cxperimentation, and great expense (and uncertainty). Furthermeore, their application to achicve
the very low levels of HAP emissions from lime kilns is far from demonstrated in practice and
may not be achicvable for many lime kilns.* Accordingly, a two-year extension of time for
compliance is clcarly appropriatc for all affected sources in the lime industry.

3. The Technologies That Would Be Required Under the Rule Will Cause More
Environmental Harm Than Benefit

As noted above, EPA found that to comply with the standards for organic HAPs some
sources would need to install RTOs. These units require substantial energy to opcerate, normally
provided by natural gas. Combustion of gas in thesce units will gencrate tens of thousands of tons
of carbon dioxide and other greenhousc gases, as well as NOx and carbon monoxide that would
be relcased into the atmosphere. In addition, any natural gas unnccessarily consumed in this
process would be a wasted resource that could have been used for another benceficial purposc
such as heating homes, producing clcancr clectricity, or storage for future usc. Since EPA’s risk
asscssment shows that usc of these devices 1s not necessary to address any unacceptable risk,
their operation will result in more potential harm to the environment than benefit.

The treatment technology that will be necded to address D/F and mercury 1s ACIL Usc of
this technology is likely to result in carbon residucs appearing in lime kiln dust, which is a
byproduct of lime manufacturing, and which is typically sold in commerce. The presence of
carbon residucs in this matcrial may render it unusable and thus unsalable, incrcasing the amount
of solid wastc that would requirce dispoesal. This constitutes another unneeessary harm to the
cnvironment.

To control HCI, EPA finds that lime plants will need to use DSI, in which lime product is
injected into the kiln gases—wasting that product. .ime is a valuable resource that can be used
for many cnvironmentally benceticial purposcs. But EPA’s rule would foree lime companics to
usc significant amounts of their own preduct to reduce HCI emissions that EPA has twice feund
to posc acceptable risk with an ample margin of safcty. Instead of using that lime for unnceded
HCI emissions reductions, that same lime could be used to make other much more significant
cnvirenmental improvements. For example, lime is uscd te scrub sulfur diexide cmissions, to
trcat drinking water, to treat acid mine drainage, and in many other applications.

FEPA’s own analysis acknowledged that the imposition of new emissions standards will
result in secondary impacts from projected controls required for compliance. EPA cxpects lime
plants to usc 1.12 million additional gallons of watcr per year to address HCI controls with wet
packed towcer gas absorbers (“WPTGAs”™). EPA predicts that solid wastc from WPTGAs, Dry
Sorbent Injection, and Activated Carbon Injection will increase solid waste by 13,500 tons per
yecar. And finally, EPA states that all types of pollution controls installed under the rule
(including WPTGASs, Dry Serbent Injection; Regencrative Thermal Oxidizers; Activated Carbon

* For additional information on issucs with centrol technelogics in the lime industry, see
Appendix A of the National Lime Association comments on EPA Lime Rufe, EPA-HQ-OAR
2017-0015 (Feb. 21, 2023).
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