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AAC
AACC
AIRS
CAM
CFR
CO
cy/day
cy/hr
cylyr
DEQ
EL

IDAPA

Ib/hr
MACT
pg/m’
NESHAP
NO,
NSPS
PM
PMyo
PSD
PTC
PTE
Rules
SIP
SO,
TAP
T/yr
vVOC

Acronyms, Units, and Chemical Nomenclature

acceptable ambient concentration
acceptable ambient concentration for carcinogens
Aerometric Information Retrieval System
Compliance Assurance Monitoring

Code of Federal Regulations

carbon monoxide

cubic yards per calendar day

cubic yards per hour

cubic yards per year

Department of Environmental Quality
screening emissions levels

hazardous air pollutant

a numbering designation for all administrative rules in Idaho promulgated in accordance with

the Idaho Administrative Procedures Act

pounds per hour

Maximum Achievable Control Technology

micrograms per cubic meter

National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants
nitrogen oxides

New Source Performance Standards

particulate matter

particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to a nominal 10 micrometers
Prevention of Significant Deterioration

permit to construct

potential to emit

Rules for the Control of Air Pollution in Idaho

State Implementation Plan

sulfur dioxide

toxic air pollutant

tons per year

volatile organic compound
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1.1

1.2

2.2

3.2

FACILITY INFORMATION

Facility Description

The facility is a portable truck mix concrete batch plant consisting of aggregate stockpiles, a cement
storage silo, a cement supplement (flyash) storage silo, a weigh batcher, and conveyors. The facility
combines aggregate, flyash, and cement and {ransfers the mixture into a truck along with a measured
amount of water for in-transit mixing of the concrete. Electric power will be supplied to the facility from
the local power grid. A 0.55 MMBtu/hr water heater heats the water prior to use for the concrete.

Permitting Action and Facility Permitting History

This permit is the initial PTC for this facility.

APPLICATION SCOPE AND APPLICATION CHRONOLOGY

Application Scope

Knife River, Inc., has applied for a PTC to operate a portable concrete batch plant with a permitted
throughput limit of 400,000 cubic yards per year.

Application Chronology

April 13, 2009 DEQ receives application

April 14,2009 DEQ receives $1,000 application fee

May 11, 2009 DEQ receives revised application
May 13, 2009 DEQ issues completeness letter
May 22,2009 DEQ issues facility draft permit

May 27, 2009 Facility e-mails comments (no changes)

June 2, 2009  Public comment period starts
July 2,2009  Public comment period ends

May 26, 2009 DEQ receives permit processing fee

TECHNICAL ANALYSIS

Emission Unit and Control Device

Table 3.1 EMISSION UNIT AND CONTROL DEVICE INFORMATION

Emissions Unit Description

Control Device Description

Cement Storage Silo

Baghouse

Cement Supplement Storage Silo Baghouse

Weigh Batcher Boot

Truck Loading Boot

Materials Transfer .
(Fugitives) Water Sprays or Equivalent

Emissions Inventory

The emissions were estimated using the DEQ Concrete Batch Plant Spreadsheet. Controlled emissions
estimates are based on the use of the control devices and maximum production limits listed in Table 3.1.
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Table 3.2 UNCONTROLLED EMISSIONS ESTIMATES OF CRITERIA POLLUTANTS

. . PM,, LEAD
Emissions Unit Wihr | Thr Tb/quarter
Aggregate delivery to ground storage 1.63
Sand delivery to ground storage 0.37
Aggregate transfer to conveyor 1.63
Sand transfer to conveyor 037
Agpgregate transfer to elevated storage 1.63
Sand transfer to elevated storage 0.37
Cement delivery to Silo {controlled EF because baghouse is process equipment) 0.04 0.00286
Cement supplement delivery to Silo (control[ed EF because baghouse is process 0.09 0.137
equipment} ) )
Weigh hopper leading (sand & aggregate batcher loading) 2.08
Truck mix loading, Table 11.12-2, "0.278 Ib/ton of cement+flyash" x ((491 1b 41.20 0.951
cement + 73 1b flyash)/cy concrete) / 2000 1b =0.0784 lb/cy ’ )
Water heater 0.02
Total, Point Sources 43.44 1.09
Total, Process Fugitives 6.00
Table 3.3 CONTROLLED EMISSIONS ESTIMATES OF CRITERIA POLLUTANTS
Emissions Unit PMy LEAD
Ib/hr Thyr Ib/quarter
Cement delivery to Silo (controlled EF because baghouse is process 0.01 0.0167 | 2.68E-07
equipment)
Cement supplement delivery to Silo (control[ed EF because baghouse is 0.0215 0.0358 1.90E-06
process equipiment)
Weigh hopper loading (sand & aggregate batcher loading) 0.0237 0.0395
Truck mix loading 0.47 0.78 5.10E-06
Water heater 0.0041 0.0179 5.9E-04
Total, Point Sources 0.53 0.89 0.0006
Aggrepate delivery to ground storage 0.09 0.155
Sand delivery to ground storage 0.02 0.035
Aggregate transfer to conveyor 0.09 0.155
Sand transfer to conveyor 0.02 0.035
Apgregate transfer to elevated storage 0.09 0.155
Sand transfer to elevated storage 0.02 0.035
Total, Process Fugitives 0.33 0.57

There is a complete listing of emissions for the water heater in Appendix B.

Table 3.4 UNCONTROLLED TAP AND HAP EMISSIONS SUMMARY

TAPs HAPs 24-hour Average® Annual Average”
Ib/hr 1b/hr
Arsenic Arsenic 1.7E-04
Beryllium Beryllium 8.67E-06
Cadmium Cadmium 1.85E-06
Chromium Chromium 3.93E-04
Manganese Manganese 2.08E-03
Nickel Nickel 4.15E-04
Phosphorus Phosphorus 1.66E-03
Selenium Selenium 8.90E-05
Chromium VI° Chromium VI¢ 8.47E-05

a. 24-hour average only applies to non-carcinogenic TAPs. Annual average only applies to carcinogenic TAPs.
b. NA = not applicable.
¢. Chromium is a HAP. Chromium VI is not specifically listed as a HAP by itself.
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Table 3.5 CONTROLLED TAP AND HAP EMISSIONS SUMMARY

TAPs HAPs 24-hour Average® Annual Average®
1b/hr Ib/hr
Arsenic Arsenic 3.78E-06
Beryllium Beryllium 3.20E-07
Cadmium Cadmium 6.53E-07
Chromium Chromium 4.75E-05
Manganese Manganese 9.57E-05
Nickel Nickel 1.31E-05
Phosphorus Phosphorus 1.41E-04
Selenium Selenium 3.97E-06
Chromium VI® Chromium VI® 2.99E-06

a. 24-hour average only applies to non-carcinogenic TAPs, Annual average only applies to carcinogenic TAPs,
b. NA = not applicable.
¢. Chromium is a HAP. Chromiwm VI is not specifically listed as a HAP by itself.

There is a complete listing of TAP and HAP emissions for the water heater in Appendix B.

3.3  Ambient Air Quality Impact Analysis
Based on the emissions inventory, the potential emission rate of M, from this concrete batch plant
from point sources and fugitive sources was estimated at 0.9 Ib/hr and 1.4 T/yr. These levels exceed the
published DEQ modeling threshold (Table 1, State of Idaho Air Quality Modeling Guideline, Doc ID
AQ-011, rev. 1, December 31, 2002) for PM;g of 0.2 Ib/hr and 1.0 T/yr.
The DEQ generic modeling results (Table 3.6) demonstrated that for the production rate limits and
setbacks that were modeled—and that will be imposed on the operations for this concrete batch plant—
the PM, emissions from the concrete batch plant combined with background concentrations would be
less than the 24-hr PM s NAAQS.
Table 3.6 CRITERIA FOR USING DEQ’S GENERIC CONCRETE BATCH PLANT MODELING RESULTS
FOR AIR IMPACT ANALYSES
Parameter DEQ Model Proposed Project Comments
Natural gas:
Natural gas-fired or Diesel-fired: 24 hrlday 2500
Water Heater Rating, hours, and fuel use may vary but emissions must not hg)g129 MMscf/da Meets
exceed DEQ modeling thresholds. Use DEQ spreadsheet to : Y
. . . 1.348 MMscflyr
determine maximum daily and annual use
Diesel: Not used
CBP Power supply. No generator. Line power is available. Line Power Meets
Number of cement and/or Not limited. The model layout assumes all silo emissions are from the same point, and
cement supplement (e.g., . - Meets
q ; that cement/supplement is not transferred between storage silos.
yash} storage silos
Maximum daily concrete
production (cy/day) 1,500 2,400 3,600 4,800 2400 Meets
Minimum Setback Distance
Minimum distance from 40 m 60 m 100 m 150 m 60 m Meets
nearest edge of any emissions (131 ft) (197 ft) (328 ft) (492 ft)
source to a receptor.”
Maximum annual conerete 300,000 400,000 500,000 500,000 400,000 Meets
production (cy/year)

Point Sceurce Emissions Controls and Stack Parameters:
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Table 3.6 CRITERIA FOR USING DEQ’S GENERIC CONCRETE BATCH PLANT MOBELING RESULTS

FOR AIR IMPACT ANALYSES
Parameter DEQ Model Proposed Project Comments
Cement and supplement Stack Height > 10 meters (32.8 1) Cement Silo BH - 60 fi.
storage silo baghouse(s) Minimum PM/PM g control: 99% Supplement Baghouse — Meets
65 fi,
Weigh hopper loading: Stack Height: > 10m (32.8 ft)
Baghouse or equivalent, e.g., Minimum PM/PM, o conirol: 99%

See Alternative Weigh

sealed boot connection with hopper loading, below

displaced air vented through
silo baghouse.

Alternative Weigh hopper

loading: Specify release height:

Unsealed boot, shroud, or Minimum PM/PMg control: 95% 28 feet Meets
enclosure,
Boot enclosure, shroud, water sprays, or baghouse/cartridge
Truck-mix loadout or Central filter Boot enclosure Meets
Mix loading Minimum PM/PM;4 control: 95% 95% control
Fugitive Emissions:
BMPs. No visible cmissiox?s leaving pmper‘Fy boundary. Aggregate and sand is
(see/no see compliance demonstration) .
damp as received and
Transfer Point Fugitives used before drying out Meets

75% control: water sprays, enclosures, shrouds, or
agprepate/sand is damp on an as-received basis and used
before significantly drying out.

significantly.
75% Control

® CBP is considered to be co-located if the minimum distance FROM any other emissions source TO any stockpile, silo baghouse stack,
truck or central mix loading point, or weigh batcher transfer point is less than or equal to 200 meters (656 feet).

® Minimum distance FROM any stockpile, silo baghouse stack, truck or central mix loading point, or weigh batcher transfer point TO
any area outside of a building where the public has access.

By using DEQ’s generic modeling approach for concrete batch plants, the Knife River, Inc. plant is
required to have a minimum setback from the property boundary of approximately 197 feet. The
proposed project meets all the recommended parameters of generic modeling.

Fugitive emissions from traffic and wind erosion from stockpiles are not considered in DEQ’s generic
modeling; emissions from these sources are controlled through the use of Best Management Practices
(BMP) contained in the permit.

TAP emissions estimates in Table 3.4 of arsenic and chromium VI exceeded the applicable emissions
screening level (EL). Compliance with the TAP increments was demonstrated through dispersion
modeling which showed that the modeled emissions are below the AAC and AACC.

Knife River, Inc. has demonstrated compliance to DEQ’s satisfaction that emissions from the Knife
River, Inc. plant will not cause or significantly contribute to a violation of any ambient air quality
standard. Knife River, Inc. has also demonstrated compliance to DEQ’s satisfaction that an emissions
increase due to this permitting action will not exceed any AAC or AACC for TAPs. Compliance was
demonstrated using DEQ’s generic modeling analysis.

4. REGULATORY REVIEW
41  Attainment Designation (40 CFR 81.313)

The facility is a portable facility and can be located in any attainment or unclassified area.
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4.2

4.3

4.4

4.5

4.6

4.7

4.8

4.9

4.10

Permit to Construct (IDAPA 58.01.01.201)

A PTC is required for this facility because it is the construction of a new facility with estimated
uncontrolled TAP emissions that exceed the AAC and AACC, so does not qualify for an exemption.

Tier Il Operating Permit (IDAPA 58.01.01.401)
A Tier II operating permit is not required for this facility.

Title V Classification (IDAPA 58.01.01.300, 40 CFR Part 70)

This source does not emit more than the Title V threshold of any applicable air pollutant, so it is not a
Title V source. This is a true minor source facility.

PSD Classification (40 CFR 5§2.21)
This facility is not a PSD source.

NSPS Applicability (40 CFR 60)
There are no NSPS regulations that apply to this facility.

The provisions of Subpart O0Q, Standards of Performance for Nonmetallic Mineral Processing Plants,
do not apply to stand-alone screening operations at concrete batch plants without crushers or grinding
mills. The concrete batch plant is therefore not subject to this NSPS.

The concrete batch plant will be powered by the electrical grid. The concrete batch plant is therefore not
subject to 40 CFR 60, Subpart IIII — Standard of Performance for stationary Compression Ignition
Internal Combustion Engines.

Subpart Dc is not applicable to the water heater because it is rated at 0.55 MMBtu, which is less than the
minimum applicable rate of 10 MMBtu/hr and because it is not used to produce steam.

NESHAP Applicability (40 CFR 61)
There are no NESHAP regulations that apply to this facility.

MACT Applicability (40 CFR 63)
There are no MACT regulations that apply to this facility.

CAM Applicability (40 CFR 64)
CAM does not apply to non-Title V sources.

Permit Conditions Review

This section describes the permit conditions for this initial permit that have been added as a result of this
permitting action.

Permit Conditions 1.3.2.1. and 2.2

Describe the emission sources and emission controls that shall be operated as part of this concrete batch
plant. Demonstration of compliance with NAAQS and TAPs rules was based on emissions estimated
using the capture efficiencies associated with these controls. Applicability of DEQ’s generic modeling
analysis was also determined based on the descriptions of these controls.
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Permit Condition 2.3:

Limits visible emissions from the concrete batch plant. Compliance with this limit is demonstrated by
monitoring and recordkeeping requirements in Permit Condition 2.12.

Permit Condition 2.4:

The particulate matter standard from IDAPA 58.01.01.677 applies to the water heater. As long as the
heater uses only natural gas for fuel, a reasonable assurance of compliance with this standard has been
demonstrated. This water heater is designed to only operate on natural gas.

Permit Condition 2.5:

The water heater is restricted to burning natural gas only to demonstrate compliance with Permit
Condition 2.4.

Permit Condition 2.6:

Limits the concrete production and setback distance from the property boundary. Compliance with
carcinogenic TAPs requirements in the generic modeling for this setback distance was based upon the
controlled production levels specified in the table. An annual production limit is therefore required in
accordance with IDAPA 58.01.01.210.08.c. Compliance with the production limit is demonstrated by
monitoring the concrete production as required by Permit Condition 2.10.

Requires a reasonable setback from any area outside a structure that is accessible to the general public.
This condition is necessary to limit exposure to members of the public to PM,, levels that may approach
the 24-hour NAAQS limit. The minimum setback distance limit is based on the results of DEQ’s
generic modeling analysis. Modeling of ambient air impacts was based on distances from the
approximate center of a typical concrete batch plant. This permit condition, however, is based on
distance from the nearest edge of any stockpile or piece of equipment associated with the concrete batch
plant. This is intended to simplify the method for demonstrating compliance, i.e., compliance can be
demonstrated by directly measuring the distance as required by Permit Condition 2.11.

Permit Conditions 2.7 and 2.8

Requires the operation of control devices according to the manufacturer specifications, and the
utilization of strategies and reasonable controls to minimize fugitive emissions. Proper operation of
control devices and utilization of control measures is assumed in DEQ's generic modeling analysis.

Permit Condition 2.9

Requires control of fugitive dust and specifies when controls must be applied and types of strategies to
use. Compliance is assessed as required on Permit Condition 2.13.

Permit Condition 2.10

Requires the permittee to physically measure the concrete production rate on a daily and an annual basis
to demonstrate compliance with the limits in Permit Condition 2.6.

Permit Condition 2.11

Requires the permittee to physically measure the setback distance whenever the plant is moved or the
layout is changed such that emissions sources are closer to a property boundary to demonstrate
compliance with the limits in Permit Condition 2.6.

Permit Condition 2.12

Requires the permittee to conduct inspection and monitoring to insure compliance with opacity limits in
Permit Condition 2.3. Recordkeeping of the results of each inspection and when corrective measures
are implemented is also required.

Permit Condition 2.13
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Requires the permittee to conduct inspections each day that the plant is operating to assess the control of
fugitive emissions and specifies actions to take as a result of such inspections.

Permit Condition 2.14

Requires the permittee to maintain records of the results of each baghouse/filter system that is specified
in the O&M manual.

Permit Condition 2.15

Prohibits operation of the concrete batch plant in any PM,4 nonattainment area. IDAPA 58.01.01.006
defines a “significant contribution™ as any increase in ambient concentrations that would exceed

5.0 pg/m® (24-hr average) or 1.0 pg/m’ (annual average). The generic modeling analysis used to
demonstrate preconstruction compliance with NAAQS for this concrete batch plant predicted that PM;,
impacts to ambient air quality would exceed these levels. In any nonattainment area, concrete batch
plant operations would therefore result in a significant contribution. Should the permittee desire to
operate in any PM,, nonattainment area, the permittee shall submit a PTC application to modify this
permit.

Permit Condition 2.16

Prohibits the concrete batch plant from collocating with any other source of emissions unless the other
source has a permit that covers the operation of this plant. The provisions in the other permit apply.
This limit is necessary fo ensure compliance with the 24-hour PM, NAAQS.

PBermit Condition 2.17

Requires reporting of the relocation of the concrete batch plant, including providing information
necessary to demonstrate compliance with the minimum setback limits in Permit Condition 2.6.

PERMIT FEES

Table 5.1 lists the processing fee associated with this permitting action. The facility is subjectto a
processing fee of $2,500 because it’s permitted emissions are between one and ten tons per year. Refer
to the chronology for fee receipt dates. The fee calculation does not include fugitive emissions per
IDAPA 58.01.01.225.

Table 5.1 PROCESSING FEE TABLE

Emissions Inventory
Pollutant Annual Emissions | Annual Emissions Annual
Increase (T/yr) Reduction (T/yr) Emissions
Change (T/yr)
NOx 0.2 0 0.2
S0, 0.001 0 0.001
CO 0.2 0 0.2
PMy, 0.9 0 0.9
VOC 0.01 0 0.01
HAPS 0.0 0 0.0
Total: 1.3 0 1.3
Fee Due £ 2,500.00
PUBLIC COMMENT

An opportunity for public comment period on the PTC application was provided from April 21 to May
6, 2009, in accordance with IDAPA 58.01.01.209.01 .c. During this time, there were no comments on the
application. There was a request for a public comment period on DEQ’s proposed action.
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A public comment period was made available to the public from June 2, 2009 to July 2, 2009. During
this time, comments were submitted in response to DEQ’s proposed action. A response to public
comments document has been crafted by DEQ based on comments submitted during the public
comment period. That document is part of the final permit package for this permitting action.
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AIRS/AFS Facility-wide Classification Form

Facility Name: Knife River

Facility Location; Portable

Facility ID: 777-00456 Date: May 20, 2009
ProjectiPermit No.: P-2009.0047 Completed By: Carole Zundel

[] Checkif there are no changes to the facilitywide classification resulting from this action. (compare to form with last permit)
] Yes, this facility is an SM80 source.

Identify the facility’s area classification as A (attainment), N {nonattainment), or U (unclassified) for the following pollutants:
S02 PM10 VoG
Artea Classification: | U [ U | U | DOMOTLEAVE ANY BLANK

Check one of the following:
SIP [ 0] - Yes, this facility is subject to SIP requirements. (do not use i facility is Title V)
OR

[] Title V[V]- Yes, this facility is subject to Title V requirements. (If yes, do not also use SIP listed above.)

For SIP or TV, identify the classification (A, SM, B, C, or ND) for the pollutants listed below. Leave box blank if pollutant is not applicable to facility.
502 NOx Co PM10 PT {PM} VOC THAP

Classification: | B | B | B i B [ B | B I B

[l PSD[6]- Yes, this facility has a PSD permit.

If yes, identify the poltutant(s} listed below that apply to PSD. Leave box blank if poflutant does not apply to PSD.
502 NOx ce PM10 PT (PM} VOC THAP

Classification: | [l | ] | ] | L] | Ll l L] I ]

[[] NSR-NAA][7]-Yes, this facility is subject to NSR nonattainment area (IDAPA 58.01.01.204) requirements.
Note: As of 9/12/08, [daho has no facility in this category.

If yes, tdentify the pollutant(s} listed below that apply to NSR-NAA. Leave box blank if pallutant does not apply to NSR - NAA,
502 NOx co PM10 PT (PM) VOC THAP

Classification: | 1 | ] | M | L] | L] ! L] | Ll

[] NESHAP [8]- Yes, this facility is subject to NESHAP (Part 61) requirements. (THAP only)
If yes, what CFR Subpart(s) is applicable? ! |

[] NSPS[91]- Yes, this facility is subject to NSPS (Part 60) requirements.
If yes, what CFR Subpart(s) is applicable? | |

If yes, identify the pollutant(s) regulated by the subpari(s} listed above. Leave box blank if pollutant does not apply to the NSPS.
NOx co PM10 PT {PM} VOC THAP

Classification: | |:] i Ll % Ll | (1 | £l | ] | 0]

[ MACT[M]- Yes, this facility is subject to MACT (Part 63) requirements. (THAP only)
If yes, what CFR Subpari{s) is applicable? I |

REV. 9/23/2008
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CRITERIA POLLUTANT EMISSION INVENTORY for Portable Concrete Batch Plant

Facility Information

Company: Knife River
Facility 1: T77-00456
Pammit Na.: P-2008.0047
Source Type: Portable Concrate Saich Plant
Manuf; Model: Custom Ganova Stea!

INCREASE IN Production’

Assumptions Implied or Stated in Application:

See control assumptions

Truek Mix {T)

or Central Mix {C)? _“

716109 9:41

Maximum Hourly Produclion Rals; 120 cy/hr Per manuf;
Proposed Daily Production Rate: 2,400 cy/day 20.00  |Hours ef operalion per day al max capacily
Proposed Maximum Annual Produclion Rale: 400,000 cylyear
DEQ EI VERIFICATION WORKSHEET v. 032007
Cemeni Storage Silo Capacity; 4540 1t? of aernled coment Tip: Purple text or numbers are meant o be changed.
Comant Storaga Silo Large Compartment Capacity for cement oaly: 65% of ihe silo capacily Black texl or numbers indicates it's hard-wired or calculated,
Lement Storage Silo small Compartment Capacity for cement or ash: 5% of ihe silo capatity Raviow ihese before you change them.
Change in PM,, Emissions due to this PTC
PM,q Emissicn Faclor’ & qc'”,tmlgd Conlralled Emission Rate, | Controlled Emission Rate, annual
Emissicns Point {ibley) m“;"laa'; ate, 24-hour average average
Controlled | Uncontrolled Iothr ? Ibihr? Ibfdav® Ib/hr Thr! Control Assumptions:

Watar Sprays at Operator's
Aggragals delivery 1o ground storage 0.0031 0.08 0.078 1.86 0.035 0.156 75% |Discretion

Watar Sprays at Oporator's
Sand delivery to ground storage 0.0007 0.02 0.018 0.42 0.008 0.035 75% | Discration

Water Sprays at Operator's
Aggregale {ranster io conveyor 0.001 0.09 0.078 1.86 0.035 0.155 75% |Discretion

Water Sprays at Operator's
Sand transfer to conveyor 0.0007 0.02 0.018 0.42 0.008 0.035 5% |Discrotion

Waler Sprays at Operator's
|Aggragaie transfar to elevaled slorage 0.0031 0.09 0.078 1.86 0.035 0.155 75% [Discretion

Waler Sprays at Operator's
Sand fransfer 1o slavated storage 0.0007 002 0.018 0.42 0.008 0.035 75% |Discretion

Bagheuse is procoess aguipment,
Cement dalivery to Sile {controlled EF} 0.0001 1.00E-02 5.35E-03 | 2.00E-01] 3.81E-03 1.67E-02 0.00% [usa controlled EF
Gement supplement delivery to Sile {controlled Baghouse is process equipment,
EF) 0.0002 2.15E-02 1.79E-02 | 429E-01] 8.16E-03 3.58E-02 0.00% [use controlled EF
Weigh hopper loading (sand & aggregate batcher Sealed boot {vents back to silo) or
loading} 0.0040 2.37E-02 1.98E-02 | 4.74E-01| 9.02E-03 3.95E-02 95.0% [baghouse
‘Truck mix loading,Table 11.12-2, "0.278 iblton of
cement+yash” x {(491 Ib coment + 73 |b flyash/cy
congrats) / 2000 (b = 0.0784 Ib/cy 0.0784 0.47 0.39 9.41 0.18 0.78 95.0% |Boot. enclosure. or oquivalont
Cenlral mix loading, Table 11.12-2, "0.134 Ibiton of
cement+lyash® x ({491 b cemeni + 73 |b flyash)/cy
conerata) / 2000 |b = 0.0378 Ibfcy 0,0000 .00 0.00 0.00 .00 0.00 99.9% | Saghouse conlra!
Point Sources Total Emissions 8.26E-02 5.26E-01 4.38E-01 | 1.05E+01 { 2.00E-01 8.76E-01
Process Fugilive Emissions 0.0114 0,34 0.29 6.85 0,13 0.57
Facility Wide Total; Point Sources + Process
Fugitives (Except for Read Dust and Windblown
Dust) 0.0940 0.87 0.72 17.38 .33 1.45
POINT SOURCE EMISSIONS for FACILITY CLASSIFICATION® Centrolled EF at 1,051,200 cylyr ler
Facllity Classification Totat PM* 8.40E-03 4.42E+00
Facility Classification Total PM10%7 4.21E-03 2.22E+00

1 The EFs were calculaled using EFs in tb/ten of material handled from Table 14,12-2, typical composition per cubic yard of concrate (1865 |b aggregale, 1428 (bs sand, 491 Ibs cement, 73 Ibs cement supplemeant,
and 20 gatlens of waler = 4024 ibfcy), and closely match Table 11.12-5 values {version 6/05) when rounded o the same number of figures. AP-42 lists the same EFs for unconlrolled and conlrolled emissions, so

contrel estimates are based on lhe assumed contrel levels input on the right hand side of the table.
2 Max, hourly rate includes reduclions associated with control assumptions,

2 Houry emissions rate (24-hr average) = Max.hourly emissions rate x (hrs per day) / 24,
Daily ermi rate = max rate (1-hr average) x proposed hrs/day.

* Annual average houdy emissions rale = EF (lb/cy) X propesed annual production rate (cylyr) f (BT6D hriyr).

Annual emissions rate = EF (Ib/cy) % propesed annual produclion rate (ey/yr) /{2000 /)
¥ Controlled EFs for PM = 0,0002 (cement silo] + 0,0003 {flyash silo) +0,0079(weaigh batcher)
for PM10 = 0.0001 {cement silo} + 0.0002 {flyash silo) +0.0040 (weigh batcher)

® Emissions for Facility Classificalion are based on baghouses as process equipment, 24-hr day, 8760 hiyr =

7 Emissions for Facility Classlficalion do not include Iruck mix loading emlissions; this is typically considered a fugitive emission sourca for coner

2,880

&y/day, and 1,051,200 cyiyr
te batch plants.

Lead emissions Increase in Emissions from this PTC Emissions for Facility
Emissions Point Loag Emission Factor' | Emission Rate, Emmv:':gségrﬁggﬂi;son Enr::semn Classification
{ib/ton of material loaded) Max, Threshold Quarm}iv
?:u""{:::x Uncontrolled | ibmr, t-hrava? | ibimonth® we' ] bmrguiyavg® Tigr
ament deliv ilo 2 1.0%E-08[ 7.36E-07 | 321E-07 | 1.95E.04 | 1.076-03 | 2.68E-07 | PomSoures | 1.4§E-06
o nt delivery to silo
ement supplement deli ila 2 5.20E-07 ND 2.28E-06 1,39E.03 | 7.59E.03 | 1.90E-06 Poini Seurco 9.98E-06
C pp nt delivery to Silo
Truck Loadout (with 85% contral) ¥ 3.62E-06 6.13E-06 3.73E-03 | 2.04E-02 | 5.10E-06 Fugitive
Central Mix {with 130% control} 0.00E+00 0,00E+0D 0.00E+00 | 0,00E+00 | 0.C0E+00 Fugitive
Total 8.72E-06 5.31E-03 0.029 Point Sources 1.14E-05
DEQ Madeling Threshold 106 0.8
Modaling Required? No No

"“rhe emissions factors are from AP-42, Table 11,2-8 (version D6/06)

“ Thyr = EF x pound of materialtiyd® of concrete x max. annual concrete production rale/{2000 I5/T)
® i, qtrly avg = Ib/mo x 3 months per gtr / (8760/4)hrs par gir

“ Max, heurly rate = EF % pound of cementiyd® of concrete x max. hourly eencrete production rated(2000 IHT)
? ib/me = EF x pound of materialiyd® of concrela x max. daily cencrete production rate x (365/42)2000 /Ty

ldaht DEQ 2009AAG4368 KNIFE RIVER, INC 777-00456 - Knlfe River P-2008.0047 SO Appendix B XLS
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0.55
Operating Assumptions:

NATURAL GAS COMBUSTION, AP-42 SECTION 1.4 (7/98)
5.39E-04 MMscfihr

MMBtusir

1,020 MMBtu/MMsef =
24 hriday
8,760 hrtye

Fuel Use:

0.013 MMscfiday
4.724 MMscfiyear

NOTE: TAPs Ib/hr emissions are 24-hour averages unless shown in bold. Bold emissions are annuat averages for carcinogens.

ldaho DEQ 2009AAG4368 KNIFE RIVER, INC 777-00456 - Knife River P-2009.0047 SOB Appendix B.XLS

I . Modeling Modeling
Criteria Air Pollutants E:‘;:fc':“ Emissions 1’}';:‘::::1'2% Rqu;red Modeling Threshold Rqunea
1b/MMsct lb/hr Tiyr 2002 Guidance Casze-by-Case
NO2 100 5.39E-02 2.36E-01 1Ty No 7T No
co 84 4.53E-02 1.98E-01 14ib/hr No 70[ib/hr No
PM10 7.6 4.10E-63 1.79E-02 0.2|lbthr No 0.9|1b/hr Mo
4.10E-03 1.798-02 1Ty No 7|Thr No
SOx 0.6 3.24E-04 1.42E-03 0.2|lb/hr No 0.9|Ib/hr No
3.24E-04 1.42E-03 1| Tiyr No 7| Thyr No
VoC 5.5 2,97E-03 1.30E-02 40[Thyr Na :
lLead 0.0005 2.70E-07 1.18E-06 0.6| T/yr Neg :
Lead, confinued 5.37E-03 Ibfquarter 10(Ib/imo No  [&# i
TOTAL 4 67E-0+ Thyr Note: 100 Ib/mo Pb in guidance reduced by factor of 10 based on
Pb NAAGS (reduced in 2008 from 1.5 ug/m3 to 0.15 ug:
Exceeds
Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAPs) and Toxic Air Poliutants (TAPs) EU_
Modeling
Required?
Ib/MMscf Ibfhr EL {lbshr)
PAH HAPs Case-by-Case Modeling Thresheolds may be used Ob
2-Methylnaphthalene 2.40E-05 1.29E-08 9.10E-05 No with DEQ Approval
3-Methylchloranthrene 1.80E-08 9.71E-10 2.50E-06 No
Acenaphthene 1.80E-D6 8.71E-10 9.10E-05 No
Acenaphthylene 1.80E-06 8.71E-10 9.10E-05 No
Anthracene 2.40E-06 1.29E-08 5.10E-05 No
Benze{ajanthracene 1.80E-06 9.71E-10 9.10E-05| See POM
Benzo{a)pyrene 1.20E-06 6.47E-10 2.00E-06| See POM
Benzo{b)fluoranthene 1.80E-06 9. 74E-10 See POM
Benzo{g,h,Dperylene 1.20E-06 6.47E-10 9.10E-05 No
Benzo(k}flucranthene 1.80E-06 9.74E-10 See POM
Chrysene 1.80E-06 9.71E-10 See POM
Dibenze{a.h)anthracene 1.20E-06 6.47E-10 See POM
Dichlorobenzene 1,20E-03 6.47E-07 9.10E-05 No
Fluoranthene 3.00E-06 1.62E-09 9.10E-05 No
Fluorene 2.80E-06 1.51E-09 9.10E-05 No
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 1.80E-06 9.71E-10 See POM
Naphthalene 6.10E-04 3.29E-07 3.33 Ne
Naphthalene 6.10E-04 3.298E-07 9.10E-05 No
Phenanathrene 1.70E-05 9.17E-09 8.10E-05 No
Pyrene §.00E-06 2.70E-09 9.10E-05 Ne
Polycyclic Qrganic Matter (POM) 7-PAH ¢ 6, 15E-09 2.00E-08 No
Non-PAH HAPs
Benzene 2 10E-03 1.13E-06 8.00E-04 No
Formaldehyde 7.50E-02 4.04E-05 5.10E-04 No
Hexane 1.80E+00 9.71E-04 12 No
Toluene 3.40E-03 1.83E-06 25 Na
Non-HAP Organic Compounds
7,12-Dimethylbenz(ajanthrac: 1.60E-05 8.63E-09
Butane 2.10E+00 1.13E-03
Ethane 3.10E+00 +.67E-03
Pentane 2.60E+00 1.40E-03 118 Ng
Propane 1.60E+00 8.63E-04
Metals (HAPs)
Arsenic 2.00E-04 1.08E-07 1.50E-06 No
Barium 4.40E-03 2.37E-06 0.033 No
Beryllium 1.20E-05 6.47E-09 2.80E-05 No
Cadmium 1.10E-03 5.93E-07 3.70E-06 No
Chromium 1.40E-03 7.55E-07 0.033 No
Cobalt 8.40E-05 4.53E-08 0.0033 No
Copper. 8.50E-04 4.58E-07 0.013 No
Manganese 3.80E-04 2.05E-07 0.087 No
Mercury 2.60E-04 1.40E-07 0.003 No
Malybdenum 1.10E-03 5.93E-07 0.333 No
Nickel 2,1C0E-03 1.13E-06 2,70E-D5 Na
Selenium 2 40E-05 1.29E-08 0.013 No
‘anadium 2.30E-03 1.24E-06 0.003 No
Zing 2.90E-02 1.56E-05 0.667 No



1.5
Operating Assumptions:

DIESEL COMBUSTION, AP-42 SECTION 1.3 (9/98)

MMBtushr 7

140 MMBtu/16® gal =

24 hriday
1,500 hriyr
(.0500% sulfur

1.07E-02 107 galthr

Fue! Use:
257.14 gallday
16,071 gallyear

Modeling . Modeling
Criteria Air Pollutants E":‘a‘:f;‘r’“ Emissions Modeling Threshold Rquired T“’:::::::;‘ﬁ‘j Rquired
thi10? gal Ibihe Thyr 2002 Guidance Casg-hy-Case

NO2 24 2.57E-01 1.93E-01 1| Thr No 7| Thyr No
co 5 5.36E-02 4.02E-02 14|Ib/hr No 70| biar No
PMA0 (filterable + condensab 3.3 3.54E-02 2.65E-02 0.2|lb/hr No 0.9]Ib/hr No

3.54E-02 2.65E-02 1| Tiyr No 7| Tiyr No
SOx {SC2 + 503) 7.95 8.52E-02 6.39E-02 0.2|Ib/hr No 0.9]lb/hr No

8.52E-02 6.39E-02 1| Tiyr Na Ty
VOC (TOC) 0.558 5.96E-03 4.47E-03 40(Tlyr No i
Lead EF =9 Ib/10" Btu 9 1.35E-05 1.01E-05 0.6| Tiyr No
Lead, continued 5.06E-03 Ibiquarter 10|Ib/mo No

TOTAL 3.28E-01 Thr Note: 100 Ib/fmo Pb in guidance reduced by factor of 10 based on latest
Pb NAAQS {reduced in 2008 from 1.5 ug/m3 te 0.15 ug/m3}
Exceeds
Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAPs) and Toxic Air Pollutants (TAPs) EU.
Modeling
Redquired?
1b10* gal Ibihr EL {Ib/hry Case-by-Case Modeling Thresholds may he used ONLY

PAH HAPs with DEQ Approval
Acenaphthene 2.11E-05 3.87E-08 9.10E-05 Nao
Acenaphthylene 2.57E-07 4.72E-10 9.10E-05 No
Anthracene 1.22E.06 2.24E-09 9.10E-05 No
Benzo{a)anthracene 4.01E-06 7.36E-09 9.10E-05| See POM
Benzo(a)pyrene 2,00E-06| See POM
Benzo{b,kMluoranthene 1.48E-G6 2.72E-09 See POM
Benzo{g.h.i)perviene 2.26E-G6 4.15E-09 8.10E-05 No
Benzo(k)flucranthens 0.0CE+00|  0.00E+00 See POM
Chrysene 2.3BE-06 4,37E-09 See POM
Dibenzo{a hlanthracene 1.67E-08 3.06E-09 See POM
Dichlorobenzene 9.10E-05 No
Fluoranthene 4.84E-06 B.88E-09 9.10E-05 No
Fluorene 4.47E-06 8.20E-0% 9.10E-05 No
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 2.14E-06 3.93E-08 See POM
|Naphthalene 1.13E-03 2.07E-08 3.33 No
Naphthalene 1.13E-03 2.07E-06 5.10E-05 No
Phenanathrene 1.05E-05 1.93E-08 9.10E-05 No
Pyrene 4.25E-06 7.80E-08 9.10E-05 No
Polycyclic Organic Matter {POM) 7-PAH g 2.14E-08 2,00E-06 No
Non-PAH HAPs
Benzene 2.14E-04 3.93E-07 8.00E-04 No
Ethyl benzene 6.36E-05 6.81E-07 2.90E+01 No
Formaldehyde 3,30E-02[  6.05E-05 5,10E-04 No [
Hexane 1.80E+00 1.93E-02 12 No
Toluene 6.20E-03 6.64E-05 25 No
o-Xylene 1.08E-04
Motals (HAPS) b0 Btu
Arsenic 4.00E+00 1.03E-06 1.50E-06 No
Barjum 0.033 No
Beryllium 3.00E+0D 7.71E-Q7 2.BOE-DS No
Cadmiunt 3.00E+00 7.T1E-07 3.70E-06 No
Chromium 3.00E+00 4.50E-06 0.033 No
Cobalt 0.0033 No
Copper 6.00E+00 9.00E-0& 0.013 No
Manganese 6.00E+00 9.00E-06 0.067 No
Mercury 3.00E+0D 4.50E-06 0.003 No
Molybdenurm 0.333 No
Nicke! 3.00E+00 7.7T1E-07 2.70E-05 No
Selenium 1.5CE+01 2.25E-05 0.013 No
Vanadium 0.003 No
Zinc 4.00E+00 6.00E-06 0.667 No

NOTE: TAPs Ib/hr emissions are 24-hour averages unless shown in bold, Bold emissions are annual averages for carcinogens.

1,1,1-Trichloroethane 2.36E-04 Nota HAP (1,1,2 TCA is a HAF). Not a 585 or 586 TAP.

Idahe DEQ 2008AAG4368 KNIFE RIVER, INC 777-00455 - Knife River P-2009.0047 SOB Appendix B.XLS



Appendix C — Ambient Air Quality Impact Analysis



MEMORANDUM

DATE: May 18, 2009
TO: Carole Zundel, Permit Engineer; Air Quality Division
FROM: Cheryl Robinson, P.E., Air Quality Engineer/Modeling Analyst, Air Quality Division

PROJECT NUMBER: P-2009.0047

SUBJECT: Modeling Review for Knife River, Idaho Falls, Facility ID 777-00456

Project: Initial PTC for a Portable Concrete Batch Plant, Initial Location: Idaho Falls

1.0

Summary

Knife River, Inc., submitted an application for an initial Permit to Construct (PTC) for a 120 cubic yard
per hour (cy/hr) portable concrete batch plant, which was received by DEQ on April 13, 2009.
Additional information was received on May 11, 2009.

The application materials received by DEQ on April 13 and May 11 included a completed copy of the
Air Dispersion Modeling Protocol: Request to use DEQ Generic Modeling Results to Demonsirate
Preconstruction Compliance with Idaho Air Quality Rules. This protocol was developed by DEQ as part
of a streamlined permitting approach for concrete batch plants. For this streamlined approach, DEQ
conducted dispersion modeling for a typical concrete batch plant layout for a range of daily and annual
concrete production rates. If a proposed concrete batch plant project meets the criteria specified in the
protocol, the applicant may be allowed to use the DEQ modeling results in lieu of conducting dispersion
modeling. This provides preconstruction assurance that the proposed project will comply with the
applicable National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and state toxic air pollutant (TAP) rules.
At the same time, this approach reduces the level of effort for DEQ’s review of such applications, the
cost and resources necded for the applicant to prepare the PTC application, and can result in a
significant reduction in the time needed to review and process the application.

Based on the information provided by the applicant in their request to use the generic modeling (the pre-
application “modeling protocol” review), DEQ determined that the project met the criteria for using
DEQ’s “generic” modeling to demonstrate preconstruction compliance with ambient air quality
standards. The applicant requested concrete production limits of a maximum of 2,400 cubic yards per
day and 400,000 cubic yards per year. Collocation with another facility was not requested. A copy of
that request is attached to this memo.

The proposed project differs from the minimum requirements in the following ways:

e Control of emissions from weigh hopper loading is provided by an unsealed boot (estimated 95%
efficiency for PM/PM,) rather than a baghouse or a sealed boot vented back to a silo served by a
baghouse (minimum 99% capture efficiency). DEQ has determined that some variation in the
emissions and emission parameters for this source does not have a significant impact on the ambient
impact analysis (unlike the truck loadout emission point). The reduced level of control using an
unsealed boot does not preclude using the generic modeling analyses.

e A natural gas-fired boiler rated at 0.55 million British thermal units per hour (MMBtu/hr) may be
used to heat the process water (water to be mixed with the dry cement and aggregate) during cold
weather. Operation of the boiler is proposed for a maximum of 20 hours per day and 2,600 hours
per year.
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DEQ estimated the potential additional ambient impact from this single additional small source as
described below, and determined that additional modeling was not required. Based on the results of that
evaluation, combined with the attached DEQ modeling analysis, DEQ determined that the predicted
pollutant concentrations from emissions associated with the facility, when combined with representative
background concentrations, were below applicable ambient air quality standards at all locations outside
the “facility’s property boundary.” For this portable facility, the actual property boundary must include
the area defined by the applicable minimum setback, which is set based on the maximum daily concrete
production at that location. See the attached modeling analysis.

Key assumptions that should be considered in the development of the permit are presented in Table 1.

Table 1. KEY ASSUMPTIONS USED IN MODELING ANALYSES

Criteria/Assumption/Resuit

Explanation/Consideration

No operations in PM,, or PM, 5 nonattainment areas.

New sources in a nonattainment area must not “significantly
contribute” to the violation of the NAAQS. IDAPA
58.01.01.006 defines a PMq impact increase of 5 pg/m’ (24-
hour average) or 1 pg/m3 {annual average) as a “significant
contribution.” The predicted ambient impacts for each of the
modeled daily and annual concrete production rates exceed
these thresholds. The EPA has not yet defined a significant
contribution level for PMj 5 (use PM 14 as a surrogate).

Daily concrete production is limited based on the setback
distance available at that location, but will not exceed
2,400 cy/day.

The setback for each modeled daily production rate is defined
by the minimum distance needed to meet the 24-hour PMyq
NAAQS.

Annual concrete production is limited based on the setback
distarice available at that location, but should not exceed a
maximum of 400,000 cy/yr.

Preconstruction compliance with state toxic air pollutant (TAP)
rules was demonstrated using controlled carcinogenic TAP
emissions, so per IDAPA 58.01.01.210.08, an emission limit
must be imposed. The annual production limit inherently limits
the annual TAPs emissions, so a pollutant-specific pound per
hour or pound per year limit is not needed.

Operational requirements for particulate matter control
ensure a high level of control is consistently achieved and
maintained for baghouse/cartridge filters and for fugitive
emissions.

Modeled emissions reflect a high level of control.

No Collocation.

No other pollutant-emitting facility (e.g., a crusher, another
concrete batch plant, or a hot mix asphalt plant) will be
located within 200 meters (656 feet) of this concrete batch
plant.

PM,¢ background values used were “typical” background
levels in rural/agricultural areas. Co-contributing sources of
PM; were not evaluated in the modeling,

Stack parameters used in the modeling analysis are
representative of the parameters described in the
application.

The dispersion characteristics and resulting estimated ambient
impact depend on these stack parameters. Pre-application
approval to use the DEQ “generic” modeling analysis was
based in part on the similarity of the facility stack parameters
with the modeled parameters. (Note: Knife River did not
submit their parameters for pre-application approval. DEQ
reviewed the parameter as part of the application review).

0.55 MMBtwhr natural gas-fired boiler

*  Proposed operations are limited to a maximum of 20
hours per day and 2,600 hours per year.

¢  The modeling evaluation presumed 24 hr/day and 8,760
hours per year operation.

Limit ground-level short-term concentrations of SO, and
annual NO, and SOx emissions.

Modeling of CO, NO;, and SOx ambient impacts was not
required based on keeping emissions below DEQ modeling
threshold (by limiting the hours or operation and the fuel sulfur
content).
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1.1

1.1.1

Modeling Evaluation for Additional Small Sources

Comparison of CO, NO,, and SO, Emissions with DEQ Modeling Thresholds

The DEQ generic modeling was conducted only for PM,; because there are typically no emissions of
CO, NO,, or 8O, from concrete batch plant operations served by line power.

The hourly and annual emissions from the boiler were taken from the application (20 hr/day and

2,600 hr/yr). For the purpose of the modeling review, DEQ also estimated hourly and annual emissions
for 24 hr/day and 8,760 hr/yr). As shown in Table 2, emissions of carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen
dioxide (NO;), and sulfur oxides (SO,) from the proposed project do not exceed modeling thresholds,
even if this very small boiler is operated 24 hours per day and 8,760 hours per year.

Additional modeling for these criteria pollutant emissions from the engine and boiler is not required.

Table 2. COMPARISON OF EMISSIONS WITH MODELING THRESHOLDS

Cco NQ, S0x

b/hr, Tiyr Ib/hr, Thyr Ib/hr,

1-hour average 1-hour average 1-hour average Tiyr

Proposed Operations:

0.55 MMBtu Nat gas Boiler 0.045 0.059 0.054 0.07 3. 24E-04 4,21E-04
20 hr/day, 2,600 hr/yr

8.760 hr/yr Operations:

0.55 MMBiu Nat gas Boiler 0.045 0.20 0.054 0.24 3.245-04 1.42E-03
24 hr/day, 8,760 hr/yr

DEQ Modeling Threshold

14 1b/hr 0.2 Ib/hr

70 Ib/hr wa n/a LT | 0 b L Tyr

Modeling Required? No n/a n/a No No No

® The top number listed is from the State of Idaho Air Quality Modeling Guideline, Doc, ID AQ-011 (Revision 1,
December 31, 2002). The bottom number listed is a value that may be used on a case-by-case basis only with
DEQ review and approval.

1.1.2 Estimated Change to “Generic” PM,, Modeled Ambient Impacits

Additional Emissions from the Boiler

The worst-case hourly PM;¢ emissions from the boiler were taken from the application and converted to
24-hour and annual averages based on the requested hours of operation:

0.55 MMBtu/hr Boiler - 4.10E-03 1b/hri hour average
Boiler @ 20 hr/day, 2,600 hr/yr: 3.42E-03 Ib/hryseavg 1.22E-03 Ib/hrpnnual avg
Boiler @ 24 hr/day, 8,760 hr/yr: 4.10E-03 Ib/hragohe avg 4.10E-03 Ib/hraunqal ave

Estimated Change to Ambient Impact

The potential increase in the ambient impact was estimated by presuming a linear relationship between
the emission rate and the ambient PM, impact predicted for the modeled daily concrete production rates
and the requested maximum annual rate of 400,000 cy/vear. As shown in Table 3, the total estimated
ambient impacts including the proposed operation of the boiler, combined with representative
background concentrations, are weil below the NAAQS.
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Table 3. ESTIMATED PM;y AMBIENT IMPACT INCLUDING BOILER

Linear . Additional Total
que.led Modeled Factor B?“Fr Ambient | Background | Ambient Percent
Pollutant Emissions Impact (ng/m’ per Emissions Impact (ug/m®)" Impact of
a kN c
(Ib/hr) (ng/m?) Tb/hr) (Ib/hr) (ug/m®) (ngfm?) NAAQS
Proposed Operations
Py, . 5&"‘3}1 day) (;‘g';) 91.8 3.42E-03 0.31 73 1134 | 75.6%
1 3 -
(24-hr avg) e 45’('}7&?, day) ég'g) 72.1 3 42503 0.25 73 124 82.7%
PM;0 0.339 7.6
(annual avg) | (400,000 cy/yr) | (10.8) 224 1.22E-03 0.027 26 33.6 67.3%
8,760 hr/yr Operations
ou a 5&43; d5) (gg';) 91.8 4.10E-03 0.38 73 113.5 75.7%
10 > .
(24-hr avg) e 4&733/5/ day) (gg'g) 72.1 4.108-03 0.30 7 124.1 $2.7%
PMq 0.339 76
(annual avg) | (400,000 cy/yr) | (10.8) 22.4 4.10E-03 0.092 26 33.7 67.4%

? See Tables 6A and 6B of the attached modeling analysis)

® See Table 8 of the attached modeling analysis. 24-hr ISCST3 results {in parentheses) were converted to “equivalent”
AERMOD results by multiplying by (53.3/83.8) = 0.636. Annual ISCST3 result {in parentheses) were converted by

multiplying by (5.53/7.91) = 0.699
¢ 24-hour PM;p NAAQS = 150 pg/m’, Annual PM o NAAQS = 50 pg/m’.

1.1.2 Estimated Change to “Generic” TAPs Modeled Ambient Impacts

Additional Emissions from the Boiler

DEQ estimated the TAPs emissions from the natural gas-fired boiler using AP-42 Section 1.4 emission
factors, and calculated the 24-hour and annual pound per hour averages based on the requested hours of
operation as well as for operating 8,760 hours per year. As shown in the attached spreadsheet, none of
the TAPs emissions from the boiler exceeded the applicable screening emission level, even if the boiler
is operated 8,760 hours per year. The spreadsheet also shows the combined total emissions of metal
TAPs from the concrete batch plant and the boiler. As shown in the spreadsheet, modeling is required

only for emissions of arsenic.

Estimated Change to Ambient Impact

Emissions of arsenic, hexavalent chromium, and nickel were modeled for the concrete batch plant. The
potential increase in the ambient impact from the boiler operations was estimated by presuming a linear
relationship between the emission rate and the ambient impact predicted for the modeled annual production
rate of 400,000 cy/year. As shown in Table 4, the total estimated ambient impact for arsenic, including the
proposed operation of the boiler, is well below the applicable acceptable ambient concentration for

carcinogens {AACC).
Table 4. ESTIMATED TAPS AMBIENT IMPACT INCLUDING BOILER
Linear . Additional Total ]

Modeled | Modeled | Boiler Ambient | Ambient | AACC | Fereent

PoHutant Emissions Impact (ug m per Emissions Impact Impact | (ng /m3) of

a b

__ ;l:;i;rz)é {pg/m”) Ib/hr) (Ib/hr) (ug/m’) (g m) AACC

rsenic .68E- ) . i : ; o
(annual avg) | (400,000 cy/yr) 8.79E-05 23.9 1.08E-07 2.58E-06 9.0E-05 | 2.3E-04 | 39.3%

" See Tables 7A and 7B of the attached modeling analysis)
® See Table 9 of the attached modeling analysis, ISCST3 results were used to demonstrate compliance.
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Knife River, idaho Falls 777-00456 P-2009.0047

NATURAL GAS COMBUSTION, AP-42 SECTION 1.4 (7/98)

0.55 MmBtume / 1,020 MMBIWMMSsef = 5.39E-04 MMscimr Fuel Use:
Operaling Assumptions; 24 nirday 0.013 MMscfiday
8,760 hrnr 4.724 MMscilyear
Facility-Wide
Critetia Air Pallitants | Emission Emissions Emissions | Modeling Threshold | MO9#HNG | yoyeiing Threshota | Modeling
Faetor (Thyr) Required? Required?
IbIMMsc Ib/hr Thyr 2002 Guidance Case-by-Case
ND2 100 5.39E-02 2.36E-01 2.36E-01 & Tiyr No T|Tivr No
co 84 4.53E-02 1.98E-01 1.98E-01 14|Ib/hr No 70|Ibshr No
PM10 76 4.10E-03 1.79E-02 8.94E-01 0.2|Ibihr N 0.8|Iufhr No
4 T0E-03 1.79E-02 3[THyr No 7|Thr No
S0x 0.6 3.24E-04 1.42E.03 1.42E-03 0.2|Ibmhr No 0.9|I¢hr No
3.24E-04 1.42E-03 1| Tiyr No 7| Tiyr No
vOC 5.5 2.97E-03 1,30E-D2 1.30E-02 40| Thr No Sl
Lead 0.0005 2.70E-07 1.18E-06 2.91E-02 0.6 Thr No
Lead, confinued 5.90E-D4 Ibiquarer 10]Imo No e b =
TOTAL 4 67E-01 Thr Note: 100 (b/imo P in guidance reduced by factor of 10 based on lales
Phb NAAQS (reduced In 2008 from 1.5 ug/im3 to 0.15 ugim3)
|?0TAL FACILITY EMISSIONS (POINT SOURCES, TIYR) 1.37 Tons per vear for PROCESSING FEE DETERMINATION |
Exceeds EL/ | % of EL
Hazardous Air Pollutants {HAPs) and Toxic Alr Pollutants (TAPS) Modeling {Boiter Case-hy-Case Modeling Thresholds may be used
Required? only) ONLY with DEG Approval
Ib/MMsct Iihr EL {Ib/hr)
PAH HAPs
2-Methylnaphthalene 240E-05|  1.29E-08 9.10E-05 No 0.0142%
3-Methylchloranthrene 1.80E-06)| 9.T1E-10 2.50E-06 No 0.03808%
Acenaphthene 1.80E-06]| S.71E-10 9.10E-05 No 0.0011%
Acenaphihytene 1.80E-06]  9.71E-10 9.10E-05 Mo 0.0011%
Anthracene 2.40E-06| 1.29E-09 9.10E-05 No 0.0014%
Benzo{a)anthracene 1.80E-06| 9.7T1E-10 9.10E-05] See POM 0.0011%
Benzofalpyrene 1.20E-06| 6.47E-10 2.00E-056] See POM 0.0324%
Benzo{b)luoranthene 1.80E-06| 9.T1E-10 See POM
Benzo{g.h.l)perylene 1.20E06)| 6&.47E-10 89.10E-03 HNo 0.0007%
Benzolk)lupranthene 1.8DE-06 9.71E-10 See POM
Chrysene 1.80E06| 9.71E-10 See POM
Dibenzo(a,hianthracene 1.20E-06| 6.47E-10 Sea POM
Bichlorobenzeng 1,20E-03]  6.47E-07 9.10E-05 No 0.7111%
Fluoranthene 3.00ED5|  1,62E-08 9.10E-05 No 0.0018%
Fluorene 2.80E-0& 1.51E-09 9.10E-05 No 0.0017%
Indzno{1,.2.3-cd)pyrense 1.80E-06]  9.71E-10 See POM
Naphthalene 610604  3.298-07 3.33 No 0.0000%
Naphihaleng 6.10E-D4| 3.29E-07 9.10E-05 No D.3615%
Phenanathrene 1,70E405 9.17E-08 9,10E-05 No 0.0101%|
Pyrene S.O0EDS|  2.70E-09 9.10E-G5 No 0.0030%
Polycyclic Organic halter (PQM) 7-PAH  §.15E-09 2.00E-06 No 0.3074%
Nun-PAH HAPS
Benzene 2.10E-03  1.13E-QE B.00E-D4 No 0.1415%
Formaldehyda 750E02  4.04E-05 5.10E-G4 No 7.9296%
Hexane 1.80E+0D S71E-04 12 No 0.0081%
Toluene 3.40E-03 1.83E-06 25 No 0.0000%
Nan-HAP Organic Compounds
7.12-Dimethylbenz{ajanthra 1.60E-G5|  8.63E-09
Butane 2.10E+00 1.13E-03
Ethane 3.10E+00 1.67E-03
Pentane 2. 60E+00 1.40E-D3 t18 No 0.0012%
Propane 1.60E+00]  3.63E-D4
cBP TOTAL E)::;g:nzu
Entlssions {tfhr) Required?
Metals (HAPs)
Arsenic 2.00E04]  1.08E-07 1.50E-G6 ho 7.1834% 3.67E-08| 3.78E-06 YES
Barium 4 40E-03 2.37E-06 0.033 No 0.0072%
Bervllium 1.20E-05]  6.47E-09 2.B0E-05 o 6.0231% 3.I3E07]  A.20E-07 No
Cadmim 1,10E-03} 5.93E-07 3.70E-06 No 16.0307%| 6.05E-08 6.54E-07 No
Chromium 1.40E-03 7.55E-07 0.033 No 0.0023% 4.67E-05 4.75E-05 No
Cobailt 8.40E05| 4.53E-08 0.C033 No 0.0014%
Copper 8.50E-04] A.58E-07 0.013 No £.0035%
Manganese 3.80E-04| 2.05E-07 0.067 No G.0003% 9.54E 05|  9.57E-05 No
Mercury 2.60E-04 1.40E-07 0.003 No 0.0047%
iMoiybdenum 1.10E-03] 5.93E-07 0.333 No 0.0002%
Nickel 2.10E-03 1.13E-06 2.70E-05 No 4.1939% 1.19E-05 1.HE0S No
Selenlum 2 40E-05 1.29E-08 0.013 No 5.0001% 3.96E-08 3.97E-06 No
Vanadium 2.30E-03 1.24E-06 0.003 No 0.0413%
Zinc 2.90E-02 1.56E-05 0.667 No 0.0023%

NOTE: TAPS Iihr emissions are 24-haur averages uniess shown In bold. Bold emissions are annual averages for carcinogens.

Idaho DEG KNIFE ~ KHIFE RIVER IDAHO FALLS - DEQ CBP « Truck or ~ USE APP EFFICIENCIES. XLS
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Concrete Batch Piant (CBP) Streamlined Air Quality Permitting

DiSPERSION MODELING PROTOCOL: REQUEST TO UsE DEQ GENERIC MODELING RESULTS TO
DEMONSTRATE PRECONSTRUCTION COMPLIANCE WITH $DAHO AIR QUALITY RULES

Proposed Project. Portable Conerete Batch Plant: 120 CY/HR 400,000 CYYR
Location (identify initial location): 4055 Professional Way, Idaho Falls, Idaho 83402

(Street address, city, county)

The proposed project will meet all of the criteria specified below as noted, and Applicant agrees to accept permit
conditicns requiring continuing compliance with the physical parameters and setback distance(s) described in
Table L.

Applicant is requesting that the DEQ emission inventory and generic model results be used to demonstrate
preconstruction compliance with the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and state-regulated toxic
air pollutant (TAP) increments for this project.

If this modeling protocol is approved by DEQ, no modeling analysis will be submitted with the PTC application for
this project.

In accordance with IDAPA 58.01.01.225, permit processing fees will be based on the requested maximum annual
emissions for this project. An emissions inventory (EI) based on the plant’s capacity and proposed maximum
annual operations will be included with the application, and will comply with the following;

a, Emissions will be calculated using EPA AP-42 factors and good engineering judgment.

b. Fugitive emissions sources will be included in the El, except for emissions resulting from vehicle
traffic and wind erosion from storage piles.

c. The level of emissions control assumed for each source will be clearly specified,

d. Cr+6 will be presumed to comprise 20% of the total chromium emissions from cement silo filling, and
30% of the total clwomivm emissions from cement supplement (flyash) silo filling.

The original signed copy of this modeling protocol and a copy of the DEQ approval shall be submitted with the
PTC application for this project.

I certify that based on information and belief formed afier reasonable inquiry, the statements and information in this
document are true, accurate, and complete,

Jim Trull ”? Knife River {208) 941-0869
v ‘\\ Print Name L Company {ephong/E-mnail,
Y Mg gt rfl Al I I S .
AL P00 gl W11 DT
A iGignatre | hJ b H Title/Position Date | [}
i
s S
Table 1. CRITERIA FOR USING DEQ’s CBP GENERIC MODELING RESULTS FOR PRECONSTRUCTION
PERMITTING AIR IMPACT ANALYSES
Parameter | DEQ Generic Modeling Assumptions | Proposed Project
Qperations:
aOr[eJ:ratwn in any novattainment Not proposed. - No
No Co-Located Operations” < 200 meteys (656 feet) 60 meters
Concrete Batch Plant: ,\
Truck mix (redi-mix or dry mix) or o L
Cencrele batch plant type Contral mix Fruck Mix

DEQ NOTE: Applicant was advised prior to this
Ildaho DEQ, Rev, D4-29-09 Page F of 1 submittal that the facility would be considered
co-located if another pollutant-emitting facility
was located within 200 meters.




Concrete Batch Plant (CBP) Streamlined Air Quatity Permitting

DISPERSION MODELING PROTOCOL: REQUEST TO USE DEQ GENERIC MODELING RESULYS TO
DEMONSTRATE PRECONSTRUCTION COMPLIANCE WITH IDAHO AIR QUAUITY RULES

Table 1. CRITERIA FOR USING DEQ's CBP GENERIC MODELING RESULTS FOR PRECONSTRUCTION
PERMITTING AIR IMPACT ANALYSES

Parameter DEQ Generic Modeling Assumptions Propesed Project
Natural gas:
Natural gas-fired or Diesel-fired: 24 hr/day 2,500 hriyr
Rating, hours, and fuel use may vary but 00129 MMscfiday 1.348 MMscliyr
Water Healer emissions must not exceed DEQ modeling
thresholds. Use DEQ spreadshect to Diesch: Max: % by weight sulfur
determine maximum daily and annual use, hr/day hrfyr
gal/day galfyr
CBP Power supply. No generator. Eine power is available. Line Power

Nuwmber of cement and/or cement
supplement (e.g., flyash) storage
silos

Not limited, The mode] layout assumes all s
cement/supplement is not transferred betwee

10 emissions are from the same point, and {hat
n storage silos.

Max concrete production (cubic

yards/day) 1,500 . 2,400 3,600 4,800 2,400
- T a 40 m G0 m 100m | 150m

Minimurn Sctback Distance’ astty | avrm | @80 | @orm 60 m

Maximum annual concrete y

production (cyfycar) 300,000 | 400,000 § 400,000 | 500,000 400,000

Point Source Emissions Controls a

nd Stack Parameters:

Cement and supplement storage
silo baghouse(s)

Stack Height > 10 meters (32.8 ft)
Minimum PM/PMyg control; 99%

Cement Silo BH - 60 ft.
Supplement Baghouse — 65 ft

Weigh hopper losding: Baghouse
or equivalent, ¢.g., sealed boot
connection with displaced air

Stack Height: > 10 m (32.8 i)
Minimem PM/PM, g control: 99%

vented through silo baghouse.
Alternative Weigh hopper loading:

Unsealed boot, shroud, or Minitnut: PM/PMp control: 95% Specify release height: 28  feet
enclosure.
Truck-mix loadout or Central mix Foot cnﬁt’;ﬁ;}jﬁﬁé‘g\f: tfci"{tzfmys’ " Bool enclosure
loading 95% Control

Minimum PM/PM, 4 control: 95%

Fugitive Emissions:

Transfer Point Fugitives

BMPs. No visible emissions leaving
property boundary.
(see/no sce compliance demonstration)

75% conirol; water sprays, enclosures,
shrouds, or aggregate/sand is damp on an
as-received basis and vsed before

Aggregate and sand is damp as received and used before
drying out significantly.
75% Control

significantly deying out.

* CBP is considered to be co-localed if the minimum distance FROM any other emissions source TO any stockpile, silo baghonse stack,
truck ar central mix leading point, or weigh batcher transfer point is less than or equal to 200 meters (656 feet),

b Minimum distance FROM any stockpite, silo baghouse stack, truck or central mix loading point, or weigh batcher transfer point TO any
area outside of a building where the public has access.

Please submit a signed copy of this form to:

Aflr Quatity Modeling

Attn: Cheryl Robinson/Kevin Schilling
Idaho Department of Environmental Quality

1410 N, Hilton
BOISE ID 83706

Or, to expedite DEQ receipt and processing, you may send a faxed or scanned copy of the signed form fo;

Idaho DEQ, Rev. 04-29-09

Pape 2 of 2




Concrete Batch Plant {CBP) Streamlined Air Quality Permitting

DiSPERSION MODELING PROTOCOL: REQUEST TO UsE DEQ GENERIC MODELING RESULTS TO
DEMONSTRATE PRECONSTRUCTION COMPLIANCE WITH IDAHO AIR QUALITY RULES

Fax No.: 208.373.0340, Attn: Chery] Robinson/Kevin Schiiling
Email to both: Cheryl.Robinson@deq.idaho.pov and
Kevin.Schilling@deq.idaho.gov

Idaho DEQ, Rev. 04-29-09 Pege3of3



MEMORANDUM

DATE: September 18, 2007 ﬂ(//’

Prepared by: Cheryl Robinson, P.E., Staff Engineer/Permit Writer, Air Quality Division

Reviewed by: Kevin Schilling, Modeling Coordinator, Air Quality Divisio;&ﬁg

SUBJECT:  Portable Concrete Batch Plants — Generic Modeling Results for Typical Plant

1. Summary

Most ready-mix concrete batch plants share many characteristics with cach other such as equipment
design, fugitive dust contro! practices, emissions quantities for a given processing rate, general facility
layout, and emission relcase parameters. These shared characteristics allow the development of generic
methods to assess the air quality impact of these batch plants. The appropriateness of using generic
methods is particularly justifiable for reacly-mix concrete batch plants because most are permitted as
portable sources, and specific equipment configurations will change somewhat from site to site.

1.1 Generic Modeling Applicability

Use of this generic method to demonstrate preconstruction compliance with National Ambient Alr Quality
Standards (NAAQS) and Idaho toxic air pollutant (TAP) rules from operation of concrete batch plants is
designed to generate reasonably conservative results, and may not be applicable to all batch plants.

The key criteria for determining the applicability of the generic modeling results are summarized in
Table 1. In cases where the proposed operations differ from these assumptions (e.g., stack heighis are
lower, or emissions controls do not meet the minimum criteria), the applicant shall provide additional
explanation in their modeling protocol to justify use of the generic modeling results. This information,
along with DEQ’s approval of the modeling protocol shall be included in the statement of basis for the
permit,

The appropriateness of this method to specific conditions will be made on a case-by-case basis considering
the following:

+ Equipment used at the batch plant, especially considering the type and effectiveness of emissions
control equipment and practices.

+ Proposed location for the facility, considering the presence of any sensitive receptors near the
property boundary and the distance from pollufant emitting equipment to the property boundary.

+  The presence of other pollutant emitting activities occurring at the site, including collocation with
another concrete batch plant, rock crushing equipment and/or hot mix asphalt plants.
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Table 1. CRITERIA FOR USING DEQ’s CONCRETE BATCH PLANT GENERIC MODELING RESULTS
FOR AIR IMPACT ANALYSES
B ~DEQ Generic Modoling Assumpifons 0"

Truck mix (redi-mix or dry mix) or Central mix

2 Parameter: i

Concrete batch plant type and capacity

Maxirmum 300 cy per hour capacity
Operation in any PM, 4 nonatfainment area Not proposed.
Presence of an electric generator. No generator, Line power is available.
No Cotlocation,
Minimum distance from nearest edge of any emissions source fo any 200 meters (656 feet)

other source of emissions, including arother concrete batch plant,
hot mix asphalt plant, or rock crushing plant.

Not limited. The model kayout assumes all silo emissions

Number of cement and/or cement supplement storage silos are from the same point, and that cement/supplement is
not transferred between storage silos.

Maxirmom daily conerete production (ey/day) 1,500 2,400 3,600 4,800
Minimum Setback Distance.
Minirousn distance from nearest edge of any emissions source to any : ;)1"; f;]?“;t (?32{; Ifltl igg ';:
area outside of a building where the general public has access.® ( ) ( ) ) ( )
Maximum annual conerete production (cy/year) 300,000 400,600 500,000 500,000
Cement and supplement storage silo baghouse(s)
Minimurn stack height ¢height above ground) 10 meters (32.8 )
Minimuen PM/PM s control 99%
Weigh hopper loading baphouse, of equivalent
Minimum stack height (height above ground) 10 meters (32.8 ft)
Minimumm PM/PM,, control 99%

. . . 95%
Truck-mix loadout or Central Mix loading.

] Boot enclosure, shroud, water sprays, or
Minimuen PM/PM,, control. baghouse/cartridge filter
75%

Water sprays, enclosures, shrouds, or aggregate/sand is
damp on an as-received basis and used before
sienificantly drying ont,

Transfer Point Fugitives. Minimum PM/PM,, control.

* The general public will be considered to have access to any facility area that is not fenced, posted with no trespassing signs
and regularly patrolled or observable by facility staff during plant operations, or separated from the facility by a natural
barrier such as a steep cliff. This distance shall be measured from the nearest edge of any storage pite, sito, weigh batcher,
transfer point, or conveyor associated with this concrete batch plant.

1.2 Applicable Permit Conditions

The following permit conditions should be included in any permit using the generic modeling to
demonstrate preconstruction compliance with NAAQS and TAPs:

+ A prohibition on operating this plant in any PM;, nonattainment area. IDAPA 58.01.01.006
defines a PM, impact increase of 5 pg/m3 (24-hour average) or 1 pg/m3 (annual average) as a
“significant contribution.” The predicted ambient impacts for each of the modeled daily and
annual production rates exceed these thresholds.

* Daily concrete production limits based on the setback distance available that day. The setback for
each modeled daily production rate is defined by the minimum distance needed to meet the
24-hour PM,, NAAQS standard.
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+ Annual concrete production limits based on the setback distance available at any location.
Preconstruction compliance with state TAPs rules was demonstrated using controlled TAPs
emissions, so per IDAPA 58.01.01,210.08, an emission limit must be imposed. The production
limit inherently limits the TAPs emissions, so a pollutant-specific 1b/yr limit is not needed.

¢ (O & M manual and operational requirements that will ensure that a high level of control is
comnsistently achieved and maintained for baghouse/cartridge filters and for control of fugitive
emissions from material transfer points.

2. Background Information

2.1 Applicable Air Quality Impact Limits and Modeling Requirements

This section identifies applicable ambient air quality limits and analyses used to demonstrate compliance.

211 Area Classification

The concrete batch plant is a portable facility that may operate in any attainment or unclassifiable area
anywhere in the State of Idaho.

2.1.2  Significant and Full Impact Analyses

If estimated maximum criteria pollutant impacts to ambient air from the emissions sources at this facility
exceed the significant contribution levels (SCLs) of IDAPA 58.01.01.006, then a full impact analysis is
necessary to demonstrate compliance with IDAPA 58.01.01.203.02. A full impact analysis for attainment
area pollutants involves adding ambient impacts from facility-wide emissions fo DEQ-approved
background concentration values that are appropriate for the criteria pollutant/averaging time at the
facility tocation and the area of significant impact. The resulting maximum pollutant concentrations in
ambient air are then compared to the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) listed in Table 2.
Table 2 also lists SCLs and specifies the modeled value that must be used for comparison fo the NAAQS.

The generic modeling does not currently include emissions from any generators (line power is required to
be available), so PM10 and lead are the only criteria pollutants emitted by this facility.

Table 2. CRITERIA AIR FOLLUTANTS APPLICABLE REGULATORY LIMITS

Significan RO pu

th&ll}g_:xllté'il o8y ory_L__inj_it__ ‘Modeled Value Used®

507 Maximum 1™ highest®

150" Maximum ﬁmd highest'

. 8-hour 10,000 Maximum 2 highest®

Carbon Moncxide (CO) 1 -hour 2,000 40,000 Maximum 2°° highest®
Annual 1.0 8¢ Maximun 1% highest®

Sulfur Dioxide (SO5) 24-hour 5 365 Maximum 2** highest?
3-hour 25 1,300! Maximum 2*° highest®

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO;) Annual 1.0 100* Maximum 1* highest?
Lead Quarterly NA 1.5 Maximum 1% highest®

*IDAPA 58.01.01.006

® Micrograms per cubie meter

© IDAPA 58.01.01.577 for criteria pollutants

¢ The maximum 1* highest modeled value is always used for sigrificant impact analysis

¢ Particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to a nominal ten micrometers
F Never expected to be exceeded in any calendar year

& Concentration at any modeted receptor

!.‘ Never expected to be exceeded more than once in any calendar year

" Coneentration ai any modeled receptor when using five years of meteorological data

+Not fo be exceeded more than once per year
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2.1.3 Toxic Air Pollutant Analyses

Toxic Air Pollutant (TAP) requirements for PTCs are specified in IDAPA 58.01.01.210. If the increase
associated with a new source or modification exceeds screening emission levels (ELs) contained in
IDAPA 58.01.01.585 or 586, then the ambient impact of the emissions increase must be estimated. If
ambient impacts are less than applicable Acceptable Ambient Concentrations (AACs) for non-
carcinogens listed in TDATA 38.01.01.585 and Acceptable Ambient Concentrations for Carcinogens
(AACCs) listed in IDAPA 58.01.01.586, then compliance with TAP requirements has been demonstrated.

2.2 Background Concentrations

Ambient background concentrations were revised for afl areas of Tdaho by DEQ in March 2003".
Background concentrations in areas where no monitoring data are available were based on monitoring
data from areas with similar population density, meteorology, and emissions sources. Background
concentrations used in these analyses are listed in Table 3. These are the default rural/agricultural
background concentrations, which were used because concrete batch plants are typically located oulside

of urban areas.
Table 3. BACKGROUND CONCENTRATIONS
i Pollitant v ks ey Averaging Perlod 2 |, Background Concentration (ug/m3)®

prb 24-hour 7 3
annual 26

. 1-hour 3,600

Carbon monoxide (CO) 8-howr 2,300
3-hour 34
Sulfur dioxide (SO2) 24-hour 26
Anmial 8
Nitrogen dioxide (NO2) Asnual 17

* Micrograms per cubic meter

® Particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to a nominal 10 micrometers

3. Modeling Impact Assessment

3.1 Modeling Methodology
3.1.1  Model Selection and Key Parameters

Atmospheric dispersion modeling was used to evaluate the air quality impacts from point sources and
process fugitive sources. Table 4 provides a summary of the model selection and modeling parameters

used in the modeling analyses.

“Description/:
alies: i

Table 4. MODELING PARAMETERS

Model | AERMOD,
Version 04300

.The Gam§m dlsﬁersié}\ model AMS/'EPA ﬁégulators.f Model(AERMOD) ﬁaé mri. for a

single case (3,600 cy/day, 500,000 cy/year, with a 100-meter ambient air boundary). This
case was used to demonstrate that ambient impacts predicted using AERMOD are lower
than impacts predicted using ISCST3 for the same emission points and pararneters. This is
consistent with results reported by the EPA, which found that AERMOD typically predicted
lowrer concentrations than ESCST3 for rural, low-level stacks; and short term urban, lows
level stacks.’

! Hardy, Rick and Schilling, Kevin. Background Concentrations for Use in New Source Review Dispersion
Modeling. Memorandum to Mary Andarson, March 14, 2003.

P US. EPA, Comparison of Regulatory Design Concentrations, AERMOD vs. ISCST3, CTDMPLUS, ISC-PRIME,
Staff Report, EPA-454/R-03-002, June 2003 (see page 29).
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Table 4. MODELING PARAMETL‘RS
““Parameter’. De:g:z:t:nf Documenfatioan ditleml Descrlptiun ' . i
Model ISCST3, Due to DEQ schedule and resotrce constmnrs and because iSCSTB results are genera]ly
Version 02035 higher (conservative) than AERMOD for these types of near-field analyses, DEQ
determined that the Industrial Source Complex Bhort Term {ISCST3), air dispersion model
was acceptable at this time for predicting ambient impacts for all cases.

Meteorolog- Surface Data & Previous DEQ analyses showed that using Boise meteorological data generated the lnghest

ical data Upper Air Data modeled values at typical conesete batch plant “fenceline™ distances, in part because of the

Boise, Idaho well-defined prevailing wind direction at the Boise moritoring location.
1988-1992 (AERMOD) For the AERMOD run, AERMET pulled the station anemometer height of 6.1 meters
1987-1991 (ISCSTH directly from the met data files.

For the ISCST3 mns, the station anemometer height of 6.1 meters was used.

Land Use Rural Urban area surface heating was not used in this analysis based on typical land use at

(urban or concrefe batch plant locations,

rural)

Terrain Flat'Level Flat (level) terrain was used because the results must be reasonably applicable to afl
locations for this portable facility. Maximum impacts from near ground-level emissions
sources, such as those at typical concrete batch plants, are very near the emissions source,
This assumpfion was deemed to be appropriate and is not a substantial limitation of this
method.

Building Considered To account for plume downwash effects from any buildings present, or equipment that may

downwash cause downwask, a 20-meter square building, 10 meters {all and positioned at the center of
the plant layout, was used as a representation of structures associated with this concrate
batch plant. For ISCST3, the building profile input program (BPIP) was used. The PRIME
alporithm was not used because building cavity effects are not expected to be significant.

Receplorgnid | Gnd 1 1{-meter spacing glong a“fenceline™ deseribed by a circle with a radius of 40, 60, 100, or
150 meters.

Grid 2 25-meter spacing for distances between the “fenceline” and 200 meters.
Grid 3 50 meter spacing for distances between 200 meters and 500 meters.

3.1.2 Facility Layout and Ambient Air Boundary (“Fenceline™)

Portable concrete batch plants are somewhat unique compared to other stalionary sources in that the
equipment layout may change at each new location. Because of this, a generic approach that reflects a
typical batch plant layout is appropriate. The layout used for the modeling is shown in Figure 3-1.

Centent and Supplement {z.

{SILO} to Elevated Storage (AGGTOSTO)
Weigh Hopper 3
Track or Centra| M Aggregate/Sand Transfer to Ground

(WEIGHOP, ‘TR

Generator (not modele

(GEN)

40 m, 60'm, 100 m or 150 s,
radius (not 1o scale) “

Apgrepate/Sand Transfor

|
., Flyash) Silog /

4 Storage (AGGESAND)

¥~ 10-m tall building outline

Figure 3-1. Tyricar CoNcrETE BaTeH PranT MopgLwie Lavout
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For the generic modeling, the ambient air boundary or “fenceline” was taken to be along the perimeter of
a circle with a radius of 40, 60, 100, and 150 meters from the center of a 20 meter by 20 meter “fypical”
plant layout shown in Figure 3-1. The boundaries of the 10-meter tall building added to the model to
account for plume downwash effects are also defined by this 20 meter by 20 meter square.

3.1.3  Emissions Release Paraineters

Emissions from the handling of aggregate/sand and tuck loading were each modeled as volume sources.
Table 5 provides parameters used for modeling these sources as well as point source parameters.

Ermissions from the handling of aggregate and sand to ground storage and from ground storage to a
ground-level conveyor were modeled together as a volume source in a 20-meter square area at the center
of the plant. A 2-meter release height was used to represent the average transfer height. Emissions from
conveyor transfer to elevated storage were modeled as an elevated volume source on the 20-meter square
building, using a 5-meter release height.

Standard modeling guidance for volume sources on or adjacent to structures suggests setting initial
dispersion coefficients as follows:

Oy = horizontal dimension /4.3
G,y = vertical dimension / 2.15

Miscellaneous ground-level aggregate and sand handling was assumed to oceur from activities in a 20-
meter square area. Standard modeling guidance for volume sources not on or adjacent to structures
suggests setting initial dispersion coefficients as follows:

Gyp = horizontal dimension / 4.3
0 = vertical dimension / 4.3

Point sources were conservatively modeled in the generic analyses assuming a horizontal release or a
rain-capped stack. A stack gas exit velocity of 0.001 meters per second was used to eliminate
momentum-induced plume rise, which would only occur from an uninterrupted vertical release.

“Stack Dia..

0, 298,15 . )
0, 298.15° 1.0 ,

Sottrces' i
“|-Releas::

ocficient

Gro(m) .

Aggregate/sand transfers at ground level

Aggregate/sand transfers at elevated Jevel

Truck loading 0 4.65
o Meters
B Kelvin
:‘ Meters per second

When a value of ¢ K is used, the AERMOD model uses the ambient air temperature. This value was set to 77 degrees Fahrenheit
(298.15 K) for the ISCST3 runs. This is not expected o result in a measurable difference in the ambient impact resnlts.
Set to 0.001 m/sec for a horizontal release or release fiom a rain-capped vertical stack.

o
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314

Wind Speed Adjustiments for Fugitive Emissions

The dispersion model AERMOD has an option by which emissions can be varied as a function of wind
speed. There are six wind speed categories, and adjustment faclors can be assigned for each category.
Emissions for each hour modeled are calculated by multiplying the base rate by the appropriaie
adjustment factor, as determined by the wind speed specified for the hour within the meteorological data

file.

For the AERMOD rum, base emissions rates were calculated using a wind speed of 10 miles per hour.
Wind speed adjustment factors were then developed for each of the six wind speed categories
corresponding to the default wind speed categories within the model. The mean wind speed of each
category was caleulated, and emissions associated with that mean wind speed were calculated. An
adjustment factor was calculated for each wind speed category by dividing the emissions rate for that
category by the base emissions rate calculated at a 10 mile per hour wind speed, Table 6 summarizes the
wind speed categories and the calculated adjustment factors,

Table 6. WIND SPEED ARJUSTMENT FACTORS FOR MATERIAL HANDLING EMISSIONS

Wind Speed U;Sp(gf'{:h]l);?::fad Median Wind Emissions Rate for .
Category for Category Speed for Catebgory Category Adjustment Factor'
(rsec?) {m/sec (mph™) (Ib/ton®)
1 1.54 0.77(1.72) 3.32E-4 0.101
2 3.09 232 (5.18) 1.39E-3 0.425
3 5.14 4,12(9.20} 2.94E.3 0.897
4 8.23 6.69 (14.95) 5.52E-3 1.69
5 10.8 9,52 (21.28) 8.73E-3 2.67
[ Not Defined 12.4°(27.74) 1.23E-2 377
* Meters per second

® Miles per hour

* Pounds of emissions per fon of material handled

4 Caloulated by dividing the emissions rate for the category by the emissions rate for a §0 mph wind (3.27E-3 Ib/ton)
An upper value wind speed of 14 m/sec was nsed, based on highest values observed in the meteorological files used
in the modeling analyseas.

<

3.2 Emission Rates

The emissions inventories (Els) used for the generic modeling were based on AP-42 Section 11.12 (dated
06/06) emission factors for a truck-mix concrete batch plant. Based on AP-42 factors, estimated emissions
from central mix plants would be the same, except that emissions from loadout to a central mixer are
expected fo be lower.

Hexavalent chromium [Cr+6 or Cr(VI)] was presumed to comprise 20% of the total chromium emissions
from cement silo filling, 30% of the total chromium emissions from cement supplement (¢.g., flyash) silo
filling, and 21.3% of the total chromium emissions from truck loadout.

Point source emissions from the cement and flyash storage silos were presumed to be controlled by
baghouses or cartridge filters with minimum capture efficiencies of 999%.

Uncontrolled fugitive emissions of PM,, from material transfer points were based on minimum moisture
contents taken from AP-42 Table 11.12-2 of 1.77% for aggregate and 4.17% for sand. Fugitive emissions
from material transfer points were assumed to be further controlled by 1) receiving sand and aggregate in
a wetted condition and using the stockpile before significant drying out occurs, and/or 2) using manual
water sprays or water spray bars to control fugitive emissions that reduce the uncontrolied emissions by
an estimated 75%.
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Fugitive emissions from truck mix loadout or central mixer loading are controlled by a boot, shroud, or
water sprays that reduce the uncontrolled emissions by an estimated 95%.

Fugitive emissions resulting from vehicle traffic and wind erosion from storage piles were excluded from
the analysis.

Uncontrolled emissions of TAPs from cement and flyash silo filling and truck mix loadout were based on
operation of a 300 cy per hour concrete batch plant for 8,760 hours per year. Cement and flyash silo
baghouses/cartridge filters were treated as process equipment, i.e., the uncontrolled TAPs emissions from
these sources have been reduced by the capture efficiency associated with the baghouse/cariridge filters.

Emissions were estimated for each of the four daily and annual production combinations {described above
in Table 1), The 24-hour and annual average PM;, emission rates for each case, and the values used for
the modeled source input are summarized in Tables 6 A and 6B. The emission rates used for the
AERMOD analysis were developed using the equations contained in Section 11.12 of AP-42, rather than
using the emission factors from Table 11.12-5, so differ slightly due to rounding or as noted in the table,
A sample detailed emissions calculation worksheet is included as Attachment 1 to this memorandum.

Table 6A. EMISSIONS RATES FOR SOURCES - PM,
inissio “ 1,500 cy/day - ,400 cy/day
300,000 eyiye > 00,000 cy/yT..
e T eyt gy S ooy S|t ey
Aggregate to ground 0.0031 75% 0.048 0.027 0.078 0.035
Sand to ground 0.0007 75% 0.011 0.006 0.018 0.008
Agprepate to conveyor 0.0031 75% 0.048 0.027 0.078 0.035
Sand to conveyor 0.0007 75% 0.011 0.006 0.018 0.008
AGG&SAND 0.119 0.065 0.190 0.086
Appgresate to elevated storage 0.0031 5% 0.048 0.027 0.078 0.035
Sand to
elevated storage 0.0007 75% 0.011 0.006 0.018 0.008
AGGTOSTO 0.85% 0.033 0.095 0.043
Cernent to silo (controlled) 0.0001 -- 5.22E-03 2.86E-03 8.35E-03 | 3.81E-03
Flyash to silo {controtled) 0.0002 - 1.12E-02 6.12E-03 1.79E-02 | 8.16E-03
SILO 1.645-02 8.98E-03 2.62E-02 | L.20E-02
Weigh hopper baghouse stack 0.0040 99% 2.47E-03 1.35E-03 3.95E-03 1.B0E-03
WEIGHOP 2.47E-03 1.I5E-03 | 3.95E-03 1.80E-03
Truck loadout 0.0784 95% 0.24 0.13 0.39 0.18
TRUCKLOD 0.24 0.13 0.39 0.18

* Pounds per cubic yard of concrete,
b Cubje yards of concrete per day and per year.
® Pounds per hour on a 24-hour average end annnal average.
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Aggregate to ground 0.0031 5% 0.116

Sand to ground 0,0007 75% 0.026
Agegregate to conveyor 0.0031 75% 0.116
Sand to conveyor 0.0007 75% 0.026 . ]
AGG&SAND 0.2814 0,285 0,380 0.1071 8,109
| Aggregate to elevated storage 0.0031 75% 0.116 0,155 0,044
Sand lo 00007 | 5% 0.026 0.035 0.010
elevated storage
AGGTOSTO 0.1407 0.143 0.194 0.0535 0.054
Cement to silo (controlled) 0.0001 -- 1.25E-02 | 1.67E-02 4.76E-03
Flyash to silg (controlled) 0.0002 -- 2.68E-02 | 3.58E-02 1.02E-02
SILO 3.9306-02F | 3.93E-02 | 5.25E-02 | 1.497F-02F | 1.50E-02

Weigh hopper baghouse stack
WEIGHOP | 0.0040 99% | 2964502 | 593503 | 7.90E-03 | 1.128E-02" | 2.26E-03

Trck loadout

TRUCKLOD 0.0784 95% 0.588 0.59 0.78 ©9.2234 0.22

" Pounds per cubic yard of concrete.
b Cubic yards of conerete per day and per year.
¢ Pounds per hour on a 24-howr average and annual average.

The AERMOD analysis for a 300 cy/hr concrete batch plant demonstrated preconsiruction compliance for
TAPs using uncontrolled emissions and a 100-meter fenceline radius. The uncontrolled emissions,
however, were estimated using an older version of AP-42 Table 11.12-8. Using AP-42 factors from the
maost recent 06/06 edition, uncontrolled emissions of all TAPs for a 300 cy/hr plant were below the
applicable screening emission level except for arsenic, nickel, and hexavalent chromium (see page 2 of
the example calculation in Attachment 1, Each of these TAPs is a carcinogen, and is subject to an annual
AACC. For the ISCST3 analyses, dispersion modeling was done for the controlled emissions of each of
these three TAPs, The controlled TAPs emissions used in the ISCST3 analyses are summarized in

Tables 7A and TB.

Table 7A. EMISSIONS RATES FOR SOURCES ~ CONTROLLED TAPs EMISSIONS

ISCST3 1SCST3
Modeling Case 300,000 cyiyr 400,000 cyfyr
Pollutant Arsenic Nickel Cr (VD Arsenic Nicket Cr (VD)
Seurce Whryg thihryx Ibhryg Ibitryg [b/hryg Ib/ieyg

Cement delivery to silo (with

3.56E-08 3.51E-07 4.8BE-08 4.75E-08 4.69E-07 6.50E-08
baghouse)

Supplement delivery to silo (with

1.25E-06 2. 85E-06 4.58E-07 1.67E-06 3.80E-06 6.10E-07
baghouse)

SILO | 1.286E-06 3000 3.0680-07 L.718E-06 | 4.269E-06 6.75E-07

Tiuck loadout: Cement and
supplement delivery to silo (no 147E-06 5.75E-06 1.17E-06 1.96E-06 7.66E-06 1.56E-06
contiols) TRUCKLOD

* Pounds per hour, annuat sverage.
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Table 7B. EMISSIONS RATES FOR SOURCES ~ CONTROLLED TAPs EMISSIONS

) 1SCST3?
Modeling Case 500,000 cy/yr [Reserved]

Tolfutant Arsenic Nicke] Cr(vl Arsenic Nickel Cr (VD)
Source Ioryg Ibhryr Ibryg Ib/aryn Ib/hryg lbhryg
Cement delivery to silo (with
baghouse) 5.94E-08 5.86E-07 8.13E-08
Supplement delivery to silo (with _
baghotse) 2.08E-06 4.75E-06 7.63E-07

SILO 2.139E-06 5.33E-06 B443E-07

Truck foadout: Cement and
supplement delivery to silo (no
controls) TRUCKLOD 2.45F-06 9.58E-06 1.95E-06

* Pounds per hour, annual average.

3.3

Results for Significant and Fullf Impact Analyses

A significant contribution analysis was not submitted for this application. Aspen submitted a full impact
analysis for the proposed modification project. The results of the facility-wide modeling for criteria
pollutants are shown in Table 8.

Table 8. RESULTS OF FULL IMPACT ANALYSES ~ PM;o

Modeled Design Background Total Ambient
Pollutant A';r)er:;gilng Concentraﬂoﬁ' Conc‘;irtraﬁon Imi:act“ NAAQ%‘ I’;::;nt of
erlo (ngin)® (ng/nt) e (ighn Nl
ISCST3 Case 1. Low Production; 1,500 cy/day, 300,000 cy/yr, Feneeline at radivs of 40 meters
P, 24-hour 63,2 73 136.2 150 00.8% (73.2%)°
Annual 11.2 26 37.2 50 74.4%
[SCST3 Case 2. Moderate Production; 2,400 cy/day, 400,000 cyfyr, Fenceline at radins of 60 meters
PM,e? 24-hour 79.8 73 152.8 150 102% (82.1%)°
Annual 10.8 26 36.8 30 73.4%
AERMOD Case 3. Moderate Production: 3,600 cy/day, 500,600 cy/yr, Fenceline at radius of 100 meters
M, 24-hour 53.3 73 126 150 84.2%
Annual 5.53 26 315 50 63.1%

ISCST3 Casel. Moderate Production:

3,600 cy/day, 500,000 cy/yr, Fencelin

e at radias of 100 meters

P 24-hour 838 73 156.8 150 104.5% (84.2%)°
Anmual 7.91 26 339 50 67.83%
[SCST3 Case 4. High Production: 4,800 cy/day, 500,000 ey/yr, Fenceline at radius of 150 meters
PMlod 24-hour 738 73:: 146.8 150 97.9% (78.9%)°
Annual 4,86 26 30.2 50 61.7%

% Maximum 6= highest value (24-hour standard) for five years of meteorological data.

® Micrograms per cubic meter

© National ambient air quality standards

¢ Parfieulate matter with an aerodymamic diameter less than or equal to a nominal 10 micrometers

¢ AERMOD results for Case 3 indicate that using the currently approved AERMOD model would result in sipnificantly
lower predicted ambient impaet than the ISCST3 analysis (about 20% lower, based on Case No.3 results). The estimated
ambient impact for this case had AERMOD been run instead of 1ISCST3 is shown in brackets. This result was deemed
acceptable to demonstrate preconstruction compliance with the 24-hr PM,, NAAQS standard.

19
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The results of the ISCST3 results for the controlled ambient impact for TAPs emissions are shown in

Table 9.
Table 9. RESULTS OF TAPs ANALYSIS - CONTROLLED EMISSIONS
TAP Averaging Modeled Design
Period Concenfration® AAacct Percent of
(pg/n)’ (pg/n) AACC
Case 1 1,500 cy/day 300,000 cy/year 40 meters
Arsenic Annual 7.51E-05 2.3E-04 32.7%
Chromium (VD) Annual 4.54E-05 8.3E-05 54.7%
Nickal Annnal 2.67E-04 4.23E-03 6.4%
Case2 2,400 cy/day 400,000 cy/year 60 meters
Arsenic Annual 8.79E-05 2.3E-04 38.2%
Chromium (V) Annual 6.10E-05 8.3E-05 73.5%
Nickel Annual 3.12E-04 4.23E-03 7.4%
Case 3 3,600 cy/day 500,000 cyfyear 100 meters
Arsenic Annual 6.78E-035 2.3E-04 29.5%
Chromium {VT} Arnnzal 4.63E-05 8.3E-05 55.8%
Nickel Annual 2.38E-04 4.23E-03 5.6%
Case 4 4,300 cy/day 500,000 cy/vear 150 meters
Arsenic Annual 4.33E-05 2.3E-04 39.1%
Nickel Annual 2.98E-05 8.3E-05 35.9%
Chromium (V) Annual 1.53E-04 4.23E-03 3.6%

* Maximum 1% highest value for five years of meteorological data.
b Micrograms per cubio meter
¢ Acceptable ambient concentration for carcinogens

4.0 Conclusions
The ambient air impact analysis conducted by DEQ demenstrated to DEQ’s saiisfaction that emissions

from a concrete batch plant facility that meets the criteria specified in Table 1 will not caunse or
significantly contribute to a violation of any air quality standard.

11
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Attachment 1.

Sample Emissions Calculation -- 3,600 cy/day and 300,000 cy/year

CRITERIA POLLUTANT EMISSION INVENTORY for Truck Mix Perdabln Concrela Batch Plant

Factllty information ARBGT 127
Compity, L& GEREAIG ME0TL - 3469 wyiday and ED0.64D cyiveer fAanumpliens Implled or Stated in Application:
Fagdiy 1 TTTpwarxx Pevsuines they 3 an il oene, aet 2 meddicalion
Pernt 2o P-2097 k% Sia centrel atsumplicns
Soace Type: Péutabinr Concrale Bateta dlard —
Bland schureridadss Truck Wiz [T) ar Coatral Kix (C)2 i k4
IHCREASE IN Production®
St sty $rosetion Hota: 360 Sy,
Preponed Dapy iMtedustian Ryls:| 3600 cy/dyy 12,00 _[Fileurs et eparalan por iz 3max eapasily
Trosgstd Fawrum Annusl Preducten Rutr|_ £80,000 | eytywar -
DEQ El VERIFICATION WORKSHEET v. 032007
Caman) Sioraqe 5 Capas Wl 3sratad zamar Tlp' Pripio loa? of raemibyrs a8 maant §0 be thanged,
| LeweeiRSiees Bio Lregs Comeprbannl Copacty fof cemant prie | ‘_0? w_;Ja_'& T — ALK s O Faumbed 4 gLtk if S hardwend o caladaied
Cement Sto1 340 530 coiad Gompardiant Sy patty ot cerment ot yult F gk N plege g thanns them
Changa In Pk, Emissicns due to this PTC *} 3 “21
PugEmssontatted | SO | eonurod Entasionstote, | Convoted Emintcn fisto, anewat I
Ereiasient Paint vaicy) o 24 houir Jverage Hvetoye ~ B R
. Canirofied [T e Riday, A Yot Eonicnl Asnumpliong:
AgRIegaty detvery 1o ground saiage 8.0031 0.23 0116 279|044 o40¢ P b s o
Sarg getsery ta uound Sterage ooo7 aos 0076 08| oo G044 Fgu e Ve na
ggregata ranuter ts canvaysr 02,0031 023 0.116 279 0.044 0154 g bEerid Wav oar l S q
Sand aautar o comvpyos 0.0007 005 D028 083 no3n 0544 Topiroe e s
m T
hesgregaty nnslt ko elovaled vioge Ban31 623 Dl 278 G044 0,194 g i Ve wean B
Sard panster o etavaing sotsne 6.0007 .08 vg2e 063 0.910 $4 Fm it v opa LI
0IGRRULA i ProTe st oy
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Attachment 2.
“Fenceline” Radius Calculations

Radians = deg * PIHG0
x = Xalfsel + ¢ cos jAngle)
y= Yofiset + c sinfAngle)

CASE 1, 40 meter RADIUS

Concrals Batch Plant - Typical Plant Layout Modeting

"“Fancnlloe” or Amblant Alr Roundary Cordinales

CASE 2, 60 moter RADIUS

CASE 3, 100 metor RADIUS

T

CASE 4, 125 mater RADIUS

Radius ¢ 40 {melers) Radiusc 80  (meters) Radiusc 756 (melers}) Radiusc 128 (meters)
Origin Olfset 0 {meters) OriginOffset 0 {malers)  Origin Offset 4] [molers)  Origin Offsed: 0 (maokers)
QOrlgin Olfset Q {melers) Crigin Offset 4] {metersy Origin Cffse! ¢ (melers) Crgin Offset: 0 {meters}
Angle NORTH Angle NORTH Angle NORTH Angle EAST [ NORTH
tdograesy |EASTHI| oy tdegreesy jEASTOH ™ 1 (degrgeea) EASTI gdcgrgees) ) )

10 39.39 6.95 101 50.09]  §0.42 10 73.86 13.02 10| _123.10}  24.71

20 37891 13.68 200 56.38] 20.52 20[ 7048 2565 20( 117.46{ 42.75

30|  3464] 20.00 30 51.95]  30.00 a0 64.958]  37.50 30| 108.25] 62.50

40 30,64 25.79 40 45.96] 38.57 40 5745 48.21 40| 9576] B80.35

50f  2571] 30.64 50]  38.57]_ 45.96 50 48.21] 5745 50| 80.35] 9578

60| 20.00 34.84 50 30.0 51.96 &0 37.50|  64.85 &80} 6250 40B.25

708 1368| 37.59 70| 20,52 56.38 70f 2565 70.48 70| 4275| 117.48

80 £95| 39.39 BO|  10.42| 59.09 80 13.02] 73.86 80  21.71] 123.10

90 £.00 40.00 30 0.00) _ 690.00] ag 0.00} 75.00 90 0.00| 125.03

100 -6.95] 39.39 100  -10.42| 59.09 100]  -13.02]  73.86 100 -21.711 12319

110 -13.6Bf 37.59 ii0] -z0.52] 56.38 110] 25651 7Y0.48 110 -42.75] 117.46

1201 -20.00 34.64 120|  -30.00| 51,96 1201 -37.50 B4.95 120] -62.50| 108.25

130| -25.71)  30.64 130| -38.57| 4596 130]  -48.21] 5745 130] -80.35] 95.76

40|  -3C.64 2511 M -4596F 3887 140| -57.45| 48.2% 140| -95.76{ 80.35

150| -34.64] 20.00 150)  -51.86F 30,00 180| -64.95] 37.50 150} -108.26] 62,50

160} -37.58 13.68 1680|_ -56.38¢ 20.52 160| -r0.48| 25.65 160 -117.46) 4295

J70f -38.39 6.95 176]  .68.081 1042 170f -73.86 13.02 1701 123,10 21.71

180]  -40.00 0.00 180]  -60.00 0.00 1a0]  -75.00 0.00 180§ -125.00 0.00

150} -38.39 -6.95 190| -55.09] -10.42 180 -7i.860 -13.02 1904 -123.10] 2171

200 -37.59]| -13.68 20D0| -56.33| -20.52 200{ -7048) -25.65 200] -117.46| -42.75

210]  -34.64| -20.00 210  -51.86] -30.00 210|  -G4.95] -37.50 210| -108.25( .52.50

220| -30.64] -25.71 220 -45.86| -3B.57 220]  -57.45]) -48.21 220 -95.76} -B0.35

230  -2571| -30.64 230] -38.57| -45.0 230] 4821 -5 7.-33] 230| -B0.36} -95.76

240  -20.00] 3404 240 -30.00[ -51.8 240)  -37.50| .G64.95 240| -62.50] -10B.25

250| -13.68] -37.59 250} -20.52| -56.38 250]  -25.65 -70.48 250| -42.751 -117.46

260 -6.85| -39.39 260| -10.42| -59.09 260 -13.02[ -73.85 260( -24.741 -123.10

270 0.00] -40.00 270 0.00] -50.00 270 0.00] -75.00 270 0.00]_-125.00

280 6.85[ -36.39 280|_ 10.42{ -59.0% 280 13.02( -73.86 280 21.74] -123.10

290 13.88| -37.59 250 20.52| -5G.38 290 25.65| -70.48 200| 42.75] -i17.46

300 20.00| -34.64 300 30.00| -51.96 300 37.50| -64.85 300] 52.50] -i08.25

0] 25.71|  -30.64 310} 3857 4596 310 48.23| -57.45 310 80.35| -95.78

328 30.64] -25.71 320 45.06( -38.57 320 §7.45] -48.21 3201 95.76| -80.35

330|  34.64| -20.00 330F 51.86| -30.00 330 64.95| -37.50 330! 108.25| .G2.50

40|  3rbol -13.68 340]  56.38| -20.52 340|  70.48| -25.65 340] 117.46) -42.75

35 3839 -6 A5 asn 5909] -iD.42 350 73.86|  -13.02 3504 123.140| -21.71

360 40.00 0.00 360 G0.09 0.00 360 75.00 .00 3601 125.00 0.00
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Appendix D — Response to Public Comments



Air Quality Permitting
Response to Public Comments

July 9, 2009

Permit to Construct No. P-2009.0047

Knife River, Inc.
Idaho Falls, Idaho

Facility ID No. 777-00456

Prepared by:
Carole Zundel, Permit Writer
AIR QUALITY DIVISION

Final
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1. BACKGROUND

As deemed appropriate by the Director, the Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) provided for public
comment the proposed concrete batch plant Permit to Construct No. P-2009.0047 for Knife River, Inc. initially
located in Idaho Falls, Idaho.

An opportunity for public comment was provided from April 21, 2009 through May 6, 2009. During this time, a
member of the public requested a public comment period. DEQ provided the comment period from June 2, 2009
through July 2, 2009. Comments were provided via e-mail. Each comment and DEQ’s response is provided in
the following section. Comments with a common theme have been grouped together as one comment and
responded to as one comment. All comments submitted in response to DEQ’s proposed action are included as
the appendix of this document.
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2, PUBLIC COMMENT AND RESPONSES

Public comments regarding the permit analysis and air quality aspects of the proposed permit are summarized
below. Due to the similarity of many of the comments received, the summary presented below combines and/or
paraphrases some comments in order to eliminate duplication and to provide a more concise summary.
Questions, comments, and/or suggestions received during the comment period that did not relate to the air
quality aspects of the permit application, the Department’s technical analysis, or the proposed permit are not

addressed.
Comment 1:

Response 1:

Result:

Comment 2:

Response 2:

A public hearing is requested.

Public hearings, in which comments may be submitted verbally as well as in writing, are not
held for minor source permits to construct in accordance with [DAPA 58.01.01.209. Comments
may be submitted to DEQ in writing for the permit to construct action during the public
comment period.

No changes made to the permit or statement of basis.

The operation of a hot mix asphalt plant will cause noise, odor, air pollution, adverse health
issues, and decreased property values.

This permit action is for a concrete batch plant, not a hot mix asphalt plant. DEQ does not have
the authority to regulate noise or property value impacts. These are local ordinance and zoning
issues. DEQ writes air permits based on state and federal rules and regulations that specify
limitations on air poliution and air pollution-emitting activities. During the development of the
regulations, numerous health issues have been considered. Scientific studies have been done for
each pollutant listed in the Rules for the Control of Air Pollution in Idaho (IDAPA
58.01.01)(Rules), and health-based limits have been established for the criteria and toxic air
pollutants listed in the Rules.

The air pollution for a concrete batch plant is regulated in IDAPA 58.01.01. The type and
amount of emissions have been quantified, based on the production capability of the equipment
and limits on production that have been written into this permit. Appendix B in the Statement
of Basis shows the estimated emissions from this facility. These emissions were compared to
the limits that have been set in the Rules, and have been determined to be less than the
regulatory limits. For some pollutants, air dispersion modeling was conducted to ensure that the
estimated emissions were less than the regulatory limits.

The facility is required to monitor and record the production daily and annually to show
compliance with the production limits in the permit. The production rate is used to estimate the
amount of emissions, so limiting the production rate also limits the estimated emissions.

The facility is required to use only natural gas in the hot water heater, because other fuels, such
as diesel, have not been evaluated to determine if the emissions would be in compliance with
the regulatory limits.

The facility is required to use air pollution control equipment and operating practices to ensure

that the emissions are properly controlled. The permit also requires that the control equipment
be inspected and maintained regularly.
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Result:

Comment 3:

Response 3:

There is a minimum distance requirement, specifying that the facility must be operated a certain

distance from the property line to ensure that the air pollutants outside of the property
boundaries are below the regulatory concentration limits.

Odor is not usually an issue with concrete batch plants, and is more of a concern with hot mix

asphalt plants.

There is currently a hot mix asphalt plant (HMA) operating within the Cranny Pit at 4055
Professional Way. Knife River notified DEQ of the relocation of this specific portable unit

(#777 — 00426} to this specific location on January 28, 2009. This unit was issued a Permit to

Construct (PTC) on November 7, 2008 and is permitted to operate within the Cranny Pit in
accordance with conditions specified in the permit document. This is not the same piece of
equipment that is seeking a new permit.

Recently, citizens became concerned over the permitting of a second portable HMA Unit # 777-

00452. This is the specific unit seeking a permit that will be open for public review and
comment under a separate public comment period. Knife River has stated that they are not

presently operating this particular unit nor have they yet moved any equipment to the Cranny

Pit specified in the new permit.
No changes made to the permit or statement of basis.

The environmental impacts of the plume must be studied before issuing a permit.

have been evaluated during the permitting process in accordance with the Rules. The mass

The environmental impacts from air pollution of all stationary sources of emissions at the plant

emission rate of criteria and toxic air pollutants were estimated using the production rate and

emission factors published by the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency in AP-42. The

emissions were then compared to the regulatory limits. For the pollutants that required further
analysis, air dispersion modeling was conducted. The results of the modeling for PM,; are as

follows:
ESTIMATED PM ;s AMBIENT IMPACT INCLUDING BOILER
Linear . Additional Total

Mo'de'led Modeled Factor BP'I.er Ambient Background | Ambient Percent

Pollutant Emissions Impact (ng/m?® per Emissions Impact (ng/m®)® Impact of

(Ib/ar)* (ng/m*)® Tb/hr) {(Ib/hr) (ngien) (/) NAAQS®
Proposed Operations

0.437 40.1 ) o
PM, (1,500 cy/day) (63.2) 91.8 3.42E-03 0.31 73 113.4 75.6%

(24-hr avg) 0.705 50.8 } 0
(2,400 cy/day) (79.8) 72.1 3.42E-03 0.25 73 124 82.7%

PMiq 0.339 7.6 3 0
(annual avg) (400,000 cy/yr) (10.8) 224 1.22E-03 0.027 26 336 67.3%

8,760 hr/yr Operations

0.437 40.1 o
PMq (1,500 cy/day) (63.2) 91.8 4.10E-03 0.38 73 113.5 75.7%

(24-hr avg) 0.705 50.8 o
(2,400 cy/day) (79.8) 72.1 4,10E-03 0.30 73 1241 82.7%

PMip 0.339 7.6 } N
(annual ave) (400,000 cy/yr) (10.8) 224 4.10E-03 0.092 26 33.7 67.4%

2 See Tables 6A and 6B of the attached modeling analysis)
® See Table 8 of the attached modeling analysis. 24-hr ISCST3 resulis (in parentheses) were converted to “equivalent” AERMOD

results by multiplying by (53.3/83.8) = 0.636. Annual ISCST3 result (in parentheses) were converted by multiplying by
(5.53/7.91) = 0.699

® 24-hour PM,q NAAQS = 150 pg/m’, Annual PM;, NAAQS = 50 pg/m’,
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Result:
Comment 4:

Response 4;

Result:

Air dispersion modeling was also conducted for arsenic, hexavalent chromium, and nickel. The
modeled emissions rate of these air pollutants were less than the corresponding acceptable
ambient concentration for carcinogens (AACC) increment specified in [DAPA 58.01.01.586.

The ambient air impact analysis conducted by DEQ demonstrated to DEQ’s satisfaction that
emissions from this concrete batch plant that meets the criteria specified in the permit will not
cause or significantly contribute to a violation of any air quality standard.

Complete documentation of the modeling analysis that was done is included as Appendix C in
the statement of basis for the permit.

No changes made to the permit or statement of basis.
The facility will have dust emissions.

The permit regulates dust as fugitive particulate matter (PM) emissions in Permit Condition 2.9,
which incorporates the regulation, IDAPA 58.01.01.650-651. This permit condition requires
the facility to take all reasonable precautions to prevent particulate matter from becoming
airborne. In determining what is reasonable, consideration will be given to factors such as the
proximity of dust emitting operations to human habitations and/or activities and atmospheric
conditions that might affect the movement of PM. Some of the reasonable precautions include
using water or dust-suppression chemicals on roads and stockpiles and using dust control
equipment, such as hoods, fans, and fabric filters or equivalent systems to enclose and vent the
handling of dusty materials.

Each day that the facility is operated, a facility-wide inspection of potential sources of fugitive
emissions must be conducted to ensure that the methods used to reasonably control fugitive
emissions are effective. If fugitive emissions are not being reasonably controlled, corrective
action must be taken as expeditiously as practicable. Records of the results of each fugitive
emissions inspection must be maintained.

In addition, the DEQ regional office inspectors conduct inspections of the facility as well as
respond to citizen complaints of excessive dust emissions.

No changes made to the permit or statement of basis.

—END-

Page 6 of 7



Appendix
Public Comments Submitted for
Knife River, Inc.
Concrete Batch Plant

P-2009.0047
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You have received a public comment on:

DEQ seeks comment on proposed air quality permit to construct Knife River plant, Idaho Falls
http:/fiwww.deq.idaho.gov/Applications/NewsApp/shownews.cfm?news_id=2670#comments

Name: Kristy Sorensen

Email Address: sorensenslp@hotmail.com

Affiliation: Resident close to the area

Comments; Due to all of the plants that have gone in recently with no avail, | feel that our air
guality is continuing to decrease. Yes, the permits were there long before the homes however, things
change. We, as a population, are constantly evolving fo our surroundings and the plants that go in should
have to as well. Our air quality is being affected. Our children cannot play outside and breathe good air
anymore. | demand a public hearing on this issue and make the hearing known to all the public. This

means more then a small add in the paper. Not everyone gets the paper. Maybe then the public will really
be able to give their opinion and have it matter.



| would like to request that a public hearing be held on the request by Knife River to build a portable hot
mix asphalt plant.

DEQ permit No. P-2008.0029
Proposed Location: 4055 Professional Way, Idaho Falls, 1D

Thank you,

Steven Sorensen

677 Birmingham Lane
Idaho Falls, {D 83402

208-346-3373

Rediscover Hotmail®: Get quick friend updates right in your inbox. Check it out.



I request a 30-day public comment period on the proposed permit to regulate emissions from the Knife
River, Inc. Plant in ldaho Falls, [D.

Gail Kemper
452 Hickory Circle
idaho Falls, ID 83404

208-523-1706

New Deals on Dell Netbocks - Now starting at $289



You have received a public comment on;

Knife River, Inc. applies to DEQ for air quality permit to construct for new plant in Idaho Falls
http:/fiwww.deq.idaho.gov/Applications/NewsApp/shownews.cfm?news_id=2596#comments

Name: GORDON M. WILCOX

Emai! Address: gwtwpar@msn.com

Affiliation: Homeowner - 424 Hickory Circle

Comments: The proposed site for this plant is directly west of a concentrated residential area.

Waterford and several other newer sub divisions would have to endure the smell, dust, and truck traffic if
this approved. Please do not approve it.yp3kl



You have received a public comment on:

Knife River, Inc. applies to DEQ for air quality permit to construct for new plant in ldaho Falls
hitp:/iwww.deq.idaho.gov/Applications/NewsApp/shownews.cfm?news_id=2596#comments

Name: susan and gary west

Email Address: send2wests@cableone.net

Affiliation: homeowner near knife river plant

Comments: Please allow us a time to learn and comment on this proposed plant. We live just a
short distance (approximately 2 miles) away along with hundreds of other homeowners. We are very
- concerned about the air pollution/smells and need a comment period fo learn more ahout this company

and the impact it will or will not have on our neighborhood, hemes and quality of life. We have just leamed

about this company’s plans and need adequate time to make our voices heard.

Thank you. (I sent this separately to faye. weber's email before | saw this form. My apologies if you get it ‘
twice.)



You have received a public comment on:
Knife River, Inc. applies to DEQ for air quality permit to construct for new plant in Idaho Falls
http:/fwww.deq.idaho.gov/Applications/NewsApp/shownews.cfm?news_id=2596#comments

Name: Damond and Jinger Watkins

Email Address: mascoma3@mac.com

Affiliation: Waterford HomeOwners Association

Comments: Very much against the proposed plat. Please hold a public hearing.



You have received a public comment on:

Knife River, Inc. applies to DEQ for air quality permit to construct for new plant in Idaho Falls
http://www.deqg.idaho.gov/Applications/NewsApp/shownews.cfm?news_id=2596#comments

Name: Lesli Wagner
Email Address: lebwagner@yahoo.com
Affiliation: Home owner

Comments: | am very much opposed to a Hotmix plant located in an area so close o a
subdivision.What will this air quality do to our children?



You have received a public comment on;
Knife River, Inc. applies to DEQ for air quality permit to construct for new plant in Idaho Falls
hitp:/f'www.deq.idaho.gov/Applications/NewsApp/shownews.cfm?news_id=2596#comments

Name; Jerrold Stucki
Email Address: jsms04@gmail.com
Affiliation: President Thayer Bridge Homeowners Association
Comments: Noise is one thing, but the odor being down wind
from Knife River Construction to have a hot mix
plant is more than we feel we can take.
Therefore we the homeowners of Thayer Bridge

vehemently oppose this permit being issued.

Jerrold Stucki President THBA



You have received a public comment on:

Knife River, Inc. applies to DEQ for air quality permit to construct for new plant in idahe Falls
http://vww.deq.idaho.gov/Applications/NewsApp/shownews.cfm?news_id=2596#comments

Name: Steven Sorensen

Email Address: sorensen_s@hotmail.com

Affiliation: concerned citizen and property owner

Comments: My family and | live in the subdivision that is closest to the proposed site. First and
foremost | want to make something clear NOT IN MY BACKYARD! Second, | will do everything in my
power as a concerned citizen to block and protest Knife River's proposal to build a hot mix asphalt plant so
close to a residential neighborhood. We live close enough that the prevailing winds would blow the toxic
fumes and smell right into our subdivision. The homeowners in the neighborhoods have worked hard to
purchase our homes and do not want fo see our hard earned equity be diminished by Knife River's ability
to develop in our backyards. Also [ want to know why we as homeowners have not been allowed an
opportunity to have a public hearing in a public place on this subject? The internet is not public and does
not allow for our questions and concerns to be voiced collectively. Because of this, the DEQ's deadline to
request such an event is no longer possible. We as stakeholders in this issue have not been informed or
allow an opportunity to be heard adequately or compleiely. Please we all ask you fo not allow Knife River
te poliute the fresh air that we breathe. | believe that access to fresh air is our right and we should be able
to enjoy that right every time that we go outside our homes to enjoy our neighborhood. Please do not allow
Knife river to override our right to clear non-polluted air. Please do not grant Knife River the ability to
infringe on my rights as a concerned citizen to enjoy the quality of life that we have work so hard fo obtain.



You have received a public comment on:

Knife River, Inc. applies to DEQ for air quality permit to construct for new plant in Idaho Falls
http:/iwww.deq.idaho.goviApplications/NewsApp/shownews.cfm?news_id=2596#comments

Name: Kristy Sorensen

Email Address: sorensenslp@hotmail.com

Affiliation: Resident in Carriage Gate Subdivision

Comments: | do not think we should have a hot mix asphalt plant in the planned area in Idaho
Falls. Eventhough it is said that the emissions from the plant will be regulated we do not need any more
emissions in this area of |daho Falls. | am sure the homeowners in the area will not be able to enjoy being
outside due to this plant. This planned area is close to my home and | have no desire to live in an area
that has air that is going to be made unpleasant in any way. | do not believe that any of my neighbors
would permit this as well. 1tis of the utmost importance that the building of this facility not happen and the
public given a formal offer to verbalize how they feel about the plant coming into the area. It is my opinion
that the plant not be built at all in this area or any surrounding areas. Itis too close to populated areas
which will make living in this area a nightmare,



You have received a public comment on:
Knife River, Inc. applies to DEQ for air quality permit to construct for new plant in Idaho Falls
http:/fwww.deq.idaho.gov/Applications/NewsApp/shownews.cfm?news_id=2596#comments

Name: Georgeanna Smith

Email Address; geo89801@yahoo.com

Affiliation: Homeowner near the proposed site

Comments; The area being considered by the Asphalt Plant Co. has changed dramatically in
recent years. Itis no longer solely an industrial area. As a homeowner near the proposed site, | am very
concerned about the change in air quality that will occur from an asphalt plant. Please allow time for
public comment on this important issue,
Thank you.
Georgeanna Smith
4071 Cambria Dr.
Idaho Falls



You have received a public comment on:

Knife River, Inc. applies to DEQ for air quality permit to construct for new plant in Idaho Falls
hitp://www.deq.idaho.gov/Applications/NewsApp/shownews.cim?news_id=2596#comments

Name: Ron Porter

Email Address: rporter@ifpediatrics.com

Affiliation:

Comments: This proposed plant will be very close fo our new home. My wife suffers from chronic
migraines, and is very sensitive to smells. A strong smell [ike the one that will be emitted from a plant like
this constantly wafting in our direction will not only be unpleasant to us all, but will be particularly difficult
for my wife as it is sure to trigger frequent migraines.

Please open this up for a public discussion so we can all air our concerns abouf the canstruction of this
plant in our area.



You have received a public comment on;

Knife River, Inc. applies to DEQ for air quality permit to construct for new plant in Idaho Falls
http:/f'www.deq.idaho.gov/Applications/NewsApp/shownews.cim?news_id=2596#comments

Name: Natalie & Aaron Pittard

Email Address: nataliepittard@gmail.com

Affiliation:

Comments: We do not want this asphalt plant built so close to many neighborhood communities.
This would be a monumental infringement on the environment and community we made to establish our
home. Please strongly reconsider location for this plant.

thank yau



You have received a public comment on:

Knife River, Inc. applies to DEQ for air quality permit to construct for new plant in ldaho Falls
http:/iwww.deqg.idaho.gov/Applications/NewsApp/shownews.cfm?news_id=2596#comments

Name: Binh Pham

Email Address: phamcambinh@yahoo.com

Affiliation;

Comments: The plan is too close to residential area, the dust from it will worsen the air quality and
cause bad allergy.



You have received a public comment on:
Knife River, Inc. applies to DEQ for air quality permit to construct for new plant in Idaho Falls
hitp://www.deq.idaho.gov/Applications/NewsApp/shownews.cfm?news_id=2596#comments

Name: Carol Neidner

Email Address: neidner@cableone.net

Affiliation: none

Comments: | am opposed to the Knife River asphalt plant in the vicinity of Sunnyside Road in
Idaho Falls. Although the property is zoned for commercial development and there is some
industrialization in the vicinity, a hot asphalt plant would be detrimental to other light businesses in the
area and to nearby residential areas, churches and schools because of the noxious fumes generated by
and eminating from asphalt products. Further, predominant winds from the south will carry the asphalt
odors north into many of the business communities of idaho Falls, causing much of idaho Falls to become
a very undesirable place to live and work. | am very much in favor of new business development in the
community and understand that air quality emissions will be maintained within acceptable standards,
however, the obvious, far reaching effects of a batch plant in this area cannot be overlocked. My request
is that the permit be denied in favor of the well being of the City of Idaho Falls.



You have received a public comment on:

Knife River, Inc. applies to DEQ for air quality permit to construct for new plant in Idaho Falls
http://www.deg.idaho.gov/Applications/NewsApp/shownews.cfm?news_id=2596#comments

Name: Eleanor Moor

Email Address: idahoellie@cableone.net

Affiliation: Waterford Property Owner

Comments: it has come to my attention that a permit is about to be issued to permit Knife River,
Inc., to construct a hot mix asphalt plant close to Sunnyside and South Yellowstone Highway, and thaf the
Waterford addition will be downwind from this plant. It is my alse my understanding that there will be an
odor coming from this plant, which would devalue property in that addition. This is a real concern to me.



DEAR FAYE:

As a soon to be resident of the Waterford sub division | am deeply concerned about the proposed location
of the above asphalt plant's location. | am requesting that you delay approval for 30 days, and request a
public hearing. Even if | weren't moving to Waterford, | am currently just East of there and would be

adversly affected by such construction. Additionally, so would the dozens of health care providers offices
and the two Ida Falls medical care facilities!

Thanks,

Anne Mitchell
Remax Realty
3525 Merlin Dr.
Ida Falls, 83404
529-5600



Dear Ms. Weber:

As a concerned resident of the Waterford development in Idaho Fails,

| respectfuly request the you approve a 30 day delay in the issuance of Knife Rivers permit for the hot mix
plant.

The location is clearly inappropriate!

Sincerely,

R.A, Mitchell

428 Hickory Circle
Idaho Falls, 83404



You have received a public comment on;
Knife River, Inc. applies to DEQ for air quality permit to construct for new plant in ldaho Falls
http:/f'www.deq.idaho.gov/Applications/NewsApp/shownews.cfm?news_id=2596#comments

Name: Dale & Laurie Luke

Email Address: lukede@cableone.net

Affiliation: Resident of Waterford Homeowner's Association
Comments: Tuesday, April 7, 2009

Late this afterncon, we received the e-mail from Waterford Homeowner's Association informing us that
DEQ is about to issue a permit to Knife River, Inc. to construct a hot mix asphalt plant close to Sunnyside
and South Yellowstone Highway.

We firmly believe that this plant will have a detrimental impact to us and many other homeowners in the
Waterford subdivision. We are especially concerned about the air pollution and odors that will be emitted,
as well as the possibility of additional noise pollution.

Since the first part of February, 2009, we have heard Knife River's rock crusher warking ali night and all
day, for days on end. The crusher is located in the pit near 4055 Professional Way, in Idaho Falls. The
obnoxious noise alone is bad enough, but now we will also have to endure the unpleasant pungent smells
associated with an asphalt ptant and more importantly, the unknown health effects associated with
increased air poilution. That is a huge concern to us, especially to one who already has allergy problems!

We have already discovered that we are “downwind,” from Knife River’s operation, so that causes real
concern about unwelcome smells and particulates that would drift into our area during the operation of
Knife River's asphalt plant. What will this do to our great community, to outdcor activities, and to those
residents who open their windows for ‘fresh air'? Of additional concern, what will happen to the value of
homeowners’ properties? It certainly won't increase their values!

As homeowners who will be impacted by this, we want to express strong opposition to DEQ’s approval
and the pursuant Use Permit issued by Bonneville County for the construction of an asphalt plant by Knife
River at this location. Itis much, much too close to our residential area within the city of Idaho Falls.

We are frustrated that Bonneville County and/or DEQ did not notify residents sooner to allow them
adequate time (more than a few hours} to become knowledgeable about Knife River's plans, so that
residents could voice their opinions, either pro or con.

We request a delay of approval and a publicized date for a public hearing so residents can become better
informed.

Thank you for your sericus consideration,

Dale & Laurie Luke
3671 Tuscany Dr



You have received a public comment on:

Knife River, Inc. applies to DEQ for air quality permit to construct for new plant in ldaho Falls
http:/iwww.deq.idaho.goviApplications/NewsApp/shownews.cfm?news_id=2596#comments

Name; Desiree Lowney

Email Address: des72ee@msn.com

Affiliation: Thayer Bridge Townhome Association Board member

Comments: | am opposed to having the permit issued for this location although, it is zoned to
allow for this type of business. As a person having asthma | feel the overall affects of having this type of
operation so close to residential areas will increase asthma and othere air related allergies to many in the
close surrounding area. Not to mention the overall potential traffic congestion so close to a large public

park, zoo and recreation area. | respectfully request a delay in issuing the permit to allow a public hearing
which would allow all concerns to be reviewed prior to a final decision.



You have received a public comment on:

Knife River, Inc. applies to DEQ for air quality permit to construct for new plant in Idaho Falls
hitp://www.deq.idaho.gov/Applications/NewsApp/shownews.cfm?news_id=2586#comments

Name: Brady Johnson

Email Address: bradyj75@hotmail.com

Affiliation: homeowner

Comments; Of course a public comment period is needed for the approval of such a construction

project. Personally, | can't believe it is even being considered so close to housing developments. | strongly
oppose the issuing of this permitl



You have received a public comment on:

Knife River, Inc. applies to DEQ for air quality permit to construct for new plant in Idaho Falls
http:/ivww.deq.idaho.gov/iApplications/NewsApp/shownews.cfm?news_id=2596#comments

Name: Kimberly Johnson
Email Address: kimberlyj75@gmail.com
Affiliation: homeowner

Comments: As if the trains and rock crusher round the clock weren't nuisance enough! | strongly

oppose construction of an asphalt plant so near residential areas. Bad for property values, bad for quality
of life, bad for the environment especially



You have received a public comment on:
Knife River, Inc. applies to DEQ for air quality permit to construct for new plant in ldaho Falls
hitp:/iwww.deq.idaho.gov/Applications/NewsApp/shownews.cfm?news_id=2596#comments

Name: William (Bill) & Marilyn Houlihan
Email Address: mhoulihan@cablecne.net
Affiliation: Resident
Comments: We are strongly opposed to Knife River, Inc.
constructing a hot mix asphalt plant close to Sunnyside & South Yellowstone Highway.

There are obvious healthy risks from such a plant as well as affecting property values.

It is close to many residential areas which may well have a serious impact on the health of children as well
as adults.

it needs to be stopped NOW.



You have received a public comment on:

Knife River, Inc. applies to DEQ for air quality permit to construct for new plant in Idaho Falls
http://www.deq.idaho.gov/Applications/NewsApp/shownews.cfm?news_id=2596#comments

Name: Roger and Connie Hanson

Email Address: dadman@g.com

Affiliation: Thayer Bridge Homeowner

Comments: My wife and | are totally against the proposed asphalt plant. Not only are we down

wind of the site, but the noise would ruin cur property value. The economy has done enough. It needs fo
be way further away from all residential communities in the area.

Roger and Connie Hanson



You have received a public comment on;
Knife River, Inc. applies o DEQ for air quality permit to construct for new plant in idaho Falls
http:/iwww.deq.idaho.gov/Applications/NewsApp/shownews.cfm?news_id=2596#comments

Name: Brinn Granat

Email Address: brinnandramona@gmail.com

Affiliation: idaho Falls Resident

Comments: | am opposed to the Knife River Inc. request to have a plant put in at 4055
Professional Way, as are many of my neighbors. We are also upset that my neighborhood was not
notified of this request since we are directly impacted and are one of the closest subdivisions to the plant.
We are opposed to the plant because of the location. The noise and the odor will be disruptive to the
residents in my neighborhood, nof to mention the elementary schools and jr. high schools. Whether or not
pollution is a factor the odor will be a problem and we have a lot of young families in my neighborhood with
children and having such a facility nearbye will directly impact how often we let our children spend time
outside. We are also worried as an association because we feel the noise and odor will have a negative
impact on our home values. Which have already suffered due to the downturn in the economy. If home
values decrease this could cripple the overall real estate market in our neighborhood and make it even
maore difficult for families to sell their homes in the future.
We aiso believe that this location, with it's new I-15 access is an area that also defines ldaho Falls.
Anyone who uses this access will most likely develop an opinion quickly of the area and our neighborhood
based off their initial assessment when coming into town. The potential noise and odor caused by this
facility will be key factors in their opinion of this area of Idaho Falls.
We feel that there are better locations for these types of industrial plants. In an area such as ldaho Falis
there are many other RURAL areas that are not located next door to residential neighborhoods for a plant
of this nature to go in that will not impact nearby residents.
We really hope for the sake of the |daho Falls residents that you will NOT approve the Knife River Inc.
permit to go into the 4055 Professional Way area.
Sincerely,
Brinn Granat



You have received a public comment on:
Knife River, Inc. applies to DEQ for air quality permit to construct for new plant in Idaho Falls
hitp://'www.deq.idaho.gov/Applications/NewsApp/shownews.cim?news_id=2596#comments

Name: Ramona Granat

Email Address: ramona.granat@century21.com

Affiliation: Idaho Falls Realtor and Resident

Comments: | am opposed to the Knife River Inc. request to have a plant put in at 4055
Professional Way. | am opposed to the plant because of the location. | believe that this would have a
drastic negative effect on the South Idaho Falls area which is predominantly residential. The noise and
the odor will be disruptive to the residents in this area, not to mention the elementary schools and jr. high
schools. As a Realtor | can see the devastating impact that the noise and odor will have on the real estate
market. Home values will decrease and this could cripple the overall real estate market in the Idaho falls
area that is already suffering from economic lows.
I also believe that this location, with it's new I-15 access is an area that defines Idaho Falls. Anyone who
uses this access will base their opinion of the area based on their assessment when coming into the town,
and noise and odor are factors in this assessment.
t think that there are better locations for these types of industrial plants. In an area such as Idaho Falls
there are plenty of RURAL areas for a plant to go in that will not impact it's residents.
i really hope for the sake of the Idaho Falis Residents that you will NOT approve the Knife River Inc.
permit to go into the 4055 Professional Way area.
Sincerely,
Ramona Granat
Century 21 Advantage Realtor and Idaho Falls Resident



You have received a public comment on;

Knife River, Inc. applies to DEQ for air quality permit to construct for new plant in Idaho Falls
hitp:/iwww.deq.idaho.gov/Applications/NewsApp/shownews.cfm?news_id=2596#comments

Name: Ramona Granat

Email Address: ramonagranat@hotmail.com

Affiliation: Idaho Falls Resident

Comments: | am opposed to the Knife River Inc. request to have a plant put in at 4055
Professional Way. | am opposed to the plant because of the location. | am upset that my neighborhood
was not notified of the permit request when my neighborhood is one of the closest in approximitity to
where the plant would go in. The noise and the odor will be disruptive to my neighborhood, not to mention
the elementary schools and jr. high schools near by, Whether or not pollution is a factor the cdor will be a
problem and there are a lot of young families in my neighborhood with children and having such a facility
nearbye will directly impact how often we let our children spend time outside. | am worried that this type of
plant will have a negative impact on our home values, which have already suffered due to the downturn in
the economy. If home values decrease this could cripple the overall real estate market in our
neighborhood and make it even more difficult for families to sell their homes in the future.
| feel that there are better locations for these types of industrial planis. In an area such as Idaho Falls
there are many other RURAL areas that are not located next door to residential neighborhoods for a plant
of this nature to go in that will not impact nearby residents.

| really hope that you will NOT approve the Knife River Inc. permit to go into the 4055 Professional Way
area.

Sincerely,

Ramona Granat



You have received a public comment on;

Knife River, Inc. applies to DEQ for air quality permit to construct for new plant in Idaho Falls
http:/iwww.deq.idaho.gov/Applications/NewsApp/shownews.cfm?news_id=2596#comments

Name; Ronald W. Goin

Email Address: rongoin@cableone.net

Affiliation: Waterford Homeowner's Association

Comments: | am really concerned about the odor from a hot mix asphalt plant since the 180
homes in Waterford are downwind from the proposed plant. | am president of the Waterford HOA. On
behalf of the 180 home owners, we request that a 30 day public comment period be held so that we may
EXpress our concerns.
We only heard about this plant proposal this afternoon, otherwise we would have responded sooner.
We have had several complaints about the noise from the rock crushing facility at the same area, running

24/7. Several people have disrupted sleep, etc. If they are allowed to put in the hot mix facility, we will
have the odor of hot asphalt.

Please provide a 30 day comment period.

Thank you.

Ronald W. Goin



You have received a public comment on:

Knife River, Inc. applies to DEQ for air quality permit to construct for new plant in ldaho Falls
hitp:/mww.deq.idaho.gov/Applications/NewsApp/shownews.cfm?news_jd=2596%#comments

Name: Patrick Gibson

Email Address: ggibson@cableone.net

Affiliation: N/A

Comments: We live in the Waterford home subdivision just east of the proposed location for this
plant. We are very concerned that the emissions/odors from a hot-mix plant will negatively affect the
quality of life in this upscale redidential area, but also negatively affect property values. Waterford is but
one of severaly new subdivisions in this area and more are sure to be developed. It would be much better
to locate this kind of facility farther away from residential areas.



You have received a public comment on:

Knife River, Inc. applies to DEQ for air quality permit to construct for new plant in ldaho Falls
http://www.deq.idaho.gov/Applications/NewsApp/shownews.cfm?news_id=2586#comments

Name: Richard and Erin Dyer

Email Address: dyerbunch@hotmail.com

Affiliation: proposed plant neighbors

Comments; We were dismayed to have just learned tonight about the proposed hot mix asphalt
plant just down the street from our home. We definitely feel that there should be an opportunity for public

comment concerning this plant and the adverse effect we feel it will have on our quality of life as well as
the property values in the area.



You have received a public comment on:

Knife River, Inc. applies to DEQ for air quality permit to consfruct for new plant in Idaho Falls
http://www.deq.idaho.gov/Applications/NewsApp/shownews.cfm?news_id=2596#comments

Name: Brent Thompson

Email Address: brentlymai@aol.com

Affiliation; Nearby resident

Comments: While | live nearby, there is actually another residential subdivision very near to the
north and northeast of this proposed plant. While the plant may comply with code, | can't understand why

something like this is allowed adjacent to a developed urban area - it just makes no sense. | am opposed
to granting this permit.



Ms. Weber:

The residents of Ridgewood Park Subdivision request that the Idaho Department of Environmental Quality
(IDEQ) provide a public comment period for the Knife River, Inc portable hot mix asphalt plant Permit fo
Construct (PTC) number P-2008.0029. The residents of Ridgewood Park have significant concerns over
the potential environmental impacts of the proposed plant, not the least of which includes air quality
considerations. The residents are concerned with the approval of such a plant within 1/2 mile of a
significant concentration of single family dwellings located in subdivisions such as Ridgewood Park,
Carriage Gate and Waterford, The PTC contains a significant amount of information that the residents
need to review before providing meaningful comment. At first glance, the application and documents
appear to contain inaccurate assumptions and contradictions that need to be evaluated. Some of these
include the air dispersion model which classifies the surrounding area as rural even though a large
concentration of urban dwellings are within the evaluation area. In addition, the hours of operation seem
inconsistent and refer to an open operation pericd in some areas where others specify reduced operation
from October to March to meet air quality standards. The PTC also contains over 30 pages of analytical
data that must be evaluated by the residents to understand and provide any comment on potential
impacts.

Although the PTC is related to air quality, significant issues also appear to be associated with the storage
and location of approximately 70,000 gallons of envircnmental pollutants in close proximity to the Snake
River. No information is provided related fo pollution control and spill response nor any information related
to the increased truck traffic (and associated air pollutants) from this operation. Based upon all of these
factors, the residents of Ridgewood Park request a formal public comment period to evaluate and provide
the IDEQ with meaningful comments related to this PTC

Sincerely.
Joel W Duling (REA, NREP, NAEP)

Vice President
Ridgewood Park Homeowners Association



You have received a public comment on;

Knife River, Inc. applies to DEQ for air quality permit to construct for new plant in Idaho Falls
hitp:/iwww.deq.idaho.gov/Applications/NewsApp/shownews.cfm?news_id=2596#comments

Name: ReNae Cunningham

Email Address: renaedc@gmail.com

Affiliation: concerned homeowner

Comments: | have just learned about this plant being built close to my home. | am not very
pleased that it is close to my neighborhood. | feel that this is something that was trying to be quietly done
so that concerned homeowners and close husinesses would not be able to comment, thus disrupting the
plans of Knife River. I'm not saying it is bad just not at this location. There are professional businesses
around but did they stop to take into consideration the odor, wind and how it would effect surrounding

nearby homes. Maybe that is why they wanted this done quietly. | would like to have the opportunity to
learn more about this before it is given the go ahead.



We would like to respond regarding the Knife River project and the hot mix asphalt plant in |daho Falls.
We live just east of this area and would [ike to have a say in what is being done with this project. The

noise is already quite loud, but the asphalt plant would be very undesirable for our neighborhoods.
This is in protest to allowing this to go forward.

Holly and Evan Cook
3877 Nottingham Lane
Idaho Falls, ID



You have received a public comment on:

Knife River, Inc. applies to DEQ for air quality permit to construct for new plant in Idaho Falls
hitp://www.deq.idaho.gov/Applications/NewsApp/shownews.cfm?news_id=2596#comments

Name: Byron Christiansen

Emalil Address: byron.christiansen@gmail.com

Affiliation: Home owner

Comments: | am concerned about the installation of this new portable HMa plant. We are home
owners that will be downwind from this facility and will be directly effected by its chemical emissions. The
city of Idaho Falls has allowed the construction of many homes in the surrounding area and the installation

of this facility will directly effect our quality of life. Facilities like these should be located further away from
dense residential areas.



You have received a public comment on;

Knife River, Inc. applies to DEQ for air quality permit to construct for new plant in Idaho Falls
hitp:/iwww.deq.idaho.gov/Applications/NewsApp/shownews.cfm?news_id=2596#comments

Name: Melvin E Call

Email Address: melcall@cableone.net

Affiliation: Home owner near Sunnyside and 5th West

Comments: it is respectfully requested a study of the possible or probable effects of the air
polution and odor from a hot mix asphalt plant this near - and doownwind from my residence. and the

residence of many my age (85) and older - plus the even closer nursing home and sericus medical
problems for many of those residence.



You have received a public comment on:

Knife River, Inc. applies to DEQ for air quality permit to construct for new plant in Idaho Falls
hitp:/iwww.deq.idaho.gov/Applications/NewsApp/shownews.cfm?news_id=2596#comments

Name: Paul Beebe & Judith Gray
Email Address: paulbeebe@me.com
Affiliation: none .

Comments: Certainly, the opportunity to increase business in Idaho Falls and SE 1D in general is
an important matter. And this proposed plant may well help in that effort. However, in light of prevailing
winds in SE 1D, mainly from the scuthwest, plumes from this plant will track northeast over residential and
business areas. The environmental effects on residents must be fully understood and assessed before
building permits are granted. The Environmental Impact Statement and Assessment must comprehend
the effects of plume track and effluent, as well as an evaluation of alternate sites for this plant.



Rediscover Hotmail®: Now available on your iPhone or BlackBerry Check it out.



You have received a public comment on:

Knife River, Inc. applies to DEQ for air quality permit to construct for new plant in Idaho Falls
http://www.deq.idaho.gov/Applications/NewsApp/shownews.cfm?news_id=2596#comments

Name: Jan Alired

Email Address: janallred@comcast.net

Affiliation: Waterford Homeowner

Comments: With the economic crisis, our home values have already deteriorated enough. Knife
River should not be allowed to construct their asphalt plant in the proposed location, potentially resulting in
further deterioration of the values of homes in neighborhoods that could be affected by the odor, Please
think about struggling homeowners when you make the decision whether to issue the permit.



You have received a public comment on:
Knife River, Inc. applies to DEQ for air quality permit to construct for new plant in Idaho Falls
http:/iwww.deq.idaho.gov/Applications/NewsApp/shownews.cfm?news_id=2596#comments

Name: Brinn Granat

Emait Address: brinngranat@hotmail.com

Affiliation: Ridgewood Park Homeowner Association President

Comments: On behalf of the Ridgewood Park Homeowner Association we are opposed to the
Knife River Inc. request to have a plant put in at 4055 Professional Way. We are also upset that my
neighborhood was not notified of this request since we are directly impacted and are one of the closest
subdivisions to the plant. We are opposed to the plant because of the location. The noise and the odor
will be disruptive to the residents in my neighborhood, not to mention the elementary schools and jr. high
schools. Whether or not pollution is a factor the odor will be a problem and we have a lot of young
families in my neighborhocd with children and having such a facility nearbye will directly impact how often
we let our children spend time outside. We are also worried as an association because we fee! the noise
and odor will have a negative impact on our home values. Which have already suffered due to the
downturn in the economy. If home values decrease this could cripple the overall real estate market in our
neighborhood and make it even more difficult for families to sell their homes in the future.
We also believe that this location, with i's new |-15 access is an area that also defines idaho Falls.
Anyone who uses this access will most iikely develop an opinion quickly of the area and our neighborhood
based off their initial assessment when coming into town. The potential noise and odor caused by this
facility will be key factors in their opinion of this area of Idaho Falls.
We feel that there are better locations for these fypes of industrial plants. In an area such as Idaho Falls
there are many other RURAL areas that are not located next door to residential neighborhoods for a plant
of this nature to go in that will not impact nearby residents.
We really hope for the sake of the Idaho Falls Ridgewood Park Homeowner Association that you will NOT
approve the Knife River Inc. permit to go into the 4055 Professional Way area.
Sincerely,
Brinn Granat

Ridgewood Park Homeowner Association President



Faye,

We are fairly new homeowners in the Waterford addition of |daho Falls which is only about one mile from

the proposed hot mix plant and have only fonight heard of this proposal. We do have concerns over
potential ncise, odor, and pollution.

We have downloaded the permit application, but would like more time to review it so that we can fully
assess the impact. This additional period of time, it would seem, would be in order since this proposal has
caught not only us unawares, but many others we know as well.

We do hope the homeowners nearby this proposed site {(who will doubtless be affected by it operation)
can be more adequately informed and heard from before permits are granted.

Thank you for your consideration.

--Dave & Kathy Black



You have received a public comment on:

Knife River, Inc. applies to DEQ for air quality permit to construct for new plant in Idaho Falls
http:/iwww.deq.idaho.gov/Applications/NewsApp/shownews.cfm?news_id=2596#comments

Name: john lindsay

Email Address: jtlind@cableone.net
Affiliation: Waterford Homeowners' Assoc.
Comments: Request public hearing.



Ms. Weber:

The residents of Ridgewood Park Subdivision request that the Idaho Department of Environmental Quality
(IDEQ) provide a public comment period for the Knife River, Inc portable hot mix asphalt plant Permit to
Construct (PTC) number P-2009.0029. The residents of Ridgewood Park have significant concerns over
the potential environmental impacts of the proposed plant, not the least of which includes air quality
considerations. The residents are concerned with the approval of such a plant within 1/2 mile of a
significant concentration of single family dwellings located in subdivisions such as Ridgewood Park,
Carriage Gate and Waterford. The PTC contains a significant amount of information that the residents
need to review before providing meaningful comment. At first glance, the application and documents
appear to contain inaccurate assumptions and contradictions that need fo be evaluated. Some of these
include the air dispersion model which classifies the surrounding area as rural even though a large
concentration of urban dwellings are within the evaluation area. In addition, the hours of operation seem
incensistent and refer to an open operation period in some areas where others specify reduced operation
from October to March to meet air quality standards. The PTC also contains over 30 pages of analytical
data that must be evaluated by the residents to understand and provide any comment on potential
impacts.

Although the PTC is related to air quality, significant issues also appear to be associated with the storage
and location of approximately 70,000 gallons of environmental pollutants in close proximity to the Snake
River. No information is provided related to pollution control and spill response nor any information related
to the increased truck traffic (and associated air poliutants) from this operation. Based upon all of these
factors, the residents of Ridgewood Park request a formal public comment period to evaluate and provide
the IDEQ with meaningful comments related to this PTC

Sincerely.
Joel W Duling (REA, NREP, NAEP)

Vice President
Ridgewood Park Homeowners Association



i,fo
4/8/09

Pursuant to the following notice

Knife River, Inc., |[daho Falls, has applied to the Department of

Environmental Quality (DEQ) for a permit to construct, No. P-2009.0028, for construction of a
portable hot mix asphalt plant. The facility is proposed to be located at 4055 Professional Way in
Idaho Falls. A public comment period on the proposed permit will be provided if a written request

is submitted on or before April 8, 2009

Please accept this written request for a 30 day public comment period concerning the aforementioned
PTC. | am an interested and concerned resident near the area proposed for the referenced facility.

Thank you.
Wayne Moe

185 W Woodhaven Ln
Idaho Falls, ID 83404
2085692740

wmoe2@cablecone.net



You have received a public comment on:
Knife River, Inc. applies to DEQ for air quality permit to construct for new plant in Idaho Falls
hitp://www.deq.idaho.gov/Applications/NewsApp/shownews.cfm?news_id=2596#comments

Name: Brady Johnson

Email Address: bradyj75@hotmail.com

Affiliation: homeowner

Comments: Of course a public comment period is needed for the approval of such a construction
project. Personally, | can't believe it is even being considered so close to housing developments. | strongly
oppose the issuing of this permit!



You have received a public comment on:
Knife River, Inc. applies to DEQ for air quality permit to construct for new concrete batch plant in

idaho Falls
http:/iwww.deq.idaho.gov/Applications/NewsApp/shownews.cfm?news_id=2622#comments

Name: Justin Coleman

Email Address: colejust@gmail.com

Affiliation:

Comments: | would like to request a public comment period for this.
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