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TEMPORARY ROCK CRUSHER
AIR QUALITY STANDARD PERMIT
SUMMARY DOCUMENT

l. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Texas Naturd Resource Conservation Commission (TNRCC or commission) isissuing an air
qudity standard permit for rock crushers (RCs). This standard permit is gpplicable to al temporary
RCsthat process nonmetalic mineras or acombination of nonmetalic minerds and have afeed hopper
throughput that is equa to or less than 250 tons per hour (tph).

[I. EXPLANATION AND BACKGROUND OF AIR QUALITY STANDARD PERMIT

This standard permit for temporary RCsis being devel oped because the transient nature of these types
of operations has made it apparent that the TNRCC should provide an authorization process that will
dlow RCsto operate temporarily at alocation (or to operate on alimited, noncontinuous time frame),
process materid in atimely manner, and be in compliance with all TNRCC regulations. Although in
many cases RCs are operating a quarries and mines, RCs are aso required to process materid at
locations that are not permanent materid handling Stes. Examples of these types of Stes are estate
subdivison developments, strip-mal congtruction stes, building demolition projects, public road and
highway projects, and sanitary landfills for Sze reduction of disposed materid. This standard permit
provides a streamlined preconstruction authorization process that may be used by any RC complying
with the standard permit requirements and which is not prohibited by some other state or federd
permitting statute or regulation.

[1l. OVERVIEW OF AIR QUALITY STANDARD PERMIT

Based on the results of a protectiveness review, the commisson isissuing a sandard permit for RCs
under Title 30 Texas Administrative Code Chapter 116, Subchapter F (30 TAC Chapter 116,
Subchapter F), Standard Permits. The commission currently authorizes RCs under the conditions of 30
TAC Chapter 106, Permits by Rule (PBR), or under 30 TAC Chapter 116, Control of Air Pollution by
Permits for New Congtruction or Modification. The development of this standard permit is consstent
with the desire of the commission to smplify its regulatory structure and provide standard permits as an
dternative authorization to authorization by existing PBRs. The generd public often expresses concern
with RC regidiration gpplications. These objections often include traffic safety, noise, gppearance, and
property values. These concerns are beyond the commission’s jurisdiction to address. The genera
public dso expresses concerns over nuisance dust, ambient air quality, and potential negative hedlth
impacts and these issues are the focus of the RC protectiveness review and the proposed conditions of
the standard permit.

The commission is including requirements to minimize dust emissons, property line distance limitations,

opacity and visble emission limitations based on computer disperson modeing, impacts andys's, and
plant observations performed to verify the protectiveness of the standard
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permit. The commisson has concluded research which shows that the standard permit for RCsis
protective of the public hedlth and welfare and that facilities which operate under the conditions
specified will comply with TNRCC regulations.

The slandard permit is designed to authorize RCs that are portable and, based on business needs, move
to various Stes. However, it is not intended to provide an authorization mechanism for al possble unit
configurations or for unusua operating scenarios. Those facilities which cannot meet the sandard
permit conditions may gpply for an air quaity permit under 30 TAC 8§ 116.111, Generd Application or
aPBR under 30 TAC §106.142.

V.  PERMIT CONDITION ANALYSISAND JUSTIFICATION

The new standard permit for RCs creates a new authorization mechanism for rock crushing facilities.
Any rock crushing facility may continue to apply for an air quality permit under 30 TAC § 116.111 or a
PBR 30 TAC §106.142. This standard permit requires RCs to comply with certain administrative
requirements, including regionda natification (Tier 1), regiond notification and written regiond gpprovd
(Tier 2), aswell as generd provisons and specific requirements for controlling emissions from
equipment and activities a a gte.

Applicability and Generd Conditions

The genera conditions for standard permits, located in 30 TAC Chapter 116, Subchapter F, apply to
al RCs seeking authorization under this sandard permit. All RCs are required to meet 30 TAC
Chapter 116, Subchapter F rule requirements as well as the specific conditions of this sSandard permit
listed in paragraph (1). Tier | RCs must dso comply with paragraph (2) and Tier [ must comply with
paragraph (3). The proposed standard permit also specifies that any changes that are made to this
gandard permit by the commission shdl gpply to dl exising and future facilities that are authorized by
this sandard permit. The standard permit registration is location specific and relocation to anew ste
requires the owner or operator to regpply for a new authorization under the standard permit.

Administrative and Generd Requirements

Paragraph (1) of the proposed standard permit outlines the administrative requirements that al RCs
must meet in order to be digible to use this sandard permit. Subsection (A) is the definition of a plant
dte and should be used when determining the meaning of “Ste’ that is used throughout this standard
permit. Subsection (B) satisfies House Bill 2912, § 5.07 which amended Texas Hedlth and Safety
Code (THSC), § 382.065, to require al RCs that are crushing concrete to be located at |east 440
yards (1320 ft.) from any structure used as a single family or multifamily residence, schoal, or place of
worship. Subsection (C) requires al screen sidesto be enclosed and conveyors to be covered with a
half-moon enclosure or equivaen.

Subsections (D) & (E) address performance demondtrations for the facility. All RCs authorized under
this standard permit will be limited to no visible emissons exceeding 30 seconds over a Sx-minute
period as determined by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Test Method (TM) 22
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from the crusher, screens, transfer points on conveyors, material storage or feed bins, in-plant roads,
and work areas that are directly associated with the facility and stockpiles.  Additionaly, opacity of
emissions from any transfer point on belt conveyors or any screen shdl not exceed 10 percent and from
any crusher shdl not exceed 15 percent, averaged over a six-minute period, and according to EPA TM
9. The performance expectations are listed for compliance demongtrations with the conditions of the
standard permit and prevention of nuisance conditions. Visble emisson limitations and opacity
requirements ensure that both the operators and TNRCC fidd investigators can clearly understand how
to demondrate compliance with the rule and regulations of the commission.

Subsection (F) requires dl RCsto have properly mounted spray bar equipment on the inlet and outlet
of dl crushers, al shaker screens, and at dl materid trandfer points. These devices areto be used as
necessary to maintain compliance with al TNRCC regulations. Water sprays are an effective control
method to minimize dust emissions from these emission points. Subsection (G) requires that dust
emissions from road and traffic areas directly associated with the operation of the RC be minimized by
covering or treating them with dust-suppressant materids, chemicas, watering, or paving. Smilarly,
subsection (H) requires that dust from stockpiles be controlled by watering, dust-suppressant
chemicdls, or covered as necessary to minimize emission from these sources. Subsection (1) limits raw
materia and product stockpiles to a maximum height of 45 ft.  To show compliance with the time
limitations listed in this standard permit, subsection (J) requires dl RCs to be equipped with arun time
meter. Subsection (K) requires production records to be kept at the plant site in accordance with 30
TAC §116.615(8), Generd Conditions. Hourly throughput, plant operation, dates, and times at
gpecific plant sites must be recorded and maintained to demonstrate compliance with the maximum
production rate and time limits listed in the standard permit. Because these plants are portable, these
records are required to accompany the plant to any site and shdl be maintained for arolling 24-month
period. Asdescribed in subsection (L), the commission has dso clarified that 30 TAC 8
116.610(a)(1), Applicability, does not gpply to RCs under this standard permit as the protectiveness
review addressed emisson rates and distance limitetions for these fecilities.

Subsection (M) requires compliance with al gpplicable conditions of Title 40 Code of Federd
Regulation Part 60, Subpart OOO (40 CFR Part 60, Subpart OOO), Standards of Performance for
Nonmetdlic Minerd Processing Plants. As described in subsection (N), any RC authorized under this
gtandard permit is dso limited to crushing only those nonmetallic materials or a combination greeater than
50% of those materids that are listed in 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart OOO (excluding kaolin, mica, and
tac). Thislimitation gppliesto al RCs, regardless of whether the proposed RC is subject to the terms
and conditions listed in 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart OOO. Kaolin, mica, and talc have been excluded
because of toxicity concerns gregter than those from materials such aslimestone. Thisrequirement is
goplied to RCsthat will be authorized under this standard permit.

Subsection (O) ensures the rock crushing operations at aSite are limited, and that particulate matter
(PM) standards are not exceeded. The protectiveness review showed that PM concentrations
predicted to result from emissions from the rock crushing scenarios authorized by this standard permit
gpproach the 30 TAC Chapter 111 (Control of Air Pollution from Visible Emissons and Particulate
Matter) standards under worst case scenarios. 30 TAC § 116.614 requires a fee of $450 for any
standard permit unless otherwise specified in a particular sandard permit. This standard permit
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[subsection 1(P)] has been clarified to exempt these facilities from thisfee. Due to the portable nature
of these types of facilities subsection Q has been added to exempt these facilities from the regigtration
procedure listed in 30 TAC 8 116.611. Specific notification procedures are listed in the individua tiers
of this sandard permit

Specific Requirementsfor Tier | Rock Crushers

Paragraph (2) requirements are applicable to portable RCs with a throughput of 125 tph or less that
propose to be located temporarily at a Ste. Paragraph 2 aso requires compliance with al applicable
regulaions, ensures the temporary nature of the Ste at which the RC will be located, and includes
regiond office notification procedures.

Subsection (2)(A) limits the use of this proposed standard permit to locations that are not quarries and
or mines. Subsections (2)(B) and (C) limit the feed hopper throughput of the RC to a maximum of 125
tph and require aminimum distance of 200 ft. from any property line. Subsection (2)(D) limitsthe
number of pieces of equipment at a proposed location to one primary crusher, two conveyors and two
screens. Additionaly, subsection (2)(E) prohibits RCs authorized under this standard permit from
locating at Sites where an existing concrete batch plant or asphdt plant is currently operating. These
subsections are required to ensure compliance with al gpplicable TNRCC regulations. Thistier of the
standard permit isintended for those types of locations (e.g., congtruction Sites, subdivison
developments, roads and highways) that are not permanent aggregate handling operations and for those
locations where there is little possibility of multiple operations occurring a the sametime. These
requirements are designed to ensure the protection of public hedth. Given the conservative
assumptions and the extremely low number of modeled exceedances of 30 TAC Chapter 111 (Control
of Air Pollution from Visible Emissons and Particulate Matter) sandards, it is not expected that any
individua facility, which meet these limits will exceed the standards of 30 TAC Chapter 111 (one hour
and three hour) or the 24-hour or annual National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS).

Subsection (2)(F) limits RCsto 360 operationa hours or 45 calendar days at asite. Once ether of
these two limitations is met, the owner/operator is required to Sop operation and leave the site. In
order to alow the owner/operator time to remove the RC and associated equipment from the Site, the
gtandard permit will alow for an additiona 24 hours to remove the RC and associated equipment.
However, the additiona 24 hours may not be used as additiona operational time. Because there are
no emissions associated with the relocation of equipment, this additiona time is given to provide some
flexibility for the gpplicant to remove equipment and not be in violation of the sandard permit time
requirements. Subsection (2)(G) states that the operationa time limitations listed in Subsection (2)(F)
are not consecutive. An gpplicant may move to another site and return, provided that the 360 hour
time limit or the 45 cadendar day limit has not been exceeded. Once ether limitation has been
exhausted, the owner or operator shall not use a tandard permit to locate a RC at this Site for a period
of 365 consecutive caendar days. If the RC and associated facilities are moved from the Site, the
owner/operator must renotify the regiond office prior to moving back to the Site (see description of
notification process below). The proposed standard permit is not intended to create alocation where
an RC would be permanently located. These additiona requirements are needed to make clear the
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commisson'sintention to dlow certain types of facilities the flexibility to temporarily locate a a given
gte, process materia and then leave the Site and not return for a specific period of time.

Finally, Subsection (2)(H) describes that the gpplicant must notify the gppropriate regiond office a
least 10 days prior to locating at aste. Dueto the short time frames alowed under this portion of the
standard permit, no written approva from the regiond office is required. The natification shal provide
information to the region of the temporary location and the time frame the RC is proposed to be at the
gte. Thisinformation isintended to asss the regiond office in answering any questions that may arise
astowhy the RC is at the location or how it may be authorized.

Specific Requirementsfor a Tier |1 Rock Crushers

Paragraph (3) covers those requirements that are applicable to portable RCs with a throughput of 250
tph or less that propose to be located a any temporary plant site. Paragraph (3) requires compliance
with al applicable regulations, ensures the temporary nature of the Site & which the proposed facility
will be located, and includes natification requirements.

Subsections (3)(A) and (3)(B) limit the feed hopper throughput of the RC to a maximum of 250 tph and
require aminimum distance of 300 ft. from any property line. Subsection (3)(C) dso establishesa
550-ft. “separation” distance between any RC authorized under this standard permit and either an
operating concrete batch plant (CBP) or asphdt concrete batch plant (ACP). If this distance cannot be
met, then the RC authorized under this slandard permit shal not operate a the same time as the CBP

or ACP. Subsection (3)(D) limits the number of pieces of equipment at a proposed location to one
primary crusher, one secondary crusher, two screens, and any associated conveyors. As stated for a
Tier | RC, the requirements in these subsections are to ensure compliance with al gpplicable TNRCC
regulations. Thistier of the standard permit isintended for dl types of locations a which RCs may be
needed to process materid. Although it is till not intended to authorize a permanent crushing

operation, it isintended to alow equipment a plant Stes that handle aggregate materids (e.g., quarries
and mines) or large scale projects that may require higher production rates to accomplish the required
tasks. Given the intent of thistype of operation, this portion of the sandard permit does consider the
possbility of multiple facilities (CBPs and ACPs) operating a the same time. Given the conservative
assumptions and the low number of modeled exceedances of 30 TAC Chapter 111 standards, it is not
expected that any individua facility which meets these limits will exceed the sandards of 30 TAC
Chapter 111 (one hour and three hour) or the 24-hour or annual NAAQS.

Subsection (3)(E) limitsa RC to 1080 operationa hours or 180 calendar days at aplant site. Once
ether of these two limitations is reached, the owner/operator is required to stop operation and leave the
dgte. The 1080 operationa hours are considered to be the maximum total operationa time alowed
under this standard permit. An operator may operate any combination of the primary and secondary
crusher (and associated equipment) that is authorized under this slandard permit. However, no single

or combined use of the equipment shall exceed 1080 hours or 180 days of operation. In order to dlow
the owner/operator time to remove the proposed facility from the site, the standard permit does allow
for an additiona 24 hours to remove RCs and associated equipment. However, the additiona 24 hours
may not be used as additiona operational time. Because there are no emissions associated with the
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relocation of equipment, this additiond time is given to provide some flexibility for the agpplicant to
remove equipment and not bein violation of the time requirements of this standard permit. Subsection
(3)(F) states that the operationd time limitations listed in Subsection (3)(E) are not consecutive. An
gpplicant may move to another site and return, provided that the 1080 hour time limit or the 180
cdendar day limit has not been met. Once ether limitation has been exhausted, the owner/operator
shall not use a stlandard permit to locate a RC at that Site for a period of 365 consecutive calendar
days. If the RC and associated facilities are moved from the Site, the owner/operator must obtain
written approva from the regiona office prior to relocating back to the te. This standard permit is not
intended to create alocation where an RC would be permanently located. This portion of the
proposed standard permit isto alow certain types of facilities the flexibility to temporarily locate to a
given Site, process materid and then leave the Site and not return for a given period. However, thistier
of the standard permit expands the types of plant Stes at which relocation may occur.

Subsection (3)(G), due to the larger operations and longer time frames dlowed under Tier 11, requires
that the applicant obtain written approva from the appropriate regiond office prior to locating any
equipment at aste. Therequest to locate an RC is required to be submitted to the regiona office a
least 30 days in advance of locating to a proposed plant Ste. Under thistier, agte review by the
regiond officeis required to ensure that dl applicable portions of the standard permit are being met by
the gpplicant. If the gpplicant meets al applicable requirements of the stlandard permit, the regiona
office will provide the owner/operator with written gpprova.

V. PROTECTIVENESSREVIEW

Disparson Modding and Digance Limits

The RC standard permit team devel oped representative worst-case operating scenarios to be eval uated
by disperson modding. Pollutants evaluated were PM and particulate matter with an aerodynamic
diameter of 10 microns or less (PM;). Impacts were obtained using the EPA Industrid Source
Complex (ISC) modd. The modd’s output was used as the basis to devel op the distance limits for the
standard permit.

The operating scenarios consisted of generic configurations of two Sizes of rock crushing equipment and
associated stockpiles. All rock crushing equipment emissions, including drop points, screens, crushers,
and conveyers, were characterized as a Sngle elevated area source with initial vertica disperson. In
addition, because the configuration was generic, the area source was mode ed separately in both an
east-west and north-south orientation to determine worst-case impacts. Stockpiles associated with the
operation of the rock crushing equipment were represented as volume sources. The locations of the
stockpiles were selected to determine the worst-case configuration based on the orientation of one area
source with one volume source and the prevailing wind directions in the meteorologicad data set.
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The emissions of the sources were based on the maximum capacity of the rock crushing equipment, a
process rate of 125 tph for Tier 1 and 250 tph for Tier 2. The emissionsfor both tiers reflect emisson
reductions for the use of water sprays, enclosed screens, and watering stockpiles. Because the sources
are dl low-leve fugitives, the emissons modeled were reduced by 40 percent to account for increased
disperson due to plume meander and spreading which is not accounted for in the 1ISC modd.

Because thereis no set “property line” for this standard permit, the receptor grid started as close to the
edge of the long axis of the area source for each modd run as practical to accommodate the size and
location of the facilities and stockpiles and extended gpproximately 1300 ft. in dl directions from the
center of the sources. To be conservative, the receptors were spaced 25 ft. gpart.

Five years of meteorological datafor a single location were used in lieu of evauating multiple regiond
meteorologica data sets. The rationae for this decison considered that the source releases are low-
level fugitives and that the sources would be evaluated in multiple orientations; therefore, five years of
data would provide representative worst-case meteorological parameters for fugitive impacts (low wind
speed and stable atmospheric conditions). The meteorological data for this analysis consisted of
surface data from Austin and upper-air datafrom Victoriafor the years 1983, 1984, 1986, 1987, and
1988.

Because dl the emission sources were characterized as low-leved fugitives, the emissons would be
terrain following, therefore, only flat terrain was consdered. Rurd disperson coefficients were used
because RCswould be located primarily in areas that are considered rurd. Downwash was not
congdered for this andysis because there are no typicad downwash structures involved.

To demongtrate compliance, the modeling team tabulated the total number of modeled exceedances of
the 30 TAC Chapter 111 one-hour and three-hour standards over afive-year period that occurred
over each tier’ sreceptor grid. The compliance prediction was based on an evauation of the tota hours
of modeled exceedances divided by the tota hoursin the applicable review period (43,824 hours for
the one-hour standard and 14,608 hours for the three-hour standard) and, the conservativeness of
assumptions made in the review. For each source configuration, the maximum distance to obtain 99.9
percent predicted compliance was used as the basis for the distance limitation for each tier. Given the
conservative nature of the modeling and limited hours of operation, the team expects a predicted
compliance of 99.9 percent to be 100 percent compliancein practice. In addition, the NAAQS for
PM ,, should not be exceeded based on the results of the one-hour and three-hour analyses, limited
hours of operation, and lower emission rates for each tier.

The state property line sandards for PM are the controlling standards for the distance limitations. The
distance limit for the crusher and al associated facilitiesis 200 ft. from the property line for Tier | and
300 ft. from the property linefor Tier 1l. In addition, for Tier 1l, adistance limit of at least 550 ft. from
any CBP or ACP was determined by adding the greater of the distance from the ACP protectiveness
review (250 ft.) or the distance from the CBP standard permit (100 ft.) to the

Tier Il distance limit of 300 ft. Thisisa conservative distance based on the assumptions of
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worst-case orientation of RC sources and possible dignment of the same short-term meteorologica
wind and stability conditions with concrete batch plant or asphalt concrete batch plant sources.

VI. PUBLIC NOTICE AND COMMENT PERIOD

In accordance with 30 TAC § 116.603, the TNRCC published notice of the proposed standard permit
in the Texas Register and newspapers of the largest generd circulation in the following metropolitan
areas. Amarillo; Austin; Corpus Chridti; Dalas; El Paso; Houston; Lower Rio Grande Valey; Lubbock;
Permian Bagn; San Antonio; and Tyler. The date for publication in Amarillo; Augtin; Corpus Chridti;
Dallas, El Paso; Houston; Lubbock; Permian Basin; San Antonio; and Tyler was November 30, 2001
and the date for publication in the Lower Rio Grande Valey was December 4, 2001.The comment
period closed on January 3, 2002.

VIl. COMMENTSREQUESTED

In addition to genera comments concerning the standard permit for temporary RCs with a throughput
of less than 250 tph, the commission solicited, in particular, comments regarding the concept of a
standard permit for permanent RCs.

VIIl. PUBLIC MEETINGS

Public meetings on the proposa were held on the following dates at the stated times and locations:
January 3, 2002 at 7:00 p.m., Texas Naturd Resource Conservation Commission Building C, Room
131E, 12100 Park 35 Circle, Austin, Texas,; January 3, 2002 at 7:00 p.m., City of Arlington Council
Chambers Municipa Building, 101 West Abram Street, Arlington, Texas, January 3, 2002 at 7:00
p.m., City of Houston Pollution Control Auditorium, 7411 Park Place Boulevard Houston, Texas. Ord
comments were provided by the following: Representative Al Edwards, Representative Ron Wilson, a
representative for Representative Bill Callegari, Texas Pipe and Supply (TPS), Trinity MateridsTrangt
Mix (TM), Big City Crushed Concrete (BCCC), Recycled Materias (RM), representatives of the
Southeast Codition of Civic Clubs (SCCC), representatives of the Sunnyside Civic Club (SCC),
representatives of Residents for a Better Community (RBC), arepresentative of the Nationa
Association for the Advancement of Colored People (NAACP) and three private citizens not affiliated
with any of the above mentioned organizations.

Written comments were submitted by the following: Representative Bill Cdlegari, Associated Generd
Contractors of Texas (AGC), Bland/Shroeder/Archer, LP (BSA), CSA Materids, Inc. (CSA),
Jenkins and Gilchrigt on behdf of TXI (TXI), Recycled Maerids (RM), SH. Toalliver Company
(SHTC), Texas Aggregates and Concrete Association (TACA), Westward Environmentd, Inc (WE),
Frederick-Law (FL), representatives of the Southeast Codition of Civic Clubs (SCCC) and four
private citizens not affiliated with any of the above mentioned organizations.
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IX.  ANALYSISOF COMMENTS

Generd Comments

The commission received both positive and negative comments on the concept of aTier [11 or
permanent rock crusher standard permit. Comments on the Tier 111 concept were solicited in order to
ass¢ in the possible development of aTier 111 sandard permit. The commission will continue to
consder the option of a Tier 111 sandard permit. As part of determining whether to develop a Tier |11
gandard permit, the commission will seek additiona stakeholder input. Until the commission gpproves
aTier Il type of standard permit for rock crushers, the rock crusher permit by rule authorized in 30
TAC § 106.142 will remain in effect.

The commisson aso received comments which mentioned a Southern Crushed facility. Responsesto
timely filed comments about that facility were provided in the Executive Director’ s Responses to Public
Comments at the beginning of January 2002. Therefore, comments about Southern Crushed will not be
addressed in this response to comments on the proposed RC standard permit.

Representative Bill Calegari, Representative Al Edwards, Representative Ron Wilson, TPS and severa
private citizens commented that it isimportant to give public notice to resdents of the surrounding area
when aRC islocated at a specific Site.

The development of a standard permit includes a compr ehensive evaluation of emission
controls and operating conditionsfor alarge group of very similar facilities. Because of the
similarity of emissions and operating scenarios of RCs, the commission can develop a set of
emission controlsand operating conditionsthat will apply to all individual facilities and meet
theintent of the Texas Clean Air Act (TCAA). The emission controls, operating conditions,
and wor st case impacts are subject to a technology requirements review that will determine
whether are not the conditions of the permit are sufficient to protect public health and welfare.
For examplethe RC standard permit review showsthat Tier | would have a maximum PM
emission rate of 0.048 tons per year (tpy) and that Tier 11 would have a maximum PM
emission rate of 0.672 tpy. In thisstandard permit the commission has also placed limits on
the hours of operation, time allowed on site, amount of ancillary equipment, and types of
emission controlsthat may exceed thosein aregular permit.

Texas Health and Safety Code § 382.05195(b) [THSC § 382.05195(b)] requiresthat the
commission publish newspaper notice of a proposed standard permit. Notice of this proposed
standard permit was published in 11 newspapers and the Texas Register. Additionally, THSC
§ 382.05195(c) requiresthe commission to publish notice of and provide a public meeting to
take additional public comment on a proposed standard permit. Three public meetingswere
held in Houston, Arlington, and Austin to take comments on this sandard permit. A
protectiveness review was performed and the commission solicited public comment on the
conditions for authorization during thereview of a sandard permit. Thisstandard permit has
undergone a detailed protectiveness review and public comments have been consider ed and
responses will be published in the Texas
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Register. Only after the public participation period is concluded and any comments have been
considered may the commission approve the standard per mit.

Representative Al Edwards, SCCC, RBC, TPS, and private citizens commented that there needs to be
more monitoring of rock and concrete crushing Sites.

The commission does not typically conduct case-by-case monitoring at all specific sites.
Modeling isthe accepted alter native per guidance and policy of both EPA and TNRCC and
can smulate multiple wor st case atmospheric conditions that would not be possible with
monitoring. Additionally, the modelsrely on emission factorsthat are highly conservative
(wor &t case) and is based on actual monitoring data developed by the EPA. In thisinstance,
wor st case modeling indicated that these temporary facilitieswould meet all applicable
TNRCC rules. Specifically, these oper ations were compared to the one-hour and three-hour
30 TAC Chapter 111 PM gtandard and the NAAQS 24- hour and annual standard for PM 10.
Additionally, modeling provides a mechanism for predicting any off-property impacts prior to
an actual facility being constructed at a given location. Monitoring istypically a post
construction tool to assst the agency in deter mining continued compliance with commission
regulations.

A private citizen commented that the air quaity in Houston is not good and requested a moratorium on
any further permitsfor RCs.

The Houston Galveston area has been designated nonattainment for theair pollutant ozone.
This ozone nonattainment areais classified as Severe-17 under the Federal Clean Air Act
(FCAA) Amendments of 1990 and thereforeisrequired to attain the one-hour ozone standard
of 0.12 ppm by November 15, 2007. The state has developed a State | mplementation Plan
which details grategies and mechanisms by which it will reduce air pollution.

Thisstandard permit will authorize sour cesthat emit PM 4. These sour ces do not emit ozone.
The standard permit was evaluated againgt the NAAQS for PM ,, on 24-hour and annual
bases. These PM standar ds wer e developed to ensure protection of public health and
welfare. The standard permit did not significantly impact either of these federal requirements
ther efor e the commission does not anticipate that the use of thisstandard permit islikely to
adversely impact theair quality in the Houston area or any wherein the State of Texas.

Representative Bill Callegari, Representative Al Edwards, Representative Ron Wilson, NAACP and
RBC commented that no specific neighborhood should be targeted becauise of its economic or racia
composition as a viable location for RCs and that RCs should not be concentrated in one generd area.
In addition Representative Al Edwards, Representative Ron Wilson, NAACP, SCCC, and numerous
private citizens commented that there were too many concrete crushers in the Sunnyside area.

The commission does not have statutory authority for restricting the placement of facilities
based on land useissues. However, the commission can ensure that these facilities do not
contribute to adver se health impacts dueto air pollution and believesthat the controls, limits,
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and redrictionsin thisstandard permit achievethat goal. Additionally, thenew THSC §
382.065 prohibitsthe location of thistype of facility within 440 yards of a building used asa
single or multifamily resdence, school, or place of worship. The TNRCC has ho guidance
addressing how environmental equity isto be considered in the permitting process. Air
quality per mits evaluated by the agency arereviewed without any particular knowledge of, or
reference to, the socioeconomic or racial status of the surrounding community. Although
thereareno TNRCC rules addressing environmental equity issues such asthelocation of
permitted facilities in areas with minority and low-income populations, dispar ate exposur es of
pollutantsto minority and low-income populations, or the dispar ate economic, environmental,
and health effects on minority and low-income populations, the TNRCC has made a strong
policy commitment to address environmental equity by creating an environmental equity
program within the Office of Public Assstance. This program worksto help citizens and
neighborhood groups participatein the regulatory process; to ensurethat agency programs
that substantially affect human health or the environment oper ate without discrimination; and
to make surethat citizens concerns are consider ed thoroughly and are handled in a way that
isfair toall. The Office of Public Assistance can bereached at 1-800-687-4040 for further
information.

A private citizen suggested enclosng the RC and associated equipment in a building and Representative
Al Edwards stated that such an enclosure should be serioudy considered.

After detailed analysisincluding refined air disperson modeling, the commission believesthat
the controls, such as spray bars, screen enclosur es, and conveyor covers, and best
management practices, such aswatering roads and stockpiles, in this standard permit ensure
that emissions meet the property line standardsand NAAQSfor PM and are thus protective
of public health and welfare. Additional controls such asa complete enclosure are not required
to reduce emissions below the above stated standards. Additionally, these types of
requirements ar e technically impractical and economically unreasonable given thetemporary
nature of the types of facilitiesthat are authorized by this standard permit.

RCCC and severd private citizens commented that the dust from RCs will cause adverse hedth effects.

The standard permit underwent a detailed protectiveness review and the per mit provisons
wer e developed to prevent any adver se health effects associated with the air emissions from
temporary RCs. Assuming the RCs authorized by this standard per mit oper ate accor ding to
the provisions of the per mit, the commission would not expect adver se health effectsto result
from exposureto authorized emissions.

Private citizens, SCCC, and SCC commented that they are opposed to the rock crusher standard
permit.

The commission acknowledges the opposition to the proposed standard permit but believes
the standard permit is protective and is a practical method to authorize operations of this
nature.
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SCCC, TPS and private citizens commented that the concentration of concrete crushersin the
neighborhood lowered property vaues. A private citizen dso dated that the diminished qudity of life,
dueto air pollution, lowered the City of Houston's bond rating.

The commission has no statutory authority for consider ation of the effect of this standard
permit on property valuesor other land useissues. Similarly, the commission hasno
statutory authority to consider a city’sbond rating in the process of approving a standard
permit or approving individual authorizations. Moreover, THSC § 382.065, as passed by the
77" Texas Legidature asa part of House Bill 2912, prohibitsthe location or operation of a
concrete crushing facility within 440 yards of a building used as a single or multifamily
residence, school, or place of wor ship.

BCCC dated that the concrete crushing industry has developed differently in Dalas because of the
more gringent land use regulations and suggested that regiond or locd entities should have the authority
to approve concrete crusher sites.

L and use planning and zoning ar e handled by local jurisdictions such ascities. TNRCC hasno
authority to consider land use planning in the development of the standard permit. Nor does
TNRCC’sauthorization of afacility supercede local authority to restrict or limit land use.

BSA suggested that portable RCs with a capacity of 250 tph or less be treated the same as other
construction equipment - exempt from permitting but subject to TNRCC dust control regulations.

Facility isdefined asa discrete or identifiable structure, device, item , equipment or enclosure
that congtitutes or contains a stationary sour ce, including appurtenances other than emission
control equipment. THSC § 382.003(6), 30 TAC §116.10(4). 30 TAC §116.110 states that
new facilitiesor facilities being modified are subject to the requirements of 30 TAC Chapter
116. RCs, even though portable, are considered to be stationary sour ces because they are
fixed (do not move) while operating. A RC, regardless of Sze, isafacility and istherefore
subject to 30 TAC Chapter 116 or 106 authorization requirements. Other types of
construction equipment that are considered mobile sources do not fit this definition and are
not subject 30 TAC Chapter 116 per mitting requirements.

CSA commented that the location, production, emissions, and equipment requirements of the proposed
gtandard permit for RCs are not practical, necessary, or economicaly feasible for most RCs operating
inrural areas. RCsin rurd areas are often located miles from the nearest receptor and requirements
based on crowded urban areas will adversely affect RCs operating in rura areas of the state and some
rock crushers may be forced to shut down. BSA and CSA commented that if aggregate cannot be
crushed on Ste then the aggregate must be hauled to the site with resultant increases in air pollution from
trucks and wear on roads and highways.

The standard permit isdesigned to allow for authorization of RCsthat are portable and, based
on business needs, moveto various sites. However, it isnot intended to provide an
authorization mechanism for all possible unit configurations or operating scenarios. Those
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facilities which cannot meet the sandard per mit conditions may apply for an air quality permit
under 30 TAC §116.111 or aPBR under 30 TAC § 106.142. The property linelimit of the
standard permit isused in lieu of off property receptor limitations asrequired by a case-by-
case permit review to ensure that the operating facility isin compliance with all TNRCC rules
and regulations.

AGC, CSA, TACA, WE, and TXI objected to or expressed concern about eiminating the PBR for
rock crushing (30 TAC § 106.142).

Based upon these comments, the commission amended the proposed standard permit to allow
use of the PBR for RCs (30 TAC § 106.142).

TXI and RM requested an extension of the comment period. TXI was aso concerned about the lack
of stakeholder involvement and AGC requested aformal stakeholder meeting.

The commission provided several opportunitiesfor public comment. The proposed rock
crusher standard permit was made available on the commission’s public website and was
published in the Texas Register on November 30, 2001. Commentswere accepted during the
formal comment period and at three public hearings. The three public hearingswere
conducted in various ar eas of the state (Houston, Austin and Arlington) on January 3, 2002.
Therefore, the commisson is not extending the comment period nor holding an informal
stakeholder meeting.

FL requested an explanation of the 40% reduction in modeled impacts to account for meander of the
plume. FL dated that because the 5-year meteorologica data are dready one-hour averages of wind
gpeed and direction aggregated from much more short-term readings, plume meander would have been
accounted for in the model data.

The meteorological data for input into the | SC model isbased on National Weather Service
(NWS) observations. These observationstake place once per hour and are not one-hour
averages. The NWSrecordswind speedsto the nearest knot and wind direction to the
nearest 10 degrees of angle.

The | SC modd accountsfor variationsin thewind speed and direction during a modeled hour
by use of dispersion coefficients. These coefficients are partially based on a set of field
studies. The dispersion coefficientsresulting from thefield studies wer e based on averaging
times much lessthan one-hour, as short as3 minutes. ThelSC modd hasincor porated these
dispersion coefficient valuesfor one-hour periods by use of the assumption that each 3-minute
period isthe same asthe next. Thisassumption would lead to gross over -estimation of
predicted concentrations.

The TNRCC hasrecognized the disparity in dispersion coefficientsfor sometime, and has
decided to mitigate overly conservative model results. To do so, a conversion from 3-minute
averagesto one-hour averageswas performed. The use of this conversion from one

aver aging timeto another resultsin the 40 per cent reduction of one-hour predictions.
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The TNRCC modeling staff are applying thisfactor only to low-level inter mittent fugitive
sour ces (sour ces with little or no vertical momentum or buoyancy) at thistime,

FL commented that the 1996 protectiveness review of the rock crusher PBR found that it was not
protective of the public without a 1/4-mile buffer from the property lines.

The 1996 protectivenessreview determined that a distance of 1/4 mile from the facility rather
than therequired distance of “2mile aslisted in the current 30 TAC § 106.142 would be
acceptableto meet 30 TAC 8 111.155 standards. Though the 1996 pr otectiveness review
scenario had a smaller hourly maximum production/process rate, this scenario represented
mor e equipment (screens) and load out points on the crusher, larger stockpiles, larger plant
footprint, and no emission controlson the crusher screensor conveyersother than water. In
addition, the staff did not use any mitigating factorsfor the 1996 review to account for the
overly conservative assumptions used in the modeling demonstration. These differences
account for the 1996 scenario predicted concentrations being higher with a corresponding
greater distance to demonstrate compliance than for the 2001 scenario. Therequirement of
additional emission controlsin the standard permit isthe largest factor in the reduction of the
buffer sizefrom the 1996 review. Additionally this standard permit allows no visible emissions
to leave the property.

FL commented that the protectiveness review should have included haul-road and blasting particulate
emissionsin the modding. FL aso noted that these are large sources of contaminants that are subject
to the 30 TAC Chapter 111 property line standard.

All sour ces of contaminants directly associated with rock crushing facilities wer e evaluated
for this protectivenessreview, though they were not necessarily evaluated through dispersion
modeling. Emissonsfrom haul roads and blasting are inter mittent and not easly quantified
on a short-term bags, therefore, it would not be appropriate to model the estimated emissions
on a continuous basis.

Emissionsfrom haul roadsand in plant work areas are minimized by implementation of best
management practicesin the sandard permit. If roads are maintained according to the
provisons of the standard per mit, emissons from these sour ces will be minimized.
Additionally, no visible emissionsare allowed to leave the site under this standard per mit.

Blasting and associated equipment are not facilitieswhich require a permit or other
authorization. However, emissions from blasting are subject to 30 TAC Chapter 111. Dueto
the short-term duration of blasting emissions, the commission does not expect

30 TAC Chapter 111 standar dsto be exceeded.

BCCC commented that the commission based the protectiveness review on rock crushing plants and

that concrete crushing is Sgnificantly different than rock crushing because in concrete crushing there less
of the material processed was wasted.
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The commission developed this standard per mit to address a broad range of conditions and
operating scenarios. Consequently, the commission established requirements based on those
conditionsthat were most likely to result in emissions that would exceed property line
standardsin 30 TAC Chapter 111 or NAAQS.

Comments on Gengrd Reguirements

TACA agrees with the definition of a“gte” asameansto deter RCs from circumventing operating time
restrictions.

The commission acknowledges the comment and believesthat the term will help assure
compliance.

TACA and TXI objected to the requirement to locate al concrete crushers and associated sources at
least 440 yards from any school, church, or resdence because it adversaly affects the ability for
portable facilities to be sted for recycling projects.

THSC § 382.065, as passed by the 77" Texas L egidature asa part of House Bill 2912,
prohibitsthelocation or operation of a concr ete crushing facility within 440 yards of a building
used asa single or multifamily residence, school, or place of worship. The statute provides no
exceptionsfor recycling projects.

AGC and WE objected to the requirement that no visible emissions leave the property from roads
associated with the RC operation because emissions from roads are subject to the nuisance
requirements in the Generd Rules. WE commented that visble emissions should not be limited to 30
seconds.

Perfor mance demonstrations from sour ces of emissions such asroads and plant work areas
are needed to ensure compliance with the conditions of the standard permit and the
prevention of nuisance conditions. Visible emission limitations and opacity requirements
ensurethat both the operatorsand TNRCC field investigator s can clearly under stand how to
demongtrate compliance with the rules and regulations of the commission. Further, toolsdo
not exist to accurately calculate emissonsfrom roads. Rather, it hasbeen agency practiceto
ensurethat emissions from sourcesthat cannot be accurately calculated are controlled or
eliminated using best management practices. Lack of visble emissionsis evidence of the
effectiveness of those practices. Based on engineering judgement and wide experience with
these types of facilities, the TNRCC believes that the 30-second period should allow for
normal equipment oper ation, while ensuring proper abatement performance. Finally,
minimization of emissions also servesto minimize the potential for adver se health, welfare
and nuisance effects. Thisisconsistent with NSR permitting requirements, wasincluded in
the Concrete Batch Plant Standard Permit and meetsthe threshold of BACT which isrequired
for a standard per mit.
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TACA supports the requirement for permanently mounted spray bars at dl shaker screens and transfer
points. However, TACA is concerned that this might make al portable facilities wet rock crushing
operations and suggests subgtituting the term *“ misting mechanism” for “spray bar.”

The commission intends water to be used to minimize visble emissons and not to alter the
actual operationsof RCs. Theterm " spray bar" hasbeen commonly used by the TNRCC
and is under stood by the commission and the regulated community to be a dust suppression
mechanism associated with RCs.

AGC bdieves that permanently mounted spray bars at the shaker screens and materia transfer points
are unnecessary because materid will be controlled at the inlet and outlet of the crusher.

Spray barsare an accepted method of minimizing emissions from these types of sour ces.
Although under certain conditions spray barsat these points may not be necessary, the
standard permit isintended to cover a broad range of facility configurationsand operating
conditions. In order to ensure compliancewith all TNRCC regulations and to protect public
health and welfare the commission believesthat it isimportant to maintain the requirement to
have spray barsat all screensand material transfer points.

AGC and WE commented that the stockpile height requirement was too redtrictive. Representative Al
Edwards and TPS commented that the stockpile heights were too high for areas adjacent to residentia
housing, schools, and churches.

No changes have been madeto the standard per mit in response to these comments. The
protectivenessreview indicates that the conditions of this standard permit, including stockpile
height, are protective and will help ensure compliance with state and federal regulations. The
commission has no statutory authority to reduce or increase the stockpile heights based on
any consideration other than to protect public health and welfare and ensure compliance with
applicable regulations. However, local governmental entities may impose morerestrictive
limits based on land use consider ations such as aesthetics.

AGC and WE objected to the requirement for a runtime meter.

Thetemporary nature of the operation of a RC isintegral to authorization of a facility by this
standard permit and it isimper ative that an accur ate accounting of the time spent in operation
be kept according to paragraph (1)(K)(i). A runtime meter provides a method by which the
owner/operator may ensure an accur aterecord isbeing maintained of thetimea RC isin

oper ation.

WE commented that the written records required by the standard permit should not be required to
follow the crusher from dte to Site as the limitations of the proposed standard permit are Site-specific.

Consistent with the requirementsin 30 TAC 8§ 116.115(F)(ii) and 30 TAC § 116.115(F)(v),
recordsarerequired to be kept with the RC at any dteit occupies and maintained for arolling

24 month period. The commission may need accessto recordsin order to determine
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compliance with the emission limitations (production, etc.) after a crusher hasleft a specific
ste. Also, the standard permit limitsthe timethat a crusher may be at a specific stewithin a
one-year timeframe; therefore, records must follow the crusher in order for the commission
to determineif the crusher was previoudy located at a site and how long it wasthere.

TXI objected to the exclusion of crushing quartz and sandstone even in a completely wet process such
asasand and gravel operation.

The commission hasrevised the standard permit based on this comment. Based on additional
protectivenessreview of inhalable silica from quartz and sandstone under the conditions of the
standard permit, both materialswill be authorized under this standard permit. Thisanalyss of
these materialsindicatesthat there will not be any adver se health effects from respirable
silica associated with the crushing of these materials.

AGC, TXI, TACA, and WE objected to the requirement that RCs operating under this standard permit
shall not locate or operate on the same ste as another RC. TXI and AGC asked for the scientific basis
for this requirement.

The purpose of this standard per mit isto authorize a single RC and modeling was based on
that scenario. Further, the crushersare designed to be temporary sourcesfor use at
construction sites, subdivison developments, and road and highway projects, where multiple
crushing operations do not occur simultaneoudy. The prohibition against locating at a site
with another crusher isneeded to show compliance with all TNRCC regulations and to ensure
protection of public health and welfare.

Comments on Tier | Rock Crushers

TXI and WE objected to the requirement that a Tier | RC not be located at a quarry or amine. TXI
and TACA request that the TNRCC provide the basis for this requirement.

Thistier of the standard permit isintended for temporary locations (e.g., construction sites)
and for those locations wher e thereislittle possibility of multiple operations occurring at the
sametime. Facilitiesthat do not meet therequirementsof Tier | of thisstandard per mit may
be authorized under Tier 11, under a PBR (30 TAC § 106.142) or by obtaining a regular air
quality permit under 30 TAC Chapter 116.

AGC and TACA commented that due to production limitations and time restrictions Tier | has limited
goplicability for indudtry.

The standard permit isdesigned to allow for authorization of RCsthat are portable and, based
on business needs, move to various sites and oper ate at any one site for a short period of
time. However, it isnot intended to provide an authorization mechanism for all possible unit
configurations or operating scenarios. Those facilities which cannot meet the standard per mit
conditions may apply for an air quality permit under 30 TAC § 116.111 or a PBR under 30
TAC §106.142.
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AGC, SHTC, TACA, and WE commented that Tier | limitations should be based on emissons rather
than throughput.

Particulate emissionsfrom a RC are closdly related to throughput. It isthe commission’s
intention to use throughput as a surrogate for actual emissonsin order to provide industry
with an effective method of demonstrating compliance with the provisions of the standar d
permit.

AGC and TACA commented that the 125 tph limit should be based on crusher capacity rather than
process throughput at the feed hopper because a sgnificant portion of the materia from the feed
hopper is screened out before it reaches the crusher. TXI suggested that the 125 tph limit be based on
materia production rather than feed hopper throughput. RM suggested that the hourly rate be an
average over severd production days.

The 125 tph limit isbased on total facility capacity rather than material production or crusher
capacity because thisincludes quantification of emissonsfrom all sources. Thiswould include
emissions from all hoppers, screens, crushersand conveyors. The commission selected the
total facility capacity scenario rather than those listed above because total facility capacity
and all associated sour cesrepresentsthe wor st case scenario, i.e, all material fed intothe
system iscrushed. Theauthorized hourly production rate of 125 tph isnecessary in order to
ensure compliance with 30 TAC Chapter 111 one- and three-hour standards.

AGC commented that associated facilities should not be limited to placement at least 200 ft. from the
nearest property line and gave the example of aroad. Representative Edwards and Representative
Cdlegari commented that the distance limitation was too short.

Property line distance limitations are used instead of off property receptor distance limitations
to protect public health and welfare, and to ensurethat the operating facility isin compliance
with all TNRCC regulations, particularly the property line sandardsin 30 TAC Chapter 111.
The protectivenessreview indicated that the 200 ft. distance limitation from the property line
ensuresthat RCsmeet TNRCC regulations and protect public health and welfare. Roads
arenot facilitiesunder THSC and are not subject to the distance requirement. However, they
are sour ces of emissions and are controlled by best management practices such aswatering
and are prohibited from emitting visible emissonsthat crossthe property line.

AGC and TACA commented that the requirement to fully enclose screen sdes and conveyors is not
practica because it will make the conveyors more difficult to move. AGC and TXI dso stated that fully
enclosed screen sdes and conveyors were not necessary due to the minima emissions from these
facilities and asked what the scientific bass for this requirement was. AGC and WE dated that the
commission should not dictate the type of equipment used to control emissons. TM requested that the
commission darify the meaning of enclosed conveyor and said that different conveyor manufacturers
had indicated that in other states they put a haf-moon cover over the top of the conveyor.
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In order to minimize property line distance requirements, while being protective of public
health and ensuring that the facility isin compliance with TNRCC regulations, the commission
modeled emissions from facilities with enclosed screens and conveyors. The commission has
clarified the requirement for enclosed conveyorsto mean a cover that fits over thetop of the
conveyor. Also, because there was an identical requirement in the Tier |1 requirements, the
commission removed thisrequirement from Tier | and Tier 11 and added it to the General
Requirements.

AGC objected to the requirement that Tier | RCs be restricted to one primary crusher, two conveyors,
and two screens because the type of job and nature of the required product might require more
equipment.

In order to minimize property line distance requirements, while being protective of public
health and ensuring that the facility isin compliance with TNRCC regulations, the commission
modeled emissions on a prescribed amount of equipment based on what was expected at the
majority of temporary RC gites. If Tier | requirements cannot be met, the facility hasthe
option of meeting Tier |1 or obtaining a permit under 30 TAC 8 116.111 or a PBR under 30
TAC §106.142.

AGC, TXI, TACA, and WE objected to the requirement that RCs authorized by this standard permit
not locate or operate on a Site with an asphdt or concrete batch plant. WE and TACA commented
that the redtriction againgt co-location with a concrete or asphdt plant prevents recycling of aggregate
materids a these plants. AGC and TXI requested to know the scientific basis for this determination.

The purpose of this standard per mit isto authorize a single RC and the protectivenessreview
was based on that scenario. Tier | of the standard permit isintended for those types of
locations (e.g., construction Sites) that are not permanent aggr egate handling oper ations and
for those locations where thereislittle possibility of multiple operations occurring at the same
time. Thecommission intended for no cumulative effectsto occur at Tier | locations. Tier ||
may be used at these types of siteswhere all the requirementsof Tier Il are met.

AGC commented that limiting the time on site for RCs located in urban/suburban aressis reasonable
but makes little sense in sparsaly populated areas and that many highway projects require more time
and would make the standard permit unusable for those stuations. WE commented that project delays
and change orders could cause the RC to run out of time before finishing ajob. AGC and WE added
that 24 hours was not a sufficient amount of time to disassemble equipment and move out.

The commission intendsfor the standard permit to cover a broad range of facility
configurations and oper ating conditions for temporary RCs. It isnot intended to provide an
authorization mechanism for all possible unit configurations or operating scenarios. Those
facilities which cannot meet the sandard per mit conditions may apply for an air quality permit
under 30 TAC §116.111 or a PBR under 30 TAC § 106.142. Further, the
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commission anticipatesthat, for the types of facilitiesintended to be authorized by this
standard permit (which ishighly portable), 24 hoursis an adequate amount of time
disassemble the equipment and move offsite.

AGC and WE commented that the 365 day period before relocating to the Siteistoo long.

The commission developed the standard per mit for temporarily-sited RCs. It isdesigned to
allow for authorization of RCsthat are portable and, based on business needs, moveto
varioussites. Tier | of the standard permit isintended for those types of projects (e.g.,
construction sites, subdivison developments, roads and highways) that do not require

per manent aggr egate handling operations and for those locationswherethereislittle
possibility of the necessity for rock crushing to occur at the site again. However, in the
unlikely event that additional crushing operations are needed at a Stethat has already been
occupied, the 365 day minimum time frame ill allowsfor a crusher toreturn that ste.

AGC gated that the time on site and operation time restrictions did not take into account factors
beyond the owner’ Soperator’ s control such as machinery downtime, weether, phased projects, and
engineer change orders.

During the development of the standard permit, the factor s above wer e taken into
consderation. Asaresult, thestetimewasincreased from 20 daysto 45 daysfor Tier |, and
from 60 daysto 180 daysfor Tier I1.

Comments on Tier || Rock Crushers

AGC and TACA commented that due to production limitations and time regtrictions Tier 11 has limited
goplicability for indudtry.

The standard permit isdesigned to allow for authorization of RCsthat are portable and, based
on business needs, move to various sites. However, it isnot intended to provide an
authorization mechanism for all possible unit configurationsor operating scenarios. Those
facilities which cannot meet the sandard permit conditions may apply for an air quality permit
under 30 TAC §116.111 or a PBR under 30 TAC § 106.142.

AGC and TACA commented that the 250 tph limit should be based crusher capacity rather than
process throughput at the feed hopper because a sgnificant portion of the materia from the feed
hopper is screened out before it reaches the crusher.  TXI1 and WE suggested that the 250 tph limit be
based on materia production rather than feed hopper throughput. AGC, TACA, and SHTC suggested
that restrictions should be based on emissions rather than throughput. SHTC requested the basis for
the 250 tph restriction. RM suggested that the hourly rate be an average over severa production days.

The 250 tph limit isbased on total facility capacity rather than material production or crusher
capacity because thisincludes quantification of emissions from all sources. Thiswould include
emissions from all hoppers, screens, crushersand conveyors. The commission selected the
total facility capacity scenario rather than those listed above because total facility capacity
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and all associated sour cesrepresentsthe wor st case scenario, i.e, all material fed intothe
system iscrushed. Theauthorized hourly production rate of 250 tph isnecessary in order to
ensure compliance with 30 TAC Chapter 111 one- and three-hour standards.

AGC commented that the distance limitation of 300 ft. from the nearest property line isreasonablein
urban/suburban areas but makes little sense in sparsely populated areas and that many highway projects
will not be able to meet the 300 ft. limit and the standard permit will be unusable for those Stuations.
TXI, BCCC, and WE commented that the 300 ft. limitation will preclude the use of temporary RCs at
many sites and suggested restricting the distance to 300 ft. to an off property receptor rather than 300
ft. to the property line. TACA added that the 300 ft. setback distance is not based on any scientific
modeling data and questioned the basis for this restriction. Representative Cdlegari and FL
commented that the 300 ft. distance is too short.

Property line distance limitations are used instead of off property receptor distance limitations
to protect public health and welfare, and to ensurethat the operating facility isin compliance
with all TNRCC regulations, particularly the property line gandardsin 30 TAC Chapter 111.
The protectivenessreview indicated that the 300 ft. distance limitation from the property line
ensuresthat RCsmeet TNRCC regulationsand protect public health and welfare. Roads
arenot facilitiesunder THSC and are not subject to the distance requirement. However, they
are sour ces of emissions and are controlled by best management practices such aswatering
and are prohibited from emitting visible emissonsthat crossthe property line.

The commission intends for the standard permit to cover a broad range of facility
configurations and oper ating conditionsfor temporary RCs. However, the ssandard permit is
not intended to provide an authorization mechanism for all possible unit configurations or
operating scenarios.

The state property line standardsfor PM arethe controlling standardsfor the distance
limitations. To demonstrate compliance, the modeing team tabulated the total number of
modeled exceedances of the one-hour and three-hour standardsover afive-year period that
occurred over each tier’sreceptor grid. The compliance prediction was based on an
evaluation of thetotal hours of modeled exceedances divided by thetotal hoursin the
applicablereview period (43,824 hoursfor the one-hour standard and 14,608 hoursfor the
three-hour standard) and, the conservative nature of assumptions madein thereview. For
each sour ce configuration, the maximum distance to obtain 99.9 per cent predicted compliance
was used asthe basisfor thedistance limitation for each tier. Given the conservative nature
of the modding and limited hour s of operation, the team expects a predicted compliance of
99.9 per cent to be 100 percent compliancein practice. In addition, the NAAQSfor PM 4,
should not be exceeded based on the results of the one-hour and three-hour analyses, limited
hours of operation, and lower emission ratesfor each tier.
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AGC, TXI, TACA and WE objected to the requirement that a RC be located at least 550 ft. from a
concrete or asphalt batch plant. TACA and TXI gated that, due to operations restriction on batch
plants and locd ordinances that may prohibit nighttime operation of a RC, the sandard permit provision
that allows operation of a RC that cannot meet the 550 ft. requirement when the concrete or asphat
plant is not operating isimpractica. AGC, SHTC, and WE added that RCs are often used to produce
aggregate for asphalt plants and are often located less than 550 ft. from the asphalt plant. Having the
crusher separated from the asphdt plant will increase emissons from unpaved roads and result in
increased traffic and haul truck emissions due to the need to bring aggregate from off site.

The 550 ft. distance requirement is necessary to offset the cumulative emissions of multiple
facilities operating smultaneoudy and to ensure compliance with the TNRCC regulations and
protect public health. Additionally, thisstandard permit was developed to address a broad
range of operating conditions and does not take into account local ordinances that might
precludeitsusein certain stuations.

AGC, BCCC, and TACA commented that the requirement to fully enclose screen sides and conveyors
isnot practical because it will make the conveyors more difficult to move. AGC and TXI dso sated
that fully enclosed screen sides and conveyors are not necessary due to the minimal emissons from
these facilities and asked what the scientific bass for this requirement is. AGC and WE dated that the
commission should not dictate the type of equipment used to control emissons. TM requested that the
commission darify the meaning of enclosed conveyor and said that different conveyor manufacturers
had indicated that in other states they put a haf-moon cover over the top of the conveyor.

In order to protect public health and welfare and ensure compliance with TNRCC regulations
and NAAQS, this standard permit underwent a detailed protectivenessreview that took into
account emission reductions from the use of enclosed screensand conveyors. The
commission has clarified the requirement for enclosed conveyorsto mean a cover that fits
over thetop of the conveyor. Also, because therewas an identical requirement in the Tier |
requirements, the commission removed thisrequirement from Tier | and Tier |1 and added it
to the General Requirements.

AGC objected to the requirement that Tier 11 RCs be restricted to one primary crusher, one secondary
crusher, and two screens because type of job and nature of the required product might require more
equipment.

In order to provide owner s/operatorswith asshort a property line distance requirement as
possible while being protective of public health and ensuring that the facility isin compliance
with TNRCC regulations, the commission modeled emissions based on a prescribed amount of
equipment based on what was expected at the majority of temporary RC sites. If Tier 11
requirements cannot be met, the facility has the option of obtaining a permit under 30 TAC §
116.111 or aPBR under 30 TAC § 106.142.
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AGC commented that the time on Site limitations are reasonable for RCs located in urbar/suburban
areas but that many highway projects require more time and the time limit will make the sandard permit
unusable for those Stuations. They added that 24 hoursis not a sufficient amount of timeto
disassemble equipment and move out. BCCC dtated that athough the time limitations would not have
been exceeded in any of their previous projects, they are concerned that the time limits might preclude
long term projects. SHTC requested judtification for the ongite time limitations. WE commented that
the time restrictions limits their ability to bid certain projects.

The standard permit isdesigned to allow for authorization of RCsthat are portable and, based
on business needs, move to various sites. However, it isnot intended to provide an
authorization mechanism for all possible unit configurationsor operating scenarios. Those
facilities which cannot meet the sandard permit conditions may apply for an air quality permit
under 30 TAC 8116.111.

AGC, SHTC, and WE commented that the 365 day period before relocating to the Siteis too long.

The commission developed the standard per mit for temporarily-sited RCs. It isdesigned to
authorize RCsthat are portable and, based on business needs, moveto various sites. Tier Il
of the standard permit expandsthe types of sitesthat a crusher may occupy (specifically, Tier
Il adds quarriesand mines). However, Tier I, like Tier I, isintended for those types of
projects (e.g., construction sites, subdivison developments, roads and highways) that do not
require permanent aggr egate handling operations and for those locationswherethereislittle
possbility of the necessity for rock crushingto occur at thesteagain. However, in the
unlikely event that additional crushing operations are needed at a sSitethat has already been
occupied, the 365 day minimum time frame till allowsfor a crusher toreturn that ste.

AGC, BCCC, and WE requested that the TNRCC (Regiond Office) respond to a notification of intent
to locate a Tier I1 RC within 30 days.

Subchapter F of Chapter 116 requiresthe agency to respond to all standard per mit
applicationswithin 45 days or as soon as practical. The commission intendsto continue with
thispractice.

X. STATUTORY AUTHORITY

This standard permit isissued under TCAA § 382.011, which authorizes the commission to control the
qudity of the sate'sair, TCAA § 382.023, which authorizes the commission to issue orders necessary
to carry out the policy and purposes of the TCAA 8 382.051, which authorizes the commission to issue
permits, including standard permits for smilar facilities for numerous smilar sources, and TCAA 8
382.05195 which authorizes the commission to issue standard permits according to the procedures set
out in that section.
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Air Quality Standard Permit for Temporary Rock Crushers

Thisar qudity standard permit authorizes crushing operations which meet dl of the conditions listed in
paragraph (1) and paragraph (2) for Tier | or paragraph (3) for Tier Il. Asdescribed in 30 TAC §
116.605(d), any changes that are made to this standard permit by the commission shal gpply to dl
existing and future facilities that are authorized by this sandard permit. The owners/operatorsthet are
affected by these changes shall gpply for a new authorization under the sandard permit.

@ Generd Reguirements

(A)  Forthe purposes of this standard permit, a Site is defined as one or more contiguous or
adjacent properties which are under common control of the same person (or persons
under common control).

(B)  When crushing concrete, the crusher and al associated sources (screens, transfer
points on belt conveyors, material storage or feed bins, work areas that are only
associated with the facility, or stockpiles) shdl be located at least 440 yards from any
structure used as a sSngle family or multifamily residence, school, or place of worship.

(C)  All screen Sdes shdl be enclosed and al conveyors shall be covered with a haf-moon
or equivaent enclosure that coversthe top of the conveyor to minimize emissons.

(D)  Except for those periods described in 30 TAC 88 101.6 and 101.7, no visible fugitive
emissions shal leave the property from the crusher, associated sources, and in-plant
roads associated only with the facility. Visble emissons shdl be determined by a
gtandard of no visible emissions exceeding 30 seconds in duration in any six-minute
period as determined using EPA Test Method (TM) 22.

(B) Except for those periods described in 30 TAC 88 101.6 and 101.7, opacity of
emissions from any transfer point on belt conveyors or any screen shdl not exceed 10
percent and from any crusher shal not exceed 15 percent, averaged over asSix-minute
period, and according to EPA TM 9.

() Permanently mounted spray bars shdl be ingdled a the inlet and outlet of dl crushers,
at al shaker screens, and at al materid transfer points and used as necessary to
maintain compliance with al commisson regulations.

(G) Dust emissonsfrom al in-plant roads and active work areas that are associated with
the operation of the crusher shdl be minimized at dl times by & least one of the
following methods:

0] covered with amaterid such as, but not limited to, roofing shingles or tire chips
(when used in combination with (i) or (iii) of this subsection);
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(H)

(1)
Q)
(K)

(L)

(M)

(N)

(O)

(P)

Q)

(in) treated with dust-suppressant chemicals,
@)  watered; or
(iv)  paved with a cohesive hard surface that is maintained intact and cleaned.

All stockpiles shdl be sprinkled with water, dust-suppressant chemicals, or covered, as
necessary, to minimize dust emissons.

Raw materia and product stockpile heights shal not exceed 45 feet.
The crusher shal be equipped with a runtime meter.

Written records shdl be kept for arolling 24 month period and shal accompany the
rock crusher to any Ste a which it operates. These records shdl be made available at
the request of any personne from the commission or any loca ar pollution control
program having jurisdiction. These written records shdl contain the following:

) hours of operation including dally start and stop time;

(D) the throughput per hour of the feed hopper (as determined by an appropriate
method based upon physica measurement or caculated using a production
factor determined to be acceptable by the commission); and

(i)  thedate(s) the crusher was placed on Ste and the date(s) it was removed from
the plant site.

Facilities which meet the conditions of this standard permit do not have to meet the
emissions and distance limitations listed in 30 TAC § 116.610(a)(1).

Crushers that are authorized by this sandard permit shal meet dl gpplicable conditions
of 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart OO0, Standards of Performance for Nonmetallic Minera
Processing Plants.

Only crushersthat are processing nonmetalic mineras or a combination of nonmetdlic
minerals that are described in 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart OO0, shdl be authorized by
this stlandard permit.

The rock crusher and al associated facilities operating under this standard permit shdl
neither locate nor operate on the same site as any other rock crusher.

This standard permit shal not require compliance with 30 TAC § 116.614 “ Standard
Permit Fees.”

Notifications under this standard permit shall not be registered in accordance with 30
TAC §116.611 “Regidration to Use a Standard Permit. ”
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(20  ATierl crusher shdl comply with paragraph (1) of this standard permit and dl of the following:

(A)
(B)
(®)

(D)

(E)

(F)

(&

(H)

The crusher shdl not be located at a quarry or mine.
The crusher feed hopper throughput shall not exceed 125 tons per hour.

The crusher and al associated sources shal be located no less than 200 ft. from the
nearest property line.

The equipment authorized under this paragrgph shdl be limited to one primary crusher,
two conveyors, and two screens.

The rock crusher and all associated sources operating under this standard permit shall
neither locate nor operate on the same Site as any concrete batch plant or asphalt batch
plant.

The crusher and associated sources (excluding stockpiles) shall not operate for more
than 360 hours or 45 non-consecutive caendar days on Ste, whichever occurs fird.
The owner or operator shall remove the crusher and associated equipment from the Site
within 24 hours of ceasing operation. The 24 hours dlotted for the remova shall not be
used as additional operationd time above the 360 hours or 45 non-consecutive
calendar days.

If the time periods listed in paragraph 2(F) have not been exhausted during any rolling
365 day period, the operator may return to the authorized site and operate for the
remaining balance of time for that Ste. To return to the Ste, the operator shdl notify the
commission as described in paragraph 2(H). Once the operating hours (360) or
caendar days (45) for the Site have been exhausted and the site has been vacated, the
owner or operator shall not use a standard permit to locate any rock crusher on the site
for a least 365 days.

The owner or operator shall notify the gppropriate regiond office in writing at least 10
caendar days prior to locating a the Site. The notification shdl include the owner or
operator’ s name, address, phone number, Site location, crusher seria number, expected
duration at the Site, expected hours of operation, expected date of arriva on site and
expected date to vacate the Site. When the agpplicant has previoudy occupied asite,
the gpplicant shdl adso include its previous duration at the Site to show compliance with

paragraph 2(F).

3 A Tier 1l crusher shdl comply with paragraph (1) of this sandard permit and al of the

fallowing:

(A)

(B)

The crusher’ s feed hopper throughput shal not exceed 250 tons per hour.

The crushers and all associated sources shall be located no less than 300 ft. from the
nearest property line.
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(©

(D)

(E)

(F)

(©

The crushers and associated sources operating under this standard permit shall be
located at least 550 ft. from any concrete batch plant or asphalt batch plant. If this
distance cannot be met, then the crusher authorized under this standard permit shall not
operate at the same time as the concrete batch plant or asphat batch plant.

The equipment authorized under this paragraph shdl be limited to one primary crusher,
one secondary crusher, two screens and any associated conveyors.

The rock crushers and associated sources (excluding stockpiles) shal not operate for
more than 1080 hours or 180 non-consecutive calendar days on site, whichever occurs
first. The owner or operator shal remove the crusher and associated equipment from
the site within 24 hours of ceasing operation. The 24 hours dlotted for the removal of
equipment shall not be used as additiona operational time above the 1080 hours or 180
non-consecutive calendar days.

If the time periods listed in paragraph 3(E) have not been exhausted during any rolling
365 day period, the operator may return to a Site and operate for the remaining baance
of timefor that Ste. To return to a Ste, the operator shal notify the commisson as
described in paragraph 3(G). Once the operating hours (1080) or calendar days (180)
for the site have been exhausted and the site has been vacated, the owner or operator
ghall not use a standard permit to locate any rock crusher on the Site for at least 365

days.

No owner or operator shall locate a crusher on Site without first obtaining written
approva from the executive director. The owner or operator shdl notify the
appropriate regiona office in writing at least 30 caendar days prior to locating at the
gte. The natification shal include the owner or operator’ s name, address, phone
number, Site location, plot plan, crusher serid number, commission air account number,
expected duration at the Site, expected hours of operation, expected date of arrival on
Ste and expected date to vacate the site. When the applicant has previoudy occupied
agte, the goplicant shdl aso include its previous duration &t the Site to show
compliance with paragraph (3)(E). A compliance history review shdl performed by the
executive director in accordance with 30 TAC Chapter 60. If afacility is determined to
be a poor performer, as defined in 30 TAC Chapter 60, a standard permit notification
will not be accepted or approved.
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