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The ninth meeting of the working group established under the Clean Air Act Advisory

Committee' s (CAAAC) PermitsNew Source Review/Air Toxics Subcommittee was held on July 9,
2002 at the Hdll of the States building in Washington, D.C.

Michadl Shore provided introductory comments on work done by the ail-fired mini group. The

mini group presented two sets of recommendations on what a stlandard should or could look like. The
two formats for a standard put forward were: (1) arate-based format for nickel (that could be either
input- or output-based) with an averaging period to be decided upon, and (2) an annud average
tonnage cap for nickd from each facility.

These comments were followed by Working Group discussion. The following points or

guestions were made during the open discussion:

is an annud tonnage cap an gppropriate format for aMACT;

an annua cap doesn't necessarily encourage energy efficiency (but dso may not discourage it
ether);

nicke is not a short-term health problem; rather it is along-term, bicaccumulative problem that
does not require a short-term emisson rate;

an annud cap dlows for more flexibility in meeting the sandard, reducing nickel emissonsto
the environment but alowing a cost-effective means of achieving the limit (eg., could solicit
“low nickd” ail, burn gas part of the time);

an annua tonnage cap would till be based on an emisson rate;

not sure the Agency has the data upon which to base an annua tonnage cap (unclear asto
whether the burden would be on the industry or the Agency to provide the data);

there is condderable variability in the nickd content in oils;

the nickel content of various ailsis ageologic fact of life but may be influenced by refining
Processes,

an emissions rate-based format with an annual average would be essentidly equivaent to an
annud average tonnage cap in providing flexibility given the right averaging period;

the averaging period under arate-based format is critica - the shorter the averaging period
under arate based approach, the more flexibility that islost;

the compliance flexibility of dud-fue fired units (oil and gas) would be congtrained during
periods of naturd gas curtallment (i.e., when natura gasis curtailed, it may be completely
unavailable for periods of up to severa months) making longer compliance periods (e.g., longer
than one month or one calendar quarter) more feasible;



in caculating the basdine for an annua average tonnage cap, long-term averages (3-, 5-, or
10-years) should be used for the fuel use;

an output-based format would be too complex and sophisticated for this sector of the industry,
particularly given the prevdence of dud-fud firing;

ESPs may not effectively capture nickel because they are not efficient on smal particles;

use of magnesium oxide as a corrosion inhibitor may bind with nickel and cause it to drop out;
and

use of stack testing should only be required if a“control” isbeing used; if the unit is
uncontrolled, then fud sampling for the nickel content should be sufficient.

Martha Kegating provided comments on amemo prepared by representatives of five of the
environmenta groups on the issue of non-mercury HAP. Larry Monroe made a presentation on
industry’ s position on the sameissue. Bill O’ Sullivan made a presentation reating some anayses he
had conduced on theissue.

These presentations were followed by Working Group discusson. The following points or
guestions were made during the open discussion:

the use of surrogates may be appropriate but the surrogate must represent eech HAP that it is
being used as a surrogete for;

the use of groupings of HAP may be gppropriate but only if dl the HAP in the group react the
same and have the same control efficiencies;

the data are adequate for the non-mercury metal HAP, may be adequate for the acid gas HAP,
and are not adequate for the organic HAP,

al HAP emitted in sSgnificant quantities (needs to be defined) should be addressed;

totd particulate may not be a surrogate for individua meta HAP and testing for each individua
HAP would be favored,

MACT decisons may be influenced by previous LAER, BACT, and RACT determinations;
the use of surrogatesis not possible within the time frame of the utility MACT given the need to
establish the relationship between the surrogate and the HAP,

using arisk-based approach (i.e., use of section 112(d)(4) asin the chlor-alkai MACT) is
illega under the Clean Air Act; and

additiond data are required.

Bob Wayland presented an dternative gpproach in which agatisticd andyss of the datais
used to set the floor and incorporate data variability. Thiswas followed by Working Group discussion.
The following points or questions were made during the open discussion:

the EPA should use only the top performing 12 percent of plantsin the floor and variability
analyses;



can a nationwide emission be ca culated based on the 90, 95, and 99 percent confidence limit
vaues, and
can the anayses be done by boiler type.

There followed a discussion following up on the various discussions held on the assumptions
contained inthe IPM. A brief presentation by the EPA outlined the changes that EPA had agreed to
maketo the IPM. In addition, Felice Stadler presented a summary of comments prepared by a number
of the environmentd groups. Thiswas followed by generd Working Group discusson. The following
points were made during the open discussion:

the IPM needs to be “hard-wired” with, or otherwise separate out, controls that are currently
being ingdled or that have been announced (e.g., SNCR, SCR) to comply with the SIP call;
the IPM should account for ash disposal costs, both from the aspect of lost revenue for the ash
that may be currently sold and from the aspect of new disposa codts, and

the 60 percent remova being proposed by EPA for ESP units may not be low enough.

The EPA will sat up another teleconference to discuss its findings on these paints.

The EPA discussed briefly the list of topicsissuesthat it desired advice/recommendations on
from the members. There followed a discusson of how the members would provide the information
and what the generd process would be for getting the information into a format for presentation to the
full CAAAC.

All presentations will be placed on the utility MACT website
(http:/Aww.epa.gov/ttn/atw/combust/util tox/utoxpg.html).

Review of action items and discussion of next seps

The next meeting will be August 8, 2002 at the Edison Electric Inditute facilitiesin Washington,
D.C., and will be from 9:30 am. to 4:00 p.m. The following topicg/action items were suggested for the
July mesting:

The*ail-fired unit” mini-group will provide follow-up to the discusson held at this mesting.

The stakeholder groups (or combinations of groups) will bring to the table their specific
advice'recommendations on issues they fed EPA must addressin aMACT gandard (e.g.,
subcategories, floors, averaging period, format of the sandard). These recommendations will
be provided to EPA by August 1 so that they may be distributed eectronicaly to the members
prior to the August 8 mesting.



Working Group members and EPA will consder the eements to be reported out to the full
CAAAC and the format for the report.

EPA will continue to look at the Satigtica gpproach to handling variability presented at this
meeting and provide feedback to the members on the questions asked.
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AGENDA
9:30am.- 945am. Introductions and opening remarks by Sdly Shaver and Bill O’ Sullivan,
Co-chairs
9:45am. - 10:45am. Presentation by Oil Mini Group followed by Working Group discussion
- Michael Shore
10:45 am. - 11:45 am. Presentation by Non-mercury HAP Mini Group followed by Working

Group discusson - Martha Keating

11:45am. - 12:15 p.m. EPA presentation on dternate datistical variability andyss
12:15p.m.- 1:15p.m. Lunch

1:15p.m.- 1:.45p.m. IPM discussion follow-up

1.45p.m.- 2:15p.m. Open discussion by the Working Group of list of topics on which EPA

wants advice or recommendations

215p.m.- 2:45p.m. Open discussion by the Working Group of the format of the report to
the CAAAC

2:45p.m.- 3:45p.m. Open discussion by the Working Group on process for presenting
advice and recommendations

3:45p.m.- 4:00 p.m. Review of action items and discussion of next steps



4:00 p.m. Adjourn



