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December 14,1999

Reply To
Attn Of: OAQ-107

Miched J. Frank

Staff Attorney

Trustees for Alaska

1026 West 4" Avenue, Suite 201
Anchorage, AK 99501

Dear Mr. Frank:

Thisletter provides the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) responses (enclosed) to your
comments on the draft Fina Project Agreement (FPA) for the Elmendorf Air Force Base (EAFB)
ENVVEST/XL Project. EPA appreciates the interest that Trustees has shown on this ENVVEST/XL
Project. Asl indicated in our phone conversations, your comments have helped us improve the
language of the FPA, ensuring that it will indeed result in reductions of carbon monoxide and hazardous
ar pollutant (HAP) emissons from EAFB. And aswe discussed, | encourage the Trustees to
participate in the public meeting(s) on the implementation of the Project to ensure that your concerns
and ideas about HAP reductions, such as the assessment of jet aircraft emissons, are serioudy
considered.

Again, thank you for your comments on this ENVVEST/XL Project. If you have any
questions, or would like to discuss any aspects of this project further, please don't hesitate to give me a
cal a (206) 553-4253.

Sincerdly,
David C. Bray
Senior Air Pollution Scientist
Office of Air Qudity
DB
Enclosure

CC: Bill MacClarence, ADEC (Anchorage)
David Bennett, Elmendorf AFB
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

The notice of availability of the draft Final Project Agreement (FPA) for public comment was published
on November 5, 1999. 64 FR 60443. EPA received one comment in response to the notice. The
commenter was Trustees for Alaska (Trustees). Trustees indicated that it was opposed to the FPA in
its current form for six reasons. We will address each of these reasonsin turn. However, before
discussing the specifics we would firgt like to express our gppreciation for the interest shown by
Trusteesin improving the project. We would aso like to note that, in subsequent discussions with
Trustees regarding its comments and our proposed changesto the FPA, it appears that Trustees no
longer opposes the project. Rather, Trustees expressed an interest in seeing Elmendorf Air Force Base
(EAFB) evauate other potential hazardous air pollutant problems, such as emissions from jet engines,
as part of thisproject. We encouraged Trustees to participate in the upcoming public meetings to
provide its perspectives regarding the types of hazardous air pollutant reduction projects that EAFB
should pursue.

To begin, we would like to explain the broad benefits that we envision from this project. Project XL
projects are designed to test new approaches to environmenta protection. If apilot is successful, the
new approach (and the superior environmenta benefitsit achieves) may be transferred to other
fecilities. EPA hopes that the lessons learned from EAFB’ s project can be gpplied to other military
indalations, and can result in greater environmenta benefits being achieved a inddlations nationwide.

In addition, most of the flexibility provided by this project could have been obtained without Project
XL through the impaosgition of limits on EAFB’ s potentid-to-emit and the gpplication of EPA’s palicy
document, entitled “Mgor Source Determinations for Military Ingtalations under the Air Toxics, New
Source Review, and TitleVV Operating Permit Programs for the Clean Air Act”, dated August 2, 1996.
However, by participating in this XL Project, EAFB obtains the flexibility to redirect money that would
have been spent on Title V cogtsinto pollution prevention projects. EAFB has agreed to invest $1.5
million into projects that will result in actual emisson reductions thet likely would not have otherwise
occurred. EPA views this project as providing actua environmenta benefits with modest regulatory
relief.

Trustees fird expresses concern that the FPA “ commits the State of Alaska to exempting Elmendorf
AFB from the Title V permitting process without any enforceable commitment from the AFB to reduce
emissons.” While there are no numerically enforceable emission reductions, as discussed above
portions of the EAFB can be exempted from Title V permitting only after the EAFB applies for, and
obtains, enforceable potentid-to-emit limits. And whileit is true that the voluntary pollution prevention
measures, and the resulting carbon monoxide and hazardous air pollutant emission reductions, are not
enforceable through conventional means, they are spelled out as commitmentsin the FPA. Asareault,
if EAFB faled to live up to its commitments, EPA or the State would terminate the FPA and the
additiond flexibility thet it provides.



Second, Trustees argues that “the agreement makes a specia case out of the AFB, exempting it from
the EPA applicability criteriafor aerogpace NESHAP.” Trusteesis correct that the agreement gives
EAFB specid treatment; that is the result of every XL project. However, the trestment that EPA is
providing EAFB in this project is substantidly similar to that which it has provided to numerous other
sources under EPA’s “Potentia to Emit Trangtion Policy” (dated January 25, 1995). The purpose of
the “Potentid to Emit Trangtion Policy” isto alow certain sources to have additiond time to obtain
practicably enforceable potentid-to-emit limitsin order to avoid being considered a“mgor source,”
provided they maintain their emissions below 50% of the gpplicable mgor source thresholds. Because
of the unusud circumstances surrounding the delay in reviewing EAFB’s Title V permit gpplication and
the requested potentia-to-emit limits as aresult of the ENVVEST/XL negotiations, EAFB and the
State of Alaskawere unable to get potentid-to-emit limitsin place before the compliance date for the
Aerospace NESHAP. However, actua hazardous air pollutant emissions from EAFB are substantialy
below the mgor source thresholds. In order to dlow for the completion of this project, EPA decided
to grant EAFB anarrow exception to the recordkeegping requirements in the “ Potentid to Emit
Trangtion Policy.” Thisdlows EAFB to be treated as a non-mgor source of hazardous air pollutants
under the Potentid to Emit Transtion Policy and to have additiond time to obtain practicably
enforceable potentia-to-emit limits.

Third, Trustees is concerned that “the savings of $1.5 million has not been documented and could
smply be compliance avoidance cogts.” The savings achieved through this project are not from
reducing “compliance cogts’ but rather from changing the mgor source status of EAFB, and therefore
reducing the Title V requirements that would otherwise apply to the EAFB. The EAFB has estimated
the cogts of gpplying for, maintaining, and complying with Title V for the entire EAFB. By applying
EPA’ s guidance for military ingtalations, and by obtaining potentia-to-emit limits, most of EAFB will
not be subject to Title V, thereby saving the EAFB approximately $1.5 million over the next 6 years.
By providing EAFB with the flexibility described above, the project will facilitate the use of the $1.5
million for such environmentaly-beneficid projects as the use of compressed naturd gas (CNG)
vehicles and the implementation of projects that reduce hazardous air pollutant emissions.

Fourth, Trusteesis concerned that “the state's and AFB’ s expressed * preference for hazardous
contaminant reduction projects is not framed as an enforceable commitment.” Asdiscussed in the
responseto Trustees fird point, if EAFB failed to live up to its commitments, EPA or the State would
terminate the FPA and the additiond flexibility that it provides. However, in response to Trustees
comment, the FPA has been revised to more clearly sate the EAFB’s commitment to pursue
hazardous air contaminant reduction projects and not just reflect a“preference for” such projects. In
addition, the revised FPA makes clear that input from EAFB’ s stakeholders and the public will be
conddered in the selection of such projects.

Fifth, Trustees expresses opposition to the project because “the CNG project does not involve]
dedicated fud vehicles” We assume that this concern ssems from the possibility that some converted
vehicles and some dud-fuded vehicles could actudly emit more carbon monoxide than dedicated fudl



vehicles. The EAFB understands the concerns associated with vehicle conversions and dua-fueled
vehicles and has committed to ensuring that al of the CNG-fueled vehicles are indeed less polluting.
The FPA has been revisad in response to this comment to ensure that emission testing and evauation
will occur so that the conversion and purchase of vehicles actudly resultsin lower carbon monoxide
emissons. By including both the conversion and purchase of vehicles in the project, the Parties are able
to achieve gregter environmentd benefits. Insteed of purchasing only new vehicles with the savings
from the project, EAFB will convert a number of its current fleet vehiclesto be capable of usng CNG
as an dternative fuel. This enables EAFB to ultimately have more vehicles capable of usng CNG than
it could afford if it were only purchasing new vehicles. It dso enables EAFB to invest in other
environmentally-beneficid projects. This does not preclude EAFB from using other funds to purchase
additiond dedicated fue vehicles or duad-fuded vehides. Infact, in the future, EAFB plansto purchase
new dua-fueled vehicles and new dedicated fud vehicles to replace older vehicles as they are retired.

Finaly, Trustees gates that “CO emissions will increase, not decrease, under the agreement as
proposed.” Aswith the previous comment, we assume that this concern stems from the possibility that
some converted vehicles and some dua-fueled vehicles could actualy emit more carbon monoxide than
dedicated fue vehicles. Asnoted above, the FPA has been modified to clarify EAFB’s commitment to
test the converted vehicles and to evauate emissions of the new vehicles. Thus, only conversions that
reduce carbon monoxide emissions will be used, and EAFB’ sincreased reliance on CNG and
concomitant decrease in the use of regular fud will reduce carbon monoxide emissonsin the
Anchorage area.



