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2. NOx emissions test for Boiler 1

Boiler 1 was last tested on 7 May 20022. The test results were considered
“representative of the actual emissions” by DEP, as stated in their letter dated

19 June 2002°. Also, DEP approved and accepted the test results since those results
were used in the revised Trading Order No. 8137A, issued by DEP on 1 May 2003. On
10 August 2003 DEP issued a revised permit* (NSR Permit No. 0061) for Boiler 1. This
permit does not have an expiration date. Part Vil of the permit specifically states that
there are no stack-testing requirements for Boiler 1. In addition, paragraph C.14 of the
Trading Order specifically exempted Boiler 1 from any stack testing requirements
stipulated in Section 22a-174-22(k) of RCSA, provided no oil was burned in this boiler.
It should be noted that the revised NSR permit for Boiler 1 does not allow operating this
boiler on oil. The plumbing and electrical connections to facilitate oil combustion in this
boiler were disconnected prior to the permit revisions. In fact, the last time any oil was
used in Boiler 1 was on 7 May 2002 for the sole purpose of the stack test.

On 15 May 2008 our representatives discussed the applicability of Section 22a-174-22
for Boiler 1 with your staff. Our representatives explained that since the facility is
currently operating under DEP’s General Permit to Limit Potential to Emit (GPLPE), itis
not a “Major Stationary Source” for NOx as defined under these regulations. Further, it
was explained that at the maximum rated capacity of 52.2 MMBTU/hr (as listed in the
NSR permit) and the Federally Enforceable permit limit of 0.047 Ibs/MMBTU (as
documented in Permit No. 0061), the potential emissions for Boiler 1 are less than 137 .
Ibs/day. Based on these observations, which DEP staff did not contest, it was explained
Boiler 1 would not meet the applicability criteria stipulated in Section 22a-174-22(b)(1)
and would therefore not be subject to the provisions of this entire Section. .

On 21 May 2008 Mr. Seng Phouthakoun of your staff advised us® that the Department
was willing to remove the civil penalty associated with the failure to stack test Boiler 1.
Mr. Phouthakoun also advised us (via same e-mail) that Boiler 1 would remain subject
to Section 22a-174-22 because the facility-wide emissions were above 25 tans in the
calendar years 1992, 1993 and 1994. He specifically cited Section 22a-1 74-22(b)(2) as
the basis of his assessments.

? As documented on DEP’s Trading Order No. 8137A, Table 1. Copy provided in Attachment B.
? Copy provided in Attachment C.
* Copy provided in Attachment D.
* As indicated in Mr. Phouthakoun’s e-mail dated 21 May 2008. Copy provided in Attachment E.
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We request that the Department reconsider this assessment.

First, it seems that paragraph (b)(2) is limited to sources that otherwise meet or exceed
the criteria listed in paragraph (b)(1), which Boiler 1 does not. If paragraph (b)(2) was in
fact intended to override or supersede the provisions of paragraph (b)(1) it would have
started with the phrase “Notwithstanding the provisions of paragraph (b)(1)....", which is
not the case. '

Second, even if paragraph (b)(2) was applicable, it brings in the applicability of
subsections (d) through (k) for sources having significant emissions after 31 May 1995
and not 1990. All emission levels cited in Mr. Phouthakoun’s e-mail represent calendar
years prior to 1995.

Third, for the last decade or so, our actual NOx emissions have been significantly below
25 tons/year limit being cited by DEP. Due to a significantly restricted use of these
boilers, our premise-wide actual NOx emissions have been in the range of 3 to 5
tons/year. '

Fourth, it should be noted that this facility is currently is in a completely different mode
than it was in early 1990’s. Unlike those early years when the facility was engaged in
manufacturing tank engines, for the past decade or so the facility has been in a
“shutdown” mode with no manufacturing activities whatsoever. In fact, the only reason
we have kept our boilers running is to prevent the water pipes from freezing during
winter months. We are required to maintain these water pipes to prevent/mitigate any
fires and also to prevent other environmental issues arising from such freezing and/or
breakdown of these pipes. Therefore, it is not the case where these premises would get
any competitive advantage for their manufacturing activities by not being subject to a
specific environmental regulation.

Finally, in response to any “once in always in” policies that may be cited, we wish to
draw your attention to the reasons based on which the stack testing provisions were
waived for Boiler 1 in the Trading Order. Clearly, any such policy did not affect the
waiver granted at that time. Further, all such reasons, namely the agreement to not
burn oil, are still in place. It would seem counter-intuitive that while the Department
would grant the waiver from stack testing requirements when the facility was allowed to
burn oil, it would withdraw it when the facility:

¢ has voluntarily and permanently given up the option to burn oil on not just Boiler
1 but ALL of its boilers;
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* has voluntarily and permanently accepted to burn only cleaner fuel (natural gas)
on all the boilers; and,

e is operating in an extremely limited non-production mode.

Based on these observations, we hope that the Department will reconsider its
requirements to stack test Boiler 1.

3. Revised NOx Compliance plan

We can submit a revised NOx compliance plan. As discussed above, all this plan will
essentially be is to operate all three boilers on natural gas, which we have already
agreed to and are complying with. The most recent test results on these boilers
demonstrate that each boiler complies with the applicable NOx limit of 0.2 Ib/MMBTU.
Therefore we feel that we are already in compliance with the NOx regulations and unlike
other sources do not need to submit documentation outlining a “plan” for achieving
compliance. However, if the Department still requires it, we can submit this information
on the pertinent forms. Before we submit the revised compliance plan however, we do
need to resolve the issue relative to stack testing requirements for Boiler 1. After this
issue is resolved we can submit our revised NOx compliance plan.

4. Civil Penalty

Based on the discussion presented above we feel that of all the issues cited in the
consent order, the only requirements we were deficient on was a timely submission of
the GPLPE application and the stack testing requirements for Boiler 2 and 3. Please
note that the only reason for this delay was that the facility had originally planned to and
did in fact, discontinue the use of Boilers 2 and 3. This action and our understanding
relative to the GPLPE renewal and stack testing for Boiler 2 and 3 was in fact notified to
DEP in our letter dated 13 July 2008%. The facility had planned to operate only Boiler 1
to meet the fire, safety and environmental requirements. This would have taken us out
the requirement to register under the GPLPE and stack test Boilers 2 and 3. Contrary
to these plans, after consultation with by the local fire authorities, we determined that
adequate protection related to critical safety and environmental concerns, we must
maintain a back-up to Boiler 1. Accordingly, we had to reactivate Boilers 2 and 3. To
accommodate this change in plans, we subsequently did register under the GPLPE and
did perform (and pass) the emissions tests for Boilers 2 and 3.

¢ Copy provided in Attachment F.
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This unanticipated change of plans however, caused us to be about six months late for
both the GPLPE submission and the stack test requirements.

Relative to the civil penalties, we feel that at this point the outstanding issues, if any, are
relatively minor and therefore the facility should not be subject any civil penalties. The
Department has already agreed to remove the penalty relative to Boiler 1. The
registration and permit revisions for Boilers 2 and 3 have already been submitted.

Boiler 1 should not be subject to additional test requirements. We agree to submit the
revised NOx plan provided the requirement to test Boiler 1 is removed. We are willing
to work with the Department to resolve these remaining issues and to pay any
applicable fees for the Department's efforts.

In conclusion, based on the facts and observations presented in this letter, we feel that
the facility has consistently demonstrated a good faith effort to comply with the
regulations, has consistently cooperated with the Department’s requests, has not made
any willful violations and has not had any competitive advantage by avoiding any
compliance requirements. In addition, the facility has voluntarily and permanently given
up the option to burn oil and has agreed to burn only natural gas in all three boilers.

Therefore, we request that the Department process the requested revisions to the
permit and registration for Boilers 2 and 3; continue to exempt Boiler 1 from stack
testing requirements; and remove the civil penalties cited in the proposed Consent
Order. Upon completion of these actions, if required, the facility can submit the revised
NOx compliance plan.

We appreciate your cooperation in this matter and look forward to a response from your
office. In the mean time if you have any questions or need additional information,
please do not hesitate to contact this office.

Sincerely, i

Peter W. Szyma
Installation Manager
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
STRATFORD ARMY ENGINE PLANT
550 MAIN STREET
STRATFORD, CONNECTICUT 06615-7574

7’ REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF

August 22, 2006
Installation Manager

Mr. Jaimeson Sinclair

Bureau of Air Management

Department of Environmental Protection
State of Connecticut

79 Elm Street

Hartford, CT 06106-5127

Re' Notices of Violation Nos 15739 and 15740 at the U S Army Stratford Army Engine
Plant, Stratford, Connecticut

Dear Mr Sinclair;

Stratford Army Engine Plant (SAEP) is submitting this letter as a follow-up to your
meeting with Richard Barlow and Rajat Garg on August 10, 2006 regarding Notices of
Violations referenced above. As discussed in the meeting, please note the following

1 The facility will not burn #6 ol in Boiler Nos 2 and 3 As described in our
previous correspondence, the fuel and electrical supplies to these boilers have
already been disconnected. All #6 oll storage has been depleted and will not be
replaced

2 The facility will reconnect the gas and electrical supply to Boller Nos. 2 and 3 so
that they can be used as back up to Boiler No 1. Boiler No. 1 will continue to
operate under the terms of the current NSR Permit No. 0061.

3 The facility will submit a GPLPE renewal application by September 15, 2006.
4. The facility will submit an “Intent to Test” package for Boiler Nos 2 and 3 by

September 15, 2006 These boilers will be tested for NOx emissions using
natural gas These boilers will not be tested on #6 oil.



Based on these bbservaﬂons, planned actions and applications, the facility requests
the following:

1 Please revoke the existing Trading Order and Agreement No 8137A. Since the
facility will no longer be using #6 oil on any of the boilers, this order is no longer
required.

2. Please modify the existing DEP registrations for boiler Nos 2 and 3 to remove
the option to operate these boilers on #6 fuel oil. These boilers will be operated
only on natural gas

Please let me know If you need any additional information to implement the actions
requested above. With these changes and the actions requested above, it is our
understanding that the facility has adequately addressed the violations cited in the
Notices of Violations referenced above. Accordingly, it is requested that these notices
be closed and a confirmation to that effect, be submitted to this office

Should you have any questions, please contact me at the address above,
telephonically at (203)385-6600, FAX (203)385-6601 or at
peter w szymanski@us army mil

Sincerely,

/5/

Peter W. Szymanski
Installation Manager
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STATE OF CONNECTICUT
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

In the matter of )
) Trading Agreement
The State of Connecticut and ) and Order No. 8137A
)
United States Army )
Stratford Army Engine Plant )

Whereas, the Commissioner of Environmental Protection ("Commissioner") and the United
States Army Stratford Army Engine Plant (“USASAEP”), agree that it is in the public interest
that they work cooperatively to improve the air quality within the State of Connecticut and that
the use of discrete emissions reduction credit (“DERC”) trading to reduce nitrogen oxide
(“NOx’") emissions will achieve this result in a timely and cost-effective manner:

A. At the request and with the agreement of USASAEP, the Commissioner finds the
following:

1. This Trading Agreement and Order supercedes Trading Agreement and Order No.
8137 issued on November 19, 1996, Trading Agreement and Order No. 8137
Modification issued on July 8, 1997, and Trading Agreement and Order No. 8137

Modification No. 2 issued on April 29, 1999.

2. USASAEP is a Department of the United States government that operates the
Stratford Army tank engine and turbine engine manufacturing facility at 550 Main
Street in Stratford, Connecticut (“facility”) under contract to the U.S. Army Tank-

Automotive and Armaments Command.

3. At the facility, USASAEP operates fuel-burning equipment consisting of one (1)
permitted steam boiler (“boiler 17) and two (2) registered steam boilers 2 and 3
(“boilers 2 and 3”) capable of burning natural gas and No. 6 fuel oil, which are
subject to the requirements of Section 22a-174-22 of the Regulations of Connecticut
State Agencies (“Regulations”) pertaining to the control of nitrogen oxides (“NOx”).

4. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”) Method 7 emission tests resulted 1n

NOx emissions rates as follows:

(Printed on Recycled Paper )
79 Elm Street * Hartford, CT 06106 - 5127
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