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Environmental Quality Board
P.O. Box 8477
Barrisburg, PA 17105-8477

RE:  Comments to Proposed Rulemaking, “Measurement and Reporting of Condensable
Particulate Matter Emissions,” 42 Pa. Bull. 4363 (July 7, 2012) - -

Dear Sir/Madam®

Armstrong Cement & Supply Corporation ( Armstrong Cement) is pleased to provide
these commenis for consideration by the Pennsylvania Environmental Quality Board (Board)
regarding the proposed rulemaking action published at 42 Pa. Bull. 4363 on July 7. 2012, We
operate a Portland Cement manufacturing facility located in Butler County, Pennsylvania.

In general, Armstrong Cement supports the Board's proposed rulemaking action. We
tecognize that it is needed in order for Pennsylvania to comport with the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency’s (EPA) New Source Review (NSR) program with respect to particulate
matter emissions. See 73 Fed. Reg. 28321 (May 16, 2008) We also recognize that this is an
opportunity for the Boardto clarify the circumstances in which an operator must account for
condensable particulate matter emissions; The various changes to the federal and state air
quality programs in recent years make this an increasingly complex issue, as traditionally
operators have only been required to account for filterable, #nd 06t condensablé, emissions. In
order to provide clarity to the regulated community going forward, the Board should revise the
proposed rules to expressly fudicate that the Departmeit of Erviranmental Protection
(Departmentwill specify when an emission limitation for particulate matier (PM), PM-10, or

. PM:5 is based on condensable emissions in addition fo filterable emissions. Specifying where
condensable emissions must be included will properly inform the regulated community of the
Deparimetit’s expectations for the facility, and ultimately improve the Department’s
administration of its airquality program. : :

Based on the above considerations, Armstrong Cement offers the following comments for
consideration by the Board, v :
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1. The proposed tanguage of § 139.12(c) should be revised to (1)clarify that
operators must consider condensable emissions on a prospective basis for both emission
limitation compliance demonstrations and NSR applicability determinations, and(2)
require sampling or testing of condensable emissions only when the applicable emission
limitation itself expressly indicates that it is based on condensable emissions.

‘We encourage the Board to atnend the ianguagé-ef proposed 25 Pa. Code §139.12(c) as follows:

Compliance with a particulate matter(PM), PM-10, or PM; semission limitation

issued by the Department or_an_applicability determination madeprior to

January 1, 2011, will nof be based on condensable particulate matier unless

expresslyrequired under the terms and conditions of a plan approval, operating

permit or the State Implementation Plan codified in 40 CFR 52.2020 (relating to

identification of plan). ' PM, PM-10, and PM; semission limitations issned b
D \ A . ;

We encourage the Board to add the phiase, “or an applicability determination made,”
because the EPA intended for condensable emissions to be considersd prospectively for both
emission limitation compliance denonstrations andmajor NSR program applicability
determinations, not just the former. Our understanding is that the Department included the
January 1, 2011 date based on the EPA's transition period for implementation of the federal NSR
program for PMys. See 75 Fed. Reg. 80118, 80124 (Dec. 21, 2010). When implementing the
NSR program, the EPA established a transition period partly in response 1o operator concerns
about retroagtive enforcement. The EPA explained that it would not require quantification of
condensables for emission limitations in permits issued prior to January 1, 2011, and it would not
revisit applicability determinations made prior to January 1, 2611 (unlessan implementation plan
or permit-clearly required otherwise). See 73 Fed. Reg. 28321, 28335 (May 16, 2008).

We encourage the Board 1o add our final sentence of § 139.12(c) to ensure thatoperators
are.clearly and fairly advised of the emission limitations with which they must demonstrate
compliance. Most of the existing particulate matter emission limitations appearing in regulations
or permits and plan approvals issued by the-Department refer to “particulate matter” or PM- 10
generally, and do not distinguish between “filterable” and “condensable” Indeed, most of these
existing emission limitations were established based on projected fifterableemissions only. ' As
the Board acknowledged in the preamble, for many years the Departiment has rot required testing
of condensable emissions. See 42 Pa. Bull. 4363 (July 7,:2012) (citing 27 Pa. Bull. 6804 (Dec,
27, 1997)). Therefore, the regulated community understands a generic “particulate matter” - -
emission limitation to. mean filterableanty, We believe that limitations expressed without specific
reference to condensable emissions should be interpreted as filterable only. We requesi that the
Board adopt the suggested amendment so that going forward, Departivent permit writers will be
required 1o affirmativély indicate when an emission limitation is based on filterable plus-
condensable particulate matter. The Department is in the best position 16 specifywhether each
emission Hmitation includescondensable emissions.

Burther support for our amendments 10 § 139.12(c) appears in'the EPA’s discussion of
condensable emissions in themajor NSRprogram implementation: -~ :
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[Tt is important that implementation of any néw or revised emissions limits and
test miethods fhat account for condensable emissions:should be prospective and
clearly differentiated from existing NSR permit requirernents.  This will avoid
confusion over the complidnice status relative to existing PM emissiong limits that
were not developed considering the condensable pontion.

73 Fed. Reg. at 28335 (emphasig added). Our amendiments 1o § 139, 12(c) will clarify that
condensables are to be considered on a prospective basis only, and will give operators fair notice
where the Department expects ¢ompliance with an emission limitation based on fi filterable plus
condensable particilate matter,

2. In conjunction with onr Comment #1,the Board should also revise §
139.12(b) to further clarify that the applicability of the substantive reqmremems in
subsection {b) is limited by subsections {a) and {ck

We encourage the Board to amend the proposed language of 25 Pa. Code § 139:12(b) as
foltows:

The: owner or .operator of a stationary - source subject to. emission linditations
forparticulate matter (PM), PM-10 andorPM;s, o 10 applicability determinations
required under Chapter 127, Subchapters D and E (relating to prevention of
significant deterioration of air quality, and ‘new soiirce review) shall demonstrate
comphanc:e for filterable and condensable PM-10-aad PM,s emissions, except as
provided in (2) and ().

Addition of the phrase, © except as provided in (a) and (c),” is needed to enable a proper
reading of § 139.12(b) in conjunction with subsections (a) and (¢}, As currently pmp@sed the
broadly-applicable language of (b) makés it possible for an operator subject 1o an existing
standard under §§ 123.11--123.13 to conclude that it s also, according to (b), theé operator of a
source that must demonstrate compliance for filterable and condernisable emissions. The Board is
already aware that such a conclusion would be incorrect; operators of existing stationary sources
subject to §§ 123,11-—123.13 are only required to test for compliance with filterable emissions:
Seed2 Pa. Bull. 4363 (July 7, 2012). Furthermore, addition of the phrase, “except as provided in
(a) and (¢, will clarify that samphng to show compliance with 2 PM, PM=10 or PMy s emission
limitation or to determine NSR applicability, i.., the substantive requirements found in

subsection (h), must aceount forcondensable eﬁussmnspmspecave!y based ot the date appearing
wmic).

- This minor amendmentto § 139, 12(b)is consistent with our amendments to subsection (c)
(see Comment #1 above), and ‘will improve operators” understanding of § 139.12 a5 a whole.

, 3. The Board should remave the first sentence of § 139.12(d) because it is
redundant with subsection (b) and inconsistent with subsection (¢).
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As proposed, the first sentence of § 139.12(d) merely restates the substanitive requirement
of (b).Furthermore, this sentence contradicts subsection (c), which represents that an operator
subject to an emission limitation established prior to January 1, 2011 may not be required to
account for condensable emissions. Removing the first sentence of subsection {d) will avoid
confusion.and further improve the reading of § 139.12 as 2 whole.

4. Please confirm that this ralemaking action will not affect the annual
inventory required by 25 Pa. Code § 1353,

Onr understanding is that operators are not currently required 10 include condensable
emissions in the inventory. Furthermore, Ms. Joyce Epps of the Department indicated af the
October 20, 2011 Air Quality Technical Advisory Committee rueeting that the Depariment
prefers dot 1o change the inventory requirement via this proposed nilemaking action, which deals
solely with the Chapter 139 regulations. The Department should provide guidance as to the
impact of this rulemaking on the annual inventory, both prospectively as well the retroactive
impact, if any, . :

5. Please address whether condensable emissions will be considered a regulated
pollutant for purposes of calculating the annual emission fees required by 25 Pa. Code §
127.705, ' ' '

Please clarify whether operators will need 10 pay fees based on condensable emissions,
when such a requirement will take effect, and whether it will only apply prospectively. If
opetators mst account for condensable emissions in determining the annual fees owed to the

- Department, the fees will automatically increase for many operators. We note that such &

requirement would be-inconsistent with the Board’s conclusion that this rulemaking will not
impose new or additional compliance costs. Sce 42 Pa. Bull 4363 (July 7, 2012).

For clarity and for the convenience of the EQB, Armstrong Cement is attaching a one-
page summary of the proposed changes to-the regulatory language.

Armstrong Cement appreciates the opportunity to submit commients for the Board’s
consideration. ‘We believe our comments are important 16 the development of clear and
reasonable rules, ,

Peter T Kimmel
V.P. Qperations

oo Michael H. Winel
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One-Page Summary of Proposed Changes to 25 Pa. Code §139.12
Armstrong Cement & Supply Corp.

Italicized underlined language is proposed to be added by Armstrong Cemem
Ttalicized strikethrough language is proposed to be deleted by Armstrong Cement,

§ 139.12. Emissions of particulate matter.

(a) Tests for determining emissions of filterable particulate matter from stationary sources to
demeonstrate comphiance with the pamcn!ate matier emission standardsin §§ 123.11—
123.13 (relating to combustion units; incinerators; and processes) shall conform with the
following:

(1) Test- methods for particulate matter émissions shall mc‘tnde dey filters and provide for at
least a°95% collection efficiency of pamcuiate miatter;

% * ® * %

{5) Resulis shall be calculated based upon samp}e train compousht weaghts specified in §
139.4(5). Results shall be reported as pounds of particulate matter per hour and in accordance
with the units specified in §§ 123.11—123.13 [{relating to:particulate maiter emissions)|.

(b} The owner or operator of 2 stationary sonrce sub;ect m emmsmn limutabons for
particulate matter (PM), PM-10 gndor PM; savhich express that the limitations inch
condensable emissions,or to applicability d:terminanons m:;mml under Qhapter 12’7,
Subchapters D and E (relating to prevention of significant deterioration of air quality; and
new source review) shall demonstrate compliance for filterable and condensable PM-10and

£M, 5 emissions, except as provided in (a) and {c):

{¢) Complignce with a pamcu}ate matter Mimﬁmmﬂ Emitation
issued by the Department.or. Ticubility mile prior to January 1, 2011,
will not be based on condensable particulate matter tml&s expressiyrequired under the
terms and conditions of & plan approval, eperating permit or the State Implementation
I’lmt codtf‘md in 40 CFR 52.2020 (relating to identification of p!an). °M, PM10, aml M.
;n;.; issued by | l»«-» or after Jangury 1. 20, :

and procedures must be eqmvalent tn thou specnf'wd in § 139.4(5}




