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Re: National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Palhis for Area Sources:
Industrial, Commercial, and Institutional Boilef8yoposed rule; Reconsideration of
final rule

National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air P@lhis for Major Sources:
Industrial, Commercial, and Institutional Boilersa@ Process Heaters, Proposed
rule; Reconsideration of final rule

Dear Administrator Jackson:

The Northeast States for Coordinated Air Use Mamegge (NESCAUM) offers the following
comments on two proposed rulemakings and recoradides of final rules by the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) publisheddmtember 23, 2011 in the Federal
Register:

1) National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Palhis for Area Sources: Industrial,
Commercial, and Institutional Boile(g6 FR 80532-80552héreinafter‘area source
rule”); and

2) National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air P@lhus for Major Sources:
Industrial, Commercial, and Institutional Boilera Process Heaters, Proposed rule;
Reconsideration of final rulé76 FR 80598-80672héreinafter‘major source rule”).

The rules are now considered “final,” though theAE®reconsidering both rules and is
accepting comment on proposed changes. Thesewatesproposed along with a proposal for
the rules for Commercial and Industrial Solid Wdst@neration (CISWI) units, and the
definition of Non-Hazardous Secondary Materials @\ that are solid waste, which has large
implications for CISWI units and emissions. NESCAUWvtommenting on the CISWI and
NHSM rules in a separate letter. NESCAUM is theaeal association of air pollution control
agencies representing Connecticut, Maine, Massatisudlew Hampshire, New Jersey, New
York, Rhode Island, and Vermont.

NESCAUM Members: Massachusetts Bureau of Waste Prevention, Nancy L. Seidman New York Division of Air Resources, David Shaw
Connecticut Bureau of Air Management, Anne Gobin New Hampshire Air Resources Division, Robert Scott Rhode Island Office of Air Resources, Douglas McVay
Maine Bureau of Air Quality Control, Melanie Loyzim New Jersey Division of Air Quality, William O'Sullivan Vermont Air Polution Control Division, Richard Valentinetti
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NESCAUM supports efforts that will substantiallydteee emissions of hazardous air pollutants
(HAPs) from a broad sector of industrial, commdr@ad institutional boilers. After coal-fired
power plants, these sources are among the largest dmitters of toxic and criteria air

pollutants in the country. Accordingly, the berefib the public’s health and welfare that will
result from well-constructed, clear, and comprehensiles for these sectors are substantial. It is
with this in mind that we offer the following commts.

Consistency | ssues

Inconsistencies between the Area Source Rule, Megarce Rule, and CISWI Rule Definitions

The EPA is proposing several definitions in theaaeurce boiler rule, major source boiler rule
(both under consideration separately), and CISW¢l that are designed to clarify the applicable
fuels under the appropriate section of the Cleardat (CAA) regulating a combustion device
(i.e., Section 112 or 129). NESCAUM notes thateheme inconsistencies between the area
source rule, major source rule, and CISWI rule, maagiests that the EPA harmonize the
definitions between the rules so there is no ambyi@s to which rule a source is subject. For
example, the following definitions for liquid fuate inconsistent between the three rules:

1. Inthe proposed area source boiler rule, liquid midefined as follows:

Liquid fuelincludes, but is not limited to, distillate oiksidual oil, any
form of liquid fuel derived from petroleum, on-spesed oil, liquid
biofuels, biodiesel, and vegetable oil.

2. In the proposed major source boiler rule, liquidifis defined as follows:

Liquid fuelincludes, but is not limited to, distillate oiksidual oil, on-
spec used oil, biodiesel and vegetable olil.

3. Under the CISWI and NHSM rules, liquid fuel is ddied under “traditional fuel” as
follows (excerpted as noted):

Traditional fuelsmeans materials that are produced as fuels and are
unused products that have not been discarded anefahe, are not solid
wastes, including: (1) ... fossil fuels (e.g., caal,and natural gas)...; and
(2) alternative fuels developed from virgin matkriat can now be used
as fuel products, including used oil which meetsgpecifications
outlined in 40 CFR 279.11....

NESCAUM understands that all of these definitioresiatended to encompass all non-waste
liquid fuels that the EPA has deemed to be tragigtiduels when burned in a combustion device
and should be regulated under Section 112. NESCA&ddmmends that the definitions be
harmonized to all say the same thing (i.e., refezet0 CFR 279.11 for defining used oil) to the
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extent possible and list the same examples (iseliquid biofuels and vegetable oil in all three
definitions).

Applicability and Exemptions

Heat Input Threshold Included in the DefinitionHdt Water Heater

Under the reconsidered area source rule, the EBpopes to change the definition of hot water
heaters (76 FR 80547), which are exempted fronatba source rule requirements. The proposal
creates a clear line to define hot water heatezmex from the rule as units with heat input
capacity below 1.6 million British thermal unitsrgeour (MMBtu/h). NESCAUM supports the
change in definition with regard to the 1.6 MMBturdat input threshold.

Inclusion of Biomass EGUs under the Area Source Rul

NESCAUM urges the EPA to create a new subcategwrigibmass electric utility steam
generating units (EGUs) of 25 MW or greater andl@dgh emissions standards for these units at
a MACT level of control consistent with how EGUswmred by other fuels are regulated.
Though most types of EGUs have a separate MACTreglelating them, EGUSs that burn
biomass fuel do not. Therefore, biomass EGUs wiilsgions below the major source threshold
will be regulated as area source boilers, whia@misnappropriate classification. There are many
such sources that fall into this subcategory; eNEESCAUM region alone, at least a dozen
facilities fall into this category and are subjenty to area source requirements.

Unlike the major source boiler rule, the area seuiute has created categories that are too large,
and include a broad variety of boiler types thatrawt comparable. The current and proposed
requirements for existing and new biomass boiletls aeat input higher than 30 MMBtu/h do

not adequately address the potential impacts ahdtiens that could be achieved by these very
large units captured under the area source rulereftre, the NESCAUM states urge that the
EPA develop a subcategory for biomass EGUs of 25 df\§reater that include appropriate
emission limits and testing requirements as redquwe similar sized units firing liquid fuels and
coal.

NESCAUM is providing numerical emissions limits ty@l of individual permitted biomass

EGU sources in New Hampshire (specifically, for PB8kchiller and Pinetree Power,
Tamworth) and Massachusetts (based on the ReneRalifelio Standard) as a possible basis
for emission limits for national implementation. SEAUM suggests the limit of 0.1 pounds per
MMBtu (Ib/MMBtu) for CO and 0.012 Ib/MMBtu for PMNESCAUM notes that these limits
are contingent on the biomass being clean and taconated (rather than wood waste fuel).

Recordkeeping of Applicability Determination

Under the current and proposed rules, emissiorcesunake their own determination about
whether they are exempt from the boiler rules,dvatnot required to maintain records to support
their determination. This creates an untenablasdn for state enforcement staff who must
determine whether a given unit is subject to thesclVithout adequate recordkeeping
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requirements, agencies will find it impossible tdogce these rules. Having emission sources
maintain these records will assure that enforceragencies can accurately assess the
applicability determinations. Records should ineltlde reasoning for determining whether each
unit is exempt from the requirements of the area@orule, e.g., whether it can be classified as
a residential or temporary boiler. Similarly, segshould be required to maintain records of
fuel use by units. This will assist enforcementaidls in determining the compliance and
exemption status of sources.

To address these issues, NESCAUM recommends thairisert language requiring sources
asserting exemptions from the area and major sdogiter rules to maintain records to support
their exemption determination. In addition, NESCAUW&tommends that sources be required to
maintain records of fuel use for each unit.

Exempting Both “Natural” and “Synthetic” Area Sows from Title V Permitting Requirements
under the Area Source Rule

In the area source boiler rule reconsiderationHR@B0538, Section IV.M. “Title V Permitting
Requirements”), the EPA is proposing to retaindkisting language at 40 CFR 63.11194(e) to
exempt area source boilers from the requiremeabtain a Title V permit. The EPA is

proposing this exemption for all area source bsilboth “natural” area sources, i.e., sources that
have potential to emit below the major source tho&swithout any control technologies; and
“synthetic” area sources that avoided a major sodatermination because of installed control
technology or instituted work practices to reducessions. The EPA requested comment on this
exemption in light of a petition filed by the Siar€lub (Docket ID: EPA-HQ-OAR-2006-0790-
2359) to reconsider the EPA’s decision to grard éxemption.

The existing language of 40 CFR 63 Subpart JJJdddycstates that an area source is exempt
from the requirement to obtain a Title V permiespective of how or when the source became
an area source subject to the subpart. We agrédhatproposal to maintain this exclusion from
Title V permitting. Facilities subject to Title Vepmitting requirements have additional
administrative and financial burdens, and subjgctatilities to Title V permitting requirements
solely because of previous source emissions wilkesult in further air quality benefits so long
as clear and enforceable area source permits olategy limits are in place.

More importantly, retaining an exemption from TiMlgoermitting requirement will create an
incentive for major sources to reduce emissiongvio¢thhe major source threshold (10 or 25 tons
per year) and thereby avoid the Title V permittraquirements. This source category (i.e., boiler
units) is particularly likely to benefit from thedentive to avoid Title V because units in this
category are not typically the units that causestih@ce to be major. Those sources that are
major will be more likely to reduce emissions belinw major source threshold through fuel
switching or installation of control technologiesarder to avoid Title V requirements.
Therefore, NESCAUM recommends that the EPA retagneixemption for area source boilers
from Title V permitting requirements when approgeiao as to not place unnecessary effort
upon these sources and encourage enforceable emissiuctions.
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Inclusion of Boilers at Industrial, Commercial, ahwstitutional in the Residential Exemption
under the Area Source Rule

The EPA is proposing to include large boilers aeliiwgs at industrial, commercial, and
institutional facilities in the list of exemptioms the area source rule. Specifically, the EPA
proposes to define a residential boiler accordinipé following definition.

Residential boilemeans a boiler used in a dwelling containing faufieaver

family units to provide heat and/or hot water. Tehginition includes boilers used
primarily to provide heat and/or hot water for aalling containing four or fewer
families located at an institutional facility (e.gniversity campus, military base,
church grounds) or commercial/industrial faciliggd., farm) (76 FR 80548).

NESCAUM believes that almost all residential unvi$ be exempted under the proposed
reconsidered boiler definition, which specifiestthaits with heat inputs of 1.6 MMBtu/h and
larger are subject to the rule (these units arehntarger than a typical residential boiler). Hot
water heaters below that threshold will be exeffiperefore, by creating a duplicative
exemption for residential units does not achiewditamhal environmental benefits, but does
exempt some industrial, commercial, and institudl@ources that should be subject to control.
This change in definition would allow some sigraiit sources to circumvent the rules.
NESCAUM believes that sources should be regulatsedb on the size and emission potential of
the unit, not the type of facility in which it rek&s.

Furthermore, in our region, there are many hisédigresingle unit residences that have been
subdivided into several condominiums or apartmertis. specification of a number of units as
the threshold for exemption from the rule creatsguation where similar residences with
similar boilers will be treated differently. In tlextreme case, if an unusually large and heavily
emitting unit were to reside in a 1-3 unit dwelliaban institution (e.g., a university), it would b
appropriate to regulate that unit under this rliteat scenario is extremely unlikely given the
proposed boiler definition in the reconsidered rillee number of units a building is subdivided
into does not have a bearing on the size or ermisibthe boiler.

Therefore, the exemption for dwellings at industicammercial, and institutional boilers should
be deleted from the final rule. NESCAUM suggestd the EPA abandon this approach for
exempting residential units, and instead rely sabel the exemption for units below a unit-size
threshold to exempt residential units.

Exemption for Temporary Boilers in the Area SolRcde

The EPA is proposing to amend the area sourceatul® CFR 63.11195 by adding temporary
boilers to the list of boilers not subject to reggidn (76 FR 80535). This change would make the
major and area source rules’ treatments of tempdaiters consistent. In justifying this change,
the EPA indicated that temporary boilers are tyipidacated on site for less than a year and are
not included in the facility’s operating permit. @EPA defined a temporary boiler as:
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Temporary boilemeans any gaseous or liquid fuel boiler that isgihesl to, and
is capable of, being carried or moved from onetiocao another by means of,
for example, wheels, skids, carrying handles, ds]ltrailers, or platforms. A
boiler is not a temporary boiler if any one of tb#owing conditions exists:

(1) The equipment is attached to a foundation.

(2) The boiler or a replacement remains at a loodtr more than 12
consecutive months. Any temporary boiler that regdaa temporary boiler
at a location and performs the same or similartionawill be included in
calculating the consecutive time period.

(3) The equipment is located at a seasonal fa@hty operates during the
full annual operating period of the seasonal fagiliemains at the facility
for at least 2 years, and operates at that faddityt least 3 months each
year.

(4) The equipment is moved from one location totheoin an attempt to
circumvent the residence time requirements ofdbefition.

NESCAUM agrees that temporary boilers should bemgted from both the major and area
source boiler rules. Subjecting these units tatstequirements beyond management practices is
impractical. NESCAUM supports the establishmerd @2 month threshold, above which a unit
may no longer be considered temporary. Many comiaddsaildings that use temporary boilers
during construction, however, require more thamtiths to complete construction, and as
such, NESCAUM recommends that the EPA amend thgitleh of temporary boilers to allow
owners or operators of a facility to petition for extension. NESCAUM believes this process is
needed to allow proper flexibility within the rude as not to require stringent controls on units
that are temporary. NESCAUM specifically recommetindd the second condition in the
definition of a temporary boiler be changed asofol.

(2) The boiler or a replacement remains at a loodr more than 12 consecutive
months, unless the regulating agency approvestems&gn An extension may be
granted by the regulating agency upon petitionh@ydwner or operator of a unit
specifying the basis for such a requésty temporary boiler that replaces a
temporary boiler at a location and performs theesamsimilar function will be
included in calculating the consecutive time period

Emission Limits

In general, NESCAUM supports the establishmennutsion limits for the individual source
categories in the major source rule. For instaNEE&SCAUM supports the establishment of
limits for carbon monoxide (CO) in the proposed anajource rule. There are several areas in
which NESCAUM has specific concerns, however, dailgel in the following subsections.
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Variations in Emission Limits for Biomass-fueled&tegories in the Major Source Rule

NESCAUM is concerned about the large variation lh émission limits of the reconsidered
major source rule for similar boilers in differentbcategories (76 FR 80601, Table 1). Among
existing biomass-fueled unit subcategories, thegAitsion limits range from 0.029 |b/MMBtu
for wet stoker units to 0.44 Ib/MMBtu for hybridspension/grate units. In the “final” major
source rule, all existing solid fueled units haétbsubject to an emission limit of

0.039 Ib/MMBtu. The PM emissions limits for sometniass fuel subcategories therefore
represent increases by approximately an order ghiade from the PM emission limit in the
“final” rule. Also disturbing is that several ofdtproposed MACT emission limits are less
stringent than that required for biomass units utigde New Source Performance Standard
(NSPS), which established an emission limit for ®\0.030 Ib/MMBtu.

Based on these inconsistencies, it is clear tleaatfalysis of the biomass units has been parsed
to a degree that the analysis is no longer valtid,rasults in PM emissions limits that are not
representative of the maximum achievable contedirielogy as required by Section 112 of the
CAA. Similarly, there are some subcategories wipeoposed carbon monoxide (CO) emissions
limits using a 3-hour average measurement are storgent than the alternative CO CEMS
measurements using a 10-day rolling average (notabbiomass suspension burners). This
disconnect is indicative of a situation where thecategories have been parsed too finely and
too few data points are available on which to lihsestandards at this refined level. Therefore,
NESCAUM urges EPA to continue with the biomass RiMssion limits promulgated in the
March 21, 2011 final rule (76 FR 15608).

Another example of inappropriate parsing of emissidata is the creation of wet and dry
biomass fuel subcategories. In principle, NESCAUMsIsupport having separate categories for
wet and dry biomass fuel, because different mastontent in biomass fuel changes the CO
emission profile of the fuel considerably. With pep emission control technologies installed,
both wet and dry stokers units should be able hteae large PM emission reductions. By
creating subcategories for industries in which sesiuse kiln dried biomass fuel and have not
installed adequate controls, the EPA is missing@ortunity to better control these sources.

Harmonizing Emission Standards for Factory-asseohBlquipment Regardless of Facility
Major Source Status

As we stated in our August 23, 2010 comments omptbposed rule for area and major source
boilers (document control number EPA-HQ-OAR-200582893.1, excerpt 1), NESCAUM is
concerned by the widely varying emission limitsgoyeed for similar units regulated under
section 112 of the CAA. In that comment, NESCAUMed that the MACT and GACT levels

be harmonized across all applicable rules, thudtreg in consistent emission limits for similar
units. The EPA’s response indicated that calculatatsions limits are a function of data
availability based on the best performing souroesaich subcategory. NESCAUM agrees that
this should be the case, but urges the EPA to aelgte subcategories and associated emissions
limits where sufficient data exist to determineagplicable emissions limitation. Where data are
insufficient to properly characterize what sourcea sector could do to improve emissions



EPA’s Proposed NESHAPs Rule for Area Source an@iggurce Boilers Page 8
NESCAUM February 21, 2012

control (i.e., maximum achievable control technglogdNESCAUM urges the EPA to set
standards for less refined subcategories that imre emissions and control data available.

New and existing standard-design packaged digtibdtfired boilers rated greater than

10 MMBtu/h should be subject to the same emissstarsdards regardless of whether they are
located at a major or area source facility. Theirssions performance is a function of product
design, not operator discretion.

Requirements for Small Units in the Area SourceRul

In its reconsideration of the final rule for areaces, the EPA proposes emission limits for
biomass-fired boilers with heat input capacity bedw 10 and 30 MMBtu/h and over

30 MMBtu/h (76 FR 80548, Table 1 to Subpart JJddRhArt 63—Emission Limits). The
NESCAUM states are concerned that failing to eshbiumeric emission limits for biomass-
fired boilers between 1.6 MMBtu/h and 10 MMBtu/HIwesult in greater HAP emissions from
sources in this category in the northeast regind,this may have detrimental impacts on
sensitive population groups. According to a Biontassergy Resource Center (BERC) database
on small wood-fired boilers, most (95 of 150, or@&8cent) of the small wood boilers in the
nation are installed at schools or hospitalie US Forest Service’s “Fuels for Schools”
program has identified schools and hospitals asgdandidates to switch to biomass fuels.
According to an analysis by BERC, in Wisconsin al¢imere are 200 to 300 schools using
natural gas boilers that could economically angifég switch to biomass boilefsAlso

according to BERC (2008), 30 percent of schooldzckih in Vermont attend schools heated with
wood-fired boilers, yet only a handful of thoselbrs are required to meet an emission limit or
undergo a single performance test. With the paielarge increase in the use of small biomass
boilers, NESCAUM anticipates significant emissidmsn these sources.

NESCAUM requests that the EPA create a new subeatemd establish emission limits for
smaller biomass units. Small institutions like smls@and hospitals are increasingly installing
new, smaller biomass that are cleaner (e.g., tvdbemultistage combustion) that do not need
additional control technologies to avoid major seuclassification. A study by the New York
State Energy Research and Development AuthoritySERDA) found that high efficiency units
can achieve an emissions performance level less(tHalb/MMBtu without the use of any
control device. Another study looking at biomasgdus installed under the Fuels for Schools
program found that the range of performance vagignificantly from 0.15 Ib/MMBtu to

0.9 Ib/MMBLtu for a variety of biomass boilers. TBBA has not performed an adequate analysis
to determine if a baseline performance standardldhmze required for all biomass boilers.
Furthermore, the EPA has announced its intent¥eldp an emission standard for residential
biomass boilers. If an emission standard is feadin residential biomass boilers, it highlights

! BERC, Database Search Tool. Availablehip://www.biomasscenter.org/database/databasetséal.html
Accessed: February 10, 2012.

2 BERC, Heating with Biomass, 2008. Available at
http://www.biomasscenter.org/images/portfolio/pdisschool _wood_energy.pdf.
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not only the feasibility of emissions standardsdorall industrial, commercial, and institutional
boilers, but the necessity of regulation so agmateate a void for these emission sources.

Alternative Total Selected Metals Limit in the M&gmurce Rule

The EPA is proposing to add a more direct measuneofeepresentative HAP metals emissions
as an alternative to use of a surrogate PM emidsiots (FR 75 80606). NESCAUM supports
this alternative approach to meeting the emissiandards because it more directly addresses
the emissions of pollutants that the EPA intend®tulate through this rule.

Tune-up and Testing Requirements

Reduced Tune-up Requirement for Seasonally OpeBaiibers

In its reconsideration of the final area source rtihe EPA is proposing to create a new
subcategory for seasonally operated boilers. Boitethis subcategory would be required, under
an amended 40 CFR 63.11223, to complete a tuneary éve years instead of every two

years, as required by non-seasonal boilers (76(053485). The proposed definition of a
seasonal boiler is:

Seasonal boilemeans a boiler that undergoes a shutdown foriagef at least
7 consecutive months (or 210 consecutive days}alseasonal market
conditions. This definition only applies to boil¢h&at would otherwise be
included in the biomass subcategory or the oil atdgory.

NESCAUM is concerned that this seasonal boilemiksin creates an opportunity for facilities
with boilers used as heating units during the Ingageason to claim that they are “seasonal
units,” although that is not the EPA’s stated int&vilers operating from November through
March (i.e., that are shut down between April araioDer) might qualify as seasonal units under
the proposed language and operate under the retiwoedip requirements. Therefore,
NESCAUM does not support the creation of a seasasekategory.

Instead, NESCAUM proposes that the EPA createnaitéid use” subcategory that would serve
to fulfill EPA’s intent to include facilities thatre used on a more limited basis than units
operated year-round. The limited use subcategoryduvoe similar to the limited use
subcategory described in the major source rul&FF®0609), specifically applying to units
operating less than 10 percent of the hours inea. yienis has the benefit of being consistent with
the major source rule approach, and similar boikarsld be treated the same way in different
categories.

Demonstrating Compliance with the Work Practice Mahagement Practice Standards under
the Area Source Rule

In its reconsideration of the final area source (6 FR 80540), the EPA is proposing to require
that boiler tune-ups use the same type of fuelghatided the majority of the heat input to the
boiler over the previous year. This closes a paklttophole for boilers that have the capability



EPA’s Proposed NESHAPs Rule for Area Source an@iggurce Boilers Page 10
NESCAUM February 21, 2012

of burning multiple types of fuel to circumvent essions limits by burning cleaner fuel for the
compliance demonstration but burning dirtier fuetler typical operation. NESCAUM supports
this change because it will create clearer tunprofocols for regulators and regulated entities
and reduce emissions.

Frequency of Emissions Testing for Small Units utigde Major Source Rule

In its reconsideration of the final major sourckeyihe EPA is proposing to require that all
sources subject to the rule undergo PM emissiats & regular intervals (i.e., at least every five
years, in most cases). The NESCAUM states belieatest properly maintained and tuned unit
that burns light liquid fuels and that has beetially tested for PM emissions can rely on
periodic tune-ups and maintenance to remain cle@ugh its lifetime. Therefore, these
scheduled testing requirements will be unnecedsargmaller units (<50 MMBtu/h) burning
cleaner fuel types, and we request that the EPAver®?M testing requirements after the initial
test for these units.

Tune-up Requirements for Biomass-fired Boilers

NESCAUM urges the EPA to require tune-ups for wdiced boilers. As currently proposed by
the EPA, the tune-up requirements for other baypes are not appropriate for wood-fired
boilers. As an alternative, NESCAUM is currentlyrkiog with EPA Region 1 to develop
regional guidance for what would constitute appigtprrequirements for tuning a biomass
boiler. NESCAUM recommends that the EPA adopt tbéggonal guidance as national guidance
for biomass boiler tune-ups.

Fud Types

Units Designed to Combust Liquid Fuels in the M&owurce Rule

The EPA is proposing separate subcategories faryHepuid-fired and light liquid-fired units in
addressing PM and CO emissions that are dependearobustor design (76 FR 80608). Units
that burn light vs. heavy liquid fuels have distiRé/ emission profiles, with heavy fuels
emitting considerably more PM than lighter fuelbefefore, NESCAUM supports the creation
of heavy and light liquid fuel subcategories for BMissions in the major source rule.

Fuel Types Included in the Definition of Hot Waltkrater

In the proposed definition of hot water heatergused earlier, the EPA lists “gaseous or liquid
fuel” but not biomass. NESCAUM suggests that thienden also include biomass-fueled units.
Without that exclusion, some very small units ia Mortheast will fail to be exempted from the
rule despite their negligible impact on HAP emiasioNESCAUM recommends the following
revision to the definition:

Hot water heatemeans a closed vessel with a capacity of no niname 120 U.S.
gallons in which water is heated by combustionagfepus, liquid, or biomass
fuel and hot water is withdrawn for use externahi® vessel. Hot water boilers




EPA’s Proposed NESHAPs Rule for Area Source an@iggurce Boilers Page 11
NESCAUM February 21, 2012

(i.e., not generating steam) combusting gaseaysidli or biomas$uel with a
heat input capacity of less than 1.6 million Btw peur are included in this
definition.

Initial Compliance Schedulefor Existing Boilers
Granting an Additional Initial Compliance Year

In its area source rule reconsideration, the ERd@sed to amend 40 CFR 63.11196 to specify
that all existing boilers subject to the tune-uguieement would have two years (by March 21,
2013) in which to demonstrate initial compliangestead of one year to demonstrate initial
compliance. In addition, the EPA requested commanvhether the initial compliance period
for the tune-up requirement should be extendetreetyears (i.e., until March 21, 2014) (76 FR
80535).

Compliance with the March 21, 2012 deadline isdtgally challenging for area sources and
tune-up technicians given the short timeline, largeerse of sources, and unfamiliarity with
requirements under this rule. Therefore, NESCAUpguts extending the compliance period
for the initial tune-up requirement to three yearstjl March 21, 2014.

Conducting Initial Tune-ups at New Area Sour ces

Energy Assessment in Area Source Rule

NESCAUM supports efforts to have facilities condenergy assessments in order to identify
cost-effective, energy conservation measures dersdarger than 1.6 MMBtu/h. NESCAUM
agrees with the specific requirements and cleayjuage for what constitutes an energy
assessment, which NESCAUM had commented on prdyiolis ensure that energy
assessments lead to tangible improvements in ensgygnd emissions, NESCAUM encourages
the EPA and the states to work with facilitiesrtgplement cost-effective improvements
identified in the energy assessment. FurthermoESGAUM recommends that the EPA work
with agencies to establish clear guidelines ashtatwonstitutes a cost-effective energy
efficiency improvement.

Estimating Emissions from Boilers Installed in Fiaaf Process Gas Flares

The EPA has also requested comment (76 FR 806t#p8&/.M.2) on a proposal to assume
that units installed to divert process gases friame$ to boilers have “zero emissions” for the
purpose of classifying the boiler. The EPA reptint stakeholders support this proposal with
the reasoning that process gases will be combustither case, and thus there is no net
increase in emissions. No net increase in emissloas not equate to “zero emissions.” MACT
serves to minimize HAP emissions, not just to teisuh net decrease in emissions. The
NESCAUM states believe that this would run couttestpplication requirements under the
EPA'’s federal regulations and would require charigebose regulations and many state
implementation plans. Furthermore, this proposasid emissions” assignment implicitly
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assumes that the flare and boiler would be undesime management, which may not always
be the case. NESCAUM does not support this proposal

Summary

The NESCAUM states share with the EPA the mutualgyof reducing air toxics and protecting
public health as expeditiously as possible. We llmoWward to working with the EPA to ensure
that the proposed area source, major source, diddngste incinerator rules can be
implemented by the states in a manner that maxsnwzsources and achieves our shared public
health protection goals.

If you or your staff has any questions regardirgifisues raised in these comments, please
contact Lisa Rector (802-899-5306) or Leiran Bif6h7-259-2027) of NESCAUM.

Sincerely,

%7/”7/;

(

Arthur N. Marin
Executive Director

cc: NESCAUM Directors
Susan Lancey, EPA Region 1
Steven Riva, EPA Region 2
Robert Wayland, EPA OAQPS
Jim Eddinger, EPA OAQPS
Brian Schrager, EPA OAQPS
Cynthia Giles, EPA OECA



