UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION 4
ATLANTA FEDERAL CENTER
61 FORSYTH STREET
ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30303-8960

July 25, 2001
4APT-ARB

Mr. Ronald W. Gore

Chief

Air Dividon

Alabama Department of
Environmenta Management

P.O. Box 301463

Montgomery, Alabama 36130-1463

Dear Mr. Gore:

Thank you for requesting guidance on prevention of significant deterioration (PSD)
requirements related to the Mobile Energy Services Company (MESC) facility in Mobile, Alabama. In
this letter, we respond to your request based on how we believe such aregquest would be resolved
under the federd PSD rulesin Title 40 Code of Federa Regulations and under U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) policies. Our response does not represent how you must interpret the PSD
requirements that EPA has approved into Alabama s state implementation plan, nor does it represent
find agency action. Ingtead, this letter provides project-specific guidance for you to consider in your
role asthe PSD permitting authority.

The MESC facility is part of what used to be an integrated pulp and paper mill. Power Boiler
No. 7 (PB7), which is a component of the MESC facility, went through PSD review and was permitted
for congructionin 1981. The current PSD permit for PB7 alows for combustion of cod, ail, natura
gas, wood waste, and wastewater treatment plant dudge. MESC now proposes to add tire derived
fud (TDF) to the mix of fuels currently permitted for burning in PB7. Further, MESC plansto treat this
overdl fuel addition project as a mgor modification subject to PSD review. The question at issueis
whether PB7 itsdlf is being modified and therefore whether MESC is required to perform abest
available control technology (BACT) evauation for PB7 as part of a PSD review.

Our opinion isthat burning of TDF congtitutes amodification of PB7. We base our opinion on
the fallowing:

1 In accordance with Alabama s PSD rules at Chapter 335-3-14-.04(9)(c), the owner of a
source undergoing a mgjor modification must apply BACT to each emissions unit a which anet
emissons increase in an afected pollutant would occur as aresult of a physicd change or
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change in the method of operation. Although burning of TDF in PB7 may not require a physicd
change of the bailer, our opinion istha TDF burning would congtitute a change in the method
of operation. Thisopinion is supported by a previous EPA opinion regarding TDF combustion
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1996, from the EPA Office of Enforcement and Compliance Assurance to EPA Region 10 that
addresses TDF combustion in a power boiler at the Potlatch pulp and paper mill in Lewiston,
Idaho. The letter contains four conclusions relevant to TDF combustion: “(1) thetire chips
burned done (as an individuad component) are not municipa solid waste, (2) SO, emissons
from the No. 4 power boiler increased sgnificantly above 40 tly - a‘sgnificant’ rate according
to 40 CFR 52.21(b)(23)(i), (3) by adding TDF, Potlatch did modify the boiler changing the
boiler’ s method of operation approved in the PSD permit, and, (4) therefore, boiler No. 4 is
not exempt under PSD review.” The most relevant conclusion with respect to the PB7 request
was that the addition of TDF was a change in the method of opertion.

2. As further support for our conclusion that TDF burning is a change in the method of operation,
consder the case of anew fud that can be burned in a boiler without a physica change but that
causes emissons of an entirely new pollutant or of an existing pollutant in grester amounts.
Permitting agencies would generally congder such introduction of anew fuel asachangein the
method of operation. For example, introduction of high-sulfur petroleum coke asafue ina
cod-fired boiler is generdly consdered a change in the method of operation even if the boiler
can accept the additiona fuel without a physical change. Please understand that we are not
saying that emissions of anew pollutant or a subgtantive increase in emissons of an existing
pollutant is required for introduction of anew fuel to be consdered a change in the method of
operation. Reather, our point isthat use of afuel not specifically accounted for in an existing
permit is generdly consdered a change in the method of opertion.

3. Attached to your request is a letter from EPA Region 4 dated June 7, 1981. Our reading of
this letter isthat it dedls exdusively with how to apply the * capable of accommodating dlause’
to boilers that were in existence prior to January 6, 1975. (This clause appearsin Alabama's
PSD rules at Chapter 335-3-14-.04(2)(b)3.(v)(1) and states that a physica change or change
in the method of operation does not include “Use of an dternative fud or raw materid by a
gtationary source which: (I) The source was capable of accommodating before January 6,
1975, unless such change would be prohibited under any enforceable permit conditions
established after January 6, 1975.”) Therefore, in our view the conclusonsin this letter have no

relevance to combustion of TDF in PB7 since PB7 was congtructed after January 6, 1975.

Asafina comment, options are available to MESC for avoiding aBACT evauation of PB7 or
for avoiding PSD review dtogether. Namely, MESC can accept enforcesble restrictions on future
alowable emissions such that there will be no net emissions increases from PB7 or no net significant
emissions increases from the proposed project as awhole.



If you have any questions regarding the comments in this letter, please cal Mr. Jm Little of the
EPA Region 4 staff at (404) 562-9118.

Sincerdy,

R. Douglas Nedley

Chief

Air and Radiation Technology Branch

Air, Pegticides, and Toxics
Management Divison



