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TO: Allyn M. Davis, Director
Air and Hazardous Materials Division (6AAH)

This is to convey the final response to your memo of March 13, 1981
to Darryl Tyler, Acting Director of Control Programs Development Division
(CPOD), in which you asked for assistance in the PSD review of a mine-
mouth power plant application from Houston Lighting and Power (HL&P).
In particular, you were interested in how the emissions of the nearby
mine under different ownership must be taken into account by HL&P,
recognizing that such emissions can often have significant ambient impacts.
This memo also serves tc document CPDD's involvement to date in developing
this response.

As you know, issues associated with the HL&P application are closely
related to those raised by the American Mining Congress (AMC) in their
petition for review of the PSD regulations to the U.S. Court of Appeals
for the District of Columbia Circuit. For example, in their petition, AMC
has asked that an exemption be reinstated which again would allow sources
to ignore the ambient impacts of certain fugitive particulate matter
emissions. " Because of this linkage, we agreed to explore how the HL&P
and AMC issues might jointly be resolved while Region VI continued to
work with HL&P to develop an otherwise complete application.

We further agreed that the joint AMC/HL&P resolution would no longer
be pursued if it would begin to jeopardize unduly the company's plans for
construction. HL&P had informed us that it must commence construction by
October 1, 1981. On May 1, 1981 Jack Divita of your staff informed us that
the company's PSD application was nearly complete except for an analysis
that might be required for secondary emissions. Since a joint resolution
of the AMC/HL&P issues was not yet possible, we agreed to explore otner
independent ways to resolve the secondary emissions issue arising from

HL&P's PSD application.

The Clean Air Act requires that PSD review include a detailed and
extensive air quality impact assessmant of the effects of a proposed source.
This includes evaluation of the source's secondary emissions. See §i85{(a)(3),
(6) and 40 CFR 52.21(k). Secondary emissions are aefined by the regulations
2s those which would result from the construction or operation of a major



stationary source or major modification but do not come from tnat source
or modification. 40 CFR 52.21(b)(18). This definition sets out four
tests to be used in determining whether such emissions are to be included
in air quality impact assessments for PSD purposes: the emissions must
be specitic, well defined, quantifiable, and impact the same general
area. The mine's emissions appear to meet the first thres tests, but

for reasons discussed below, they fail to meet the fourth test.

The term "impact the same general area" embodied in the fourth
test to determine reviewability of secondary emissions is not precisely
aefined. However, tne scope of any requirea analysis has to be limited
%0 those areas where both secondary and primary emissions are known to
comnonly impact. Based on recent conversations with CGC, we have determined
that the most useful quantification of this concept for use in Class II
and III areas is that of the area of significant impact, as set forth
in the Emission Offset Interpretative Ruling (40 CFR Part 51, Appendix
S, 11].A.) and the preamble to the 1978 PSD regulations (43 FR 26398,
June 19, 1978). Pursuant to this approach, the significant impact area
for total suspended particulate matter (TSP) or SO, would be all those
areas in which the source's emissions would producé an ambient impact
equas to or exceeding a concentration of 1 ug/m° on an annual basis or 5
ug/m* on a 24-hour basis.

Modeling analysis reveals that HL&P will not cause a significant
ambient concentration of TSP at any location. Thersfore, my-recommendation
is that Region VI not consider the emissions from the mine as secondary
emissions in evaluating HL&P's impact on ambient TSP increments and
standards. I believe that the mine's emissions do not meet the definiticnal
test for secondary emissions since they do not impact any area of significant
impact which would be created by the direct emissions of HL&P. Thus,

HL&P's application can be processed without regard to any air quality
impacts from the nearby mine.

I trust that this response will be useful to you in your efforts to
process HL&P's PSD application. Let me know if we can be of further
assistance.

cc: R. Campbell
£. Reien
D. Menotti
L. Wegman
D. Tyler
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