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Dear Ms. Collins,

This letter is in response to your request for additional consultant services in order
to respond to issues raised in a letter from the Department of Health and Human Services
dated June 26, 2009. This letter is intended to respond to the issues raised in that letter,
which we believe have already been responded to and others that are currently being
reviewed by the Westford Planning Board’s consultant, or are beyond the scope of review
required for this Project. T will answer the questions in the order they were raised in the
letter.

1. Comprehensive Emissions Estimates Including Air Dispersion Modeling

A- The emissions from the facility were simulated using EPA-approved
models and procedures. These emissions include the so-called criteria
pollutants such as particulate matter, nitrogen oxides, sulfur dioxide,
and carbon monoxide, as well as non-criteria pollutants such as metals
and hydrocarbons. The emission rates of these pollutants are relatively
small and meet all applicable emission limits. The concentrations of
the emissions were predicted at over 1600 locations from the property
boundary to a distance of about 3 miles from the facility. The
predicted air quality concentrations from the facility emissions were
below the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), the
Massachusetts Threshold Effects Exposure Limits (TELs) and
Massachusetts Allowable Ambient Limits (AALs). These air quality
limits were designed by EPA and the DEP to protect the health of all
residents, including children and those individuals at high-risk. The



highest 24-hour averaged concentrations, which conservatively
assumed round-the-clock operation were predicted to be located in the
quarry about 1100 feet southwest of the stack and were determined to
be at safe levels. The highest annual average concentrations, which
are also at safe levels, were predicted to occur at three locations; (1) in
the quarry, 1000 feet west of the stack, (2) about 1200 northeast of the
stack on the property line with Route 3, and (3) 1450 feet east-
southeast of the stack in the area west of Route 3 and east of the
parking area at the northern end of Ward Way.

B- With regard to fugitive emissions, the fugitive particulate emissions
for the rock crushing operation were estimated and listed in the air
permit application that was submitted to the MassDEP. These
emissions are included in the Facility Wide Potential Emissions found
in the Calculations, Section C of the application document. The
emission factors used for the rock crushing plant were taken from the
latest version of AP-42, Section 11.19.2 (A copy of which can be
found in the application document, Calculations Section B).

In addition fugitive emissions associated with silo toad out, asphalt
storage tanks, silo filling, and yard emissions were estimated. These
emission calculations can also be found in the air permit application
document, Calculations Section C. MassDEP presently does not
require the estimation of fugitive emissions associated with material
handling, plant traffic or engine emissions from mobile sources in
applications for minor sources. Emissions from mobile sources are
more correctly regulated indirectly by EPA with their regulations
governing emissions from mobile internal combustion engines and
standards for new such engines.

As noted above the fugitive emissions associated with the rock
crushing plant and the asphalt plant process were calculated and
included in the facility wide potential emissions summary. Fugitive
emissions were not requested by MassDEP to be part of the air
dispersion model. Please also see attached letter from Christine
Gibbons of Engineering Technologies Group, Inc. addressing dust
control on the site.

2. Identify sensitive populations and potential impacts.

A-The Rita E. Miller Elementary School is located approximately one
mile northwest of the proposed asphalt plant. Five years of hour-by-hour
air quality simulations were conducted using EPA~recommended models
at over 1600 locations extending up to 3 miles from the plant.” To assess
the predicted impacts of respiratory irritants at the elementary school, the
nearest model receptor, located about 400 feet closer to the plant than the
school, was selected as representative of the potential outdoor exposure.



The upper bound or peak daily averaged predicted concentrations were
associated with 24-hour-a-day operation at the theoretical maximum
asphalt production rate and burner firing rate on oil. Because this
emission rate is not attained in practice, the predicted upper bound
concentrations are conservative.

The highest annual-average fine particulate concentration at the school
was predicted to be 0.0014 micrograms per cubic meter (ug/m®). This is
less than 0.01% of the National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS)
and less than 1% of the smallest proposed Significant Impact Level (SIL).
The highest 24-hour concentration of fine particulate at the school over the
five-year period was predicted to be 0.166 ug/m>. This value is less than
15% of the smallest proposed SIL. Impacts from a source that are smaller
that the SILs are considered by EPA to be below those concentrations that
would significantly contribute to violations of the NAAQS and would not
be considered to add to any existing adverse exposures.

Formaldehyde, an aldehyde, was also one of the modeled emissions. The
highest predicted annual average concentration at the school location was
(10004 pg/m’. This is less than 1% of the Massachusetts Allowable
Ambient Limit (AAL). The highest predicted daily exposure was 0.046
ug/m®. This is less than 15% of the Massachusetts Threshold Effects
Exposure Limits (TEL).

3. Further refinement of emissions estimates

A) Re: Formaldehyde Emission factor:

MassDEP requires applicants to use the default AP-42 emission factor data if no
other data is available (Note AP-42 data is based upon testing from both newer
and older plants of which the latter likely do not have the latest BACT controls
fitted). ETG was aware of test programs undertaken in Connecticut specifically
in the main to quantify formaldehyde emission from asphalt mix plants. Asa
conservative tact we used the highest test result as opposed to averaging all the
data. We felt that the quality of this data would be superior to the AP-42 factors
for several reasons:

a.

b.

C.

The test programs were focused upon quantifying the formaldehyde
emission data.

The tests are relatively recent.

The plants are relatively new drum mixers.

The tested plants employ asphalt cement, fuels and process aggregates
from the same general geographical area as the proposed installation by
Newport.



B) Re: Evaluating the findings of a study by Lee et al.

The proposed plant is a drum mix plant with a rated production rate of 400 tons
per hour (TPH). The mix plants studied by Lee were smaller with a mean
production rate of 58.4 metric TPH (64.2 TPH) and all are located in Southern
Taiwan. The study did not report key operating parameters for the plants i.e.
asphalt cement temperature, asphalt cement volatility, and product temperature to
name a few which would allow one to make an informed evaluation. Further the
author(s) did not discuss the fuel burning process in the aggregate drying unit, the -
fuel employed in the dryer burner or its potential impact upon PAH emission from
the exhaust stack.

Although the study did report that its measurement of total PAH emission was
greater than that reported by U.S. EPA, it must be noted that the comparison is
made to older editions of the EPA emission factor data. The inference in the DPH
letter is that the application may under estimate the PAH emission. That is not the
case. Using the current emission factors we obtain a total PAH emission factor
higher than predicted by Lee et al vet the final result can still be deemed as
insignificant by MassDEP.

Note that the purpose for inclusion of the stack emitted HAPs for which
Massachusetts publishes TELSs in the air dispersion modeling was to demonstrate
that even for the peak emissions (those associated with the unattainable
theoretical 100% burner firing rate) there is no significant impact on the
surroundings.

As to the mobile source emissions all trucks are required by State law to pass
emissions tests yearly in order to have a valid license and all new diesel trucks
also have “scrubbers” which clean the emissions that come from the burning of
diesel fuel. Furthermore, the number of trucks associated with the proposed plant
is insubstantial relative to existing traffic and prior uses on the site. Lastly, the
Board of Health’s own expert determined that the traffic would not have a public
health impact even if the proposed volume were doubled.

4. Further Analysis of noise impacts

A- Please see response from Cavanaugh Tocci Associates Attached herewith.

5. Mitigation of Emissions

A- The application document discusses the mitigation of emissions be it the use of
BACT controls and use of BMP for the yard operations. Further, the portable
rock crushing process employs wet dust suppression controls to mitigate fugitive
dust emissions. Also, by virtue of the air permit the portable rock crushing
process will be converted to operation on line power as a source of electricity and



thus will eliminate its use of a diesel powered electrical generator. The Board of
Health’s review engineer has reviewed the emission impacts from the additional
truck traffic and has deemed them to be insignificant.

Note that Newport Materials has taken a leadership role and chosen to retrofit

exhaust filters to all of their trucks and mobile equipment to mitigate engine

related particulate emissions in this yard and in the Commonwealth in general,

this in the absence of any regulatory mandate to do so.

My client is coming before the Board of Health to\give an overall presentation of
the proposed facility on July 14, 2009. My client will also bring their emissions experts in
order to answer any questions the Board may have.

Thank you for your continued time and attention to this matter.

erely,

Douglds C. Deschenes

Enclosures.



























