ADDENDUM B
RESPONSE TO EPA’S COMMENTS
ON THE PROPOSED AIR PERMIT FOR
HU HONUA BIOENERGY, LLC
BIOENERGY FACILITY
LOCATED AT: 28-283 SUGAR MILL ROAD, PEPEEKEO, HAWAII

The discussion of PSD applicability in the statement of basis is limited to two
sentences that state that the facility is not a major stationary source and therefore
PSD does not apply. The CO PTE is presented as 246.4 tons per year (tpy), which
very close to the 250 tpy major source threshold that would require the facility to
obtain a PSD permit prior to construction. CAB does not provide any
documentation or justification of the CO emission factor used to calculate the CO
PTE, merely stating that the “Biomass emission factors for NO,, CO, and PM10 are
proposed as Best Available Control Technology (BACT).”

The CO emission limit proposed by CAB would be among the lowest EPA has ever
seen nation-wide for biomass-fired boilers, including boilers with add-on CO control
devices, and circulating fluidized bed boilers, which are generally more efficient
than other boiler types and consequently produce lower CO emissions than stoker
boilers. In California, we have recently permitted a biomass facility with a stoker
boiler very similar in size to Hu Honua that also uses selective non-catalytic
reduction to control NO, emissions (which might allow a source to have high pre-
control NO, emissions in order to reduce its CO emissions). This facility was
permitted as a major source of CO, with permitted emissions almost ten times the
PSD major source threshold and a Ib/hour CO emission limit average over a rolling
8-hour period that is almost 8 times higher than CAB’s proposed limit based on a
30-day rolling average. ' We have also permitted two biomass facilities with stoker
boilers that are approximately half the size of the proposed Hu Honua plant; yet the
projected future actual CO emissions and CO PTE of both facilities are much
higher than Hu Honua'’s, and well above the 250 tpy PSD major source threshold.?
In sum, we have not seen any instance of a stoker boiler of the permittee’s size
being able to achieve the CO emission limits that CAB is proposing for this permit.

EPA believes that CAB has not sufficiently documented that this boiler will not be a
new major source of CO. To address this issue, CAB should document why it
believes that this source can achieve the proposed CO emission limits. This
justification could include source test data from other existing stoker biomass
boilers that are complying with emission limits that are equal or close to what CAB
has proposed for Hu Honua. Alternatively, if CAB cannot provide such a
justification and determines that this project requires a PSD permit, CAB should
deny the Covered Source Permit and inform the applicant that it must submit a
PSD permit application to CAB.

! Sierra Pacific Industries, a 20 MW cogeneration plant in Loyalton, CA, has projected actual future CO
emissions of 2,420 tpy and a CO emission limit of 550 Ibs/hr of CO or 1443 ppm of CO (except during
transient conditions), whichever is more stringent.

2 Burney Mountain Power, a 10.2 MW plant in Burney, CA, has projected actual future CO emissions of
377.8 tpy and a CO PTE of 790 tpy from a 190 MMBtu/hour boiler. Mount Lassen Power, an 11.5 MW
plant in Westwood, CA (Lassen County), has projected actual future CO emissions of 1031 tpy and a CO
PTE of 1,375 tpy from a 203.7 MMBtu/hour boiler.

Page 1 of 16



Response:
The permit review summary (statement of basis) has been revised documenting
why CO does not trigger PSD as follows:

Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD):

This source is not a major stationary source as defined in HAR 11-60.1-131 since
its potential to emit is less than 250 tons per year of any air pollutant subject to
regulation approved pursuant to the Act. Therefore, PSD is not applicable. Note
that since PM, 5 is assumed equivalent to PM,o, PSD is also not applicable for
PM; 5.

The permit limits CO emissions to 0.17 Ib/MMBtu based on a 30-day rolling
average when monitored by the required CO CEMS and to 0.176 Ib/MMBtu based
on a 3-hr average during the initial and annual source performance testing.

In the Top-Down BACT Analysis dated December 2010, the most stringent BACT
determinations for CO were between 0.075 and 0.17 Ib/MMBtu on a 30-day
average basis (Aspen Power-Lufkin Generating Plant, Permit #HAP12; and Tate &
Lyle Ingredients project, Project #08-126). Although the two subject permitted
facilities are not yet constructed and operated, their permits include documented
limits that the two facilities believe they can meet based upon engineering and
equipment similar to that chosen by Hu Honua. These limits were incorporated
into the permit conditions for the respective facilities, thereby setting the precedent
for such low limits for a biomass-fuel stroker boiler. As required to meet BACT, Hu
Honua'’s proposed CO limit is in line with the range of the most stringent BACT
analysis.

In addition, as further assurance that Hu Honua can meet the CO limit in the
permit, Hu Honua has agreed to obtain a CO guarantee from its design
engineer/contractor substantiating that the facility will achieve the proposed CO
limit based on final design engineering and equipment selection. Design,
engineering and equipment serve to differentiate one biomass-fueled stoker boiler
facility from another, specifically, the Hu Honua facility employs both advanced
design under fire and over fire air equipment to greatly improve combustion, as
well as additional emissions control equipment which other facilities may, or may
not, have chosen to install.

To ensure that PSD is not triggered, the permit limits the annual heat input to
2,800,000 MMBtu/yr. When the Ib/MMBtu CO and NO, limits are multiplied by the
annual heat input limit, the total CO and NO, emissions are shown not to exceed
250 tons per year. In addition to the annual heat input limit of 2,800,000 MMBtu/yr
for the boiler, the permit also requires that the CO and NO, emissions from the
facility, including during boiler startups and shutdowns, shall not exceed 250 tons
per year, on any rolling twelve-month (12-month) period.

If Hu Honua is permitted as a synthetic minor instead of a PSD source, the final
synthetic minor permit that CAB issues must make the facility’s CO and NO, PTE
limits practically enforceable. The proposed permit is missing conditions that are
necessary to make the CO and NO, PTE limits practically enforceable and allow
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the source to avoid PSD, in accordance with EPA guidance on limiting PTE. EPA’s
longstanding guidance to permitting authorities and the regulated community has
been that to effectively limit a source’s PTE, permit conditions must be practically
enforceable. For example, EPA’s June 13, 1989 memorandum, “Guidance on
Limiting Potential to Emit in New Source Permitting” and EPA’s January 25, 1995
memorandum, “Options for Limiting the Potential to Emit (PTE) of a Stationary
Source Under Section 112 and Title V of the Clean Air Act,” elaborated upon the
Agency’s criteria for practically enforceable PTE limits by stating that such limits
should specify (1) a technically-accurate limitation and the portions of the source
subject to the limitation; (2) the time period for the limitation (hourly, daily, monthly,
and annual limits such as rolling annual limits); and (3) the method to determine
compliance including appropriate monitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting. Our
guidance specifies that the averaging time for all limits must be practicably
enforceable to readily allow for determination of compliance. Short term limits,
generally daily but not to exceed one month, are preferred. Operational and/or
production limits are also required.

To ensure the PTE caps are practically enforceable, CAB must add permit
conditions that contain CO and NO, annual PTE caps, which includes all facility
emissions, including startup and shutdown emissions from the boiler, calculated on
a 12-month rolling basis. For example, the CO PTE cap condition could state that
“CO emissions from the entire facility, including boiler startups and shutdowns,
shall not exceed [X] tpy, on a 12-month rolling basis.”

Since a CEMS is being used to verify compliance with hourly CO and NO,
emission limits, CAB must revise the permit to require the use of this data to verify
compliance with the annual CO and NO, PTE caps. CAB must add conditions that
require the source to sum the boiler’s actual hourly CO and NO, emissions
(including emissions during start-up and shutdown periods) as measured by the
CEMS on a cumulative basis, to verify compliance with the 12-month rolling CO
and NO, PTE caps. The permit must require that the source calculate its facility-
wide CO and NO, emissions in this manner on a daily, weekly, or at a minimum,
monthly basis, and maintain all records of CEMS data used to demonstrate
compliance.

Response:

The permit has been revised with PSD emission caps for CO and NOy in
Attachment I, Special Condition No. C.6, monitoring and recordkeeping
requirements in Attachment Il, Special Condition No. E.14, and additional
semiannual reporting requirements to include the data in Attachment I, Special
Condition No. F.6.a.vi.

Special Condition No. C.6.

The CO and NO, emissions from the facility, including during boiler startups and
shutdowns, shall not equal or exceed 250 tons per year, on any rolling twelve-
month (12-month) period.

Special Condition No. E.14.

The permittee shall calculate and record the CO and NO, emissions from the
facility, including during boiler startups and shutdowns, on a monthly and rolling
twelve-month (12-month) basis.

Page 3 of 16



Special Condition No. F.6.a.vi.
The CO and NO, emissions from the facility on a monthly and rolling twelve-month
(12-month) basis.

Since the facility will need to convert the ppm emission data measured by the CO
and NO, CEMS to Ib/hour data to verify compliance, CAB must add a permit
condition that requires the permittee to install, operate, and maintain a flow monitor.
Unlike natural gas-fired emission units, the heat content of the fuel being combusted
and the exhaust flow rates in biomass-fired boilers are highly variable. Given the
inherent variability of biomass as a fuel source and the source’s need to use CEMS
data to demonstrate compliance with the annual PTE caps, it is essential that the
permit require the source to use a flow meter to calculate hourly emission rates.

Response:
The permit has been revised to require the installation, operation and maintenance
of a flow monitor in Attachment Il, Special Condition No. E.13.

Special Condition No. E.13.
Flow Meter

The permittee shall install, operate, calibrate and maintain a flow meter to calculate
hourly emission rates from the CEMS.

In its statement of basis, CAB provides a list of HAP emission estimates for wood
and biodiesel combustion to show that estimated HAP emissions from Hu Honua
do not exceed the major source thresholds of 10 tpy for a single HAP or 25 tpy for
the sum of all HAPs that trigger requirements under 40 CFR Part 63 Subpart
DDDDD, the National Emission Standard for Hazardous Air Pollutants for Major
Sources: Industrial, Commercial, and Institutional Boilers and Process Heaters
(Boiler MACT).

Using AP-42 emission factors for all HAPs from wood combustion except for
acrolein and hydrogen chloride (HCI), CAB estimated total HAP emissions to be
23.8 tpy. This estimate for total HAPs includes Hu Honua'’s use of dry sorbent
injection to reduce emissions of HCIl and metals by more than 90%. Hu Honua and
CAB used an acrolein emission factor of 8.22 x 10 Ib/MMBtu resulting in an
annual emission estimate of 0.11 tpy. The statement of basis cites the Maine
Department of Environmental Protection, Bureau of Air Quality (Maine DEP), as
the basis for this emission factor. The AP-42 emission factor for acrolein emissions
from wood-fired boilers is 4.00 x 10 Ib/MMBtu with a rating of “C”. The AP-42
emission factor is nearly 50 times higher than the emission factor used in the HAP
calculation. If the HAP calculation had been based on the AP-42 factor for acrolein,
acrolein emissions would be 5.6 tpy and total HAPs would be 29 tpy, which
exceeds the HAP maijor source threshold. The statement of basis does not explain
why the Maine DEP, rather than AP-42 factor was used, and the permit does not
contain source test requirements for acrolein to verify that the proposed emission
factor is accurate for wood combustion at Hu Honua. In addition, the permit does
not contain an emission cap for single and total HAP emissions to ensure that HAP
emissions from Hu Honua remain below the major source thresholds for MACT
applicability. If Hu Honua was subject to the Boiler MACT, additional emission
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limitations for dioxins/furans, CO, HCI, and PM would be required. However,
because the effective date of the recently finalized Boiler MACT has been delayed
pending judicial review and/or EPA reconsideration of rules (76 FR 15608, March
21, 2011), a case-by-case MACT determination for boiler HAP emissions would be
required if Hu Honua exceeds the major source threshold for HAPs.

At our request during the 45-day EPA review period, on June 17, 2011, ERM,
consultants for Hu Honua, provided to EPA and CAB additional information on
source test results for acrolein from four facilities in the Northeast United States to
justify its chosen emission factor for acrolein. ERM proposed including an emission
limit in the permit for acrolein of 8.5 x 10™* Ib/MMBtu. Using this emission factor,
EPA estimates the total HAP emissions to be 24.9 tpy. However, if the emission
factors for any of the nearly 80 HAP compounds are underestimated, HAP
emissions from Hu Honua may exceed 25 tpy.

If CAB permits Hu Honua as a nonmajor HAP source, CAB must add conditions to
the final permit to establish annual PTE caps for any single HAP and the sum of all
HAPs to ensure that emissions from Hu Honua do not exceed the major source
thresholds of 10 tpy for a single HAP and 25 tpy for the sum of all HAPs, on a 12-
month rolling basis. Since the proposed source is very close to the HAP major
source threshold, CAB must require an initial source test for all HAPs to determine
how representative the estimated wood combustion emission factors are for Hu
Honua. In addition, EPA recommends that CAB require annual source testing for
any HAP compound that exceeds 1 tpy or any compound with an initial source test
result that is within 5 — 10% of the emission factor used in the statement of basis
for the proposed permit. For HAP compounds that do not significantly contribute to
the sum of all HAPs, or whose measured emission factors ensure a 10% or greater
compliance margin to the assumed emission factor in the statement of basis, CAB
may choose to not require annual testing, although CAB should consider requiring
testing for all HAP compounds at least once per permit term. All source testing
must use EPA-approved test methods for the specific HAP compounds.

In addition, to enforce compliance with the 12-month rolling HAP PTE caps, CAB
must add one or more conditions to the permit that require the source to calculate
its HAP emissions (including emissions during start-up and shutdown periods) on a
cumulative basis. These calculations must be based on operational data and the
best available emission factors (i.e., the most recent source test data). We
recommend that the permit require the source to perform this calculation on a
monthly basis (within one week of the end of each month). CAB must also add
associated record-keeping and reporting requirements to the permit.

Response:

The permit review summary (statement of basis) has been revised as follows
documenting the permit requirements to ensure the facility remains an area source
for HAPs and why the Department of Health accepted the use of the Maine
Department of Environmental Protection versus the EPA’s AP-42 for the acrolein
emission factor:
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Major Source Applicability:

A major source, as defined in HAR §11-60.1-1, has the potential to emit 100 tons
per year or more of any air pollutant, or 10 tons per year or more of any individual
HAP or 25 tons per year or more of any combination of HAPs. This facility is
classified as a major source because the potential to emit for the emissions of CO
and NO, are greater than 100 tons per year, but is an area source (nonmajor
source) for HAPs because it is less than the 10 and 25 tons per year threshold.

To ensure that the facility remains an area source for HAPs, the permit requires the
total of all HAPs emissions and any individual HAP emissions from the facility,
including during boiler startups and shutdowns, shall not exceed 25 tons per year
and 10 tons per year, respectively, on any rolling twelve-month (12-month) period.
Initial and annual source performance testing for the HAPs with estimated annual
emissions of 0.1 tpy or greater will be required, i.e., (Acetaldehyde, Acrolein,
Benzene, Dichloromethane, Formaldehyde, Hydrogen Chloride, Manganese,
Naphthalene, Styrene, and Toluene), as these HAPs are the major contributors out
of the 80 HAPs identified in the permit application towards the area source HAP
threshold of 10 and 25 tons per year

The acrolein emission factor listed in EPA’'s AP-42 has an emission factor rating of
“C” and was derived from tests on six boilers. In this dataset, the highest
emissions test from an uncontrolled boiler is over twenty times greater than the
second highest emissions sample and skews the average so that it is over four
times greater than the second highest emissions test and 175 times greater than
the average of the lowest four results. In addition, the two highest test results are
at least two orders of magnitude higher than the other four tests in the sample.
The distribution of emissions is therefore not a Gaussian distribution, suggesting
the AP-42 sample cannot be said to accurately reflect the average emissions from
wood boilers. Hu Honua determined it would be necessary to search for a more
robust database of acrolein emission factors to accurately model the acrolein
emission for Hu Honua. The Maine Department of Environmental Protection
(Maine DEP) has substantial experience with facilities firing wood boilers. For
example, the Maine DEP required testing for acrolein and determined an emission
factor that corresponded to that of the NCASI’s emission factor. The Maine DEP
data is more appropriate than the EPA’s because it is based on sample of wood
boilers that generated more consistent results than what was used as the basis for
AP-42. The Maine DEP has accepted this emission factor and applies it when
evaluating acrolein emissions from boilers firing wood. With this in mind, Hu
Honua chose to use the Maine DEP source in their analysis. The Department of
Health also accepted Hu Honua’s emission factor for acrolein versus using the
EPA’s AP-42 emission factor for acrolein.

The permit has been revised with a nonmajor source for HAPs emission cap in
Attachment Il, Special Condition No. C.7, monitoring and recordkeeping
requirements in Attachment I, Special Condition No. E.15, additional semiannual
reporting requirements to include the data in Attachment Il, Special Condition No.
F.6.a.vii and additional source performance testing requirements for HAPs with
estimated annual emissions of 0.1 tpy or greater in Attachment Il, Special
Condition No. G.1.c.
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Special Condition No. C.7.

The total of all HAPs emissions and any individual HAP emissions from the facility,
including during boiler startups and shutdowns, shall not equal or exceed 25 tons
per year and 10 tons per year, respectively, on any rolling twelve-month (12-
month) period.

Special Condition No. E.15.

The permittee shall calculate and record the total of all HAPs emissions and all
individual HAP emissions from the facility, including during boiler startups and
shutdowns, on a monthly and rolling twelve-month (12-month) basis.

Special Condition No. F.6.a.vii.
The total of all HAPs emissions and the largest individual HAP emissions from the
facility on a monthly and rolling twelve-month (12-month) basis.

Special Condition No. G.1.c.
Acetaldehyde, Acrolein, Benzene, Dichloromethane, Formaldehyde, Manganese,
Naphthalene, Styrene, and Toluene Emissions

i.  Within sixty (60) days after achieving the maximum production rate of the
boiler, but not later than one hundred eighty (180) days after initial start-up of
the boiler, and annually thereafter, the permittee shall conduct, or cause to be
conducted, performance tests on the boiler to determine the emission rates of
Acetaldehyde, Acrolein, Benzene, Dichloromethane, Formaldehyde,
Manganese, Naphthalene, Styrene, and Toluene Emissions in Ib/MMBtu and
Ib/hr. The source test for Acetaldehyde, Acrolein, Benzene, Dichloromethane,
Formaldehyde, Manganese, Naphthalene, Styrene, and Toluene emissions
shall be performed with the boiler firing wood fuel.

i. The permittee shall not conduct performance tests during periods of startup,
shutdown, or malfunction.

iii. The annual performance test may be waived for up to two (2) consecutive
years if the last test results show a compliance margin of at least ten (10)
percent of assumed emission factor in the permit review summary.

If CAB'’s final permit contains practicably enforceable conditions that allow the
source to limit its CO and/or HAP emissions to become a synthetic minor source,
CAB must clearly explain these actions in its statement of basis. The explanation
should include what emission limitations the source has voluntarily accepted to
become a nonmajor PSD and HAP source, and why CAB believes these emission
limits are achievable. The explanation should also discuss the associated testing,
record-keeping, monitoring, and reporting that the source must comply with. EPA
recommends that CAB also explicitly state that any future relaxation of, or non-
compliance with, any limit that makes the source non-major (e.g., heat input limit)
will require a re-evaluation of PSD and/or case-by-case MACT applicability. CAB’s
analysis could state that the result of this re-evaluation could be that the source will
be subject to PSD and/or MACT as if it had not yet constructed. For PSD, this
requirement is stated in 40 CFR 52.21(r)(4):
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At such time that a particular source or modification becomes a major stationary
source or major modification solely by virtue of a relaxation in any enforceable
limitation which was established after August 7, 1980, on the capacity of the source
or modification otherwise to emit a pollutant, such as a restriction on hours of
operation, then the requirements or paragraphs (j) through (s) of this section shall
apply to the source or modification as though construction had not yet commenced
on the source or modification.

Response:
The permit has been revised with a PSD/MACT exemption clause in Attachment II,
Special Condition No. C.8.

Special Condtion No. C.8.

This source is exempt from a Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) review
and 40 CFR Part 63, Subpart DDDDD due to the emission limits in Attachment I,
Special Conditions Nos. C.6 and C.7. Any relaxation in these limits that increases
the potential to emit above the applicable PSD and/or MACT thresholds will require
a PSD and/or MACT evaluation of the source as though construction had not yet
commenced on the source.

The permit requires the facility to comply with the boiler emission limits at all times,
except during boiler startup and shutdown. EPA seeks clarification from CAB on
what limits, if any, apply during startup and shutdown, and how CAB will ensure
that CO and HAP emissions during these periods will be included in the on-going
demonstrations of compliance with the synthetic minor PTE caps.

To ensure that emissions are measured during startup, when emissions can be
orders of magnitude higher than during normal operations, the CEMS must often
be equipped with dual range monitors. When reviewing the CO and NOx CEMS
protocols the permittee will submit, CAB should ensure that the CEMS can
measure emissions accurately during all operating conditions. Alternatively, since
the boiler is expected to start up only three times per year, if CAB determines that
equipping the CEMS with a dual range monitor is not economically practical, the
permit must require the source to use a conservative default value to calculate CO
and NOx emissions during start-up and shutdown operations.

Response:

The permit contains provisions for startups and shutdowns that are consistent with
the boiler MACT for area sources (40 CFR Subpart JJJJJJ). This boiler MACT
requires a set of work standards for startup and shutdowns that are different than
during normal operations and include the following requirements:

e Minimize startup and shutdown periods per manufacturer’'s recommendations,

e Submit an Excess Emissions and Monitoring Systems Performance Report
semiannually,

e Submit semiannually, a Startup, Shutdown, and Malfunction (SSM) Report if
any of the emission limits specified in Attachment Il, Special Conditions Nos.
C.1 and C.4 are exceeded during a startup, shutdown or malfunction.

Page 8 of 16



In addition, the permit has been revised to clarify that the SO, limits apply at all
times, except during boiler startup and shutdown, in Attachment Il, Special
Condition No. C.2.

Special Condition No. C.2
Boiler CO, NO,, SO,, VOC and HCI Emissions

The NO,, SO,, VOC and HCI emission limits shall be complied with at all times,
except during boiler startup and shutdown. The CO emission limit shall be based
on a thirty-day (30-day) rolling average when monitored by the CO continuous
emissions monitoring system required in Attachment Il, Special Condition No. E.8
and shall be complied with at all times, except during boiler startup and shutdown.
The CO emission limit shall be based on a 3-hour average when conducting the
performance test required in Attachment Il, Special Condition No. G.1.a.

Also, the permit has been revised to install, operate, and maintain dual range
monitors for the CO and NO, CEMS in Attachment Il, Special Conditions Nos.
E.8.d and E.9.d.

Special Condition No. E.8.d.

The CO CEMS shall be equipped with a dual range monitor to determine
compliance with the emission limits in Attachment Il, Special Condition No. C.1.
The range of detection and span shall be selected as recommended by the
manufacturer.

Special Condition No. E.9.d.

The NO, CEMS shall be equipped with a dual range monitor to determine
compliance with the emission limits in Attachment Il, Special Condition No. C.1.
The range of detection and span shall be selected as recommended by the
manufacturer.

EPA believes that the addition of emission caps and conditions to assure
compliance with synthetic minor permit limitations represents significant changes to
existing monitoring, reporting, and recordkeeping requirements of the permit,
irrespective of the improved stringency of those conditions. Therefore, EPA
recommends that CAB provide the public with another period to review and provide
comments limited to the permit changes that will be made by CAB in response to
EPA comments.

Response:

The Department has decided not to have a third round of public comments. The
Department has previously held two public comment periods and a public hearing
for this air permit. The Department does not believe that another round of public
comments is needed since the final comments represent changes that are only
focused on clarifying compliance methods and requirement language and do not
represent a substantive change in the permit emission limits or the design of the
plant.

Condition F.7 in Attachment Il states: “As required by Attachment IV, and in

conjunction with the requirements of Attachment Ill, Annual Fee Requirements, the
permittee shall report annually the total tons per year emitted of each regulated air
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pollutant, including any hazardous air pollutants.” Attachments Ill and IV do not
have any specific requirements that provide further explanation of the source’s
emissions reporting obligation. We recommend that CAB revise condition F.7 in
Attachment Il to clarify that all emissions, including emissions from periods of
startup and shutdown, must be reported annually.

Response:
The permit has been revised to include annual emissions during periods of startup
and shutdown in Attachment Il, Special Condition No. F.7.

Special Condition No. F.7.
Annual Emissions Reports

As required by Attachment IV, and in conjunction with the requirements of
Attachment Ill, Annual Fee Requirements, the permittee shall report annually the
total tons per year emitted of each regulated air pollutant, including any hazardous
air pollutants, during normal operations and startups and shutdowns. The
reporting of annual emissions is due within sixty (60) days following the end of
each calendar year. Upon the written request of the permittee, the deadline for
reporting of annual emissions may be extended, if the Department of Health
determines that reasonable justification exists for the extension. The permittee
shall submit annually the Annual Emissions Report Form: Fuel and
Production to the Department of Health.

In the proposed permit, the boiler performance test method for PM specifies use of
Method 5 for front (filterable) and back-half (condensable) particulate emissions
(Attachment Il, Condition G.3.e). EPA Method 5 measures only filterable
emissions. EPA Method 201A, as revised on December 1, 2010, measures
filterable PM,o and PM, s emissions. Method 202, as revised on December 1, 2010,
is the EPA method for measuring condensable particulate matter. CAB must revise
condition G.3.e to incorporate the following:

EPA Method 5 to measure filterable PM,

EPA Method 201A to measure filterable PM4o and PM, 5,

EPA Method 202 to measure condensable PM,
These tests must be performed in accordance with the test methods set
forth in 40 CFR § 60.8, 40 CFR Part 60 Appendix A, and 40 CFR Part 51
Appendix M,

CAB may also consider including a specification to collect a minimum of 90 dry
standard cubic feet per 3-hour test run. Additionally, the permit (condition G.3.e.i)
specifies filter holder temperatures for PM measurements that differ than those
specified under EPA Method 5. Such a revision to the test method requires an
explanation in the statement of basis as to why these modifications are necessary
and concurrence from the Emissions Measurement Center at the EPA Office of Air
Quality Planning and Standards to verify the revision to EPA Method 5 is
necessary or appropriate for Hu Honua.

Response:

The permit has been revised/clarified regarding EPA Methods 5, 201A, 202 in
Attachment Il, Special Conditions Nos. G.3.e. and G.3.e.i.
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10.

Special Condition No. G.3.e.
Method 5 shall be used for filterable PM, Method 202 for condensible PM, and
201A for filterable PMyj.

Special Condition No. G.3.e.i.

For Method 5, the temperature of the sample gas in the probe and filter holder shall
be monitored and maintained at 120 plus or minus 14°C (248 plus or minus 25°F).

Starting on January 2, 2011, GHG became subject to regulation pursuant to EPA’s
Tailoring Rule. See 75 FR 31514 (June 3, 2010). In March 2011, EPA
announced its proposal to defer CO2 emissions from biogenic sources from the
PSD and Title V programs and its intention to finalize this proposal by July 2011.
See 76 FR15249 (March 21, 2011). Assuming that CAB issues the permit after
EPA finalizes the deferral, CAB must still address PSD applicability for the non-
CO2 portion of the source’s GHG emissions. If CAB issues a final permit before
EPA finalizes the deferral, CAB must document that the total of all GHG emissions
is below the GHG major source threshold, i.e., a GHG PTE of 100,000 tpy CO2e or
more.

Response:
The permit review summary (statement of basis) has been revised to address GHG
emissions as follows:

Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions:

The estimated GHG emissions from the Hu Honua facility are summarized in the
table below. The US EPA has finalized their biomass deferral on July 1, 2011 for
PSD purposes so PSD will not be triggered for the proposed project because CO.e
emissions would be much less than 100,000 tons per year when CO is removed
from consideration in the CO,e emission estimates.

Biodiesel Boiler Heat Annual Input = 67,200 MMBtu/yr

Annual Boiler Heat Input During Normal Operations = 2,800,000 MMBtu/yr
Global Warming Potential (GWP) for CO, = 1

GWP for CH, = 21

GWP for N,O =310
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Estimated Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Emission Emissions Annual
Factors" Emissions
Fuel CO, CH, N,O CO, CH, N,O Total CH4+N,O
Type (kg/MMBtu) | (kg/MMBtu) | (kg/MMBtu) | (short (short tpy) | (short CO.e portion
tpy) tpy) (short tpy) | of COe

(short
tpy)

Wood 93.8 3.2E-02 4.2E-03 289,511.1 | 98.8 13.0 295,604 6,093

and

Wood

Residual

s

Biodiesel | 73.8 1.10E-03 1.10E-04 5,469.7 0.08 0.01 5,474 4

(100%)

Total 301,078 6,097

Biomass

Facility

(Biomass

+

Biodiesel

)

Note:

1. Default emission factors from EPA Mandatory Reporting Rule, Tables C-1 and C-2 (dated December 17, 2010).

11.

CAB does not correctly explain the applicability of Compliance Assurance
Monitoring (CAM) in the statement of basis, which says that CAM “for the proposed
project is only applicable for NO,.” The permit will require the use of a CEMS to
measure NO, emissions from the boiler. The CEMS is a “continuous compliance
determination method,” as defined in Part 64. There is an exemption in the CAM
regulation for “Emission limitations or standards for which a part 70 or 71 permit
specifies a continuous compliance determination method, as defined in §64.1”
(64.2(b)(1)(vi)). Therefore the boiler is not subject to CAM for NO,. In addition, the
boiler will be subject to CAM for PM/PM-10. But since the boiler is not a “large”
pollutant specific emission unit for CAM purposes (i.e., post-control PTE exceeds
the major source threshold; see 64.5(a)), CAM for PM/PM-10 will not apply until
permit renewal (or a significant modification of the permit involving the boiler).

CAB should revise its statement of basis to accurately document CAM applicability.

Response:
The permit review summary (statement of basis) has been revised to accurately
document CAM applicability as follows:

Compliance Assurance Monitoring (CAM):
40 CFR Part 64

Applicability of the CAM rule is determined on a pollutant specific basis for each
affected emission unit. Each determination is based upon a series of evaluation
criteria. In order for a source to be subject to CAM, each source must:

e Be located at a major source per Title V of the Clean Air Act Amendments of
1990;

e Be subject to federally enforceable applicable requirements;

e Have pre-control device potential emissions that exceed applicable major source
thresholds;

e Be fitted with an “active” air pollution control device; and
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e Not be subject to certain regulations that specifically exempt it from CAM.

Emission units are any part or activity of a stationary source that emits or has the
potential to emit any air pollutant.

As shown in the table below, Compliance Assurance Monitoring (CAM) for the
proposed project is only applicable for PM/PM,q, but will not apply until permit
renewal since the post-control emissions are less than the major source threshold.

TABLE 2 — CAM APPLICABILITY FOR BOILER

CAM Criteria NOx CO SO, PM?PMj, | VOC

Be located at a major source per Title V of | Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990

Be subject to federally enforceable Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

applicable requirements

Have pre-control device potential emissions | Yes Yes No Yes No

that exceed applicable major source

thresholds

Be fitted with an “active” air pollution control | Yes No Yes Yes No

device

Not be subject to certain regulations that No No Yes Yes Yes

specifically exempt it from CAM.

Subject to CAM? No No No Yes No
12. CAB'’s statement of basis lists the New Source Performance Standard (NSPS) for

Industrial-Commercial-Institutional Steam Generating Units, 40 CFR Part 60,
Subpart Db, as an applicable requirement, but does not contain any explanation of
which Db standards are applicable. (Subpart Db has different emission limits for
various fuels and combination of fuels.) Based on our review, we believe the boiler
is subject to the PM standard at 60.43b (h)(1) and the opacity standard at 60.43b
(f). CAB should address the Subpart Db requirements in the statement of basis,
and either add the requirements to the permit or provide a streamlining
demonstration in the statement of basis in accordance with EPA policy.?

Response:
The permit review summary (statement of basis) has been revised to clarify NSPS
Subpart Db applicability as follows:

Federal Requirements

40 CFR Part 60 - Standards of Performance for New Stationary Sources (NSPS)
Subpart A — General Provisions
Subpart Db — Standards of Performance for Industrial-Commercial-
Institutional Steam Generating Units
§60.43b(f) — opacity standard — 20% opacity (6-min avg.), except for one
6-minute period per hour of not more than 27% opacity
§60.43b(h)(1) — PM standard — 0.030 Ib/MMBtu limit

40 CFR Part 63 — National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants for
Source Categories

® See EPA’s White Paper 2, which is available online at http://www.epa.gov/ttn/caaa/t5/memoranda/wtppr-

2.pdf.
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13.

14.

Subpart A — General Provisions

Subpart JJJJJJ — National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air
Pollutants for Area Sources: Industrial, Commercial, and Institutional
Boilers

Condition D.2.d in Attachment Il requires the permittee to “follow a regular
maintenance schedule” of baghouse maintenance, including checking bags for
leaks. CAB must revise this condition to add an appropriate frequency to improve
the clarity and enforceability of the permit.

Response:
The permit has been revised to incorporate the manufacturer's baghouse
maintenance schedule in Attachment I, Special Condition No. D.2.b.iii.

Special Condition No. D.2.b.iii.
The permittee shall follow a regular maintenance schedule as recommended by
the manufacturer to ensure the following items of the baghouse are operated

properly:

Condition D.2 of Attachment 2 states that the “ESP and baghouse shall be
operated at all times during operation of the boiler,” and has additional language
about not operating if the control devices are not working properly. We recommend
revising this condition into multiple conditions to improve the clarity and
enforceability of the permit. First, CAB should have a separate condition for each
control device, requiring the permittee to “install, operate, and maintain” the control
device. (We note that the proposed permit does not specifically require the
permittee to “install” and “maintain” these control devices.) CAB should address
non-operation of the boiler during periods when the control devices are not working
properly, and the source’s obligation to diagnose and correct the problem(s) before
resuming operation, in one or more separate conditions.

Response:
The permit has been revised to address EPA’s concerns about the ESP and
baghouse in Attachment Il, Special Conditions Nos. D.2.a.i. and D.2.b.i.

Special Condition No. D.2.a.i.

The ESP shall be installed, operated, and maintained at all times during operation
of the boiler. The permittee shall not operate the boiler if a problem affecting PM
control efficiency of the ESP is observed or apparent at any time that could cause
the ESP to be operated outside of the normal range. The permittee shall
investigate and correct the problem(s) before resuming boiler operation.

Special Condition No. D.2.b.i.

The baghouse shall be installed, operated, and maintained at all times during
operation of the boiler. The permittee shall not operate the boiler if a problem
affecting PM control efficiency of the baghouse is observed or apparent at any time
that could cause the baghouse to be operated outside of the normal range. The
permittee shall investigate and correct the problem(s) before resuming boiler
operation.
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The permit lacks a condition that requires the source to operate the SNCR system.
Such a condition is a necessary component of the set of requirements that limit the
NO, PTE to less than the PSD major source threshold. CAB should add a
condition to the permit that requires the source to install, operate, and maintain an
SNCR system.

Response:
The permit has been revised to address EPA’s concerns about the SNCR in
Attachment Il, Special Condition No. D.2.c.

Special Condition No. D.2.c.
The SNCR shall be installed, operated, and maintained as necessary to achieve
the NO, emission limits during operation of the boiler. The permittee shall not
operate the boiler if a problem affecting the NO, control efficiency of the SNCR is
observed or apparent at any time that could cause the SNCR to be operated
outside of the normal range. The permittee shall investigate and correct the
problem(s) before resuming boiler operation.

CAB’s annual compliance certification condition (condition F.2. in Attachment II)
requires the permittee to submit its certifications within 90 days after the end of
each calendar year, and allows the permittee to submit written requests to CAB to
approve extensions to this deadline. While Part 70 and CAB’s EPA-approved title V
program do not establish any maximum allowable period of time for sources to
compile and submit compliance certification data, a 90-day period is unwarranted
and, as far as we know, unprecedented among Region 9 permitting authorities.
EPA recommends that CAB revise this condition to require that certification be
submitted within 30-60 days of the end of the year (or, to be even more precise
“postmarked by January 30 of each year”).

EPA recognizes that this is a standard permit condition that CAB uses in all
Covered Source Permits. We think that initial and renewal permit issuance is an
appropriate time to start revising the compliance certification condition in all
Covered Source Permits.

Response:
The permit has been revised such that the annual compliance certifications are
submitted within 60 days after the end of each calendar year, versus 90 days.

The statement of basis does not address PM-2.5 in the PSD context. CAB should
add a statement that the facility is not a major source under the PSD program for

this pollutant, based on the conservative assumption that all PM-10 emissions are
PM-2.5.

Response:

The permit review summary (statement of basis) has been revised to address
PM, s in the PSD context as follows:
Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD):

This source is not a major stationary source as defined in HAR 11-60.1-131 since

its potential to emit is less than 250 tons per year of any air pollutant subject to
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18.

regulation approved pursuant to the Act. Therefore, PSD is not applicable. Note
that since PM, 5 is assumed equivalent to PM4o, PSD is also not applicable for
PM; 5.

Standard condition 28 in Attachment | requires the permittee to send copies of all
documents (including reports) to both CAB and EPA. We do not need to receive a
copy of every document the permittee submits to CAB. EPA requests that CAB
revise the permit to require that only copies of source test results, annual
compliance certifications and and semi-annual NSPS excess emissions reports be
submitted to us.

Response:

The Department of Health will be working with EPA regarding the submission of
the required documents to EPA.
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