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 Emission rate calculations only need to be conducted for the initial compliance 
demonstration or when there is a change in the type of fuel or mixture of fuels.  Recalculated 
emission rates resulting from a change in the fuel type or mixture of fuel must always be less 
than the applicable limit.  Thus, there is no averaging period for determining continuous 
compliance with the fuel operating limits.   
 
2)  We plan to use the HBCA for HCl and/or TSM.  The demonstration is due no later than 
9/13/06, and we will include our HCl and/or Mn stack testing results in the demonstration.  
Does this stack test represent a “performance test” implying we must comply with the 
operating limits determined during the one year to the compliance date per  
section 63.7540(a)(1)?  When is the next emissions test required?  When do we submit a 
notification of compliance status report?  Is another performance test required within one 
year of the original test? 
 
 The stack test conducted as part of the eligibility demonstration for the health-based 
compliance alternative (HBCA) does not represent a “performance test” as referred to in 40 CFR 
Section 63.7540(a)(1).  However, the operating limits for the HBCA are established in the  
Title V permit based on the parameters submitted with the eligibility demonstration in 
accordance with Section 8(d) of Appendix A to Subpart DDDDD (as amended on 
reconsideration).  70 Fed. Reg. 76919, 76935 (Dec. 28, 2005).   In accordance with Appendix A, 
Section 4 (e), these parameters may include, as appropriate, the site-specific operating limits in 
Table 3, which should be established using data from the manganese emissions testing conducted 
to demonstrate eligibility for the health-based alternative.  However, the operating limits in  
Table 3 are not required if other appropriate parameters are submitted for incorporation into the 
Title V permit in accordance with section 8(d) of Appendix A.   
 
 You must update your eligibility demonstration, which will include stack testing and/or 
fuel analysis, and resubmit the demonstration each time any of the parameters that defined your 
affected source as eligible for the HBCA, changes in a way that could result in increased HAP 
emissions or increased risk from exposure to emissions.  Appendix A, Section 11(a).  If the 
parameters do not change, the owner or operator is not required to update the eligibility 
demonstration, and thus would not be required to conduct additional testing. 
 
 If an owner or operator chooses multiple compliance options (i.e., stack testing, fuel 
analysis, and the HBCA) to demonstrate compliance with Subpart DDDDD, only one 
Notification of Compliance Status Report (describing each of the compliance options used by the 
source) is required to be submitted for the affected source. The Notification of Compliance 
Status Report must be submitted before the close of business on the 60th day following the 
completion of performance testing and/or other initial compliance demonstrations according to 
Section 60.10(d)(2).  40 CFR Section 63.7545(e).    Although the HBCA eligibility 
demonstration is due by September 16, 2006, a Notification of Compliance Status Report is not 
necessarily required at that time if other compliance demonstrations are still necessary under 
subpart DDDDD.  The owner or operator is only required to submit one comprehensive 
Notification of Compliance Status Report by the close of business on the 60th day following 
completion of the last compliance demonstration. 
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 If an owner or operator is demonstrating compliance via a stack test, annual tests are 
required to be completed between ten and twelve months after the previous test.  40 CFR  
Section 63.7515(a).  Owners or operators may conduct annual tests less often if they meet the 
requirements in 40 CFR Section 63.7515 (b) through (d). 
 
3)  Some states require soot blowing during one of the performance test runs.  The boiler 
MACT rule does not specify this as a test requirement.  Is soot blowing required during a 
stack test? 
 
 Yes.  Agency guidance on stack testing states that soot-blowing is a routine operation 
constituting representative process conditions.  Therefore, soot-blowing should be included 
during stack testing.  The Agency recognizes that the frequency with which sources perform 
soot-blowing as part of their routine operation can vary significantly.  Therefore, the Agency 
recommends that the amount of soot-blowing required during performance testing be determined 
on a case-by-case basis.  Refer to the EPA document “Clean Air Act National Stack Testing 
Guidance”, dated September 30, 2005, for additional guidance (http://www.epa.gov/compliance/ 
resources/policies/monitoring/caa/stacktesting.pdf). 
 
4) The rule requires that pH meters have a two-point calibration every 8 hours (40 CFR 
Section 63.7525 (f)(3)).  The repetitive 8-hour requirement is excessive for the wet scrubber 
liquid application and therefore is unnecessarily burdensome.  A Compliance Assurance 
Monitoring (CAM) technical guidance document from EPA (4.5.5.1) notes clearly that the 
8-hour requirement is for the calibration of laboratory pH meters, not online meters.  The 
document states that calibration of continuous pH meters will be more difficult than lab pH 
meters.  Additionally, the rule’s calibration schedule is not consistent with some other 
MACT regulations for similar applications.  For example, 40 CFR Part 63 NESHAP for 
Refractory Products Manufacturing, Section 63.9804(e)(4) allows for a weekly pH 
calibration, and the application of the pH measurement in the Refractory Products rule is 
similar to the Boiler MACT rule, i.e., both are used in wet scrubber liquid applications.  
The Boiler MACT pH calibration schedule should be consistent with the similar regulatory 
application in the Refractory Products MACT, or, as an alternative, we think it makes 
sense that users should be allowed to develop a calibration and maintenance plan that is 
sufficient for the application and should follow that plan as a part of compliance.  For 
example, a two-probe pH system option should be allowed.  A two-probe pH system would 
ensure a continuous calibration check.  Will EPA allow alternate pH calibration plans? 
 
 Yes.  An owner or operator may submit a request for an alternative pH calibration 
schedule on a site-specific basis in accordance with the procedures in 40 CFR Section 63.8(f) for 
establishing alternative monitoring methods.  Requests should be submitted to the appropriate 
EPA regional office for approval. 
 
 
 
 




