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Dear Mr. Crane:

. I

We do not understand and seriously question your stipulation basing
your approval of ARCO Coal Company's modification of their CV. Spur
operation upon a company acceptance of an air monitoring require-
ment. As far as we are concerned, the requirement is not justified.
We cite as our reason for questioning, the following:

1. The proposed modification of facilities will result in an estimated
80 tons of particulate per year decrease,

2. Our engineering/air quality impact review considered the need

for monitering, as we do in each review. Monitoring was not deemed
necessary because of the reduction of emissions, the size of the
modification proposal (classed as a minor source), and the availability
of meteorological and ambient air data considered representative of

the area.

3. Computer modeling results of proposed emissions showed no exceedance
of any particulate ambient concentration standard.

4. The rationale for the requirement is unclear, i.e., "...to indicate
whether additional controis are required to protect environmental
values." If monitoring is necessary, it normally is conducted prior
to construction/modification to assess the current situation. With
that information, the amount of control to be required to meet ambient
air standards is then planned for. To wait until after modifications
are made results in retrofit controls which are usually costly.

5. The required monitoring is inconsistant with the requirements of
the Clean Air Act and Federal Regulations dealing with Prevention of
Significant Deterioration of Air Quality.
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We would apprec1ate knowing why you did require the monitoring in the ARCO
case. What air quality agency was contacted? This is important since it
appears we will be working with your office on future, similar type projects,
at Teast until the Tocal 0il, Gas and Mining Division has primacy in these
type matters.

Since ARCO (Beaver Creek Coal Company) has agreed to do the monitoring, you
have evidence of acceptance of your stipulation. Concerning the special
purpose monitoring effort, we will address several desirable monitoring plan
conditions directly to ARCO, which if followed will help to insure the accept-
ability and useability of the gathered data.

Sincerely,

Brent C. Bradford
Executive Secretary
Utah Air Conservation Committee

MRK:i1 7
cc: Utah Division of 0i1, Gas & Mining (J. Smith)
ARCO Coal Company (J. A. Holligan)

Southeastern District Health Dept.
EPA/Region VIII (N. Huey)
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