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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

' REGION VIII l ~1 
999 18th STRE~T - SUITE 500 

DENVER, COLORADO 80202-2405 
. . 

[JAN 11 1989 

Ref: SAT~AP 

~eff~ey T. Chaffee. Chief 
Air Quality Bureau 
D~partment of Health and Environm~ntal Sciences 
Cogswell Building 
Helena, MT 59620 

Dear Jeff: 

Thank yo~ for the opportunity to comment on the schedule and 
workplan for th~ submittal of th~ Montana L~dd State 
Implementation Plan (SIP) for East Helena. The schedule provides 
:tor the submittal of the Lead SIP by October 1, 1(989, as ::required 
by James~. Scherer's (Regional Administrator, EPA) letter to . 
Governor Ted -Schwinden dated October 1, 1988. 

Two major comments to the schedule and workplan are: (1) 
the State should include in the schedule that a copy of the draft 
Lead !:ill-' be sent to ~PA \tor reyiew; and ( ~) the workplan does not ._ 
provide for certain requirements ~f 4o CFR Part 51 to be met. 
Comments to the workplan are found in Attachment I. EPA's 
comments are Qrganized to illustrate-our concerns· ...,ith 

,compliance, mod~lin9 and rnoriitorinir1s~ues. · Preliminary 
discussions~on these issues occurred between my staff~ the State 
and the EPA Montana Office on January 10, 1989. 

EPA is also send~ng copies of guidance do~umerits and 
9uidance memoranda to assist the State in the development of the 
Lead SII". An index of such mater1cs.l l~;,; !ound in Attachment II. 

. J . . 

EPA· appreciates the efforts the State has taken to address 
the SIP CalL We would like to receive a modified schedule and 
woikplan pursuant to your discussions with the parties involved 
by,February 1, 19S9. EPA's _comments are made' to assist the State 
in meeting. the ger,teral SIP requirements as well as. the specific 
Lc_a.d orr l'el{Ull.I!!HII!IIL!o. 1h!d.ID~ t!Ul!Lc;l~l! LaU!'l~ US!J!'!l't~ At ( JUJ J 

I ' . 

293-1814 if you have any questions regarding our ~omments. 

cc: Dean Chaussee, MO 
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ATTACHMENT I 

A. COMPLIANCE ISSUES 

EPA has concerns with respect to compliance determinations 
of point sources arid fugitive emission sources of lead. · These 
concerns were ~aised after reviewing the original East Helena 
Le~d SIP, page. 5-74, which. states that, in addition to other ~ 
regulatJOns, Sub-Chapter 14 contains general emission limitations 
requirements for fugitive emission sources. Also, as required by 
40 CFR Part 51.210, the State must monitor compliance with any 
rules and regulations set forth by any portion of the control 
strat@gy. In reviewing a recent State inspection report of the 
ASARCO facility dated September 1l, 1988, EP~ could find no , 
indication that the source was evaluated for compliance with the 
fugitive em1ssi6n regulatio~, i.e. ARM 16.8.1401(2). It ~ppears 
from the report that only stack emissions were evaluated for 
6ompliance with ARM 16.8.14~4 (tipacity). 

In addition, EPA believes that the State's particulate 
matter emissions standards (ARM 16.8.1403- Particulate Matter, 
Industrial Processes) should also be part of the control 
strategy. Because lead is emitted as particulate matter, and 
because the State does have particulate matter regulations to 
which all sources are subject, everl stack emission point should 
be subject to a particulate weight limit. In reviewing a State 
inspection report of the ASARCO facility, as mentioned above, EPA 
found that compliance with ARM 16.8.1403 had not been evaluated 
since 1978 for the blast furnaces, and not since 1977 for the 
sinter plant. Apparently, other p9int emission sources have 
never been evaluated for compliance with ARM 16.8.1403. 
Therefore, the State should include ARM 16.8.1403 in its control 
strategy and ensure that compliance determinations with this 
regul~tion, all applicable re9ulations in Sub-chapter 14, and all 
regulations in the SIP control strategy, are implemented on a 
periodic basis. , · · 

Per an EPA guidance memorandu~ (Darryl Tyler tq Con~ad 
Simon, dated July 5, 1984, Attachment II), "fugitive (process and 
nonprocess) lead emissio~s must be counted in detetmi~ing whether 
the source size cutoff is met or exceeded 11 • The State should · 
review its regulations, i.e. ARM 16.8.1102(1 )(m) and (n), to 
ens~re that such fugitive emissions are being incl~ded in the 
calculations of potential to emit. 

The workplan i~dicates that the "new" New Deal Building, 
when constructed, w~ll enclose a larger ~rea (i.e., ore ,unloading 
and stora9e, as well as mixing) than the New Deal building that . 
burned down. ,As aresult of 1;his new building, emissions that 
we~e once fu9it~ve.will now be a point source. Therefore, the 

~ po1nt source em~ss1ons from the New Deal Building will be 



... 

' 

I -

I ,, 

' / 

20 ..:10 20#. 

increasing. The State must evaluate the "new'' New Deal 'Eiuildin9 
to d~termine whether there will be a net emissions incr~asR. 
Since the fugitive emission~ (if qu~ntifiable)' being ofiset have 
the same health effect as the point source emissions, it is 
acceptable for them to b~ used for the purpose of netting. After 
such netting, if there is a net lead emissions increa$e from the 
"new" New Deal Building ;reater than 0.6 tons per year, th•n a 
major modification under Prevention of Significant Deterioration 
(PSD) would be triggered. In addition, some modeling analysis 
should be conducted to ensure no ambient impact problems . 

Per the workplan, ASARCO has completed ~odifications to the 
sinte~ building which collett fugitive emissions and vent them 

\ through a new baghouse as well as to an ~xisting baghouse. , EPA 
, ~questions what was done. by the State in· terms/of permits issued 

or modifi•d for this building's emis~ion point(s) as well ps the 
emissions from the whole ASARCO facility. As with the original 
SIP, such control strategie~ at ASARCO and American Chemet should 

·be embodied in some legally enforc•able document(s), such as an 
operating permit, agency order, or court order. {See Draft 
Manual- "Updated Information on Approval,and Promulgation of 
Lead Implementation Plans", page 5-1). 

B. MODELING ISSUES 

The State has indic~ted in the workplan that dispersion 
modeling is not ~ppropriate for the East Helena Lead SIP. EPh, 
however, does not agree with this concept for the reasons giveh 
below. 

Although EPA did approve the use of r•ceptor mod~ling for 
developing the originallLead SIP's control strategy, such 
approval was justified in a June 14l 1984 letter, G.T. Helms to 
Tom Harris./ This letter referenced the EPA's guidance on 
~receptor modeling (Receptor Mode~ Technical Series, Volume Ij 
page 53) which indicates that receptor modeling should not be 
used alone to'develop a control strategy, but should be used in 

. ~onjunction with 'dispersi~n modeling. The analysis of the ASARCO. 
primary lead smelter at East Helena, however, .did rely on 
receptor modeling for developing th~ control strategy and 
.demonstrating attainment. EPA hadldetermined that effort was 
acceptable for the following reasons: 

1. The original Lead SIP (pages 5-76 and 5-81) provided 
adequate justification for relying on receptor modeling 
alone at the time the SIP ~ developed. 

2,. EPA's guidance on receptor modeling, ei ted above, was 
not widely circulated at the time the State was 
l.fndertaking its original receptor mode.l i'ng analysis .. 

·t,· ··.·. 
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EPA's detailed giidance on ~ispersion modeling for Lead 
SIPs did not become available until VA 1 1 ilttor Uon;talla. 
baian its li:W4!ptor modelinq """ivc:ii.n, ,1',:.,;,.;,;1, ~L 
•,uu.l~.r.I..O~X .LJJ a qo6d t'='it.h effort to <.lf:!velop J.ts Lead 
S!P. . 

The June 14, 1984, letter also indicated that if subsequent 
monitoring indicated ambient lead. exc.eedances in the vicinity of 
the source, EPA would request Montana to revise ifs SIP analyses 

\based on new dispersion modelinq, as well as the previous 
receptor modeling analyses. · 

EFA corJtends\ the State must conduct dispersion modeling in 
conjunction with the receptor model1nq because otthe above · 
mentioned letter and guidance; the requirements of 40 CFR Part 
51. 117 (c); and the fact that receptor modeling used by the S'tate 
to date hat not proved to be tnt~\ly oucceestul. 

The preferred dispersion model tor Le~d SIPs nationwide is 
the Industrial Source Complex Long Term ( ISCT.'t )·. EPA believes 
thi~ mod~l can be properly applied at the ASARCO facility and 
surrounding ar~as. ISCLT can address point, area and line 
•ources. It also has a particl~ deposition 'algorithm which will 
account fori .'the settling out of larger particulate. To address 
the high ter~ain to the south 6f the facility impacted by the 
stacks emissions, either Complex I or Rough Terrain Disp~rsion 
Model ( RTDM), should b~ applfed .. Sinr.~ ~ho~<Q itlao no 1 I.Jll!!:.ll~ 
m&•~~~~~agicnl GdLa, B~A bel~eves that, 1n t~e interim, the 
National Weather Service {NWS) meteorological data from the 
airport should be used to provide ''initial" evaluation for this 
area, · 

EPA does note that the NWS data indicates that the 
prevailinc; winds are from the southwest, west and northwest which 
would lend one to think that the highest values of measured 
ambient lead would be to the east of the A~~RCO facility. 
However, ambient monitoring data indicate~ that the highest 
~easured v~lues of lead have been to the north of the ASARCO 
facility~ Th~s dichotomy could indicate-that the NWS data is not 
representative at the ASARCO facility or that the ambient · 
monitoring coverage to theeast of theASARCO facility has not 
been representative of ambient conditions. 

Therefore, EPA strongly suggests that one year of on~ite 
meteorological data be collected at the' ASARCO facility starting 
immediat~ly. This would allow the State to do the initial 

·dispersion modeling with the NWS data and then confirm or modify 
the ihitial dispersion model~ng, as necessary, when the onsite 
meteorologi~al data is collected. The onsite meteorological data 
needs to be collected at two or more difterent levels, i.e., 10 
meters and stack top. The 10 meter 1evsl will ~e used to 
determine atmospher~c stability a~d provide transport and 
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dilution for low level area, line and f~gitive sources. Stack 
top winds are requir~d for the stack emissions. Note that 
meaeurernents above 100 meters are not required as per the 
"Guideline on' Air Quality Models," EPA-450/2-78-027R. All. 
.meteorological modeling should be done in accordance with the 
requirements found in the above mentioned ''Guideline" and its 
referenced material. 

The workplan d~scussed the States's position that 1i;ht 
downslope winds from the Little Pr~ckly Pear Creek are primarily 
respc:,ms;i.ble for the lead concentrations observed in East Helena. 
Without ~nsite met~ological data 1 however 1 this .phenomena cannot 
be confirmed. EPA does question this theory since night time 
downslope drainage winds· are usually of low wind speed and not 
sufficiert enough to transport the larger.lead particles (i.e./ 
those 9reater than 30 micron.s) that ASARCO' s consultants, Nt)A, 
Inc., believe are contributin; to the presen~ lead violat~ons. 

The workplan states that an emissions inventory is 
unnecessary. Because EPA is requirlng that dispersion modeling· 
be conducted, an emissions inventory must be completed. An · 
emissions inventory could also validate the theory that fugitive 
emissions are in fact the ,.remaining ar,ea )for lead control in East 
Helena. Some of the attached guidance documents reference 
additional sources that should help the State in evaluating 
fugitive emissions. 

C. MONITORING ISSUES 

The workplan described the past extensive air monitoring 
program around the ASARCO/American Chemet and the City of East 
Helena. The proposed monitoring specified in the workplan would 
be.at three existing sites: Hadfield, Firehall, and Dart~an 
Field. EPA's comments on the monitoring issues outlined in the 
workplan involve four.issues. These issues are the, location bf 
the monitoring sites to determine attainment of the lead 
standard, ~requency of sampling, us• of hi9h and low volume 
samplers, and '40 .. CFR 58 Subpart C criteria. · 1 

· 

The· State and ASARCO plan to cooperatively operate hi9h 
volume samplers on a every third-day cycle at the Hadfield and 
Fireball sites and on a ~ix-day cycle at the Dartman Field site. 

·These sites have experienced the highest lead· concentrations in 
recent years co~bined with the f~ct that they lie in close · 
proximity to the ASARCO/American Chemet suggests that the sites 
CQuld continue to recorq the highest lead concentrations in the 
area. The State ha~ co~mitted to evaluating the monitoring 
network by February 1, 1989. This effort is greatly ~upported 
and encourag~d by EPA. The findl Lead SIP monitoring network 
~hoYld be validated by the disperslo~ modeling being recommended 
by EPA. The dispersion mo~•ling, receptor ~odeling and emission 
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inv~ntory sho~ld be used to determine the area of maximum 
concentration~ 

A~thou-gh EPA monitoring guidelines recommend a minimum 
effort of one-in'six-day sampling ·schedule, the more frequent 
one~in three-day samplinq schedule proposed in the workpl~n at 
two of the lo.cations should enhance the lead data base .. Also, it 
is strongly recommended that a co-located high volume monitor be · 
installed, if ~ne is not already present, at the monitoring 
station that has traditionally measured the hiqhest . · 
concentrations. A one-in six-day sampling freq\lency is required 
and sampling must occur on the same sampling day as the primary 
sampler. · · 

The w6rkplan indicates ~hat both high and low volu~e 
samplers ~i~l be located at the~e monitoring stations. The low 
volume samplers will be utilized to collect. the smaller size 
particles for use ~n X-Ray Fluorescenca (XRF) analyses. a~ part Of 
the Chemical Mass Balance (CMB) work the $tate is conducting in . 

. the area. It s5ould be emphasized that high, volume sampling is 
the reference method for lead monitoring and is the only 
mon~toring method from which data can be us~d to det~rmine 
compliance with lead standards. 

Finally,~ all monitoring for this SIP effo~t must comply with 
40 CFR 51.190; 40 CFR 51.190 refers to 40 CFR 58 Subpart C for 
the detailed requirements whic,h includes guidelines on the siting 
~f instruments and ~uality assura~ce. 

) 

D. OT~ER lSSUES 
. i 

Discussion yith the EPA Superfund Progra~ indicates that air 
,emissions could be significantly impacted dut:ing clean-up and 
thus affect the Lea~ SIP. To that ehd, the State must consider 
the efforts.·of the Superfund clean~up at ASARCO and the affected 
tast Helena area and incorporate, as necessary, the appropriate 
control strategy. 
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ATTACHMENT II 

1. Draft Manual· "Updated Information on Approval and 
Promul9ation of Lead Implementation Plans", July 1983. 

2. 

3. 

Guioance Memorandum from Darryl o. 'l'yler to Conrad Simon 
dated July 5, 1984, regarding "Lead State Implementation 
(SIP•a)--Fugitive Emission in New Source Review (NSR)~ . 

\ 
MeMoran~um from G.T. Relms to Tom Harris dated June 14, 
1984, re9ardinq "Montana Lead State Implementation Plan 
(SlP) - Receptor and Dispersion Modeling'*. 

4. M~morandum from G.T. Helms to Conrad Simon dated M~rch 14, 
1993, regarding "Issues on-Lead SIP's"~ 

. 

S. "Receptor Model Technical ~eries, Volume I, overview of 
Receptor Model Application to Particulate Source 
Apportionment~, EPA-450/4-81-bl&a, July 1981. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

1 0. 

' 
"Control Techniques For Lead Air Emissions fro~ Stationary 
Sources - Volumes 1 and 2, March 19B5. 

"Guideline Series,· Supplementary Guidelin~s for Lead 
Implementati6n Ylani~, EPA-450/2-78-038~ August 1976. 

~Guideline Seriesi Development of an Example Control 
Strategy·for Lead", EPA-450/2-79-002, April 1979. 

"Guideline for Lead Monitoring in the Vicinity of Lead 
Sources", EPA-450/4-81-006, January 1981. · \. 

"On~Site Meteorological Program Guidance fot Regulatory 
Modeling Applications", EPA-450/4-87-013, June 1997. 

, ~«(ff~( JD 
NOTE: Since all of th1e above ~entioned guidanceAis pre-
1986, they reference portions of, the Code of Federal 
Jegulatioris that were recodified. The State should refer to 
51 FR 40656, November 7, '1989, copy attached, to determine 
the recodified provisions. 

) 


