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BACKGROUND INFORMATION

On October 27, 2009, pursuant to 845-13-8, the Wieginia Division of Air Quality (DAQ)
provided notice to the public of a preliminary detaation to issue Permit Number R13-2791 to
TransGas Development Systems, LLC (TransGas) éocomstruction of a coal-to-liquids (CTL)
plant proposed to be located near Wharncliffe, MiGgpunty, WV. At that time, the draft permit
and Engineering Evaluation/Fact Sheet were madéahbiato the public for review. The permit
application had previously been available for pulpéview and remained so during the public
comment period.

The public notice was followed by a public commeattiod (required to be a minimum of 30
days under 845-13-8) originally scheduled to ert@® P.M. on November 30, 2009. The public
comment period was, however, by order of the DA€ &or, extended to 5:00 P.M. on December
18, 2009. During the public comment period, the@DAccepted comments on our preliminary
determination to issue permit R13-2791 to Trans@ason all documents related thereto. To
provide information on the permitting action andailitate the submission of comments, the DAQ
held, on December 17, 2009, and pursuant to 84%-4a3sublic meeting concerning R13-2791.

OVERVIEW OF COMMENTSRECEIVED

The DAQ received written comments from approximatall individuals and organizations
(this number includes some duplicate submissiamshd the public comment period. An additional
37 oral comments were made during the public mgetMost comments were general in nature
(and non-technical) either in support of issuarfcte permit or against it. However, technical
guestions/comments were also submitted, includilagge number in a package submitted by the
Sierra Club Environmental Law Program (on behathefSierra Club, Appalachian Center for the
Economy and the Environment (ACEE), Ohio Valley Eomwmental Coalition (OVEC), Coal River
Mountain Watch, and West Virginia Highlands Cons@cy). Additional substantive technical
guestions/comments were submitted by Vincent Tliieal behalf of the Affiliated Construction
Trades Foundation, Ms. Stephanie Tyree, Mr. Jim\dsidVirginia Wagner, and Mr. Matt Noerpel.
TransGas submitted several comments on the engige®raluation and draft permit. Pursuant to
845-13-8.8, all submitted comments received duhegublic comment period have been reviewed
and are appropriately addressed in this document.

ORGANIZATION OF COMMENT RESPONSE

The DAQ'’s response to the submitted comments wdlude both a general and specific
response section. The general response will dsfsues over which the DAQ has authority and by
contrast, identify those issues that are beyongtineiew of the DAQ. The general response will
also describe the statutory basis for the issudeoé&l of a permit, discuss the role of the pre-
construction permitting process in the larger donal goal maintaining air quality in WV, and détai
the current status of the ambient air quality ohiyh County.
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The specific response will summarize each relenantgeneral comment that falls within the
purview of the DAQ and provide a response to iiethe size and number of the comments, this
document will not reproduce all the comments hdrey(are available for review in the R13-2791
file). Instead, each comment will be summarizedilegy points will be listed. The DAQ makes no
claim that the summaries are complete; they areigegd only to place the responses in a proper
context. For a complete understanding of submdtedments, please see the original documents
in the file. The DAQ responses, however, are tlicd¢to the entire comments and not just to what
is summarized. Comments that are not directly iledtand responded to in the specific response
section of this document are assumed to be answeel the general response section (or not
relevant to the TransGas application or an airitydedlated issue).

GENERAL RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

Statutory Authority of the DAQ

The statutory authority of the of the DAQ is giverder the Air Pollution Control Act (APCA)
- West Virginia Code 822-5-H. seq. - which states, under 8§22-5-1 (“Declaration of ppknd
purpose”), that:

It is hereby declared the public policy of thistetand the purpose of this article to achieve
and maintain such levels of air qualdg will [underlining and emphasis added] protect
human health and safety, and to the greatest dpgueticable, prevent injury to plant and
animal life and property, foster the comfort anehanience of the people, promote the
economic and social development of this state anilithte the enjoyment of the natural
attractions of this state.

Therefore, while the code states that the inteth®fule includes the criteria outlined in the
latter part of the above sentence, it is clearngyunderlined and bolded section of the above
sentence that the scope of the delegated autldody not extend beyond the impact of air quality
on these criteria. Based on the language undeb8P2t. seq., the DAQ, in making determinations
onissuance or denial of permits under 45CSR13 dogake into consideration substantive non-air
guality issues such as job creation, economic Mgloif proposed product, energy independence,
nuisance potential (noise, sight line obstructiffic), non-air quality environmental impactsagt
eligibility, etc. Beyond the DAQ’s position that the code doegnait us the authority to take into
consideration such issues, it is also self-evidleat these issues are beyond the expertise of the
Division of Air Quality and that most are regulated by other Bodies wéhmthndates and expertise
to do so.

Statutory Basis for Permit Denial

Pursuant to §22-5-4 (“Powers and duties of dire@nd legal services; rules”), the DAQ is
authorized to:
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To promulgate legislative rules . . . providing far. [p]rocedures and requirements for
permit applications, transfers and modificationd #re review thereof;

This authorization is effected under WV LegislatifiRule 45CSR13 - “Permits for
Construction, Modification, Relocation and Opematiof Stationary Sources of Air Pollutants,
Notification Requirements, Administrative Updatdgmporary Permits, General Permits, and
Procedures for Evaluation.” Pursuant to 845-13#& DAQ shall issue a permit unless:

a determination is made that the proposed conginjctodification, registration or
relocation will violate applicable emission stardigrwill interfere with attainment or
maintenance of an applicable ambient air qualégdard, cause or contribute to a violation
of an applicable air quality increment, or be ingistent with the intent and purpose of this
rule or W. Va. Code §22-5-1 et seq., in which caserder denying such construction,
modification, relocation and operation shall beiest The Secretary shall, to the extent
possible, give priority to the issuance of any spehmit so as to avoid undue delay and
hardship.

It is clear under 45CSR13 that denial of a pernustie based on one of the above explicitly
stated criteria or, as noted, is inconsistent whthintent of 45CSR13 or 822-54, seq. As is
stated above, it is the DAQ’s position that theeimitof both of the APCA and 45CSR13 is to
circumscribe the authority of the DAQ to air qualgsues as outlined in the APCA and in West
Virginia’s State Implementation Plan (SIP).

The air quality issues evaluated relating to Tras@pplication to construct a CTL plant are
outlined in the DAQ'’s Engineering Evaluation/FabEest made public on October 27, 2009. The
issues covered under that document represent thetef the substantive air quality issues over
which the DAQ believes it has authority to evaluateer 45CSR13 and the APCA as relating to
TransGas permit application R13-2791.

DAQ Permitting Process in Context

It is important to note here that the DAQ perimgtprocess is but one part of a system that
works to meet intent of the APCA in WV. The DAQ imtains a Compliance/Enforcement (C/E)
Section, a Monitoring Section, a Planning Sectigin, to effect this. Most pertinent to the
permitting process, the C/E Section regularly istppermitted sources to determine the compliance
status of the facility including compliance withtalsting, monitoring, record-keeping, and rep@ytin
requirements. If the source is not in compliatice DAQ has legal means to require the facility to
cease operating until it is again demonstratecetm lcompliance.

Ambient Air Quality Status of Mingo County

The quality of the air of a defined local area this case Mingo County, WV - is determined
by its status with respect to the National AmbigntQuality Standards (NAAQS). The Clean Air
Act, which was last amended in 1990, requires tarBnmental Protection Agency (EPA) to set
NAAQS for pollutants considered harmful to publeatth and the environment. The Clean Air Act
established two types of national air quality stadd. Primary standards set limits to protect gubli
health, including the health of "sensitive" popudas such as asthmatics, children, and the elderly.
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Secondary standards set limits to protect publitfane including protection against decreased
visibility, damage to animals, crops, vegetatiang auildings.

The EPA Office of Air Quality Planning and Standa(@AQPS) has set National Ambient
Air Quality Standards for six principal pollutantghich are called "criteria" pollutants. They are
listed athttp://www.epa.gov/air/criteria.html

Counties that are known to be violating these stedwlare, for specific pollutants, designated
by the EPA as in “non-attainment” with the NAAQSounties that are not known to be violating
these standards are, for specific pollutants, desegl by the EPA as in “attainment” with the
NAAQS. Mingo County is designated by EPA as imiathent with the NAAQS.

General Response Conclusion

In conclusion, in response to all commenters wheyeaced substantive non-air quality issues,
the APCA and 45CSR13 does not grant the DAQ theoaity to take into consideration such issues
in determining to issue or deny the permit. Furttiee requirements of 45CSR13 require the DAQ
to, when denying a permit, explicitly state thesmapursuant to 845-13-5.7. Additionally, the
permit is but the beginning of the involvementied DAQ with a source. After issuance, the facility
will receive regular inspections to determine caampde with the requirements as outlined in the
applicable permit. Finally, with respect to theality of the ambient air of Mingo County, the
USEPA has designated the County as in attainmehttie NAAQS.

SPECIFIC RESPONSESTO COMMENTS

Sierra Club Environmental Legal Program

On December 18, 2009 the Sierra Club Environméetgdl Program (SCELP), on behalf of
the Sierra Club, ACEE, OVEC, Coal River Mountain té¥a and the West Virginia Highland
Conservancy, submitted the following comments connog R13-2791. The comments are
numbered here according to the designation in @eL$ document (I through Ill are introductory
and general comments). For a full reading of tomments, please see the SCELP comment
document located in the R13-2791 file.

V. The Draft Permit Is Not in the Public Interest

SCELP commented that, using the authority undertWieginia Code 822-5-1¢t. seg. and
45CSR13, the “Department has an obligation to camnghe [sic] whether a coal-to-gasoline plant
will serve the public interest overall. [The grouqmded above] emphatically believe that it will riot
SCELP provided several reasons for this conclusiartuding the “societal costs of mining three
million tons of coal per year,” the lack of greenke gas (GHG) restrictions in the draft permit, and
the poor future for high carbon-based transpomdtiels (as it relates to the “economic wisdom of
building this plant”).
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DAQ Response

The DAQ does not believe it has the authority us@2-5-1 gt. seq. and 45CSR13 to consider
non-air quality related issues when determiningssoie or deny a permit (please see discussion
under GENERAL RESPONSE TO COMMENTHEBove). Therefore, consideration of the societal
costs of mining coal and the economic wisdom ofding the proposed facility are not within the
purview of the DAQ. With respect to GHGSs, the DAQtes that there are not currently any state
or federal air quality standards or permitting iegments applicable to the TransGas facility. For
a complete discussion of GHGs, please see ourmesgo comment X below.

V. The Department Must Release Information thalridiSpensable or Essential to Determining
Emissions” from the TransGas Facility for PublicviRev and Comment Prior to Issuing a
Final Permit

SCELP commented that information claimed as ConfideBusiness Information (CBI) was
“essential to verifying the plant's minor sourceatas” and was, pursuant to 45CSR31B,
“indispensable or essential to determining emissioninformation specified by SCELP as
incorrectly claimed CBI was “the entire methanolg@soline process flow diagram and
supplemental process description as well as cartiirmation necessary to determining emissions
from the methanol synthesis process. . .” SCElthén commented that “[w]ithout the a process
flow diagram for the MTG system that lays out igtbry limits and process flows, and identifies
fugitive components, it is not possible to evaluidwe accuracy of the Draft Permit's emission
estimates.”

DAQ Response

Section 6 of 45CSR31 states that “[n]Jo person stlaiim as confidential, information
concerning the types and amounts of air pollutaidsharged.” “Types and amounts of air
pollutants discharged” is defined under Section &dbstantively relevant to the TransGas claims
of CBI, within the definition, it generally statédsat“emissions data” (§45-31-2.4.a.1 and 2.4.a.2)
may not be claimed CBI. Section 4 of 45CSR31B plew some clarification of what constitutes
emissions data. Specifically, the section stdtat t

Information or data that is indispensable or esakrt determining emissions or location
in accordance with subsection 2.3 will be consideesnission data and thus non-
confidential, unless there is a readily availalile-aonfidential alternative for determining
emissions or location. Where there is no readifilable non-confidential alternative, the
Secretary may approve non-confidential alternativéehrough the use of aggregation,
categorization, surrogate parameters, emissiongtonmgy or sampling, or parametric
monitoring; provided that such use is consisterthwapplicable rules and standards and
results in a practically enforceable method of deieing emissions.

The above section, if read unreasonably broad dnarauld be used (the DAQ believes
inappropriately) to conclude that no informatioraipermit application is eligible for classificatio
as CBI. This conclusion would be based on an ebsien that every parameter associated with a
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plant, to a level of unreasonable specificity, dqubssibly have some effect, however undetectably
small, on the facility’s emissions. Implementihg tule in this manner would effectively prohibit
the classification of any data in the applicatierC&8| and would self-evidently serve to circumvent
the intent of the rule.

The DAQ believes, however, that 45CSR31 allowspgotieant to make publically available
emissions calculations in the application thatiatt reasonable level of confidence that is
appropriate in a pre-construction permitting prograrl his is understood within the context of the
testing, monitoring, record-keeping, and reportiaguirements in the draft permit that will allow
the DAQ to enforce the emission limits after issteaaf a permit.

The publically available Methanol and Methanol-tasBline (MTG) Plant emissions
calculations submitted by TransGas in AttachmemfNhe permit application (including the
estimate fugitive emissions) is appropriate andsahae, to a reasonable degree as discussed above,
omit any information or data that is indispensairlessential to determining emissions. The DAQ
does not believe the information noted by SCELkhdispensable or essential to determining
emissions from these sources.

However, even if the information claimed CBIl wassiolered to be indispensable or essential
to determining emissions, the DAQ believes thatghklically available emissions calculations
submitted under Attachment N would certainly qyals a “readily available non-confidential
alternative for determining emissions.”

With respect to the TransGas application, the DA®@Iliminarily determined that the
information claimed CBI does not constitute “enoss data” in that it is not “indispensable or
essential to determining emissions or locatioiitie DAQ, pursuant to 845-31B-4.4, which states
that the “the determination as to what informatomstitutes emission data will be made by the
Secretary on a case-by-case basis upon appliaztitne provisions stated in this rule,” reaffirms
this determination.

VI. The Application is Inconsistent and Incomplete

SCELP provided comments asserting that “the appicanaterials provided by TransGas are
incomplete and riddled with inconsistencies” araded that the “Department should have required
TransGas to clarify its assumptions and calculatiand provide all the information requested on
the application forms.” Without this informatiddCELP commented that “itis impossible to verify
the Applicant’s claims about the plant’s potengialissions or to include the needed limitations in
the permit to enforce minor source emissions leVelpecific instances of the above:

® The application “failed to include a process argdriniment diagram or an accurate inventory
of fugitive components by process unit.” In a fomie to this paragraph SCELP notes that
“[s]ince published factors for natural gas combusare generally provided on the basis of one
pound of pollutant per standard cubic foot of natgas consumed, any one of the first four
fields is necessary to determinate emissions asgolwvith year-round combustion of natural
gas to maintain a pilot flame on the flare.”
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® The application “fails to include information suiffnt to determine whether the assumptions
the Applicant makes about equipment performanceai@” and that as manufacturers have
not yet been selected for certain equipment, thee afsemission estimates based upon
“vender’s guarantee” for these emissions are idvali

e “[T]he documents provided by the Applicant contatmerous inconsistencies, making it
unnecessarily difficult to review the provided infation.” SCELP cited a specific example
of this: “the summary table provided in AttachmBin inconsistent with the Attachments 1
through 3 to Task Order 1.”

®  “[S]ignificant portions of the Application are pted in such small, smudged type as to be
illegible, e.g., the plot plan and process flow diagrams.”

DAQ Response

The minor source permitting program administeredenrd5CSR13 is effectively a pre-
construction permitting program. A permit is ragdi to be issued before most substantive
construction and all operation activities are atiteal. Due to the time required for air permit
application preparation, regulatory review, pulbégiew proceduretc., the application is often
being prepared and revised simultaneously withougriaspects of project engineering. In some
instances, businesses will not release funds ishfiproject engineering or select vendors until a
permit is issued.

These realities influence the detail of the infotioathat an applicant can be reasonably be
expected to submit as part of a permit applicatidine DAQ requires an applicant to make a
reasonable emission estimate backed by defendaloldations based on, where possible, the most
appropriate source of emissions information avélabHowever, as stated in the Engineering
Evaluation/Fact Sheet, this determination is maitle the understanding that the proposed source
is not one in which there exists a well-developsdlaccepted database of available emission factors
for all sources of potential emissions or is aiogpbf any other known source with easily accessibl
and historically verifiable operational data. Tdfere, use of, where applicable, assumptions and
process data based on engineering analysis ortmpes&other similar sources (including non-U.S.
sources) is accepted. The DAQ believes that reqguthe level of detail only available at the
conclusion of all project engineering and vendded®n is not only unnecessary to meet the
requirements of 822-5-#. seq. and 45CSR13, it is impractical and doing so woldd@an undue
burden on applicants.

It is important to note here that the above comatitens do not change the binding nature of
emission limits in a final permit. Emission limind all associated testing, monitoring, record-
keeping, and reporting requirements (TMR&R) mustria or the DAQ will consider the facility
in violation. Any change to permitted emissionitsnwould require the DAQ to review the
proposed changes according to 45CSR13 and, ifcybd, to revisit the designation of a source as
“minor.”
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Concerning the specific instances cited by SCELP:

The DAQ does not regularly require P&ID diagram$éosubmitted in permit applications.

This information is usually beyond what is requifedthe DAQ to issue or deny a permit

application and the DAQ considers that the cadeedpect to R13-2791. The DAQ believes
that the information in Attachment N (including anmation on fugitive emissions) of the

permit application and the Engineering EvaluatiactFSheet is sufficient for the public to

“accurately verify emission estimates or evaluatgpsed permit conditions for practicality

and enforceability.”

Concerning the footnote, the DAQ would point owattttime flare is limited under 4.1.8.2 of the
draft permit to combusting only natural gas anlinnted to a maximum design heat input
(MDHI) of 0.60 mmBtu/Hr. The methodology for estiting emissions from the pilot flame
of the flare is discussed on page 14 of the Engimgé&valuation/Fact Sheet.

As explained above, the DAQ accepts the emissibmate as provided in Attachment N of
the permit application including, where applicakhise of “vendor guarantees.” Further, as
stated in the Engineering Evaluation/Fact Sheetaioous combustion sources TransGas used
pollutant stack gas concentrations that were listedindustrial standards” or as vendor
guaranteed and where AP-42 was used to calculapotiential emissions of other pollutants.
When compared with AP-42, the emissions estimates by TransGas were found to be
conservative (higher than AP-42). Finally, the DAL not “take TransGas’ word that it will
self-enforce all parameters necessary to maint@nvarranty for each process.” The permit
includes a TMR&R section that the DAQ believesuffisient to make the emission limits
practically enforceable.

SCELP did not provide a specific reference to aomsistency and, therefore, the DAQ is
unable to respond.

The DAQ agrees that some information in the el@itreersions of the application are not or
are only barely legible. The DAQ would have madailable hard copies of the application
upon request.

With respect to the permit application submitted anbsequently revised by TransGas, the

DAQ preliminarily concluded, when the Engineeringaktiation/Fact Sheet and Draft Permit were
made available to the public, that it containedisignt information to determine whether the
proposed source construction was in conformandethet provisions of any and all applicable rules.
The DAQ, pursuant to 845-13-5.4, reaffirms thatd®ination.

. The Department’'s Decision to Permit the Fagilds a “Minor Source” of Criteria Air

Pollutants and HAPs Is Based on a Faulty and Indste@\nalysis of the Facility's Potential-
to-Emit

SCELP commented that, when all and corrected eomssiurces are included, the potential-

to-emit (PTE) of the proposed TransGas facilityiexcess of 100 tons per year (TPY). This PTE
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would define the source as “major” and require eaviunder the Prevention of Significant
Deterioration (PSD) permitting program. SCELP alsierenced other CTL projects of a similar
scale as the proposed TransGas facility that dimeetbas major. SCELP states that the DAQ should
“revisit its estimates of the TransGas Facilitytggntial to emit. . . and require the Applicant to
comply with the preconstruction requirements fojanaources found in 45CSR14. . .” They
provided specific examples as discussed below.

DAQ Response
See responses to specific comments below.

A. The Draft Permit Omitted Several Emission Soufoms the Facility’s Potential-to-Emit

1. Criteria Pollutants and HAP Emissions from thegfgeency Equipment

SCELP commented that TransGas did not include mag of emissions from emergency
equipment.

DAQ Response

TransGas did not include emergency generatorginglkrmit application and the DAQ is not
authorized to include equipment in a permit (arzsequently include the potential emissions in the
facility’'s PTE) that is not included in a permit@igation. The permit does not authorize the use
of air emissions-generating equipment or procesgdsthe exception of thoske minimis sources
listed under Table 45-13B, other than those liste@lable 1.0: Emission Units. Any use of air
emissions-generating equipment or processes rbisitable is considered a permit violation.

Addition of emergency generation equipment at arldate will subject TransGas to all
applicable permitting requirements under 45CSRUHQSR14 as applicable. Anyincrease of the
facility-wide PTE that results in any criteria pglnt emissions over 100 TPY will result in
retroactive PSD applicability and the requirementtiie entire source to undergo PSD permitting
under 45CSR14.

2. Particulate Matter and Reduced Sulfur Compounds&ions from the Sulfur
Solidification Process

SCELP commented that the potential particulateenatid hydrogen sulfide emissions from
the solidification of liquid sulfur and the storam®d handling of the sulfur flakes were not quaadif
and added to the facility’s potential to-emit.

DAQ Response

While requirement 4.1.5.7. requires that “[t]he fBulRecovery Unit (SRU) shall . . .
reintroduce any off gases back into the AGR,” tigDs concerned that the sulfur solidification
process would produce potential particulate matteissions during both production and load-out
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that would not be reasonably rerouted to the AGRaut disruption of the AGR. TransGas was
not able to provide, upon request, any reasonaiskfigation for the elimination of particulate
matter emissions from the sulfur solidification gges. For this reason, language has been added
to the permit prohibiting the solidification of ligd sulfur at the proposed facilitjRéquirement
4.15.7)).

3. CO0, VOC, and HAP Emissions from the Methanol Bgnis Process Vents

SCELP commented that the potential-to-emit of thality incorrectly omitted emissions
associated with “the methanol synthesis processs\auring normal operation of the methanol
production process.”

DAQ Response

Requirement 4.1.6.1. of the permit states thatg{lethanol Production and MtG Units shall
be designed, operated, and maintained so thagasdés or offgases (not including process heater
combustion exhaust) from these units shall notebeased directly into the atmosphere.” This
requirement would extend to “methanol synthesisg@se vents.” Any vents in the Methanol and
MTG Plant that release CO or VOCs directly to ttraasphere are prohibited by the permit.

To further strengthen the language under 4.1 #i$.requirement has been revised to include
“indirect” releases to the atmosphere and spedifias“process vents” are included.

4. VOC Emissions from the Cooling Tower

SCELP commented that VOC emissions from the Codliogger were not included in the
facility-wide PTE estimate. They stated that thecpss units in the proposed facility are simibar t
those found in petroleum refineries and that a \&D@ssion factor exists for Cooling Towers.

DAQ Response

The DAQ notes that AP-42, Table 5.1-2, which camgaihe D-rated emission factor for
hydrocarbons that SCELP uses to calculate poteMdC emissions, is meant for Petroleum
Refining. The DAQ also notes that the proposet3@Gas CTL Plantis not a “petroleum refinery”
and is unable to find any substantive justificafi@nusing this emission factor for a proposed CTL
facility.

In a June 2009 response to a comment concerninigp @@ cooling water, TransGas noted
that “[t]he facility is not a typical petroleum ek gasoline refinery which has a higher need for
cooling” and did not include any VOC emissions fritma Cooling Tower in the permit application.
In a response to this comment, TransGas noted[thfdinly the exchanger service is for cooling
water in the wash cycle of the gasification planthere are only a few exchangers cooling
hydrocarbons and therefore no estimation as ifirzerg [sic] can be applied.”
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The DAQ does not expect and has not authorizet@tyemissions from the Cooling Tower.
The DAQ also does not expect and has not authoangdSQ, NQ,, etc. emissions from the
Cooling Tower. However, based on the concernseptesd in the SCELP comment, the DAQ will
add VOC:s to the Cooling Tower CO emissions andhnig$éanguage within the permit to develop
a knowledge base on this issiRequirement 4.1.7.2(b) and 4.3.6.4.).

5. VOC Emissions from the Wastewater Treatment 8yste

SCELP commented that potential-to-emit of the faciincorrectly omitted emissions
associated with wastewater treatment plant.

DAQ Response

In a response to this comment, TransGas stated|djatjasification process can not be
compared with a SOCM process or a refinery. Wd&iger from the gasification process has no
contact with Hydrocarbons or VOC. . .Water from gasification and gas treatment is stripped.
This gas is utilized in the Claus process (Sulbworery) and doesn’t cause emissions.”

TransGas did not include emissions associated awtlastewater treatment system in their
permit application. The permit does not authotieeuse of air emissions-generating equipment or
processes, with the exception of thasaninimis sources listed under Table 45-13B, other than
those listed in Table 1.0: Emission Units. Any wéeir emissions-generating equipment or
processes not in this table is considered a petoidtion.

Addition of emissions associated with a wastewagatment system at a later date will subject
TransGas to all applicable permitting requirementder 45CSR13 or 45CSR14 as applicable. Any
increase of the facility-wide PTE that results my &riteria pollutant emissions over 100 TPY will
result in retroactive PSD applicability and theueegment for the entire source to undergo PSD
permitting under 45CSR14.

B. The Draft Permit Underestimates Emissions fromed Emission Sources

1. Entrained Road Dust Particulate Matter Emissifmsn Trucking of Raw
Materials, Products and Waste Materials

SCELP made the following comments:

e The haulroad distance limitations in the draft peare not adequate to enforce the haulroad
fugitive dust emissions as estimated by TransGas.

e Thedraft permit failed to account for the potemeanoval of gasoline and LPG by truck rather
than by railcar.

® The silt-loading value used by TransGas in thaitdoad emissions calculations was too low.
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® The use of a fugitive dust control efficiency oP8®n paved haulroads is too high.
DAQ Response

The haulroad distances limited in the draft pevmeite not restrictions of “the length of on-site
paved road.” They were, however, as stated ipé&nmmit, limits on the “truck hauling distances.”
This was intended and, in the opinion of the DA®ady understood to be representative of round-
trip distances for each scenario limited. Howet@memove any ambiguity from the condition,
clarifying language will be added to each requiretfRequirement 4.1.4.9(b)(3)).

SCELP is incorrect, the permit limits the total amb of “Sulfur, LPG, Gasoline,
Miscellaneous Out of Facility” to the amount showable 4.1.4.3. TransGas is not authorized
to remove any additional gasoline out of the facily truck than what is allowed under Table
4.1.4.3.

AP-42, Table 13.2.1-4 gives mean silt loading rarfgem 7.4 to 292 g/f(with ranges from
0.09 to 400 g/rf) based only on a total of 16 sites and 73 samglas.range from within a single
source category can vary as much as 212 @opper smelting). As stated in AP-42, site-sfieci
data is preferred where available. However, incee of a proposed greenfield construction, the
representative site data is not available. In tiage, a reasonable value must be selected. The
number selected by TransGas is almost identidAleonean value listed in AP-42 for quarries (8.2
g/n?), which, based on the material handling operatainhe proposed site seems more appropriate
than copper smelting. Therefore, the DAQ accefptedilt loading used in the TransGas application
as not unreasonable.

Note that the permit also requires that TransGézgaitunderbody truck wash, rumble strips
or employ other suitable measures to prevent tngckf solids by vehicular traffic from access
and/or haulroads onto any public road or highway & “collect, in a timely fashion, material
spilled on haulroads that could become airborit@iied or were subject to vehicle traffic.” Tiees
measures will help reduce the silt loading on thelioads.

The DAQ included in the Engineering Evaluation/Fahbeet a justification of the use of a
control efficiency of 85% on the paved haulroatiss reproduced here:

The control efficiency used for calculating potahfugitive emissions from use of paved
haulroads was 85%. Due to the site specific natijpetential control strategies for paved
haulroads, the DAQ has not given general guidamceamtrol efficiencies for paved
haulroad control. In most cases, the DAQ will gdabe default control efficiencies for
unpaved haulroads - which includes 85% for use atewtruck using a chemical dust
suppressant solution. TransGas listed their cbstrategy as a water truck using a
chemical dust suppressant solution. However, aghia to unique features of paved
haulraods, the DAQ believes that additional constohtegies are required along with a
water truck using a chemical dust suppressantisalth achieve practical enforceability
of an 85% control of uncontrolled fugitive emissfoom paved haulroads. These include
the use of a vacuum sweeper truck, posted speésd,land shoulder paving which shall be
required in the draft permit.
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The DAQ would note that a quick search on the meeshowed other states with comparable

paved road control efficiencies. See the following

In a March 2008 memorandum to the Permitting Bratieh State of Utah provides guidance
indicating that “Pave Road Surface with Sweeping)\fatering” has a control efficiency of
90% and “Pave Road Surface with Vacuum Sweeping\etering” has a control efficiency
of 95%. The memorandum is located at:

http://www.paradoxsustainability.org/documents/ailytion/10  UDAQ%20Haul%20Ro0ad%20Policy.pdf

In a February 2007 “Permit Statement of Basis,"Goeenmonwealth of Kentucky states that
“emissions from haul roads (paved and unpaved)ar&olled by a wet suppression method.
The paved haul road has a control efficiency of 90% This document is located at:

http://www.air.ky.qov/NR/rdonlyres/3729464B-25C8-8B8D05-5052EA49FE7C/0/V07006Basis22107.pdf

In a 2006 “Statement of Basis - Narrative,” the&td New Mexico states that “[t]ruck traffic
haul road [sic] from the entrance to the facilythe truck sales shall be paved and cleaned
to control particulate emissions (95% emission i@ralowed).” This document is located
at:

http://www.nmenv.state.nm.us/agb/permit/draftsiStant%200f%20Basis%20(0879M2).rtf

Additionally, the DAQ notes the following other soas of information:

The_ Air Pollution Engineering Manu@ 1992, pp. 145, states that, with respect to “Meac
Efficiency Values for Industrial Paved Road Corgrothe use of “[w]ater flushing followed
by sweeping” has a “Cited Efficiency” of 96% miraslegradation of 0.263% per truck after
sweeping.

In a post 2004 paper entitled “Fugitive Dust Modglwith AERMOD for PM10 Emissions
from a Municipal Waste Landfill” jointly issued bBlueScape Environmental and SCS
Engineers, they note that “Paved Main Haul Roadssans were assumed to have 79%
cumulative emissions control from watering and usg” This document is located at:

http://www.scs-energy.com/Papers/Sullivan_Fugitivest Modeling.pdf

The above references show that the control effigiersed by TransGas is comparable to the

other states noted above and with the other spdafiurces. However, to strengthen the vacuum
sweeping language, the permit will be revised ttuide a condition requiring TransGas to flush the
haulroads with water prior to each vacuum swé&eguirement 4.1.4.9(c)).

2. Particulate Matter Emissions from Coal Handling

SCELP commented that the moisture content of thkus®d in estimating the emissions from

material handling operations was too high. Insteddhe 5% used in the calculations, they
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commented that a more realistic number would b&63.based on sampled moisture contents of
coal from Mingo County, WV.

DAQ Response

TransGas did not cite the source of the coal waséied in the proposed facility and the DAQ
does not have the authority to dictate that thé lsedrom Mingo County. The DAQ generally
accepts a moisture content of 5% for raw coal andiature content of greater than 5% for cleaned
coal. AP-42, Table 13.2.4-1 provides a range astaoe contents for as-received coal at a coatiire
power plant from 2.7% to 7.4% with a mean of 4.6Phis source classification in Table 13.2.4-1
would seem appropriate for the proposed TransGal#tyfaand the 5% chosen for the proposed
facility is clearly with the given range. The DA®@tes that it reserves the right to require testing
under Requirement 3.3 of the permit if it is obgelthat the moisture content of the feedstock coal
is unusually dry and/or contributing to fugitive issions problems at the constructed facility.
However, for the purposes of estimating the coatliag emissions, the DAQ believes the use of
a 5% moisture content was appropriate.

3. Particulate Matter and HAP Emissions from Gaaifan Process

SCELP commented that TransGas’ claim in the peapplication that toxic metals would
remain in the slag and would not be emitted wasriect. SCELP stated that a “recent study
indicates that regardless of the slag tap operidys. . . the gas in the quench tank is volatikE a
easily released to atmosphere during emptyingeftiench tank.”

DAQ Response

In response to this comment, TransGas stated [ifratlie PDQ gasifier slag and slag fines
will be quenched or washed out in the scrubber waker. Slag and slag fines are non leachable
solid products and will be further processed kgfihg the slurry. Solid in the filter cake are]s
non leachable.”

The DAQ is concerned about the fate of expectexttnaetals (HAPS) in the feedstock coal.
For this reason, the draft pernfReuirement 4.3.2.) requires testing on the raw syngas sent to the
flare to determine if any additional HAPs, othearthose already identified and quantified by
TransGas in their permit application, are presé@i.address your comment, additional language
has been added to the permit to specify no HAPIragtessions are permitted and the HAP testing
language has been revised to require testing orsldgeto determine the metal retention rate
(Requirements 4.1.3(c) and 4.3.2(b), respectively).

4.  Criteria Pollutant and HAP Emissions from Flaring

SCELP commented that the limiting of maximum aggteglry gas volume of raw syngas sent
to the flare from the gasifiers to a volume of DOO, n¥n/hr was:
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® “not enforceable as a practical matter” becauséDhaft Permit does not place a limit on the
duration of each startup or the total number atgps per year;” and

e “not technically feasible based on TransGas’s [pigduction goals and would likely be
exceeded” and that the “Application provides evimdethat TransGas intends to operate at
higher flow rates than assumed. . .”

DAQ Response

TransGas, in Attachment N of the permit applicatlmases their emissions calculations from
the startup/shutdown of the gasifiers on a maxinaggregate dry gas volume of raw syngas sent
to the flare from the gasifiers of 100,006nr and 6,000,000 In/yr. While TransGas notes that
the duration of an individual gasifier startup iddur, the calculations are independent of the
duration. The controlling factor of the calculatsois the amount of raw syngas flared, and the
permit (as noted below) will explicitly limit theolurly and annual volume of raw syngas that can
be flared and will require monitoring of the voluwiesyngas. The permit practically enforces this
basis of the calculations with the following permaguirements:

e The maximum aggregate dry gas volume of raw sysgatsto the flare from the gasifiers shall
not exceed 100,000’ mhour or 6,000,000 /per rolling twelve month periodRéguirement
4.1.5.5(e))

e During each startup/shutdown of a gasifier, thenpee shalmonitor and record [emphasis
added] the following: The volume . . . of raw sysgant to the flare. The aggregate rolling
yearly total of volume of raw syngas sent to tredlshall be calculated and recorded.
(Requirement 4.2.5.4(c))

The DAQ believes the above permitting requirementside practical enforceability of the
emissions produced from the flaring of raw syngasngd gasifiers startup/shutdown operations
(with respect to the limitation of the volume ofwayngas flared). Any exceedance of the limit
under 4.1.5.5.(e) will be considered a violatioihe#f permit and subject TranGas to the actions of
the DAQ’s C/E Section.

The DAQ strongly disagrees that the permit reprissefisham permit.” The permit contains
emission limits that define the source as “minont grovides the associated means, to an
appropriate and reasonable degree, to determin@li@me with those emission limits. Any
modification to those emission limits will subjéiee facility to a reevaluation of the “minor” soerc
designation.

a. Emissions from Flaring Under Less-than-ldeal Qtoorts

SCELP commented that the 99.5% CO combustion effayi of the flare was too high and that
the rate was not realistically achievable. SCH&B eommented that “even a small decrease in flare
efficiency could put the facility over then [siclajor source threshold for S@missions.”
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DAQ Response

The DAQ has seen no evidence that the CO combustiierency of 99.5% is not achievable
at the proposed facility. The DAQ notes that thelg provided in Exhibit 3 of the SCELP
comments does show that CO combustion efficierafiap to 99.9% were recorded. Additionally,
previous studies such as the “Evaluation of theteficy of Industrial Flares: J3 Gas Mixtures and
Pilot Assisted Flares” (EPA-600/2-86-080) and thtafe Efficiency Study” (EPA-600/2/83-052)
provided results that showed flared combustiorcieificies of over 99.5% were achievable.

TransGas noted that, in response to this commezdrding to AP-42 emission factor, the CO
emissions from the flare are conservative. Udieg3O emission factor from AP-42, Table 13.5-1
of 0.37 Ibs-CO/mmBtu-flared gas and a maximum heatialue of the flared gas of 1,065
mmBtu/hr, the CO emission rate of the flare woued 394.05 Ibs-CO/hr. This emission rate
represents only 48% of the TransGas estimated Ci€sems from the flared gasifier raw syngas
(826.67 Ib-CO/hr).

However, to strengthen the enforceability of the €f@ission limit from the flared gasifier
syngas, the following requirements have been atlw#éte permit:

® TransGas shall be required to utilize steam asgistan the flareRequirement 4.1.8.2(a));

e TransGas shall be required to “operate the flarallatimes with an adequate steam to
hydrocarbon ratio in each flare and a minimum leeatent of 300 Btu/scf in the vent gas.”
(Requirement 4.1.8.2(c));

e TransGas shall be required to “submit a ‘Flare Ntmmg and Compliance Demonstration
Report’ that includes a determination of the appeate steam-to-hydrocarbon ratios, the basis
for the ratios, a detailed description of the manmitg of the flare (including monitor
specifications), a description of QA/QC procedurdated to the operation of the flare (as
related to requirements in this permit), accesstoopy of all vendor recommended
maintenance procedures, and access to a copy eéadgr combustion efficiency guarantees
for the flare.” Requirement 4.1.8.2(d));

e TransGas shall be required to monitor and recardtiam flow rate to the flare, the steam to
hydrocarbon ratio, and the heat content of thevgating to the flare Requirement 4.2.8.3);
and

e A limit will be placed in the permit restrictingettotal annual heat input of the waste gases
sent to the flare to 63,900 mmBt&Requirement 4.1.5.5(¢)).

Based on the above, including the revisions toditaét permit, the DAQ believes the CO
emissions from the flared gasifier syngas are gpmate and enforceable.

The DAQ would note that a decrease in the combusgfficiency of reduced sulfur
compounds (including §$) would not result in an increase in S8 less of the sulfur would be
oxidized.
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b. Emissions from Flaring during Malfunctions

SCELP commented that the DAQ incorrectly omitteddinissions from the facility associated
with malfunctions.

DAQ Response

As stated in the Engineering Evaluation/Fact Shestnot the policy of the DAQ to permit
general operational malfunctions (with the assedatleases of emissions) and quantification and
inclusion of these emissions into a facility’s PiBEhot required (nor, for most sources without a
site-specific operating history, considered pradtie). Emissions resulting from operational
malfunctions shall be considered “excessive” antsmered a Compliance/Enforcement matter.
Provisions dealing with malfunctions are, howeyeesent in several state air quality rules rules
and are included in various monitoring, record-kegpand reporting requirements.

The DAQ would add to that while certain EPA Regiob#ices have intervened in several
specific scenarios and indicated that malfunctimissions should be quantified and included in a
proposed facility’'s PTE, the DAQ is not aware ofy axisting general guidance or blanket
requirement foall facility typesandin all situationsto attempt to quantify the emissions associated
with future malfunctions.

The proposed TransGas facility is a relatively uei€pacility and there yet exists no evidence
that the facility will experience the malfunctioates of a refinery or other large petro-chemical
facilities. And while the Puertollano IGCC fagflitvas reasonably used as the basis for various
assumptions regarding specific operating data,nbied here that it is an IGCC facility and not a
CTL facility. There is no evidence that the ineggid and facility-wide operating history of an IGCC
facility would serve as an appropriate basis fdmesgting malfunction emissions from a CTL
facility.

The DAQ would also note that the facility-wide Pd&es take into account gasifier and AGR
startups and shutdowns. These terms are definggbasds of time when [a gasifier/the AGR is
venting raw syngas to the flare during unit stadod shutdown.” Regardless of cause, during the
periods as defined above, TransGas must monitaremadd the volume of raw syngas that is being
sent to the flare and the amount flared is coutde@rd the specific flaring limits.

Additionally, Requirement 4.5.1. of the draft perrequires that TransGas submit information
to the DAQ detailing “[a]ll instances of deviatitnom permit requirements. . .” and information
relating to specific equipment and times that wereof compliance with the permit.

C. Emission Estimates for Flare Are Not Supporte®iactically Enforceable
Permit Limitations

SCELP commented that portions of the permit argraattically enforceable. Two examples
were given: the concentration of Ni@ the offgas of the flare and lack of a requirebtbat the flare
be assisted.
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DAQ Response

As flares do not lend themselves to stack testing, understood that estimating flaring
emissions that are unrelated to the constituemgsties of the waste gas are based on a reasonable
emission factor or pollutant concentration. The@MWas found no evidence that the concentration
of NO, used in the emission calculations was not reasenab

TransGas noted that, in response to this commesarding to AP-42 emission factor, the NO
emissions from the flare are conservative. UdnegNQ, emission factor from AP-42, Table 13.5-1
of 0.068 Ibs-N@mmBtu-flared gas and a maximum heating value ef ftared gas of 1,065
mmBtu/hr, the NQ emission rate of the flare would be 72.4 Ibs;M@® This emission rate
represents only 22% of the TransGas estimatedad@ssions from the flared raw syngas from the
gasifier(333 Ib-NQ'hr).

As noted under VII.B.4, additional requirementsd&een added to the permit concerning
steam assistance and heat content monitoring. id@irgy these revisions to the permit and the
conservative nature of the N@mission estimate, the DAQ considers all the aomdsmits from
the flare as reasonable and practically enforceable

5. VOC and HAP Emissions from the Methanol SynthEkig

SCELP commented that TransGas underestimated V@EAR emissions from leaks in the
Methanol Synthesis Unit because they used “averagession factors instead of more appropriate
“screening ranges.”

DAQ Response

TransGas based their equipment leaks calculationsemission factors and control
methodology effectiveness from the document EPARS3-017 - “Protocol for EQuipment Leak
Emission Estimates.” In this document, four apphes are given to estimate emissions: (1)
Average Emission Factor Approach, (2) Screeningg@&pproach, (3) EPA Correlation Approach,
and (4) Unit-Specific Correlation Approach.

The document states that the “four approachesibesichere can be used by any chemical-
handling facility to develop an inventory of TOC\WWDC emissions from equipment leaks” and that
“[e]xcept for the Average Emission Factor Approaalhof the approaches require screening data.”
Screening data is “collected by using a portableitnang instrument to sample air from potential
leak interfaces on individual pieces of equipmenthe Average Emission Factor Approach is
described as an “accepted approach” under SectBoh. f the document and while the approach
is “not intended to be used to estimating emissfom® an individual piece of equipment” the
factors are “most valid for estimating emissiormira population of equipment.”

While the document states that the Screening RaNg@®ach “offers some refinement over
the Average Emission Factor Approach” the docunag¢sa states that the “[Screening Ranges
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Approach] is included in this section primarilyda in the analysis of old datasets which were
collected for older regulations that used 10,000pps the leak definition.” The document also
states that the approacimdy be applied whescreening data are available [emphasis added] as
either ‘greater than or equal to 10,000 ppmv’ oftess than 10,000 ppmv.”

The DAQ notes that the emission factors used byL$Ckere taken from Table 2-6 of the
document and were based on “refinery screeningesaagission factors” with leaks over 10,000

ppm.

In consideration of the four approaches offerethendocument and the lack of site-specific
screening values for a source not yet construtted)AQ accepts the use of the SOCMI Average
Emission Factors as reasonable for the estimatipatential emissions associated with equipment
leaks at the proposed facility.

6. Other Underestimated Emissions

SCELP commented that:
® The steady-state particulate matter emissions thenMTG process are underestimated.

® The particulate matter emission are underestimbtszhuse TransGas did not estimate
emissions of ammonium sulfate and ammonium carlednain the CQwash column.

® TransGas underestimated Nénission from the flare because Uhde assumedeaeiidnaust
flow rate that is less than the actual flow rat¢heflare.

® The steady-state CO emissions are underestimaisdtfre CQ Purification Unit because
TransGas underestimated emissions associatechigréduction of CO byproduct from the
MTG process.

® The fugitive CO emissions associated with gasificat- including scrubbing - are
underestimated because TransGas assumed thatréaenstvas composed of organic
compounds only.

® The steady-state VOC and HAP emissions from the Mid@ess are underestimated because
TransGas did not estimate emissions of methanotandthyl ether from this process.

® The VOC emissions from the proposed facility ardarastimated because TransGas did not
estimate fugitive VOC emission from leaking compaisen bottoms stream from the €O
wash column.

e The HAPSs, carbonyl sulfide and hydrogen cyanide the NSR-regulated pollutants, hydrogen
sulfide and total reduced sulfurs, from the propotaility are underestimated because
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TransGas underestimated the flow rate of thesatawils in the syngas and inflated the control
efficiency of the flare.

DAQ Response

Requirement 4.1.6.3. of the draft permit states“fljae regeneration offgas shall not contain
any detectable amount of . . . particulate matter Requirement 4.3.5.3. of the draft permit
requires TransGas to perform a “test on the catadgeneration offgas stream sent to thg CO
Purification Unit so to determine if reasonablyadtéble levels of . . . particulate matter. . .
are present in the gas stream.” Any detectableuatmf petroleum coke byproduct in the
MTG Plant regeneration offgas shall be considergdlation of the permit and TransGas will

be required to address the issue before resumiegiogn.

In response to this comment, TransGas noted timgt ¢ake formed in the process can not
cause emissions to the atmosphere, as it formgddaygdown on the catalyst, which is filled
as fixed bed inside the MTG reactors. During regetion of the catalyst (which is non-
continuous) coke laydown on the catalyst will benfedl in-situ inside the reactors with air and
converted mainly to COand some CO. . .”

In conclusion, the DAQ does not believe that patite matter, in the form of coke byproduct,
shall be present in the MTG Plant regenerationasffgent to the C{Purification Unit.
However, as noted above, a performance test witejaired on the offgas to determine if
reasonably detectable levels of particulate mattepresent.

In response to this comment, TransGas noted tRatfjation of Ammonium sulfide salts
according to equilibrium calculations as presentethe Sierra Club letter would require
presence of substantial amounts of ammonia entertoghe AGR. In our process design
however virtually all ammonia (Njiproduced in the gasification will be removed fridme
syngas via dissolution in process condensate iodbkng chain upstream of the AGR. It will
then be removed from the process in the condessgiper and further destroyed inside the
plantin the Claus process. Furthermore the MeOshwsicle is being monitored for ammonia
concentration to avoid any issues of sulfur ret@ntithrough ammonia.”

The DAQ does not believe that particulate mattér lva emitted during normal operations
from the CQ Wash Column and the permit does not authorizedargt emissions from the
CO, Wash Column. Any particulate matter emissionmftbe CQ Wash Column shall be
considered a violation of the permit. Please s&@ Besponse to SCELP comment VII.B.4(c)
for a discussion of malfunction emissions.

As noted above, the permit requires that “[dJurgagh startup/shutdown of a gasifier, the
permittee shalimonitor and record [emphasis added] the following: The volume . . raf
syngas sent to the flare. The aggregate rolliagly¢otal of volume of raw syngas sent to the
flare shall be calculated and recordeBeglirement 4.2.5.4(c))
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The DAQ believes the estimation of N@missions from the flare is appropriate and hen se
no evidence that the given flare exhaust rate adddxXhaust concentration is inappropriate.
Please see DAQ response to SCELP comment VII.B{@discussion of N@missions from
the flare and associated revisions to the permitdiease practical enforceability.

The draft permit limits the CO concentration in @, Purification Unit offgas (Emission
Point C1) to 1 ppm(Requirement 4.1.5.8). Language has been added to this requirement
clarifying that the 1 ppgCO limit in the offgas is in effect at all timeRequirement 4.1.5.8.).

The permit also limits the maximum flow rates digases from the AGR and MTG Plant to
the CQ Purification Unit Requirements 4.1.5.8 and 4.1.6.3, respectively). TransGas used
these parameters to calculate the potential aggr€tf@a emissions from Emission Point C1
as limited in Appendix A.

The permit requires continuous monitoring of thed@d) flow rate and CO concentration at
the outlet of the COPurification Unit Requirement 4.2.5.2).

In total, the DAQ believes these requirements afécgent for practically enforcing the
maximum potential CO emissions as emitted from @@ Purification Unit. Any CO

emissions in excess of 1 ppor any flow rates above those as limited in thengteshall be

considered a permit violation.

The average emission factors provided in EPA’s guwe document “Preferred and

Alternative Methods for Estimating Fugitive Emigssd~rom Equipment Leaks,” are “intended

to be used for estimating total organic compour@@J emissions.” However, the emission

factors “may be used to estimate emissions of emamycompounds - particularly . . . those

present as a gas or vapor.” CO is generally censtban inorganic compound and, therefore,
would not be included in the emission factors f@C given in the document. Use of the

average emission factors and the associated weggbént of CO would be an appropriate

method for estimating potential emissions wheme sgecific data does not exist.

The DAQ notes that under the cited Chapter 3.Z#’E guidance document, it states that the
equation given under 4.3-1 is used to “estimatessioms of a specifi¢cOC [emphasis added]
in a mixture of several chemicals.”

In response to this comment, TransGas statedtibatited rawgas CO+CO2 concentration
from the Uhde brochure (PRENFLO Gasification) refer a dry gas composition from the

PRENFLO Puertollano plant operating with a mixtaf@etcoke and high ash hard coal and
a oxygen purity of 85 vol.-%. The real gas concaian of CO in the raw gas from the

scrubber of the PRENFLO PDQ plant in the TGDS dedigsed on the TGDS coal, is less
than 30 mol-% (while more than 50 mol% of the g is H20).”

The draft permit requires that TransGas condudbpeance tests “on the syngas to verify the
accuracy of the constituent weight fractions usdtie fugitive emissions calculations located
under ‘Attachment N: Attachment 3 to Task OrdenPermit application R13-2791.” Any

substantive deviation from the assumptions uporchvtiie emissions were based (that would
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result in higher emissions) that are discovereth@performance test will be considered a
violation of the permit which requires that the ilia¢c be constructed and operated in
accordance with the plans and specifications filedPermit Application R13-2791.
(Requirement 2.5.1)

The permit has been revised to require the subomsgrior to startup, of a report that will
include a description of the appropriate LDAR morstRequirement 4.3.8.3.).

In response to this comment, TransGas stated tlogess Stream 31, “as it results from
burning of coke off the MTG catalyst, does not eemtany Methanol or DME. MeOH and
DME traces, if any, in the raw MTG product (steatigte stream) as indicated in the source
cited in the Sierra Club letter will be separateddstream in the MTG plant and recycled and
recovered internally either via process conderwat® the tail gas stream. The tail gas stream
of the MTG process is recycled internally to thenfrend of the plant.”

The permit states that “[tjhe regeneration offgafess Stream 31] shall not contain any
detectable amount of . . . VOCs” and requires T&assto perform “a test on the catalyst
regeneration offgas stream sent to the, @0rification Unit so to determine if reasonably
detectable levels of . . . VOCs are present ingdee stream.” Requirements 4.1.6.3. and
4.3.5.3., respectively) The DAQ does not expect any methanol or DME e rékgeneration
offgas stream but will require TransGas to perfartest to determine compliance with the
requirement prohibiting any VOCs in Process Str84m

In response to this comment, TransGas noted &V C fugitive emissions associated with
the bottoms stream of the C®ash column, the product stream from MeOH / wsg@aration
and with the regenerated MeOH stream have all beesidered in the calculations of fugitive
VOC emissions from the AGR as on page 8/9 of Attaeht 3 (Fugitive Emissions) to the
response to the DEP questions.”

The DAQ considers these emissions as accounted floe fugitive emissions calculated for
AGR.

In response to this comment, TransGas noted tbétih rawgas composition from the Uhde
brochure (PRENFLO Gasification) refers to a dry gamposition from the PRENFLO
Puertollano plant operating with a mixture of pé&t@with high sulfur content) and high ash
hard coal and a oxygen purity of 85 vol.-%. InTt&@DS coal feed sulfur levels are moderate
and therefore COS content in the syngas from theSJ @ant will be much lower than in the
Puertollano plant. The TGDS design will further @eygen purity of 99.5% (vs. 85 vol-%
in Puertollano) and CO2 as carrier gas for the teadling (vs. N2 as carrier gas for coal
feeding in the Puertollano plant). Furthermoreslaswn in page 9 of the Uhde brochure
(PRENFLO gasification) the main Nitrogen componetihe Puertollano syngas is molecular
nitrogen (N2) from Oxygen and from the carrier gather than any HCN formed in the
gasification. Calculations of COS and HCN concdrirs in the TGDS syngas were based
on design calculations for TGDS coal with CO2 fegdand 99.5% Oxygen purity as per
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TGDS design. COS and HCN will be partially converte the CO shift and the remainder
removed in the AGR and sent to the Claus plant aittegse components will be destroyed.”

Appendix A of the permit limits the emissions of S§H,S, and HCN. These emission are
based on the raw syngas assumptions used by Trans@a permit application as explained
in their response above. The permit, in orderetieianine the validity of these assumptions,
requires Requirement 4.3.4.3) a performance test on the “on the gasifiers’AaB&R waste gas
streams sent to the flare so as to determine thdityeof the substantive mass balance
assumptions made in calculation of the potentiassions in Permit Application R13-2791.”
Any substantive deviation from the assumptions upbith the emissions were based (that
would resultin higher emissions) that are discegt@n the performance test will be considered
a violation of the permit which requires that flaeility be constructed and operated in
accordance with the plans and specifications filrdPermit Application R13-2791.
(Requirement 2.5.1)

To further increase the practical enforceabilitytoé HCN emission limits, Nwill be
prohibited as used as a carrier gas in the coalfdeding systemRequirement 4.1.5.2.).

C. The Draft Permit Potentially Underestimates Emiss from the Several Emission
Sources

1. VOC and CO Emissions Associated with Equipmenkkeén Gasification Process

SCELP commented that TransGas has potentially estigrated emissions of VOC and
CO from coal milling and drying operations basediosupported VOC and CO contents.

DAQ Response

Language has been added to requirement 4.1.5%(bhy the CO and VOC emissions from
coal volatization to the values used by TransGakeir emissions calculations. Additionally, a
condition has been added to 4.3.4.2(b) requiritestion coal feedstock to determine the rate at
which CO and VOCs volatilize.

2.  VOC Emissions from the Methanol Storage Tank

SCELP commented that the limit on methanol tank&)tirnovers was not consistent with
emission estimates for this tank.

DAQ Response

After an additional review of the methanol tank ssions calculations provided in Attachment
N of the application, the DAQ agrees that the &b the methanol tank in requirement 4.1.7.3(a)
are incorrect. They have been corrected (30 twrsoper year and 60,000,000 gallons annual
troughput) and the emissions limit from the methdaok has also been lowered to equal that as
given in the TANKS emission report.
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VIIl. The Department Must Directly Regulate and Bk the Impacts of PM2.5 Emissions from
the TransGas Facility

In Section VIII (VII.A through VIII.C), SCELP proded comments outlining their view that
the DAQ ignored PN and incorrectly used PMas a surrogate for PM They also provided an
overview of the public health effects of PBMSCELP made the following specific comments
concerning PM.:

e '"The Draft Permitis flawed because it fails taedity regulate or evaluate emissions of PM2.5
from the TransGas plant.”

e "[T]he Department failed to publish the amount 825 that would be emitted at the source,
as required by state law."

® "[l]tis unclear whether the purported PM2.5 emasdimits are achievable, and they certainly
are not enforceable."

® '"The Department may not use PM10 as a surrogatentt.5"
DAQ Response

The DAQ does directly regulate and evaluate, Pty placing a footnote to Appendix A of the
draft permit and to Attachment B of the Engineefivgluation/Fact Sheet. The footnote reads: "For
the purposes of this permit, all RMemission limits are equal to BMemission limits." This
language is unambiguous and clearly sets the emidsnit of PM,; and the PTE of PM,
respectively, to the amount of BM As PM, . emissions are a subset of Rmissions, it is self-
evident that compliance with practically enforceaBM,, emission limits guarantees compliance
with the identical PM; limits. SCELP provides no detail as to why thesg . limits would not be
achievable or enforceable.

Section 8.3 and 8.5 of 45CSR13 states that thacapps and the DAQ's Class | legal

advertisement “. . .shall contain. . . the type anmmbunt of air pollutants that will be discharged .

" The language of the rule does not require ttheedisement to include the amount af
“regulated pollutants that will be discharged.” eldtatutory language allows the DAQ to exercise
reasonable discretion in the amount of informatti@ is placed in the legal advertisement. Without
this discretion, itis obvious in some situatioeg)-, natural gas combustion - that the advertisement
would have to include an unreasonably large nurabpollutants €.g., speciated Hazardous Air
Pollutants (HAPS) - potentially emitted at traceundetectable levels.

The DAQ places information, including data concegrthe “type and amount of air pollutants
that will be discharged,” in the advertisement {hvatvides, along with other general information
concerning the proposed source, a reasonablyahebroncise overview of the source. Directions
in the advertisement provide the public with actesgher documents and a DAQ contact that can
provide much more in-depth information concernihg proposed source and the preliminary

Response to Comments & Final Determination: R13t279
TransGas Development Systems, LLC
Page 24 of 52



determination. Without the allowed discretion degdvertisements would, in the view of the DAQ,
become overly detailed and confusing.

It is, as of this writing, the current DAQ poliay hot routinely place potential EMemission
rates into legal advertisements for minor sounceseas that are classified as in attainment \wéh t
PM, . standards. The DAQ has found that there alresidysea confusion in the public concerning
the distinction between the RMnd total PM emissions (they tend to aggregatatheVith respect
to the TransGas legal advertisement, for the alEagons and as facility-wide BMemissions were
equal to facility-wide PN}, emissions, a distinct reference to RMmissions was not included.

The DAQ did not use Plas a surrogate for PMduring the review of the TransGas permit
application. While the facility-wide PTE and enisslimits of PM,,and PM . were set to the same
values, no required air impacts analysis or angrgpiollutant-specific analysis was performed by
using PM, as a surrogate for PM The DAQ notes that, however, for purposes of PSD
applicability analysis and review, the EPA statethe preamble to the “Implementation of the New
Source Review Program for Particulate Matter Lassn2.5 Micrometers,” that states with a SIP-
approved PSD program (such as West Virginia) mantioue to implement a Pjylprogram as a
surrogate to meet the PSD program requiremen®BNgr, pursuant to the 1997 guidance. . .”
This policy is to expire three years after the mation date of the Federal Register, which would
not be until 2011, or at an earlier time upon apalof a revised SIP. The DAQ does note that, on
February 4, 2010, the EPproposed to end the PN} surrogate policy earlier than previously
promulgated.

IX. The Department Must Quantify Sulfuric Acid MiEmissions

SCELP commented that the sulfuric acid emissions wet quantified from the facility. They
stated that sulfuric acid mist would be emittedrftbie “Claus sulfur recovery unit, the Rectisobaci
gas removal unit, the diesel-driven emergency eqeig, the gasifier vent, and other sources.”

DAQ Response

Appendix A of the draft permit lists the permittexshission points and limits at the proposed
facility. ldentification of any non-malfunctionpn-emergency emission points, or any emissions
of pollutants not specified under Appendix A arasidered a violation of the permit. Sulfuric acid
emissions from the “Claus sulfur recovery unit,etisol acid gas removal unit, the diesel-driven
emergency equipment, the gasifier vent, and othrces” are not permitted.

Please see the DAQ response to SCELP comment VIfgk.a discussion of emergency
equipment. With respect to the sulfur recovery,uhe DAQ would note that, pursuant to 4.1.5.7.
of the draft permit, the SRU “shall, during all #shof operation, reintroduce any off gases back int
the AGR.”

With respect to any other potential sources diusigl acid, language under 4.1.5.4. of the
permit has been clarified to disallow any releas&aw or clean syngas or any other offgases”
directly into the atmosphere.

Response to Comments & Final Determination: R13t279
TransGas Development Systems, LLC
Page 25 of 52



Additionally, additional language has been addedkeud.1.2. that explicitly states that only
the emission points or sources of fugitive emissidentified under Appendix A are authorized by
the permit.

X. The Department Must Evaluate and Limit the FaggiGreenhouse Gas Emissions

SCELP commented under Section X (X.A and X.B) that DAQ unlawfully ignored the
emissions of GHGs, violated state law by not casreng) these emissions as “statutory air
pollution,” violated state law by not providing anthintaining a “healthful environment for our
citizens, and violated the Clean Air Act by notugopg TransGas to obtain a PSD permit and
undergo a BACT analysis for GHGs. SCELP includedfbllowing specific comments concerning
GHGs:

e "The 3.6 million tons/year of carbon dioxide thadwd be emitted by TransGas foar exceed
the EPA’s proposed major source threshold for dgreese gases of 25,000 tons/year."

e SCELP commented that the language under §22-1tithgstfO]ur government has a duty to
provide and maintain a healthful environment for ottizens” requires the DAQ to limit
GHGs. Further, they stated that the DAQ is “prdkith from granting this permit without
mitigating the global warming impacts because itildallow the project proponent to emit
carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases suakthame in such quantities that would cause
‘statutory air pollution.”

e SCELP has commented that the CAA requires a Beail#e Control Technology Analysis
for Greenhouse Gas Emissions from the TransGds#yaci

DAQ Response

On October 27, 2009 the EPA published in the Fé&agister the “Prevention of Significant
Deterioration and Title V Greenhouse Gas Tailofinde; Proposed Rule.” The purpose of the
proposed rule, as explained in the preamble, was to:

tailor the major source applicability thresholds®&HG emissions under the PSD and Title
V programs. . .because EPA expects soon to promeutggulations under the CAA to
control GHG emissions from light-duty motor vehiclind, as a result, trigger PSD and title
V applicability requirements for GHG emissions.

The EPA, however, also noted in the proposed hae t

EPA treats sources as subject to PSD requiremantysifothey emit ‘regulated NSR
pollutants’ at specified threshold levels. CurlgrEPA does not consider GHG emissions
to be ‘regulated NSR pollutants’ under the PSD mogbecause GHG emissions have not,
thus far, been subject to regulation requiring caninder the CAA.

and:
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the [Clean Air Act] does not require that minor mmuprograms apply to GHGs because
there are no NAAQS for GHGs.

While EPA has proposed a major source applicalititgshold for GHGs of 25,000 TPY of
CO,e and an implementation date triggered on the-ligity motor vehicle rule, they solicited
comment on the proposed rule. To this end, on Dbee 28, 2009 the National Association of
Clean Air Agencies (NACAA) provided comments on #8D/Title V Tailoring Rule. In the
NACAA comment letter, they “strongly urge that EP#vide state and local permitting authorities
with additional time - 12 to 24 months - to incred&SD and Title V thresholds above the current
100/250-tpy levels to avoid the administrative lurdnd delay in issuing permits. . .” NACAA also
commented that “EPA consider a step-down appraat¢hése programs where the initial thresholds
are setat 50,000 typ G . .” Clearly, the language of the final ruleldine date of implementation
remain in flux, and the final form of GHG regulaticemains unknown.

On December 15, 2009 the EPA published in the B¢degister the “Endangerment and
Cause or Contribute Findings for Greenhouse Gasdarihe Clean Air Act; Final Rule.” In this
rule EPA found that “six greenhouse gases takeanmbination endanger both the public health and
public welfare of current and future generationBiey also stated that “[t]his action is a starmhal
set of findings regarding endangerment and causerdribute for greenhouse gases under CAA
section 202(a), and does not contain any regulagmyirements.”

The DAQ has concluded that there are not curramyystate or federal air quality standards
or permitting requirements applicable to the Traas{acility - including major source applicability
thresholds for GHGs (as shown above). Therefarthistime, the DAQ is under no mandate to
require quantification and control of GHGs or tpplecation of Best Available Control Technology
(BACT) to sources of GHGs at the proposed faciliyhe DAQ believes that taking regulatory
action at the Division level without a state ordeal statutory basis is both beyond the authority
given in the APCA and inappropriate. Section §22¢f the APCA states that:

no . .. program of the [DAQ] hereafter adoptedidi@many more stringent than any federal
. . . program except to the limited extent that fDAQ] first makes a specific written
finding for any such departure that there exisisrgifically supportable evidence for such
. . . program reflecting factotmique to West Virginia [emphasis added] or some area
thereof;

The DAQ believes that a Division-level regulatorggram targeting GHGs in West Virginia
would certainly violate the intent of the APCA. e very least, no reasonable argument can be
made that issues surrounding global climate chargganique to West Virginia. The APCA would
not support a “statutory air pollution” conclusianth respect to GHG regulation even if the DAQ
were prepared to make that determination.

XI. The Draft Permit Fails to Address Odorous Enuagsi

SCELP commented that the DAQ failed to addressamdoemissions from the facility by not
having “directly limited emissions of hydrogen suéf or ammonia, which can both cause odor
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problems.” SCELP also notes that “[tjhe permititgysulfur gas emissions to 1 ppm, which will
be mostly HS and COS. The odor detection limit foySHn humans is 0.0047 ppm.”

DAQ Response

The odor threshold is the concentration of a chahmtiere 50% of odor panelists can detect
that the chemical is present based upon theirtolfasensitivity to odors. There exists no absolut
list of values which define the threshold of anj&mbionable odor.” 45CSR4, the WV Legislative
Rule that is “designed to prevent and control tiselthrge of pollutants into the open air which
causes or contributes to an objectionable ododorsj also does not contain any quantified odor
thresholds. 845-4-2.6 defines an objectionable odthe following manner:

[1ln addition to odors generally recognized as beihjectionable, an odor shall be deemed
objectionable when in the opinion of a duly authed representative of the Director, based
upon his investigations or his investigations amchglaints, such odor is objectionable.

An objectionable odor must be determined by theQDA the course of an inspection or
investigation. The DAQ believes that it is ver§fidult to prove an objectionable odor before a
facility is in operation. The DAQ also believestimothing in the permit application indicated that
objectionable odors - as defined under 45CSR4I-deiinitely be produced from the proposed
facility. If, in the course of an inspection owv@stigation, the DAQ determines that the proposed
facility is causing or contributing to an objectadrle odor, the DAQ will take the actions as reqlire
under 45CSR4.

The DAQ notes that, while, the cleaned syngasjsired to have a Total Reduced Sulfur level
of less than 1 ppm, it is not authorized to beasdel directly into the atmosphere.

XIl. The Draft Permit Fails to Assure Compliancehw#ll Applicable Regulations

A. Performance Standards for VOC Emissions from SODIdtillation Operations

SCELP commented that the preliminary determinatiwat 40 CFR 60, Subpart NNN:
“Standards of Performance for Volatile Organic Comnpd Emissions From the Synthetic Organic
Chemical Manufacturing Industry (SOCMI) DistillaticOperations” was not applicable to the
proposed facility was incorrect based on the prodoof ethylene, propylene, and mixed butanes
as byproducts in the MTG process.

DAQ Response

Upon request, and based on the information providgee SCELP comment, TransGas could
not justify a 40 CFR 60, Subpart NNN non-applic&pdletermination. Therefore, the appropriate
language has been added to the pefRRed\irements4.1.6.7.,4.2.6.7.,4.3.5.4.,and4.3.7.1.). Please
see “Additions/Revisions to Regulatory Applicalyilibelow for a discussion of these rules.
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B. Performance Standards for Coal Preparation anceBsing Facilities

SCELP commented that the draft permit was not mmg@nce with 40 CFR 60, Subpart Y
and 45CSR5 for the following reasons:

e TransGas was not required to minimize fugitive demsissions under 45CSR5 and did not
submit a “fugitive dust control plan” in accordanigh Subpart Y;

e The draft permit was confusing in applying differetatutory opacity standards to the same
emission points;

® The coal dust feeding system was not required tet the standards of Subpart Y.
DAQ Response

As stated in the Engineering Evaluation/Fact ShketDAQ considers the proposed controls
on the coal handling operations as an approprggéie dust control system under 45CSR5.

§60.254(c) states:

The owner or operator afn open storage pile [emphasis added], which includes the
equipment used in the loading, unloading, and cgingeoperations of the affected facility,
constructed, reconstructed, or modified after May 2009, must prepare and operate in
accordance with a submitted fugitive coal dust siaiss control plan that is appropriate for
the site conditions as specified in paragraphd)ahfough (6) of [§60.254].

Under Subpart Y, “open storage pile” is defined as

any facility, including storage arethat is not enclosed [emphasis added] that is used to
store coal, including the equipment used in thdilog unloading, and conveying operations
of the facility.

The draft permit does not authorize any Subpaftetted facility that “stores” coal that is not
enclosed - including the coal storage pile. Remnent 4.1.4.4(a)(2) of draft permit R13-2791 states
that “[c]oal shall be enclosed in a building tratented through a maximum of four baghouses.”
The coal storage pile authorized at the proposeititfais not defined as an “open storage pile”
under Subpart Y and, therefore, a fugitive coat dasssions control plan is not required. The DAQ
notes, however, that if a fugitive coal dust enaissicontrol plan was required, Subpart Y specifies
only that the plan be submitted “prior to startfm”’a new facility.

Language was added to footnote (1) to “Table lmbisEion Units” specifying that “VF” is
being used as a designation for particulate maltexrs.

The draft permit contains language reproducingseions standards from both applicable state
and federal rules. The inclusion or absence efiimguage, however, does not make applicable on
not applicable, respectively, the standard. Inctse of 45CSR5/Subpart Y, where more than one
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opacity standard exists, it is self-evident thahkapply to the source (with the more stringenngei
the controlling standard). This would be the aaee language were placed in the draft permit or
not. The DAQ believes that this method actuallgvies clarity in placing all substantive
applicable standards in the permit and that anjusion from this approach is negligible.

The reference to 4.1.8.7.b has been corrected.

The DAQ considers all coal handling past the pleatl bunkers as part of a “manufacturing
process” (the process of manufacturing gasolind)raot part of the “coal preparation plant” as
defined under 45CSR5. 845-5-2.4 defines “coal gnajmon plant” as

any facility . . . that prepares coal by one or enof the following processes: screening,
breaking, crushing, wet or dry cleaning and therdnging, and further such definition of
a coal preparation plant shall include all coal diisnyg operations associated with the
processes described above, but shall not includga]ny facility or equipment subject to
the requirements of . . . 45CSRY7.

Under 45CSR7, a “manufacturing process” is defined

any action, operation or treatment, embracing cbalyindustrial or manufacturing efforts,
and employing, for example, heat treating furnabggproduct coke plants, core-baking
ovens, mixing kettles, cupolas, blast furnacesndmarth furnaces, heating and reheating
furnaces, puddling furnaces, sintering plants tatesteel furnaces, ferrous and non-ferrous
foundries, kilns, stills, driers, crushers, grirgj@oasters, and equipment used in connection
therewith and all other methods or forms of manufidicg or processing that may emit
smoke, particulate matter or gaseous matter.

Based on these definitions the DAQ believes ipigrapriate to regulate the coal dust feeders,
located after the plant feed bunkers, under 45C&R¥ “manufacturing process” other than under
45CSR5 as a “coal preparation plant.” The DAQ alsiteves that it is not the intent of Subpart Y
to extend into a manufacturing process and thabtlggnal determination in the draft permit is
appropriate. However, the DAQ cannot provide agete statutory basis for this determination.
Therefore, the draft permit will be amended to @iy place Subpart Y opacity and emission
standards on the coal dust feeding systeequirement 4.1.5.2(g)).

The DAQ considers the use of particulate mattesrlas adequate control measures on these
equipment and processes and believes they will theettandards under Subpart Y. See above
discussion concerning the dual applicability of 87 and Subpart Y to these units.

C. National Emission Standards for Hazardous AituRahts

SCELP commented that the proposed facility is applie to 40 CFR 61, Subparts J and V and
that these rules be added to the permit.
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DAQ Response

Upon request, and based on the information providdgde SCELP comment, TransGas could
not provide any justification for a non-applicatyilidetermination with respect to 40 CFR 61,
Subparts J and V. Language noting the applicglofithese Subparts has been added to the permit
(Requirements 4.1.9.4., 4.2.9.1., and 4.3.8.2.). Please see “Additions/Revisions to Regulatory
Applicability” below for a discussion of these rsle

D. Standards of Performance for Petroleum Refineries

SCELP commented that the TransGas facility is apple to 40 CFR 60, Subpart Ja:
Standards of Performance for Petroleum RefinenedAfhich Construction, Reconstruction, or
Modification Commenced After May 14, 2007.

DAQ Response

The DAQ does not believe that the TransGas faadigpplicable to 40 CFR 60, Subpart Ja.
As noted in your comments, “petroleum refinerytiefined under Subpart Ja as:

any facility engaged in producing gasoline, kereselistillate fuel oils, residual fuel oils,
lubricants, asphalt (bitumen) or other productstilgh distillationof petroleum [emphasis
added] or through redistillation, cracking, or mefing of unfinishegetroleum|[emphasis
added] derivatives.

Petroleum is then defined as:
the crude oil removed from the earth and the @lsveéd from tar sands, shale, and coal.

The DAQ does not believe that production of gasofiom a coal-based syngas by using the
MTG process meets the definition of a refinery. @bénition of petroleum is explicit in including
“oils derived from . . . coal.” The productionaifs directly from coal (such as the Karrick Prages
that require further refinement into gasoline @macess distinct from gasification of coal. Syngas
produced from coal gasification is not, by any ogable definition, included in “oils derived from
...coal”

Xlll. The Draft Permit's Monitoring Requirements Aadequate

A. Monitoring of CO, PM, and PM10 Emissions from theoling Tower

SCELP has commented that the “monitoring requirdaien CO, PM, PM10 emissions from
the cooling tower are not enforceable as a prdaticdter.” They state that the requirements
4.1.7.2(b) and 4.2.7.3(d), which require that tregew circulated in the Cooling Tower has “no
reasonably detectable amount of CO” and be momnitfmeCO “periodically” is “ambiguous” and
does not “satisfy the burden to assure CO emissemain below the major source threshold.”
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SCELP also comments that the PM/BMmission limit from the Cooling Tower is not
enforceable as the permit only requires circulatuager total dissolved solids (TDS) monitoring.

DAQ Response

While the DAQ believes the terms “reasonably detalet’ and “periodically” are acceptable
and have an understood and enforceable meanindtdfigoermit will be modified to increase the
exactness of the languadeequirement 4.1.7.2(b)).

The DAQ would note that AP-42 Table 5.1-2, whicmtains the emission factor for
hydrocarbons that SCELP uses to calculate potegtigsions of CO in the circulating water (as
shown in the SCELP comment letter submitted in l&009), is meant for Petroleum Refining. The
DAQ also notes that the proposed TransGas CTL Wamdt a “petroleum refinery” and is unable
to find any substantive justification for using ti®©C emission factor meant for a “petroleum
refinery” as a way to estimate potential CO emissitstom a proposed CTL facility.

In a June 2009 response to a comment concerning @@ cooling water, TransGas noted
that “[t]he facility is not a typical petroleum ek gasoline refinery which has a higher need for
cooling” and “CO is not anticipated to be in the&aent to the cooling tower.” TransGas included
no estimate of CO emissions from the Cooling Tawéhe permit application. The DAQ does not
expect and has not authorized any CO emissionstfier@ooling Tower. The DAQ also does not
expect and has not authorized any,ND,, etc. emission from the Cooling Tower. Howeveasdd
on the concerns presented in the SCELP commergrdf2009, the DAQ included the requirements
in question to develop a knowledge base from tlogpgsed facility. The phrase “reasonable
detectable level” is used to address concernsdma¢ undetectable trace amounts of a pollutant may
be present.

Concerning PM/PN} emissions from the Cooling Tower, the DAQ notegureement
4.2.7.3(a), which states:

The permittee shall continuously monitbe circulating water flow ratein units of gallons
per minute [emphasis added], the circulating water’s totalsdived solids content via
conductivity and the number of cycles of conceidradf CT.

The comment letter is incorrect, the permit doegiire monitoring of the circulating water
flow rate in units of gallons per minute. The DAQnsiders a weekly sample to analyze the TDS
content and the continuous monitoring of the cating water flow rate as an appropriate level of
monitoring to show compliance with the PM/EMmission limit from the Cooling Tower. The
DAQ considers the use of a drift eliminator to kithe maximunper mitted drift rate to 0.001% as
reasonable and, if based on inspection of the nartet facility, the Director believes that theigas
of the drift eliminator or use of make-up watemagd supportive of the 0.001% drift rate, the Dioect
can require appropriate testing at that time uReguirement 3.3.1. of the draft permit.
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B. Monitoring of the Flare

SCELP has commented that there is no monitoringeotain flare emission limits or on the
volume of syngas sent to the flare.

DAQ Response

As discussed in the Engineering Evaluation/Face§liee emissions generated by the flaring
of the raw syngas during gasifier and AGR startgbased on both the levels of certain impurities
in the gas and on engineering calculations indegpetiaf the impurities of the gas. Where there are
potential substantive emissions from the flare ddpat on impurity levels of the gas, the permit
requires monitoring of these impurities. These iooimg requirements are noted in your comments.
Compliance with the other emissions are based timpacceptance of the calculations, monitoring
of the volume of syngas flared, and requirementshfe proper design and operation of the flare.

The comment letter is incorrect, the volume of sggent to the flare during gasifier and AGR
startup is required to be monitored under requirge.2.5.4(c) and 4.2.5.6(b) of the draft permit,
respectively.

The DAQ believes the monitoring of the flare reqditby the draft permit is reasonable,
practically enforceable, and appropriate.

C. Monitoring of PM Emissions and Opacity

SCELP has commented that the “the required mongasf PM and opacity limits from the
facility’s material handling are inadequate to @aghat emission limits in the permit are practical
enforceable. . .” Specifically, SCELP commentg:tha

® Requirement 4.2.4.3 of the draft permit requirest firansGas only needs to “submit an
estimate of emissions based on the same selflifudfiisssumptions it used in its application
regarding fugitive dust emissions, without everugra-truthing those assumptions;”

® Requirement 4.2.4.4., which requires TransGas tetrak the monitoring provisions of
45CSR5, 45CSR7, 40 CFR 60, Subpart Y, and 40 CEB@part OOO, is inadequate with
respect to the partially enclosed material handéiggipment;

® The visible emissions monitoring requirement urrdguirement 4.2.4.2 is inadequate based
on the required monthly only testing and is incstesit with Subpart Y.

DAQ Response

The DAQ uses the concept of parametric monitorasnghtow compliance with the material
handling emission limits. Parametric monitoringsithe monitoring of other variables used in the
calculation process as opposed to using continaopsedictive real-time emissions monitoring.
This is generally the most practical and efficieraty to determine compliance with fugitive and
process fugitive material handling emissions.
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In this manner, the draft permit limits the anntimbughputs or sets the maximum design
hourly throughput of material handling equipmentl aaquires specific control devices for the
equipment. The permit then requires TransGas toitaroand record the throughputs specified
under requirement 4.1.4.3. The monitoring of tammeter of throughput guarantees compliance
with the emissions as calculated using the specifisoughputs and control device. This method
is based on an assumption that the calculationgeasenable. The calculation methodology for the
material handling emission points is discussethénEngineering Evaluation/Fact Sheet.

As noted in that discussion, the use of the mdtegadway, and weather data by TransGas
in the material handling equations is consideregagaable for the purpose of estimating the PTE
of a facility for pre-construction permitting apgbility purposes. The material and roadway data
(moisture contents, roadway silt loading) are adexsd appropriate for the specific materials in
guestion and the type of facility. The weatheadsaed are based on guidance from DAQ and are
based on state or regional averages. Again, #tésid considered appropriate for the estimation of
PTE.

The requirement under 4.2.4.3 is intended to requiransGas to show continuously, through
use of the already reviewed and approved calculatiethodology, the emissions from the material
handling equipment using the actual throughputs@sitored at the facility.

It is noted that the above compliance demonstrataord monitoring apply to all partially
enclosed equipment. The DAQ disagrees that tkere monitoring or compliance demonstrations
for the partially enclosed equipment.

As noted elsewhere in this comment response, th@ Bdées not agree that it is necessary to
have state or permit-based requirements perfeatigistent with federal requirements. In this case,
the requirements under 4.2.4.2 are designed tadeav continuous means for monitoring the
presence of visible emissions regardless of thedkdh mandated under Subpart Y/OOO. The DAQ
believes that this represents a more robust opa@tytoring than just relying on Subpart Y/OOO.
However, to remove any ambiguity as to the intgrpktween the two opacity monitoring sections,
clarifying language will be added to 4.2.4.2.

D. VOC Emissions from Truck Loading Rack

SCELP commented the draft permit needed to repedll the testing, reporting, and
monitoring requirements of 40 CFR 60, Subpart X4 48 CFR 63, Subpart R to “ensure that the
Applicant complies with these requirements.”

DAQ Response

It is the DAQ'’s policy to not, in most cases, reguwoe in permits the often large amount of
applicable requirements contained in state or fddefes. Doing so would potentially result in
permits that were hundreds of pages long and wenbersome to use. Generally, the DAQ will
only place applicable emission standards (fromrigdeles) in a permit, but will not place all the
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associated MRR&T requirements in the permit. Tpproach does not in any way relieve the
permittee from the duty of meeting all applicaldgquirements as stated, in the case of Subpart XX
and Subpart R, in requirement 4.2.7.6(b) of thé gheamit.

E. Monitoring of Other Emissions

SCELP commented that the Draft Permit does notimredhat TransGas use site-specific
testing or data and, as a result, it is impossbetermine if the facility is in compliance withe
permit.

DAQ Response

Under Section 4.3 of the draft permit, and as patliin the Engineering Evaluation/Fact Sheet,
a broad range of site-specific testing is requirkatluded under the Section 4.3 requirements are
performance tests on the coal crusher, Roller MilHeater, and Coal Dust Feeding System
baghouses; performance tests on Startup/Reactiy@itartup/Regeneration, and Startup Steam
boilers, performance tests on various gas streauetérmine impurity fractions; performance tests
on monitoring equipment to verify accuracy; a parfance test on the waste gas streams sent to the
flare to determine the presence of any HAPs; apdréormance test on the syngas to verify the
accuracy of the constituent weight fractions usethe fugitive emissions calculations.

The DAQ believes the extensive performance teséiggired in the draft permit, including the
testing as noted above, is adequate to determimg avith other requirements included in the
revised permit, the compliance status of the pregdacility.

F. Other Enforceability Concerns

SCELP commented that the limit in the draft petmiise 0.5% sulfur coal is “not supported
because TransGas has not identified from whatssshs it plans to obtain its coal” and that the
“applicant should be required to demonstrate, gooconstruction, that it will be able to obtain
enough of this ultra-low sulfur coal to fuel thept for its expected life.”

DAQ Response

The requirements in the permit relating to thewsutfontent of the coal must be met by
TransGas unless changed in a permit modificatioanoadministrative amendment pursuant to
45CSR13 or 45CSR14 as applicable. In no way hWdlDAQ “condone higher emissions levels”
without the permittee being required to meet afil@pble permitting requirements.

G. The Draft Permit Should Require Immediate Coivedhctions upon Discovery of Any
Exceedance of an Emissions Limit of Operation Latnin

SCELP commented that the permit should containdagg outlining the actions TransGas
must take if they find, through monitoring or otlsée-specific data, that they are out of compléanc
with the conditions of the permit of with the asqfibns made in the permit application.
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and

DAQ Response
Sections 2.5.1. and 2.5.2. of the draft permiestiat:

[tlhe permitted facility shall be constructed anqémated in accordance with the plans and
specifications filed in Permit Application R13-2784d any modifications, administrative
updates, or amendments thereto. The Secretargusagnd or revoke a permit if the plans
and specifications upon which the approval wasdase not adhered to;

[tlhe permittee must comply with all conditionstbis permit. Any permit noncompliance
constitutes a violation of the West Virginia Codeldhe Clean Air Act and is grounds for
enforcement action by the Secretary or USEPA

Based on the above, unless specifically noteddmp#rmit, it is clear that the permittee is not

authorized to operate out of compliance with thadtmons of the permit or the plans and
specifications contained in the permit applicatibherefore, the DAQ does not include general out-
of-compliance language in a permit as this mayymapme accepted inevitability to violating permit
conditions or emission limits (the exception tostis section 2.12 of the permit dealing with
emergencies). However, permits will sometimes @ionsome specific references to required
corrective action when warranted by type of equipinoe process (as under 4.1.9.2. and 4.2.8.2. of
the draft permit) or require record-keeping of aagrective action of a violation (as under 4.5)1.6.

XIV. The Department Should Correct Drafting Errors the Draft Permit and Make Vague

Provisions More Specific

SCELP made the following comments:

The draft permit should be revised to include dtabmmarizing maximum annual criteria
pollutant and HAP emission from the facility.

The draft permit incorrectly specifies agStlestruction efficiency of the flare of 99.5% when
it should be referring to VOC destruction efficignc

The draft permit fails to limit the number of stgys per year and number of hours per startup.
The draft permit condition 4.1.7.3 lists the maximaumber of turnovers and maximum
throughput in gallons for each storage tank withadicating that these limits are annual
limits.

Section 1.0 of the draft permit fails to require a$ a drift eliminator on the Cooling Tower.

Appendix A of the permit does not limit emissior@h individual stockpiles and it is unclear
to what “Material Transfer Points” is referring.
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Attachment A to the Engineering Evaluation/Facteéluoes not reflect that each pressure
relief device is routed through closed loop sysbak to the process as required in the draft
permit.

The language in condition 4.1.4.9 of the draft gersnvague.

The draft permit does not restrict the maximum digigput of LPG.
The draft permit incorrectly defines “normal comaiits.”

DAQ Response

Appendix A to the draft permit contains annual esais limits for each emissions unit or
appropriately grouped set of emission pointss itat the policy of the DAQ to put a facility-

wide emissions summary in the draft permit. One imaluded, however, in the Engineering
Evaluation/Fact Sheet.

The draft permitis correct. The noted flare costlmn/destruction efficiencies are taken from
values used by TransGas to calculate potentialsgoms. VOC emissions from flaring of the
raw syngas is based on emission factor from TalBl®&-1 of AP-42. See emissions
calculations provided by TransGas and summarizéetiEngineering Evaluation/Fact Sheet.

The permit has been revised to include limits daltoours of authorized startup/shutdown
times Requirement 4.1.5.5(b)). This is required to guarantee compliance with treossual
emissions not based on the amount of raw syngadcétre flare but rather on the time the
flaring is taking place.

A footnote has been added to the permit to inditetethe storage tank maximum throughput
and turnover limits are annual limitable 4.1.7.3(a)).

A reference to the drift eliminator (and the asated footnote) has been added to the
Emissions Units Table 1.0.

Due to the nature of the sources, the DAQ beliévssppropriate to aggregate the stockpile
and material transfer emission limits and that piinease “material transfer points” is
sufficiently clear.

Attachment A to the Engineering Evaluation/Fact éhis provided to give a basic
understanding of the design and flow of the proddseility in a one-page block diagram
format. It should be used with the with the moetaded discussions in the Engineering
Evaluation/Fact Sheet and the requirements in th# germit to acquire a more in depth
understanding of the proposed facility with respegtotential air emissions. The DAQ feels
Attachment A to the Engineering Evaluation/Facte&the appropriate to this effect.
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® The requirements given under 4.1.4.9 use stand&@ [Anguage to require proper dust
control methods and procedures on haulroads andlenebrk areas. The DAQ believes
providing specific and detailed timing schedulesvarious methods of haulroad and mobile
work areas dust control is overly burdensome areb admt take into account variations in
weather (rain or dry conditions, calm or windy ciiodis, etc.) that may require a more or less
frequent use of the methods in question. Theifgeilill receive regular inspections by the
DAQ pursuant to the scheduling of the C/E section.

e TransGas based their calculations on “normal cardit as defined as 0 degrees centigrade
and 1 atmosphere. It is noted that Internationaiol) of Pure and Applied Chemistry
(IUAPC) currently uses this definition.

The Law Office of Vincent Trivelli, PLLC

On December 18, 2009 the The Law Office of Vincemtelli, PLLC, (Trivelli) on behalf of
the Affiliated Construction Trades Foundation, aigion of the West Virginia Building and
Construction Trades Council, AFL-CIO, submittedfibll®wing comments concerning R13-2791.
The comments were prepared by Carpenter Envirorah&ssociates. The comments are numbered
here according to the designation in the commegumhent (1.0 is introductory and general
comments). For a full reading of the commentsagdesee the Trivelli comment document located
in the R13-2791 file.

2.0 Assessment of Key Air Pollutants

2.1 Criteria Air Pollutants

2.1.1 Particulate Matter

Trivelli provided the following substantive specitomments/questions:

® |t cannot and should not be assumed that emissioR#, - will be controlled similarly to
emissions of PM/PI.

® Are the haul road lengths provided in the calcalaicorrect?
® Do the haul road lengths represent road lengtinswrd-trip distances?
® Are the roadway emissions from product transpdmtales included in potential projections?

e Have particulate matter emissions from all vehiebesaust, brake wear, and tire wear added
elsewhere?

® There appears no basis for using a control effayieri 85% on paved haulroads.

® More detail is required to verify the projected wohefficiencies of multiple fabric filters
including maintenance procedures.
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Are storage buildings to be fully enclosed as $#ifma?

There is no basis for the use of a TDS of 5,000 pprthe Cooling Tower emissions
calculations.

Why is there no potential particulate matter emissiprojected for the SRU and associated
operations?

DAQ Response
The DAQ provides the following responses to abavestjons/comments:
For a discussion of P), please see the DAQ Response to the SCELP comiriént

TransGas provided the proposed haul road lengthiseipermit application as part of the
haulroad emission calculations. As the sourcenmdget been constructed, verifying the
length of the haul roads is not yet possible. H@mwuethe permit limits the “truck hauling
distances” as used in the calculatioReglirement 4.1.4.9(b)).

The haul road lengths used in the application ssreround-trip distances. The permit has
been revised to clarify thifkéquirement 4.1.4.9(b)).

Haulroad emissions from product transported froeptfoposed facility was calculated in the
permit application. Please see Attachment N, dgl.N

845-13-1.1 states that “[t]his rule does not agply. . motor vehicles. . .or other emission
sources regulated under Subchapter Il of the fé@éean Air Act.” Direct vehicle emissions,
such as exhaust, brake wear, and tire wear aradesad mobile source/motor vehicle
emissions and are not included in the PTE of tpgsed stationary source.

For a discussion of the 85% control efficiencyaske see the DAQ Response to the SCELP
comment VII.B.1.

TransGas proposed the use of baghouses and fdtais fvith the control efficiency and
maximum exhaust concentrations as specified idltha permit. The control efficiency and
maximum exhaust concentrations were reasonable n@ed in the Engineering
Evaluation/Fact Sheet, “[tlhe value used for pattte matter baghouse outlet loading is
within the range described for ‘well-designed’ bagbes as listed in tiAer Pollution Control
Device Manual (pp. 115). The emission rate of 5 mg-PMisalso considered reasonable
according to the USEPAAIr Pollution Control Technologies Fact Sheetsfor baghouses and
fabric filters.”).

Under Section 4.3 of the draft permit, various lmagies and fabric filters will be required to
be tested to show compliance with the associatedraloefficiency/maximum exhaust
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concentration. Additionally, the permit requireatt TransGas “install, maintain, and operate
all pollution control equipment required by thigmpé in a manner consistent with safety and
good air pollution control practices for minimizingmissions, and shall follow all
manufacture’s recommendations concerning contrakdanaintenance and performance.”
(Requirement 4.1.8.3.)

e  Pursuant to the draft permit, the coal, limestame, slag storage piles are required to be fully
enclosedRequirement 4.1.4.4(a)(2), (b)(2), and (c)). Operation of these storage piles while
not fully enclosed will be considered a violatiditlze permit.

e TransGas provided a TDS concentration of 5,000 ppriihe Cooling Tower emissions
calculations. This TDS concentration was limitedhe permitRequirement 4.1.7.2(a)) and
weekly monitoring required to show compliané®quirement 4.2.7.3.). Operation of the
Cooling Tower with a TDS concentration in the coglivater in excess of 5,000 ppm will be
considered a permit violation.

® Please see DAQ Response to SCELP comment VIl.A&dscussion of potential particulate
matter from the SRU.

2.1.2 Carbon Monoxide

Trivellicommented that potential carbon monoxidessions calculated for the facility were
“extraordinarily low” and that two particular issueontributed to this problem. One, start-up
activities for the plant will exceed the 80 houssd to calculate start-up emissions, and two, e C
emissions from the exhaust of the transportatictesy (trucks, trains, endloaders, etc.) was not
included in the CO PTE.

DAQ Response

The DAQ reviewed the CO emission calculations idetliin Attachment N of the permit
application and determined they were reasonablee dalculations determining the potential
emissions during startup/shutdown were based oopgerating scenarios provided by TransGas in
the permit application. The controlling values(gip/shutdown hours, total volumes flaretd,)
have been limited in various permit requiremefperation of the facility beyond these limitations
will be considered a permit violation. Nothing leeen provided to reasonably show that TransGas
will be unable to meet the limitations of startdpfslown scenarios provided in the permit
application.

845-13-1.1 states that “[t]his rule does not agply. . motor vehicles. . .or other emission
sources regulated under Subchapter Il [Emissiomdatals for Moving Sources] of the federal Clean
Air Act.” Additionally, under Table 45-13B (DE MIWIS SOURCES), “Combustion emissions
from propulsion of mobile sources” is specificdlsted. Pursuant to §45-13-2.6a:

Unless otherwise determined by the Secretary, @nisfrom a de minimis source shall not
be included in determining the “potential to enfidf purposes of applicability under this
rule.
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Direct mobile source emissions, such as exhaust fracks, trains, endloaders, etc., are
considered mobile source/motor vehicle emissiodsaaa not included in the PTE of the proposed
stationary source.

2.1.3 Oxides of Nitrogen

Trivelli commented that the permit application arestimates NQOemissions for the same
two reasons as the application underestimates G€3ems. Additionally, Trivellicommented that
the proposed facility may exacerbate the ozoneattainment problem in Wayne County.

DAQ Response

Please see the DAQ response to Trivelli commen2 20t a discussion of startup emissions
and exhaust from transportation devices.

Currently, Wayne County is in attainment with tf897 0.08 ppm 8-hour ozone standard. It
is, however, expected to be designated as in rtamatent with the 2008 0.075 ppm 8-hour
standard sometime in 2010. TransGas has propodedate the CTL facility in southern Mingo
County in a south-southeasterly direction (apprataty 30 miles) from the Wayne County border.
Based on the PTE of N@om the proposed facility and the location of sleeirce, the DAQ has no
reason to believe that the facility will cause ontibute to the potential ozone non-attainment
problem in Wayne County.

2.1.4 Sulfur Oxides

Trivelli commented that “the applicant must perfaanfacility-wide mass balance of sulfur
including each sulfur-bearing compound and potéatigollutant. A more meaningful review of
the permit will be reasonable only following sucimare thorough and complete analysis by the
applicant . .. and WVDEP.”

DAQ Response

The DAQ has determined that TransGas providedsmnadole estimate of maximum facility-
wide potential SQemissions. The commentor has not provided argifspexamples of TransGas’

errors or omissions in this estimate.

2.1.5 Volatile Organic Compounds

Trivellicommented that “the permit application 4&dgineering Evaluation/Fact Sheet] must
be revised to reflect accurately both the potepti@ksions of VOCs (absent emissions controls) and
realistic emission expectations for a refinerylo$ tsize and complexity.” Additionally, Trivelli
commented that the proposed facility’'s VOC emissioom transportation systems may exacerbate
the ozone non-attainment problem in Wayne County.
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DAQ Response

The DAQ has determined that TransGas providedsmnadole estimate of maximum facility-
wide PTE of VOC emissions - which includes emissiontrols. Additionally, TransGas provided
uncontrolled emissions, where applicable, in Attaeht J of the permit application. The
commentor has not provided any specific examplésafsGas’ errors or omissions in this estimate.

Currently, Wayne County is in attainment with tf#97 0.08 ppm 8-hour ozone standard. It
is, however, expected to be designated as in rtamatent with the 2008 0.075 ppm 8-hour
standard sometime in 2010. TransGas has propodeddte the CTL facility in southern Mingo
County in a south-southeasterly direction (appr@tety 30 miles) from the Wayne County border.
Based on the PTE of VOC from the proposed fadlitgl the location of the source, the DAQ has
no reason to believe that the facility will causeontribute to the potential ozone non-attainment
problem in Wayne County.

Please see DAQ response to Trivelli comment 2far2a discussion on the applicability of
the exhaust from transportation systems.

2.2 Hazardous Air Pollutants

2.2.1 Carbonyl Sulfide and Hydrogen Sulfide

Trivelli commented that the estimated startup ojp@na are not realistic and, as a result, the
actual Carbonyl Sulfide (COS) emissions will behggthan the PTE estimated by TransGas.
Trivelli also commented that “specific concernshagspect to COS creation and emission should
focus on worker exposure through inhalation andstio

DAQ Response

The DAQ notes that Hydrogen Sulfide ,&) is not considered a HAP. Please see
http://www.epa.gov/ttn/atw/pollutants/atwsmod.htidbwever, HS emissions are limited from the
emission points B2/1 and B2/2 (raw syngas flarethdwgasifier startup and shutdown). Please see
the Engineering Evaluation/Fact Sheet (TOXICITY ANSIS OF NON-CRITERIA
REGULATED POLLUTANTS) for discussion on the toxicibf non-criteria regulated pollutants.

Please see the DAQ response to Trivellicommen? 2ot a discussion of startup emissions.

The DAQ does not review air quality within the gléwoundary for risks of potential worker
exposure. These issues would be under the purefethe Occupational Health and Safety
Administration (OSHA).

Please see DAQ response to SCELP comment X.ld@cassion of odors.
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2.2.2 Hydrogen Cyanide

Trivelli has commented that, concerning emissidris/drogen cyanide (HCN), the principle
concern is worker exposure and that the “propogedas flow and ‘Rectisol was system’ should
be equipped with effective monitoring and alarmeys to identify any inadvertent HCN release.”

DAQ Response

Appendix A to the draft permit contains HCN limats the raw syngas from the gasifier flared
during times of startup/shutdown. Please see tiginEering Evaluation/Fact Sheet (TOXICITY
ANALYSIS OF NON-CRITERIA REGULATED POLLUTANTS) fodiscussion on the toxicity
of non-criteria regulated pollutants.

The DAQ does not review air quality within the gl&moundary for risks of potential worker
exposure. These issues would be under the purefethe Occupational Health and Safety
Administration (OSHA).

2.2.3 Mercury

Trivellicommented that, with respect to the enaasiof mercury, “[ijn order to describe the
potential and actual environmental fate of Hg namepletely, a mass balance must be performed
and provided for this important contaminant.”

DAQ Response

The draft permit contains a facility-wide limiRé¢quirement 4.1.3(b)) on mercury emissions
of 20 Ibs/year, requires the use of a mercury obaytistems (mercury adsorber and Rectisol system),
and requires a monthly calculation of the amountefcury emitted based on the actual tested
mercury content of the coal being gasifi@gduirement 4.2.2.) The DAQ considers the estimated
maximum PTE of mercury reasonable and the com@idemonstration requirements in the permit
appropriate.

2.24BETX

Trivellicommented that, with respect to benzetigylbenzene, toluene, and xylene (BTEX),
“rigorous systems maintenance and monitoring arg meportant. Benzene is a known human
carcinogen, and [the] other compounds have thenpatéo cause diverse effects to human health
and the environment.”

DAQ Response

The proposed facility will have potential emissiah8TEX as constituent compounds when
emissions are produced from the handling and stoodgasoline. The estimated PTEs of these
compounds are given in Table 3 of the Engineerirajiation/Fact Sheet. The handling and storage
of gasoline will be subject to the following fedemaquirements including:

Response to Comments & Final Determination: R13t279
TransGas Development Systems, LLC
Page 43 of 52



® 40 CFR 60, Subpart Kb - Standards of Performance for Volatile OrganicuiigStorage
Vessels (including Petroleum Liquid Storage VegsetdVhich Construction, Reconstruction,
or Modification Commenced After July 23, 1984

® 40 CFR 60, Subpart XX - Standards of Performance for Bulk Gasoline Teatsin

e 40CFR63, Subpart R- National Emission Standards for Gasoline DistidouFacilities (Bulk
Gasoline Terminals and Pipeline Breakout Stations)

Additionally, the permit requires an LDAR prograiequirement 4.1.9.) at the facility to
minimize leaks from equipment and processes. Timput and monitoring requirements and
gasoline handling and storage are also in the geaifhit.

The DAQ considers the estimated maximum PTE of BT&Xipounds reasonable and the
control strategies, compliance demonstration, amuitoring requirements in the permit appropriate.

3.0 Determination of Source as Minor/Major

Trivelli commented that the “proposed TransGaslifganust be considered as a ‘major
source’ of air pollution.” This assertion is basedthe following:

e Underestimation of the particulate matter emissfam® haul roads as noted under comment
2.1.1.

° Underestimation of the CO emissions as noted ucmlament 2.1.2.
° Underestimation of the VOC emissions as noted uoderment 2.1.5.
DAQ Response

The DAQ has determined that the calculated maxirRUia of the facility is reasonable and
is below the applicability thresholds that wouldide the proposed facility as “major” under the
Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) pragradministered in WV under 45CSR14. Please
see DAQ responses to the specific comments notageab

4.0 Odors

Trivelli commented that objectionable odors arelikto be generated from the proposed
facility and that “simple dispersion modeling cowdtaracterize both the sources of odorous
emissions and focus mitigation efforts on the sesiaf greatest concern.”

DAQ Response

Please see DAQ response to Trivelli comment 2ftr2a discussion of startup/shutdown
scenarios.
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Please see DAQ response to SCELP comment X.ld@caission on odors.

5.0 Summary of Conclusions

In this section Trivelli mostly summarized the pomws comments which the DAQ has
provided responses to above. However, the follgwieveral additional points were raised:

e The permit should explicitly state how start-up dibions will be determined, defined, and
enforced,

e  The permit should stipulate explicitly that anyuetion in the performance of the flare should
trigger immediate process cessation until the stguremoval efficiencies can be resumed.

DAQ Response

The draft permit does explicitly define what congi#s a period of startup/shutdown
(Requirements 4.1.5.5(a) and 4.1.5.6) for the gasifier and AGR and the describes tls®@ated
monitoring and compliance demonstration requires@equirements 4.2.5.4(a) and 4.2.5.6(a)).
The permit will be revised to include a definitiamd associated monitoring and compliance
demonstration requirements for startup of the RgIMills and HeatersRequirements 4.1.5.1(d)
and 4.2.5.1(b)).

Please see response to SCELP comment X.11I.G.dscaission on operation of the proposed
facility out of compliance with an issued permit.

Stephanie Tyree
On December 17, 2009 Stephanie Tyree submitted emisnon the draft permit R13-2791.
The comments included both air quality relatedessand non-air quality related issues. The air

guality-related comments are summarized as follows:

e Particulate matter is produced from the crushingc@dl which will lead to respiratory
problems.

® The use of 3.5 million tons of coal is not a “mirsmurce.”
e  What pollutants will the plant emit?

® Emissions of benzene have been found to cause am@mhieukemia. Exposure to hydrogen
sulfide is linked to respiratory problems like asth

® TransGas did not provide engineering and constmctiaps of the plant.
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DAQ Response

As noted above, please see the General Respotiem sé¢his document for a discussion of
non-air quality related issues and a discussiotherguality of the ambient air in Mingo County.
In response to the specific questions:

e The DAQ notes that the coal crusher is requirethécfully enclosed and the emissions
controlled by a baghouse with a minimum captureieficy of 99%. The permit limits the
emissions from coal crushing to less than one ptwaod and less than one ton/year of total
particulate matter. It is expected that the coatleer will have a negligible effect on the
ambient air quality of Mingo County - which is cemtly classified as in attainment with the
NAAQS.

e The DAQ has determined that the potential emisbtise facility are below the applicability
thresholds that would define the proposed facilisy “major” under the Prevention of
Significant Deterioration (PSD) program administereWV under 45CSR14. Therefore, the
permit application was reviewed as a constructioa synthetic minor source under WV’s
minor source permitting rule - 45CSR13.

e The maximum PTE of the pollutants emitted by theppsed facility are summarized in Table
2 and Table 3 of the Engineering Evaluation/Faeebh

® Please see the Engineering Evaluation/Fact She&@XIQITY ANALYSIS OF NON-
CRITERIA REGULATED POLLUTANTS) for discussion ondhtoxicity of non-criteria
regulated pollutants including benzene and hydregéfide. Note that there are no federal or
state ambient air quality standards for benzerg/drogen sulfide.

e TransGas provided the information required by t#QDin a complete application. This
includes the Site Location map submitted as AttaaitnB, the Plot Plan submitted as

Attachment E, and process flow diagrams submitseteachment G and in Attachment N of
the permit application.

Jim and Virginia Wagner

On December 18, 2009 Jim and Virginia Wagner sulechtomments on the draft permit R13-
2791. The comments included both air quality eglassues and non-air quality related issues. The
air quality-related comments are summarized asvid|
e What emission protections will be included at thenpto protect local air quality?
e What levels and types of emissions are expected fhe plant?

e What protections will local residents have for thespiratory and overall health?

e  What impacts will the plant have on air quality?
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® CTL produces nearly twice as much carbon dioxidpedsoleum.
DAQ Response
As noted above, please see the General Respoties s#cthis document for a discussion of
non-air quality related issues and a discussiotherguality of the ambient air in Mingo County.
In response to the specific questions:
® Therequirements of permit R13-2791 are designedfarce the determination by the DAQ -
as outlined in the Engineering Evaluation/Fact Eh#eat the proposed facility will comply

with all applicable state and federal regulations.

e The maximum PTE of the pollutants emitted by thappsed facility are summarized in Table
2 and Table 3 of the Engineering Evaluation/Faeebh

e  Mingo County is currently designated by USEPA aattainment with the NAAQS. Please
see DAQ General Response for a discussion of th®Q&\ The DAQ does not expect, based
on the proposed PTE of the facility, that it widuse or contribute to any violation of the
NAAQS.

e The air quality impacts evaluated relating to Tas' application to construct a CTL plant
are outlined in the DAQ’s Engineering Evaluatiorofsheet released made public on October
27, 2009.

® Please see DAQ response to SCELP comment X facashion of greenhouse gases.

Matthew Noer pel

On December 18, 2009 Matthew Noerpel submitted centson the draft permit R13-2791.
The comments included both air quality relatedessand non-air quality related issues. The air
guality-related comments are summarized as follows:
® ltis foolish to permit a major source of Cwith pending regulations on the way.
® The estimated emissions of the plant do not inchmédental releases.
® The plant should be regulated as a major source.

DAQ Response

As noted above, please see the General Resporiesm s#dthis document for a discussion of
non-air quality related issues. In response tepeeific questions:

® Please see DAQ response to SCELP comment X facasghion of greenhouse gases.
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° Itis not the policy of the DAQ to permit operatal malfunctions (with associated emergency
releases of pollutants) and quantification andisicin of these emissions into a facility’s PTE
Is not required (nor, for most sources withoutta-specific operating history, considered
practicable). Emissions resulting from operationa@hlfunctions shall be considered
“excessive” and considered a Compliance/Enforcenmmetter.

e The DAQ has determined that the potential emissibtiee facility are below the applicability
thresholds that would define the proposed faciisy “major” under the Prevention of
Significant Deterioration (PSD) program administereWV under 45CSR14. Therefore, the
permit application was reviewed as a constructioa synthetic minor source under WV’s
minor source permitting rule - 45CSR13.

TransGas

On December 3, 2009 Potesta & Associates subnaittetnents on behalf of TransGas. The
comments are summarized in the following:

® TransGas requested that the condition in Tabl®A4.bf draft permit R13-2791 that requires
all “Pumps” to be of a “Sealless Design” be changet®Pumps in hydrocarbon service.”

® TransGas noted four typos/misstatements in thereging Evaluation/Fact Sheet - the
aggregate amount of flared raw syngas was listel0O@s000 riyear instead of 100,000
m%hour on pages 6 and 11, and it was not clear gagpa and 10 that limestone and coal are
injected into the gasifiers after processing inRadling Mill and Heaters.

DAQ Response

A review of the fugitive emission calculations int#&chment N of the permit application
indicates that sealless design pumps are onlywicggan areas handling hydrocarbons. Therefore,
making the requested change to the permit is apptepand maintains enforceablility of the
emissions. The DAQ notes that, pursuant to 4.11@a&hsGas shall “shall not exceed the number
and type of components (valves, compressors, peessiief valves, etc.) as listed for each area of
the plant in Attachment 3 to Task Order 1 in Attaeimt N of Permit Application R13-2791.”

The noted typos/misstatements in the Engineeriraguation/Fact Sheet will be corrected.

CHANGESTO DRAFT PERMIT & ENGINEERING EVALUATION/FACT
SHEET

As aresult of comments received, Draft Permit RTI94 has been revised. All revisions due
to comments received were noted above in the DA€¥ponses to comments. Several additional
corrections were made to the draft permit uponadisty by the DAQ. All revisions are listed here
for clarity:
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Permit

. Page Substantive Revision/Addition Description
Requirement No.
Table 1.0 5 Added Control Device “DE” to Cooling Tawe
Table 1.0 6 Added description of “DE” and “VF” to fomte (1).
Added language authorizing only points or souroe&gpendix A at the
4.1.2. 16 .
facility.
4.1.3(c) 16 Added language prohibiting emissions APHnetals.
4.1.4.9(b)(3) 19 Defined “truck hauling distance.”
4.1.4.9(c) 19 Added requirement to flush roadway$ wiater prior to vacuum sweepirjg.
415.1(a) 22 Added CO and VOC emission Imts to Rolling MillechHeaters feedstodk
requirement.
4.1.5.1(d) 23 Defined “Startup” of Rolling Mills andeaters.
415.2(a) 23 Added prohibition on using \as a carrier gas in the Coal Dust Feedirlg
System.
4.1.5.2(e) 23 Added requirement applying Subpart théoCoal Dust Feeding Systenj.
Clarified requirement relating to release of ravclean syngas or process
4.1.5.4. 24
offgases.
4.1.5.5(b) 24 Added an aggregate annual startup/givattiours limit for the gasifiers,
4.1.5.5(e) 24 Added an aggregate annual vent gasbetant limit for the gasifiers.
4.1.5.6(¢c) 25 Added an aggregate annual startup/stmattiours limit for the AGR.
4.15.7. 25 Added prohibition on sulfur solidificatio
4.1.5.8. 25 Added clarifying language stating CO tiimieffect at all times.
Clarified requirement relating to release of ravcl@an syngas or process
4.1.6.1. 26
offgases.
4.1.6.7. 28
4.2.6.7. 35 . S .
4354, 20 Addition of 40 CFR 60, Subpart NNN applicabilitynguage to the permit
4.3.7.1. 41
Increased exactness of Cooling Tower pollutantdagg and added VOQs
4.1.7.2(b) 29 oo O A
prohibition in cooling water.
Table 4.1.7.3(a) 30 Correction of maximum turnovéarstighput for TK6.
4.1.8.2(a) 31 Language has been added requiring stesistance of the flare.
4.1.8.2(c) 31 Language has been added requiring an appropresmstydrocarbon ratip

and minimum heat content of 300 Btu/scf of thedithgas.
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Added requirement for a Flare Monitoring and Comaupdie Demonstratiml
4.1.8.2(d) 31
Report
Table 4.1.9 1. 32 Added phrase “In hydrocarbon service” to pumps uhdeAR
requirements.
4.1.9.4. 32 . S
4291 37 Addition of 40 CFR 61, Subpart J.and V applicapilinguage to the
438.2. 41 permit.
4.2.4.2(d) 34 Added requirement clarifying applicapibf material handling rules.
4.2.5.1(b) 34 Added Rolling Mills and Heaters staigpoirs monitoring.
4.2.5.2. 34 Added flow rate to G@®urification Unit monitoring requirement.
4.2.5.4(c) 35 Added heat content monitoring to gessfi
4.2.7.3(d) 35 Removed cooling water CO monitoring.
4.2.8.3(d) 37 Required monitoring of steam flow rate, steam-tdrbgarbon ratio, and
4.2.8.3(e) heat content of the flare.
4.3.2(b) 38 Added additional HAP metal testing larggua
4.3.4.2(b) 39 Added test on coal feedstock to determine CO an@ V@latilization
rates.
4.3.6.4. 40 Added test on cooling water to determi@and VOC concentrations.
Added requirement for a LDAR Monitoring and Complia
4.3.8.3. 41 .
Demonstration Report
Appendix A A4 Addition of incorrectly omitted §$ limits on Emission Point B2/1.

ADDITIONS/REVISIONSTO REGULATORY APPLICABILITY

As noted above under DAQ Response to SCELP commixéindsand XII.C, TransGas was
unable to provide a justification of non-applicélito 40 CFR 60, Subpart NNN and 40 CFR 61,
Subpart J and V. Each of these rules will be dised below:

40 CFR, 60, Subpart NNN: Standards of Performance/blatile Organic Compound (VOC)
Emissions From the Synthetic Organic Chemical Maatufring Industry (SOCMI) Distillation

Operations

Subpart NNN applies to “distillation units” thatedipart of a process unit that produces any
of the chemicals listed in 860.667 as a producproaluct, by-product, or intermediate.” While
methanol is listed under 860.667 as a regulatehidad product, the TransGas facility will produce
methanol as an intermediate product prior to camgpit to gasoline in the MtG plant. In the
Engineering Evaluation/Fact Sheet, it was notetittteaonly distillations at the facility are locdte
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in the MtG plant that does not produce methanolagroduct, co-product, by-product, or
intermediate and, instead, uses methanol as afekdBased on this analysis, Subpart NNN was
determined not to be applicable to the proposeititfiacHowever, SCELP commented that the
potential production of ethylene, propylene, andedibutanes as “byproducts” in the MTG process
would trigger applicability of Subpart NNN.

Upon request, TransGas was not able to justifyeraenation of non-applicability of this rule
(i.e., no potential production of ethylene, propyleme] enixed butanes). In reviewing the Subpart
NNN applicability requirements, the DAQ thereforncurs that Subpart NNN does apply to the
distillation units in the MtG Plant and appropri&gbpart NNN language was added to the permit.

The substantive requirement under Subpart NNNasmérol any vented gas streams produced
in “distillation units” by one of the three optioggven under 860.662. TransGas will meet this
requirement by flaring the tail gas (during times front end of the plant is shutdown) from their
distillation units with a flare that is complianitiv §60.18.

40 CFR 61, Subpart J: National Emission StandardEffjuipment Leaks (Fugitive Emission

Sources) of Benzene

As noted above, SCELP commented that 40 CFR 61pa&ub was, based on the potential
throughput of gasoline (and, as a part of gasoliadyenzene content), applicable to the proposed
TransGas facility. Upon request, TransGas coutgrmvide any justification for a determination
of non-applicability of Subpart J. In reviewingtBubpart J applicability requirements, the DAQ
concurs that Subpart J does apply to affecteditiasilat the proposed facility and has placed
appropriate language in the permit.

Subpart J applies to “each of the following sourited are intended to operate in benzene
service: pumps, compressors, pressure relief dgveaampling connection systems, open-ended
valves or lines, valves, connectors, surge congss$els, bottoms receivers, and control devices or
systems required by this subpart.” The substamggairement of Subpart J is for TransGas to
“comply with the requirements of subpart V.” Sulipais discussed below.

40 CFR 61, Subpart V: National Emission StandardEquipment Leaks (Fugitive Emission
Sources)

As noted above, 40 CFR 61, Subpart V applicabibtyhe proposed TransGas facility is
triggered by the applicability of Subpart J. Subpéaprovides specific LDAR requirements and
standards for those sources noted in Subpart Bpa8iV language has been added to the permit.

FINAL DETERMINATION

Pursuant to 845-13-8.8, all submitted relevant cemisiwreceived during the R13-2791 public
comment period have been reviewed and are apptelyraaldressed in this document. Itis the view
of the DAQ that, after consideration of all comnserdgceived and revisions to the draft permit as
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noted above, the available information indicates TransGas Development Systems, LLC’s proposed
construction of a coal-to-liquids (CTL) plant proposed to be located near Wharncliffe, Mingo
County, WV will meet the emission limitations and conditions set forth in the permit and should
comply with all currently applicable state and federal air quality management rules and standards.
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