IOWA DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION DIVISION

POLICY/PROCEDURE STATEMENT

TOPIC: Waiving Stack Tests Guidance — Construction Permitting

Policy Procedure Number: 3-b-13 . Replaces Number: None
" Date: September 16, 1998 o Effective Date: November 12, 1998
Preparer: David Phelps Reviewer: Peter Hamlin

Approval:  Bureau Chlef Peter Ham\? WDate “/ =/ 2/

Division Administrator: AHM&& L } ( ;_19?

Applicable Code of Iowa or Iowa Administrative Code Rulée: IAC —567-25.1(7)b states:

. “New Equipment. Unless otherwise specified by the department, all new equipment
- shall be tested by the owner or the owner’s authorized.agent to determine compliance

with applicable emission limits. Tests conducted to demonstrate compliance with the
requirements of the rules or a permit shall be conducted within 60 days of achieving
maximum production but no later than 180 days of startup, unless a shorter time frame
is specified in the permit. “

Attachments: Department Guidelines for Waiving Stack Tests, (internal document)

REASON OR BACKGROUND

_ This rule requires that all new sources conduct stack testing unless the Department feels it is

not necessary. As stated, this would in principle, require stack testing for all regulated
pollutants emitted from that emission unit. There are a number of reasons where the
Department may not feel that a test is necessary although there are no circumstances under
which testing is automatically waived. As stated in the attached internal guidelines, the
purpose of this policy is to provide some consistency between staff in waiving testing,
provide new staff with the background and rationale for waiving testing, and to give the -
regulated community guldance as to when it may be possible to have their testing waived.
This policy only applies to testing that is to be conducted as a result of permitting action, not
as a requirement of Title V.

DETAILS

There are a number of factors to consider when the decision to waive testing is being made.
These include: environmental impact, similarity of sources, emission rates of uncontrolled
emissions, emission units with very low flow, inaccessible or dangerous test locations, very
low emission standards, multiple pieces of control equipment, cost, and testing conducted in




other states. The attached document addresses these items and does not need to be reiterated
here. It does need to be emphasized that there are many cases when testing can not be
waived by the Department. These include sources subject to New Source Performance
Standards (NSPS), National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPS),
and Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD). Another common case where testing is
often required is when a very low limit is requested to avoid a given threshold, i.e., synthetic
minors. Very often the applicant requests a limit that may be very difficult to meet. In this
case, the applicant should expect to be required to conduct a test.

- When the applicant feels that a test is not warranted for a particular piece of equipment, this
should be stated in the permit application, preferably in the cover letter. The reasons why the
Department should waive the test should be listed along with any supporting documentation.
The documentation should include the actual and potential emissions in pound per hour and
tons per year, the requested emission limit, the efficiency of the control equipment if
applicable and any of the reasons from the listed items above. None of the listed reasons by
itself may necessarily warrant waiving the test, but in situations where multiple reasons can
be cited, the Department will take these into consideration.
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Guidance for Waiving Stack Tests

IAC 567-25.1(7)b "New equipment. Unless otherwise specified by the department, all new
equipment shall be tested by the owner or the owner's authonzed agent to determine compliance
with apphcable emission limits.

While the regulations require testing on all new equipment, the department i is allowed the
* discretion to waive testing provided there is good justification for doing so. The purpose of this
document is to provide guidance and develop consistency between individuals when waiving
testing. - It is not possible to categorically state that testing will always be required for certain
types of sources or permits. The closest to always being true is for testing required by NSPS
which may not be waived by the states. However even to this rule there are exceptions
(although rare). While testing is generally required for PSD, synthetic minors, etc., there may
be situations where even these sources may not be testable. The following are guidelines to
consider when trying to decide whether to waive testing. Any one reason may not in itself be
enough to waive testmg, however considering all factors may present a case where testing may
not be practical. :

1) " Environmental Impact: One should consider the impact of a source which emits only a
few hundred pounds of a pollutant per year. It is unlikely that a source whose actual
emissions are a few hundred pounds per year will cause a significant ambient air
impact. Alternatives to testing might be raising stacks (to avoid what little impact there
may be), venting back into buildings, regular maintenance or inspection in lieu of
testing, daily restrictions on operating hours cotupled with recordkeeping, etc. This
argument could not be applied if the pollutant being tested is a hazardous air pollutant

(HAP).

2) Similarity of Emission Units: Frequently a company may install identical emission

© " units. It may be possible to test one unit and assume the emissions are the same on
each. However, if the emission unit relies on Well-tuned or well-maintained control
equipment to be in comphance it may not be possible to waive testing on identical
units. :

3) Uncontrolled Emissions: There have been tests required on emission units which have
uncontrolled emissions below the level of the emission standard. Since it is impossible
to have emissions greater than the standard, testing could be waived. Paint booths are a
good example. By limiting the VOC and/or solids content and hours of operation, the
unit can be held to an emission rate at or below the standard.

4) - Very Low Flow: Some stacks have flow rates too fow t6 be measured. This is common
in storage silos where the only air being emitted is the amount of air being displaced by
the product. In this case not only is it extremely difficult to accurately quantify
emissions, but generally the mass emissions are very low as well. (This is not the case
when the product is pneumatically conveyed.) The emissions from the emission unit
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are also dependent on the nature of the product. Material with a large amount of fines
will have higher emissions than coarse material.

Accessibility: Storage silos normally do not have stacks on their control equipment
(generally small bag filters), are tall, and have little or no room to safely conduct stack
tests. While this is the most common example, there may be similar circumstances on
other types of equipment. If testing is to be required, there may have to be a stack
added, a platform may have to be build and additional safety equipment may have to be
on hand in order to test the source. This may easily cost more than the source that was

‘added. The value of the mformauon gained from testing should be weighed against the

other factors.

Very Low Emission Standards: Many companies ask for and are granted emission rates
(mainly on particulates) for different types of equipment that are impossible to verify or
would require extremely long test periods. Test runs are required to be a minimum of
one hour. Two-hour runs are not uncommon. Three and four-hour runs are required
when testing for certain pollutants such as dioxins/furans (PCDD/Fs) and beryllium
(BE). Particulate runs may be of any length (greater -than 1 hour) however a little

- common sense must be exercised. Before requiring a five or six-hour run, one should

ask whether it is absolutely necessary to determine the exact emission rate or whether it
may be sufficient to merely determine if the source is emitting below the standard. If

- the latter is the case, enough sample may be collected in two hours to make the

determination of compliance, but not enough to state an emission rate with any
confidence. This should be considered in cases where the source must certify
compliance with Title V. In addition, if the source wishes to make use of this number in
future permitting activities, this’estimated” number may not be accepted by the
permitting staff. Before suggesting a shortened test, the company should ask what
possible uses will wanted to be made of this information.

It is required on the test protocol that the consultant indicate the length of time
necessary for each run in order to collect 50 milligrams (mg) of particulate. Dividing
0.7716 (50 mg converted to grains (gr)) by the emission limit expressed in gr/scf, the
result is the volume needed to be sampled. This comes from EPA guidance which -
states that the sample volume should be about 10 times that required to reach the
detectable limit of the method. For Method 35, the particulate matter catch should be
about 25 to 50 mg. 50 mg is the standard practice to allow a greater margin (in case of
low sample weights) when calculahng the sample volume.

It will often be the case where 50 mg are not collected-even though the calculated
sample volume has been collected. If less than 10 mg of sample is collected, the error
may be too great to state the emission rate with any degree of confidence. In these
circumstances, the Department may feel comfortable that the source is operating in
compliance but it may not be possible to quantify the-emission rate. If-the company
absolutely needs to determine the emission rate in such cases, longer sampling times,

additional runs, or other means may be necessary to confirm the actual emission rate.






