























3. Successive modifications were dependent on previous or concurrent modifications (“... if
the prospective delayed coker project or any of the other modifications already completed
or underway affect or are affected by other modifications being taken to comply with the
Tier 2 requirements, they are to be considered to be part of the same project.”).

Analysis of similar factors supports the EPA’s position that the projects at the #300 and #400
plants should be aggregated. First, Simplot is undertaking these projects to accomplish an
overall goal, i.e., to increase sulfuric acid production capacity that, according to Simplot, will
help to offset the costs of complying with the consent decree. Second, Simplot knows its overall
goal now, well in advance of implementing any of these projects, and has jointly planned the
construction of these projects. Third, and finally, the 2012, 2014, 2015 and 2016 projects depend
on each other to meet the overall goal of the proposed increase in production. In comparison, the
project at the Don Siding Plant will comprise fewer emission units and will be executed in a
shorter timeframe than the project at United Refinery.

In summary, in the context of the EPA’s historic implementation of project aggregation, and the
particulars of the proposed modification at the Don Siding Plant as conveyed by Simplot, the
EPA must conclude that the proposed modifications to the #300 and #400 plants should be
treated as a single project for the purposes of PSD applicability. Please note that, contrary to
Simplot’s suggestion, the permit applications can be reviewed by IDEQ separately while being
considered a single project for applicability purposes.

Emission Exclusion Provision in 40 CFR 52.21(b)(41)(ii)(c)

Simplot, in its June 11, 2013 letter, has asked the EPA to address the issue of the emission
exclusion provision in 40 CFR 52.21(b)(41)(ii)(c). This provision in the PSD regulations
provides that, in calculating the “projected actual emissions” that are predicted for an emissions
unit following a particular project, the owner or operator of the source shall exclude the portion
of the unit’s emissions following the project that an existing unit could have accommodated
during the baseline period and that is also unrelated to the particular project. Thus, it is important
to note that such exclusion is permissible only for that portion of the unit’s emissions that meets
both the “could have accommodated” and the “unrelated to the particular project” elements.

Because there is no pending request by Simplot to exclude emissions increases for a particular
project under 40 CFR 52.21(b)(41)(ii)(c), the EPA can address application of that provision only
in general terms. Any analysis submitted by Simplot should adhere to the requirements in the
regulations and clearly demonstrate that the emissions excluded from the calculation of PAE are
emissions that the unit “could have accommodated” and that are “unrelated to the particular
project” within the meaning of the regulations. Given the extensive changes to both the #300 and
#400 plants being proposed by Simplot, including the life—extension replacement of key plant
components (e.g., converters and absorption towers), it is especially important that Simplot -
comprehensively substantiate how that portion of emissions that Simplot is proposing to exclude



from PAE is unrelated to this modification to the two sulfuric acid plants. This issue is addressed
in a 2010 letter from the EPA to the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental | m,

As noted above, such emissions may be excluded only if an applicant can demonstrate not only
that the emissions could have been accommodated in the baseline period, but also that such
emissions increases are unrelated to the particular project. Such a situation, where the source was
able to satisfy both criteria, is addressed in an EPA letter to Georgia Pacific in 2010." For the
modification currently being proposed by Simplot at the Don Siding Plant, it is possible that
- some of the emission increases at the downstream emission units could be excluded from PAE
under 40 CFR 52.21(b)(41)(ii)(c), depending on the specific circumstances presented.

If you have any questions or would like to discuss any of these issues further, please do not
hesitate to call me at 206-553-1271 or Pat Nair of my staff at 208-378-5754.
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191 etter from Dianne McNally, Acting Associate Director, Office of Permits & Air Toxics, Region III, to Mark
Wejkszner, Manager, Air Quality Program, Northeast Regional Office, Pennsylvania Department of Environmental
Protection (April 20, 2010).

! Letter from Gregg Worley, Chief, Air Permits Section, Region 4, to Mark Robinson, Plant Manager, Georgia-
Pacific Wood Products LLC (March 18, 2010).
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