
!:>/l,ViD STAN:::JLEY 
CcMr.-: :ss:o~::R 

600 Washington St., Boston, Mass. 

December 28, 19·78 

Jeremiah V. Donovan 
Vice President and General Manager 
Cambridge Electric Light Company 
Post Office Box 190 
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02139 

Re: MBAPCD - Cambridge Variance 
310 CMR 7.04(5) Blackstone 
and Kendall Stations 

Dear Sir: 

In response to your re~uest, and after review of the testimony at the public 
hearing conducted on July 31, 1978 after due notice, a decision is hereby rendered 
to approve a variance for the Kendall and Blackstone Stations in Cambridge, 
Massachusetts, from the provisions of 310 CMR 7.04 (5), (viscosity controllers). 

This variance will not take effect unless and until it is approved by the 
Environmental Protection Agency as provided in the Clean Air Act. 

_ ~~ry yo~;;/ ~ 17 J rt-~ ,' ._..y;fl-d-1u:C lf~/ 
tru1j~ 1

David Standley 
Commissioner 
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SUBJECT: Decision Me~orandum 
Variance Request 
Cambridge Electric Co. 
MBAPCD - Reg. 310 CMR 7.04(5) 
(Viscosity Controls) 

TO: Commi ss i oner Standley 

FROM: Anthony D. Cortese, Sc.D. 

DATE: Dece~ber 12, 1978 

On July 31, 1978, afte r due· notice, a ?ubl ic heari~g was conducted on the 
matter of a request by the Cambridge Electric Light Co=?any that a variance be 
granted for the Kendall and Blackstone Stations to the provisions of CMR 7.04(5) , 
a regulation that re~uires effective July 1, 1978 all :ossil fuel utilization 
facitilies rated at 250,000,000 Btu/hou~ or greater a~c usi~g residual fuel oil 
to be equipped with an automatic viscosity controller . The same regulat ion 
allows the Departmen: to use its discretion for such facilities rated at 
lC0,000 , 000 Btu/hour or greater. 

Testimony was pre sented, a sur:::nary of which is a ec:achec, that the size of 
t he subject stations, their mode of operation , and t he consistency of the fuel 
oil viscosity at these plants is such that coopliance ~ith tne subject regulation 
would do nothing but disrupt two well operated fac i)ities. 

It was f urther stated that the subject plants have not had any air pollut i on 
incidents resulting :rom viscosity in a period of twe~:y nine years, but t hat 
the installation of t ~e subject viscosity controllers houlci create a potential 
for problems, predicated on the history of t his equip:::.ent at Canal Electric in 
Sandwich. 

Initial capital costs of compliance would be $58, ~00. 00 which would be 
passed on to the consaming public without any benefit terived in r eturn . 

An addi tional ~s sue was r aised by the appellants chat in adopt i ng t his 
regulation the Depart~ent was abandoning its historica: approach , that is to 
regulate emiss i ons, a:1d was now making determinations a s to what hardware must 
go into a plant and ~ow it should be operated. It is cie oosition of the 
appellant that the De?artment should refra i n from t h is type of intrus ion, should 
set standards and a::ow the regulated faci:~ties co ~a~e t heir own decisions as 
to what equipment is needed and how it sho~ld be opera:ed i n order to achi ev e 
compliance . 

Section 7.50 - ~ariances of the Regulat ions for tie Control of Air Pollution 
in the Metropolitan 3oston Air Pollution Control Distric t provides that: 

\'ariances may be granted when in the opinion of c'1e Department efforts 
have been made ~ :1 good faith by such person to co=? l Y with the Regulations 
prior to the pe: it ion for a variance ; and: 



a. when enforcement of t he r egulation is conside r ed to be 
impractical due to iack of currently available technology 
or available conformi ng fuel, or 

b. when compliance with the regulation is considered to be 
impossible due to unavoidable delays in obtaining control 
equipment, or 

c. when compliance with the regula tion is interfered with due 
to acts of nature, or 

d. when the benefits expected to be deri ved from requiring such 
person to comp ly with such regulation would be substantial ly 
outweighed by the cos t to such person and the loss to the public 
resulting from compliance, and that granting such a variance 
would have no significant deleterious ef fect on public health. 

It is the opinion of the Di vision of Air and Hazardous ~-!aterials that the 
appellant has made a good case and that enforcenent fer enforcement's sake~
would not be justified in this instance. The eYidence i s persuasive tha t the 
imposition of a projected S58 , 000. 00 on the facility ~itn no apparent benefit t o 
be derived would be· unwarranted, particularly on facilities with demonst rated 
efficient operation. 

The variance was reques ted prior to the effective date of t he regulation and 
satisfies the enumerated criteria. 

It is therefore recommended that a variance :from : :-ie prov1.s1ons of 310 CMR 
7.04(5) be granted ro t he Cambridge Electric Ligh t Cor::?any for it s Kendall and 
Blackstone Stations. 
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Recommendation 

I recommend that the proposed variance be granted ~ilich will allow the 
Cambridge Electric Light Company to continue operating t he Blacks tone and 
Kendall Stations without i nstalling automatic viscosity controllers. 

Date: / X- c?<e- 2JY 

Non- Concur: Date : 
REGIONAL ENGINEER 

Concur : 

Non- Concur: ___ _ _______ ______ Date : _ ____________ _ _ 

COUNSEL 

Non- Concur: _________________ Date : _________ _ _____ 

COMMISSIONER 


