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[bookmark: _Toc196305900][bookmark: _Toc214014574]OVERVIEW OF PROPOSED ACTION
[bookmark: _Toc196305901][bookmark: _Toc214014575]Authorizing Action
[bookmark: _Toc63946610]Pursuant to the Montana Environmental Policy Act (MEPA), Montana agencies are required to prepare an environmental review for state actions that may have an impact on the Montana environment. The Proposed Action is a state action that may have an impact on the Montana environment; therefore, the Montana Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) must prepare an environmental review. This EA will examine the proposed action and alternatives to the proposed action and disclose potential and proximate impacts that may result from the proposed and alternative actions. DEQ will determine the need for additional environmental review based on consideration of the criteria set forth in Administrative Rules of Montana (ARM) 17.4.608.

DEQ incorporates by reference previous EA’s which have been conducted for this site as this project continues the expansion of renewable fuel production at the site. Potential impacts for this project are similar to impacts previously identified related to renewable fuels production. Previous EA’s for this project were associated with MAQP #5263-00, #5263-01, #5263-02 and #5263-03. These permits and their associated EAs remain available on DEQ’s website. 

Permits and associated EA’s are linked here:
MAQP #5263-00: https://deq.mt.gov/files/Air/AirQuality/Documents/ARMpermits/5263-00.pdf
MAQP #5263-01: https://deq.mt.gov/files/Air/AirQuality/Documents/ARMpermits/5263-01.pdf
MAQP #5263-02: https://deq.mt.gov/files/Air/AirQuality/Documents/ARMpermits/5263-02.pdf
MAQP #5263-03: https://deq.mt.gov/files/Air/AirQuality/Documents/ARMpermits/5263-03.pdf

MAQP #5263-00, Permit final on October 26, 2021, EA final on October 8, 2021.
MAQP #5263-01, Permit final on July 7, 2022, EA Final on June 21, 2022.
MAQP #5263-02, Permit final on November 9, 2023, EA Final on October 24, 2023.
MAQP #5263-03, Permit final on December 31, 2025, EA Final on December 15, 2025.

This project would effectively replace the equipment and construction authorized in MAQP #5263-03 (MaxSAF Project) and is titled the Revised MaxSAF Project. While the overall business objective of MAQP #5263-04 is similar to MAQP #5263-03 in that it enhances renewable fuels production, an updated EA for this project follows as it would provide a lower production increase in renewable diesel while shifting production to sustainable aviation fuel (SAF) and renewable naphtha. No construction has occurred that was authorized under MAQP #5263-03. 

[bookmark: _Toc196305902][bookmark: _Toc214014576]Description of DEQ Regulatory Oversight
[bookmark: _Toc138411183][bookmark: _Toc138411325][bookmark: _Toc138412010][bookmark: _Toc138413342]DEQ implements the Clean Air Act (CAA) of Montana, §§ 75-2-101, et seq., Montana Code Annotated (MCA), overseeing the development of sources of regulated pollutants and associated facilities. DEQ has authority to analyze proposed emitting units subject to rule established in ARM 17.8.743.

[bookmark: _Toc138411184][bookmark: _Toc138411326][bookmark: _Toc196305903][bookmark: _Toc214014577]Proposed Action
Montana Renewables, LLC (MRL) has applied for a Montana Air Quality Permit (MAQP) modification under the CAA. The MAQP regulates the Great Falls Renewables Fuel Plant. This proposed expansion would increase MRL’s combined sustainable aviation fuel (SAF) and renewable diesel (RD) production capacity from the current 16,140 barrels per day (bpd) capacity to 16,400 bpd on an annual average. The project is herein referred to as the “Revised MaxSAF™ Project”. 

On June 25, 2026, the Montana Department of Environmental Quality - Air Quality Bureau (DEQ) received an application for modification of MAQP #5263-03. The proposed project is identified as the Revised MaxSAF Project, and it would revisit portions of permitted equipment in MAQP #5263-03.  The revised project would utilize additional portions of Calumet Montana Refinery (CMR) assets into the MRL operations for renewable fuels production. The project would slightly increase MRL’s renewal fuel production capacity from 16,140 bpd to 16,400 bpd and enable a higher production ratio of renewable kerosene and Sustainable Aviation Fuel (SAF) to Renewable Diesel (RD) of approximately 80 to 20. The portions of MAQP #5263-03 that are again included, and effectively re-permitted would be the Water Conservation Unit (WCU) associated with the existing Pretreatment Unit (PTU); and a new PTU wastewater pre-treatment system and a new WCU wastewater pre-treatment system.  A new #5 Hydrogen Plant with a new reformer heater (H-5801) would also be re-permitted but with a lower 178 MMBtu/hr design rating. There also would be new pipelines and fugitive components associated with the proposed new and transferred equipment. The application also requests the incorporation of startup, shutdown and maintenance (SSM) NOx permit limits associated with existing heaters H-4101, H-4102, H-3815A/B, and H-4601.

The CMR equipment proposed to be incorporated into MRL’s operations include the following:

•	Isomerization and Hydrogen treating units
•	A portion of the existing CMR Fluid Catalytic Cracking (FCC) and Alkylation Units
•	Naphtha Splitter
•	Hydrogen Plant #2
•	Storage Tanks #47, #124, #125 and #150
•	Numerous propane and butane storage tanks including TK-2, TK-3, TK-4, TK-5, TK-14, and TK-15
•	Diesel Fuel Additive Tanks #802, #803

Associated with the above processes, the following CMR specific heaters, preheaters and reboilers that are associated with the above equipment would be incorporated into MRL’s operations. These units represent combustion devices identified as emitting units.

•	H-2815 #2 H2 Plant Reformer Heater
•	H-0302 FCC Preheater
•	H-0405 Naphtha Splitter Reboiler
•	H-1501 DIB Reboiler Heater
•	H-1701 HTU Heater

Additionally, the application re-requests changes that are administrative in nature and are unrelated to the Revised MaxSAF™ project and were largely previously incorporated into MAQP #5263-03.  Specifically, MRL requested removal of Consent Decree (CD) (CIV-no 01-142LH) conditions and plantwide umbrella limits that were originally specific to the CMR-Petroleum Refinery. It has since been determined that although the CMR-Petroleum Refinery is considered the same source as MRL for Title V purposes, for Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) purposes, they are considered separate sources; therefore, the limits should be administratively removed (and was previously accomplished in MAQP #5263-03).


[bookmark: _Toc63946614]Table 2. Summary of Proposed Action 
	[bookmark: _Toc199409568]General Overview
	[bookmark: _Toc199409569]The action is for an increase in production from the current 16,140 barrels per day (bpd) capacity to 16,400 bpd for sustainable aviation fuel and renewable diesel. In order to achieve the increased production and product volumes, the following new and transferred equipment would be put into service. 
· A new Hydrogen Plant with new Reformer Heater (H-5801)
· A new Water Conservation Unit (WCU) associated with the existing pretreatment unit (PTU) 
· A new Pre-treatment system for the WCU
· A new Pre-treatment system for the PTU
· A new wastewater tank #4202
· A new RFU Stripped Sour Water Recycling Process
· Incorporation of new SSM Limits for existing heaters
· Incorporated Heaters, reboilers and preheaters from CMR
· H-2815 #2 H2 Plant Reformer Heater
· H-0302 FCC Preheater
· H-0405 Naphtha Splitter Reboiler
· H-1501 DIB Reboiler Heater
· H-1701 HTU Heater
· Incorporated Storage Tanks from CMR
· Storage Tanks #47, #124, #125 and #150
· Propane and butane tanks #2, #3, #4, #5, #15 and #16
· Diesel Fuel Additive Tanks #802 and #803
· Numerous changes in the allowable service for existing MRL tanks
· Expanded truck and rail loading of renewable products and wastewater components
· Associated piping systems

	[bookmark: _Toc199409570]Duration & Hours of Operation
	[bookmark: _Toc199409571]Construction: 
Construction for the proposed action would occur in stages to accommodate maintaining the existing facility operation while installing and bringing new and incorporated process equipment on-line.  The total project duration may last as long as four years.

[bookmark: _Toc199409572]Operation: 
There would be no change in operation hours for the facility, as the current facility generally operates 24/7. Any new equipment would be expected to operate on a near continuous basis.

	[bookmark: _Toc199409573]Estimated Disturbance 
	[bookmark: _Toc199409574]There would be no new first-time disturbance as the project would occur within the existing boundary of a historical industrial site. The application has identified that 3 to 5 acres of land that would be re-purposed for the project.

	[bookmark: _Toc199409575]Construction Equipment
	[bookmark: _Toc199409576]Typical construction equipment, including cranes, earth moving equipment (bulldozer, grader, frontend loader, trackhoe) forklifts, telehandlers, boring and drilling rigs.

	[bookmark: _Toc199409577]Personnel Onsite
	[bookmark: _Toc199409578]Construction: Approximately 350 contractors during the peak construction period.
[bookmark: _Toc199409579]Operation: Up to 40 permanent new staff would be anticipated.

	[bookmark: _Toc199409580]Location and Analysis Area
	[bookmark: _Toc199409581]Location: The facility location is for latitude 47.522981, and longitude -111.295454 This parcel is located within Section 1 of Township 20 North, Range 03 East.
[bookmark: _Toc199409582]Analysis Area: The area being analyzed as part of this environmental review includes the immediate project area (Figure 1), as well as neighboring lands surrounding the analysis area, as reasonably appropriate for the impacts being considered. 



[bookmark: _Hlk5284259]Table 2. The applicant is required to comply with all applicable local, county, state, and federal requirements pertaining to the following resource areas.
	[bookmark: _Toc199409584]Air Quality
	[bookmark: _Toc199409585]Cascade County is designated as unclassified/attainment area.

	[bookmark: _Toc199409586]Water Quality
	[bookmark: _Toc199409587]This permitting action would not affect water quality. MRL is required to comply with the applicable local, county, state and federal requirements pertaining to water quality.

	[bookmark: _Toc199409588]Erosion Control and Sediment Transport
	[bookmark: _Toc199409589]This permitting action would not affect erosion control and sediment transport. MRL is required to comply with the applicable local, county, state and federal requirements pertaining to erosion control and sediment transport. During construction, storm water prevention best practices would be employed to mitigate run-off.

	[bookmark: _Toc199409590]Solid Waste
	[bookmark: _Toc199409591]This permitting action would not affect solid waste in the area. MRL is required to comply with the applicable local, county, state and federal requirements pertaining to solid waste.

	[bookmark: _Toc199409592]Cultural Resources
	[bookmark: _Toc199409593]This permitting action would not affect cultural resources. MRL is required to comply with the applicable local, county, state and federal requirements pertaining to cultural resources. This Proposed Action is on private land and any cultural resources discovered on the site would be the private landowner’s property. 

	[bookmark: _Toc199409594]Hazardous Substances
	[bookmark: _Toc199409595]This permitting action would not contribute to any hazardous substances. MRL is required to comply with the applicable local, county, state and federal requirements pertaining to hazardous substances.

	[bookmark: _Toc199409596]Reclamation
	[bookmark: _Toc199409597]This permitting action would not require any reclamation.



Table 3. Cumulative Impacts
	[bookmark: _Toc199409599]Past Actions
	MRL was first issued a permit in October 2021. This project is similar to the previous four permit actions in that each project continues to expand and develop the site for production of renewable fuels products.  The original MAQP #5263-00 is most similar to the current proposed project. MAQP #5263-03 while permitted was not constructed, and this current project effectively replaces the authorizations provided under MAQP #5263-03.

	[bookmark: _Toc199409601]Present Actions
	[bookmark: _Toc199409602]This permitting action increases the annual average daily production barrel equivalent from approximately 16,140 barrels per day (bpd) capacity to 16,400 through incorporation of equipment from CMR to MRL operations.  

	[bookmark: _Toc199409603]Related Future Actions
	[bookmark: _Toc199409604]MRL has not applied for or have any other applications under concurrent review by any other agencies for this facility. Future projects requiring a state permit would be subject to a new permit application.  There are no other current actions at MRL but on June 10, 2026, an air quality permit application was received for the CMR facility.  The new CMR application would potentially shift the wastewater composition at CMR. Collectively, both the MRL and CMR applications incorporate improvements to wastewater handling which may shift the profile of contaminants discharged to the POTW.



[bookmark: _Toc63946612][bookmark: _Toc138411185][bookmark: _Toc138411327][bookmark: _Toc196305904][bookmark: _Toc214014578]Purpose, Need, and Benefits
[bookmark: _Toc138411186][bookmark: _Toc138411328][bookmark: _Toc138412013][bookmark: _Toc138413345]DEQ's purpose in conducting this environmental review is to act upon MRL’s application for a MAQP to expand capacity of the existing renewable fuels products which would introduce new emitting units into the MRL operations. DEQ’s action on the permit application is governed by § 75-2-201, et seq., Montana Code Annotated (MCA) and the Administrative Rules of Montana (ARM) 17.8.740, et seq. 

[bookmark: _Toc138411187][bookmark: _Toc138411329][bookmark: _Toc138412014][bookmark: _Toc138413346]The applicant’s purpose and need, as expressed to DEQ in seeking this action, is to increase the ratio of SAF and renewable kerosene to renewable diesel  while increasing throughput from 16,140 bbl/day to 16,400 bbl/day. 

[bookmark: _Toc63946615][bookmark: _Toc138411188][bookmark: _Toc138411330][bookmark: _Toc138412015][bookmark: _Toc63946616][image: Aerial image of facility location]Figure 1. General Location of the Proposed Project
[bookmark: _Hlk138410551][bookmark: _Toc138411189][bookmark: _Toc138411331][bookmark: _Toc196305905][bookmark: _Toc214014579]Other Governmental Agencies and Programs with Jurisdiction
The proposed action would be located on private land owned by the applicant. The proposed action would occur on land used by MRL and the Calumet Montana Refinery. All of the land within the proposed project area was previously analyzed by the State Historical Preservation Office (SHPO) as the search area for SHPO was  conducted for Section 1 Township 20N Range 3E, which encompasses the current proposed footprint.   All applicable local, state, and federal rules must be adhered to, which may include other local, state, federal, or tribal agency jurisdiction. Other governmental agencies which may have overlapped, or additional jurisdiction include but may not be limited to: City of Great Falls, Cascade County Weed Control Board, OSHA (worker safety), DEQ AQB (air quality) and DEQ Water Protection Bureau for groundwater, surface water discharge and stormwater.

[bookmark: _Toc138411190][bookmark: _Toc138411332][bookmark: _Toc196305906][bookmark: _Toc214014580]EVALUATION OF AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND IMPACT BY RESOURCE
The impact analysis will identify and evaluate the proximate direct and secondary impacts TO THE PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT AND POPULATION IN THE AREA TO BE AFFECTED BY THE PROPOSED PROJECT. Direct impacts occur at the same time and place as the action that causes the impact. Secondary impacts are a further impact to Montana’s environment that may be stimulated, induced by, or otherwise result from a direct impact of the action (ARM 17.4.603(18)). Where impacts would occur, the impacts will be described in this analysis. When the analysis discloses environmental impacts, these are proximate impacts pursuant to 75-1-201(1)(b)(iv)(A), MCA. 

Cumulative impacts are the collective impacts on Montana’s environment within the borders of Montana of the Proposed Action when considered in conjunction with other past and present actions related to the Proposed Action by location and generic type. Related future actions must also be considered when these actions are under concurrent consideration by any state agency through pre-impact statement studies, separate impact statement evaluation, or permit processing procedures (ARM 17.4.603(7)). The project identified in Table 1 was analyzed as part of the cumulative impacts assessment for each resource subject to review, pursuant to MEPA (75-1-101, MCA, et. seq).

The duration of the proposed action is quantified as follows:
· [bookmark: _Hlk26532472][bookmark: _Hlk185236972]Construction Impacts (short-term): These are impacts to the environment that would occur during the construction period, including the specific range of time.
· Operation Impacts (long-term): These are impacts to the environment during the operational period of the proposed action, including the anticipated range of operational time.

The intensity of the impacts is measured using the following:

· No impact: There would be no change from current conditions.
· Negligible: An adverse or beneficial effect would occur but would be at the lowest levels of detection.
· Minor: The effect would be noticeable but would be relatively small and would not affect the function or integrity of the resource.
· Moderate: The effect would be easily identifiable and would change the function or integrity of the resource.
· Major: The effect would alter the resource.


1. [bookmark: _Toc63946617][bookmark: _Toc138411192][bookmark: _Toc138411334][bookmark: _Toc196305907][bookmark: _Toc214014581][bookmark: _Hlk200372729][bookmark: _Hlk26531189][bookmark: _Hlk80624903]Geology and Soil Quality, Stability and Moisture
[bookmark: _Hlk185234861]This section includes the following resource areas, as required in ARM 17.4.609: Geology; Soil Quality, Stability, and Moisture

Affected Environment

The affected area is primarily an industrial complex historically part of the Calumet Petroleum refinery, and now part of the existing MRL renewable fuels facility which began operation in 2021. The Geology and Soil Quality, Stability and Moisture were previously evaluated under permitting actions for the Montana Renewables facility under MAQP #5263-00, MAQP #5263-01, MAQP #5263-02 and MAQP #5263-03. The resource area for MRL remains consistent with the earlier analyses, as the same area is being evaluated. A soils search was done specific to MAQP #5263-03 using the NRCS USDA website. The resulting survey finds that the majority of the soil classification is Kobar-Marias complex, zero to 4 percent slopes with 71 percent within this category.  The next largest classification is Marias silty clay, 2 to 4 percent slope at 16.7 percent, the third largest classification is Kobar silty clay loam, zero to 2 percent slopes at 8.8 percent.  The small soil category remaining is Kobar silty clay loam at 2 to 4 percent slopes.  Link is:
https://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov/app/WebSoilSurvey.aspx

The site is located on the north-side of the Missouri River on Montana Renewables property adjacent to the river. The elevation is approximately 3,323 feet as referenced by the nearest
topographic map on the Montana DEQ GIS Layer identified as “Parcels” which has a topographic elevation marked very close to the Burlington Northern Santa Fe railway track. The ArcGIS layer link is identified as: 
https://gisservicemt.gov/arcgis/rest/services/MSDI_Framework/Parcels/MapServer/0

The Montana Renewables facility is located on Pleistocene age glacial lake deposits, which overlie the consolidated Kootenai Formation. Lemke (1977) calls these sediments Deposits of Glacial Lake Great Falls. Lemke (1977) describes two subunits as an upper stratigraphic unit consisting predominantly of non-plastic fine sand and silt and a lower stratigraphic unit consisting mostly of laminated to non-laminated plastic clay and minor amounts of silt. Previous investigation activities at the CMR facility have documented the presence of unconsolidated Pleistocene fluvial and lake deposits and various fill material at the surface and immediately beneath the Site. These surficial units have been encountered at variable depths across the site that range as much as 10 to 20 ft below ground surface. The Pleistocene deposits are generally saturated but yield minimal quantities of water to wells because of their low hydraulic conductivity (Wilke 1983). (Directly from MRI – email dated 8/31/2021 from Casey Mueller).

Underlying the Pleistocene glacial lake deposits is the Cretaceous-age Kootenai formation that has been differentiated into the fifth (upper) and fourth (lower) members. The fifth member of the Kootenai formation is encountered sitewide immediately beneath the surficial Pleistocene deposits and/or fill material and is distinguished by red-weathered mudstone that contains lenses and beds of brownish-gray and greenish-gray, cross-bedded, micaceous sandstone and light gray nodular limestone concretions. The lower part contains a dark-gray shale and lignite bed with a significant pre-angiosperm flora. The bottom of the Kootenai formation’s upper member occurs at 60-100 feet below ground level near the Site. Groundwater in this unit beneath the site occurs under semiconfined conditions.

[bookmark: _Hlk199946382][bookmark: _Hlk138413849]Direct Impacts
[bookmark: _Hlk206418014][bookmark: _Hlk204926430]Proposed Action: There would be no direct construction or operational impacts to geology, soil quality, stability, or moisture as a result of the project because construction-related disturbance would be negligible to minor. The current site is an already developed renewable fuels production facility with no first-time ground disturbances.

[bookmark: _Hlk26521092]Secondary Impacts
Proposed Action: There would be no secondary construction or operational impacts to geology or soil quality, stability, and moisture because construction-related disturbance would be negligible to minor. The current site is an already developed renewable fuels production facility with no first-time ground disturbances.

Cumulative Impacts
Proposed Action: There would be no cumulative impacts to geology or soil quality, stability, and moisture because no direct and secondary impacts were identified. The current site is an already developed renewables fuels plant with an adjacent petroleum refinery with no first-time ground disturbances.

2. [bookmark: _Toc63946618][bookmark: _Toc138411193][bookmark: _Toc138411335][bookmark: _Toc196305908][bookmark: _Toc214014582]Water Quality, Quantity, And Distribution
[bookmark: _Hlk185234902]This section includes the following resource areas, as required in ARM 17.4.609: Water Quality, Quantity and Distribution
[bookmark: _Hlk185236395]
Affected Environment
As part of the project, MRL proposes to install both a water conservation unit (WCU), a new PTU wastewater pretreatment system and a pretreatment system for the WCU. This infrastructure would provide improved handling of water within the renewables plant. A new wastewater storage tank would be installed, adding capacity to the existing storage tank already onsite, if needed, and wastewater would either be discharged to the new wastewater treatment systems or hauled off-site for disposal. No wetlands have been identified on the site. All work would be conducted within the boundary of the existing site which hosts both the Calumet Refinery and the existing Montana Renewables facility.

Direct Impacts
[bookmark: _Hlk206418052]Proposed Action: This project would not impact any surface or groundwater in the area because minimal water use would be expected for construction activities. The project would include infrastructure related to wastewater handling and contaminant loading discharged to the Great Falls POTW.  MRL has indicated that the new proposed pretreatment system would require some collaboration with the City of Great Falls related to the POTW discharge permit. This treatment plant would be expected to reduce the planned flow to the city POTW along with a more consistent concentration of species in the wastewater. Based on this information, DEQ anticipates an overall beneficial impact on water quality, quantity, and distribution with the on-site upgrades. These operational impacts would be long-term.

Precipitation and surface water would generally be expected to infiltrate into the subsurface, however, any surface water that may leave the site could carry sediment from the disturbed site. Soil disturbances and storm water during construction would be managed under the Montana Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (MPDES) General Permit for Storm Water Discharges associated with construction activity as MRL would be required for construction and potentially during operations. The applicant would need to obtain authorization to discharge under the General Permit for Storm Water Discharges associated with construction activity prior to ground disturbance. MRL would manage erosion control using a variety of Best Management Practices (BMP) including but not limited to non-draining excavations, containment, diversion and control. No direct construction or operational impacts to water quality, quantity, and distribution would be expected as a result of the proposed action during construction. This plan would minimize any stormwater impacts to surface water in the vicinity of the project.

No fragile or unique water resources or values are present. 

Secondary Impacts
Proposed Action: A secondary impact of slightly reduced load to the existing Great Falls POTW is likely because the wastewater treatment upgrades may result in some additional capacity at the existing Great Falls POTW.

Cumulative Impacts
Proposed Action: No cumulative impacts have been identified based on the direct and secondary impacts described.

3. [bookmark: _Toc196305909][bookmark: _Toc214014583]Air Quality
This section includes the following resource areas, as required in ARM 17.4.609: Air Quality
[bookmark: _Hlk185236454]
Affected Environment
As of July 8, 2002, Cascade County is designated as an Unclassifiable/Attainment area for all criteria pollutants according to 40 CFR 81.327. Any new stationary source falling under one of the 28 source categories listed in the "major stationary source" definition at ARM 17.8.801(22) would be a major stationary source if it emits, or has the potential to emit, 100 tpy or more of any regulated Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) pollutant, except for (greenhouse gases) GHGs. The plant is a “chemical process plant”, which is one of the 28 source categories. Therefore, the PSD major source threshold for the plant is 100 tpy.  Once the project is complete, MRL would exceed the 100 TPY threshold, thus establishing the plant as a PSD (ARM 17.8.8 Prevention of Significant Deterioration of Air Quality) source. This would trigger future permit actions to be evaluated for significant net emission increases per the definition found at ARM 17.8.8(28)(a). Historical wind patterns at the Great Falls International Airport which is located 4.6 miles to the southwest from MRL, indicates prevailing westerly winds from February thru October, and November thru January winds are most often from the south. A local micro-climate along the Missouri flowing directly to the east would also provide a tendency for easterly air flow. Existing sources of air pollution in the area include emissions from the Calumet Refinery, the existing MRL operations, as well as five smaller sources holding Montana Air Quality Permits. Facilities within a 1.5-mile radius of MRL, include the Great Falls Wastewater Treatment Plant (MAQP #4176-00), Montana Highway Patrol Incinerator (MAQP #5174-00), Grain Craft (MAQP #2885-01), and O-Connor Funeral Crematorium (MAQP #5227-00), and Croxford Funeral Crematorium (MAQP #3032-01). As mentioned in the secondary impacts section below, additional nearby sources of emissions were also specifically modeled for contributions to ambient air quality.

The proposed actions increase the ratio of SAF and renewable kerosene to renewable diesel while increasing throughput from 16,140 bbl/day to 16,400 bbl/day. Potential emission increases associated with the project are shown along with the current potential to emit for the same pollutants. The highest level of increases would be associated with VOCs and NOx each with potential increases of each 92.5 and 70.0 tpy, respectively. Potential CO increases are at 54 tpy. Other increases are as shown. MRL would exceed major source thresholds for a single HAP as it would be above the 10 tpy threshold.  However, MRL is already major for additional pollutants already requiring a Title V Operating Permit which it currently holds.(insert the better table with the HAPs included.

	PTE
	CO
	NOx
	PM (filt.)
	PM10
	PM2.5
	SO2
	VOC

	Existing Facility-Wide Total
	78.10
	89.53
	2.88
	9.06
	8.87
	5.91
	90.35

	Updated Facility-Wide Total
	132.00
	158.00
	5.90
	20.00
	20.00
	11.90
	179.70

	Project Increase
	54.00
	70.00
	3.00
	11.00
	11.00
	6.00
	92.50

	PSD Major Threshold
	100
	100
	-
	100
	100
	100
	100

	Project Trigger PSD?
	No
	No
	-
	No
	No
	No
	No




Applicants are required to comply with all laws relating to air, such as the Federal Clean Air Act, NAAQS set by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), and the Clean Air Act of Montana. 

In addition, MAQP #5263-04 provides legally enforceable conditions regarding the new emitting units, modified emitting units, transferred units from CMR, pollution controls, and requires the applicant to take reasonable precautions to limit fugitive dust from this location.

Direct Impacts:
Proposed Action: Emission increases associated with the project as described above, would primarily be associated with the new and transferred emitting units combusting fuels resulting in the direct release of pollutants including CO, NOx, PM, VOCs and SO2. Modeling submitted by MRL, has demonstrated that the proposed project would not be expected to cause or contribute to a violation of the applicable NAAQS for any regulated pollutant. As described in the Ambient Air Quality Impacts Section of the Air Quality Permit Analysis; details on air quality modeling are described. The duration of the combustion emissions would long-term. The proposed emission increases would be mitigated by implementation of enforceable limits, conditions, and reasonable precautions. Enforceable limits would largely be achieved through the incorporation of Best Available Control Technology (BACT) analyses as included within the MAQP.

Under the proposed action, startup, shutdown and maintenance (SSM) NOx limits were incorporated for existing heaters, and the new H-5801 heater. These limits become the applicable emission limits during non-steady state operation. The definitions for non-steady state operation are defined with the permit in Section IV. During these SSM periods, slightly elevated NOx emission limits are provided to accommodate instances such as lack of effective pollution controls because the necessary process conditions are not possible during these periods. The SSM periods also account for metal heat-up times that are required to avoid metal fatigue. 
The SSM annual periods are monitored to confirm that the number of occurrences and total duration are not beyond the assumptions used to develop the facility emission inventory. NOx emissions during the SSM periods would be considered negligible, occurring for durations tracked in hours but are long-term in that they would be present as long as the facility operates the respective heaters. Other infrastructure included in the project would emit VOC emissions mainly from process tanks and wastewater handling.

Adverse air quality impacts would be minor because of the proposed project. See permit analysis for more information regarding air quality impacts. 

Secondary Impacts: 
Proposed Action: Emissions from the proposed project would use the established BACT limits located in Section II of the permit above for the new and modified emitting units, and would not be expected to cause or contribute to a violation of the health and welfare-based primary and secondary NAAQS.  As described in the Ambient Air Quality Impacts Section of the Air Quality Permit Analysis; results on air quality modeling are described and briefly summarized here. 

DEQ’s Modeling Guideline clarifies that DEQ may request that all sources of emissions be modeled in cases where facility-wide modeling has not previously been conducted and approved. Due to a lack of representative modeling in the area surrounding MRL as well as a lack of previous MRL facility-wide modeling, DEQ deemed it inappropriate to conclude that the project emissions and existing facility emissions would not cumulatively cause or contribute to a violation of any NAAQS or MAAQS. Thus, for MAQP #5263-03, DEQ requested that a full impact analysis inclusive of nearby sources and background concentrations be performed for PM2.5 and NO2. For MAQP #5263-04, MRL updated the modeling to reflect the equipment reflected in the application for MAQP #5263-04. Read the full Ambient Air Quality Impact Section for a full explanation of the analysis.

The submitted modeling demonstration for MAQP #5263-04 provides assurance that the proposed emission levels would not result in impacts. Secondary NAAQS provide public welfare protection, including protection against decreased visibility and damage to animals, crops, vegetation, and buildings. 

See Section VI. Ambient Air Quality Impacts within the permit analysis for more detailed information regarding air quality impacts. Any adverse impacts would be long-term and minor. No beneficial secondary impacts would be expected because of the proposed project.

Cumulative Impacts:
[bookmark: _Hlk179543812]Proposed Action: Cumulative impacts from the increase in bbl/day and products produced are restricted by conditions and limits contained in the MAQP; therefore, any expected air quality impacts would be minor. The Cascade County area also has one other, similar stationary source, the Calumet Montana Refinery that also contributes to the overall air quality effectively at the same site, as they each operate on the same land parcel. The cumulative impacts of the Calumet Montana Refinery and the proposed action would have a minor adverse impact to air quality. Impacts from the Permitting Action are limited by enforceable conditions and limits contained in the MAQP and BACT limits incorporated. 
Because emissions from the proposed project, and all other similar or related projects located in the affected area are regulated, any adverse cumulative impacts to air quality would be long-term and minor due to the continued operation of the renewables plant. 

4. [bookmark: _Toc63946620][bookmark: _Toc138411195][bookmark: _Toc138411337][bookmark: _Toc196305910][bookmark: _Toc214014584]Vegetation Cover, Quantity, and Quality
[bookmark: _Hlk185234985]This section includes the following resource areas, as required in ARM 17.4.609: Vegetation Cover, Quantity and Quality
[bookmark: _Hlk185236505]
Affected Environment
The affected area is primarily of industrial land within the city of Great Falls.

[bookmark: _Hlk206136986]The proposed actions increase the ratio of SAF and renewable kerosene to renewable diesel while increasing throughput from 16,140 bbl/day to 16,400 bbl/day. Physical changes to the facility include new process equipment and modified equipment to accommodate the increase in production and product mix. 

Direct Impacts:
Proposed Action: No direct construction or operational impacts to vegetative cover, quantity, or quality would be expected as a result of the proposed action because there are no new first-time areas of disturbance associated with the proposed action. 

There are no known rare or sensitive plants or cover types present in the site area. No fragile or unique resources or values, or resources of statewide or societal importance, are present. Petroleum refining has been conducted at this site since the early 1920’s. An air quality permit for the petroleum refinery (Calumet) was first issued in 1985. The Department earlier conducted research for MAQP #5263-00 using the Montana Natural Heritage Program (MTNHP) website and ran the query titled “Environmental Summary Report” dated August 24, 2021. The proposed action is located at the existing Calumet/Montana Renewables site in an urban and industrial setting where the vegetation is limited.

Secondary Impacts:
Proposed Action: No secondary construction or operational impacts to vegetative cover, quantity, or quality would be expected as a result of the proposed action because there are no new areas of disturbance associated with the proposed action.

Cumulative Impacts:
Proposed Action: There will be no cumulative impacts to vegetative cover, quantity, or quality associated with the proposed action based on direct and secondary impacts. 

5. [bookmark: _Toc63946621][bookmark: _Toc138411196][bookmark: _Toc138411338][bookmark: _Toc196305911][bookmark: _Toc214014585]Terrestrial, Avian, and Aquatic Life and Habitats
[bookmark: _Hlk185235009]This section includes the following resource areas, as required in ARM 17.4.609: Terrestrial and Aquatic Life and Habitats; Unique, Endangered, Fragile, or Limited Environmental Resources
 
[bookmark: _Hlk185236528]Affected Environment 
The proposed actions increase the ratio of SAF and renewable kerosene to renewable diesel while increasing throughput from 16,140 bbl/day to 16,400 bbl/day. Physical changes to the facility include new process equipment and modified equipment to accommodate the increase in production and product mix.

Direct Impacts:
Proposed Action: As described earlier in Section 4. Vegetation Cover, the larger polygon area is represented by commercial and industrial operations and DEQ conducted research for MAQP #5263-00 using the Montana Natural Heritage Program (MTNHP) website and ran the query titled “Environmental Summary Report” dated August 24, 2021. However, avian populations are not likely to exist on the property due to the existing industrial nature of the property. Avian species may be in the proximity of the proposed project due to the Missouri River. 

No direct construction or operational impacts to vegetative cover, quantity, or quality would be expected as a result of the proposed action because there are no new areas of  first-time disturbance associated with the proposed action. 

Secondary Impacts:
Proposed Action: No secondary construction or operational impacts to vegetative cover, quantity, or quality would be expected as a result of the proposed action because there are no new areas of first-time disturbance associated with the proposed action.

Cumulative Impacts:
Proposed Action: There would be no cumulative impacts to vegetative cover, quantity, or quality associated with the proposed action based on direct and secondary impacts. 

6. [bookmark: _Toc214014586]Unique, Endangered, Fragile, or Limited Environmental Resources
This section includes the following resource areas, as required in ARM 17.4.609: Unique, Endangered, Fragile, or Limited Environmental Resources.

Affected Environment 
[bookmark: _Hlk200364262]DEQ earlier conducted a search using the Montana Natural Heritage Program (MTNHP) site for the original 44.46-acre parcel. To accommodate the expanded footprint for the MAQP #5263-03 action, a new MTNHP Environmental Summary report was downloaded on October 9, 2025. The default polygons for the selected area includes areas into and across the Missouri River with the default polygons totaling approximately two square miles (1280 acres). The proposed actions increase the ratio of SAF and renewable kerosene to renewable diesel while increasing throughput from 16,140 bbl/day to 16,400 bbl/day. Physical changes to the facility include new process equipment and modified equipment to accommodate the increase in production and product mix.

Species of concern (SOC) from the new MTNHP report identified the following species: Great Blue Heron, Common Tern, Spiny softshell, Forster’s Tern, American White Pelican, Black-crowned Night Heron, White-faced ibis, Caspian Tern, Barrow’s Goldeneye, Black-necked Stilt, Sharp-tailed Grouse, Black Tern, Ferruginous Hawk, Horned Grebe, American Goshawk, Cassin’s Finch, Brewer’s Sparrow, Franklin’s Gull, Clark’s Grebe, common Loon, Solitary Sandpiper, Trumpeter Swan, and Harlequin Duck. Many of these species listed as SOC have not been observed within the search polygon. The one exception noted is that Bald Eagles have been observed.

The proposed project is not in core, general or connectivity sage grouse habitat, as designated by the Sage Grouse Habitat Conservation Program at: http://sagegrouse.mt.gov. 

Direct Impacts:
Proposed Action: The majority species of concern from the MTNHP list are associated with the riverine habitat on the Missouri River. These species would not be displaced by the proposed action as the site is completely industrial and the parcel in question does not contact the river or riverbanks. The potential impact (including cumulative impacts) to species present including bald eagles would be negligible.

No direct construction or operational impacts to unique, endangered, fragile, or limited environmental resources would be expected as a result of the proposed action.

Secondary Impacts:
Proposed Action: No secondary impacts from construction or operations are expected as a result of the proposed project because the site is an active industrial site. The affected area is an already developed industrial facility with no terrestrial, avian, or aquatic habitats located within the property boundary. 

Cumulative Impacts:
Proposed Action: There would be no cumulative impacts to unique, endangered, fragile, or limited environmental resources associated with the proposed action based on direct and secondary impacts. 

7. [bookmark: _Toc196305912][bookmark: _Toc214014587][bookmark: _Toc63946624]Historical and Archaeological Sites
[bookmark: _Hlk185235029]This section includes the following resource areas, as required in ARM 17.4.609: Historical and Archaeological Sites

[bookmark: _Hlk185236567]Affected Environment 
[bookmark: _Hlk210640093]The Montana State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) was notified of the application for the original MAQP #5263-00. A new search was not conducted for this application given it is at the same property location. SHPO conducted a file search and provided a letter dated August 25, 2021. The SHPO searched was conducted for Section 1 T20N R3E. This proposed project does not occur outside the original search area, and is not proposed to disturb ground which has not been previously disturbed. However, the original SHPO findings for the project area are included below.

The file search identified 19 cultural resource sites within the search area criteria. 

It is SHPO’s position that any structure over fifty years of age are considered historic and are potentially eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places. If any structures are within the Area of Potential Effect, and are over fifty years old, SHPO recommends that they be recorded, and a determination of their eligibility be made prior to any disturbance taking place.

Direct Impacts:
Proposed Action: Further evaluation of existing site forms identified three of the 19 sites indicate a potential for impacts to Historic Properties, which is defined as any site that is eligible or potentially eligible to the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). These are detailed and addressed below.

Site 24CA0656 is a NRHP eligible prehistoric processing site. The current site status us unknown but given the distance of the project area from the site, there will be no adverse effect to Historic Properties.

Site 24CA0371 is a section of the Cascade County Portion of the Great Northern Railroad which is determined eligible for the NRHP. Though the line exists within the current project boundary, the line will not be physically disturbed, nor does the site retain or rely on aspects of visual integrity that would diminish its eligibility. Therefore, there will be no adverse effects to this Historic Property.

Site 24CA1751 is a historic dump located within the banks of the Missouri River. The site is currently listed as Undetermined for its NRHP status, which qualifies it as a Historic Property until otherwise evaluated. The site is outside of the proposed project area, therefore there will be no adverse effect to this Historic Property.

Due to the proposed project occurring within the existing industrial boundary and no new disturbance for the project, there would be no adverse effects to Historic Properties. If resources were discovered during any portion of the project, it would be MRL’s responsibility to determine next steps as required by law. No direct construction or operational impacts to historical or archaeological sites would be expected as a result of the proposed action because of no new ground disturbance. 

Secondary Impacts:
Proposed Action: No secondary construction or operational impacts to historical or archaeological sites would be expected as a result of the proposed action because there would be no first-time ground disturbance.

Cumulative Impacts:
Proposed Action: There would be no cumulative impacts to historical or archaeological sites associated with the proposed action based on direct and secondary impacts. 

8. [bookmark: _Toc214014588]Aesthetics
This section includes the following resource areas, as required in ARM 17.4.609: Aesthetics

Affected Environment
The proposed actions increase the ratio of SAF and renewable kerosene to renewable diesel while increasing throughput from 16,140 bbl/day to 16,400 bbl/day. Physical changes to the facility include new process equipment and modified equipment to accommodate the increase in production and product mix. The new and modified equipment would contribute to additional equipment, potentially with additional noise and changes to the visual view of the industrial site.  

The site is located in an area mostly surrounded by industrial private property. Of the 1,280 acres in the larger MTNHP polygon, 1,095 acres are indicated as either private or unknown ownership. The project would occur on private land. The nearest residents to the proposed action reside to the northwest at a distance of approximately 500 feet, and to the east of the proposed SAF loading area by approximately 350 feet. As MRL infrastructure expands, other houses and residences located around the facility get closer to the industrial operations. It is not expected that the nearest residences to the proposed site would experience any noticeable change in noise levels.

Direct Impacts:
Proposed Action: There would be temporary impacts with construction activities including noise and dust. Equipment planned for construction would likely include cranes, backhoes, graders/dozers, passenger trucks, delivery trucks, cement trucks, and various other types of smaller equipment. The use of the various types of equipment would be spread out over the duration of the expected schedule beginning in the fall of 2026 and continuing through the end of the project. Once the proposed action is constructed, no discernable change in noise level would be expected. Equipment transferred from CMR would not be relocated but just commissioned into MRL’s process. Construction-related aesthetic impacts would be negligible and short-term.  Operational aesthetic impacts would be negligible and long-term.

Secondary Impacts:
Proposed Action: Long-term impacts would include additional equipment on site that would have additional potential for noise and the change in visual view of the site.

Cumulative Impacts:
Proposed Action: Cumulative impacts would be limited to the additional industrial equipment that may have noise and change in the visual view. 

9. [bookmark: _Toc63946626][bookmark: _Toc138411200][bookmark: _Toc138411342][bookmark: _Toc196305913][bookmark: _Toc214014589]Demands on Environmental Resources of Land, Water, Air, or Energy
This section includes the following resource areas, as required in ARM 17.4.609: Demands on Environmental Resources of Land, Water, Air, or Energy
[bookmark: _Hlk185236613]
Affected Environment
The proposed actions increase the ratio of SAF and renewable kerosene to renewable diesel while increasing throughput from 16,140 bbl/day to 16,400 bbl/day. Physical changes to the facility include new process equipment and modified equipment to accommodate the increase in production and product mix. The new and modified equipment would contribute to additional equipment, potentially with additional resource demands of land, water, and energy.

Direct Impacts:
Proposed Action: During construction of the proposed action there would be minor increase of energy use to construct the proposed action. Once operational, energy and electric demands would continue for the duration of the facility’s lifetime. Renewable fuels would provide fuel for emerging markets where non-fossil fuels are preferred and or required. The MRI production capacity increase would represent minor increase in overall capacity but would shift production to SAF.

The proposed action increase would increase the facility demands for energy such as for H-2815 which would use natural gas, which would be considered minor and long-term. Due to the infrastructure related to water and water quality, a beneficial impact may occur for both reduction in water usage and reduction in wastewater discharge volumes.

Secondary Impacts:
Proposed Action: Final disposition of waste products is unknown but off-site disposal of some quantity of wastewater is possible because system optimization success is unknown at this time as wastewater infrastructure upgrades would occur but would take time to optimize.

Cumulative Impacts:
Proposed Action: The increase in demand for land, water and energy would add to the existing demand for the current capacity of the facility. Minor and long-term impacts would be associated with the proposed action due to the increase of energy to accommodate the minor throughput increase.

10. [bookmark: _Toc214014590]Impacts on Other Environmental Resources
[bookmark: _Hlk185236691]This section includes the following resource areas, as required in ARM 17.4.609: Impacts on Other Environmental Resources

Affected Environment
The proposed actions increase the ratio of SAF and renewable kerosene to renewable diesel while increasing throughput from 16,140 bbl/day to 16,400 bbl/day. Physical changes to the facility include new process equipment and modified equipment to accommodate the increase in production and product mix.  

Direct Impacts:
Proposed Action: No direct construction or operational impacts on demands of environmental resources would be expected as a result of the proposed action because the proposed action is similar in nature to the current operations of the facility.
 
Secondary Impacts:
Proposed Action: No secondary construction or operational impacts demands of environmental resources would be expected as a result of the proposed action because the proposed action is located at an existing facility.

Cumulative Impacts:
Proposed Action: No other impacts to environmental resources, beyond the resource areas already covered within this EA would result in any known additional cumulative impacts based on direct and secondary impacts. 

11. [bookmark: _Toc196305914][bookmark: _Toc214014591][bookmark: _Hlk177464018]Human Health and Safety
[bookmark: _Hlk177464079]This section includes the following resource areas, as required in ARM 17.4.609: Impacts on Human Health and Safety

Affected Environment
[bookmark: _Hlk206162766]The proposed actions increase the ratio of SAF and renewable kerosene to renewable diesel while increasing throughput from 16,140 bbl/day to 16,400 bbl/day. Physical changes to the facility include new process equipment and modified equipment to accommodate the increase in production and product mix.

Direct Impacts:
Proposed Action: Direct construction or operational impacts to human health and safety would be consistent with other facility construction projects, and operational risks associated with refinery-type facilities.  These risks would be expected to be short and long-term but managed by existing facility safety programs. Emissions released into the human environment from the facility due to the proposed action would be considered minor according to Montana Air Quality Permitting Rules found at ARM 17.8.801 Definitions. 

Secondary Impacts:
Proposed Action: No secondary construction or operational impacts to human health and safety are expected as a result of the proposed action.

Cumulative Impacts:
Proposed Action: No other affects to human health and safety, beyond the resource areas already covered within this EA would result in any known additional cumulative impacts. 

12. [bookmark: _Toc214014592]Industrial, Commercial, and Agricultural Activities and Production
This section includes the following resource areas, as required in ARM 17.4.609: Impacts on Human Health and Safety

Affected Environment
[bookmark: _Hlk200971009]The site is currently zoned heavy industrial as is reflected by the existing MRL operation and the Calumet refinery, and other industrial and commercial properties. There is no agricultural activity at the site. The proposed actions increase the ratio of SAF and renewable kerosene to renewable diesel while increasing throughput from 16,140 bbl/day to 16,400 bbl/day. Physical changes to the facility include new process equipment and modified equipment to accommodate the increase in production and product mix.  Within this resource, other industrial and commercial activities related to expanded raw material usage for the proposed action, and products produced would be part of the affected environment.

Direct Impacts:
Proposed Action: The majority of the equipment proposed under MAQP #5263-04 would physically remain in place but modified to be incorporated into the MRL processes. More of the property would be being utilized for industrial production as some new equipment would physically be constructed including H-5801 and wastewater infrastructure. Impacts on the industrial, commercial, and agricultural activities and production in the area would be minor and long-term.

A minor increase in rail and truck traffic bringing in raw materials including feedstock such as canola oil would occur. Similarly, outgoing products and waste would result in an increase in out-going industrial truck and rail traffic.

Secondary Impacts:
Proposed Action: No secondary construction impacts to industrial, commercial, or agricultural activities are expected with the proposed project. However, minor operational impacts to and production would be expected as a result of the proposed action because the proposed action increases the allowed annual average throughput which may impact raw materials to the site and product shipping from the site.

Cumulative Impacts:
Proposed Action: No other environmental resources, beyond the resource areas already covered within this EA would result in any known additional cumulative impacts based on direct and secondary impacts. 

13. [bookmark: _Toc214014593]Quantity and Distribution of Employment
This section includes the following resource areas, as required in ARM 17.4.609: Impacts on Quantity and Distribution of Employment

Affected Environment
The proposed project would require a number of construction-related employees estimated by MRL at a peak of 350. Once the project is complete, MRL estimates that a total of 300 permanent employees would be working at the site, increasing from the current number of employees by approximately 40 employees. 

Direct Impacts:
Proposed Action: The proposed project is expected to require 350 construction employees, and would require an estimated 40 additional permanent staff once operational.

Secondary Impacts:
Proposed Action: Support-related employment would potentially occur related to the delivery of raw materials to the site, and to the increased output of production from the site that would move from the site via trucking and/or railcars.
 
Cumulative Impacts:
Proposed Action: Overall, the project would require new employees, approximately 40 permanent jobs, to support the long-term operation of the project.

14. [bookmark: _Toc214014594]Local and State Tax Base and Tax Revenue
This section includes the following resource areas, as required in ARM 17.4.609: Impacts on Local and State Tax Base and Tax Revenue

Affected Environment
The proposed actions increase the ratio of SAF and renewable kerosene to renewable diesel while increasing throughput from 16,140 bbl/day to 16,400 bbl/day. Physical changes to the facility include new process equipment and modified equipment to accommodate the increase in production and product mix.

Direct Impacts:
Proposed Action: The proposed action would be expected to have minor to moderate impacts on the local and state tax base and tax revenue. Increases in raw material usage would be expected to contribute to those suppliers being paid for the raw materials.  The construction project would provide approximately 350 temporary contractor jobs after which approximately 40 permanent jobs would be created.  Construction related state personal income would be short term while operational state personal income would be long-term.

Secondary Impacts:
Proposed Action: Local, state and federal governments would be responsible for appraising the property, setting tax rates, collecting taxes, from the companies, employees, or agricultural landowners benefitting from the proposed operation. Further, MRL would be responsible for accommodation of any increased taxes associated with operation of the proposed facility. Therefore, any secondary impacts would be negligible to minor, consistent with existing impacts in the affected area, and beneficial. No adverse secondary impacts would be expected because of the proposed project.

Cumulative Impacts:
[bookmark: _bookmark31]Proposed Action: Long-term beneficial minor impacts to moderate impacts s to local and state tax base and tax revenues are anticipated from this permitting action.

15. [bookmark: _Toc214014595]Demand for Government Services
This section includes the following resource areas, as required in ARM 17.4.609: Impacts on Demands for Government Services

Affected Environment
The proposed actions increase the ratio of SAF and renewable kerosene to renewable diesel while increasing throughput from 16,140 bbl/day to 16,400 bbl/day. Physical changes to the facility include new process equipment and modified equipment to accommodate the increase in production and product mix.

Direct Impacts:
Proposed Action: New equipment and/or modified equipment may require additional oversight for source testing and compliance demonstrations. Start-up and compliance demonstrations would be required after commencement of new and modified equipment. This oversight may be in addition to other on-going compliance activities for existing emitting units.
  
Secondary Impacts:
Proposed Action: Ongoing compliance inspections of facility operations would be accomplished by state government employees as part of their typical, regular duties and required to ensure the facility is operating within the limits and conditions listed in the air quality permit. Therefore, any adverse secondary impacts to demands for government services would be consistent with existing impacts and negligible. No beneficial secondary impacts would be expected because of the proposed project.

Cumulative Impacts:
Proposed Action: Negligible cumulative impacts are anticipated on government services with the proposed action and a minimal increase in impact would occur because regulators would likely combine visits to cover regulatory oversight needs.

16. [bookmark: _Toc214014596]Locally Adopted Environmental Plans and Goals
This section includes the following resource areas, as required in ARM 17.4.609: Impacts on Locally Adopted Environmental Plans and Goals

Affected Environment
A review was conducted of the City of Great Falls website on August 18, 2025, for MAQP #5263-03. A zoning map was previously reviewed for earlier permitting actions, and the proposed project would be located on an I-2 Heavy Industrial Zone parcel.  Other Planning documents were also viewed one of which was a Missouri River Urban Corridor Plan (Plan). The MRL property near the Missouri River is unlikely to be an area where the preservation of river frontage is addressed by the Plan. The website indicates that the City is updating their Growth Plan Policy indicating it will include a 2024-2025 update. For MAQP #5263-04, no changes are noted relative to environmental plans and goals.

The below information was taken from the Environmental Division from the City of Great Falls website and is included for additional reference.

The Environmental Division website indicates their objectives as: 
· Protect and implement water quality standards.
· Oversee and implement the Industrial Pretreatment Program (IPT).
· Manage a Fats, Oil and Grease (FOG) and Trucked and Hauled Waste Sector Control Programs. 
· Manage and implement the City of Great Falls Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Program.
· Educate the general public and consultants on environmental regulations.
· Respond to the public's environmental needs

Direct Impacts:
Proposed Action: No locally adopted environmental plans and goals were identified other than those listed above as objectives for the Environmental Division of the City of Great Falls. MRL would be responsible for any of their operations which are covered by the above objectives.  Specifically, MRL would continue to haul raw materials which may be subject to the fats, oil and grease program, and likely also subject to stormwater and industrial pretreatment programs.  MRL would be specifically adding pretreatment systems at the site which would likely benefit the objective related to Industrial Pretreatment These programs would be outside the regulatory authority established in the MT DEQ Air Quality Permit.

Secondary Impacts:
Proposed Action: While some planning objectives are established for the City of Great Falls, these objectives would be expected to get included as part of the normal procedures of the City of Great Falls working with area industrial businesses. MRL noted some contact with the POTW would be needed relative to proposed Pretreatment systems. Negligible to minor secondary impacts to locally adopted environmental plans and goals would be expected because of the proposed project.

Cumulative Impacts:
Proposed Action: Negligible to minor impacts to the locally adopted environmental plans and goals are anticipated because MRL would be expected to coordinate with the City of Great Falls to achieve environmental goals.

17. [bookmark: _Toc214014597]Access to and Quality of Recreational and Wilderness Activities
This section includes the following resource areas, as required in ARM 17.4.609: Impacts on Access to and Quality of Recreation and Wilderness Activities

Affected Environment
The proposed actions increase the ratio of SAF and renewable kerosene to renewable diesel while increasing throughput from 16,140 bbl/day to 16,400 bbl/day. Physical changes to the facility include new process equipment and modified equipment to accommodate the increase in production and product mix. The current site of the proposed action is in an area of heavy industrial use. Recreation opportunities are located to the south of the proposed action via water-activities on the Missouri River. No wilderness areas or other recreational sites are in the vicinity.

Direct Impacts:
Proposed Action: There are no wilderness areas that occur in the vicinity of the proposed project. There would be no impacts to the access to wilderness activities as none are in the vicinity of the proposed action. Recreationalists on the Missouri River would likely be able to
see some of the construction activity, and some of the new infrastructure. These recreationalists might be river rafters, fishermen and others recreating on the river. The noise would be similar in nature to the existing MRL operations and CMR Refinery. Duration would be expected to be negligible but exist on a long-term basis because exposure would be limited to the time recreationalists are directly south of the facility.

Secondary Impacts:
Proposed Action: The effected area consists primarily of industrial property. The project would have no recreational impacts on the immediate area, therefore, no secondary impacts to access and quality of recreational and wilderness activities would be expected because of proposed facility operations.

Cumulative Impacts:
Proposed Action: No cumulative impacts to access and quality of recreational and wilderness activities are anticipated as a result of the proposed permitting action based on direct and secondary impacts.

18. [bookmark: _Toc214014598]Density and Distribution of Population and Housing
This section includes the following resource areas, as required in ARM 17.4.609: Impacts on Density and Distribution of Population and Housing

Affected Environment
The proposed actions increase the ratio of SAF and renewable kerosene to renewable diesel while increasing throughput from 16,140 bbl/day to 16,400 bbl/day. Physical changes to the facility include new process equipment and modified equipment to accommodate the increase in production and product mix.

Direct Impacts:
Proposed Action: MRL would need to employ temporary construction workers with up to 350 for the project, and also predicts the creation of 40 permanent new positions at MRL. During the construction period, it is expected that temporary housing would be available in or near Great Falls or from nearby surrounding communities. The additional permanent positions would likely continue to stress the lack of housing experienced in many locations in Montana. Therefore, negligible to minor impacts to density and distribution of population and housing would be expected because of the proposed project.

Secondary Impacts:
Proposed Action: The proposed project would likely create additional supporting jobs such as for transportation of materials and products, creating some additional need for area housing. Therefore, negligible to minor secondary impacts to density and distribution of population and housing would be expected because of the proposed project.


Cumulative Impacts:
Proposed Action: No cumulative impacts to density and distribution of population and housing are anticipated as a result of the proposed permitting. There are no impacts on the density and distribution of population and housing.

19. [bookmark: _Toc214014599]Social Structures and Mores
This section includes the following resource areas, as required in ARM 17.4.609: Impacts on Social Structures and Mores

Affected Environment
The proposed actions increase the ratio of SAF and renewable kerosene to renewable diesel while increasing throughput from 16,140 bbl/day to 16,400 bbl/day. Physical changes to the facility include new process equipment and modified equipment to accommodate the increase in production and product mix.

Direct Impacts:
Proposed Action: Construction and operation of the proposed project would not be expected to affect the existing customs and values of the affected population. Therefore, no direct impacts to the existing social structures and mores of the affected population would be expected because of the proposed project.

Secondary Impacts:
Proposed Action: No secondary impacts to social structures and mores are anticipated because of the implementation of the project.

Cumulative Impacts:
Proposed Action: No cumulative impacts to social structures and mores are anticipated because of the implementation of the project.

20. [bookmark: _Toc214014600]Cultural Uniqueness and Diversity
This section includes the following resource areas, as required in ARM 17.4.609: Impacts to Cultural Uniqueness and Diversity

Affected Environment 
The proposed actions increase the ratio of SAF and renewable kerosene to renewable diesel while increasing throughput from 16,140 bbl/day to 16,400 bbl/day. Physical changes to the facility include new process equipment and modified equipment to accommodate the increase in production and product mix.  

Based on the required information provided by MRI, DEQ is not aware of any unique qualities of the area that would be affected by the proposed activity.

[bookmark: _Hlk179369309][bookmark: _Hlk179369284]Direct Impacts:
Proposed Action: No impacts to cultural uniqueness and diversity are anticipated from this project because of the proposed project.  Temporary construction workers from out-of-state with special skills would likely be used for the project but because of the temporary nature of their employment would not be expected to change the cultural uniqueness and diversity of the area on a long-term basis.
[bookmark: _Hlk179369332]Secondary Impacts:
Proposed Action: No secondary impacts to cultural uniqueness and diversity are anticipated from this project.

[bookmark: _Hlk179369352]Cumulative Impacts:
Proposed Action: No cumulative impacts to cultural uniqueness and diversity are anticipated from this project.


21. [bookmark: _Toc63946638][bookmark: _Toc138411212][bookmark: _Toc138411354][bookmark: _Toc196305917][bookmark: _Toc214014601]Private Property Impacts

The proposed project would take place on private land owned by the applicant. DEQ’s approval of MAQP #5263-04 would affect the applicant’s real property. DEQ has determined, however, that the permit conditions are reasonably necessary to ensure compliance with applicable requirements under the CAA Act. Therefore, DEQ’s approval of MAQP #5263-04 would not have private property-taking or damaging implications.

22. [bookmark: _Toc214014602]Other Appropriate Social and Economic Circumstances
This section includes the following resource areas, as required in ARM 17.4.609: Impacts to Other Appropriate Social and Economic Circumstances

Affected Environment
The proposed actions increase the ratio of SAF and renewable kerosene to renewable diesel while increasing throughput from 16,140 bbl/day to 16,400 bbl/day. Physical changes to the facility include new process equipment and modified equipment to accommodate the increase in production and product mix.

Direct Impacts:
Proposed Action: The proposed action is not expected to cause any other short-term social and economic circumstances in the affected area that may be directly impacted by the proposed project. Due to the nature of the proposed action, no further direct impacts would be expected because of the proposed project.

Secondary Impacts:
Proposed Action: The proposed action is not expected to cause any other long-term social and economic circumstances in the affected area that may be impacted by the proposed project. No secondary impacts would be expected because of the proposed project. 

Cumulative Impacts:
Proposed Action: No cumulative impacts to any other social and economic circumstances are anticipated because no direct and secondary impacts were identified. 

23. [bookmark: _Toc196305918][bookmark: _Toc214014603]Greenhouse Gas Assessment

Affected Environment
The analysis area for this resource is limited to the activities regulated by the issuance of MAQP #5263-04. The proposed actions increase the ratio of SAF and renewable kerosene to renewable diesel while increasing throughput from 16,140 bbl/day to 16,400 bbl/day. Physical changes to the facility include new process equipment and modified equipment to accommodate the increase in production and product mix and provides an increase in bbl/day of renewable fuels products. The GHG emissions were calculated from the project operation increase from 16,140 bbl/day to 16,400 bbl/day on an annual average with the product mix of 85 percent Sustainable Aviation Fuel and 15% Renewable Naphtha.

For the purpose of this analysis, DEQ has defined greenhouse gas emissions as the following gas species: carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), and many species of fluorinated compounds. The range of fluorinated compounds includes numerous chemicals which are used in many household and industrial products. 

Other pollutants can have some properties that also are similar to those mentioned above, but the EPA has clearly identified the species above as the primary Greenhouse Gases (GHGs).  Water vapor is also technically a greenhouse gas, but its properties are controlled by the temperature and pressure within the atmosphere, and it is not considered an anthropogenic species. 

Montana recently used the EPA State Inventory Tool (SIT) to develop a greenhouse gas inventory. This tool was developed by EPA to help states develop their own greenhouse gas inventories, and this relies upon data already collected by the federal government through various agencies. The inventory specifically deals with CO2, CH4, and N2O and reports the total as CO2e. 

The SIT consists of eleven Excel based modules with pre-populated data that can be used as default settings or in some cases, allows states to input their own data when the state believes their own data provides a higher level of quality and accuracy. 

Once each of the eleven modules is filled out, the data from each module is exported into a final “synthesis” module which summarizes all of the data into a single file. Within the synthesis file, several worksheets display the output data in a number of formats such as emissions by sector and emissions by type of greenhouse gas.  The SIT data is currently updated through the year 2022, as it takes several years to validate and make new data available within revised modules.  The year 2022 run and inputs selected show Montana has a GHG inventory of 51.04 million metric tons.
  
The combustion of volatile organic compounds at the site would release GHGs primarily being CO2, N2O, and much smaller concentrations of incomplete combustion of fuel components including CH4 and other volatile organic compounds (VOCs).

Mobile emissions associated with this action are limited to construction of the new equipment, and incorporating CMR equipment into MRL’s processes. Additionally, there are no known compressed gases, fire suppressants or refrigerants/air conditioning associated with this project which would have been considered Scope 1 emissions.

This review does not include an assessment of GHG impacts in quantitative economic terms, otherwise known as evaluating the social cost of carbon. DEQ instead calculates potential GHG emissions and provides a narrative description of GHG impacts. This approach is consistent with Montana Supreme Court caselaw and the agency’s discussion of other impacts in this EA. See Belk v. Mont. DEQ, 2022 MT 38, ¶ 29.

The Revised MaxSAF project construction-related GHG emissions are expected to be less than estimated for the MaxSAF project. The Revised MaxSAF project is still estimated to occur for up to a  4-year period. Vehicle contributions were estimated from on-road vehicles and non-road construction equipment. The earlier submitted inventory which appears to have utilized both the EPA MOVES4 Model and the California Emissions Estimate Model for estimates which DEQ believes is equivalent to emission factors from the EPA Simplified Calculator tool. CO2e totals are based on emission factors for CO2, methane and nitrous oxide (N2O). Each identified equipment type uses a horsepower and operating hour estimate (8 hrs= 1 day of operation) combined with emission factors in a gram per brake horsepower factor.

On-road vehicle estimates are identified by equipment purpose, miles traveled and grams per mile traveled to calculate on-road GHG emissions.  For the Revised MaxSAF project duration, a total of 16,917 metrics tons of CO2e is estimated or approximately 50 percent of that estimated for the earlier project due to the incorporation of existing CMR assets.

Revised MaxSAF GHG Emission Inventory


Emissions Source

Year
GHG Emissions (MT per year)



CO2

CH4

N2O

CO2e

Onroad Construction Mobile
2025
0.0
0.0E+00
0.0E+00
0.0

2026
259
0.0058
0.009
262

2027
255
0.0055
0.009
258

2028
251
0.0052
0.0089
254

2029
240
0
0
243

Onroad Total
1006
0
0
1016

Offroad Construction Mobile
2025
0
0.0E+00
0.0000
0

2026
3,923
0.09
0.18
3,975

2027
3,923
0.09
0.18
3,975

2028
3,924
0.08
0.18
3,975

2029
3924
0
0
3975

Offroad Total
15,694
0
1
15,901

TOTAL
2025
0
0.0000
0.0000
0

2026
4,182
0.09
0.19
4,237

2027
4,178
0.09
0.19
4,233

2028
4,175
0.09
0.19
4,229

2029
4164
0
0
4218

Period Total
16,700
0.36
0.76
16,917



MRL provided an operational-life cycle analysis for the Revised MaxSAF project, according to the 16,400 bbl/day and 85% SAF and 15% RN which DEQ chose not to incorporate as it would not be consistent with DEQ’s approach or the MEPA statute to only identifying Scope 1 emissions associated for direct release of GHG emissions at the site for on-going operational GHG emissions. The MRL lifecycle analysis was separated into downstream tailpipe emissions, usage of the products and direct facility emissions during MaxSAF fuel production. The portion of the MRL submittal that was used was the direct facility emissions (exclusive of biogenic CO2) which DEQ has reviewed and validated which was determined to be equivalent to the Scope 1 emissions approach.  This totaled 253,700 metric tons of CO2e annually for the proposed project.

[bookmark: _Toc63946640]Direct Impacts
Proposed Action: Construction and operation of the proposed project would utilize a significant amount of construction related vehicles which would burn diesel and gasoline for fuels. On-going operation of the project would utilize combustion of both fossil fuel-based fuels such as natural gas and would also utilize off-gases produced at the renewables facility which would be represented by short to medium chain hydrocarbons.

The construction estimate for the Revised MaxSAF project was 16,917 metric tons of CO2e from fossil fuel combustion which would occur over an estimated 4-your project construction schedule. The annual operational CO2e emissions would be 253,700 metric tons.

Secondary Impacts
Proposed Action: Secondary impacts mean a further impact to the Montana environment that may be stimulated or induced by or otherwise result from a direct impact of the Proposed Action under MEPA. GHG emissions contribute to changes in atmospheric radiative forcing, resulting in climate change impacts. GHGs act to contain solar energy loss by trapping longer wave radiation emitted from the Earth’s surface and act as a positive radiative forcing component (Bureau of Land Management (BLM), 2024)

A tool used to assist in the analysis of secondary climate impacts from project-level emissions is the Methods for Attributing Climate Impacts of GHG Emissions (MAGICC) (Climate Resource, 2022) model to calculate the secondary impacts of GHGs. The MAGICC model is a peer-reviewed reduced-complexity model created to integrate various climate system interactions, including the carbon cycle, climate feedback loops, and radiative forcing to simulate the effects of changing GHG emissions on atmospheric composition, radiative forcing, and global mean temperature change (Meinshausen, Raper, & Wigley, 2011). MAGICC is particularly advantageous because it emulates the complex and computationally intensive climate models efficiently (Department of Environmental Quality, 2025).   
 
MAGICC uses representative concentration pathways (RCPs) to emulate future scenarios with varying degrees of GHG emission mitigation that result in predicted future changes in radiative forcing in terms of watts per square meter (W/m2). For example, RCP2.6 is representative of a sustainable GHG mitigation scenario that results in a radiative forcing increase of 2.6 W/m2 between the years 1750 and 2100. In contrast, RCP8.5 is representative of a high GHG emission scenario that results in a radiative forcing increase of 8.5 W/m2 between the years 1750 and 2100. For this analysis, DEQ chose to evaluate secondary impacts using both the RCP2.6 and RCP8.5 pathways because these scenarios span a range from high to low GHG emission mitigation, respectively. Importantly, testing two scenarios with significantly different GHG mitigation ensures that the nonlinear nature of induced climate impacts is conservatively estimated. In other words, the variable atmospheric concentration of GHGs over time affects the magnitude of impacts from a new source of emissions, as does the timing of the release of new GHG emissions from the proposed source. For example, the impacts of a GHG emission source are often greater in a sustainable (high mitigation) scenario such as RCP2.6 because the scenario assumes that global GHG emission rates decrease over time to a greater degree than most higher emission scenarios. The proposed source of emissions is therefore more impactful because it may represent an increasingly greater share of global emissions.   
 
To contextualize the magnitude of future temperature impacts resulting from the Proposed Action’s emissions, the MAGICC model was run for each RCP using both unmodified (base) emission scenarios and modified emission scenarios with the sum of Montana’s GHG emissions subtracted. By comparing the results of the base and modified scenarios, it’s possible to estimate the predicted future change in temperature that is attributable to a given quantity of emissions, as displayed in Table 2.  
 
For the statewide emissions scenario in Table 2, the CO2e emissions were subtracted from the RCP2.6 and RCP8.5 base scenario emission input files, and it was assumed that these annual GHG emissions correspond to a 20-year release. The emission input files for the online version of MAGICC contain global GHG emissions by GHG species for every decade rather than every year between 2020 and 2100, so the CO2e emissions in Table 2 were subtracted from the 2030, 2040, and 2050 anchor points. 
 
After the example GHG emissions were subtracted from the base scenarios, the model was run using probabilistic mode with the now-modified RCP2.6 and RCP8.5 emission input files. Running the model in probabilistic mode iterates the model run more than 100 times with slightly different internal parameters, resulting in a distribution of results. The default model output provides the predicted surface temperature increase above the 1850 to 1900 baseline period for every year between 1995 and 2100, and this annual temperature value is equal to the median value of the results distribution for that year. The base RCP2.6 and RCP8.5 scenarios (i.e., no emissions subtracted) were also run using probabilistic mode.  
 
For each RCP scenario, the surface temperature results by year in the modified emission scenario were subsequently subtracted from the base emission scenario results, resulting in the increase above baseline future temperature change (ΔT) in degrees Celsius (°C) that can be attributed to Montana’s statewide emissions. The final results for mid-century (2050) and end-of-century (2100) impacts are displayed in Table 2
 
Table 2. MAGICC Model across Different Annual Emissions.  
	Scenario  
	Annual Emissions  
(metric tons CO2e/yr)  
	RCP2.6   
ΔT by 2050 (°C)  
	RCP8.5   
ΔT by 2050 (°C)  
	RCP2.6   
ΔT by 2100 (°C)  
	RCP8.5   
ΔT by 2100 (°C)  

	Statewide Emissions  
Scenario  
	50.74 million  
	0.0023 
	0.00049 
	0.00067 
	0.00057 


 
 Cumulative Impacts 
Proposed Action: DEQ has determined that the use of the default data provides a reasonable representation of the GHG inventory for all of the state sectors, and an estimated annual GHG inventory by year.  
 
The proposed action may contribute 989,000 metric tons from annual operation of CO2e. The estimated emission of 989,000 metric tons of CO2e for this proposed action would contribute ((989,000/1,000,000))/51.04 or 0.49 percent of Montana’s annual CO2e emissions.  The 51.04 million metric tons is for the year 2022, and the Table 2 value of 50.74 represents a three-year average for 2020, 2021 and 2022.  To address any concerns regarding the ability of the MAGICC model to correctly predict the impacts of very small CO2e contributions from projects, DEQ has instead opted to compare the project to the temperature range increase associated with the entire State of Montana inventory.  Therefore, Montana’s contribution ranges from 0.0023 °C by 2050 to 0.00067°C by 2100. The project emissions are approximately 0.49 percent of the state inventory, and would have a much smaller impact than the entire state’s inventory does on increasing worldwide ambient temperature. 

[bookmark: _Toc196305919][bookmark: _Toc214014604]Description of Alternatives
No Action Alternative: In addition to the proposed action, DEQ must also considered a "no action" alternative. The "no action" alternative would deny the approval of the proposed action. The applicant would lack the authority to conduct the proposed activity. Any potential impacts that would result from the proposed action would not occur. The no action alternative forms the baseline from which the impacts of the proposed action can be measured. 

If the applicant demonstrates compliance with all applicable rules and regulations required for approval, the “no action” alternative would not be appropriate. 

Other Reasonable Alternative(s): Describe any other alternatives that were considered.

In order to meet the project objective of producing renewable diesel and sustainable aviation fuels, specific raw materials and energy inputs are necessary, and while the configuration for these processes could be modified for a different physical layout, a significant energy input is necessary to treat and convert the agricultural and animal-based materials and therefore the associated emissions would not be substantially different than the proposed action.

[bookmark: _Toc196305920][bookmark: _Toc214014605]Consultation
[bookmark: _Toc63946645][bookmark: _Toc138411219][bookmark: _Toc138411361][bookmark: _Hlk200368014]DEQ engaged in internal and external efforts to identify substantive issues and/or concerns related to the proposed project. Internal scoping consisted of internal review of the environmental assessment document by DEQ staff. 

A review of the Cascade County website, and listed department information identified several programs such as Cascade County Zoning Regulations (Revised December 2021), Cascade County Floodplain Regulations (Revised March 2013), Cascade County Subdivisions (Revised 2018) and a Growth Policy Update May 2014. There may be elements of these programs that would apply to land development, industry standards and manufacturing that might be covered by these over-arching policies.

[bookmark: _Toc196305921][bookmark: _Toc214014606]Public Involvement
[bookmark: _Toc196305922]The public comment period for this permit action will occur from August 12, 2026, through August 27, 2026. 

[bookmark: _Toc214014607]Significance of Potential Impacts and Need for Further Analysis
When determining whether the preparation of an environmental impact statement is needed, DEQ is required to consider the seven significance criteria set forth in ARM 17.4.608, which are as follows:

· The severity, duration, geographic extent, and frequency of the occurrence of the impact;
· The probability that the impact will occur if the proposed action occurs; or conversely, reasonable assurance in keeping with the potential severity of an impact that the impact will not occur;
· Growth-inducing or growth-inhibiting aspects of the impact, including the relationship or contribution of the impact to cumulative impacts – identify the parameters of the proposed action;
· The quantity and quality of each environmental resource or value that would be affected, including the uniqueness and fragility of those resources and values;
· The importance to the state and to society of each environmental resource or value that would be affected;
· Any precedent that would be set as a result of an impact of the proposed action that would commit the department to future actions with significant impacts or a decision in principle about such future actions; and
· Potential conflict with local, state, or federal laws, requirements, or formal plans.

[bookmark: _Toc196305923][bookmark: _Toc214014608]Conclusions and Findings

DEQ finds that this action results in minor impacts to air quality and GHG emissions in Cascade County, Montana.

No significant adverse impacts would be expected because of the proposed project. As noted through the draft EA, the severity, duration, geographic extent and frequency of the occurrence of the impacts associated with the proposed air quality project would be limited. The proposed actions increase the ratio of SAF and renewable kerosene to renewable diesel while increasing throughput from 16,140 bbl/day to 16,400 bbl/day. Physical changes to the facility include new process equipment and modified equipment to accommodate the increase in production and product mix. provides an increase in bbl/day of renewable fuels products.

The site is permitted to operate the new and transferred equipment up to 8,760 hours per calendar year using BACT as implemented into the enforceable permit conditions.  Some process equipment also utilizes expected periods of startup, shutdown and malfunction where equipment is not in normal operation.

As discussed in this EA, DEQ has not identified any signiﬁcant impacts associated with the proposed actions for any environmental resource. DEQ does not believe that the activities proposed by the Applicant would have any growth-inducing or growth-inhibiting aspects, or contribution to cumulative impacts. 

There are no unique or known endangered fragile resources in the project area and no underground disturbance would be required for this project.

There would be negligible to minor impacts to view-shed aesthetics as the additional equipment adds to industrial infrastructure operating on the site. Most of the equipment being permitted would not be relocated but incorporated into MRL processes.  

Demands on the environmental resources of land, water, air, or energy would be negligible to minor. 

Impacts to human health and safety would not be signiﬁcant as access to the site would be restricted to authorized personnel only, and because the site is on private land. 

As discussed in this EA, DEQ has not identified any signiﬁcant impacts associated with the proposed activities on any environmental resource.

Issuance of a Montana Air Quality Permit #5263-04 to the Applicant does not set any precedent that commits DEQ to future actions with signiﬁcant impacts or a decision in principle about such future actions. If the Applicant submits another modification or proposes to amend the permit, DEQ is not committed to issuing those revisions. 

DEQ would conduct an environmental review for any subsequent permit modifications sought by the Applicant pursuant to MEPA. DEQ would make permitting decisions based on the criteria set forth in the Clean Air Act of Montana.

Issuance of the Permit to the Applicant does not set a precedent for DEQ’s review of other applications for Permits, including the level of environmental review. The level of environmental review decision is made based on case-speciﬁc consideration of the criteria set forth in ARM 17.4.608.

Finally, DEQ does not believe that the proposed air quality permitting action by the Applicant would have any growth-inducing or growth inhibiting impacts that would conﬂict with any local, state, or federal laws, requirements, or formal plans.

Based on a consideration of the criteria set forth in ARM 17.4.608, no significant adverse impacts to the affected human environment would be expected because of the proposed project. Therefore, preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement or EIS is not required, and the draft EA is deemed the appropriate level of environmental review pursuant to MEPA.





[bookmark: _Toc196305924][bookmark: _Toc214014609]PREPARATION
Environmental Assessment and Significance Determination Prepared By:

Craig Henrikson, P.E.
[bookmark: _Toc180997005][bookmark: _Toc181003164]Air Quality Engineer
Air Quality Permitting Services Section

Environmental Assessment Reviewed By:

John Proulx

Approved By:

[image: signature]					August 12, 2026				
			_____		
Eric Merchant, Supervisor                                  	Date
Air Quality Permitting Services Section
Air Quality Bureau
Air, Energy, and Mining Division 
Department of Environmental Quality
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