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Minnesota Pollution Control Agency

PolyMet Draft Air Permit Comment — 4™ Floor

520 Lafayette Road North

St. Paul, MN 55155-4045

Re: Comments on Draft Air Individual Permit 13700345-101

Dear Sir or Madam:

Thank you for providing the opportunity to comment on draft air individual permit 13700345-101 for the Poly Met
Mining, Inc. (PolyMet) NorthMet project. PolyMet appreciates the significant time and effort the MPCA has
dedicated to this draft permit and PolyMet supports issuance of the permit. The following are PolyMet's specific
comments:

1. The draft permit includes an annual ore processing limit at the Total Facility Level (TFAC 1) of 11.68
million tons per year (Permit Term 5.1.39 with associated monitoring and record keeping under Permit
Terms 5.1.40 and 5.1.41). The cited regulations for this limit include 7009.0020-0090 (Minnesota and
national ambient air quality standards) and a Title | Condition to avoid major source status under 40 CFR
52.21(b)(1)(i) and Minn. R. 7007.3000. PolyMet suggests this limit is unnecessary, but if it should be
applied, it should be applied to the operations at Rail Transfer Hopper (FUGI 17 and/or FUGI 18), and the
Title | condition should be removed. The basis for the limit would then be limited to the assumptions
made in the Class Il dispersion modeling, which included an annual throughput of 11.68 million tons at
the Rail Transfer Hopper and citation to Minn. R. 7009.0020-0090 would remain. It is not necessary to
have this limit at the Total Facility level or to have it as a Title | synthetic minor limit to avoid major
source status under 40 CFR Part 52 for the reasons described below:

a. Emissions downstream (in terms of process flow) from the Rail Transfer Hopper do not rely on
the modeling-based limitation of the Rail Transfer Hopper to ensure the facility remains a
synthetic minor PSD source. Emissions from the crushing and concentrating facilities
(Crusher/Concentrator) were determined by calculating the airflow required to collect the dust
from the equipment operating at maximum design capacity and assuming a PM, PM3o and PM3 s
concentration in the air exiting the dust collectors equivalent to the performance specification
for the dust collectors of 0.0025 grains per dry standard cubic foot. The permit establishes a
mass emission rate limit based on the calculated airflow and the dust collector performance
specification for PM, PM1g and PM;s. These limits are included in the draft permit for each stack
or other dust collector exit point in the Crusher/Concentrator.

b. The maximum design capacity for the equipment in the Crusher/Concentrator is shown in the
attached Figure 1. There are two general categories of equipment shown on the figure:
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1) existing equipment from the former LTV Steel Mining Company (LTVSMC) taconite processing
operation (blue symbols) and 2) new equipment to be installed specifically for the NorthMet
Project (red symbols). The design of the upgraded dust collection systems for former LTVSMC
equipment is based on the maximum design capacity of the equipment as it was operated by
LTVSMC. As shown on Figure 1, the new equipment was designed to handle, with allowances for
short term feed variations, the ore throughput associated with the mine plan.

All modeling conducted for the Crusher/Concentrator was based on the airflow as calculated for
the maximum design capacity of the equipment, assuming emissions at the controlled potential
to emit for 8760 hours per year. Emissions calculations performed to show the facility qualifies
for a synthetic minor permit were conducted in the same manner. No throughput restrictions or
reductions in operating hours or emissions were included in the calculation of the controlled
potential to emit.

The draft permit requires that stack testing be conducted on each stack and/or control
equipment outlet in the Crusher/Concentrator for PM, PM3g and PM; s to show compliance with
the emission limitations in the permit. The operating throughput for each piece of equipment
tested will be recorded during the performance test and future operation of the equipment will
be potentially limited by the throughput during the stack test per Minnesota Rules 7017.2025.
The pressure drop across each dust collector will also be recorded during the stacks tests.

PolyMet is required by the permit and/or applicable regulations to keep operational records
including process throughput and dust collector pressure drop as ongoing demonstration that
the facility continues to be operated consistent with the permit limits. Each dust collector in the
Crusher/Concentrator will also be equipped with a bag leak detector to provide additional
indication of any need for corrective action on the dust collector. Any required corrective action
will be conducted consistent with the Operation and Maintenance plan required by the draft
permit for the pollution control equipment.

Based on the paragraphs above, the permit provides sufficient ongoing demonstration that the
facility will meet appropriate synthetic minor permit limitations without a Title | limit on ore
processing throughput at the Total Facility level. Again, as noted above, these downstream
emission units are limited appropriately in a manner unrelated to the capacity of the Rail
Transfer Hopper. The Crusher/Concentrator sources have independent limitations that are
adequately and appropriately enforceable. PolyMet requests that the limit be modified to
remove the Title | condition and that the applicable sources be limited to those at the Rail
Transfer Hopper (i.e. FUGI 17 and/or FUGI 18). The associated monitoring and recordkeeping
requirements are appropriate, but should also be listed under the Rail Transfer Hopper source
or sources with the same requested removal of the Title | synthetic minor citation as provided
for the limit itself.
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2. The draft permit has separate limits for mobile sources for NOy, SO, and PMjo that are unnecessary,
provide no additional environmental benefit and reduce operational flexibility. (Permit Terms 5.1.60, 5.
1.61 and 5.1.62). These limits apply to: 1) Ore Haul and Switcher locomotives, 2) Mine Fleet Mobile
Sources and 3) Tailings Basin Construction Mobile Sources. The separate limits for NOy and SO, should
instead be a combined limit with a separate limit for PM1o. The items below provide further support for
this proposed change:

Magnitude of Emissions — NOy has by far the highest daily emissions rate and drives the Class |
analysis. All mobile sources included in the Class | analysis will use ultra-low-sulfur diesel fuel (<=
15 ppm sulfur) per the draft air permit requirement, so contribution from SO, as a byproduct of
diesel fuel combustion is minimal.

NOy SO, PMy, %NOx +S0; | % NOy
(Ib/day) | (Ib/day) | (Ib/day)
Mining Vehicles 852.98 | 2.21 8.21 99.0% 98.8%
Tailings Basin 521.36 1.2 5.01 99.1% 98.8%
Construction
Locomotives 166.20 | 0.31 6.69 96.1% 96.0%
Total 1540.54 | 3.72 19.91 98.7% 98.5%

Nature of Emissions: both NO4 and SO, are gaseous pollutants that form ammonium compounds
in the atmosphere, which can affect visibility. These pollutants show similar dispersion and
undergo similar chemical reactions in CALPUFF using the MESOPUFF Il chemistry methods, both
limited by the availability of NH; in the atmosphere. In general, NH3 not converted to sulfate
(preferentially scavenged) is available for conversion to nitrate. Given their common limitation
on conversion, it is appropriate to group them together.

Per the IMPROVE visibility calculations implemented in CALPOST, the ammonium compounds
that NOy and SO; convert to in the atmosphere have the same weighting factors and they share
Relative Humidity-based adjustment factors in CALPOST, so NOx and SO, derived compounds
would be expected to have the same potential contribution to visibility degradation.

Tailpipe emissions of some AERA pollutants (e.g. PAHs) are independent of the vehicle criteria
pollutant emissions. The use of additional fuel as allowed by the purchase of lower emitting
vehicles and a combined NO; and SO limit could potentially increase emissions of some AERA
pollutants from vehicle tailpipes. However, permit condition 5.1.71 addresses that concern by
requiring PolyMet to calculate and record the total monthly fuel usage in the locomotives,
Mining Vehicles and Tailings Basin Construction Equipment and calculate the 12-month rolling
sum diesel fuel usage. Permit condition 5.1.72 requires PolyMet to recalculate the AERA results
if the calculated 12-month rolling sum diesel fuel usage is greater than the value assumed in the
emissions inventory (4,507,527 gallons).
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e. SO; emissions are only a function of diesel fuel sulfur content and fuel usage, so a separate SO,
limit is functionally equivalent to a fuel usage limit, which effectively places a second restriction
of fuel usage that is unnecessary considering the other requirements imposed on the diesel-
powered equipment.

f. The Minnesota Ore Operations - Keetac Air Emission Permit No. 13700063-5 has combined NOx
and SO, emission limits for mobile sources. Per the Keetac permit TSD: “The NOxand SOz
emission rates have been combined into one emission limit in this case due to the similar
atmospheric transport, transformation and visibility impact characteristics between the two;
insignificant amount of SO2 emissions in comparison to NOx (0.30 Ibs/hr of SO2compared to
397.40 Ibs/hr NOx); and the minute amount of potential variability in emission rates between the
two, bounded by a backstop limit on the fuel sulfur content.” Those same rationales apply here.

g. Removing these unnecessary flexibility barriers by instituting a combined limit for NOy and SO,
makes it easier for PolyMet to purchase more environmentally beneficial equipment.

3. The draft permit has a limit on the pH range for TREA 52 of 5.0 to 6.0 (Permit Term 5.337.14). This
control device is a packed bed scrubber, which is the second stage in the Autoclave emission control
system. The design for this scrubber does not call for caustic addition to control pH; scrubber chemistry
can be maintained replacing a portion of the recirculated water with fresh water. Therefore, a pH limit
is not appropriate for this control device.

4. The draft permit identifies a limit on the pH range of 5-6 on TREA 53 (Permit Term 5.338.11) — PolyMet
feels that a minimum pH value is more appropriate, as the removal efficiency of the gas phase pollutant
controlled by this scrubber (SO, H,SO4, H,S) generally increases with higher pH. Therefore, the permit
should specify a minimum pH of 5.0. This value can be adjusted as indicated by the manufacturer’s
recommendations and/or the performance testing on the scrubber as described in the draft permit.

5. PolyMet identified the following items as technical and/or typographical errors in the permit:

a. EQUI 143 (Limestone Crusher) (Permit Term 5.165.6) has a 0.0265 Ib/hr PM, s limit expressed as
a 24-hr block average. This limit arises from the modeling to demonstrate compliance with the
annual PM3.s NAAQS. This limit should be expressed as an annual average. The unit has an
annual throughput limit so the annual modeling based PM; s limit is redundant — the annual limit
takes into account throughput limit. There is a similar issue for STRU 43 (Limestone Unloading
Baghouse Stack) (Permit Term 5.284.4), which has a PM5 s limit of 0.0189 Ib/hr expressed as a
24-hr block average. This limit should also be expressed as an annual average. PolyMet
acknowledges that the modeled emissions rates for the annual PM; s modeling were incorrectly
reported under the 24-hr modeling on the MPCA AQDM-02 Form submitted with the application
onJan 11, 2018, but were correct in the model input files.

b. EQUIs 188 and 190, (Fire Pumps) (Permit terms 5.177.10 and 5.178.10) reference the EPA
“emergency generator” guidance memo?. It should be made clear that these are “emergency

! “Calculating Potential to Emit (PTE) for Emergency Generators”. USEPA. September 6, 1995.
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engines” (i.e. fire pumps) that operate with similar inherent restrictions as “emergency
generators”. This should also be discussed in the TSD.

The FUGI 1 VMT limit (Permit Term 5.206.2) for “Light and Medium-Duty Vehicles” should be
389 vmt/day. This is a result of the summation of the following vehicle miles traveled as
indicated by the previously submitted emission inventory: (258 (light trucks) + 22.2 (fuel
tankers) + 22.2 (blasting material trucks) + 86.9 (Lime Trucks)).

The FUGI 5 VMT Limit (Permit Term 5.209.3) does not include bentonite hauling. This VMT limit
should be inclusive of this as indicated in submitted emission inventories and as shown by the
following: 9427 (dam/buttress construction) + 59.2 (bentonite hauling) = 9486.2.

Pan conveyors EQUI 21, 22, 23 and 24 vent to TREA 9. EQUI 24 was omitted in permit condition
5.294.1 (note: a flow arrow was missing on the GI-02 drawing submitted with the permit
application).

TREA 42 also controls EQUI 80 (permit condition 5.327.1).

The FUGI 26 (Mine Haul Roads) — permit conditions 5.230.8 and 6.205.1 refer to material
handling record keeping and reporting. They should refer to VMT reporting as that is the
parameter tracked for the Mine Haul Roads.

Permit Term 5.1.6 has an incorrect reference to 40 CFR, Part 1068.101(b)(3) {1068.010(b)(3) in
draft permit}.

6. PolyMet has the following comments on the draft Technical Support Document (TSD):

a.

b.

Section 2.7.2 Air Emission Risk Analysis. The TSD does not make it clear that the AERA was
required at MPCA'’s discretion. PolyMet requests that the first sentences of the final two
paragraphs of this section be edited as shown below:

i. Anr MPCA policy requires an AERA-isregtired when an EIS is required by Minn. R.
4410.4400 and the project increases air emissions of a single pollutant (excluding
greenhouse gases) by 250 tons per year or more dfter the use of control equipment.

ii. Although the project did not increase emissions of a single pollutant by 250 tons per
year, due to the high level of public interest in the project, As-a+estHt, an AERA was
completed for the PolyMet EIS and updated and verified as part of preparing Air
Emissions Permit 13700345-101.

Section 3.3 Class | Dispersion Modeling. The third paragraph of this section should be edited as
follows to clarify the reason why the Class | analysis was conducted: Class | modeling was not

required by the Clean Air Act as part of this non-PSD permit. PolyMet completed Class |

dispersion modeling as part of a mitigetien commitment made during the environmental review
process to show the emissions from the proposed PolyMet operations will not adversely impact
any Class | areas.
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Section 3.3.1 Class | Increment Analysis. The end of the first paragraph of this section be edited
as follows to clarify the basis for the Class | increment analysis: ... Therefore, an analysis of the
cumulative impact from all sources of PM1o (past and present, increases and decreases) on the
Class | areas was prepared. As noted above, the Class | analysis was performed as part of the

environmental review process and was not necessary for Clean Air Act permitting purposes. As

such, any requirements related to Class | modeling are state only requirements and are not

enforceable by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Administrator and citizens under
the Clean Air Act.

Section 3.8 Amphibole Mineral Fibers. The final paragraph of Section 3.8.2 be edited as follows
to clarify that the fiber requirements are not being implemented based on a known risk to
human health: The inclusion of fine particulate controls as permit conditions for controlling fiber
emissions is a state-only requirement that MPCA is requiring pursuant to Minn. Stat. § 116.07,

subd. 4a(a) Minnesota-Rute 70070800 subp—2(B)....

Please contact me at (218) 471-2162 or kpylka@polymetmining.com if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

L

Kevin Pylka

Manager of Environmental Permitting and Compliance
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