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Introduction/Community Context 

Limetree Bay Terminal, LLC and Limetree Bay Refining, LLC (Limetree), the new owner of the facility 
previously owned by HOVENSA in St. Croix, U.S. Virgin Islands, plans to restart operation. Limetree 
submitted an application for a Plantwide Applicability Limit (PAL) permit to the United States 
Environmental Protection Agency, Region 2 Office (EPA). If a final PAL is issued, the permit would allow 
Limetree flexibility to operate the facility, including modifying or constructing emission units, provided 
that Limetree complies with all of the conditions stipulated in the PAL permit. The PAL permit includes 
emission limits on NOX, SO2, VOC, CO, PM, PM10, and PM2.5. Since issuance of a PAL permit by EPA 
Region 2 is a federal action subject to Executive Order 12898, EPA is required to address issues that may 
concern environment justice in the community.  

Environmental justice is the fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all people regardless of race, 
color, national origin, or income, with respect to the development, implementation, and enforcement of 
environmental laws, regulations, and policies. Executive Order 12898, entitled “Federal Actions to 
Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low Income Populations” (February 11, 
1994), directs federal agencies to make achieving environmental justice part of their mission by 
identifying and addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human health or 
environmental effects of its programs, policies, and activities on minority populations and low-income 
populations in the United States and its territories. It should be noted that all EJ analyses are tailored to 
the unique situation depending on the issues at hand (Region 2 Interim Environmental Policy, Dec. 
2000). 

The area in south central St. Croix where Limetree Bay Terminal and Refinery (Limetree) is located is an 
industrialized area. Although the area is largely industrial, a large number of residents live there. There 
are several schools, a hospital, and other locations that include sensitive populations (see Figure 1). In 
addition to the expected emissions from Limetree’s restart of the former HOVENSA refinery and the 
proposed PAL, the community is burdened by several complex environmental challenges nearby 
including the St. Croix Renaissance Industrial park that was recently reported to cause health issues due 
to irritants from Red Mud 1, odor complaints from sources in the area that resulted in the closing of 
nearby schools 2, fires from the Anguilla landfill, proximity to a waste water treatment plant, noise and 
traffic issues associated with the nearby Henry E. Rohlsen Airport, and emissions from large ships 
docked at its coast. The industrialized nature of southern central St. Croix in the vicinity of the Limetree 
facility stands in contrast to the rest of the Island of St. Croix and even more broadly, the rest of the U.S. 
Virgin Islands, which is not as industrialized. The Island was severely damaged during Hurricanes Maria 
and Irma in 2017, leaving many areas surrounding Limetree’s location, as well as the rest of St. Croix, in 
much need of attention to its environmental recovery. 

 

                                                           
1  EXPANDED SITE INSPECTION AND REMOVAL ASSESSMENT REPORT ST. CROIX ALUMINA (RENAISSANCE 
PARK) SITE ST. CROIX, U.S. VIRGIN ISLANDS. May 2012.  http://www.federal-
litigation.com/Images/44036_SCA%20ESI%20Report_Final.pdf. 

2 https://stjohnsource.com/2011/05/24/dpnr-orders-diageo-hovensa-take-corrective-action-foul-fumes/ 
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Figure 1: Locations of Facilities, and Sensitive Populations in the Vicinity of Limetree: 

 

 

Previous EJ analyses for the HOVENSA facility relied on the 1990 U.S. Census for information regarding 
the demographics of the Island3. In those EJ analyses there were several communities in the vicinity of 
HOVENSA that had significantly lower income than the rest of St. Croix and all the U.S. Virgin Islands. As 
discussed below, in the intervening years, there have been factors that may have exacerbated the 
income disparity and expanded the reach of the low income area. In addition, the area in south central 
St. Croix is largely minority. In a 2018 report by FEMA the area is characterized as 75% minority based on 
the 2010 U.S. Census (Figure 24).  The combination of a predominantly low income and minority 
population in south central St. Croix with the environmental and other burdens experienced by the 
residents is indicative of a vulnerable community.  FEMA has classified the population in south central, 

                                                           
3 Region 2 used income as the demographic indictor since racial demographics were not delineated in the U.S. 
Virgin Islands in the 1990 U.S. Census data.  

4 Federal Emergency Management Agency’s (FEMA), St. Croix Community Recovery Plan, August 2018 
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St. Croix to be in a high risk vulnerability status based on a composite of various social and economic 
factors (see Figure 35). 

Figure2: Demographics from FEMA’s St. Croix Recovery Plan 

 

Figure 3:Map of Vulnerability Classifications 

 

Therefore, given the mandate of the EO and knowledge that there are known EJ communities within St. 
Croix that suffer a disproportionate environmental burden particularly in this south central section of 
the island, an EJ analysis was undertaken to ensure that public health and environmental concerns in the 
area are addressed with this federal permit decision. Limetree volunteered to perform this analysis with 
Region 2’s oversight and guidance. 

                                                           
5 Id. 
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The EJ analysis performed by Limetree is comprised of a modeling analysis to assess the effects on the 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) established by EPA to protect public health and 
welfare. Region 2’s final EJ analysis incorporates other factors as well, as discussed in this review.  

Since the last permit action at the facility, in 2007, when the NAAQS were modeled by HOVENSA, EPA 
promulgated and implemented new NAAQS that did not exist at time of the 2007 assessment. These 
NAAQS include the 1 hour average NO2, 1 hour average SO2, and the 24 hour and annual average PM2.5 
NAAQS which were promulgated and implemented between 2008 and 2012. While modeling 
assessments are not typical of PAL permits, given the nearby EJ community, Region 2 had to ensure that 
the emissions from the restart would not contravene these new NAAQS and further burden the 
community. Therefore, in furtherance of Executive Order 12898, with EPA’s guidance and direction, 
Limetree conducted an assessment of these new NAAQS which were not previously assessed. This was 
particularly important since Region 2 was aware that ambient monitors measured a violation and some 
exceedances of the 1 hour SO2 NAAQS shortly before HOVENSA shut down6 and Region 2 did not have 
information regarding the effects on the NAAQS from the restart of the facility. Other pollutants (e.g., 
PM10) and other averaging times (e.g. annual NO2 NAAQS) were not modeled since these were 
previously modeled in 2007 and the de minimis emission increases associated with the PAL permit (i.e., 
the Significant Emission Rates increases) should continue to be protective. Furthermore, the newer 
NAAQS that were modeled for the PAL are more stringent and thus tend to be more protective than the 
previously modeled pollutants.   

                                                           
6There was a measured design value violation of the 1 hour SO2 NAAQS both in 2009 and in 2010 at Station 1 as 
reported on the EPA Air Quality System (AQS) data base. In addition, there were exceedances of the 1 hour SO2 
NAAQS at Station 2 and 3 in 2008, 2009, and 2011. See AQS summary report found in the Administrative Record. 

The NAAQS for each pollutant may be found on EPA’s website at https://www.epa.gov/criteria-air-pollutants. Note 
that each NAAQS pollutant includes a concentration level and is expressed in a certain form. The concentration 
level and form are different for each pollutant and averaging time. An exceedance means one occurrence of a 
measured or modeled concentration that exceeds the specified concentration level of such standard for the 
averaging period specified by the standard (40 CFR 50.1).  A violation of the NAAQS occurs when the form of the 
standard is violated (40 CFR Part 51 Appendix W, section 9.2.2, “…violation (i.e., when and where the predicted 
design concentration is greater than the NAAQS).”) 

For example, the concentration level of the 1-hour SO2 NAAQS is 75 ppb (or 196 ug/m3).  The form of the 1 hour 
SO2 NAAQS is the 3 year average of the 99th percentile of the annual distribution of the daily maximum 1 hour 
concentrations.  An exceedance is a 1 hour concentration that is greater than 75 ppb.  A violation of the NAAQS 
would occur if the 3 year average of the 99th percentile of the annual distribution of the daily maximum 1 hour 
concentration is greater than 75 ppb.  
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The air quality impacts were examined at  locations on St. Croix off of Limetree’s property and not 
limited to the low income areas previously defined since: (1) the boundaries of the low income areas are 
unclear today because the census information in Region 2’s EJ analysis tool has not been updated since 
1990 and the 2017 hurricanes caused economic hardships and displacement, (2) the Island’s community, 
in particular, the south central area, is largely minority regardless of low income boundaries, and (3) the 
public has an expectation that EPA’s Clean Air Act modeling analysis will examine the health and welfare 
standards (NAAQS) in all communities.  Further, there are pockets of low income and minority 
populations throughout St. Croix even within communities that are not largely low income and minority. 
In addition, it was necessary to perform the analysis at all locations, regardless of income level, to 
determine the areas of high impacts.  

In addition, due to public health concerns raised by the community, the U.S. Virgin Islands’ Department 
of Planning and Natural Resources (DPNR) requested on behalf of the public that ambient monitoring 
resume when Limetree restarts.  Region 2 decided that a modeled assessment of the new NAAQS was 
necessary, as an initial step, to address these public concerns.  The modeling analysis allows for a 
proactive estimate of the NAAQS prior to issuing the PAL permit. The modeling did not demonstrate a 
violation of the NAAQS. However, given several assumptions and approximations in the model, as 
detailed further below, and the potential impacts on an already overburdened low income and minority 
population, the ambient monitors are necessary to assure continued operational compliance with the 
public health standards once the facility begins to operate. Installing and operating the ambient 
monitors will also promote public confidence in an area that is already burdened by industrialization.   A 
summary of the modeling analysis and the proposed monitoring conditions in the PAL are below.  

EJ Modeling Analysis 

Short Term Emission Rates and Operating Scenarios 

A PAL permit allows for modifications at the facility and operational flexibility provided the facility does 
not exceed a fixed level of emissions based on a de minimis increase in actual emission levels above an 
established baseline on an annual basis. However, the new short-term NAAQS are based on 1 or 24 hour 
averaging times7. Because a PAL permit is based on annual emission limits, it does not address the short 
term variability of those emissions over the year. 

A modeling analysis is a tool that may be used to assess the short term impacts. The EPA preferred 
model, AERMOD (American Meteorological Society/ EPA-Regulatory Model) was used to assess these 
impacts. Five years of hourly meteorological data collected at the HOVENSA site between 2005 and 2009 
was used to characterize the dispersion in the area.  However, another important input to the AERMOD 
model is the short term emission rate. Unlike a PSD permit that would incorporate short term allowable 
emission limits in its permit and use those emission limits as input to AERMOD to assess the facility’s 
short term NAAQS impacts, a PAL permit does not contain short term allowable emission limits. Rather, 
the PAL emissions are based on actual annual emissions. Therefore, a plausible short term actual 
emission rate needed to be obtained. Deriving short term actual emission rates in this case and 

                                                           
7 In addition to the short term NAAQS, the annual average PM2.5 NAAQS was assessed in this case since EPA revised 
this NAAQS in 2012 from 15ug/m3 to 12ug/m3 and it was also not previously assessed. 
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incorporating those rates into the model requires a number of assumptions which leads to uncertainty 
in the outcome. 

To calculate an actual short-term emission rate, Limetree evaluated several data. They had limited 
archived CEM data, from only two out of seven turbines, which measured mass emission levels, and 
some fuel use data. They also had up to 2 years of hourly heat input rates but only from a few heaters, 
boilers, and turbines out of approximately 80 such units in the PAL application. The CEM, fuel use, and 
heat input data are from the baseline years used in the PAL emission calculations. The data pre-dates 
the HOVENSA shutdown in 2012. The facility has been idle for about 7 years which could lead to 
differences in emissions and heat input upon startup and Limetree might very well operate in a different 
manner than HOVENSA prior to shut down. Therefore, some uncertainty exists in relying on the data. In 
addition, since the information was not available for all units, the units that had the available 
information were assumed to be representative of the other heaters, boilers, and turbines. This 
assumption leads to additional uncertainty. Nonetheless, the information available was used to develop 
an approximate short term emission rate calculation method that was then applied to all other units. 
The method included an examination of the heat inputs to see if a relationship between the 90th 
percentiles of the peak hourly 8and the annual average heat inputs (or mass emission rates for the 
turbines) could be determined. Generally, this relationship was on the order of 1.2 to 1.9.  This led to 
the conclusion that a 2 to 1 relationship could be a plausible approximation of the actual short term 
pounds per hour representative emissions when compared to the annual baseline actual emissions. The 
result is that the short term emission rate was modeled as the double of annual baseline actual emission 
rate times the proportional de minimis emission increase. 

It is difficult to determine peak short term emissions, which can vary widely at each unit, based on 
annual averages. The method in this case assumes that the short term emissions vary equally and 
uniformly at all units. The assumptions were necessary for the modeling analysis in order to estimate 
the impacts prior to issuing the PAL permit but do not represent possible future worst case scenarios 
which we would normally use in a modeling analysis. In addition, we employed an unusual procedure of 
extrapolating from annual emissions to calculate short term emissions which is more uncertain than 
extrapolating from short term to annual emissions. 

Another assumption deals with the operational flexibility of a PAL permit both in terms of which unit 
operates, the amount of emissions from that unit, and the possible modification or construction of new 
units. The nature of a PAL permit is to allow the permittee to have operational flexibility throughout the 
year which lends to multiple possible short term operating scenarios. The modeling is unable to consider 
all possible operating scenarios that may occur throughout the year.  Each unit might operate at higher 
rates than assumed in the modeling of that unit which could lead to higher air quality impacts at 
different locations than the model produced.  

For the purpose of this modeling analysis, it was assumed that each unit will operate under the same 
configuration previously operated by HOVENSA. This operating scenario assumption creates additional 

                                                           
8 90th percentile peak hourly heat inputs are among the highest hourly heat inputs where 90 percent of the hourly 
heat inputs are less, and 10 percent are higher. It may be considered a statically robust estimate of a peak heat 
inputs which excluded outliers.  
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uncertainty because Limetree is not required, nor expected, to operate in the same manner as 
HOVENSA did in 2009 to 2010. Due to the PAL permit’s flexibility and the variability in potential 
operating scenarios, an ambient monitoring network is more likely to detect a possible violation of the 
NAAQS. This is particularly important since the peak impacts produced by the model assume a particular 
operating scenario.  This becomes even more important since the PAL may allow for the modification or 
construction of new units that are not accounted for in the modeling analysis. Given the assumptions in 
the short-term emission rates used in the model resulting from the lack of actual short-term emissions 
data, there is cause for concern. In addition, considering the vast number of units at Limetree’s refinery 
and terminal operations compared with other PALs that have been issued, there are many more 
possible operating scenarios than we have seen in the past and, therefore, more uncertainty about 
impacts to an already significantly burdened community. And given the large size of the facility and 
associated emissions, there is a greater risk of a potential NAAQS exceedance or violation if the 
assumptions in the modeling are inaccurate. 

Background Concentrations 

In order to account for ambient concentrations due to other existing sources in the area, distant sources 
such as VIWAPA north shore, and other minor sources such as cars and trucks, ambient background data 
was obtained that included concentrations from these sources. The concentrations from the background 
data were added to the modeled impacts in order to obtain a total concentration for comparison to the 
NAAQS.  This data was previously measured by the HOVENSA or DPNR monitors and assumed to remain 
representative of current background concentrations. This assumption creates additional uncertainty 
because the ambient monitors have not all been operating in recent years. The highest or design value9 
measured at these monitors were then added to the modeled design value unpaired in time or space 
(i.e., the modeled and monitored concentration were added even though their impacts occurred at 
different times and locations.)  

When adding modeled and monitored concentrations together, care needs be taken to avoid double 
counting the individual sources’ contribution and to exclude sources that no longer exist. To better 
represent current conditions, the selection of ambient data considered the years and/or locations not 
directly impacted by HOVENSA since it no longer exists and thus represents other sources that are not 
modeled.  Since Limetree does not yet exist it is explicitly modeled and the sum of this modeling plus 

                                                           
9 The design value is the concentration expressed using the form of the NAAQS.  The 1 hour SO2 NAAQS is 196 
ug/m3 (or 75 ppb) and its form is expressed as the 3 year average of the 99th percentile or 4th highest out of 365 
days, of the annual distribution of the highest daily 1 hour concentration. 

The 1 hour NO2 NAAQS is 188 ug/m3 (or 100 ppb) and its form is expressed as the 3 year average of the 98th 
percentile or 8th highest out of 365 days, of the annual distribution of the highest daily 1 hour concentration. 

The 24 hour PM2.5 NAAQS is 35ug/m3 and its form is express as the 3 year average of the 98th percentile of the 
annual distribution of the daily concentrations or 8th highest out of 365 days. 

The annual PM2.5 NAAQS is 12ug/m3 and its form is expressed as the 3 year average annual concentration.  

Note the design values in this footnote refer to the monitored concentrations. For modeling where 5 years of 
meteorological data is used, the design value is the 5 year average and follows the same form. 
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background represents a total concentration. (Note that Diageo was also modeled for NO2 since it pre-
dates the operation of the NO2 ambient monitor so its emissions are not included in the ambient 
monitor.) Figure 4 shows the location of the ambient monitors that existed during HOVENSA’s operation 
and used for this analysis. The Figure also includes the location of the peak modeled impacts of the short 
term SO2, NO2, and PM2.5. The peak annual average PM2.5 occurred to the west of the facility downwind 
of the prevailing wind direction. The PM2.5 monitor is located at Bethlehem Village. 

Figure 4: Locations SO2, NO2, and PM2.5 Background Monitors and Peak Modeled Impacts  

 

SO2 Ambient Data 

EPA guideline recommends that 3 years of ambient data should be used10. Further the new NAAQS that 
are assessed in this case are based on 3 year averages. Therefore 3 years of measured ambient 
background data was necessary. For SO2 ambient background concentrations, data measured at the 
HOVENSA Station 5 was used for the years 2010 to 2013. Region 2 approved this site as a background 
site for HOVENSA projects in the past since it was less directly impacted by HOVENSA and should 
represent background.  However, to evaluate the representativeness of other sources across the area a 
further comparison was made during times when HOVENSA was not operating.  Limetree evaluated the 
measured concentrations at Station 5 and the Station 1, 2 and 3 located in different locations 
throughout the vicinity during April 2012 and February 2013 when HOVENSA was idle since this would 
only include concentrations from other background sources that operated during this period. It was 

                                                           
10 “Ambient Monitoring Guidelines for Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD)” EPA-450/4-87-007 May 1987. 
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found that the three year period at Station 5 measured similar but slightly higher concentrations than 
the Station 1, 2, 3 and 5 for the April 2012 to February 2013 period. Therefore, the three year period 
from 2010 to 2013 data could be considered representative of the project area which includes other 
sources’ contributions. This monitor measured a 1 hour SO2 design value of 21.8ug/m3 which when 
added to the modeled impact of Limetree of 81.4ug/m3 produces a total concentration of 103.2ug/m3 
(See Figure 5). The 103.2ug/m3 is less than the NAAQS of 196ug/m3. 

Figure 5: 1 Hour Average SO2 Summary 

 

NO2 Ambient Data 

HOVENSA voluntarily installed ambient NO2 monitors at Station 2 and 5 that operated from 2006 to 
2009 (see Figure 4). While these monitors were audited by EPA inspectors, the data was not certified by 
Region 2 or DPNR, nor was it uploaded to the EPA Air Quality System (AQS). Therefore, the data was not 
quality assured or controlled by Region 2 or DPNR and provides possible uncertainty. Nevertheless, this 
data was used to characterize NO2 background concentration. Station 2 included direct impacts from 
HOVENSA so this data could not be used since it includes concentrations that no longer exist. Therefore, 
the data from Station 5 was used.  An adjustment to the data was necessary since the monitor did not 
operate for about 3 months in 2007.  To compensate for the missing data, the 5th highest out of the 
2007 year was used instead of the 8th highest when calculating the 3 year average.  Since this measured 
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data pre-dates Diageo that constructed in 2011, Diageo’s allowable emissions were explicitly modeled 
along with Limetree rather than considered part of the ambient background. The resulting 1 hour NO2 
design value measured at this monitor was 18.7ug/m3 which when added to the modeled impact of 
Limetree and Diageo of 146.6ug/m3 produces a total concentration of 165.3ug/m3 (See Figure 6). The 
165.3ug/m3 is less than the NAAQS of 188ug/m3. 

Figure 6: 1 Hour Average NO2Summary 

 

PM2.5 Ambient Data 

Regarding PM2.5, ambient data was obtained from the monitoring site operated by the DPNR in 
Bethlehem Village station for the years 2015 to 2017. The data capture for this site was low. The low 
data capture may have missed higher values and thus lends to uncertainty in the measured background 
concentration. Therefore, for the purpose of estimating the impacts, the low data capture was 
compensated by using the highest measured value rather than the design value (i.e., the 8th highest) 
when averaging across 3 years. Secondary formation of PM2.5 was further estimated on a qualitative 
basis using EPA guidelines and concluded not to add appreciable formation (EPA April 30, 2019 guidance 
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memo on Modeled Emission Rates for Precursors (MERPs)11).  However, the MERPs guidance has not 
been updated to characterize impacts from sources subjected to tropical meteorology. Therefore, the 
qualitative argument contains further uncertainty. The 24 hour average PM2.5maximum monitored 
concentration was 19.0ug/m3 which when added to the modeled design value from Limetree of 
8.2ug/m3 produces a total concentration of 27.2ug/m3 (See Figure 7). The 27.2ug/m3 is less than the 
NAAQS of 35ug/m3. 

The PM2.5 annual average maximum monitored concentration is 7.7ug/m3which when added to the 
modeled design value from Limetree of 1.8ug/m3 produces a total concentration of 9.5ug/m3 (See Figure 
8). The 9.5ug/m3 is less than the NAAQS of 12ug/m3. 

Figure 7: 24 Hour Average PM2.5 Summary: 

 

 

 

                                                           
11 EPA Guidance on the Development of Modeled Emission Rates for Precursors (MERPs) as Tier I Demonstration 
Tool for Ozone and PM2.5 Under the PSD Permitting Program, April 30, 2019.  
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Figure 8: Annual Average PM2.5 Summary: 

 

 

Summary of Background Concentration Discussion 

In addition to the uncertainties discussed above regarding the inputs for the modeling analysis, there is 
also uncertainty identified in the background monitored measurements that were added to the 
modeled impacts. For example, for SO2, the 10 month comparison of monitored data from April 2012 to 
February 2013 may not be sufficient to conclude that the monitors measured adequate concentrations 
to be able to properly characterize the background contributions that require 3 years of data for NAAQS 
compliance. The NO2 monitored data was not certified by Region 2 or DPNR and the PM2.5 data had low 
data capture.  

A summary of the total combined modeled and monitored concentrations for comparison to the NAAQS 
is found in Table 1 below. For further details on the EJ analysis, the reader is referred to the June 2019 
Environmental Justice Analysis Air Modeling Report in the administrative record.  
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Table 1: Air Quality Concentrations Summary in ug/m3 

Pollutant Modeled 
Concentration 

Background 
Concentration 

Total Concentration NAAQS 

1 hour SO2 81.4 21.8 103.2 196 

1 hour NO2 146.6 18.7 165.3 188 

24 hour PM2.5 8.2 19.0 27.2 35 

Annual PM2.5 1.8 7.7 9.5 12 

 

Conclusion of EJ Analysis 

Given the comparatively low income population within the vicinity of Limetree that existed at the time 
of the 1990 census, the likely impact on that population due to Hurricanes Irma and Maria, and the 
largely minority population of St. Croix, in particular, the south central portion of the Island, EPA 
concludes that there are communities of concern located near the facility. In addition, the unusually 
industrial nature of this part of St. Croix, compared to other parts of the Island and the rest of the US 
Virgin Islands, has resulted in a disproportionate burden on these low income and minority residents in 
the vicinity of Limetree. The air quality modeling analysis was performed to ensure, up front, prior to 
issuance of the PAL permit, that the permit would not add to that burden by contravening the NAAQS. 
While the modeling analysis revealed no violation of the 1 hour average NO2, the 1 hour average SO2, 
and the 24 hour and annual average PM2.5 NAAQS, it is difficult to conclude that the operation of this 
facility under the flexibility allowed by the PAL, and the uncertainties in the modeling and background 
concentrations, will not contribute to a disproportionately high and adverse human health or 
environmental effect on the community. As discussed above, it was necessary to make a number of 
approximations and assumptions when doing the modeling analysis and obtaining the background 
monitored concentrations.  These assumptions lead to uncertainty about whether the locations and 
projected level of, the peak impacts are accurate.  While under normal circumstances, this uncertainty in 
and of itself would be concerning, when considered in the context of EPA’s obligations under Executive 
Order 12898, and in light of the burden already experienced by the nearby low income and minority 
populations, Region 2 is requiring Limetree to resume an ambient air monitoring network that will 
measure NO2, SO2, and PM2.5.   
 
EPA is proposing that the locations of the monitors will be the same as the locations previously used by 
Hovensa for SO2 as shown in Figure 4 above with the exception that the monitor at Station 2 may be 
moved to a new location identified as the modeled peak location of the short term NAAQS. The peak 
location is identified as (“P”) in Figure 4. Station 2 could be moved since EPA found that the 
measurements at Station 2 were somewhat redundant to the measurements at Station 3 and the new 
location would provide better information regarding the short term NAAQS. The location of Station 1 is 
retained since it is downwind of the prevailing wind direction and measures concentrations most often.  
Stations at 3, 4 and 5 are located in residential communities and provide information in these areas.  
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Therefore, in summary, EPA is proposing that five SO2 monitors shall be located at Station 1, 3, 4, 5, and 
a new one at the “P” location. Regarding NO2, EPA is proposing a new NO2 monitor at Station 1 and at 
the “P” location. Regarding PM2.5, EPA determined that the existing PM2.5 monitor operated by DPNR 
in Bethlehem Village would continue to measure PM2.5 concentrations downwind in the prevailing wind 
direction but that a new monitor at the “P” location would better capture peak short-term 
concentrations.    
 
This network will ensure that any exceedance or violation of the health-based NAAQS will not go 
unnoticed and action to protect the public health of the community can thereafter be identified. The 
ambient monitoring network conditions in the PAL are also consistent with 40 CFR 52.21(aa)(8)(ii)((b)(3) 
which gives EPA discretion to reopen the PAL permit if a reduction is necessary to avoid causing or 
contributing to a NAAQS violation and avoid further burdening the environmental justice community in 
south central St. Croix. Without the monitoring network, EPA would be unable to learn of a NAAQS 
violation and potential additional impacts on the community. 
 
To ensure that the monitoring network is federally enforceable, the PAL permit contains appropriate 
conditions. For example, Limetree is required to procure, install and maintain a NO2, SO2, and PM2.5 
ambient air monitoring network to ensure compliance with National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS) at locations proposed by Limetree in a monitoring plan that is approved by the Region. 
Limetree is required to operate the NO2, SO2, and PM2.5 ambient monitors within 6 months of the 
effective date of the PAL permit. In the event that the monitoring data measures an exceedance or a 
violation of any of the NAAQS, including longer term averages of these pollutants based on their 
respective design values, Limetree must contact Region 2 and DPNR within 15 days so that the agencies 
are made aware of the exceedance or violation and can take appropriate action. 

Resuming the ambient monitoring network, which will include NO2, SO2, and PM2.5, will ensure 
compliance with the health-based NAAQS in a community highly impacted by multiple complex 
environmental burdens and meet EPA’s obligation under Executive Order 12898 to ensure that the 
permit does not cause a disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects on 
the community.  

Enhanced Public Outreach and Public Participation 

To further address the environmental justice mandate that calls for “greater public participation” Region 
2 is enhancing its public outreach on this project12.  In addition to the 30-day public comment period 
required by 40 CFR Part 124.10, Region 2 is opting to hold a public availability session, which is not 
required by the regulations, prior to the formal public hearing. The public availability session will begin 
with a primer for the public on PAL permitting and environmental justice. Region 2’s decision to exercise 
its discretion to hold a public hearing and a public availability session is informed by environmental 
justice goals. The public availability session is an open forum where the public is welcome to ask EPA 
representatives questions face to face on an informal basis. Fact sheets and the administrative record 
will be made available prior to the public availability session so that participants may come better 

                                                           
12Executive Order 12898 Section 1-103, 2-2, 5-5and EPA Region 2 Interim Environmental Justice Policy, Section 3 
and 5 (December 2000). 
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prepared to ask questions of concern to them. The public hearing, which Region 2 is also opting to hold 
in this case, will follow. Unlike the public availability session, the public hearing is a formal hearing 
where comments are heard and officially transcribed. The public hearing comments are a supplement to 
the written public comments, and both are considered filing comments under 40 CFR 124.19. Region 2 
will formally respond to these comments in a public response to comments document pursuant to 40 
CFR 124.17. The purpose of the public availability session is to educate the public about the project, 
answer questions and make it possible for the public to provide more informed comments during the 
official hearing or written comment period. Statements made by members of the public during the 
public availability session do not constitute comments under 40 CFR Part 124 and will not be addressed 
in EPA’s response to comments document.  

Assuming Region 2 finalizes the PAL permit, the public will have access to ambient air quality data on-
line. The draft permit requires that air quality data is collected in accordance with EPA monitoring 
regulations and is uploaded to the EPA AQS website for Region 2’s and DPNR’s assessment of the NAAQS 
and for public information.  

 

 

 

 


