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	Electronic administrative-other
amendment application review 

Completeness Checklist

Air Quality Permit Program, MPCA e-Services

Doc Type:  Permitting Checklist


	Facility name:
	     
	Tracking number:
	     

	AQ Facility ID number:
	     
	Agency Interest ID number:
	     
	Date received (mm/dd/yyyy):
	     

	Date review complete (mm/dd/yyyy):
	     
	Reviewer’s name:
	     


Tier I Review

The Permit Document Coordinator will return a permit application if missing any of the following:

	· Necessary information in copy of record (i.e., not blank)
	

	· Correct payment
	


Tier II Review

Return an application after the Tier II Review if any of the following are true:

· Any of the boxes under the “No” columns in the pass/fail section were checked indicating an inconsistency within the submittal, a required attachment was not uploaded, or a required attachment was uploaded but did not contain the appropriate information (e.g. the document was blank).

· The application is deficient per the criteria listed at the end of the Tier II section.

	General
	Yes
	No
	NA

	· Has the current operating permit expired?
	
	
	

	· If yes, has an application for reissuance been submitted prior to the expiration date? If no, permit must be reissued prior to or in conjunction with permitting the modification.
	
	
	

	· In the “Construction Status” section, is the option selected indicating that construction other than what is allowed under Minnesota Rules has started?
	
	
	

	· If yes, check with the Construction Supervisor before proceeding. Has the Construction Supervisor approved this application for completeness review?
	
	
	

	Reviewer’s comments:
	     


Ranking system used to rate quality of submittal


1= lacking all information


2= lacking some information


3= submitted all information


NA= Not applicable

If four (4) or more items are rated “1” or five (5) or more items are rated “2,” or a total of six (6) or more items are rated either “1” or “2,” then the application will be deemed deficient and be returned to the applicant.

	Major source
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not included in application
	1
	2
	3
	NA

	· For each entry in the “Modified, Replacement, Or Debottlenecked Equipment” section indicated as a Replacement, is enough information provided (e.g., comprehensive description of existing and replacement units, calculations, emission factors, factor source(s), and any assumptions) to determine if the emission unit qualifies as replacement?
	
	
	
	

	· For each entry in the “Modified, Replacement, Or Debottlenecked Equipment” section, does the title of the document used as the basis for projected actuals appear as an attachment (with calculations, emission factors, factor source(s), and any assumptions)?
	
	
	
	

	· For each entry in the “Modified, Replacement, Or Debottlenecked Equipment” section where exclusions are claimed, is the description of emissions excluded sufficient (justification of “operations that could have been accommodated,” calculations, emission factors, factor source(s), and any assumptions)?
	
	
	
	

	Reviewer’s comments:
	

	Minor source
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not included in application
	1
	2
	3
	NA

	· Do the numbers in this section match the attached calculations?
	
	
	
	

	Reviewer’s comments:
	

	Emission units
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not included in application
	1
	2
	3
	NA

	· For each existing emission unit that was chosen in the Major/Minor Source section, was at least one SI Detail revised?
	
	
	
	

	· If there are any changes or modifications, is the reason sufficient?
	
	
	
	

	· For each new emission unit that was added in the Major/Minor Source section, was a new SI added?
	
	
	
	

	Reviewer’s comments:
	

	Storage tanks
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not included in application
	1
	2
	3
	NA

	· For each existing storage tank that was chosen in the Major/Minor Source section, was at least one SI Detail revised?
	
	
	
	

	· If there are any changes or modifications, is the reason sufficient?
	
	
	
	

	· For each new storage tank that was added in the Major/Minor Source section, was a new SI added?
	
	
	
	

	Reviewer’s comments:
	

	Fugitive sources
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not included in application
	1
	2
	3
	NA

	· For each existing fugitive source that was chosen in the Major/Minor Source section, was at least one SI Detail revised?
	
	
	
	

	· If there are any changes or modifications, is the reason sufficient?
	
	
	
	

	· For each new fugitive source that was added in the Major/Minor Source section, was a new SI added?
	
	
	
	

	Reviewer’s comments:
	

	Insignificant activities
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not included in application
	1
	2
	3
	NA

	· If insignificant activities are listed, is the description of activities at the facility sufficient?
	
	
	
	

	Reviewer’s comments:
	

	Control equipment
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not included in application
	1
	2
	3
	NA

	· If there are any changes or modifications, is the reason sufficient?
	
	
	
	

	· If the control efficiency basis is “other,” is the explanation sufficient?
	
	
	
	

	· Do control efficiencies look reasonable (see Table A in Minn. R. 7011.0070)?
	
	
	
	

	Reviewer’s comments:
	

	Control equipment associations
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not included in application
	1
	2
	3
	NA

	· Does the existing Tempo data and any updates in the COR combine to show that all control equipment associated with this amendment are associated with at least one subject item?
	
	
	
	

	· For control equipment associated with this amendment, is the existing Tempo data and any updates in the COR complete? (Flow % and Start Date)
	
	
	
	

	Reviewer’s comments:
	

	Stacks and vents
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not included in application
	1
	2
	3
	NA

	· If there are any changes or modifications, is the reason sufficient?
	
	
	
	

	Reviewer’s comments:
	

	Stacks and vents associations
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not included in application
	1
	2
	3
	NA

	· Does the existing Tempo data and any updates in the COR show that all stacks/vents associated with this amendment are associated with at least one subject item?
	
	
	
	

	· For all stacks/vents associated with this amendment, is the existing Tempo data and any updates in the COR complete? (Flow percent and Start date)
	
	
	
	

	Reviewer’s comments:
	

	Monitor associations
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not included in application
	1
	2
	3
	NA

	· Does the existing Tempo data and any updates in the COR show that all monitors associated with this amendment are associated with a DAS and at least one monitored subject item?
	
	
	
	

	· For all monitors associated with this amendment, is the existing Tempo data and any updates in the COR complete? (Start date)
	
	
	
	

	Reviewer’s comments:
	

	Potential to emit
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not included in application
	1
	2
	3
	NA

	· For all SIs associated with this amendment, is the existing Tempo data and any updates in the COR complete? Are there values for lb/hr, unrestricted tons per year, and restricted tons per year?
	
	
	
	

	· For all SIs associated with this amendment, does the existing Tempo data and any updates in the COR have values for all pollutants emitted at the facility? (Check for Particulate Matter less than 2.5 micrometers, Greenhouse Gas, Total Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAPs), and individual HAPs.)
	
	
	
	

	Reviewer’s comments:
	

	Attachments
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Not included in application
	1
	2
	3
	NA

	· Description of change for insignificant activities: 
	
	
	
	

	· Is the information consistent with the information provided in the Insignificant Activities section?
	
	
	
	

	· Is the information consistent with the information provided in the Major Amendment Determination section?
	
	
	
	

	· Confidentiality Justification: If confidentiality is requested, is an explanation of why the information qualifies for confidential treatment and why the data is not emissions data as defined in 40 CFR § 2.301 included?
	
	
	
	

	· Copy of Edited Permit: Did the Permittee attach a sheet describing the section of the permit that is to be amended and propose new permit conditions or submit a marked up copy of the relevant portions of the existing permit in a clear way? 
	
	
	
	

	· Description of change: 
	
	
	
	

	· Is the information consistent with the information provided in the Subject Item sections (e.g., added/revised the appropriate SI’s)?
	
	
	
	

	· Is the information consistent with the information provided in the Major Amendment Determination section?
	
	
	
	

	· Is the information consistent with the information provided in the Copy of Edited Permit?
	
	
	
	

	· Hood documentation: Does the attachment include all required information to properly certify the capture hood? (Additional hood documentations may be included as “Other Attachment.”)
	
	
	
	

	· Major source emissions increase:
	
	
	
	

	· Are all units in the Major Source section included?
	
	
	
	

	· Do the calculations look complete?
	
	
	
	

	· Were assumptions/emission factors documented? Were they specific for each factor (e.g., AP-42, chapter and table # references)?
	
	
	
	

	· If emission factor is not from AP-42 or something standard, is there justification for use of this factor?
	
	
	
	

	· If they used control efficiency, does the number match the COR and Tempo?
	
	
	
	

	· Minor source emissions increase:
	
	
	
	

	· Are all units in the Minor Source section included? 
	
	
	
	

	· Do the calculations look complete?
	
	
	
	

	· Were assumptions/emission factors documented? Were they specific for each factor (e.g., AP-42, chapter and table # references)?
	
	
	
	

	· If emission factor is not from AP-42 or something standard, is there justification for use of this factor?
	
	
	
	

	· If they used control efficiency, does the number match the COR and Tempo?
	
	
	
	

	· Potential to emit:
	
	
	
	

	· Do they look complete? Are all affected units included?
	
	
	
	

	· Do they look complete? Are there numbers for lb/hr, uncontrolled and controlled tons per year?
	
	
	
	

	· Do they look complete? Did they show the work?
	
	
	
	

	· Were assumptions/emission factors documented? Were they specific for each factor (e.g., AP-42, chapter and table # references)?
	
	
	
	

	· If emission factor is not from AP-42 or something standard, is there justification for use of this factor?
	
	
	
	

	· If they used control efficiency, does the number match the COR and Tempo?
	
	
	
	

	· Are calculations provided for HAPs and Single HAPs?
	
	
	
	

	· Process flow diagram: Does the process flow diagram seem to match the facility information?
	
	
	
	

	· Redacted copy of application: If confidentiality is requested, is information on the public version of the application properly blocked out (i.e., only the specific information which is being requested to be confidential)?
	
	
	
	

	· Stack/vent diagram: Are all the facility’s stack/vents associated with this amendment included?
	
	
	
	

	· Other attachments: If included, is the content of the attachment complete?
	
	
	
	

	Reviewer’s comments:
	


Pass/fail section

An electronically submitted administrative amendment application is deficient if any of the boxes in the “No” column are checked.
Key:

Yes = Present/Yes/Complete

No = Missing/No/Incomplete

NA = Not applicable
	New source review determination
	Yes
	No
	NA

	· If “No” to both questions, is the Description of Change attachment consistent with the rest of the information provided in the service?
	
	
	

	Reviewer’s comments:
	

	Attachments
	Yes
	No
	NA

	· Description of change for insignificant activities: If “Yes” is selected for the first two questions in the “Action Type Determination” section, is this description of change attached?
	
	
	

	· Copy of edited permit: Is the copy of edited permit attached?
	
	
	

	· Description of change: If “Yes” is selected for any question in the “Action Type Determination” section other than the first two questions or the ninth question (“…to incorporate requirements from a preconstruction…”), is the description of change attached?
	
	
	

	· Hood documentation: For all newly added controls that have less than 100% capture efficiency and all existing controls that are proposed to change to less than 100% capture efficiency, is the hood documentation included? (Additional hood documentations may be included as “Other Attachment.”)
	
	
	

	· Major source emissions increase: If the Major Source screen was accessed, is an editable spreadsheet describing the major source emissions increase included?
	
	
	

	· Minor source emissions increase: If the Minor Source screen was accessed, is an editable spreadsheet describing the major source emissions increase included?
	
	
	

	· Potential to emit: If the proposed change or modification includes any emission changes, is an editable spreadsheet attached?
	
	
	

	· Process flow diagram: If the proposed change or modification includes changes to the process flow, including removing or adding new emission units, control devices, stacks/vents, tanks or fugitive sources, is the process flow diagram attached?
	
	
	

	· Redacted copy of application: If confidentiality is requested, is a redacted copy of the application included?
	
	
	

	· Confidentiality justification: If confidentiality is requested, is an explanation of why the information qualifies for confidential treatment and why the data is not emissions data as defined in 40 CFR § 2.301 included?
	
	
	

	· Stack/Vent diagram: If the proposed change includes changes to the stack/vent diagram, including removing or relocating existing stack/vents, or adding new stack/vents, is the stack/vent diagram included?
	
	
	

	Reviewer’s comments:
	


	Completeness review results
	1s
	2s
	1s + 2s

	Count total number of:
	  
	  
	  

	
Complete (Does not necessarily mean that the application is complete for the purpose of taking final action)


Deficient (total number of 1s is > 4, or total number of 2s is > 5, or total number of 1s plus total number of 2s is > 6; or application is deficient as documented in the pass/fail section). Missing, incorrect, or incomplete items are required elements of a permit application per Minn. R. 7007.0500 or 7007.0501. 


Deficient due to reasons other than the pass/fail section or number totals. This applies when the MPCA cannot start processing the permit application because essential information for the technical review is not included in the application. (e.g., missing certification by new owner/operator for form CH-17; missing form EC-03 for new non-emergency engine; missing justification for why a throughput increase does not result in emissions increase; project appears to trigger environmental review; project appears to trigger modeling under existing permit conditions; etc.) Missing, incorrect, or incomplete items are required elements of a permit application per Minn. R. 7007.0500 or 7007.0501.

	Reviewer’s comments:
	


https://www.pca.state.mn.us
•
651-296-6300
•
800-657-3864
•
Use your preferred relay service
•
Available in alternative formats

aq-f0-ecc03  •  3/4/26
Page 1 of 9

