Canyon National Park due to nitrate deposition, including impacts on soils, water and vegetation.

The following table summarizes the PSD increment consumption at the Class II Area (Hydrographic Area 216) as a result of the proposed modification:

Table VI-C-7:  PSD Increment Consumption at Class II Area

	Pollutant/Period
	Increment Consumption (μg/m3)
	Class II

Increment (μg/m3)

	
	CLC Impact
	Cumulative Impact 
	

	PM10-Annual 1
	2.9
	10.5
	17

	PM10-24hr 1, 3
	13.1
	29.1
	30

	SO2-Annual
	1.5
	1.8
	20

	SO2-24hr 3
	16.9
	16.9
	91

	SO2-3hr 3
	82.5
	82.5
	512

	NO2-Annual 2
	18.2
	21.7
	25


  1 Plume dry depletion

  2 Assumes 75 percent conversion of NOx to NO2
  3 Modeled second high concentrations for short-term averages
The following table summarizes the PSD increment consumption at the Class I Area as a result of the proposed modification:

Table VI-C-8:  PSD Increment Consumption at Class I Area

	Pollutant/Period
	Increment Consumption 

CLC Impact  (μg/m3)
	Significance Levels

(μg/m3)
	Class I

Increment  (μg/m3)

	PM10-Annual 1
	0.004
	0.16
	4

	PM10-24hr 1,3
	0.06
	0.32
	8

	SO2-Annual
	<0.01
	0.08
	2

	SO2-24hr 3
	0.06
	0.20
	5

	SO2-3hr 3
	0.44
	1.00
	25

	NO2-Annual 2
	0.03
	0.10
	2.5


1Plume dry depletion

2Assumes 75 percent conversion of NOx to NO2
3Modeled second high concentrations

VII.  ADMINISTRATIVE REQUIREMENTStc "VII.  ADMINISTRATIVE REQUIREMENTS" \f C \l 1
This document was prepared in accordance with the latest interpretation of the DAQEM guidelines, policies, and verbal and/or written supervisory and managerial instructions, issued on or before July --, 2004.
Subsection 19.4.1.1(a) of the AQR requires that DAQEM identify the origin of authority for each term or condition in the Part 70 Operating Permit.  Such reference of origin of authority is denoted by [italic text enclosed in brackets] after each Part 70 Operating Permit Condition.

DAQEM proposes to public notice the Part 70 Operating Permit conditions on the following basis:
Legal:
On December 5, 2001 in Federal Register Volume 66, Number 234 FR30097 the EPA fully approved the Title V Operating Permit Program submitted for the purpose of complying with the Title V requirements of the 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments and implementing Part 70 of Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations.

Factual:
On May 28, 1996, Chemical Lime Company, Apex Facility, submitted a Part 70 OP Application.  In writing this Part 70 OP, DAQEM has included the numerous additions and revisions submitted by Chemical Lime Company, Apex Facility, and Granite Construction Company, Apex Facility, for local Authority to Construct and Operating Permits.   DAQEM has written the attached Part 70 OP and a notice of proposed action was issued on December 1, 2003. 

Conclusion:
DAQEM has determined that Chemical Lime Company, Apex Facility, will continue to determine compliance through the use of performance testing, control devices, quarterly reporting, daily record keeping, and annual certifications. DAQEM proceeds with the preliminary decision that a Part 70 Operating Permit should be issued as drafted to Chemical Lime Company, Apex Facility, and Granite Construction Company, Apex Facility, for a period not to exceed five years.

