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1. Purpose of the Statement of Basis

This document summarizes the legadd factualbasisfor the permit conditions in the air
operating per mit to be issued t boRehntdndBodhgei ng
Renton) facility under the authority of the Washington Clean Air Act, Chapter 70.94 Revised
Code of WashingtonrRCW), Chapter 17301 of the Washington Administrative Code (WAC),

and Puget Sound Clean Air Agency (previously known as Puget Sound Air Pollution Control
Agency (PSAPCA)) Regulation I, Article 7. Unlike the permit, this document is not legally
enforceal®. It includes references to the applicable statutory or regulatory provisions that relate

to Boeing Rentonbés air emi ssions and provide
Boeing Renton, including a compliance history.

2.  Source Description

2.1 Why Boeing Renton is an Air Operating Permit Source

Boeing Renton qualifies as a major source and is required to obtain an operating permit because
it emits more than 100 tons per year (tpy) of volatile organic compounds (VOCs), more than 25
tpy of total hazatous air pollutants (HAPs), and more than 10 tpy of certain specific HAPs. The
major sources of VOC and HAP emissions are from the use of solvents and coatings used to
support cleaning and coating operations associated with aircraft assembly and mangfactu

The major source of NOx emissions are the boilers, where natural gas and fuel oil are burned.

2.2 Emission Inventory

The emission inventory is listed in Attachment A. The attached emission inventory includes a
breakdown of the total annual emissidisted by chemical name, CAS number, and the sources

of the listed emissions. In 2000, Boeing Renton emitted more than ten tons per year of both
Methyl Ethyl Ketone (MEK) and toluene. These chemicals are both HAPs. The facility also
emitted more than 2®ns per year of total HAPs and more than 100 tons per year of VOCs. The
emissions of nitrogen oxides (NOXx) during the year 2000 were below 100 tons per year, but have
exceeded 100 tons per year in previous years.

In the last 10 years (1992000), theemissions of VOC from the Boeing Renton facility have
decreased by more than 50 percent, and the emissions of HAP have decreased by more than 80
percent.

The following table summarizes the total HAP, VOC, and NOx emissions from the Boeing
Renton facilityover the last ten years. The information is presented in tons per year.
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TABLE 1 BOEING RENTON REPORTED EMISSIONS (TPY)

Pollutant 1991 | 1992 | 1993 | 1994 | 1995 | 1996 | 1997 | 1998 | 1999 | 2000
Tons | Tons | Tons | Tons | Tons | Tons | Tons | Tons | Tons | Tons
VOC 364 287 220 145 93 118 180 197 169 148
HAP 253 190 162 109 69 86 82 62 56 44
NOx 125 120 140 133 128 162 144 146 142 69

2.3 Process Description

The Boeing Renton facility conducts a variety of aerospace parts assembly processes for the 737
and 757 models of Boeing commetarcraft. The facility is located on Logan Avenue in an
industrialized area of the city of Renton, adjacent to the Renton Airfield. Operations at the
facility include machining, part assembly, primer, topcoat and specialty coating application,
solventcleaning, and facility and equipment maintenance and support activilies.Boeing

Renton facility occupies a 33tcre site and includesnumber of manufacturing building, aprons
adjacent to the Renton Airfield, facilities support buildings, roadseargloyee parking areas.

The airplane assembly process is basically the drill and rivet process. Generally, small parts are
assembled into larger parts by drilling, anodizing newly exposed metal, wipe solvent cleaning,
sealing faces by tube applicatioh sealant, riveting, sealing joint, wipe solvent cleaning of
excess sealant, and applying a primer coat by brush. Joined parts become larger and larger until
the aircraft is fully assembled, using about 2 million parts. Parts arrive from offsite byrtilck

or sea and range in size from small rivets to an entire 737 aircraft body. At certain stages,
specialize processes are conducted, principally the coating of large parts in spray booths with
primers, topcoats or specialty coating&hole aircraft & painted in 2 paint hangars. This site

does not rebuild aircraft. Normally whole aircraft are not depainted.

3. Review of Permit Application

3.1 Original Review

The Puget Sound Clean Air Agency received a Title V permit application from Boeing Renton
on June7, 1995. The Puget Sound Clean Air Agency acknowledged that the application was
complete in a letter to Boeing Rentdated August 1, 1995.

3.2 Appeal by Boeing

From March 30, 2002 to April 29, 2002, the Puget Sound Clean Air Agency held a public
comment pegod for a draft permit for Boeing Renton. After addressing the public comments,
the Agency submitted the proposed permit to EPA Region X for its review on June 27, 2002.
The EPA did not comment on the draft or proposed permtg. Puget Sound Cleanrd\gency

choose not to issue the final permit to Boeing Renton because Boeing was appealing an air
operating permit with similar wording.
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The Puget Sound Clean Air Agency issued the air operating permBoeing Commercial

Ai r pl an e Ndgh Boeimgbiedd/Plant 2 facility (No21147 on May 20, 2002 after the

30 day pubic comment period and the 45 day EPA review period. On June 19, 2002, Boeing
submitted to the Pollution Control Hearings Board (PCHB) a Notice of Appeal and Request for
Stay of Effetiveness of Challenged Provisions and a Motion for Stay of Proceedings, pertaining
to the air operating permit for NBF/Plant 2 (PCHB No-820. Of specific concern to Boeing

was language in the opacity monitoring method Section II.A.1(a) of the penalisegtions with

similar wording. The wording in question in the NBF/Plant 2 air operating permit was very
similar to that in the Boeing Rentd?Proposed Air Operating PermitPuget Sound Clean Air
Agency chose to postpone issuing the Boeing Renton aratipg permit until afteBoeing and

the Agency concluded discussions on a settlement agreenfersettiement agreement was
signed on January 5, 2003. As part of the settlement agreement the Puget Sound Clean Air
Agency agreed to reopen the permit fause under Section VI. Reopening for Cause and

WAC 173401730, and propose agreed upon changes to

Because of the settlement agreement the Agency is also proposing similar changes-yetthe as
urrissued Boeing Renton air apéing permit. In addition, the Agency is proposing other
primarily administrativetype changes to the Boeing Renton air operating persuth as
including recent changes to applicable regulations and Notice of Construction Orders of
Approval thatthe Agency has recentlyssued. The Agency also has made administrative
changes relating the numbering system and aefssences. Because tAgency has not issued

the Boeing Renton permit, these changes are not permit amendments; instead the agency is
issuing a new draft permit and accepting public comments on it.

Below is a description of the proposed chandesed by section of the permit, from the
proposed permit submitted to EPA on June 27, 2002

3.2.1. Changes to Air Operating Permit Section |

1 Requirement.A.171 Addition of Il.A.1(b) Complaint Response, and II.A.1(c) Facility
Inspectiondo monitoring, maintenance, and recordkeeping (MM&R).

1 Requirement 1.A.2 Modification of the WAC 173100-060 requirement to describe both the
federally enforceable arstateonly enforceable parts of the requirement.

1 Requirement 1.LA.2i Addition of 1lLA.1(b) Complaint Response, and Il.A.1(c) Facility
Inspectiondo MM&R.

1 Requirement I.A.3 Addition of Il.A.1(b) Complaint Response, and II.A.1(c) Facility
Inspectionsda MM&R.

1 Requirement [.LA.10 Corrected a date.

1 Section I.B first paragraph Changed the second sentence to redda requirement in
Section I.A. is repeated in this section, then the monitoring, maintenance, and recordkeeping
method specified in this ci#on supersedes the monitoring, maintenance, and recordkeeping
method specified in Section I.LAOThe permit notes places where a monitoring method in
Section LA is superseded. Also delefdgtithe monitoring, maintenance and recordkeeping
method for ay requirement in Section I.A. is more extensive for specific emission units, the
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requirement is repeated in this section with the additional monitoring, maintenance and
recordkeeping equi r ement s. 0

Requirements EU 1.49,50, 1.51, 1.52, 1.54, 1.55, 1.5657, 1.59, 1.60, 1.68 Added
WAC 173460-060(5)as a state only applicable requirement.

Requirement EU 651 Clarified that the 9/10/98 version of Regulation |, Section 7.09(b)
will become federally enforceable upon adoption into the SIP. Also, iethrthat the
monitoring method supersedes the monitoring method for Regulation I, Section 7.09(b)
requirement listed in 1.A.10.

Requirement EU 661 Clarified that Regulation I, Section 9.20(a) only applies to equipment
that has received an NOC OrdérApproval.

Requirement B 1.687 Added 1l.A.1(c) Facility Inspections to the MM&R and clarified that
the monitoring method supersedes the monitoring method listed in 1.A.9.

EU 2 Descriptioi Added the laboratory tanks installed under NOC 8721 tde=iption.

Requirement EU 2.1 Clarified that the 9/10/98 version of Regulation I, Section 7.09(b) will
become federally enforceable upon adoption into the SIP. Also, clarified that the monitoring
method supersed#ise monitoring method for this requirentdisted in .A.10.

Requirement EU 2.2 Clarified that Regulation I, Section 9.20(a) only applies to equipment
that has received an NOC Order of Approvahdded Il.A.1(c) Facility Inspections to
MM&R .

Requirement EU 2.B Added both the current andettSIP versions of Regulation I, Section
9.03 and WAC 17300040(1) Addedthe appropriate MM&R, and the Referentest
Method. Clarified that the monitoring method supersedes the monitoring method listed in
I.LA.1for EU 2.3

Requirement EU 2.4 AddedEU 2.4 monitoring methods arwbth the current and the SIP
versions of Regulation |, Section 9.09 and WAC -#18-060 the appropriate MM&R, and
the Referenc@estMethod. Clarified that theMM&R supersedes the monitoring in 12¥or
EU 2.4

Requirement B 2.57 Addition of Il.A.1(b), Facility Inspectionsgo MM&R.

Requirements EU 8.& 2.97 Addition of NOC Approval No. 872and appropriate MM&R

EU 3 Descriptioi Added thespray boothnstalled under NOC 8703 to the description.
Requirement ELB.1041 Clarified that the 9/10/98 version of Regulation |, Section 7.09(b)
will become federally enforceable upon adoption into the SIP. Also, clarified that the

monitoring method supersedes the monitoring method for Regulation I, Section 7.09(b)
requirement liged in 1.A.10.
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Requirement EWB.10571 Clarified that the monitoring method supersedes the monitoring
method for Regulation |, Section 9.20 requirement listed in . Adéled1l.A.1(c), Facility
Inspections, to MM&R

RequirementseU 3.128 through EU 3.13 T Addition of NOC Approval No. 8703
requirements for a paint booth at building 3.

Requirement EU 3.13- AddedIl.A.1(c), Facility Inspections, to MM&R
Requirement EU 34071 Added 11.A.1(d) Work Practice Inspections, as MM&R.

Requirement EU 4.1i Added I1l.A.1(b) Complaint Responsand Il.A.1(c) Facility
Inspectionsto the MM&R. Also, clarified that the monitoring method supersedes the
monitoring method for Regulation I, Section 9.03 requirement listed in .A.1.

Requirement EU 4.2i Added II.A.1(b) Complaint Response and Il.A.1(c) Facility
Inspections to the MM&R. Also, clarified that the monitoring method supersedes the
monitoring method for Regulation I, Section 9.09(a) requirement listed in I.A.3.

Requirement EU 4.3i Added II.A.1(b) ComplaintResponse and Il.A.1(c) Facility
Inspections to the MM&R Also, clarified that the monitoring method supersedes the
monitoring method foWWAC 173400-050requirementisted in .A.3.

Requirement EU &.1 Clarified that the 9/10/98 version of Regulatigrséction 7.09(b) will
become federally enforceable upon adoption into the SIP. Also, clarified that the monitoring
method supersedes the monitoring method for Regulation I, Section 7.09(b) requirement
listed in LA.10.

Requirement EU 4.6 Added II.A.1(c) Facility Inspections to the MM&R. Alsoarified
that the monitoring method supersedes the monitoring method for Regulation |, Section 9.20
requirement listed in 1.A.9.

Requirement EU 5.1 Clarified that the 9/10/98 version of Regulation I, Secédi®(b) will
become federally enforceable upon adoption into the SIP. Also, clarified that the monitoring
method supersedes the monitoring method for Regulation |, Section 7.09(b) requirement
listed in .LA.10.

Requirement EU 5.2 Clarified that Regul@on I, Section 9.20(a) only applies to equipment
that has received an NOC Order of ApproveaClarified MM&R as II.A.1(c), Facility
Inspections

EU 6 Descriptioni Added the sanding collection baghouse registered under Regulation |
Section 6.03(b)(7) tthe description.

Requirement EU 6.1 Added both the current and the SIP versions of Regulation I, Section
9.03 and WAC 173l00-040(1) the appropriate MM&R, and the Reference Methddso,
clarified that the monitoring method supersedes the monitoretgodin 1.A. 1.
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Requirement EU 6.2 Added both the current and the SIP versions of Regulation |, Section
9.09 and WAC 17300060, the appropriate MM&R, and the Reference Methddso,
clarified that the monitoring method supersedes the monitoring methad?2.

Requirement EU 6.B Clarified that the 9/10/98 version of Regulation I, Section 7.09(b) will
become federally enforceable upon adoption into the SIP. Also, clarified that the monitoring
method supersedes the monitoring method for Regulati®edtion 7.09(b) requirement
listed in .LA.10.

Requirement EU 6.4 Added II.A.1(c) Facility Inspections to the MM&R. Alsoladfied
that Regulation I, Section 9.20(a) only applies to equipment that has received an NOC Order
of Approval.

Requirement B 7.171 Clarified that the 9/10/98 version of Regulation I, Section 7.09(b) will
become federally enforceable upon adoption into the SIP. Also, clarified that the monitoring
method supersedes the monitoring method for Regulation I, Section 7.09(b) menntire
listed in .A.10.

Requirement EWr.27 Added II.A.1(c) Facility Inspections to the MM&R. Also, clarified
that Regulation I, Section 9.20(a) only applies to equipment that has received an NOC Order
of Approval.

Requirement EW¥.31 Added both the wrrent and the SIP versions of Regulation I, Section
9.03 and WAC 173100-:040(1) the appropriate MM&R, and the Reference MethAtso,
clarified that the monitoring method supersedes the monitoring methad 1.

Requirement EU¥.4 1 Added both the cuent and the SIP versions of Regulation I, Section
9.09 and WAC 17300060, the appropriate MM&R, and the Reference Methddso,
clarified that the monitoring method supersedes the monitoring migthad2.

Requirement EU 8.1 toB& 8.7 7 Changed theeference to location of the MM&R.

Requirement EU 8.6 Clarified that the 9/10/98 version of Regulation I, Section 7.09(b) will
become federally enforceable upon adoption into the SIP. Also, clarified that the monitoring
method supersedes the monitgrimethod for Regulation |, Section 7.09(b) requirement
listed in .LA.10.

Requirement EU &.7 Added Il.A.1(c) Facility Inspections to the MM&RAIso, clarified
that the monitoring method supersedes the monitoring méatHoAl 9.

Requirement EU 8.B Changed MM&R tdl.A.1(c) Facility Inspections

Requirement EU 9.8 Clarified that the 9/10/98 version of Regulation I, Section 7.09(b) will
become federally enforceable upon adoption into the SIP. Also, clarified that the monitoring
method supersedesetimonitoring method for Regulation I, Section 7.09(b) requirement
listed in .A.10.
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1 Requirement EU 9.4 Clarified that Regulation I, Section 9.20(a) only applies to equipment
that has received an NOC Order of Approvalso, added the RCW 70.94.152¢égulatory
reference and a comment regarding the fact thaale®ge ground monitoring method only
applies to above ground tanks.

1 Requirement EU 9.5 Moved the RCW 70.94.152(7) regulatory reference to EU 9.4, and
removed EU 9.5.

3.2.2. Changes to Air Operating Permit Section Il

1 ILA T AddediiThe tests performed to satisfy the requirements of any monitoring method
under Section I1 of this permit are monitor.i
for purposes of Section V.N.1(iii) of this perm[MWAC 173401-615,10/17/03 ©

1 ILA.1(@) 1 Clarified thatfor purposes of complying with the quarterly opacity monitoring
required by Section Il.A.1(aBoeing is only required correct visible emissions if observed
during the quarterly inspection.(However, vsible emissions may still be a deviation of the
underlying applicable requirementpdded that in addition to eliminating visible emissions,
Boeing couldinsteaddemonstrate compliance using the reference method. Added | |
observations using the op@creference test method shall be reported according to V.Q.4
Met hod 9A ARepdr tt h.edo st at ement fAand Boeing di
emi ssi on i nspection as described aboveo t o
observation.

1 In cases whereWAC 173401-615(1)(b)is cited as @ authority for a requirementhe
applicability date of the requirement has been changed from November 4, 1993 to October
17, 2002.

1 In cases whereVAC 173401-615(2) is cited asan authority for a requirementhe
applicability date of the requirement has been changed from September 15, 2001 to October
17, 2002.

1 ILA.1(b) i Clarified that if Boeing cannot correct ggible compliance problems wiith24
hours andreportsthe potential problem according to SectiwiQ.5, it would not be a
deviation of the monitoring method. However, it may be a deviation of the underlying
applicable requirement and not taking action as described woalg&enit deviation.

1 ILA.1(c) 7 Clarified that if Boeing cannot correct gable compliance problems with 24
hours andrepors the potential problem according to Section V.Q.5, it would not be a
deviation of the monitoring method. However, it may be a deviation of the underlying
applicable requirement. Clarified that the monitg method only applies to applicable
requirements for which it is an applicable monitoring methéddedf | Boeingobserves
potential compliance problems for which there are no monitoring requirements under an
applicable requirement and corrects thabblem within 24 hoursBoeingdoes not need to
report the deviation under Section V.M. Compliance certifications or V.Q Reporting and
does not need to record such action under Section V.0.1.4 of this permit.
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1 ILLA.1(d) 7 Clarified that if Boeing cannatorrect possible compliance problems with in 24
hours andrepors the potential problem according to Section V.Q.5, it would not be a
deviation of the monitoring method. However, it may be a deviation of the underlying
applicable requirement Clarified that the monitoring method only applies to applicable
requirements for which it is an applicable monitoring methdaddedii and does not n
record such action under Section V.0.1.4 of this permit, except that deviations from the spray
gun cleaning regirements under 40 CFR 63.744(c) must be reported in the Aerospace
NESHAP sema n n u a | report in accordance with Secti

1 1LA.L(f) 7 Clarified that if Boeing cannot correct possible compliance problems with in 24
hours andrepors the potentl problem according to Section V.Q.5, it would not be a
deviation of the monitoring method. However, it may be a deviation of the underlying
applicable requirement. Clarified that the monitoring method only applies to applicable
requirements for which is an applicable monitoring method.

1 1LA.2(d)(ii) 17 Clarified that if Boeing cannot correct possible compliance problems with in
24 hours andepors the potential problem according to Section V.Q.5, it would not be a
deviation of the monitoring methodHowever, it may be a deviation of the underlying
applicable requirement.

T [LA.2(d)(v) 7 In the description of what actions must be taken to check for fugitive dust or
fallout,thetermnid et er mi nat i on dobsemasionr epl aced with

1 1LA.2(d)(iv) i Added that the monitoring for visible emission while burning oil is not
required during periods when natural gas is a reasonable option, such periods include testing,
training, and calibration. Added thfrr purposes of complying with the visible emissions
monitoring required by Section 1l.A.2(d)(ivBoeing only has to take action if Boeing
observes visible emissions during required monitoritfglowever, visible emissions may
still be a deviation of the underlying applicable requirememifdded that in ddition to
eliminating visible emissions, Boeing couldstead demonstrate compliance using the
reference method. Addedi Al | observations wusing the opac
be reported according to V.Q.4 Method 9A Rep

1 1LA.2(d)(v) T Clarified thatfor purposes of complying with the visible emissions monitoring
required by Section II.A.2(d)(v)Boeing only has to take action if visible emissions are
observed during a required inspectionAdded that in addition to eliminating visible
emissions, Boeing coulthsteaddemonstrate compliance using the reference method. Added
-A Al observations wusing the opacity referert
V. Q. 4 Met hod CkrAied Bhatpf Boetng cadnot correct possiblengiance
problems with in 24 hours anépors the potential problem according to Section V.Q.5, it
would not be a deviation of the monitoring method. However, it may be a deviation of the
underlying applicable requirement.

1 1LA.2(d)(vi) i Clarified tha Boeing must take corrective actions if Boeing identifies a
potential compliance problem with respect to an applicable requirement for which that
method is an applicable monitoring methddlarified that if Boeing cannot correct possible
compliance proldms with in 24 hours anm@pors the potential problem according to Section
V.Q.5, it would not be a deviation of the monitoring method. However, it may be a deviation
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of the underlying applicable requirement. Added that in addition to eliminating evisibl
emissions, Boeing couldsteaddemonstrate compliance using the reference method. Added

-AAL observations using the opacity referei
V.Q. 4 Method 9A Reports. o

1 [LA.2(d)(vii) - Clarified that if Boeing carmt correct possible compliance problems with in
24 hours and reported the potential problem according to Section V.Q.5, it would not be a
deviation of the monitoring method. However, it may be a deviation of the underlying
applicable requirement.

1 [LA.2(d)(viii) T Moved the monitoring method from 11.A.2(n) so it is clear that this is part of
the O&M Plan.

T [1LA.2(d)(ix) T Moved the monitoring method from [l.LA12) so it is clear that this is part of
the O&M Plan.

3.2.3. Changes to Air Operating Permit Section V

1 V.Pi Remove Boiler Maintenance from the Data Recovery section

1 V.P i Modified section to state that deviation reports shall include an explanation for any
instance in which Boeing fails to meet data recovery requirements, why data was not
collected, and dicussion of actions taken to insure collection of the data.

1 V.P1 Modified theprovision of excusing certain instances of failure to recover the required
amount of monitoring information.

1 In cases whereNVAC 173401-615(3)(a) and WAC 17%301-615(3)(b) arecited as a
requirements, the applicability date of the requirement has been changed from September 15,
2001 to October 17, 2002.

1 V.Q.1.(c)i Clarified that any application form, report, or compliance certification that is
required to be certified by anypplicable requirement must be certified by a responsible
official in addition those required by the permit. The section also specifies reports that must
be certified upon submittal, as apposed to at least once every six months.

1 V.Q.47 Added a requiremerio report the results of all Ecology Method 9A tests within 30
days after the end of the montGorrected a cross reference in the permit.

1 V.Q.57 Added a requirement to report problems not corrected within 24 hours.

1 V.Q.771 Updated the list ofepors and deleted the column specifying when a report must be
signed by the responsible officialChanged t he name of t he s
Applications, Reports, . &Row7: Aldet Slbmiata ERA &Cer t i
Puget Sound Clean Air Agencytine Paraphrased Frequency column.

1 V.Q.871 Updated the list of notifications



Statement of Basis
Boeing Company Renton Facility
Administrative Amendment: March 30, 2011 Pagel2of 108

1 In cases where Puget Sound Clean Air Agency Regulation | Section 3.07(b) is cited as a
requirement, the applicability date of the requirement has been changed from February 10,
1994 to February 9, 1995.

1 V.Z 1 Updated the insignificant emission units and activities section to reflect changes in
WAC 173401-530(2) as of October 17, 2002 and changed the applicability date from June
17, 1994 to October 17, 2002.

4.  Compliance History

The Puget Sound Clean Air Agency has inspected the Boeing Renton facility at least annually
over the last five years.

The following compliance summary outlines enforcement/compliance actions over the last five
yeas and is presented in chronological ordétompliance documents are listed by emissions
unit or other appropriate category groups in chronological order.

The Puget Sound Clean Air Agency has not confirmed any odor or dust complaints alleged
during this period.

At this time there are no outstamdj compliancer enforcemenissues with thigacility.

4.1 Aerospace NESHAP Compliance History

The Aerospace National Emission Standard for Hazardous Air Pollutants (ANESHAP) became
effective September 1, 1998 for this sourcEhe ANESHAP requires additionahonitoring,
recordkeeping and reporting not previously required.

Compliance Status Report dated April 27, 19980 CFR 63.744(a). Characterizedby the
Agency as a compliance concern andt enforcement action, the April 27, 1999 site
inspection identifed the possible use of an inadequate closed container for storing solvent
laden applicators. The concern was discussed during inspection and the Agency
considers this matter closed.

Notice of ViolationNo. 35988 dated May 1, 199%uget Sound Clean AirgencyRegulation
lll, Section 2.02 referencing 40 CFR 63.745(ghis violation, applying an inorganic
Hazardous Air Pollutant without use 49 CFR 63.745(f)certified filters, was seif
reported by Boeing Renton the Notice of Compliance Report datdthy 1, 1999 as
required per the ANESHAPBoei ng Rentonds May 1, 1999 an
reports both addressed the corrective actia.civil penalty or Assurance of
Discontinuance (AOD) was issued. A closure letter was sent in 1999.

Compliance Stats Report dated May 1, 1999%uget Sound Clean Air Agendyegulation I,
Section 9.16, Regulation Ill, Section 3.09éxd Section 9.20and40 CFR 63.9(h) and
40 CFR 63.744.These deficiencies, operating with missing filters and deviations from
the houskeeping requirements for solvent rag and closed contawers selfreported
by Boeing Renton in their Notice of Compliance Report dated May 1, 1999 as required
per the ANESHAP.Boei ng Rentondés May 1, 1999 repo
action. The Agency considers these matters closed.
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Notice of ViolationNo. 35992 dated August 31, Septembe? and 3 1999 Puget Sound Clean
Air Agency Regulation Ill, Section 2.02 referencing 40 CFR 63.7529(d)(3nis
violation, for failure to properly log thecaeptable limits of an established pressure drop
for two operating spray booths, was identified during the October 5, 1999 site inspection
and seHlreported by Boeing Renton the Notice of Compliance Report dated October
26, 1999 per the ANESHAPBoeingRent onds October 26, 1999
2000 meeting with the Agency addressed their corrective actidm.civil penalty or
AOD was issued. A closure letter was sent May 22, 2000.

Notice of Violation No. 37078 dated October 5, 1999Puget Sound IEan Air Agency
Regulation I, Section 7.09This violation, for failure to develop an adequate Operation
and Maintenance Plan for one of its composite mesh pad and wet packed scrubper units
was identified during the October 5, 1999 site inspectiBoeing met with the Agency
on November 10, 1999 and submitted written responses dated November 11, 1999 and
December 22, 1999 addressing their corrective actidn. civil penalty or AOD was
issued. A closure letter was sent November 24, 1999.

Compliance Stats Report dated October 5, 1999ssued as result of October 5, 1999 site
inspection for recordkeeping deficienciesThe Compliance Status Report requested
Boeing Rentonds recor dk e eTphdasen deficipncies doe dryr e s
filters and wetbooths were addressed in the NovemberlP®9 CSR response (SSMP
references selected portions of the O&M Plan, per 40 CFR 63.6(e)(3)(vi); pressure drop
record issues per 40 CFR 63.745(g)(2)(ivihe Agency considers this matter closed.

Compliance Statufkeport dated October 26, 199940 CFR 63.753(c)(1)(vi) and 40 CFR
63.752(d)(1) These deficiencies, failure to shut down spray booth when outside
established limits, monitoring pressure differential with inadequate gaamggailure to
record pressuré@rop once each shift during coating operatjomsre selreported by
Boeing Renton irthe Notice of Compliance Report dated October 26, 1999 as required
per the ANESHAP.Boeing met with the Agency on November 10, 1999 and April 7,
2000 and submitted viten responses dated November 11, 1999, December 22, 1999
and January 24, 2000 addressing their corrective actidre Agency considers these
matters closed.

Written WarningNo. 2-00274 dated December 14, 200Bsued for failure to record pressure
drop across operating system once each shift during which coating operations occur for
each operator complying with 40 CFR 63.745(g) for the control of inorganic HAP
emissions from primer and topcoat application operations at spray booth PB0014 in
building 1659. Section 2.02 of Regulation Il applies for operation of source in violation
of any provision of Parts 61 and 63, Title 40 CFR in effect July 1, 1%&sed on
information submitted in the Aerospace Semiannual Report dged 27, 20073, the
Agency onsiders the matter closed (as stated in written warning).

Written WarningNo. 2-00276 dated May 21, 2001 & May 25, 2001ssued for three issues.
SeeSections4.3 and 4.4 below regarding other issuéeNESHAP applicable issue for
failure to handle prirars (and topcoats) in such a manner that minimizes spills for each
operator complying with 40 CFR 63.745(b) for the control of organic HAP emissions in
paint spray booth PB0066 in Bldg-86 between shifts of aerospace NESHAP painting
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operations. Based onthe June 28, 2001 corrective action response from Boeing and
subsequent office conference regarding dev
emergency generators, the Agency considers both of the abovesrtiatied.

4.2 Asbestos Removal Compliance History

Below is a list of the enforcement actions taken concerning asbestos removal and related
requirements for Boeing Renton for the last five years.

Written WarningNo. 2-00276 dated May 25, 2001Third issue of Witten Warningfor failure
to post orcommunicate the results of an asbestos survey to all persons who may come
into contact with the materialBased on the June 28, 2001 corrective action response
from Boeing and subsequent office conference, the Agency consicarsatter closed.

4.3 Other

Below are the enforcement actions taken concerning opacity and related requirements for Boeing
Renton for the last five years.

Written WarningNo. 2-00276 dated May 21, 2001lssued for visible emissions in excess of
20% opacity for a period (on May 210@1) more than 3 minutes in any 1 hour per
Section 9.03(a) of Regulation IWDOE Method9A was not performed, therefore
emission not a documented violatioxisible emissios werethe result of an emergency
diesel generator undergoing monthly preven&timaintenance testingBased on the
June 28, 2001 corrective action response from Boeing and subsequent office conference,
the Agency consideithis matterclosed.

5. Explanation of Applicable Requirements

Applicable requirements are listed in severalisastof this operating permit as outlined below.

The permit only lists the requirements that the Puget Sound Clean Air Agency has determined to

be within the scope of the definition of fiap
program. Boeindrenton is legally responsible for complying with all applicable requirements of

the operating per mit as wel |l as other requir
requirement s o f-40LWabhington A@tingstpative Codel(\WAC).

Applicable requirements that are not ongoing are not included in the permit because they are not
in effect during the term of the permit (a.Kk.

5.1 Applicable Requirements

Boeing Renton is subject to all the requirements listed in all the tataeained in Section | of

the permit. Section I.A. contains the requirements that are applicable faddiéy The Puget
Sound Clean Air Agency did not repeat the facilityle requirements listed in Section I.A in
Section I.B unless the monitoring methwas specific to the listed emission unit. Section I.B.
contains the Emission Unit Specific Applicable Requirements and Section [.C. contains
Operations without Specific Applicable Requirementt. a requirement in Section L.A. is
repeated in SectionB, then the monitoring, maintenance, and recordkeeping method specified
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in that section supersedes the monitoring, maintenance, and recordkeeping method specified in
Section ILA.

The tables in Section | .A | istinthdéisecoicdlumn.i on f
The third col umn, ADate, 0 contains the adopt

cases, the effective dates of the AFederall
Requirement 0 may be dapprdvedrby BEPA thiowglc Seatiesnell0plil, y r
and 112 of the federal Clean Air Act are federally enforceable and either the state has not

submitted the regulation to the EPA or the EPA has not approved it.

[
Y
u

The first column is used as an identifier for theg tei r e ment , and the fourl
Paraphraseo col umn paraphrases t he requireme
information only and are not enforceable conditions of this permit. The actual enforceable
requirement is embodied in the requishcited in the second and third columns.

The fifth col umn, AMoni toring, Mai ntenance &
described in Section Il of the permit. Following these methods is an enforceable requirement of
this permit. The sixtha@!l u mn , AEmi ssion Standard Period, 0o i

emission standard and/or the minimum length of one reference method run. Section V.N.1 of the
permit identifies the number of separate runs for determining compliance using tleaaefer

met hod. The | ast col umn, AfReference Test Met
with an applicable emission limit that is to be used if and when a source test is required. In some
cases where the applicable requirement does not @& enethod, one has been added. This is
called fAgapfillingd anddl6ls aut horized under W

The permit identifies a specific method and the adoption date. Puget Sound Clean Air Agency
Regulation |, Section 3.07(a) states that testing for comg@ianust follow the current EPA
approved methods unless specific methods have been adopted by the Puget Sound Clean Air
Agency Board. WAC 17-300-105(4) allows either EPA 40 CFR 60 Appendix A or procedures

i n Ec oilSooguyrocse T e RracedMesfo€Campl i ance Testingodo as
These three requirements may conflict if the current method is not listed in the permit. However,
EPA seldom significantly changes the Reference Methods and the current method could be used
as credible evidencef @n emission violation. Finally, major changes in the Reference Test
Method may necessitate reopening the permit.

In case of conflict or omission between the information contained in the fourth column and the
actual statue or regulation cited in the set@olumn, the requirements and language of the
actual statute or regulation cited shall govern. For more information regarding any of the
requirements cited in the second and third columns, refer to the actual requirements cited.

Recently amended Puget &ind Clean Air Agency Regulations. The Puget Sound Clean Air
Agency Board of Directors has recently amended several sections of its regulations. These
amended sections are |isted as fAState Onlyo
enforcealke. They are enforceable only by the Puget Sound Clean Air Agency and the
Washington State Department of Ecology. However, these requirements will become federally
enforceable if they are adopted in the'SIP

!SI P6 is an abbrevi adn opl dmd \Vilsitalt ei s mal e ma
maintaining air quality and complying with the Federal Clean Air Act. The Federal Clean Air
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Puget Sound Clean Air Agency Order of Approwal Special Conditions: The Puget Sound

Clean Air Agency has issued Notice of Construction Orders of Approval for a number of pieces

of equipment at the Boeing Renton facility. These Orders of Approval sometimes specify
additional conditions that BoeingeRton must meet. These conditions are in addition to Boeing
Renton complying with all Puget Sound Clean Air Agency, state, and federal requirements, and
are referred to as fspeci al conditionso. The
Approval apply only to the equipment approved under the Order of Approval. The Boeing
Renton Air Operating Permit lists these special conditions in the tables under Section I.B.

5.2 Section I. A. (Facility-Wide)

5.2.1. Requirement lLA.1

Both WAC 173400-040(1) and Pugt Sound Clean Air Agency Regulation I, Section 9.03
standards are 20% opacity and apply to all stationary sources. Although the permit lists all these
requirements together, Boeing Renton must comply with each.

1 The monitoring method is based on visibhaigsion inspections of the facility at least
once per calendar quart@omplaint response, and facility inspectiodgspections are
to be performed while the facility is in operation during daylight houfsduring a
guarterly visible emissions insgem visible emissions other than uncombined water are
observed from a single unit or activitydoeing shall, as soon @sacticablebut within
24 hours of the initial observation, takertain prescribed actionSimilarly, if Boeing
receives a complairgbout visible emissions or opacity or identifies a problem during a
facility wide inspection, Boeing must deal with the problem according to the appropriate
monitoring requirement. The actions inclutkke corrective action, which may include
shutting @wn the unit or activity until it can be repaired, until there are no visible
emissions(or until the unit or activity is demonstrated to be in compliance with all
applicable opacity limitations in the permit using the reference test metoad)
alternatvely, record the opacity using the reference test method, or

1 Continue the observatidior a minimum of 15 minutes, or until visible emissions have
been observed for a total of 45 seconds, whichever is a shorter period. If visible
emissions other than unobined water are observed from a single unit or activity lasting
longer than 45 seconds during a 15 minute inteaking may continue to observe
visible emissions for an additional 45 minutes or until visible emissions have been
observed for a total @ minutes in the hour, whichever is a shorter period. If visible
emissions are observed for a total of 3 minutes during the 60 minute observation, or if
visible emissions have been observed for a total of 45 seconds during the 15 minute
observation andBoeing did not elect to continue the visible emission inspection as

Act requires states to submit these plans to the US EPA for its review and approval. This plan
must contain the rules drregulations of the state agency or local air authority necessary to
implement the programs mandated by Federal law. Once the EPA adopts the plan or elements of
it, the plan and its requirements become nfed
or | ocal rules are not federally enforceabl e
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described aboveBoeingshall, as soon as practicable but within 24 hours of the initial
observation either;

o] Take corrective actiorwhich may include shutting down the unit or activityilint
it can be repairgdintil there are no visible emissions; or,

o] Alternatively,determinehe opacity using the reference test method.

Failure to take actionas described above must be reported under Seé¢tdn Complianceor
V.Q. Reportingof the pemit.

All observations using the opacity reference test method shall be reported according to V.Q.4
Method 9A Reports.

Boeing argued that the original wording would require Boeing to make daily Method 9
observations on any unit that often had visible eimmssyet complied with all applicable
requirements. The Puget Sound Clean Air Agency agrees that if Ecology Method 9A
demonstrated compliance, additional monitoring would not be necessary to demonstrate
compliance with the opacity requirements until te&trrequired monitoring.

Emergency generaterandgenerataos for fire suppression pumpsften have visible emissions,

but seldom have visible emissions greater than 20% opacity, the permit has specific provisions
for those units. fIBoeing observes visle emissions from an emergency generator or generator

for fire suppression pumps, Boeing shall check to make sure that the generator is operated and
maintained properly and either shut it down witBifmours or observe visible emissions using
WDOE Method9A within 30 days Three hours was chosen because these units are usually
tested once a month for less than three hours. If they have visible emissions and operate for
more than three hours, the permit requires Boeing to either determine the opaniytidatritest

or some other test within 30 days. It is not the agency's intention that Boeing would have to
startup a generator, solely for the purpose of determining opacity

Boeing has also requested clarification as to whether the emergency powasWMAC 173

401-645 would apply to the opacity from emergency generators. The Puget Sound Clean Air
Agency concluded that the glkaseadlemipasiidny i m
they relates to emergency generators. Therefore, Boeinld arguethe emergency provisions

of WAC 173401-645 as an affirmative defense for an opacity violation provided that the
violation was not caused by improperly designed equipment, lack of preventative maintenance,
careless or improper operation, or @ier error.

1) Compliance. None of the emission units at Boeing Renton (except emergency generators)
normally have visible emissions. The emission units are also unlikely to generate visible
emissions except under the most unusual circumstances, excty fwilers when burning
backup fuel oil or jet fuelor some emergency generators during testifilgese boilers have
specific opacity monitoring requirements elsewhere in the permit (Section [.B.4). In
addition, the Puget Sound Clean Air Agency hapatted this facility at least annually since
1986 and has not identified opacity issues, nor has Boeing Renton. Therefore, we conclude
that it is generally in compliance with the opacity requirement and the margin of compliance
is large. In addition, # monitoring method is designed so that Boeing Renton will take
corrective action before a violation occurs, further enhancing the compliance margin.
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2) Variability of process and emissionblone of the processes at Boeing Renton normally emit
visible emissons, except as noted above. While many of the processes are variable or batch
operations, the most likely cause of visible emissions would be a significant change in the
process, one that would require approval from the Puget Sound Clean Air Agencypor ma
equipment failure. The specific emission units that are most likely to fail and have
significant visible emissions, such as the boilers and baghouses, are addressed elsewhere in
the permit. Except for testing, emergency generators and fire suppnegsiaps that do not
normally operate and testing is normally less than three hours.

3) Environmental impacts of problem®bserved opacity is generally related to emissions of
particulate matter or finely divided liquid droplets. The manufacturing actvatieBoeing
Renton typically do not generate significant quantities of particulate matter, typically less
than two tons per year. Hence, the environmental impacts of the emissions are small
especially considering the amount of land on which the facditypc¢ated. A maintenance
problem is unlikely to result in emissions that would have a significant environmental
impact.

4) Technical considerationsThe emission units that are likely to generate visible emissions are
addressed elsewhere in the permit.

5.2.2. Requirement |.A.2

Puget Sound Clean Air Agency Regulation I, Section 9.09 limits particulate emissions to 0.05
gr/dscf from equipment used in a manufacturing process. WAQFB60 limits particulate
emissions to 0.1 gr/dscf from general process units (inits using a procedure or a combination

of procedures for the purpose of causing a change in material by either chemical or physical
means, excluding combustion).

The monitoring method is based on quarterly visual inspections of the facility forevisibl
emissions complaint response, and facility inspectionSpacity monitoringis a surrogate to
performing a Method 5 test with Boeing Renton taking corrective action if any visible emissions
are noted. As with Requirement 1.A.1, the Puget Sound ClearAdgency has determined
through its inspections and permitting that it is unlikely that Boeing Renton will have any visible
emissions or exceed the particulate limit. Recording of visible emissions is not necessarily a
deviation of the particulate conceation standard because the threshold for observing visible
emissions occurs at a particulate concentration of less than 0.05 gr/dscf. However, failure to take
timely corrective action, as defined by the O&M Plan, is a deviation from the specific permit
requirement and must be reported to the Puget Sound Clean Air Agency. Taking corrective
action does not relieve Boeing Renton from the obligation to comply with the particulate
concentration standard itself. The Puget Sound Clean Air Agency has detethahdtie
monitoring should be quarterly for the reasons listed above in Séctibrl

5.2.3. Requirement [.LA.3

Puget Sound Clean Air Agency Regulation |, Section 9.09 also limits particulate emissions to
0.05 gr/dscf correctea t7% oxygen from fuel burning equipment (i.e., equipment that produces
hot air, hot water, steam, or other heated fluids by external combustion of fuel). WADQ73
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050(1) limits particulate emissions to 0.1 gr/dscf corrected to g%0th all combustiorunits

(i.e., units using combustion for steam production or other process requirements, excluding open
burning). Boeing Rentomurns only pipeline grade natural gas and backups firelt are
certified to comply with the fuel oil standards of RegulatipBdction 9.08. It can be shown, as

in Section5. 2. 4for SO, that if fuels are properly burned, Boeing Renton is incapable of
violating this standard while complying with the other requiresiemmproper fel burning that

would result in high particulate emissions would also cause opacity problems and would be
detected by the opacity monitoring requiremeninplaint response, or facility inspections

The State Implementation Plan (SIP) identifies the effectlate of WAC 173100-050 and
WAC 173400060 as August 20, 1993; however, the versions that were in effect on August 20,
1993 became effective on March 22, 1991.

5.2.4. Requirement lLA.4

Both Puget Sound Clean Air Agency Regulation I, Section 9.07 and WA&QAX340(6) are

equivalent requirements (S@missions not to exceed 1000 ppmv), except for the second
paragraph of the WAC, which is not in the Puget Sound Clean Air Agency regulation. The
second paragraph of WAC 1-480-040(6), which is not federally &rceable, allows for
exceptions to this requirement if the source can demonstrate that there is no feasible method of
reducingtheSec oncentrations to 1000 ppm. Since the
are more stringent, this exception is noaitable to Boeing Renton and the second paragraph

does not apply to Boeing Renton.

Boeing Renton burns primarily pipeline grade natural gas in its combustion emission units, and
uses fuel oil as a baalp.

All the natural gas burned at Boeing Renton igspipeline quality, the contents of which the
Washington Utilities and Transportation Commission regulates to contain less than 2000 grains
of sulfur per million cubic feet. 2000 grains of sulfur per million cubic feet is equivalent to
approximately 31 parts of sulfur per million cubic feet of natural gas, as shown in the following

calculation:
ft3

385 < 8
2000rS 5 b 4 Fwows _3 1905 S 1344 ppmas
1,000000ft* nat gas 7000gr 32-b_ ft° nat gas

AccordingtoPer ryds Chemi cal , &hgcubicdoetrobmnaturdt gas cedumes k
approximately 10 cubic feet of air for combustion, yielding appnately 11 cubic feet of
combustion exhaust gases, consisting mostly of nitrogen, water vapor, and carbon dioxide. The
sulfur in the natural gas will almost all be converted to sulfur dioxide, with each cubic foot of
sulfur producing the same volume of fsul dioxide. Since each cubic foot of natural gas
contains 3.443 10° cubic foot of sulfur, each cubic foot of stack exhaust will contain
approximately:

ft’s ,1f°SQ, 1ft°natgas 3133 107 ft®SQ

344310°— . . =3 -
ftnatgas 1ft°S 11ft” stackexhaust ft° stackexhaust

This is equivalent to 0.31 ppmdv &ONote that this estimated value is less thantenth of
one percent of the 1,000 ppm $Qtandard. Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that
combustion units that are fired on natural gas cannot exceed the 1,000 ppimisOn Puget
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Sound Clean Air Agency Regulation I, Section 9.07 and WAC-40B040(6). Theother
emission units are not capable of generating &dissions as permitted. Therefore, the permit
does not contain additional monitoring requirements for the natural gas usage.

5.2.5. Requirement LA.5

Puget Sound Clean Air Agency Regulation |, Section @rid WAC 173400-040(5) are similar
requirements that address emissions that may be environmentally detrimental or cause a
nuisance. Although the permit lists all these requirements together, Boeing Renton must comply
with each. The monitoring method fafl is based on responding to complaints and general
inspections of the facility to identify any emissions that are likely to be injurious to human
health, plant or animal life, or property, or that unreasonably interfere with enjoyment of life and
propety. For the following reasons, the Puget Sound Clean Air Agency has determined that the
guarterly facility inspections required in Section II.A.1(c) of the permit are sufficient to monitor
for changes that would cause a fugitive emission or unexpectigdipwif dust on the roadways

and plant grounds.

1) Initial compliance. The Puget Sound Clean Air Agency has not received any complaints
concerning Boeing Renton regarding fugitive dust or odor emissions over the past five years
and has not observed viBbor odorous emissions from plant activities during any
inspection, nor has Boeing Renton; therefehe, Agencyconclude that it is generally in
compliance with the nuisance requirements.

2) Margin of compliance.Because the Agency has not observesance problems, and the
fact that the current operations are unlikely to cause nuisance problems, the Puget Sound
Clean Air Agency has determined that the margin of compliance is sufficient to only require
guarterly checks and response to complainanteesssary. The emission of fugitive dust or
odor is unlikely to generate eéite fallout or complaints except under the most unusual
circumstances.

3) Variability of process and emission®oeing Renton does not have emission units that are
likely to generate emissions that would cause a nuisance. In addition, Boeing Renton is
unlikely to install such emission units during the life of the permit.

4) Environmental impacts of problemsNuisance emissions can cause personal discomfort;
however, by theimature do not result in exceedances of federal emissions or ambient
standards. By responding quickly to complaints and identifying problems before they cause
complaints, the environmental impact of nuisances should be small.

5) Technical considerationsCatastrophic failures of one of the boilers, a large dust collector,
or spray booth are the only likely causes of a nuisance causing a deataBioaing Renton.
Boilers at Boeing Renton are fueled mainly on natural gas with-lpadkiel limited to
curtailment and testing, andn accordance with an acceptable O&M plan, thereby
minimizing the probability of any nuisance emission. The dust collectors and spray booths
are equipped with high efficiency filters and ar®nitored at least monthly by Boeing
Renton, thereby minimizing the chance of generating emissions that may cause a nuisance.
The permit requires Boeing Renton to both look for possible nuisances on a regular basis and
handle upset emissions of nuisance causing particulate or odor beariagioants more
frequently on an aseeded basis. This minimizes the probability of causing an emission that
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could be injurious to health, plant or animal life, or property; or that unreasonably interferes
with the enjoyment of life and property. The moniig method is designed so that Boeing
Renton will take corrective action before a violation occurs. In addition, in the past five
years the Puget Sound Clean Air Agency has not noted nor received complaints about Boeing
Renton causing emissions that #ikely to be injurious to health, plant or animal life, or
property or that unreasonably interfere with enjoyment of life and property. Therefore, the
Puget Sound Clean Air Agency has determined that quarterly monitoring is adequate.
Receiving complaintgloes not necessarily mean Boeing Renton is in violation of this
requirement, but Boeing Renton has a responsibility to investigate complaints and take
corrective action if necessary. Failure to take timely corrective action, as defined by the
monitoringmethod, is a deviation of the specific permit term. Taking corrective action does
not relieve Boeing Renton from the obligation to comply with the nuisance requirement
itself.

5.2.6. Requirements |.A.6 through I.LA.8

The fugitive dust requirements are in I.A 6édahgh 1.A.8 and addressed in Regulation I, Section
9.15 and WAC 173l00:040(3). The Puget Sound Clean Air Agency Board of Directors made
significant revisions to Regulation I, Section 9.15 on March 11, 1999. The amended version will
be forwarded to EPAsaa SIP amendment. Upon approval of the SIP changes, the revised
version of Regulation |, Section 9.15 will be federally enforceable, and the old version will no
longer apply. The revised rule requires the use of reasonable precautions for fugitivehaust.
Agency hasncluded both versions of Section 9.15 because they are significantly different. The
Monitoring, Maintenance, and Recordkeeping Methods are the same as those listed in 1.A.6
through 1.A.8.

The SIP version of Puget Sound Clean Air Agen®giation |, Section 9.15 requires best
available control technology (BACT) for all fugitive dust, limits vehicle dust t@dg and

limits fugitive dust from manufacturing and control equipment. The current version of Section

9.15 and WAC 173100-040(3)requires reasonable precautions to minimize or prevent fugitive

emi ssi ons. The Puget Sound Clean Air Agencyd@
of reasonable precautions. There is no difference between the current and SIP versions of WAC
173400-040(3).

All the fugitive emission regulations have common monitoring methods of responding to
complaints and looking for fugitive emissions. The Puget Sound Clean Air Agency has
determined that monitoring should be quarterly for the reasons listed.b

1) Initial compliance. The Puget Sound Clean Air Agency has not observed fugitive emissions
during any inspection in the past five years, nor has Boeing Renton; thetkéwgency
concludsthat it is generally in compliance with this requireme

2) Marqin of compliance.For known sources of potential fugitive dust, the buildings at Boeing
Renton are enclosed and all of the roadways and parking lots are paved and reasonably
maintained. All the significant air pollution generating equipmexs &ir pollution control
devices and is inspected by Boeing Renton periodically and maintained on a regular basis.
Hence, the margin of compliance is considered large enough to warrant quarterly and as
needed inspections.
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3) Variability of process and essions. While many of the processes are variable or batch
operations, few if any are likely to cause fugitive emissions. The most likely cause of
fugitive emissions would be a significant change in the process, one that would require
approval from the &get Sound Clean Air Agency, or major equipment failure.

4) Environmental impacts of problem$Because Boeing Renton employs BACT for fugitive
dust control, the likelihood of fugitive dust is very low. Any fugitive dust emissions are
likely to be small ad without significant environmental impact.

5) Technical considerationsThe most likely causes of fugitive emissions at Boeing Renton
would be failure of existing control equipment or vehicle tragk during construction.
Equipment failure is likelyo be identified by some other inspection or complaints. Frack
out is minimized because all the roadways and parking lots are paved and maintained.

5.2.7. Requirement|.A.9

Puget Sound Clean Air Agency Regulation I, Section 9.20 requires Boeing Renton tommaintai
equipment in good working order. Section 9.20(a) applies to sources that received a Notice of
Construction Order of Approval under Puget Sound Clean Air Agency Regulation I, Article 6.
Section 9.20(b) applies to equipment not subject to Section 9.2({a»se emission units
subject to Section 9.20(a) are specifically listed in Section I.B of the per®dction Il,
Monitoring, Maintenance and Recordkeeping Procedures, of the permit identifies the minimum
monitoring criteria for maintaining equipment good working order. The section identifies

both facility-wide criteria and specific criteria for the emission units and activities. In addition,
the facility inspections provide monitoring
Operation and Mintenance Plan. The Puget Sound Clean Air Agency chose to list all of Section
Il as the monitoring method because many parts of Section Il apply to several emission units and
activities. Where there are specific monitoring requirements for specifisiemignits, the

Puget Sound Clean Air Agency has listed them in Section 1lLA.2. The Puget Sound Clean Air
Agency has determined that following the requirements of Section Il of the permit provides
sufficient monitoring criteria to certify that the equipméas been maintained in good working
order. However, the Puget Sound Clean Air Agency reserves the right to evaluate the
maintenance of each piece of equipment to determine if it has been maintained in good working
order.

5.2.8. Requirement |.A.10

In accordane with Puget Sound Clean Air Agency Regulation I, Section 7.09(b), Boeing Renton

is required to develop and implement an Operation and Maintenance Plan (O&M Plan) to assure
continuous compliance with Puget Sound Clean Air Agency Regulations I, Il, andlhé
requirement specifies that the plan shall reflect good industrial practice, but does not define how

to determine good industrial practice. To clarify the requirement, the Puget Sound Clean Air
Agency added that, in most instances, following theumra ct ur er 6 s oper ati o
equipment operational schedule, minimizing emissions until the repairs can be completed and
taking measures to prevent recurrence of the problem may be considered good industrial
practice. This language is consistent vatlVashington Department of Ecology requirement in

WAC 173400101(4). The Puget Sound Clean Air Agency also added language establishing
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criteria for determining if good industrial practice is being used. These include monitoring

results, opacity observans, review of operations and maintenance procedures, and inspections
of the emission unit or equipment. The Puget Sound Clean Air Agency added this wording in
response to Washington State court decision, Longview Fibre Co. v. DOE, 89 Wn. App. 627
(1998) which held that similar wording was not vague and gave sufficient notice of the

prohibited conduct.

Puget Sound Clean Air Agency Regulation I, Section 7.09(b) also requires Boeing Renton to
promptly correct any defective equipment However, the underiiyg requirement in most
instances does not define fApromptl yo; hence
requirements that Boeing Renton has a reasonable possibility of violating or that a violation
would cause an air quality problem, the PugairfsioClean Air Agency added clarification that
Apromptl yo usually me ans wit hin 24 hour s.
equi pment not I isted in the permit, Apromptl|l y
and suitable pollution contrééchniques vary widely, depending on the contaminant sources and

the pollution control technology employed. However, the permit identifies a means by which to
identify if Boeing Renton is following good industrial practice.

As described in Section V.Q,0Bing Renton must report to the Puget Sound Clean Air Agency
any instances where it failed to promptly repair any defective equipment, both equipment that
received approval from the Agency and that which did not. In addition, Boeing Renton has the
right to claim certain problems were a result of an emergency (Section V.S) or unavoidable
(Section V.T).

Following these requirements demonstrates that Boeing Renton has properly implemented the
O&M Plan, but it does not prohibit the Puget Sound Clean Air AgendPA from taking any
necessary enforcement action to address violations of the underlying applicable requirements
after proper investigation. However, not following its own O&M Plan is an indication that
Boeing Renton was not using good industrial ficac

5.2.9. Requirement LA.11

WAC 173400-040(4) addresses odors. The monitoring method is based on responding to
complaints and general inspections of the facility to identify emissions of-bedwoing
contaminants. Receiving complaints does not necessaeifyn Boeing Renton is in violation of

this requirement, since the regulation does not prohibit the emission of odors, but prohibits the
emissions of odors if reasonable control measures are not employed. Complaints will trigger
action by Boeing Renton favestigate and prevent a violation. Since the Puget Sound Clean Air
Agency and Boeing Renton have not received odor complaints concerning Boeing Renton, the
Puget Sound Clean Air Agency has determined that responding to complaints within three
working days is appropriate.

Puget Sound Clean Air Agency Regulation |, Se€
stationary or portable device or any part thereof that emits or emaiy any air contaminant into
t he atmosphere. 0
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5.2.10. Requirement .LA.12

WAC 173400040(2) prohibits the emission of particulate matter from the facility to be
deposited beyond the property line in sufficient quantity as to unreasonably interfere with the use
and enjoyment of the propgrupon which the material is deposited. The monitoring method is
based on responding to complaints and general inspections of the facility to identify any
particulate emissions or deposition of particulate that may unreasonably interfere with the use
andenjoyment of property. Receiving complaints does not necessarily mean Boeing Renton is
in violation of this requirement, but triggers action by the source to prevent a violation.

5.2.11. Requirement .LA.13

Puget Sound Clean Air Agency Regulation I, Section 8gdxifies that HCI emissions shall not
exceed 100 ppm (dry) corrected to 7%f@ combustion sources. Since Boeing Renton burns
only pipeline grade natural gas, distillate fuel oil, and Jet A and the other processes do not use
chlorine in a form likelyto emit HCI, it is incapable of violating this standard while complying
with the other requirements in the permit. Therefore, the permit does not contain additional
monitoring requirements.

5.2.12. Requirement .LA.14

RCW 70.94.040 is similar to Puget Sound CléanAgency Regulation I, Section 9.11 and is
listed separately here because it is not a federally enforceable requirement.

5.3 Section |.B

Section I.B. of the permit lists applicable requirements that are specific to an emission unit or
activity. Following tle name of each emission unit is a brief description of the emission unit or
activity and some identifying information such as location and installation date. This
information, which is in italics, is not an enforceable part of the permit. Due to thefsize
Boeing Renton and its complexity, the information is provided as an aid in understanding the
permit and as an aid to locating the specific emission point or activity. Following the description
are the actual applicable requirement or compliance &geints.

The Generally Applicable Requirements of Section LLA. apply to all the emission units listed in
Section I.B. If a requirement in Section I.A. is repeated in this section, then the monitoring,
maintenance, and recordkeeping method specified ign stbction supersedes the monitoring,
maintenance, and recordkeeping method specified in Section Wkere a recently adopted
federal regulation does not identify a monitoring method, the permit does not identify one either,
because it io sncopd?atetall neqessdry ncogitoring into recently adopted federal
regulations except where the Puget Sound Clean Air Agency has determined it necessary.
Finally, any requirements that are inapplicable to the specific emission unit are also listed in th
section.
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5.3.1. EU-1Vapor Degreaser Operations

(a) Physical Description

This section includes all activities and equipment associated with vapor degreasing operations.
Boeing Renton operates a 1;irithloroethane batch vapor degreaser with a surface arekBof
square meters, without a lip exhaust. This vapor degreaser is subject to regulation under the
Halogenated Solvent Cleaning NESHAP, 40 CFR 63 Subpart T. The batch vapor degreaser is
used in a research and development laboratory.

1,1,Xtrichloroethae solvent is one of the four solvents that when present at more than 5%, are
regulated by 40 CFR Part 63 Subpart T, making the degreasing operation subject to the
Halogenated Solvent Cleaning NESHAP. Boeing Renton chose to use the Basic stantlards in

CFR 63463 rather than the alternate standarddGrCFR6 3 . 4 6 4 . Boeing also
combination No. 6 (freeboard refrigeration device and freeboardadtio 1. 06 t o sat i s
Part 63 Subpart T.

MSS/ID | Order of Installed
Bldg. Col./Dr. # Approval # Date Source Description
10-71 Lab 79 TNKO17 | 5973 1990 Batch vapor degreaser, <13 square|

feet air/solvent interface, with lip
exhaust. Using 1,1;ttichloroethane
solvent

(b) Rule Applicability

The threemain sources of applicable requirements for\hpor degreasers located at Boeing
Renton are:

1 40 CFR Part 63, Subpart T National Emission Standards for Halogenated Solvent
Cleaning,

1 Puget Sound Clean Air Agency Regulation IlI: 3i05olvent Metal Cleaners, and
91 Order of Approval No. 5973.

WAC 173460-060(5) Applicability Determination.

WAC 173460-060(5) does not apply to the degreaser because the degreaser was installed
in 1990 and has not been modified since this date. This installation date is prior to the
effective date othe WAC (9/18/91)

Subpart T Requirements.

This unit was originally permittednd approved by the Puget Sound Clean Air Agémcy
1990 and installed by Boeing ithe same year The vapor degreaser is considered an
A e x 1 subitiumdgral0 CFR 63 Subpart T, becauseas installed prior to November
29, 1993.
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The vapor degreaser has a solvent/air interface less than 4(23 ff). Therefore, only
the federal requirements for batch vapor degreasers with a solvent/air interface less or
equal to 1.21 M(13 f®) havebeen included.

References to batch cold cleaning andine vapor cleaning machines were not included

in the permit since none of this equipment currently exists at Boeing Renton. The
degreaser is not equipped with lip exhaust. Therefore, requiremegyarding lip exhaust

use have not been included.

Subpart T specifies startup and shutdown procedures to be followed by an owner or
operator for batch vapor cleaning machines. These requirements override the startup,
shutdown, and malfunction plan regements in Subpart A.

Design Reguirements and Equipment Standards.

40 CFR 63.463(a) requires that batch vapor cleaning machines meet seven design
requirements (40 CFR 63.463(a)()(7)). Under 40 CFR 63.463(a)(1)(i) and (ii),

Boeing must choose betwee ian i dl i ng and downti me mode
draft. o Puget Sound Clean Air Agency Re;q
Boeing Renton hasc hos en Aidling and downt i me mo d

compliance with40 CFR 63.463(a)(1) Theefore, the NESHAP requirements for a
reduced room draft (like 40 CFR 63.463(a)(})énd 40 CFR 63.463(d)(1))) are not
included in the cdtions for applicable requirementSincereduced room drafivas not
selected as the NESHAP compliance optionpfams withairflow around the degreaser
arenotitexcess emi ssi o nHowewef, sirncehaeterMiBaldn AfProom
draftis required under Regulation Ill, Section 3.05, problems witlmdben draftmust be
reported as deviations of Regulation llgc8on 3.05.

Requirements regarding lip exhaust (40 CFR 63.463(a)(7)) are not included because the
vapor degreaser is not equipped with lip exhaust necessary to demonstrate compliance.

Because the surface area of the cleandessthan 13 square feeBoeingmust comply

with one ofthe tencontrol combinations listed in 40 CFR 63.463(p)( However, the
cleaners must also comply with Puget Sound Clean Air Agency Regulation Ill, Section
3.057 Solvent Metal Cleaners, and Order of Approval 5@73.

Order of Approval No. 5978 as only one speci al condition
achieve compliance with Subpart T National Emissions Standards for Halogenated

Sol vent Cleaning, 40 CFR Part 6 3, no | ate
compliedwith this Order of Approval special condition. Therefore, compliance with the
Halogenated Solver@leaningNESHAP (Subpart Tland Puget Sound Clean Air Agency
Regulation 11l Section 3.05 will ensure compliance with Order of Approval No. 5973.

The Halogerated Solvent CleaninlESHAP Subpart T requires a minimum freeboard
ratio of 0.75; the state and local requires a minimum freeboard ratio of 1.00. Under the
definition section of Subpart T (40 CFR 63.46if)eeboard heightmeans the distance
from the solent/air interface, as measured during the idling mode, to the top of the
cl eani ng Thahsdiventiagr interfacemeans the location of contact between
the concentrated solvent vapor layer and the air. This location of contact is defined as
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themidl i ne height of t he Hreeboanhratigmeansthedaionof er c o
the solvent cleaning machine freeboard height to the smaller interior dimension of the

sol vent «c | e aS8icerthge locetion lofithe salvent/air interface is defiasd

the midline height of the primary condenser, the freeboard ratio has been permanently
designed into place. In addition, the freeboard ratio must meet the local requirement for a
minimum freeboard ratio of 1.00. Also, the freeboard ratio has beeruradaseveral

times by Agency staff using a metal tape measure to measure the distance to the
solvent/air interface. Agency staff has always found the freeboard ratio maintained at

1.00 or greater.

The monitoring for the refrigerated freeboard chilleraiso referenced for similar
requirements for a primary condenser (40 CFR 63.463(a)(6), a freeboard chiller (Puget
Sound Clean Air Agency Regulation lll, Section 3.05(a)(4)(B), Puget Sound Clean Air
Agency Regulation 1ll, Section 3.05(c)(2)(\

There ae several requirements to maintain the hoist speed of the automated parts
handling device. Puget Sound Clean Air Agency Regulation 1, Section 3.05(b)(5)(D)
limits the hoist speed to 10 feet per minute; andfélderal limit is 11 feet per minute

The permit requires monitoring consistent within Subggrection 63.466(c).

Recordkeeping and Reporting Requirements.

Initial Notification and Statement of Initial Compliance have both been submitted.
Therefore, those specific requirements from 40 CFR &Baj6and 40 CFR 63.468(b)
have not been included. BoeiRgntonsubmitted itsnitial Notification and Statement

of Initial Complianceon September 1, 1995.

Boeing Renton has chosen the Equipment Control Combinations option (vs. idling
emission limits pe40 CFR 63.463(b){(ii)), which does not require emission testing.

Neither has BoeingRentonchosen to comply with the alternative emission standards of

40 CFR 63.464; therefore, there are no required performance testing requirements under
the NESHAP aplicable to the vapor degreasers at BodRenton References to the
requirements for notification of performance tests have not been included. Similarly,
none of 40 CFR 63.465 fATest Methodso or Re
Subpart T applie because these sections only apply to sources complying with 40 CFR
63.464 AAlternative Standard. o

Since 40 CFR 63.464 is not an applicable requirement, the annual Solvent Emission
Report required under 40 CFR 63.468(g) has not been included as an kdgplica
requirement. But under the requirements of 40 CFR 63.468(f), Boeing is required to
submit an Annual Report, which includes an estimate of solvent consumption for each
vapor degreaser, and is similarRaget Sound Clean Air Agencgquirement for anral
emission estimates.

Under the Halogenated Solvent Cleaning NESHAP, exceedances are defined for the
Refrigerated Freeboard Devidéapor Thermostat and Liquid level ControBover, and
Hoist Speed requirementsSince Boeing did not choose theducel room draftas a
compliance option, this parameter does not need to be included INEB&AP
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Exceedance Report. However, if Boeing observes a deviation of an Agency requirement
for aroom draftsuch as in Redation Ill, Section 3.05(a)(1Boeing musteport that as a
deviation of Regulation Ill, Section 3.03(3).

Boeing shall submit an exceedance report to the Puget Sound Clean Air Agency
semiannually in accordance with 40 CFR 63.468(h). Boeing and the Agency have agreed
to the due datesf Februay 28h for the reporting period of July through December, and
August30thfor the reportingperiod of January through June under the authority provided

in 40 CFR Subpart A, Subsection 63.9()).

The vapor degreaser at the Renton facility is a small ureréfore, the Puget Sound
Clean Air Agency has determined that annual monitoring of the windspeed (to show
compliance with Puget Sound Clean Air Agency regulations) is adequate.

5.3.2. EU-2 Chemical Tankline Processing Operations

This section includes the equipnt listed below and all activities associated with chemical
process tankline and fume scrubber operatiofisis includes some hard chrome electroplating
tank and chromic acid anodize tanks. These chrome tanks are in research & development
laboratoriesand limited R&D by Orders of Approvabnd thereby exempt (40 CFR 63.34)(d)

from the Hard and Decorative Chromium Electroplating and Chromium Anodizing Tanks
NESHAP (40 CFR Part 63 Subpart N), and from Puget Sound Clean Air Agency Regulation Il
Section 31, governing hard and decorative chromium electroplating and chromium anodizing.
Emissions from the chrome plating tanks are controlled with the use of polyballs surfinee

of the tank and by packed bed wet scrubber No.2.

Order of Install
Bldg. | Col./Dr. | MSS/ID# | Approval No. | Date Source Description

10-71 | Roof SCB004 8721 1986 16,030 cfm Packed bed scrubbg
system for fumes from electroplati
chrome tanks from E4 BMT resear
Lab No. 79

10-71 | Roof SCBO005 6897 1993 7440 cfm Harrington Scrubberpif
fumes from chromic acid anodi:
process tanks, at E5 BMT resear|
Lab No. 85

This activity consists diboratory tankline operations

There are no specific emission standards for these units. The monitoring method is based on
checking for proper subber pump operation and visible emissions monthly and, checking for
nozzle pluggaget least once per calendar quarteraddition to conducting quarterly facility
inspections and responding to complaintor scrubbershat havefluid recirculation, Being

shall also check the scrubbing liquid pH at least once per calendar quasgctions are to be
performed while the facility is in operation. If visible emissions other than uncombined water
are observed that last longer than three minutes hoan Boeing shall, as soon as possible but
within 24 hours of the initial observation, take corrective action until there are no visible
emissions or, alternatively, record the opacity using the reference test method WDOE Method
9A, or shut down the undr activity until it can be repairedf Boeing finds problems with the
pumps, pH, or nozzles, Boeirghall, within 24 hours of identificatiorgorrect the problem
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shutdown the operatiomr report according to SectidahQ.5 Report of Problems not Corted

Within 24 hours If Boeing corrects the above problems within 24 hours of initial observation or
shuts down the unit or activity within 24 hours until it is repaired or corrected, Boeing does not

need to report the deviation under Section V.M. (Coamgle Certifications) or Section V.Q.

(Reporting). However, if Boeing does not take appropriate action within 24 hours, Boeing must
report the deviation. The Puget Sound Clean Air Agency has determined that the monitoring

frequency for the reasons listbdlow.

1. Compliance. None of the scrubbers normally have visible emissions. In addition, the
Puget Sound Clean Air Agency has inspected this facility at least annually since 1986 and

has not identified opacity issues, nor has Boeing. Therdf@mégerty concludsthat it

generally complies with the opacity requirement and the margin of compliance is large.
In addition, the monitoring method is designed so that Boeing will take corrective action

before a violation occurs, further enhancing the compéanargin.
2. Variability of process and emissiong.heseoperations are primarily batch operations

The nature of the each operation does not change and the uncontrolled emissions are

small.

3. Environmental affects of problem& hese operations have begaermitted under Orders
of Approval, and have been found to not emignificant quantities of toxics nor
particulatewhile emission control devices are in operatiomns$idering the large amount
of area around the BoeirRentonfacility, the possibility ® an off-site nuisance problem
is small.

4. Technical considerations.The most likely failures of the scrubbers would be pump
failure and nozzle pluggage. Boeing would likely detect pump failure by the monthly

inspections and would likely detect nozzle glage by either pump operation or visible

emissions, hence quarterly inspections for nozzle pluggage are justified. Also pH would
likely only change if there is a fundamahthange in the process or failure of the pH
control systems, while such change® amlikely, checking the pH serves as an

independent check for procedsarges

Notice of Construction Order of Approval No. 8721 stafe8oei ng shal |
requirements of the draft Boeing Renton Title V Air Operating Permit as proposed on

compl
the

date this Order of Approval is signed, to be superseded by the final Boeing Renton Title V Air
Operating Per mit whEhisconditien ofpCederrafiApprovasNoi8%824 u e d . ¢

will become obsolete upon adoptiontb& Order of Approvalinto the Bbeing RentorAOP.
This requirement has therefore not been repeated in the Boeing R&on

5.3.3. EU-3 Coating, Cleaning, and Depainting Operations

This section includes all activities and equipment associated with surface coating, cleaning, and

depainting opeations for both aerospace activities and -aerospace activities. These

operations include coating mixing, application, drying, and curing; spray gun cleaning; solvent

wipe and solvent flush cleaning; depainting; and material and waste handling. tiliteesc

included in this section are conducted throughout the Boeing Renton facility. For the purpose of
defining an Aemission unito in the permit, e a

separate emission unit. The last column in thisiligicates whether Aerospace NESHAP

regulated coatings containing inorganic HAPs are sprayed in the unit at the time of permit
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issuance. However, from tirte-time Boeing Renton may change the type of coatings applied

or the parts coated. The permit reqa Boeing Renton to keep a log of booths where coating
operations that are regulated under the Aerospace NESHAP occur. That log must be available
for inspection at any time.

Aerospace
NESHAP
Order of Coatings with
MSS/ID Approval Date Inorganic HAP
Bldg. Col/Dr  No. No. Installed  Source Description Used in Unit?
1071  BMT PB0056 Reg. 1986 Dry Filter No
Lab
No.87
1071 D5Lab PBOO57 2826 1986 Dry Filter No
No.77
1071 Lab ™ PBO0019 5066 1994 Dry filter booth No
4-20 M8 PB0081, 2 5979 1995 Dry filter No
4-20 M8 PB0083, 84 7296 1997 Dry filter, with No
NESHAP 3stage filter
4-20 Q6 PB0085, 86 7355 1998 Dry filter, with No
NESHAP 3stage filter
4-20 S5.557 3297 1990 Clean, Seal & Paint No
Operation- Dry Filter
4-21.2 G29 PB0051 Reg. 1986 Dry filter, clean, seal & No
paint operation
4-41 Hangar Z6002A 3142 1987 Spray Painting Hangar Yes
- 5 Dry Filter Booths
4-42 WA4 PB0006 3121 1990 Spray Coating Booth  Yes
Dry Filter No.6
4-42 WAG PB0001,2,4 3121 1990 Spray @ating Booth-  Yes
WEG6 5 Dry Filter (4)
4-42 wcC4 PB0009 3714 1991 Spray/Cure Booth N0.9 Yes
4-42 WC4, PB0007,8 3121 1990 Spray Coating Booth  Yes
wB4 Dry Filter (2) No.7,8
4-42 WC6 PB0003 3714 1991 Spray/Cure Booth No.3 Yes
4-64 11 PB0040 5902 1995 Dry filter spray booth  Yes
4-79 PE13 PB0039 Reg. 1986 Dry filter spray booth  Yes
4-81 H8 PB0035 3681 1991 Dry filter spray booth  Yes
4-82 J6 PB0055 Reg. 1986 Dry filter spray booth  Yes
4-86 PB006168 7155PSD 1998, PP1--PP8, Dry Filters  Yes
97-02
4-86 Al4 PB0060 5579,6363 1990 PB3, In Spar- Dry Yes
Filter
4-86 B12 PB0065 3031,5579 1990 PP5, Spar Dry Filter  Yes
4-86 B17 PB0058 3031,5579 1990 PB1, InSpar- Dry Yes
Filter
4-86 B9 PB0061 3031,5579 1990 PP1, Spar Dry Filter  Yes
4-86 Ci12 PB0066, 3031,%79 1990 PP6, Spar Dry Filter  Yes
4-86 C9 PB0062 3031,5579 1990 PP2, Spar Dry Filter  Yes
4-86 D12 PB0067 3031,5579 1990 PP7, Spar Dry Filter  Yes
4-86 D17 PB0059, 3031,5579 1990 PB2, InSpar- Dry Yes
Filter
4-86 D9 PB0063 3031,5579 1990 PP3, Spar Dry Filter  Yes
4-86 E12 PB0068 3031,5579 1990 PP8, Spar Dry Filter  Yes

4-86 E9 PB0064 3031,5579 1990 PP4, Spar Dry Filter Yes
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Aerospace
NESHAP
Order of Coatings with
MSS/ID Approval Date Inorganic HAP
Bldg. Col/Dr  No. No. Installed Source Description Used in Unit?
5-50 A2 PB0047 3162,6159 1990, Spray Coating Booth  Yes
Dry Filter (2)
5-50 Hangar G6002C 3162 1986 Spray Painting Hagar  Yes

Many of the spray coating units listed above are used in aerospace component coating
operations. The units with an asterisk (*) next to their description are not normally used in
aerospace component coating operations, but may be in the future.

(a) Aerospace NESHAP

40 CFR 63 Subpart Aequires Startup, Shutdown, and Malfunction Plans (SSMPs) for all
equipment that controls regulated HAPs. In this case, dry filters and waterwash systems control
HAPs. However, 40 CFR 63.743(b) specifically exempis fdters from the requirement to

have a Startup, Shut down, and Mal functi on
recommendations, specification, or instructions are being followed. Boeing Renton, however,
must report any deviation of those recommendatispgcification, or instructions as permit
deviations. Boeing Renton also has the responsibility to maintain the dry filters according to
Puget Sound Clean Air Agency O&M Plan requirements. Elsewhere, the permit requires Boeing
Renton to report all instaas where the filters were not operated and maintained properly.

However, i f Boeing Renton finds that it mu s t
Boeing Renton must develop a SSMPThe permit contains operation and maintenance
procedures forestb | i shing filter pressure drop outsid:

because in 40 CFR 63.743(b) it refers to foll
63.745(49g) (3) refers to following tHetethanuf ac:
i ssue, the preamble to 40 CFR 63 Subpart GG
manufacturerds recommended | imits. 0 45954 F
September 1, 1995. The Puget Sound Clean Air Agency has deteend t ha't manuf
instructions, specifications, and recommendations all mean very much the same thing.
Therefore, any time Boeing Renton chooses to normally operate a filter in a manner inconsistent
with the manufact ur emsfos recomnsendations,tBoeing Rentonsmust ¢ i f i
develop and follow a SSMP. As stated in 40 CFR 63.734(b)(2), the plan shall include a
systematic procedure for identifying malfunctions and reporting them immediately to
supervisory personnel.

The permit lists ta applicable requirements of the Aerospace NESHAP, 40 CFR 63 subpart GG,

including the monitoring requirements. Where the permit does not list a monitoring method or

reference method, EPA did not specify one in the NESHAP, and none is required under EPA
policy. However, in some cases, the Puget Sound Clean Air Agency has determined that
additional monitoring is necessary; this includes periodic checks of the filter integrity for spray

booths. The frequency for checking filter integrity may be less thmather Puget Sound Clean

Air Agency operating permits because most all the booths have at leastiatyeofilters and it is

very unlikely that failure of both stages at the same time would go undetected by the other
monitoring procedures.
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If Boeing Rentonobserves problems for which there are no monitoring requirements under an
applicable NESHAP, and corrects such problems within 24 hours, Boeing Renton does not need

to report the deviation under Section V.M. (Compliance Certification) or V.Q (Reporting).
Examples of such requirements that do not have monitoring requirements include 40 CFR
63.744(a)(1)Place cleaning solvedaden cloth, paper or any other absorbent applicator used

for cleaning in bags or other closed containers upon completing their armk 40 CFR
63.744(a)(3)Handling and transfer of cleaning solvents conducted in a manner to minimize

spills. For the purpose of determining compliance with the work practice requirements of 40
CFR 63.744(a) (1) for solventse@agmenamagempmemt ¢ o0
of the cleaning operation, before leaving for a break, or the end of a shift; whichever comes first.

Boeing Renton does not have enclosed gun cleaners or atomized gun cleaning. However, Boeing
Renton has chosen to keep the laage discussing enclosed gun cleaning in the permit in case
enclosed gun cleaners are used in the future.

Cleaning, primer application, and topcoat application operations subject to the Aerospace
NESHAP (40 CFR Part 63 Subpart GG) are included in thigogect

Currently, the Boeing Renton facility depaints six or less completed aircraft each calendar year.
However, under the Alternate Operating Scenario, the Boeing Renton facility could depaint more
than six completed aircraft in a calendar year andltbusubject to the depainting requirements.

Chemical maskant application operations subject to the Aerospace NESHAP are not conducted
at the Boeing Renton facility and therefore are not included in this section.

(b) Local Requirements

The Puget Sound CleanrAi\gency did not require a Notice of Construction (NOC)tieelve

of the booths installed prior to 1987. These booths are not subject to the standard Order of
Approval conditions or the statmly requirement in RCW 70.94.152(7). However, they are
subject to all applicable Puget Sound Clean Air Agency regulations. The other spray booths are
subject to the Order of Approval conditions and RCW 70.94.152(7).

The federally enforceable version of Puget Sound Clean Air Agency Regulation I, Section 9.16
requres that all spray coating operations be conducted inside an enclosure with overspray
controls and a vertical stack approved by the Puget Sound Clean Air Agency. It allows for some
exemptions such as hahéld aerosol cans and large stationary objedts bridges and
buildings. It also allows the Control Officer to approve spray coating objects that cannot be
reasonably handled in an enclosed spray area. The requirement is also listed in Section IV.D. of
the permit as an activity requiring additiongdpeoval. Puget Sound Clean Air Agency has
recently changed Section 9.16 of Regulation | to exempt activities that must comply with the
aerospace NESHAP. If EPA approves the SIP change, this section will no longer apply when
Boeing Renton conducts actieis that must comply with the aerospace NESHAP.

For several of the spray booths installed before 1987, the Puget Sound Clean Air Agency
approved the booths by registration instead of by an NOC Order of Approval. The booths
installed after 1987 were apmed by NOC Orders of Approval. The Puget Sound Clean Air
Agency has determined, in addition to the Order of Approval Notice of Completion, Boeing
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Renton will conduct periodic facilityide inspections that include looking for spray coating
operations thado not comply with the requirements of Section 9.16.

Puget Sound Clean Air Agency Regulation I, Section 3:09(b) specifies the VOC content for
some aerospace primers and topcoats. The monitoring requirement specifies that Boeing Renton
maintain manufacur er 6 s i nf ormati on demonstrating com
initiate appropriate corrective action if a noncompliant situation is observed. Puget Sound Clean
Air Agency Regulation 1l, Section 3.09 also specifies work practice standards ingclud
acceptable application methods, cleanup, and storage of-dé@fining material. The
aerospace NESHAP has similar requirements; however, it does not require any periodic
monitoring of those housekeeping requirements. After considering the compigtae of

Boeing Renton for this type of housekeeping requirement, the Puget Sound Clean Air Agency
has determined that periodic, quarterly, work practice inspections by Boeing Renton are
sufficient to assure and monitoring continued compliance.

Boeing equested that aerosol temporary coatings Ardox 327N and Aztec AZ643 GC Aerosol be
exempt from Puget Sound Clean Air Agency Regulation II, Section 3.09 and cited a May 25,
1995 letter from the Washington State Department of Ecology as justification. tleresheys

that WAC 173490208, a similar requirement, does not apply. The letter, however, says that
Boeing Renton must comply with Puget Sound Clean Air Agency regulations and specifically
cites Section 3.09. Therefore, the Puget Sound Clean Air Aderxyot granted an exemption
from the requirements of Puget Sound Clean Air Agency Regulation I, Section 3.09 for aerosol
temporary coatings Ardox 327N and Aztec AZ643 GC Aerosol.

Boeing requested the Puget Sound Clean Air Agency clarify thatwgreddeaning operations

include wiping, scrubbing, mopping, or other hand actions and these operations are specifically
not included in the definition of Aflush cl ea
an August 1, 1996 letter.

Besides coatingemospace parts in spray booths, Boeing Renton sometimes coats parts for motor
vehicles and mobile equipment. When Boeing Renton conducts such activity, Regulation II,
Section 3.04, which sets limits on the VOC content of the coatings, would apply. The

monitoring method requires Boeing Renton to keep records of the VOC content of each motor
vehicle coating and verify that the coatings being applied meet the requirements.

PSD 9702 (1/14/98) included a condition which stated that the approval for the tpoejezme
void if Boeing did notcommenceconstruction within 18 months. This 18 month period has
passed. This condition (No. 6 in PSD-@2) is obsoletand is not included in the Air Operating
Permit

PSD 884 Amendment 1 (5/17/95) includes a conditwhich states that the approval for the
project became void if Boeing did not commence construction within 18 months. This 18 month
period has passed. This condition (No. 5 in PSB! 88mendment 1) is obsolete and is not
included in the Air Operating Pein

Order of Approval 3142 Condition No. 4 (1/23/89) requires that Boeing submits paint spray gun
cleaning system design and schedule for approval before commencing operations-#ithe 4
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building. Operations have commenced at this building and this ©fd&pproval condition is
obsolete.

Order of Approval No. 803s t a tBeetgRerfionshall comply with the requirements of the

draft BoeingRenton Title V Air Operating Permit as proposed on the date this Order of
Approval is signed, to be supersededthy final BoeingRentonTitle V Air Operating Permit

when the permit is issued This condition of Order of Apprc
upon adoption othe Order of Approval into the Boeing RentofOP. This requirement has

therefore not beerepeated in the Boeing Rent&i®P.

5.3.4. EU-4 Fuel Burning Equipment (Not Subject to New
Source Performance Standards)

This section includes the steam generating boilers listed below. The boilers listed below were
installedi n t he 195 Giddhavanoken nOBdFi€d@rsreconstructed (as defined in 40
CFR Part 60 Subpart A) since. Because of their date of installation, these boilers are not subject
to the Standards of Performance for New Stationary Sources in 40 CFR Part 60. All the boilers
listed belav use natural gas as their primary fuel.

For purposes of defining an fAemission unito i
a separate emission unit.

Order of Install
Bldg. Col./Dr.  MSS/IDNo. Approval No. Date Source Descriptio
4-89 BOIL01,2, 3 5521 1966 175 MMBtu/Hr., (3), No. 6 residual oil backup
fuel
5-50 A6 BOILO5 6190 1963 25 MMBLtu/Hr, distillate oil backup fuel.
5-50 A6 BOILO6 Reg. 1963 25 MMBLtu/Hr, distillate oil backup fuel.

Since the fuel is limited to natalrgas, with fuel oil odistillate oilas backup, the Puget Sound
Clean Air Agency has determined that the incinerator requirements in WAGQDAEH0(2) do
not apply.

(&) EU 4.1 Fuel Burning Opacity

Both WAC 173400040(1) and Puget Sound Clean Air AggnRegulation I, Section 9.03
standards are 20% opacity and apply to the fuel burning equipment at Boeing Renton.

1) Compliance. None of the fuel burning equipment at Boeing Renton normally has visible
emissions. The Puget Sound Clean Air Agency has ingp#ate facility at least annually
since 1986 and has not identified opacity issues at the fuel burning equipment, nor has
Boeing Renton. Therefore, the Agency concludes that Boeing Renton is generally in
compliance with the opacity requirement and thegmaof compliance is large. In addition,
the monitoring method is designed so that Boeing Renton will take corrective action before a
violation occurs, further enhancing the compliance margin.

2) Variability of process and emission$he equipment normallgurns natural gas, with oil as
a backup. The steam and heat demand at Boeing Renton fluctuates throughout the day and
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from seasotio-season, causing variations in load on the equipment and the need to startup
and shutdown equipment. However, the demandery predictable and seldom changes
quickly.

3) Environmental impacts of problem®bserved opacity is generally related to emissions of
particulate matter or finely divided liquid droplets. The fuel burning activities at Boeing
Renton typically do not geerate significant quantities of particulate matter, typically less
than two tons per year. Hence, the environmental impacts of the emissions are small
especially considering the amount of land on which the facility is located. A maintenance
problem is wmlikely to result in emissions that would have a significant environmental
impact.

4) Technical considerationsAlthough the opacity standard is 20%, the monitoring method
requires corrective action, or Reference Method testing, upon detection of visibiossi
This will provide an added margin of compliance.

(b) EU 4.2 Fuel Burning Particulate

Puget Sound Clean Air Agency Regulation I, Section 9.09 also limits particulate emissions to
0.05 gr/dscf corrected to 7% oxygen from fuel burning equipmentgqaipment that produces

hot air, hot water, steam, or other heated fluids by external combustion of fuel) combusting
natural gas. WAC 17300-050(1) limits particulate emissions to 0.1 gr/dscf corrected to 7% O
from all combustion units (i.e., units ugirtombustion for steam production or other process
requirements, excluding open burning). Boeing Renton burns only pipeline grade natural gas
and backup fuels that are certified to comply with the fuel oil standards of Regulation |, Section
9.08. It canbe shown, as in Sectidn 2. 4for SO, that if fuels are properly burned, Boeing
Renton is incapable of violating this standard while complying with the other requirements such
as the fuel content and opacigquirements. Improper fuel burning that would result in high
particulate emissions would also cause opacity problems and would be detected by the opacity
monitoring requirement.

(c) Documentation for compliance with Order of Approval No. 5521, Condition Ko.

Condition No. 6 of Order of Approval No. 5521 requires that Boeing install a Continuous
Opacity Monitor if the annual usage of residual oil for maintenance or inventory turnover
activities exceeds 350,000 gallons.

Boeing will be required to keep redsr of the amount of residual oil used for maintenance or
inventory turnover activities during the calendar year for the boilers in-8%bdiilding. Boeing

shall install a Continuous Opacity Monitor if the annual usage of residual oil for maintenance or
inventory activities exceeds 350,000 gallons.

Boeing may keep records clarifying when residual oil is used during equipment/component
failure, orwhenresidual oil is used during period of natural gas curtailment

If this clarifying information regardig equipment/component failure, or natural gas curtailment
is available, Boeing may subtract out the residual oil used during equipment/component failure,
or natural gas curtailment from the calculation of residual oil used for maintenance or inventory
turnover activities. If clarifying information regarding equipment/component failure, or natural
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gas curtailment is not availabBoeing must assume that the oil usage counts towards the
threshold in Condition 6 of Order of Approval No. 5521.

(d) Boiler and Process HeateNESHAP (40 CFR 63 Subpart DDDDD§ NESHAP
General Provisions (40 CFR 63 Subpart A)

Applicability: 40 CFR 63.7490(a) states that the NESHAP applies to new, reconstructed, or

exi st

ng

affected

sour ces.

f all existihgeircluseial,

sour ces

commercial, and institutional boilers and process heaters within a subcategory located at a major

sour ceo
heater

and
| ocat e d Asotrceds cansideredrto Bexisting it ittcommenced
construction on or before January 13, 2003 and has not been reconstructed. Thieodense

fifeach

new oOr

reconstructed

at Boeing Renton that are existing sources for purposes of the NEG&@AEO1, BOILO2,
BOILO3, BOILO5 and BOILO06)

The following flow chartd r om EPAOG s

websi

t e

(http://www.epa.gov/ttn/atw/boiler/finalflowchart9 30 _04.psimmarize thil\ESHAP
requirements foBOILO1, BOIL0O2, BOIL0O3, BOILO5, and BOILO6

National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP):

Industrial, Commercial, and Institutional Boilers and Process Heaters

(40 CFR Part 63, Subpart DDDDD)

Follow these steps

Paopulations Il and IV

How are you affected?

Boilers and process heaters are affected differently based
on rated heat input (measured in MMBtu/hr), fuel type
(solid, liquid, gas), and utilization (frequency of use).

Step 1: Applicability p.2
Step 2: Classification p.3
Step 3: Emission Limits p. 4
Step 4: Compliance Date p. 5
Step 5: Population p. 6

For purposes of these flow charts, we divided affected
sources into four populations. Units fall into only one
population, except for new units >10 MMBtu/hr
combusting liquid or solid fuel, which appear in

Use these flow charts in conjunction with the NESHAP.
The flow charts are only a summary of the NESHAP and
do not supercede the NESHAP in any manner.
Therefore, refer the final NESHAP as published in the
Federal Register on September 13, 2004 (69 FR 55218)
for exact requirements.

\

\ Initial Notification Onl

Y

B

-

|

Populatioh
No Requlrements/

— T
Population Il \.‘
j

Population 1l

Control Carbon
Monoxide (CO)

Population IV

Control Particulate
atter (PM), Total

Selected Metals (TSM),
Hydrogen Chioride
(HCI), Mereury (Hg)

ndust
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[ STEP 2: cLASSIFICATION |

New or Existing?

Did you commence Yes
construction or

reconstruction of your
soiler or process heater
after January 13, 20037

Y

No Ny
,-I Existing |

Large, Small, or Limited?

Does your boiler or

e | | poereeetees | o . Large what you need o
capacity =10 MMBtufhr? : (>10 MMBtu/hr) know
capacity factor of 10
percent o less? Firetube boilers.
Yes T Firetube boilers are
l—p classified as small units,
No (>10 MMBtu/hr) regardiess of size
Small Watertube boilers.
» (<10 MMBtuhr) Watertube boilers jWID
Solid, Liquid. or Gas? g
Watertube boilers =10
What kind of fuel does your p— Yes MMBtu/hr are classified
g:‘r‘ﬁi or process heater Solid I as either large or limited
_ No use, depending on
‘ annual capacity factor
Bums any amount of .
liquid uel alone orin | YeS - Gaseous fuel units.
combination with any 4" Liquid I Units that burn only
gaseous fuels gaseous fuels may burn
oil during gas
curtailment and still be
Gas I classified as gas units.

3

Per the above charts, BOIL@B, 05, and O@re existinglarge liquid fuel fired boilers.(Note
that while these boilers normally burn gaseous fuels, they are not restricted to burn liquid fuels
only during curtailment. Therefore, they cannot be classified as gas units.)

| STEP 3: EMISSION LIMITS |

LARGE LIMITED USE SMALL
New Existing New Existing New Existing
our bater or o p— 0025 007 PM 0025 021 PM [
< SOLID FUEL.FIRED 0.0003  0.001 (or TSM) D.0DO3 0.0 (or TSM) 0.0003
0.02 0.09 HCl 0.02 - HC 0.02 -
0.000003 0000008  Hg 0.000003 — Hag 0.000003 —
400 pom - co 400 ppm - co -
LARGE LIMITED USE SMALL
New Existing New Existing New Existing
s LIQUID FUEL-FIRED 003 - M 003 - PM 003
0.0005 - HEI 0.0008 - HC 0.0008
400 ppm co 400 ppm co -
— — LARGE LIMITED USE SMALL
vou &l New Existing HNew Existing New Existing
s GASEOUS FUEL-FIRED co 200 pom co 00 ppm - co = =

What you need to know

Emission limits are expressed as pounds per million Biu (Ib/MMBtu) heat input and are measured during performance testing using the
average of three test runs.

Solid fuel units with particulate matter (PM) emission limits may comply with the PM emission limit, or alternatively, comply with the Total
Selected Metals (TSM) emission limit

Carbon monoxide (CO) is measured in parts per million (ppm) by velume on a dry basis; averaging time is 30-day rolling average. Solid
fuel units use an oxygen correction factor of 7 percent for CO; liquid and gas units use an oxygen correction factor of 3 percent for CO. To
calculate the 30-day rolling average, do not use CO data during periods of startup, shutdown, or malfunction, or when the boiler or
process heater is operaling at less than 50% of rated capacity.

Units >100 MMBtu/hr use continuous emission monitors (CEMS) for CO; Units <100 M
test

Btu/hr use 3-run average during CO performance

4

Per theaboveflow chart, BOIL 0203, 05, and 06 have no emission limits.
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| STEP 5: POPULATION |

Initial Notification Onl

Population II:
Existing =10 MMBtu/hr (liquid)
Existing =10 MMBtu/hr (gas)

New < 10 MMBtu/hr (distillate oil only
or distillate oil combined with gaseous
fuel)

Population I: Ne Requirements
- Existing <10 MMBtu/hr (all fuels)
- New =10 MMBtu/hr (gas)
Gotop.7

Your CLASSIFICATION (Step 2) and the
corresponding pollutants you must
control (Step 3) determine your
POPULATION.

Now, determine how your
POPULATION complies.

Population IV:
Control PM (or TSM), HCI, Hg

Existing >10 MMBtwhr (solid)

+ New, all sizes (solid)

Population IiI: Control CO
- New >10 MMBtwhr (solid)

. New, al sizes (liquid, except <10 New >10 MMBtu/hr (liquid)
MMBtu/hr distillate oil only or
distillate oil combined with

gaseous fuel) Gotop. 14

+ New > 10 MMBtu/hr (gas)
Gotop.9

6

Per theaboveflow chart, BOIL0X03, 05, and 06 fall within Population I and are only required
to send in initial notifications.

| compliance > POPULATION Il |

Population II:
Initial Notification Only

- Existing >10 MMBtushr (liquid)
- Existing =10 MMBtw/hr (gas)

- New <10 MMBtushr (distillate oil
only or distillate oil combined with
gaseous fuel)

How do you comply if What you need to know

your unit is in Your boiler or process heater meets the

: > definition of an affected unit under the boilers
Population II7 and process healers NESHAP. Your only
responsibility is ta submit an Initial Notification.

Records and

General Initial Continuous Reports
No emission limits I = Initial notification I I None I - Initial notification
No CO requirements (§63.7545)
No performance testing No other records or
reports

No fuel analyses
No menitering

No startup/shutdown/
malfunction plan
No site-specific
manitoring plan

What you need to know

New units <10 MMBtu/hr that burn distillate oil only or distillate oil combined with gasecus fuel that begin to bum any other type of liquid
fuel must comply with all applicable requirements of the boilers and process heaters NESHAP upon buming the other type of liquid fuel.
(553.7506(b)(3))
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5.3.5. Perthe above flow chart, BOIL01-03, 05, and 06 must
send in initial notifications according to 40 CFR 63.7545.
No other records or reports are needed, and there are no
requirements to demonstrate continuous compliance.
No emission limits, CO requirements, performance
testing requirements, fuel analysis requirements,
monitoring, SSMP, or site-specific monitoring plans are
needed.EU-5 Fuel Burning Equipment (Subject to NSPS)

This section includes the 64 MMBtu/hr natural gas fired boiler (BOIL0O4) located at@8e 4
building. This boiler must comply with the @able requirements of 40 CFR 60 Subpart Dc as
well as 40 CFR 63 Subpart DDDDD.

(&) NSPS General Provisiond0 CFR 60 Subpart A

In accordance with 40 CFR 60.1(a), the provisions of 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart A apply to
Boeing Renton since the facility operata boiler subject tine requirements a¢f0 CFR Part 60,
Subpart Dc.However, many of the provisions of Subpart A are either not listed at all in the Air
Operating Permit, or have been listed in sections other than Hbéfollowing describes why
celtain requirements are not listeddertain locations and how they affect Boeing Renton.

40 CFR 60.1(a) is listed in the table since this is a general statement of applicability. No
monitoring is required since it is not a specific requiremautgeneal in nature.

40 CFR 60.1(b) states that any new or revised standard of performance shall apply to the owner
or operator of a stationary source that contains an affected facility, the construction of
which is commenced after the date of publication is ffart of such a new or revised
standard. This requirement is not included in the operating permit since it merely
specifies that a specific subpart will apply to an affected source. Once it is determined
the subpart is applicable, the specific requiata are included in the operating permit.

40 CFR 60.1(c) states that an operating permit may be required and refers to Part 70
requirements. This requirement is not included since it is not a specific requirement but
directs the reader to Part 70 reqments. Boeindrentonis an operating permit source
for other reasons.

40 CFR 60.1(d) applies only to one pharmaceutical manufacturing facility and not to Boeing
Renton

40 CFR 60.2 includes definitions and 40 CFR 60.3 includes units and abbreviatidnsugAl
the definitions are critical in determining applicability and compliance with the NSPS,
these sections are not included in the operating permit since they are not specific
requirements.

40 CFR 60.4 specifies where to send reports.

40 CFR 60.5 statabat upon request, the Administrator will make a determination of whether an
action taken or intended to be taken constitutes construction or modification. This is not
a requirement on Boeirfgentonso it is not included in the operating permit.
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40 CFR .6 states that upon request, the Administrator will review plans for construction or
modification for the purpose of providing technical advice. This is not a requirement on
BoeingRenton but on the Administratgso it is not included in the operatipgrmit.

40 CFR 60.7 specifies notification and general recordkeeping requirements. 40 CFR 60.7(a) is
also listed as a specific requirement under Section IV.A of the operating permit (Section
IV covers activities that require additional approval). Thisludes all new source
review requirements. The operating permit specifies that for sources subject to an
emission standard in 40 CFR Part 60, BodRemtonshall furnish written notification to
the Puget Sound Clean Air Agency and EPA Region 10 in acocedaith 40 CFR
60.7(a). This requirement is triggered by construction or modification and would be part
of t he Puget Sound Cl ean Air Agencybos n e
Regulation |1, Article 6. The specific notification deadlines in 40 CFR/(&].are
included in Section V of the operating permit to assist BoBiagta in complying with
these provisions.

Similarly, the general recordkeeping requirements in 40 CFR 60.7(b) and (f) are listed
under the specific emission unit and referred tothie Reporting and Notification
Requirements (Section V). Although this is repetitive, it appropriately fits in both
sections.

The requirements in 40 CFR 60.7(c) and (d) apply to continuous monitoring systems
(CMS) or monitoring devices which are not ragdiat Boeing Renton 40 CFR 60.7(g)
states that if notification substantially similar to 40 CFR 60.7(a) is required by the local
agency, sending a copy of that notification will satisfy the 40 CFR 60.7(a). Section IV A
of the permit contains a similaotification.

40 CFR60.8 is listed in Section V.Q.1df the permit. It is similar to the Puget Sound Clean Air
Agencyods requir emen t397, buhapdlies gnlyltoaatfectedrsources S e ¢
subject to an NSPS that requires performance tesksnonstrate compliance. Although
the permit does not require Boeing Renton to perform additional performance tests at this
time to demonstrate compliance for any of the NSPS emission units permitted to operate
at the facility, this is a general perfornecantesting requirement that may be triggered in
the future.

40 CFR 60.9 and 60.10 are not listed in the operating permit since they are not specific
requirements for BoeinBenton but address availability of information to the public and
state authority.

40 CFR 60.11 includes requirements regarding compliance with standards and maintenance
requirements. 40 CFR 60.11(a) refers to the performance test requirements in 40 CFR
60.8 unless other methods are specified in the applicable standaf8OEOH, thae are
no testing methods that the NSPS requires so 40 CFR 60.11(a) is not listed in the
operating permit. 40 CFR 60.11(b) and (c) also are not listed in the operating permit
becausdOIL04 is not subject to opacity limits in the Subpart Dc standard.

40 CFR 60.11(d) is listed since it specifies that at all times, including periods of startup,
shutdown and malfunction, Boeirfgentonshall, to the extent possible, maintain and
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operate any unit including control equipment in a manner consistent with good ai
pollution control practice for minimizing emissions. Determination of whether
acceptable practices are being used will be based on information available including
monitoring results, opacity observations, review of operating and maintenance
proceduresand inspection of the source.

40 CFR 60.11(e) is not listed in the operating permit because Subpart Dc emission standards deal
only with the initial compliance test, which is an obsolete requirement.

40 CFR 60.11(g) is included sectionV. Standard Termand Condition of the operating permit
with other more general credible evidence provisions.

40 CFR 60.12 is included in Section Il Prohibited Activities of the operating permit with other
more general requirements regarding concealment.

40 CFR 60.13) is not included because Subpart Dc does not require the installation of a
continuous monitoring system. 40 CFR 60.13(b) deals with operating monitoring
systems prior to the performance test but none is required by Subpart Dc. 40 CFR
60.13(c) deals wit an opacity monitoring option that Boeing did not select, so it is not
included in the permit. 40 CFR 60.13(g) is not included in the permit because it deals
with two or more boilers venting to the same stack, which is not the case here.

40 CFR 60.14 idisted with new source review requirements in Section IV.A of the operating
permit since this section is specific to modifications. The Puget Sound Clean Air Agency
would review the physical or operational change in accordance with the procedures in
Puge Sound Clean Air Agency Regulation I, Article 6. 40 CFR 60.14(g) specifies that
Boeing Auburn would have to comply with the NSPS requirements (if applicable) within
180 days of the completion of the physical or operational change.

40 CFR 60.15 is listeboth inEU 5 and with new source requirements in Section V.A of the
operating permit since 40 CFR 60.15 addresses reconstruction. 40 CFR 60.15 says that
the individual subparts of Part 60 may include specific provision which refine and delimit
the concpt of reconstruction. Subpart Dc does not contain such a refinement, hence is
not included in the permit.

40 CFR 60.16 and 40 CFR 60.17 are not listed as operating permit conditions since they do not
specify requirements, but list prioritized major seumategories and materials that are
incorporated by reference.

40 CFR 60.18 is not included in the operating permit since Bdeamgondoes not operate
flares to comply with NSPS requirements.

(b) NSPS for Small Boilers 40 CFR 60 Subpart Déor BOIL04

40 CFR 60.40c defines an affected facility as a steam generating unit that commenced
construction after June 9, 1989 and has a heat input rate of less than 100 million Btu/hour
but greater than or equal to 10 million Btu/ho®BOIL04 mees this applicability This
paragraph exempts units from the particulate and r@Quirements during periods of
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combustion researchBOIL04 is not normally used for combustion research; moreover,
there are no particulate and S@quirements required by Subpart Dc fasthoiler.

40 CFR 60.42c Sstandards.

40 CFR 60.42c lists various sulfur dioxide (f@mission requirements for this size
boiler that burns coal or oil. Thboileris not capable of burning such fuel and would
require a Notice o€onstruction Approvaio do so. Terefore, 40 CFR 60.42c does not

apply.
40 CFR 60.43c Particulate and opacity standards.

40 CFR 60.43c lists various particulate and opacity requirements fordabiggrburns
coal, oil, or wood. BOILO4 is not capable of burning such fuahd would require a
Notice of Construction Approval to do.s@herefore, 40 CF®0.43c does not apply

40 CFR 60.44c, 45c, 46¢, and 47c Compliance, performance, and monitoring test methods and
procedures.

40 CFR 60.44c, 45c, 46¢, and 47c contain caamgk, performance, and monitoring test
methods and procedures for sources that are subject to standards under 40 CFR 60.42c or
43c. SinceBOIL04 is not subject to these standaridsis alsonot subject to these test
methods and procedures.

40 CFR 60.48&eporting & Recordkeeping

40 CFR 60.48c(a) requires Boeing to notify the agency, as required in 40 CFR 60.7, of
any construction or reconstruction of a boiler in this size range. This requirement is listed
with 40 CFR 60.7 in the permit.

40 CFR 60.48c(» (c), (d), (e), and (f) list reporting and recordkeeping requirements for
facilities that burn coal, oil, or wood. SinB®IL04 isnot capable of burning such fuel,
these sections do not apply.

40 CFR 60.48(g) requires affected facilities to record amaintain records of the
amounts of fuel combusted each daBoeing requesteda reduction in recordkeeping

from daily to monthlyfor this boiler. Such reductions in recordkeeping have been
approved on a cadwey-case basis for a number of sources withilsir boilers. This
request was based on a letter written by Doug Hardesty, EPA Region 10, to Joseph
Williams, Washington Department of Ecology, stating that a reduction of the
recordkeeping frequency from daily to monthly for natural gas fired NSPS Dersho

could be grantedonacasgc ase basi s. Hardestyods | etter
need to be taken to achieve this reduction in the recordkeeping frequency. As outlined in
Hardestyods | etter, t he Puget BEPAReghn 101 e an

asking if the EPA had any comments regarding reducing the recordkeeping frequency for
BOILO4. No comments were received his reduced recordkeeping requirement was
incorporated into Condition No. 4 of OrderAypprovalNo. 9068. A copy othe letter to

EPA Region 10 is attached to the Air Operating Permit.
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40 CFR 60.48c(h) deals with facilities with a federally enforceable requirement limiting
the annual capacity factoBOIL04 has no such requirement and 40 CFR 60.48(h) does
not apply.

40 CFR 60.48c(i) requires that all records required under Subpart Dc be maintained by
the owner or operator for two years following the date of record. However, Boeing is
required, elsewhere in the permit, to maintain such records for five years.

40 CFR 60.48c(j) establishes the reporting period for reports required by SubparthBe are
no reports required by Subpart Dc B@ILO4. Hence, 40 CFR 60.48c(j) does not apply.
(However, here are some notifications. As used in the Subpeports ae periodic and
deal with emissions and excess emissions. Notifications are not periodic and usually deal
with changes to the equipment or its operadion.

(c) Boiler and Process HeateWNESHAP (40 CFR 63 Subpart DDDDD) & NESHAP
General Provisions (40 CFR 63 $part A)

Applicability: 40 CFR 63.7490(a) states that the NESHAP applies to new, reconstructed, or

existing affected sources. Affected sources
commercial, and institutional boilers and process heatergvetiubcategory located at a major

sourceo and fieach new or reconstructed indust
heater | ocated at a maj or sourceo. A source

construction after January 13, 200Bhere is only one boiler at Boeing Renton which meets the
definition of a new or reconstructed boiler. This is boiler BOIL0O4, which &MMBtu/hr

natural gas fired boiler that was permitted in 2004 under Notice of Construction Order of
Approval No. 968.

The following flow chartslittp://www.epa.gov/ttn/atw/boiler/finalflowchart9 30 _04.pHélp to
summarize the NESHAP requirements for BOILOA4.
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Per the above charts, BOILO4 is a new large gas fired boiler.





























































































































































































