Cal/EPA

California
Environumental
 Protection
Agency

555 Capitol Mall

Suite 525
Sacramento, CA
. 95814
(916)445-3846

(916)445-6401 FAX

Air Resources
Board -

. Department
© of Pesticide
Regulation

Department
~of Toxic

Substances -

Control

Integrated
Waste
Management .
Beard -

Office of
Environmental
Health Hazard
Assessment

State Water
Resources
Control Board

Regional
Water Quality
Control Boards

&3

Recycled Paper

'-and Board Members,

',the_precertlflcatlon of simple,

June 13, 1996

'Ms; Patricia Hutchens
Board Secretary .
Air Resources Board

. P. O, Box 2815

Sacramento, CA 95812

Pete Wilson
Governor

© James M. Strock

Secretary for
Environmental
Protection

QQMMENIﬁdREQABDIHQ"ADQEIIQN_QE_ERQEQ&ED_EREQERIIEIQAIIQH

Dear Ms. Hutchens:

I would like to. take thls opportunity,

- REGULATION, ITEM NUMBER 96-5-1, JUNE 14,1996 PUBLIC HEARING

Chairman Dunlap
to express support for your favorable

consideration of the proposed regulation and crlterla for

equipment and processes. Since the early 1970's,

environmental protection.

commonly used air pollution

: California
“has lead not only the nation but alsc much of the woxrld in

Along with these high ‘standards,

a significant environmental technolegy industry has grown;
today, this $18-20 billion industry employs nearly 180,000

Californians.

Companies providing air pollution equipment

and processes represent an important part eof this industry,

and the means of achieving our environmental goals. The
proposed regulation, which you will consider at the June
1996 hearing, will provide environmental technology
companies a new means of gaining acceptance in the
marketplace and throughout the permitting process.
Precertification affords opportunities to encourage new
technologies, streamline the permitting process, and
establish uniform permit conditions statewide.

L

regulation and process quickly and effectively. Worklng
together with representatives of industry, the local air
districts, verification testing entities, and other ‘
interested parties, your staff has made a notable effort
seeking input. The staff report reflects thoughtful
consideration of the needs of program participants. The
proposed rule and precertification program will serve as
model for other certification programs in California.

14,

I also commend the Air Resources Board for implementing
'a pilot precertification program and developing the proposed

a



Ms. Patricia Hutchens
June 13, 1996
Page 2

Although I am unable to attend the public hearing, I
want to thank you for the opportunity to express support for
the proposed regulation. My sincere thanks also for the
continued leadership you, the Board Members, and your staff
have demonstrated in promoting environmental technologles as
part of our environmental programs. Your work 1s
appreciated by the people of California.:

Sincerely, ) B s
Ann Cochran Heywood

Deputy Secretary for.
Environmental Technology

_ cc: Michael Tollstrup
Stationary Source Division
Air Resources Board

Donald Owen .
Office of Env1ronmental Technology
Air Resources Board
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June 12, 1996

. VIA FAX & REGULAR MAIL
Ms., Pat Hutchens
Board. Secretary

Air Resources Board -
2020 L Street

P.0. Box 2815
Sacramento, CA 95812

RE: Proposed Regulation for Equipment and Process Precertification
Dear Ms. Hutchens:

The Air Resources Board has published a Notice of F’ublic-}:iea:ring to considar
the adoption of a reguiation and eriteria for equipment and process precertification,
The purpose of this lettsr is to provide writien comments on the proposed rule,

The Engine Manufacturers Association (EMA) has a strong interest in the
proposed rule. EMA represents 35 worldwide manufacturers of enginas used in all
applications except passenger cars and aircraft. The Assaciation’s members produce
a wide varisty of internal combustion engines used in stationary appiications.

EMA supports the stated goals of the propased regulation -- the need to (1}
simplify and streamline the air pollution permitting process and (2) promote uniformity
" between districts. And wae racagnize that a wide variety of equipment and emission-
sources -- including but not limited to stationary engines — are covered within the
scope of the regulation. Nevertheless, EMA has concerns about the proposed
regulation. As expressad below, our comments refer only to those comprassion-
ignition (Cl) stationary engines that ars similar to angines certified under the federal
nonroad regulations, and may not apply to those larger Cl! engines that have no
nonroad counterparts. Insofar as the proposal applies to Cl engines, it fails to achieve
the desired permitting simplification and uniformity. With respectto these Cl engines,
we have a number of concerns and suggestions, elabaorated below, that would help
it achieve its objectives. :

STA\PRE-CERT.S6






Independent Testing

Section VHI {a) (2) requires "independant” emissions testing of equipment.
Whila such a méeasure may be necessary to assure the emissions performance of cther
kinds of equipment, it is not necessary for Cl engines. Most of the manufacturers of
Cl| stationary engines already conduct extensive self-testing programs to certify tens
of thousands of on- and off-highway engines and equipment to CARB mobile source '
standards, and hundreds of thousands to EPA standards. These self-testing programs
are well-accepted by both agencies as a cost-effective method of certification.

Since regulatory authorities -- including ARE -- have confidence that such self-
certification is sufficient for so many mobile-source engines, surely self-certification
~ can be used for the same purpesein this regulation, where so many fewer engines ars
involved., Indsed, the conditions under which manufacturérs produce Cl stationary
engines and mobile source engines are identical. In fact, the engines are often the
same. : :

[n practice, manufapturers‘ could supply the emissions data for these Cl
stationary engines to ARB, which would then have valid and reliable information
needed for pre-certification.. This would spare operators the time and resources
needed to secure additional "independent” testing, representing a true streamlining of
the permitting process. Califernia businesses and regulatars alike waould benefit.

Statewids Program

EMA supports the establishment of statewide standards. As CARB knows,
EMA has actively supported AB 531 because a statewide program for emissions
control provides opportunities for uniformity and simplification. This regulation will
provide similar opportunities to the extant that air quality management districts
actually make usg of it. Otherwiss, far from simplifying the permitting process, the
precertification procedures simply add another layer of bureaucracy to it. Therefore,
all 34 air quality management districts (AQMDs) must use the precertification
measures, once they are adopted and-implemented, in order to provide the intended
program simpliification. ARB must assure that the districts use these new measures.

Test Procedmes

Section VIl (¢} notes that test methods adopted by the Board shall be used for
verification testing. In keeping with the goals of simplifying permitting and sesking
uniformity, EMA belisves that the test procedures specified in SO 8178 should also
be approved for precertification of Cl stationary engines. Manufacturers currently use
the 1SO test procedures. to certify nonroad engines in the U.S., and to evaluate the
emissions performance of other classes of engines. Requiring operators to run tasts
with different test methods, when valid and reliable data generated by an IS0 test
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procedure is already availabie from their engine supnplier, clearly adds complexity rather
than simplification. Qur recent correspondence on this issue to Ms. Cynthia
Castronavo at ARB’s testing section is enclosed for your reference. '

: EnﬁSsiOns Standards E

" EMA favors performance standards, rather than hardware requirements; as'a

regulatory strategy for emissions contrel. That is, allowing manufacturers and

~ operators the flexibility to determine how to comply with a standard is preferable to
requ;rlng a SpECIfIC control technology

In addition, sincs many- C| stationary enginss are very similar in design to
‘nanroad engines and often employ identical control technologies, emission standards
for these stationary applications should be similar in stringency to ARB and EPA
nonroad standards. While the nonroad standards are based on the ISO 8-mode test
cycle for nonroad appi:cattons, information from appropriats tast points can be readily
used  for developing standards for CI statlonary engines. To ensure realworld

. emissions reductions from sta‘cionary engines, emissions standards for them should be
developed from an index based on a weighted average of emissions from several
operating points, instead of emissions only at rated speed and ioad EMA would be

' happy to work with ARB In developing such standa'ds.

“Conclusion

In sum, EMA recommends that the proposed precertification process, at least
as it relates to Cl stationary engines, be amended so that it (i) allows for self-
certification: (ii) assures the acceptance of pre-certification by each AQMD; {iii}
provides for the use of 1SO 8178 as an approved test method; and (iv) utilizes, as the
benchmark for precertification, performance standards aligned with ARB’s and EPA's
nonroad standards, rather than prescribed hardweare requirements.

Please feel free to call if you have questions.

Ver\;r truly yours,

Walter S. Brown
Government Affairs Dlrector

STA\PRE-CERT.86
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Engine 401 Nonh Michigan Avenue
Manufacturers Chicago, Hlinois 50611-4267
Association - 312/644-8610

June _ﬂ, 1988

Cynthia Castronovo, Mgr.
Testing Section.

Air Resources Board
2020 L Street

p.0. Box 20156
Sacramento, California

‘Re: CARB Test Mothod §
Dear Ms. Castronovo:

| Th"ank,you for your rasponse of January 23, 1986 regarding EMA’s concerns
over the continued use of CARB/USEPA Methed 5 for at-site diesel sngine testing.
We apaologize for the delay in submitting this reply. :

We appreciate your offer to consider supporting the requested regulatory
changes concsrning Method S as applied to testing diessl engine emissions. Howaver,
we fael that our principal point may have been overlaoked. For diessl engines that are
produced for use in both mobile and stationary applications, cammon test techniques
for laboratory and field certifications should apply. Method & does not represent such
a common technique, and thus imposes unnecessary costs and inefficiencies. (SO
8178-2 -- employing portable mini and micro-dilution sampling system technology that.

‘can be used.on any size engine — doas represent such a commen technique and sa
should be utilized in fieu of Mathod 5, '

Method B on-site testing resuits do not cotrelate sufficiently well with dilution-

based labaratory testing methods (dus primarily to tha differences in fliter temperature

_and -cocling methods) t0 allow for the development of a valid empirical ralationship
‘between the two techniques as appiied to dissel engines. This creates significant
-inefficiencies and expensas for manufacturers that produce engines designed and
equally suited for use in both mobile and stationary applications. Test methods need

to be brought inte alignment so that engines already certifiad for mobile applications
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under dilution-based methods do not need to go through another certification and
testing process when that same engine is slated for use in a stationary application.
- Such alignment between laboratory and field testing of the same enginas wiil vield
obvious savings of time, personnel resources and money. Simply proposing to modify
specific regulations which reference Method 5 particulate measuremsnt for diesel
engines (g.g. exclusion of the back half catch) does not address adequately this
fundamental issue. ' o '

As it now stands, in order for a diesel engine manufacturer to sell to a site
permitted by an agency that mandates testing with gither Method B or Modified {with
hack-half} Method 5, manufacturers must perform redundant particulate testing using
Method B on engines that are similar or identicat to those used for mabile sources
Trequiring dilution-based test protocol. This yields significant additional {and otherwise
wholly unnecessary) compliance costs, It should be noted that this is not the case
with NOx HC or CO, as the relsvant EPA/CARB test methods have been re-writtenta .
include the use of laboratory-grade gaseous analyzers. Therefore, while corraction

" factors for NOx emissions may or may not be applied, the test methods for staticnary
and mobile source angines are essentially identical. A second enginse testis therefore
not needed to satisfy the at-site permitting process-for NOx.

~With the foregoing discussion of EMA's fundamental conceérn as background,
. EMA's more specific cornments and recommendations are set forth beiow:

1. EMA s not prapasing that ARB modify-the technical content of Method
5 for non-diesel engine sources. ‘ ‘ '

2, EMA is proposing that the back-half wash cutlined in "Madified" Method
5 as currently required by most if not all of California’s regional air
quality districts be eliminated for diesel particutate sampling, Due to
partial pressure conditions and the high percentage of reactive vclatile
organics in diesel exhaust, compounds (artifacts) are produced in the
undilute stream and captured during the back-half analysis which do not
axist in ambient (dilute) conditions. These compounds are not particulate
as defined In 40 CFR 86 and 1SO 8178 and therefore represent an
erroneous measurement of at-site ‘contributions to the emissions

" inventory of a given area:

3. EMA is proposing that, for IC engine particu!a'te testing only, ¢ither the
dilution-based methodology cutlined in ISQ 8178-2 or the unmodified
"USEPA Method 5, {without back-half wash} should be used at-site.

4, EMA is proposing that dilution-based labaoratory data is mors accurate
and repeatable than either Method 5 or dilution-based data obtained at
site and should be used in the permitting process where passible,






5. in Paragraph 2, lines 7 and 8, you state that "ARB Methad 5 is designed
to measure particulate emissions from a wide variety of sources, notonly
engines.” Method 5 was developed at the National Center for Air
Pollution Contrel in the early 1870’s. Stationary emissions sources of
concern were wood praducts plants, boilers, lime kilns and chemical.
recovery furnaces. Testing of diesel engines- using Method 5 is a
comparatively recent practice which heretofors has not been subject to
a similar level of critical technical scrutmy as IS0 8178 or the Federal
transient procedure :

6. Regardmg NOx correction factors, diesel engine emission test result
calculation procedures referenced in 1SO 8178, 40 CFR 86 and 40 CFR
89 include NOx correction factors. The gensration of NOx by diesel
engines under diffsring ambient conditions is a predictable, well-
understoad processin both turbocharged and non-turbocharged engines.
_EMA will, at your request, supply data to ARB substant;atmg th:s clalm

In cases such as thlS there are few win-win situations. However we belxeve
- this to be one. By smpiememmg EMA’s recommended changes to applicable test -
methods, ARB obtains consistent, repeatable real-world diesel particulate emissions
results with which CARB can build a meaningfui, techmcally defensible particulate
emissions inventory statewide. At-the same time, EMA’ staksholders are spared the
unnecessary and burdensome cost and responsibiiity of performing redundant diesel
particulate sampling using two radically dnfferent hardware setups and measurement
techniques.

EMA will be glad to discuss further these issues with ARB at a mutually

' acceptable time. Please call at your canvenience 10 s&t up a meeting or conference
call,

Véry truly yours,

%f@qg

Walter S. Brown
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California Air Resources Board : " . - §§D

2020 “L” Street

Sacramento, CA 95812

Dear M_r. Boyd:

This letter is to indicate the support of the California Air Pollution Control Officers

- ‘Association for your June 14, 1996 board item regardmg adoption of a regulatlon

and criteria for equipment and. process precemﬁcatlon
CAPCOA has long been supportive of per:rmt streamllmng throughout Callforma
We believe that precertifying simple and commonly used equipment and processes.

is a measure that will assist applicants without adversely affecting air qual;ty

We also appreciate your intention to involve the local air districts in the process,

and we look forward to working with you on this project.

If vou have any qu'estions regarding our position on this item, please give me a call
at (415) 749-4971.

Smcerely

s :7@[:_,

- e e

Peter F Hess
CAPCOA President

cc:  Pat Hutchens, Board Secretary
Peter Venturini, ARB Stationary Source Division .
Ray Menebroker, ARB Stationary Source Division
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Brian Runkel

Corarus The Honorable John D. Dunlap, TT

Crant Farrier ) :
Environmenial Susincas int). Chalrman

John Schofleld California Air Resources Board
 Thernairix ATTN:Pat Hutchens, Board. Secretary
Directors 2020 L Street :
~ Michael Hubbard Sacramento, California 95814
Coopers & (vbrand '
. _ _ . ,
Gany Jandegian: - RE: - Commients in Favor of Precertification Regulations, Item No. 96-5-1, '

June 14, 1996 Public Hearing
David Merk .
Cr\ee.nﬂefd Ervirormuanial

Edward Regan : D?&}' Chainﬁgn-puplap: o R ‘ - o . - - . : ‘

Woodward-Clyds S . o . ' o

" Dag Syerist On behalf of the California Environmental Business Council, Inc. (CEBC), I would like to

Teeknology Funding eXpress strong support for ARB’s adoption of the pending reguiations and criteria for the-

' ' precertification of simple, commonly used equipment and processes (“precertification
regulations”). Twould have expressed this support in person at the Board Hearing, but

unfortunately other important business prevents me from doing so.

As the leading state trade association representing the $20 billion California environmental
technology and service industry, CEBC has from its inception supported government

- certification of environmental technologies and processes. A government “stamp of
approval” can help technology developers and manufacturers break into new markets,
particularly export markets. Having just returned from a major environmental trade
mission to China, I was able to confirm firsthand the extremely high level of respect and
deference shown by developing countries such as China for California government’s
leadership in validating and certifving environmental technologies.

CEBC has worked closely with the ARB staff that has been developing the precertification
program, and they are to be commended for developing so quickly a relatively
‘user-friendly program and accompanying set of regulations and criteria for precertifying
air pollution control equipment and processes. The ARB staff has done an excellent job of
seekang the input of California’s environmental industry, and in particular addressing the
concerns of smali businesses, which are likely to be the large majority of applicants under
the program, ' )
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Theé Honorable John D, bunlap, IH
June 11,1996
Page Two

CEBC has also taken note of the many statements you personally have made on behalf of
environmental technology, and the importance of mamtalmng California’s leadership in
this area. Your strong leadership has obviously made a major difference in moving the -
ARB forward to a closer, healthier partnershlp with California’s enwronmental industry
and the State s scientific and engmeenng community. -

In ccn_clusiOn, CEBC strongiy supports the ARB’s proposed regiﬂation.andl criteria for thé__ -

technology precertification program, and urges speedy adoption by the full Board. .
Please feel free to contact me.at (408) 436-7686 should you have an_\-,?_ questions.
Smcere : ' ' ‘

Bnan A Runkel
Executive Director
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May 14, 1996

Bradley Bransen

Stationary Source Division -
California Air Resources Board
P.O. Box 2815

Sacramento CA 95812—2815

Dean Mr_.. Bransen:

Thank ydu for the oppdrtunity to comment on the prbposed regulation for equipment'
and process precertification. D1str1ct staff have performed a review and do not have
comments at this time.

Please keep the District advised of further developments.

Sincerely,

W, 5:;; Wagoner, P.E.

Assistant Air Pollution Control Officer
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