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1. Purpose of the Statement of Basis 

This document summarizes the legal and factual basis for the permit conditions in the air 

operating permit to be issued to the Boeing Commercial Airplane Groupôs ï Renton (Boeing 

Renton) facility under the authority of the Washington Clean Air Act, Chapter 70.94 Revised 

Code of Washington (RCW), Chapter 173-401 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 

enforceable.  It includes references to the applicable statutory or regulatory provisions that relate 

to Boeing Rentonôs air emissions and provides a description of the activities taking place at 

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 hazardous 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 manufacturing.  

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 emissions listed 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 25 tons per year of total HAPs and more than 100 tons per year of VOCs.  The 

emissions of nitrogen oxides (NOx) 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 (1991-2000), the emissions 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 facility over the last ten years.  The information is presented in tons per year. 

 



Statement of Basis 

Boeing Company ï Renton Facility 

Administrative Amendment: March 30, 2011     Page 4 of 108 

 

TABLE 1 BOEING RENTON REPORTED EMISSIONS (TPY) 

Pollutant 
1991 

Tons 

1992 

Tons 

1993 

Tons 

1994 

Tons 

1995 

Tons 

1996 

Tons 

1997 

Tons 

1998 

Tons 

1999 

Tons 

2000 

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 commercial aircraft.  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, 

solvent cleaning, and facility and equipment maintenance and support activities.  The Boeing 

Renton facility occupies a 339-acre site and includes a number of manufacturing building, aprons 

adjacent to the Renton Airfield, facilities support buildings, roads, and employee 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 application of 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 by truck, rail 

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 coatings.  Whole aircraft are 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 June 7, 1995.  The Puget Sound Clean Air Agency acknowledged that the application was 

complete in a letter to Boeing Renton dated 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 period 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 permits.  The Puget Sound Clean Air Agency 

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 permit for Boeing Commercial 

Airplane Groupôs - North Boeing Field/Plant 2 facility (No. 21147) 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 Effectiveness of Challenged Provisions and a Motion for Stay of Proceedings, pertaining 

to the air operating permit for NBF/Plant 2 (PCHB No. 02-84).  Of specific concern to Boeing 

was language in the opacity monitoring method Section II.A.1(a) of the permit, and sections with 

similar wording.  The wording in question in the NBF/Plant 2 air operating permit was very 

similar to that in the Boeing Renton Proposed Air Operating Permit.  Puget Sound Clean Air 

Agency chose to postpone issuing the Boeing Renton air operating permit until after Boeing and 

the Agency concluded discussions on a settlement agreement.  A settlement agreement was 

signed on January 5, 2003.  As part of the settlement agreement the Puget Sound Clean Air 

Agency agreed to reopen the permit for cause under Section VI. F Reopening for Cause and 

WAC 173-401-730, and propose agreed upon changes to address Boeingôs concerns.   

Because of the settlement agreement the Agency is also proposing similar changes to the as-yet 

un-issued Boeing Renton air operating permit.  In addition, the Agency is proposing other 

primarily administrative type changes to the Boeing Renton air operating permit; such as, 

including recent changes to applicable regulations and Notice of Construction Orders of 

Approval that the Agency has recently issued.  The Agency also has made administrative 

changes relating the numbering system and cross-references.  Because the Agency 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 changes, listed 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 I 

¶ Requirement I.A.1 ï Addition of II.A.1(b) Complaint Response, and II.A.1(c) Facility 

Inspections to monitoring, maintenance, and recordkeeping (MM&R).   

¶ Requirement I.A.2 ï Modification of the WAC 173-400-060 requirement to describe both the 

federally enforceable and state-only enforceable parts of the requirement.   

¶ Requirement I.A.2 ï Addition of II.A.1(b) Complaint Response, and II.A.1(c) Facility 

Inspections to MM&R. 

¶ Requirement I.A.3 ï Addition of II.A.1(b) Complaint Response, and II.A.1(c) Facility 

Inspections to MM&R.  

¶ Requirement I.A.10 ï Corrected a date. 

¶ Section I.B first paragraph ï Changed the second sentence to read ñIf a requirement in 

Section I.A. is repeated in this section, then the monitoring, maintenance, and recordkeeping 

method specified in this section supersedes the monitoring, maintenance, and recordkeeping 

method specified in Section I.A..ò  The permit notes places where a monitoring method in 

Section I.A is superseded.  Also deleted ñIf the monitoring, maintenance and recordkeeping 

method for any 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 requirements.ò 

¶ Requirements EU 1.49, 1.50, 1.51, 1.52, 1.54, 1.55, 1.56, 1.57, 1.59, 1.60, 1.63 ï Added 

WAC 173-460-060(5) as a state only applicable requirement. 

¶ Requirement EU 1.65 ï 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) 

requirement listed in I.A.10.    

¶ Requirement EU 1.66 ï Clarified that Regulation I, Section 9.20(a) only applies to equipment 

that has received an NOC Order of Approval.  

¶ Requirement EU 1.68 ï Added II.A.1(c) Facility Inspections to the MM&R and clarified that 

the monitoring method supersedes the monitoring method listed in I.A.9. 

¶ EU 2 Description ï Added the laboratory tanks installed under NOC 8721 to the description. 

¶ Requirement EU 2.1 ï 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 this requirement listed in I.A.10.   

¶ Requirement EU 2.2 ï Clarified that Regulation I, Section 9.20(a) only applies to equipment 

that has received an NOC Order of Approval.  Added II.A.1(c) Facility Inspections to 

MM&R . 

¶ Requirement EU 2.3 ï Added both the current and the SIP versions of Regulation I, Section 

9.03 and WAC 173-400-040(1).  Added the appropriate MM&R, and the Reference Test 

Method.  Clarified that the monitoring method supersedes the monitoring method listed in 

I.A.1 for EU 2.3. 

¶ Requirement EU 2.4 ï Added EU 2.4 monitoring methods and both the current and the SIP 

versions of Regulation I, Section 9.09 and WAC 173-400-060, the appropriate MM&R, and 

the Reference Test Method.  Clarified that the MM&R  supersedes the monitoring in I.A.2 for 

EU 2.4. 

¶ Requirement EU 2.5 ï Addition of II.A.1(b), Facility Inspections, to MM&R.  

¶ Requirements EU 2.8 & 2.9 ï Addition of NOC Approval No. 8721 and appropriate MM&R. 

¶ EU 3 Description ï Added the spray booth installed under NOC 8703 to the description. 

¶ Requirement EU 3.104 ï 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) 

requirement listed in I.A.10.   
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¶ Requirement EU 3.105 ï Clarified that the monitoring method supersedes the monitoring 

method for Regulation I, Section 9.20 requirement listed in I.A.9. Added II.A.1(c), Facility 

Inspections, to MM&R. 

¶ Requirements EU 3.129 through EU 3.131 ï Addition of NOC Approval No. 8703 

requirements for a paint booth at building 4-45. 

¶ Requirement EU 3.137 - Added II.A.1(c), Facility Inspections, to MM&R. 

¶ Requirement EU 3.140 ï Added II.A.1(d) Work Practice Inspections, as MM&R. 

¶ Requirement EU 4.1 ï Added II.A.1(b) Complaint Response and II.A.1(c) Facility 

Inspections to the MM&R.  Also, clarified that the monitoring method supersedes the 

monitoring method for Regulation I, Section 9.03 requirement listed in I.A.1.   

¶ Requirement EU 4.2 ï Added II.A.1(b) Complaint Response and II.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 4.3 ï Added II.A.1(b) Complaint Response and II.A.1(c) Facility 

Inspections to the MM&R.  Also, clarified that the monitoring method supersedes the 

monitoring method for WAC 173-400-050 requirement listed in I.A.3.   

¶ Requirement EU 4.5 ï 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) requirement 

listed in I.A.10.   

¶ Requirement EU 4.6 ï Added II.A.1(c) Facility Inspections to the MM&R. Also, clarified 

that the monitoring method supersedes the monitoring method for Regulation I, Section 9.20 

requirement listed in I.A.9.   

¶ Requirement EU 5.1 ï 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) requirement 

listed in I.A.10.   

¶ Requirement EU 5.2 ï Clarified that Regulation I, Section 9.20(a) only applies to equipment 

that has received an NOC Order of Approval.  Clarified MM&R as II.A.1(c), Facility 

Inspections.   

¶ EU 6 Description ï Added the sanding collection baghouse registered under Regulation I 

Section 6.03(b)(7) to the description. 

¶ Requirement EU 6.1 ï Added both the current and the SIP versions of Regulation I, Section 

9.03 and WAC 173-400-040(1), the appropriate MM&R, and the Reference Method.  Also, 

clarified that the monitoring method supersedes the monitoring method in I.A.1. 
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¶ Requirement EU 6.2 ï Added both the current and the SIP versions of Regulation I, Section 

9.09 and WAC 173-400-060, the appropriate MM&R, and the Reference Method.  Also, 

clarified that the monitoring method supersedes the monitoring method in I.A.2. 

¶ Requirement EU 6.3 ï 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) requirement 

listed in I.A.10.   

¶ Requirement EU 6.4 ï 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 EU 7.1 ï 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) requirement 

listed in I.A.10.   

¶ Requirement EU 7.2 ï 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 EU 7.3 ï Added both the current and the SIP versions of Regulation I, Section 

9.03 and WAC 173-400-040(1) the appropriate MM&R, and the Reference Method.  Also, 

clarified that the monitoring method supersedes the monitoring method in I.A.1. 

¶ Requirement EU 7.4 ï Added both the current and the SIP versions of Regulation I, Section 

9.09 and WAC 173-400-060, the appropriate MM&R, and the Reference Method.  Also, 

clarified that the monitoring method supersedes the monitoring method in I.A.2. 

¶ Requirement EU 8.1 to 8.5 & 8.7 ï Changed the reference 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 monitoring method for Regulation I, Section 7.09(b) requirement 

listed in I.A.10.   

¶ Requirement EU 8.7 ï Added II.A.1(c) Facility Inspections to the MM&R.  Also, clarified 

that the monitoring method supersedes the monitoring method in I.A.9.   

¶ Requirement EU 8.8 ï Changed MM&R to II.A.1(c) Facility Inspections. 

¶ Requirement EU 9.3 ï 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) requirement 

listed in I.A.10.   
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¶ Requirement EU 9.4 ï Clarified that Regulation I, Section 9.20(a) only applies to equipment 

that has received an NOC Order of Approval.  Also, added the RCW 70.94.152(7) regulatory 

reference and a comment regarding the fact that the above ground monitoring method only 

applies to above ground tanks.  

¶ Requirement EU 9.5 ï 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 II 

¶ II.A ï Added ñThe tests performed to satisfy the requirements of any monitoring method 

under Section II of this permit are monitoring tests and are not considered ñcompliance testsò 

for purposes of Section V.N.1(iii) of this permit.  [WAC 173-401-615, 10/17/02]ò   

¶ II.A.1(a) ï Clarified that for purposes of complying with the quarterly opacity monitoring 

required by Section II.A.1(a), Boeing is only required correct visible emissions if observed 

during the quarterly inspection.  (However, visible emissions may still be a deviation of the 

underlying applicable requirement).  Added that in addition to eliminating visible emissions, 

Boeing could instead demonstrate compliance using the reference method.  Added - ñAll 

observations using the opacity reference test method shall be reported according to V.Q.4 

Method 9A Reports.ò  Added the statement ñand Boeing did not elect to continue the visible 

emission inspection as described aboveò to the description of the visible emissions 

observation. 

¶ In cases where WAC 173-401-615(1)(b) is cited as an authority for a requirement, the 

applicability date of the requirement has been changed from November 4, 1993 to October 

17, 2002. 

¶ In cases where WAC 173-401-615(2) is cited as an authority for a requirement, the 

applicability date of the requirement has been changed from September 15, 2001 to October 

17, 2002. 

¶ II.A.1(b) ï Clarified that if Boeing cannot correct possible compliance problems within 24 

hours and reports 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 and not taking action as described would be a permit deviation.   

¶ II.A.1(c) ï Clarified that if Boeing cannot correct possible compliance problems within 24 

hours and reports 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 method.  Added ñIf Boeing observes 

potential compliance problems for which there are no monitoring requirements under an 

applicable requirement and corrects that problem within 24 hours, Boeing does 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.O.1.4 of this permit.ò   
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¶ II.A.1(d) ï Clarified that if Boeing cannot correct possible compliance problems with in 24 

hours and reports 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 method.  Added ñand does not need to 

record such action under Section V.O.1.4 of this permit, except that deviations from the spray 

gun cleaning requirements under 40 CFR 63.744(c) must be reported in the Aerospace 

NESHAP semi-annual report in accordance with Section V.Q.3(b)(3).ò   

¶ II.A.1(f) ï Clarified that if Boeing cannot correct possible compliance problems with in 24 

hours and reports 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 method. 

¶ II.A.2(d)(ii) ï Clarified that if Boeing cannot correct possible compliance problems with in 

24 hours and reports 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.   

¶ II.A.2(d)(v) ï In the description of what actions must be taken to check for fugitive dust or 

fallout, the term ñdeterminationò was replaced with ñobservationò. 

¶ II.A.2(d)(iv) ï 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 that for purposes of complying with the visible emissions 

monitoring required by Section II.A.2(d)(iv), Boeing only has to take action if Boeing 

observes visible emissions during required monitoring.  (However, visible emissions may 

still be a deviation of the underlying applicable requirement).  Added that in addition to 

eliminating visible emissions, Boeing could instead demonstrate compliance using the 

reference method.  Added - ñAll observations using the opacity reference test method shall 

be reported according to V.Q.4 Method 9A Reports.ò  

¶ II.A.2(d)(v) ï Clarified that for 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 inspection.  Added that in addition to eliminating visible 

emissions, Boeing could instead demonstrate compliance using the reference method.  Added 

- ñAll observations using the opacity reference test method shall be reported according to 

V.Q.4 Method 9A Reports.ò  Clarified that if Boeing cannot correct possible compliance 

problems with in 24 hours and reports 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.   

¶ II.A.2(d)(vi) ï Clarified that 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 method.  Clarified that if Boeing cannot correct possible 

compliance problems with in 24 hours and reports 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 visible 

emissions, Boeing could instead demonstrate compliance using the reference method.  Added 

- ñAll observations using the opacity reference test method shall be reported according to 

V.Q.4 Method 9A Reports.ò  

¶ II.A.2(d)(vii) - Clarified that if Boeing cannot 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. 

¶ II.A.2(d)(viii ) ï Moved the monitoring method from II.A.2(n) so it is clear that this is part of 

the O&M Plan. 

¶ II.A.2(d)(ix) ï Moved the monitoring method from II.A.2(m) so it is clear that this is part of 

the O&M Plan. 

3. 2. 3. Changes to Air Operating Permit Section V 

¶ V.P ï Remove Boiler Maintenance from the Data Recovery section.  

¶ V.P ï 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 discussion of actions taken to insure collection of the data. 

¶ V.P ï Modified the provision of excusing certain instances of failure to recover the required 

amount of monitoring information.   

¶ In cases where WAC 173-401-615(3)(a) and WAC 173-401-615(3)(b) are cited as a 

requirements, the applicability date of the requirement has been changed from September 15, 

2001 to October 17, 2002. 

¶ V.Q.1.(c) ï Clarified that any application form, report, or compliance certification that is 

required to be certified by any applicable 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.  

¶ V.Q.4 ï Added a requirement to report the results of all Ecology Method 9A tests within 30 

days after the end of the month.  Corrected a cross reference in the permit. 

¶ V.Q.5 ï Added a requirement to report problems not corrected within 24 hours.  

¶ V.Q.7 ï Updated the list of reports and deleted the column specifying when a report must be 

signed by the responsible official.  Changed the name of the section to ñRequired 

Applications, Reports, and Compliance Certificationsò.  Row 7: Added Submit to EPA & 

Puget Sound Clean Air Agency in the Paraphrased Frequency column. 

¶ V.Q.8 ï Updated the list of notifications    
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¶ In cases where Puget Sound Clean Air Agency Regulation I 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. 

¶ V.Z ï Updated the insignificant emission units and activities section to reflect changes in 

WAC 173-401-530(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 

years and is presented in chronological order.  Compliance 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 outstanding compliance or enforcement issues with this facility. 

4. 1 Aerospace NESHAP Compliance History 

The Aerospace National Emission Standard for Hazardous Air Pollutants (ANESHAP) became 

effective September 1, 1998 for this source.  The ANESHAP requires additional monitoring, 

recordkeeping and reporting not previously required. 

Compliance Status Report dated April 27, 1999 - 40 CFR 63.744(a).  Characterized by the 

Agency as a compliance concern and not enforcement action, the April 27, 1999 site 

inspection identified 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 Violation No. 35988 dated May 1, 1999 - Puget Sound Clean Air Agency Regulation 

III, Section 2.02 referencing 40 CFR 63.745(g).  This violation, applying an inorganic 

Hazardous Air Pollutant without use of 40 CFR 63.745(f) certified filters, was self- 

reported by Boeing Renton in the Notice of Compliance Report dated May 1, 1999 as 

required per the ANESHAP.  Boeing Rentonôs May 1, 1999 and September 3, 1999 

reports both addressed the corrective action.  No civil penalty or Assurance of 

Discontinuance (AOD) was issued.  A closure letter was sent in 1999. 

Compliance Status Report dated May 1, 1999 - Puget Sound Clean Air Agency Regulation I, 

Section 9.16, Regulation III, Section 3.09(e) and Section 9.20, and 40 CFR 63.9(h) and 

40 CFR 63.744.  These deficiencies, operating with missing filters and deviations from 

the housekeeping requirements for solvent rag and closed containers, were self-reported 

by Boeing Renton in their Notice of Compliance Report dated May 1, 1999 as required 

per the ANESHAP.  Boeing Rentonôs May 1, 1999 report addressed their corrective 

action.  The Agency considers these matters closed. 
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Notice of Violation No. 35992 dated August 31, September 1, 2 and 3 1999 - Puget Sound Clean 

Air Agency Regulation III, Section 2.02 referencing 40 CFR 63.7529(d)(3).  This 

violation, for failure to properly log the acceptable limits of an established pressure drop 

for two operating spray booths, was identified during the October 5, 1999 site inspection 

and self-reported by Boeing Renton in the Notice of Compliance Report dated October 

26, 1999 per the ANESHAP.  Boeing Rentonôs October 26, 1999 report and April 7, 

2000 meeting with the Agency addressed their corrective action.  No civil penalty or 

AOD was issued.  A closure letter was sent May 22, 2000. 

Notice of Violation No. 37078 dated October 5, 1999 - Puget Sound Clean Air Agency 

Regulation I, Section 7.09.  This violation, for failure to develop an adequate Operation 

and Maintenance Plan for one of its composite mesh pad and wet packed scrubber units, 

was identified during the October 5, 1999 site inspection.  Boeing met with the Agency 

on November 10, 1999 and submitted written responses dated November 11, 1999 and 

December 22, 1999 addressing their corrective action.  No civil penalty or AOD was 

issued.  A closure letter was sent November 24, 1999. 

Compliance Status Report dated October 5, 1999 - Issued as result of October 5, 1999 site 

inspection for recordkeeping deficiencies.  The Compliance Status Report requested 

Boeing Rentonôs recordkeeping procedures be modified.  These deficiencies for dry 

filters and wet booths were addressed in the November 15, 1999 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)(iv)).  The Agency considers this matter closed. 

Compliance Status Report dated October 26, 1999 - 40 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 gauges, and failure to 

record pressure drop once each shift during coating operations, were self-reported by 

Boeing Renton in the 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 written responses dated November 11, 1999, December 22, 1999, 

and January 24, 2000 addressing their corrective action.  The Agency considers these 

matters closed. 

Written Warning No. 2-00274 dated December 14, 2000 - Issued 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 10-59.  Section 2.02 of Regulation III applies for operation of source in violation 

of any provision of Parts 61 and 63, Title 40 CFR in effect July 1, 1999.  Based on 

information submitted in the Aerospace Semiannual Report dated April 27, 2001, the 

Agency considers the matter closed (as stated in written warning). 

Written Warning No. 2-00276 dated May 21, 2001 & May 25, 2001 - Issued for three issues.  

See Sections 4.3 and 4.4 below regarding other issues.  ANESHAP applicable issue for 

failure to handle primers (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. 4-86 between shifts of aerospace NESHAP painting 
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operations.  Based on the June 28, 2001 corrective action response from Boeing and 

subsequent office conference regarding development of compliance plan for the facilityôs 

emergency generators, the Agency considers both of the above matters closed.  

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 Warning No. 2-00276 dated May 25, 2001 - Third issue of Written Warning for failure 

to post or communicate the results of an asbestos survey to all persons who may come 

into contact with the material.  Based on the June 28, 2001 corrective action response 

from Boeing and subsequent office conference, the Agency considers this matter closed. 

4. 3 Other 

Below are the enforcement actions taken concerning opacity and related requirements for Boeing 

Renton for the last five years. 

 
Written Warning No. 2-00276 dated May 21, 2001 - Issued for visible emissions in excess of 

20% opacity for a period (on May 21, 2001) more than 3 minutes in any 1 hour per 

Section 9.03(a) of Regulation I.  WDOE Method 9A was not performed, therefore 

emission not a documented violation.  Visible emissions were the result of an emergency 

diesel generator undergoing monthly preventative maintenance testing.  Based on the 

June 28, 2001 corrective action response from Boeing and subsequent office conference, 

the Agency considers this matter closed.   

5. Explanation of Applicable Requirements 

Applicable requirements are listed in several sections of 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 ñapplicable requirementsò under the operating permit 

program.  Boeing Renton is legally responsible for complying with all applicable requirements of 

the operating permit as well as other requirements that do not fit the definition of ñapplicable 

requirementsò found in Chapter 173-401 Washington Administrative Code (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.k.a. ñobsoleteò).   

5. 1 Applicable Requirements 

Boeing Renton is subject to all the requirements listed in all the tables contained in Section I of 

the permit.  Section I.A. contains the requirements that are applicable facility-wide.  The Puget 

Sound Clean Air Agency did not repeat the facility-wide requirements listed in Section I.A in 

Section I.B unless the monitoring method was specific to the listed emission unit.  Section I.B. 

contains the Emission Unit Specific Applicable Requirements and Section I.C. contains 

Operations without Specific Applicable Requirements.  If a requirement in Section I.A. is 

repeated in Section I.B, 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 I.A. 

The tables in Section I.A list the citation for the ñapplicable requirementò in the second column.  

The third column, ñDate,ò contains the adoption or effective date of the requirement.  In some 

cases, the effective dates of the ñFederally Enforceable Requirementò and the ñState Only 

Requirementò may be different because only rules approved by EPA through Section 110, 111, 

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. 

The first column is used as an identifier for the requirement, and the fourth ñRequirement 

Paraphraseò column paraphrases the requirement.  The first and fourth columns are for 

information only and are not enforceable conditions of this permit.  The actual enforceable 

requirement is embodied in the requirement cited in the second and third columns. 

The fifth column, ñMonitoring, Maintenance & Recordkeeping Method,ò identifies the methods 

described in Section II of the permit.  Following these methods is an enforceable requirement of 

this permit.  The sixth column, ñEmission Standard Period,ò identifies the averaging time for the 

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 the reference 

method.  The last column, ñReference Test Method,ò identifies the reference method associated 

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 cite a test method, one has been added.  This is 

called ñgapfillingò and is authorized under WAC 173-401-615. 

The permit identifies a specific method and the adoption date.  Puget Sound Clean Air Agency 

Regulation I, Section 3.07(a) states that testing for compliance must follow the current EPA 

approved methods unless specific methods have been adopted by the Puget Sound Clean Air 

Agency Board.  WAC 173-400-105(4) allows either EPA 40 CFR 60 Appendix A or procedures 

in Ecologyôs ñSource Test Manual ï Procedures for Compliance Testingò as of July 12, 1990.  

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 evidence of an 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 second column, 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 Sound 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 listed as ñState Onlyò in the permit.  That means they are not federally 

enforceable.  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
1
. 

                                                 
1
 ñSIPò is an abbreviation for ñstate implementation planò which is a plan for improving or 

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 Approval 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 Boeing Renton 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 ñspecial conditionsò.  The special conditions referenced in a specific Order of 

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 I.A.1 

Both WAC 173-400-040(1) and Puget 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. 

¶ The monitoring method is based on visible emission inspections of the facility at least 

once per calendar quarter, complaint response, and facility inspections.  Inspections are 

to be performed while the facility is in operation during daylight hours.  If  during a 

quarterly visible emissions inspection visible emissions other than uncombined water are 

observed from a single unit or activity,  Boeing shall, as soon as practicable but within 

24 hours of the initial observation, take certain prescribed actions. Similarly, if Boeing 

receives a complaint about 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 include: take corrective action, which may include 

shutting down 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 method); or, 

alternatively, record the opacity using the reference test method, or 

¶ Continue the observation for 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 uncombined water are observed from a single unit or activity lasting 

longer than 45 seconds during a 15 minute interval, Boeing may continue to observe 

visible emissions for an additional 45 minutes or until visible emissions have been 

observed for a total of 3 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 and Boeing 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 and regulations 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 ñfederally enforceableò by EPA.  New or modified state 

or local rules are not federally enforceable until they are ñadopted into the SIPò by the EPA. 
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described above, Boeing shall, as soon as practicable but within 24 hours of the initial 

observation either;  

o Take corrective action, which may include shutting down the unit or activity until 

it can be repaired, until there are no visible emissions; or,  

o Alternatively, determine the opacity using the reference test method.   

Failure to take actions as described above must be reported under Section V.M. Compliance or 

V.Q. Reporting of the permit.  

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 emission, yet 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 the next required monitoring.   

Emergency generators and generators for fire suppression pumps often have visible emissions, 

but seldom have visible emissions greater than 20% opacity, the permit has specific provisions 

for those units.  If Boeing observes visible 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 within 3 hours or observe visible emissions using 

WDOE Method 9A 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 opacity during that test 

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 provisions of WAC 173-

401-645 would apply to the opacity from emergency generators.  The Puget Sound Clean Air 

Agency concluded that the general opacity limits are ñtechnology-based emission limitationsò as 

they relates to emergency generators.  Therefore, Boeing could argue the emergency provisions 

of WAC 173-401-645 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 operator 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, except for the boilers when burning 

back-up fuel oil or jet fuel or some emergency generators during testing.  These boilers have 

specific opacity monitoring requirements elsewhere in the permit (Section I.B.4).  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 Renton.  Therefore, we conclude 

that it is generally in compliance with the opacity requirement and the margin of 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. 
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2) Variability of process and emissions.  None of the processes at Boeing Renton normally emit 

visible emissions, 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 Agency, or major 

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 suppression pumps that do not 

normally operate and testing is normally less than three hours. 

3) Environmental impacts of problems.  Observed opacity is generally related to emissions of 

particulate matter or finely divided liquid droplets.  The manufacturing activities at Boeing 

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 facility is located.  A maintenance 

problem is unlikely to result in emissions that would have a significant environmental 

impact. 

4) Technical considerations.  The emission units that are likely to generate visible emissions are 

addressed elsewhere in the permit.  

5. 2. 2. Requirement I.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.  WAC 173-400-060 limits particulate 

emissions to 0.1 gr/dscf from general process units (i.e., units 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 for visible 

emissions, complaint response, and facility inspections.  Opacity monitoring is a surrogate to 

performing a Method 5 test with Boeing Renton taking corrective action if any visible emissions 

are noted.  As with Requirement I.A.1, the Puget Sound Clean Air Agency 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 concentration 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 determined that the 

monitoring should be quarterly for the reasons listed above in Section 5. 2. 1.   

5. 2. 3. Requirement I.A.3 

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 equipment (i.e., equipment that produces 

hot air, hot water, steam, or other heated fluids by external combustion of fuel).  WAC 173-400-
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050(1) limits particulate emissions to 0.1 gr/dscf corrected to 7% O2 from all combustion units 

(i.e., units using combustion 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 I, Section 9.08.  It can be shown, as 

in Section 5. 2. 4 for SO2, that if fuels are properly burned, Boeing Renton is incapable of 

violating this standard while complying with the other requirements.  Improper fuel burning that 

would result in high particulate emissions would also cause opacity problems and would be 

detected by the opacity monitoring requirement, complaint response, or facility inspections. 

The State Implementation Plan (SIP) identifies the effective date of WAC 173-400-050 and 

WAC 173-400-060 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 I.A.4  

Both Puget Sound Clean Air Agency Regulation I, Section 9.07 and WAC 173-400-040(6) are 

equivalent requirements (SO2 emissions 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 173-400-040(6), which is not federally enforceable, allows for 

exceptions to this requirement if the source can demonstrate that there is no feasible method of 

reducing the SO2 concentrations to 1000 ppm.  Since the Puget Sound Clean Air Agencyôs rules 

are more stringent, this exception is not available 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 back-up.  

All the natural gas burned at Boeing Renton must be pipeline 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 3.4 parts of sulfur per million cubic feet of natural gas, as shown in the following 

calculation: 
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According to Perryôs Chemical Engineerôs Handbook, each cubic foot of natural gas requires 

approximately 10 cubic feet of air for combustion, yielding approximately 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 sulfur dioxide.  Since each cubic foot of natural gas 
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This is equivalent to 0.31 ppmdv SO2.  Note that this estimated value is less than one-tenth of 

one percent of the 1,000 ppm SO2 standard.  Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that 

combustion units that are fired on natural gas cannot exceed the 1,000 ppm SO2 limits in Puget 



Statement of Basis 

Boeing Company ï Renton Facility 

Administrative Amendment: March 30, 2011     Page 20 of 108 

 

Sound Clean Air Agency Regulation I, Section 9.07 and WAC 173-400-040(6). The other 

emission units are not capable of generating SO2 emissions as permitted.  Therefore, the permit 

does not contain additional monitoring requirements for the natural gas usage. 

5. 2. 5. Requirement I.A.5  

Puget Sound Clean Air Agency Regulation I, Section 9.11 and WAC 173-400-040(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 for all 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 

property.  For the following reasons, the Puget Sound Clean Air Agency has determined that the 

quarterly 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 unexpected buildup of 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 visible or odorous emissions from plant activities during any 

inspection, nor has Boeing Renton; therefore, the Agency concludes that it is generally in 

compliance with the nuisance requirements.  

2) Margin of compliance.  Because the Agency has not observed nuisance 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 

quarterly checks and response to complainants as necessary.  The emission of fugitive dust or 

odor is unlikely to generate off-site fallout or complaints except under the most unusual 

circumstances. 

3) Variability of process and emissions.  Boeing 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 problems.  Nuisance emissions can cause personal discomfort; 

however, by their nature 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 considerations.  Catastrophic failures of one of the boilers, a large dust collector, 

or spray booth are the only likely causes of a nuisance causing a deviation at Boeing Renton.  

Boilers at Boeing Renton are fueled mainly on natural gas with back-up fuel limited to 

curtailment and testing, and in 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 are monitored 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 bearing contaminants more 

frequently on an as-needed 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 monitoring 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 are likely 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 complaints does 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 

monitoring method, 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 I.A.6 through I.A.8 

The fugitive dust requirements are in I.A 6 through I.A.8 and addressed in Regulation I, Section 

9.15 and WAC 173-400-040(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 EPA as a SIP amendment.  Upon approval of the SIP changes, the revised 

version of Regulation I, 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 fugitive dust.  The 

Agency has included both versions of Section 9.15 because they are significantly different.  The 

Monitoring, Maintenance, and Recordkeeping Methods are the same as those listed in I.A.6 

through I.A.8. 

The SIP version of Puget Sound Clean Air Agency Regulation I, Section 9.15 requires best 

available control technology (BACT) for all fugitive dust, limits vehicle dust track-out, and 

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

9.15 and WAC 173-400-040(3) requires reasonable precautions to minimize or prevent fugitive 

emissions.  The Puget Sound Clean Air Agencyôs current rule also describes specific examples 

of reasonable precautions.  There is no difference between the current and SIP versions of WAC 

173-400-040(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 below.   

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; therefore, the Agency 

concludes that it is generally in compliance with this requirement.  

2) Margin 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 equipment has air 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 emissions.  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 Puget Sound Clean Air Agency, or major equipment failure. 

4) Environmental impacts of problems.  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 and without significant environmental impact.  

5) Technical considerations.  The most likely causes of fugitive emissions at Boeing Renton 

would be failure of existing control equipment or vehicle track-out during construction.  

Equipment failure is likely to be identified by some other inspection or complaints.  Track-

out is minimized because all the roadways and parking lots are paved and maintained. 

5. 2. 7. Requirement I.A.9 

Puget Sound Clean Air Agency Regulation I, Section 9.20 requires Boeing Renton to maintain 

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 9.20(a).  Those emission units 

subject to Section 9.20(a) are specifically listed in Section I.B of the permit.  Section II, 

Monitoring, Maintenance and Recordkeeping Procedures, of the permit identifies the minimum 

monitoring criteria for maintaining equipment in 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 of the general effectiveness of Boeing Rentonôs 

Operation and Maintenance Plan.  The Puget Sound Clean Air Agency chose to list all of Section 

II as the monitoring method because many parts of Section II apply to several emission units and 

activities.  Where there are specific monitoring requirements for specific emission units, the 

Puget Sound Clean Air Agency has listed them in Section II.A.2.  The Puget Sound Clean Air 

Agency has determined that following the requirements of Section II of the permit provides 

sufficient monitoring criteria to certify that the equipment has 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 I.A.10 

In accordance 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, II, and III.  The 

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 the manufacturerôs operations manual or 

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 with a Washington Department of Ecology requirement in 

WAC 173-400-101(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 observations, 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
2
.  However, the underlying requirement in most 

instances does not define ñpromptlyò; hence for significant emission units and applicable 

requirements that Boeing Renton has a reasonable possibility of violating or that a violation 

would cause an air quality problem, the Puget Sound Clean Air Agency added clarification that 

ñpromptlyò usually means within 24 hours.  For many insignificant emission units and 

equipment not listed in the permit, ñpromptlyò cannot be defined because the emission sources 

and suitable pollution control techniques 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, Boeing 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 Agency or EPA 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 practice.  

5. 2. 9. Requirement I.A.11 

WAC 173-400-040(4) addresses odors.  The monitoring method is based on responding to 

complaints and general inspections of the facility to identify emissions of odor-bearing 

contaminants.  Receiving complaints does not necessarily mean 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 to investigate 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.  

                                                 
2
 Puget Sound Clean Air Agency Regulation I, Section 1.07(s) states, ñEQUIPMENT means any 

stationary or portable device or any part thereof that emits or may emit any air contaminant into 

the atmosphere.ò 
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5. 2. 10. Requirement I.A.12 

WAC 173-400-040(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 property upon 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 

and enjoyment 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 I.A.13 

Puget Sound Clean Air Agency Regulation I, Section 9.10 specifies that HCl emissions shall not 

exceed 100 ppm (dry) corrected to 7% O2 for 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 likely to emit HCl, 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 I.A.14 

RCW 70.94.040 is similar to Puget Sound Clean Air Agency Regulation I, Section 9.11 and is 

listed separately here because it is not a federally enforceable requirement. 

5. 3 Section I.B 

Section I.B. of the permit lists applicable requirements that are specific to an emission unit or 

activity.  Following the 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 the size of 

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 requirements.   

The Generally Applicable Requirements of Section I.A. 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 in this section supersedes the monitoring, 

maintenance, and recordkeeping method specified in Section I.A..  Where a recently adopted 

federal regulation does not identify a monitoring method, the permit does not identify one either, 

because it is EPAôs policy to incorporate all necessary monitoring 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 this 

section.   
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5. 3. 1. EU-1 Vapor Degreaser Operations 

(a) Physical Description 

This section includes all activities and equipment associated with vapor degreasing operations.  

Boeing Renton operates a 1,1,1-trichloroethane batch vapor degreaser with a surface area of <13 

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.   

1,1,1-trichloroethane 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 standards in 40 

CFR 63.463 rather than the alternate standards in 40 CFR 63.464.  Boeing also chose ñcontrol 

combination No. 6 (freeboard refrigeration device and freeboard ratio of 1.0ò to satisfy 40 CFR 

Part 63 Subpart T. 

 

Bldg. 

 

Col./Dr. 

MSS/ID

# 

Order of 

Approval # 

Installed 

Date 

 

Source Description 

10-71 Lab 79 TNK017 5973 1990 Batch vapor degreaser, <13 square 

feet air/solvent interface, with lip 

exhaust.  Using 1,1,1-trichloroethane 

solvent 

(b) Rule Applicability 

The three main sources of applicable requirements for the vapor degreasers located at Boeing 

Renton are: 

¶ 40 CFR Part 63, Subpart T ï National Emission Standards for Halogenated Solvent 

Cleaning,  

¶ Puget Sound Clean Air Agency Regulation III: 3.05 ï Solvent Metal Cleaners, and  

¶ Order of Approval No. 5973.   

WAC 173-460-060(5) Applicability Determination.   

WAC 173-460-060(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 of the WAC (9/18/91).   

Subpart T Requirements.   

This unit was originally permitted and approved by the Puget Sound Clean Air Agency in 

1990 and installed by Boeing in the same year.  The vapor degreaser is considered an 

ñexistingò unit under 40 CFR 63 Subpart T, because it was installed prior to November 

29, 1993.   
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The vapor degreaser has a solvent/air interface less than 1.21 m
2 
(13 ft

2
).  Therefore, only 

the federal requirements for batch vapor degreasers with a solvent/air interface less or 

equal to 1.21 m
2 
(13 ft

2
) have been included.   

References to batch cold cleaning and in-line 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, requirements regarding 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 requirements in Subpart A. 

Design Requirements and Equipment Standards.  

40 CFR 63.463(a) requires that batch vapor cleaning machines meet seven design 

requirements (40 CFR 63.463(a)(1) ï (7)).  Under 40 CFR 63.463(a)(1)(i) and (ii), 

Boeing must choose between ñan idling and downtime mode coverò and ña reduced room 

draft.ò  Puget Sound Clean Air Agency Regulation III, Section 3.05 requires both.  

Boeing Renton has chosen ñidling and downtime mode coverò to demonstrate 

compliance with 40 CFR 63.463(a)(1).  Therefore, the NESHAP requirements for a 

reduced room draft (like 40 CFR 63.463(a)(1)(ii) and 40 CFR 63.463(d)(1)(ii)) are not 

included in the citations for applicable requirements.  Since reduced room draft was not 

selected as the NESHAP compliance option, problems with airflow around the degreaser 

are not ñexcess emissionò of the NESHAP.  However, since a determination of room 

draft is required under Regulation III, Section 3.05, problems with the room draft must be 

reported as deviations of Regulation III, Section 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 cleaners is less than 13 square feet, Boeing must comply 

with one of the ten control combinations listed in 40 CFR 63.463(b)(1).  However, the 

cleaners must also comply with Puget Sound Clean Air Agency Regulation III, Section 

3.05 ï Solvent Metal Cleaners, and Order of Approval No. 5973.   

Order of Approval No. 5973 has only one special condition, which states: ñBoeing shall 

achieve compliance with Subpart T ï National Emissions Standards for Halogenated 

Solvent Cleaning, 40 CFR Part 63, no later than Dec. 2 1997ò.  Boeing Renton has 

complied with this Order of Approval special condition.  Therefore, compliance with the 

Halogenated Solvent Cleaning NESHAP (Subpart T) and Puget Sound Clean Air Agency 

Regulation III Section 3.05 will ensure compliance with Order of Approval No. 5973. 

The Halogenated Solvent Cleaning NESHAP 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 63.461) ñfreeboard height means the distance 

from the solvent/air interface, as measured during the idling mode, to the top of the 

cleaning machine.ò  The ñsolvent/air interface means the location of contact between 

the concentrated solvent vapor layer and the air.  This location of contact is defined as 
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the mid-line height of the primary condenser coils.ò  ñFreeboard ratio means the ratio of 

the solvent cleaning machine freeboard height to the smaller interior dimension of the 

solvent cleaning machine.ò  Since the location of the solvent/air interface is defined as 

the mid-line 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 been measured several 

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 chiller is also referenced for similar 

requirements for a primary condenser (40 CFR 63.463(a)(6), a freeboard chiller (Puget 

Sound Clean Air Agency Regulation III, Section 3.05(a)(4)(B), Puget Sound Clean Air 

Agency Regulation III, Section 3.05(c)(2)(A))).  

There are several requirements to maintain the hoist speed of the automated parts 

handling device.  Puget Sound Clean Air Agency Regulation III, Section 3.05(b)(5)(D) 

limits the hoist speed to 10 feet per minute; and the federal limit is 11 feet per minute.  

The permit requires monitoring consistent within Subpart T, Section 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 63.468(a) and 40 CFR 63.468(b) 

have not been included.  Boeing Renton submitted its Initial Notification and Statement 

of Initial Compliance on September 1, 1995.  

Boeing Renton has chosen the Equipment Control Combinations option (vs. idling 

emission limits per 40 CFR 63.463(b)(1)(ii)), which does not require emission testing.  

Neither has Boeing Renton chosen to comply with the alternative emission standards of 

40 CFR 63.464; therefore, there are no required performance testing requirements under 

the NESHAP applicable to the vapor degreasers at Boeing Renton.  References to the 

requirements for notification of performance tests have not been included.  Similarly, 

none of 40 CFR 63.465 ñTest Methodsò or Reference Test Method 307 in Appendix A of 

Subpart T applies because these sections only apply to sources complying with 40 CFR 

63.464 ñAlternative Standard.ò 

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 applicable 

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 similar to Puget Sound Clean Air Agency requirement for annual 

emission estimates.    

Under the Halogenated Solvent Cleaning NESHAP, exceedances are defined for the 

Refrigerated Freeboard Device, Vapor Thermostat and Liquid level Controls, Cover, and 

Hoist Speed requirements.  Since Boeing did not choose the reduced room draft as a 

compliance option, this parameter does not need to be included in the NESHAP 
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Exceedance Report.  However, if Boeing observes a deviation of an Agency requirement 

for a room draft such as in Regulation III, Section 3.05(a)(1), Boeing must report that as a 

deviation of Regulation III, Section 3.05(a)(1).  

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 dates of February 28th for the reporting period of July through December, and 

August 30th
 
for the reporting period of January through June under the authority provided 

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

The vapor degreaser at the Renton facility is a small unit.  Therefore, 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 equipment listed below and all activities associated with chemical 

process tankline and fume scrubber operations.  This includes some hard chrome electroplating 

tank and chromic acid anodize tanks.  These chrome tanks are in research & development 

laboratories and limited R&D by Orders of Approval, and thereby exempt (40 CFR 63.340(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 III 

Section 3.01, governing hard and decorative chromium electroplating and chromium anodizing.  

Emissions from the chrome plating tanks are controlled with the use of polyballs on the surface 

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

 

Bldg. 

 

Col./Dr. 

 

MSS/ID# 

Order of 

Approval No. 

Install 

Date 

 

Source Description 

10-71 Roof SCB004 8721 1986 16,030 cfm Packed bed scrubber 

system for fumes from electroplating 

chrome tanks from E4 BMT research 

Lab No. 79 

10-71 Roof SCB005 6897 1993 7440 cfm Harrington Scrubber, for 

fumes from chromic acid anodize 

process tanks, at E5 BMT research 

Lab No. 85 

This activity consists of laboratory tankline operations.   

There are no specific emission standards for these units.  The monitoring method is based on 

checking for proper scrubber pump operation and visible emissions monthly and, checking for 

nozzle pluggage at least once per calendar quarter in addition to conducting quarterly facility 

inspections and responding to complaints.  For scrubbers that have fluid recirculation, Boeing 

shall also check the scrubbing liquid pH at least once per calendar quarter.  Inspections 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 in an hour, 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 unit or activity until it can be repaired.  If Boeing finds problems with the 

pumps, pH, or nozzles, Boeing shall, within 24 hours of identification, correct the problem, 
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shutdown the operation, or report according to Section V.Q.5 Report of Problems not Corrected 

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. (Compliance 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 listed below.   

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.  Therefore, the Agency concludes that 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 compliance margin. 

2. Variability of process and emissions.  These operations are primarily batch operations.  

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

small.   

3. Environmental affects of problems.  These operations have been permitted under Orders 

of Approval, and have been found to not emit significant quantities of toxics nor 

particulate while emission control devices are in operation.  Considering the large amount 

of area around the Boeing Renton facility, the possibility of 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 pluggage 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 fundamental change in the process or failure of the pH 

control systems, while such changes are unlikely, checking the pH serves as an 

independent check for process changes. 

Notice of Construction Order of Approval No. 8721 states: ñBoeing shall comply with the 

requirements of the draft Boeing Renton Title V Air Operating Permit as proposed on the 

date this Order of Approval is signed, to be superseded by the final Boeing Renton Title V Air 

Operating Permit when the permit is issued.ò  This condition of Order of Approval No. 8721 

will become obsolete upon adoption of the Order of Approval into the Boeing Renton AOP.  

This requirement has therefore not been repeated in the Boeing Renton AOP. 

5. 3. 3. EU-3 Coating, Cleaning, and Depainting Operations 

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

depainting operations for both aerospace activities and non-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.  The activities 

included in this section are conducted throughout the Boeing Renton facility.  For the purpose of 

defining an ñemission unitò in the permit, each piece of equipment listed below is considered a 

separate emission unit.  The last column in this list indicates 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 time-to-time Boeing Renton may change the type of coatings applied 

or the parts coated.  The permit requires 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.  

 
 

 

 

 

Bldg. 

 

 

 

 

Col/Dr  

 

 

 

MSS/ID 

No. 

 

 

Order of 

Approval 

No. 

 

 

 

Date 

Installed 

 

 

 

 

Source Description 

Aerospace 

NESHAP 

Coatings with 

Inorganic HAP 

Used in Unit? 

10-71 BMT 

Lab 

No.87 

PB0056* Reg. 1986 Dry Filter No 

10-71 D5 Lab 

No.77 

PB0057* 2826 1986 Dry Filter No 

10-71 Lab 70 PB0019 5066 1994 Dry filter booth No 

4-20 M8 PB0081, 82 5979 1995 Dry filter No 

4-20 M8 PB0083, 84 7296 1997 Dry filter, with 

NESHAP 3-stage filter 

No 

4-20 Q6 PB0085, 86 7355 1998 Dry filter, with 

NESHAP 3-stage filter 

No 

4-20 S5.5-S7 G6002B 3297 1990 Clean, Seal & Paint 

Operation - Dry Filter 

No 

4-21.2 G29 PB0051 Reg. 1986 Dry filter, clean, seal & 

paint operation 

No 

4-41 Hangar Z6002A 3142 1987 Spray Painting Hangar 

- 5 Dry Filter Booths 

Yes 

4-42 WA4 PB0006 3121 1990 Spray Coating Booth - 

Dry Filter No.6 

Yes 

4-42 WA6-

WE6 

PB0001,2,4

,5 

3121 1990 Spray Coating Booth - 

Dry Filter (4)  

Yes 

4-42 WC4 PB0009 3714 1991 Spray/Cure Booth No.9 Yes 

4-42 WC4, 

WB4 

PB0007,8 3121 1990 Spray Coating Booth - 

Dry Filter (2) No.7,8 

Yes 

4-42 WC6 PB0003 3714 1991 Spray/Cure Booth No.3 Yes 

4-64 I1 PB0040 5902 1995 Dry fil ter 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  PB0061-68 7155,PSD 

97-02 

1998,  PP1--PP8, Dry Filters Yes 

4-86 A14 PB0060 5579,6363 1990 PB3, In- Spar - Dry 

Filter 

Yes 

4-86 B12 PB0065 3031,5579 1990 PP5, Spar - Dry Filter Yes 

4-86 B17 PB0058 3031,5579 1990 PB1, In-Spar - Dry 

Filter 

Yes 

4-86 B9 PB0061 3031,5579 1990 PP1, Spar - Dry Filter Yes 

4-86 C12 PB0066, 3031,5579 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, In-Spar - Dry 

Filter 

Yes 

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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Bldg. 

 

 

 

 

Col/Dr  

 

 

 

MSS/ID 

No. 

 

 

Order of 

Approval 

No. 

 

 

 

Date 

Installed 

 

 

 

 

Source Description 

Aerospace 

NESHAP 

Coatings with 

Inorganic HAP 

Used in Unit? 

5-50 A2 PB0047 3162,6159 1990, Spray Coating Booth - 

Dry Filter (2) 

Yes 

5-50 Hangar G6002C 3162 1986 Spray Painting Hangar 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 A requires 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 exempts dry filters from the requirement to 

have a Startup, Shutdown, and Malfunction Plan as long as the manufacturerôs 

recommendations, specification, or instructions are being followed.  Boeing Renton, however, 

must report any deviation of those recommendations, specification, 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 instances where the filters were not operated and maintained properly.  

However, if Boeing Renton finds that it must deviate from the manufacturerôs instructions, 

Boeing Renton must develop a SSMP.  The permit contains operation and maintenance 

procedures for establishing filter pressure drop outside the manufacturerôs instruction.  This is 

because in 40 CFR 63.743(b) it refers to following the manufactureôs instructions and 40 CFR 

63.745(g)(3) refers to following the manufactureôs specifications.  To further complicate the 

issue, the preamble to 40 CFR 63 Subpart GG referred to ñthe pressure drop is outside of the 

manufacturerôs recommended limits.ò  45954 Federal Register / Vol. 60, No. 170 / Friday, 

September 1, 1995.  The Puget Sound Clean Air Agency has determined that manufactureôs 

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 manufacturerôs instructions, specifications, or recommendations, Boeing Renton must 

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 the 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 than in other Puget Sound Clean 

Air Agency operating permits because most all the booths have at least two-stage filters 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 Renton observes 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 solvent-laden cloth, paper or any other absorbent applicator used 

for cleaning in bags or other closed containers upon completing their use, and 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 solvent rag management, ñcompleting their useò means upon completion 

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 language 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 this section.   

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 and thus be subject 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 Clean Air Agency did not require a Notice of Construction (NOC) for twelve 

of the booths installed prior to 1987.  These booths are not subject to the standard Order of 

Approval conditions or the state-only 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 

requires 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 hand-held aerosol cans and large stationary objects like 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 additional approval.  Puget Sound Clean Air Agency has 

recently changed Section 9.16 of Regulation I 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 activities 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 approved 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 facility-wide inspections that include looking for spray coating 

operations that do not comply with the requirements of Section 9.16.   

Puget Sound Clean Air Agency Regulation II, Section 3:09(b) specifies the VOC content for 

some aerospace primers and topcoats.  The monitoring requirement specifies that Boeing Renton 

maintain manufacturerôs information demonstrating compliance with these requirements and 

initiate appropriate corrective action if a noncompliant situation is observed.  Puget Sound Clean 

Air Agency Regulation II, Section 3.09 also specifies work practice standards including 

acceptable application methods, cleanup, and storage of VOC-containing material.  The 

aerospace NESHAP has similar requirements; however, it does not require any periodic 

monitoring of those housekeeping requirements.  After considering the compliance history 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 requested 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.  The letter says 

that WAC 173-490-208, 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 Agency has not granted an exemption 

from the requirements of Puget Sound Clean Air Agency Regulation II, Section 3.09 for aerosol 

temporary coatings Ardox 327N and Aztec AZ643 GC Aerosol. 

Boeing requested the Puget Sound Clean Air Agency clarify that hand-wipe cleaning operations 

include wiping, scrubbing, mopping, or other hand actions and these operations are specifically 

not included in the definition of ñflush cleaning.ò  The Puget Sound Clean Air Agency did so in 

an August 1, 1996 letter.   

Besides coating aerospace 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 97-02 (1/14/98) included a condition which stated that the approval for the project become 

void if Boeing did not commence construction within 18 months.  This 18 month period has 

passed.  This condition (No. 6 in PSD 97-02) is obsolete and is not included in the Air Operating 

Permit. 

PSD 88-4 Amendment 1 (5/17/95) includes a condition which 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 PSD 88-4 Amendment 1) is obsolete and is not 

included in the Air Operating Permit. 

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 in the 4-41 
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building.  Operations have commenced at this building and this Order of Approval condition is 

obsolete.  

Order of Approval No. 8703 states: ñBoeing Renton shall comply with the requirements of the 

draft Boeing Renton Title V Air Operating Permit as proposed on the date this Order of 

Approval is signed, to be superseded by the final Boeing Renton Title V Air Operating Permit 

when the permit is issued.ò  This condition of Order of Approval No. 8703 will become obsolete 

upon adoption of the Order of Approval into the Boeing Renton AOP.  This requirement has 

therefore not been repeated in the Boeing Renton AOP. 

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 

installed in the 1950ôs and 1960ôs and have not been modified or reconstructed (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 below use natural gas as their primary fuel.     

For purposes of defining an ñemission unitò in this permit, each boiler listed below is considered 

a separate emission unit. 

    

Order of  Install 

 Bldg. Col./Dr. MSS/ID No. Approval No.   Date Source Description    

 4-89  BOIL01,2, 3 5521 1966 175 MMBtu/Hr., (3), No. 6 residual oil backup 

fuel 

 5-50 A6 BOIL05 6190 1963 25 MMBtu/Hr,  distillate oil backup fuel. 

 5-50 A6 BOIL06 Reg. 1963 25 MMBtu/Hr,  distillate oil backup fuel. 

 

Since the fuel is limited to natural gas, with fuel oil or distillate oil as back-up, the Puget Sound 

Clean Air Agency has determined that the incinerator requirements in WAC 173-400-050(2) do 

not apply.   

(a) EU 4.1 Fuel Burning Opacity  

Both WAC 173-400-040(1) and Puget Sound Clean Air Agency Regulation 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 inspected this 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 the margin of 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 emissions.  The equipment normally burns 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 season-to-season, causing variations in load on the equipment and the need to startup 

and shutdown equipment.  However, the demand is very predictable and seldom changes 

quickly. 

3) Environmental impacts of problems.  Observed opacity is generally related to emissions of 

particulate matter or finely divided liquid droplets.  The fuel burning activities at Boeing 

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 facility is located.  A maintenance 

problem is unlikely to result in emissions that would have a significant environmental 

impact. 

4) Technical considerations.  Although the opacity standard is 20%, the monitoring method 

requires corrective action, or Reference Method testing, upon detection of visible emissions.  

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 equipment (i.e., equipment that produces 

hot air, hot water, steam, or other heated fluids by external combustion of fuel) combusting 

natural gas.  WAC 173-400-050(1) limits particulate emissions to 0.1 gr/dscf corrected to 7% O2 

from all combustion units (i.e., units using combustion 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 I, Section 

9.08.  It can be shown, as in Section 5. 2. 4 for SO2, 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 opacity requirements.  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 No. 6 

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 records of the amount of residual oil used for maintenance or 

inventory turnover activities during the calendar year for the boilers in the 4-89 building.  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, or when residual oil is used during a period of natural gas curtailment. 

If this clarifying information regarding 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 available, Boeing must assume that the oil usage counts towards the 

threshold in Condition 6 of Order of Approval No. 5521.    

(d) Boiler and Process Heater NESHAP (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 

existing affected sources.  Affected sources are: ñthe collection of all existing industrial, 

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

sourceò and ñeach new or reconstructed industrial, commercial, or institutional boiler or process 

heater located at a major sourceò.  A source is considered to be ñexistingò if it commenced 

construction on or before January 13, 2003 and has not been reconstructed.  There are 5 boilers 

at Boeing Renton that are existing sources for purposes of the NESHAP (BOIL01, BOIL02, 

BOIL03, BOIL05, and BOIL06).   

 

The following flow charts from EPAôs website 

(http://www.epa.gov/ttn/atw/boiler/finalflowchart9_30_04.pdf) summarize the NESHAP 

requirements for BOIL01, BOIL02, BOIL03, BOIL05, and BOIL06. 
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Per the above charts, BOIL 01-03, 05, and 06 are existing, large, 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.) 

    

 
Per the above flow chart, BOIL 01-03, 05, and 06 have no emission limits.   
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Per the above flow chart, BOIL01-03, 05, and 06 fall within Population II and are only required 

to send in initial notifications.     
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5. 3. 5. Per the 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 (BOIL04) located at the 4-89 

building.  This boiler must comply with the applicable requirements of 40 CFR 60 Subpart Dc as 

well as 40 CFR 63 Subpart DDDDD.   

 

(a) NSPS General Provisions 40 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 operates a boiler subject to the requirements of 40 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 EU 5.  The following describes why 

certain requirements are not listed in certain 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 requirement, but general 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 in this part 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 requirements 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 requirements.  Boeing Renton is 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 abbreviations.  Although 

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 states that 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 Boeing Renton so it is not included in the operating permit. 
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40 CFR 60.6 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 

Boeing Renton, but on the Administrator, so it is not included in the operating permit. 

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).  This includes all new source 

review requirements.  The operating permit specifies that for sources subject to an 

emission standard in 40 CFR Part 60, Boeing Renton shall furnish written notification to 

the Puget Sound Clean Air Agency and EPA Region 10 in accordance with 40 CFR 

60.7(a).  This requirement is triggered by construction or modification and would be part 

of the Puget Sound Clean Air Agencyôs new source review in accordance with 

Regulation I, Article 6.  The specific notification deadlines in 40 CFR 60.7(a) are 

included in Section V of the operating permit to assist Boeing Renton 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 to in the 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 required at 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 similar notification.  

40 CFR 60.8 is listed in Section V.Q.11 of the permit.  It is similar to the Puget Sound Clean Air 

Agencyôs requirements in Regulation I, Section 3.07, but applies only to affected sources 

subject to an NSPS that requires performance tests to demonstrate 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 performance testing 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 Boeing Renton, 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 standard.  For BOIL04, there 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 

because BOIL04 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, Boeing Renton shall, to the extent possible, maintain and 
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operate any unit including control equipment in a manner consistent with good air 

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 

procedures, and 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 in section V. Standard Terms and Condition of the operating permit 

with other more general credible evidence provisions.   

40 CFR 60.12 is included in Section III Prohibited Activities of the operating permit with other 

more general requirements regarding concealment.   

40 CFR 60.13(a) 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 with 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 is listed 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 

Puget 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 listed both in EU 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 concept 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 source categories and materials that are 

incorporated by reference.   

40 CFR 60.18 is not included in the operating permit since Boeing Renton does not operate 

flares to comply with NSPS requirements. 

(b) NSPS for Small Boilers - 40 CFR 60 Subpart Dc for 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/hour.  BOIL04 meets this applicability.  This 

paragraph exempts units from the particulate and SO2 requirements during periods of 
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combustion research.  BOIL04 is not normally used for combustion research; moreover, 

there are no particulate and SO2 requirements required by Subpart Dc for this boiler.  

40 CFR 60.42c SO2 standards.   

40 CFR 60.42c lists various sulfur dioxide (SO2) emission requirements for this size 

boiler that burns coal or oil.  This boiler is not capable of burning such fuel and would 

require a Notice of Construction Approval to do so.  Therefore, 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 for boilers that burns 

coal, oil, or wood.  BOIL04 is not capable of burning such fuel and would require a 

Notice of Construction Approval to do so.  Therefore, 40 CFR 60.43c does not apply.  

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

procedures.   

40 CFR 60.44c, 45c, 46c, and 47c contain compliance, performance, and monitoring test 

methods and procedures for sources that are subject to standards under 40 CFR 60.42c or 

43c.  Since BOIL04 is not subject to these standards, it is also not subject to these test 

methods and procedures.  

40 CFR 60.48c Reporting & 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(b), (c), (d), (e), and (f) list reporting and recordkeeping requirements for 

facilities that burn coal, oil, or wood.  Since BOIL04 is not capable of burning such fuel, 

these sections do not apply.   

40 CFR 60.48(g) requires affected facilities to record and maintain records of the 

amounts of fuel combusted each day.  Boeing requested a reduction in recordkeeping 

from daily to monthly for this boiler.  Such reductions in recordkeeping have been 

approved on a case-by-case basis for a number of sources with similar 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 Dc boilers 

could be granted on a case-by-case basis.  Hardestyôs letter outlined the steps that would 

need to be taken to achieve this reduction in the recordkeeping frequency.  As outlined in 

Hardestyôs letter, the Puget Sound Clean Air Agency sent a letter to EPA Region 10 

asking if the EPA had any comments regarding reducing the recordkeeping frequency for 

BOIL04.  No comments were received.  This reduced recordkeeping requirement was 

incorporated into Condition No. 4 of Order of Approval No. 9068.  A copy of the 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 factor.  BOIL04 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 Subpart Dc.  There are 

no reports required by Subpart Dc for BOIL04.  Hence, 40 CFR 60.48c(j) does not apply.  

(However, there are some notifications.  As used in the Subpart, reports are periodic and 

deal with emissions and excess emissions.  Notifications are not periodic and usually deal 

with changes to the equipment or its operation.) 

 

(c) Boiler and Process Heater NESHAP (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 

existing affected sources.  Affected sources are: ñthe collection of all existing industrial, 

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

sourceò and ñeach new or reconstructed industrial, commercial, or institutional boiler or process 

heater located at a major sourceò.  A source is considered to be new if it commenced 

construction after January 13, 2003.  There is only one boiler at Boeing Renton which meets the 

definition of a new or reconstructed boiler.  This is boiler BOIL04, which is a 64 MMBtu/hr 

natural gas fired boiler that was permitted in 2004 under Notice of Construction Order of 

Approval No. 9068.   

 

The following flow charts (http://www.epa.gov/ttn/atw/boiler/finalflowchart9_30_04.pdf) help to 

summarize the NESHAP requirements for BOIL04. 
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Per the above charts, BOIL04 is a new large gas fired boiler.   

 






























































































































