1.0 | NTRODUCTI ON

On Decenber 31, 1992, the U S. Environnental Protection
Agency (EPA) proposed the Hazardous Organic National Em ssion
St andard for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) for process
units in the synthetic organic chem cal manufacturing industry
(SOCM ) under section 112(d) of the Cean Air Act
(57 FR 62608). Public coments were requested on the proposed
standard and comment letters were received fromindustry
representatives, governnental entities, environnmental groups,
and private citizens. Two public hearings were held, one in
Research Triangle Park (RTP), North Carolina, on February 25,
1993, and another in Baton Rouge, Louisiana, on
March 18, 1993. Both hearings were open to the public and
5 persons in RTP and 45 persons in Baton Rouge presented oral
testinmony on the proposed NESHAP

On August 11, 1993, the Ceneral Provisions for part 63
(58 FR 42760) were proposed. 1In order to allow the public to
comment on how the General Provisions relate to the Hazardous
Organi c NESHAP (HON), a supplenental notice (Cctober 15, 1993;
58 FR 53478) was published. Public coments were requested on
the overl ap between the General Provisions and the HON and on
sone specific em ssions averaging issues. Comment letters
regardi ng the suppl enmental notice were received from
80 commenters.

The witten comments that were submtted and verba
comments made at the public hearings regarding the technica
and policy issues associated with the applicability, national
i npacts, and general issues in the proposed rule and
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suppl enental notice, along with responses to these coments,
are summari zed in the follow ng chapters. The comments that
were submtted regarding the selection of the source category
are summari zed in chapter 2.0 and the selection of source are
summari zed in chapter 3.0. The comments that were submtted
regardi ng the selection of pollutants are summarized in
chapter 4.0. In chapters 5.0 and 6.0 the EPA addresses issues
concerning the selection of the rule and coordination with

ot her CAA requirenents. Chapter 7.0 presents discussion of
national inpacts issues, and m scel |l aneous issues are covered
in chapter 8.0. The summary of conmments and responses serves
as the basis for the revisions nmade to the NESHAP bet ween
proposal and pronul gati on.

2D 1-2



2.0 SELECTI ON OF SOURCE CATEGORY

Comment: Several commenters (A-90-19: [1V-D-32; |IV-D57;
| V-D-69; |V-D 110) supported regulating SOCM as a single
source category. Two of the commenters (A-90-19: |V-D 32;
| V-D-57) pointed out that the designation of the SOCM as a
single source category is consistent wwth the EPA's statutory
intent and the agency's past treatnent of the SOCM. One
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-74) supported the EPA's decision to
devel op MACT regul ations on a category basis and to define
source as relating only to specific processes at a plant site.
One comrenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-32) asserted that the EPA' s
decision to aggregate SOCM facilities will not result in
significant reduction in stringency, because the technol ogy
used to control different types of volatile organics is
simlar. On the contrary, two commenters (A-90-19: |V-D 32;
| V-D-57) clarified that establishing the SOCM as a single
source category wll result in greater em ssions reductions
because maj or sources will be regul ated sooner and the
installation of control equipnent will be accelerated. One
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-58) el aborated that separati ng SOCM
processes into categories, and defining floors for these
categories, would have del ayed rel ease of the HON. The
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-58) affirnmed that the EPA fulfilled
the schedul e and the requirenents of the Act by regul ating
SOCM processes under the HON. Two commenters (A-90-19:
| V-D-32; 1V-D-57) stated that even if the SOCM remains a
single source category for purposes of the HON, the EPA wll
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retain the authority to subdivide the SOCM source category as
appropriate in other contexts.

Response: The EPA appreci ates the commenters' support.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: |1V-D-63) objected to
the HON being applicable to a SOCM process unit at a plant
site that is a non-SOCM nmjor source. The commenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-63) alleged that this conflicts with the other
Act regul ations and MACT standards. As an exanple, the
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-63) cited that a refinery site that
is a major source due to its refinery operations could be
subject to the HON for the SOCM portion of the plant. The
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-63) suggested that for integrated
facilities, MACT for the predom nant source category should be
applied to the entire plant to avoid confusion of applying
mul ti pl e standards for the sane plant site.

Response: The HON applies to CMPU s that: (1) produce
one or nore SOCM chem cals; (2) use or produce one or nore
organic HAP's; and (3) are located at a plant site that is a
maj or source. The definition of "major source"” in
section 112(a) of the Act includes sources "located within a
contiguous area and under conmmon control”™ w th em ssions of
10 tpy or nore of any HAP or 25 tpy or nore of a conbination
of HAP's. Accordingly, if a plant site is a major source, the
HON applies to the HAP-emtting SOCM processes. The
applicability of the HONto the SOCM portion of the plant
siteis not limted by the principal activity at the site.

For exanple, while the ensui ng MACT standards for petrol eum
refineries would apply to a refinery plant site, the portion
of the plant that produces one or nore of the SOCM chem cals
as single chem cal products (rather than a m xture) woul d be
subject to the HON. This is consistent with the intent of the
Act to regul ate categories of HAP em ssions.
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2.1 SPECI FI C CHEM CAL PRODUCTI ON PROCESSES
2.1.1 Ethyl ene Processes

Comment: Several commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-34; IV-D-73
| V-D-77; 1V-D-101; 1V-D-113) supported the EPA' s applicability
determ nation for ethylene processes. Several commenters
(A-90-19: I1V-D-34; IV-D73; IV-D77; 1V-D-101) stated that
et hyl ene processes differ significantly from SOCM processes.
One of the commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-101) described
di fferences in equipnment size and reaction tenperature. One
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-77) pointed out that ethylene
processes contain several pressurized gas streans and

cryogeni c streans that nake the process essentially totally
encl osed. Anot her comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 101) added that,
whereas SOCM operations tend to have consistent feed stock
and product conpositions, the variety of feedstocks for

et hyl ene production results in effluent streans containing
hundreds of conponents at w dely varying concentrations.

One comrenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-77) stated that fugitive
em ssions from et hyl ene processes are different than SOCM
fugitive em ssions and should not be subject to the
requi renents of subpart H of the HON. One commenter (A-90-19:
| V-D-19) recommended that 863.160(e) of the proposed rule
shoul d be revised to specifically exenpt ethylene plants from
subpart H  One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D77) pointed out that
sources of wastewater in the process are already essentially
nmeeting a different MACT standard through the Benzene Waste
NESHAP. One commenter (A-90-19: [|1V-D73) stated that
adequate information is not avail able to support devel opnent
of MACT standard for ethylene processes at this tinme. Another
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-101) also pointed out that the EPA
did not evaluate ethylene processes in the HON i npacts
anal ysis. The comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-101) concl uded that,
because the key differences between ethyl ene and typical SOCM
processes relate directly to control technol ogy effectiveness
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and costs, the HON cannot establish MACT for ethyl ene
processes. One commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-73) stated that the
conplexity and the variability of the streans and the

di fferences between et hyl ene processes and SOCM processes
shoul d be evaluated in the devel opnent of a MACT standard for
et hyl ene processes.

Response: The EPA agrees with the commenters. As stated
in 863.100 of the proposed and final rule, ethylene processes
are not subject to the HON

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-101) recommended
nodi fication of the definition of "ethyl ene process” in the
proposed rule. The commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D101) clarified
that the definition could be potentially construed not to
enconpass the entire ethylene production process. The
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-101) added that the definition could
be msinterpreted to include pretreatnent processes only, and
not subsequent extraction, separation, and purification.

Response: Ethylene is produced along with a m xture of
hydr ocar bons, depending on the raw material feedstock. These
co- produced hydrocarbons are separated to produce commercially
vi abl e ethyl ene. The separation of propylene, C4 products,
pyrol ysis gasoline, and pyrolysis fuel oil fromethylene is
part of the CMPU for producing ethylene. Further treatnent of
the C4 fraction and pyrol ysis gasoline yields butadi ene and
aromatics that are on the list of SOCM chem cals. These
downstream treat nent processes are not part of "ethyl ene
processes,” and will be regul ated by the HON

The definition of "ethylene process" in 863.101 has been
revised as foll ows:

Et hyl ene process or ethylene process unit neans a
CWPU in which ethyl ene and/ or propyl ene are produced
by separation from petroleumrefining process
streans or by subjecting hydrocarbons to high
tenperatures in the presence of steam The ethyl ene
process unit includes the separation of ethylene
and/ or propyl ene from associ ated streans such as a
C4 product, pyrolysis gasoline, and pyrolysis fuel
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oil. The ethylene process does not include the
manuf acture of SOCM chem cals such as the
production of butadiene fromthe C4 stream and
aromatics from pyrol ysis gasoline.

2.1.2 Phthal ate Esters
Comment: Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-33; [V-D84)
urged the EPA to regul ate em ssions from production of al

pht hal ate esters under one rule. One commenter (A-90-109:

| V-D-84) stated that the production process for all phthal ate
esters is very simlar and facilities may manufacture both
SOCM and non- SOCM pht hal ate esters with the sanme equi pnent.
The commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D84) concluded that permtting
and conpliance activities would be nore efficient if
production of all phthalate esters were regul ated under the
same rule. The commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-84) pointed out that
the list of SOCM chemcals in the proposed HON cont ai ns sone,
but not all, of the comercially inportant esters. Two
commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-33; 1V-D-84) also stated that
production of phthalate esters, including the ones listed in

t he proposed HON, woul d be regul ated under a separate source
category called "Phthal ate Plasticizer Production,” thus
causi ng duplicative or conflicting requirenments. The two
comenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-33; IV-D-84) stressed that because
HAP em ssions from pht hal ate ester production are | ow,

post poni ng regul ati on of phthal ate esters would not forestal
significant HAP em ssion reductions. One of the commenters
(A-90-19: 1V-D-33) advised that because the phthal ate ester
busi ness is highly conpetitive, the regul ati on of sone

pht hal ate esters now woul d have a significant bearing on which
pht hal ate esters a customer woul d select. For these reasons,
two commenters (A-90-19: [1V-D-33; IV-D-84) specifically
suggested that the EPA either (1) include the remaining

pht hal ate esters in the final HON rule or (2) exclude

pht hal ate esters fromthe SOCM source category and regul ate
production of all phthal ate esters under a subsequent rule.
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One comrenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-33) preferred renoving phthal ate
esters fromthe HON and regulating themlater as the
"Pht hal ate Pl asticizer Production” source category.

Response: The EPA agrees that certain chem cals included
in the SOCM Ilist are primarily used as building bl ocks for
manuf acturing plasticizers. The EPA also agrees with the
comenters that these chemcals will likely be covered by a
future section 112 standard for "Phthal ate Pl asticizer
Production.” Accordingly, nine chemcals were deleted from
the list of SOCM chemcals in table 1 of subpart F of the
final rule. The chemcals that were deleted are butyl benzyl
pht hal ate, diallyl phthal ate, dibutoxy ethyl phthalate,

di et hyl phthal ate, diisodecyl phthalate, diisooctyl phthalate,
di mret hyl pht hal ate, di (2-nethoxyethyl) phthal ate, |ead

phthal ate [, dibasic]. The EPA felt it would be inappropriate
to include them under the HON

2.1.3 Consolidation of SOCM Li st

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: |1V-D 33) suggested
del eti ng non-SOCM products fromthe list of chem cals under
863. 105 (subpart F) and 863. 184 (subpart H) of the proposed
rule. Two commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-33; 1V-D69) suggested
sinplifying the determ nation of applicability by making the

lists in subparts F and Hidentical. One commenter (A-90-109:
| V- D-33) suggested transferring those SOCM chem cals not on
the subpart F list fromthe subpart Hlist, deleting the
subpart HIlist, and referring all applicability issues to the
subpart F list only. Two commenters (A-90-19: |V-D 34;

| V-D-69) reasoned that for applying MACT controls to the SOCM
source category, the list of chem cals should be identical for
all portions of the regulation.

One comrenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-32) stated that in 863. 105
of proposed subpart F, at |east eleven chemcals were |listed
with incorrect CAS nunbers. The commenter (A-90-19: [V-D 32)
asserted that for dodecyl phenol (branched) which is |isted
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wi th a CAS nunber 0013, the correct CAS nunber shoul d have
been 74499-35-7. The commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D32) did not
list other chemcals with wong CAS nunbers. Oher comenters
(A-90-19: 1V-D-33; IV-D-34) identified chem cal s under
proposed 8863. 105 and 63.184 that were listed with wong CAS
nunbers or were duplicate entries.

Response: In the proposed rule, there were two |ists of
SOCM chem cals. One listed chem cals that woul d be subject
to subpart G and the other listed chem cals that would be
subject to subpart H The lists differed because the
subpart H list had been agreed to by the negotiating commttee
before all technical anal yses were conplete.

The EPA agrees with the comenters that applicability of
the rule will be clearer if there is only one list of SOCM
chem cals. Thus, the EPA has conbined the two |ists and
pl aced the resulting list in table 1 of subpart F of the final
rule. In conbining the lists, the EPA used the list in
subpart F of the proposed rule as a starting point, because it
represented changes resulting fromtechnical anal yses made
prior to proposal. Because of the negotiated agreenent, these
changes could not be nade to the subpart HIlist prior to
proposal. The follow ng changes were made to table 1 of
subpart F of the final rule. First, xylidene and nethyl
i sobutyl ketone were added to the list. Although these two
chem cals were on the proposed list in subpart H they had
been m stakenly deleted fromthe subpart F list prior to
pr oposal .

Second, dodecanedioic acid was added to table 1 of
subpart F of the final rule. This chemcal was listed in the
Act as a separate source category. The EPA has deci ded that
it is nore appropriate to regulate the production of
dodecanedioic acid as part of the HON. In the future, this
entry will be renoved fromthe source category list in the
Act .
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Third, crotonal dehyde was del eted fromthe proposed |i st
because it is no |longer produced in the United States.

Fourth, cyanoformam de was del eted fromthe proposed
l[ist. Although this chemcal is |[isted on the Spaite trees as
being part of the SOCM, is was not a part of the HON i npacts
anal ysi s because the EPA was not able to determ ne whether it
is currently made in the United States. Cyanof ormam de was
not on the proposed subpart H list and shoul d have been
del eted fromthe proposed subpart F list. This oversight has
been corrected in the final rule.

Fifth, as described el sewhere in this section, the EPA
del eted et hane and phthal ate esters.

The remai ni ng changes to the SOCM |ist were corrections
of CAS nunbers and m sspellings, elimnation of duplicate
entries, and addition of synonynms for clarification. The EPA
appreci ates the coomenters' input on the errors in the |ist of
SOCM chem cals. The errors pointed out by the comenters,
and ot her inconsistencies that surfaced in subsequent review
of the list, have been rectified and all changes i ncorporated
inthe final rule. However, the EPA clarifies that the
correct CAS nunber for dodecyl phenol (branched) is
121158-58-5. The CAS nunber given by the commenter
(74499-35-7) applies to tetrapropenyl derivatives of phenol.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 34) questioned
the EPA's intent to include ethane on the |list of SOCM
chem cals in 863.105 of proposed subpart F. Two commenters
(A-90-19: 1V-D-34; IV-D-77) recommended renoving ethane from
the list. One comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 34) stated that
ethane is purified as a feedstock for ethyl ene processes that
are intended to be regul ated under a different source
category. The comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-34) asserted that,
al though ethane is fornmed in the reaction section of olefin
units, the ethane is consumed within those olefin units. The
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commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-34) clarified that ethane that is
exported fromolefin units to SOCM wunits is incidental.

One comenter (A-90-19: [V-D-77) expressed that ethane
is apparently listed on the basis of being a by-product of the
Bayer Ant hraqui none process that manufactures anthraqui none, a
SOCM chem cal, as an intended product. The conmmenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-77) added that, ethane being a reaction
i nternedi ate of ethylene production, the listing of ethane
coul d confuse the exclusion of ethylene processes fromthe
HON.

Response: The EPA agrees that ethane production should
not be regulated by the HON. The main commercial source of
ethane is natural gas, and ethane is used for the production
of ethylene by thermal cracking or pyrolysis. Ethane occurs
as a mxture wth other hydrocarbons in natural gas, and
separation of ethane as a single chem cal product is not
known. Synthesis of ethane or other use of ethane on a
commercial scale is not known. The HON data base for the
SOCM does not show ethane as a primary product of any of the
SOCM processes but rather, as the commenter stated ethane is
shown as being produced only as a by-product of the Bayer
process. Further, ethane is not a HAP. Accordingly, ethane
has been deleted fromthe Iist of SOCM chemcals in the final
rule.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D95) asserted that
the list of SOCM chemcals in 863.105 of the proposed rule
incorrectly suggested that all of the approximtely 60, 000
chem cals are subject to the proposed HON rule. To avoid
confusion and anbiguity, the commenter (A-90-19: [|V-D 95)
suggested using "List of Selected SOCM Chem cals," "List of
Certain SOCM Chem cals," or "List of Regul ated SOCM
Chem cals,” to refer to the chemcals |listed under proposed
863. 105.
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Response: The preanble to the proposed HON clearly
menti oned that subpart F listed 396 chemcals to define the
SOCM source category. The proposed preanble also clarified
that the selection of those 396 chem cals was based on the
em ssions of organic HAP's and information in the literature.
As described above, additional technical analysis after
proposal indicated that 14 chem cals should be deleted from
the list in subpart F and 3 chem cals should be added. The
final rule contains a list of 385 chem cals that the EPA has
determ ned to define the SOCM source category.

Section 63.100(b) of the final subpart F states that a CVPU
must neet all three of the followng criteria in order to be
subject to the HON: (1) produce one or nore of the 385 SOCM
chem cals; (2) use or produce one or nore organic HAP s; and
(3) be located at a plant site that is a major source. The
HON, therefore, adequately clarifies that production of

chem cals other than those listed in table 1 of subpart F in
the final rule are not subject to the HON

2.2 OTHER | NDUSTRI AL ACTI VI TI ES

Comment: Several commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-9; 1V-D 118
| V-D-124; 1V-D-125; |1V-F-7.39 and |IV-F-12) recommended
broadeni ng the applicability of the HON. A nunber of
comenters (A-90-19: | V-D-41; IV-D-49; 1V-D56; |V-D 85;
IV-D-94; IV-D-99; IV-D118; 1V-D-124; IV-F-7.27 and |V-F-10;
| V-F-7.42) alleged that the proposed HON al | owed too many
exenptions. One commenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-41) stated that the
exenptions may rai se conplex | egal debates and increase the
requi renent for agency inspections. One comenter (A-90-19:
| V-D-125) all eged that these exenptions are contrary to
Congressional intent. One comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-99) added
that these exenptions may all ow the em ssions of high risk
chem cal s at unacceptable |levels. One comenter (A-90-19:
| V-D-56) alleged that the HON exenpted process and storage
equi pnent that are in HAP service but are not involved in the
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production of SOCM chem cals. One commenter (A-90-109:

| V-D-103) all eged that the HON seens to exclude the rel eases
of chem cals that are not the intended product. One commenter
(A-90-19: IV-F-7.39 and I V-F-12) stated that the Congress
intended to require regulation of all em ssion points at major
sources except those that are specifically slated for coverage
i n subsequent rul es.

One comenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-41) urged that the EPA
shoul d provide the basis for concluding that other kinds of
em ssion points are not significant sources of HAP's. The
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-85 and |V-F-12) stated that these
unregul ated em ssions are significant. The comenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-85) asserted that the proposed HON does not
i nclude an anal ysis of the possible inpacts from high-risk
pol |l utants escapi ng controls and suggested that streans
emtting high-risk pollutants (e.g., ethylene oxide) should
not be eligible for exenption.

One comrenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-9) contended that the
em ssions fromthe exenpted em ssion points will exceed those
from some source categories to be regulated in future
standards. Four comrenters stated that the exenptions wl|
make the HON weaker than existing rules such as NSPS and many
RACT standards (A-90-19: 1V-D-85 and IV-F-12); State and
| ocal standards (A-90-19: [1V-D-99); and snpbg contro
regul ations (A-90-19: 1V-D-9; IV-D125). One commenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-99) asserted that the exenptions renove the
incentive to seek out pollution prevention neasures. Two
commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D9; IV-D125) clainmed that the
exenptions provide an incentive to di saggregate em ssions in
order to escape regul ation.

One comenter (A-90-19: |V-D-85) suggested including
non-maj or sources in the HON to prevent future plants from
escapi ng reqgul ations through fragnentati on. The comrenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-85) suggested requiring a denonstration of
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technol ogical infeasibility and a petition for inclusion in
subsequent rul emaki ng for exenpting a source of HAP em ssions
associated with SOCM production. The conmenter

(A-90-19: 1V-F-12) urged that the EPA should design a
procedure to ensure that all processes not regul ated by the
HON are picked up in subsequent rul emaking. The conmenter
(A-90-19: 1V-F-12) clarified that the EPA should al so

consi der applying the subpart G provisions to butadi ene and
ot her processes addressed only in the equi pnent |eak
provi si ons.

Response: The Act directs the EPA to pronul gate
standards for source categories. The applicability of the HON
was drafted to include all operations that belong to the SOCM
source category, and to distinguish between SOCM processes
and those intended to be included in the regul ations for other
source categories. The concerns expressed by the conmenters
may be due to a m sunderstanding of the scope of the HON
More specifically, the HON woul d provi de conprehensive
coverage of the em ssions of certain organic HAP's fromfive
ki nds of em ssion points in SOCM production processes which
are part of major sources under section 112 of the Act.

I n previous rul emaki ngs, the EPA has generically grouped
process equi pnent, based on the em ssion nmechanism into kinds
of em ssion points. The EPA is considering regulating
em ssion points belonging to other source categories in future
section 112 standards. The EPA does not have the required
information, at this point intime, to include area sources in
the HON. Regulating area sources in the SOCM w Il be
consi dered when adequate information is avail able on the
exi stence of area sources and the health risks posed by them
Wth this approach, the EPA is conplying with Congressional
intent for regulating the SOCM source category. |ncluding
too many em ssions points not related to SOCM is
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i nappropriate, and would make inplenmentation of the HON an
i nsur nount abl e t ask.
2.2.1 Petroleum Refining
Comment: Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-F-7.27 and
| V-F-10; |IV-F-7.45) stated that petroleumrefinery processes

shoul d be covered by the HON. Several comenters (A-90-19:
IV-D-9; IV-D118; |V-D 124; 1V-D-125) stated that the HON
shoul d regul ate as nmany petrochem cal processes as possible.
On the contrary, three commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-64; |V-D73;
| V-D-113) supported the exclusion of petroleumrefineries from
the HON. One commenter (A-90-19: |V-D 113) reasoned that the
exclusion sinplifies adm nistrative procedures for refineries
and enforcenent of the upcom ng refinery MACT rule. Four
comenters (A-90-19: IV-D-9; IV-D118; |V-D 124; 1V-D125)
added that batch processes in petrochem cal plants should be
regul ated by the HON or future rul emaki ng.

One comrenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-113) expressed concern
about the anbiguity related to the applicability of the HON to
refinery process units that produce SOCM chem cals. One
comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-58) concurred that refinery units
manufacturing a single SOCM chem cal product should be
subject to the HON. One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D92)
supported the exclusion of refinery processes that produce
feedst ocks to SOCM pl ants.

Response: The |ist of categories of major and area
sources was published [57 FR 31576] to conply with the
requi renents of section 112(c) of the Act. A category of
sources is a group of sources having sone comon features
suggesting that they should be regulated in the sane way and
on the sane schedule. Thus, for exanple, the HON fulfills
Congressional intent by setting MACT for the SOCM source
category. A large plant or facility, such as a refinery,
woul d clearly be a major source, but would al so conprise
mul tiple source categories in addition to the Petrol eum
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Refineries source category that wll include catalytic
cracking (fluid and other) units, catalytic reformng units,
and ot her sources not distinctly listed. Oher source
categories that will potentially be present at a refinery site
i nclude the SOCM, Industrial Process Cooling Towers, Process
Heaters, Industrial Boilers, etc.

Al t hough petroleumrefinery processes are specifically
excluded fromthe HON, the EPA has included in the HON t hose
CWU s in the refinery that produce individual SOCM
chem cals. Exanples of these facilities include the Aronex
unit producing BTX; the hexane unit; and the cycl ohexane unit.
The exi stence of nultiple source categories at a |l arge plant
site is not unexpected, and the EPA is aware of potenti al
situations where the applicability may not be clear based on
t he source category descriptions given in the BID for
devel opnment of the source category list. 1In the final rule,

t he EPA enhanced the procedure for determ ning prinmary product
and assigning storage tanks, transfer racks, and distillation
units that are part of integrated processes. The EPA feels
that these and other clarifications in the final HON rule and
the applicability sections of future MACT standards w ||

el i m nate the confusion.

Comment: Several comenters (A-90-19: [|V-D-55; |V-D 64,
|V-D-67; IV-D-73; IV-D-89; IV-D-92; |IV-D97) suggested that
SOCM chem cal s produced in a petroleumrefinery for fuel
bl endi ng shoul d not be subject to the HON. As an exanple, two
of the commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-89; I1V-D-92) cited that MIBE
and tol uene produced in the refinery are used solely in fuel
bl endi ng, and shoul d be excluded fromthe HON. Two comenters
(A-90-19: 1V-D-73; I1V-D-97) suggested excluding fromthe HON
production of MIBE in a petroleumrefinery solely for use in
not or gasoline. Several commenters (A-90-19: |V-D 55;
| V-D-67; 1V-D-91; 1V-D-97) reasoned that MIBE units are an
integral part of petroleumrefinery processes neeting the
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requi renment of oxygenated fuels, and should be subject to the
ensui ng refinery MACT standards. However, one conmenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D97) suggested that units produci ng MIBE for
sale off-site or for feed to another chem cal process should
be considered a SOCM unit.

Several comenters (A-90-19: [V-D-55; IV-D-58; |V-D64)
stated that refinery units (such as MIBE) used solely to neet
oxygenat ed fuel requirenents could be regul ated under the HON
or the future refinery MACT standard at the discretion of the
facility. One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-58) added that there
is a precedent, in the equi pnent | eak provisions under
subpart H, whereby facilities could choose either the HON or
the refinery MACT for MIBE unit applicability. The conmenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-58) stressed the need for flexibility in the
conpliance requirements for MIBE since these units provide a
substantial portion of the oxygenated fuel requirenents that
reduce em ssions from nobil e sources.

Two commenters (A-90-19: [1V-D-64; |1V-D-67) asserted that
MIBE produced in a petroleumrefinery for fuels is |less pure
than that produced in a SOCM plant. One of the comenters
(A-90-19: 1V-D-64) clarified that the difference in purity is
due to the differences in producing isobutylene, which is a
raw material for the manufacture of MIBE. The conmenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-64) clarified that while the isobutylene in a
refinery conmes fromcatalytic cracking, the same is produced
in SOCM plants by steam cracki ng saturated hydrocarbons or by
converting butanes to isobutylene of higher purity. Another
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-67) added that refinery-grade MIBE
is produced from butyl ene feedstock from FCCU and coking units
that do not have to neet a specific product quality criteria,
because the MIBE is used within the refinery and is not sold
as a product. However, the comenter (A-90-19: |1V-D 67)
stated that MIBE in SOCM plants is sonetinmes produced from
pur chased butyl ene feedstock and is intended to be sold as a
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pure product. One commenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-64) clainmed that
due to the | ower concentrations in refinery streans, MIBE

em ssions fromrefineries will be |ower than those from SOCM
plants, if the sanme reference control technol ogy were appli ed.
The commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-67) asserted that the HON shoul d
apply only to those MIBE plants that are not part of petrol eum
refineries.

Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-55; IV-D-67) nentioned
that the controls installed at existing MIBE units in
refineries could be different fromthose installed at SOCM
units. One comrenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-67) expressed concern
that control equipnment required by the HON for MIBE units
m ght not be conpatible with requirenents of the upcom ng
refinery MACT standard. One commenter (A-90-19: |V-D-55)
urged that the determ nation of controls for the best
performng units should be based on simlar units, and
concl uded that a separate determnation for refinery MIBE
units would be justified.

One comrenter (A-90-19: 1V-9-73) alleged that covering
MIBE units under the HON could subject the entire refinery
vent system and wastewater collection and treatnment systemto
HON requirenents. The comenters (A-90-19: [V-D73) asserted
that the EPA had not considered the costs of such a situation.

Response: Toluene is produced as a pure product of
Aromex units in the refinery. Although part of the toluene
produced is blended with gasoline, it is typically shipped
off-site as a product. The production of toluene is,
therefore, a SOCM process subject to the HON

Al t hough MIBE is produced in the refinery to neet the
demand for oxygenated fuels, small volunmes of MIBE are known
to be deconposed to regenerate purified isobutylene for use in
maki ng butyl rubber. Oher mnor uses include chronmatographic
sol vent, especially in high performance |iquid chromatography,
and therapeutic use. The EPA's data base for the petrol eum
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refinery source category indicates that MIBE is generally
produced as a pure chemcal, with purity up to 100 percent by
wei ght as MIBE. Production of high purity MIBE (98. 6% by

wei ght) as bottonms product fromthe MIBE fractionati on has
been reported in literature. The EPA intends to regul ate such
production of SOCM chem cals as single chem cal products
(rather than m xtures). It is worth nmentioning at this point
that the Petrol eum Refineries source category regul ates
typical refinery operations such as cracking, reformng, etc.
engaged in the production of m xtures rather than single

chem cals, e.g., gasoline, naphthas, kerosene, jet fuels,
distillate fuel oils, residual fuel oils, lubricants, only to
name a few. It is inappropriate to regulate MIBE units that
nmeet the demand for oxygenated fuels under the Petrol eum
Ref i neries source category, and other MIBE units under the
HON. Regul ating the same process unit by two MACT standards
is adm nistratively cunbersone and technically inappropriate.
The production of MIBE, therefore, will remain a SOCM process
subject to the HON

Comment: Two commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-58; |1V-D64)
suggested that the definition of "petroleumrefining process”
in 863.101 be revised to include fuel gas. One comenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-58) clarified that the proposed revision wl|
hel p ensure that fuel gas used in refinery processes as a
heating fuel is exenpt fromthe HON and included in the
refinery MACT standard currently under devel opnment.

One comenter (A-90-19: [V-D-64) suggested including
hydrogenation and distillation in the definition of "petrol eum
refining process.” The commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-64) also
expressed concern that certain solvents could be subject to
t he HON because of narrow interpretation of the definition.
As an exanple, the comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-64) cited that a
refinery process producing solvent hexane by distilling
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petrol eum napht ha shoul d be subject to the refinery MACT
standards and not the HON

Anot her commenter (A-90-19: [|1V-D 113) stated that the
definition of "petroleumrefining process" should be nore
conprehensi ve and i nclude non-fuel, non-lubricant refinery
functi ons.

Response: The definition of "petroleumrefining process"”
was devel oped through regul atory negotiation by a commttee
that included representatives fromrefineries. The definition
was intended to include major activities or typical refinery
operations. It is not practical to list every refinery
activity in the definition. However, fuel gas is a nmgjor
refinery stream The definition, therefore, has been nodified
to include fuel gas and now reads as foll ows:

Petroleumrefining process, also referred to as a
petroleumrefining process unit, means a process
that for the purpose of producing transportation
fuel s (such as gasoline and diesel fuels), heating
fuels (such as fuel gas, distillate, and residual
fuel oils), or lubricants..."

The preanble to the proposed HON stated that a "chem cal

manuf acturing process that is located at a refinery and
produces one or nore of the 396 chem cals as a single product
(rather than a m xture) would be considered a SOCM process
and woul d be subject to the HON." Accordingly, a process in a
refinery in which solvent hexane is produced by distilling

pet rol eum napht ha woul d be considered a SOCM process.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-G 10 and V-G 12)
mentioned that in the refinery process schene for
manuf act uri ng phenol, only the phenol unit (which produces
phenol and acetone from cunene) woul d be subject to the HON
The comenter (A-90-19: 1V-G 10 and V-G 12) clarified that
other units in the process schene, e.g., catalytic reformng
units (which produce BTX and reforned gasoline), Aronmex units
(whi ch separate benzene from BTX), and cunene units (which use

catal yti c condensati on of benzene and propylene to yield
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cunene) are standard refinery production units and shoul d not
be subject to the HON. The commenter (A-90-19: [V-G 10 and
| V-G 12) added that cunene units in several refineries sw ng
bet ween the production of cunmene and pol yneri zati on gasoli ne,
especially in smaller refineries, as an alternative to HF

al kyl ati on.

Response: As nentioned in 863.100(e)(2) of the proposed
rule and 863.100(j)(2) of the final rule, petroleumrefining
processes are exenpt fromthe HON. The purpose of petrol eum
refining processes, as defined in 863.101 of the HON, is to
produce transportation fuels, heating fuels, or |ubricants.
Catalytic reformng is specifically listed in the definition
of petroleumrefining process. Thus, catalytic reformng is
specifically exenpt fromthe HON. It was agreed by the
comm ttee devel oping the negotiated rule for equipnment | eaks
that BTX are not transportation fuels. Al though BTX are added
to adjust properties of notor gasoline, the bulk of BTX
production in refineries is shipped off-site as pure chem cal
products. The manufacture of BTX in the refinery, therefore,
constitutes production of a SOCM chem cal and the Aronmex unit
is a SOCM unit covered by the HON. The purposes of the
cunene unit and the phenol unit are to manufacture SOCM
chemcals, i.e., cunene and phenol, and are SOCM units
covered by the HON. Cunene units that sw ng between the
production of cunene and pol ynerization gasoline, by adjusting
the operating conditions to mani pul ate the degree of
fractionation, are subject to the provisions for "flexible
operation units" under 863.100(d)(3) of the final rule. The
HON woul d apply only during tine periods when the unit is
manuf act uri ng cunene.

2.2.2 Marine Vessel Loading

Comment: Several comenters (A-90-19: [V-D9; 1V-D 49;
| V-D-70; IV-D-90; IV-D-99; I1V-D100; 1V-D 118; 1V-D 120;
| V-D-124; 1V-D-125; IV-F-7.21; IV-F-7.27) stressed that marine
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vessel | oading should be subject to the HON. One comrenter
(A-90-19: IV-D-85 and I'V-F-7.39 and |IV-F-12) suggested
including marine loading in the HON unl ess the EPA establishes
an appropriate schedule for promul gating an alternate MACT
standard for marine | oading. Two commenters

(A-90-19: 1V-D-41; 1V-F-12) stated that the current
regul ati on on VOC em ssions frommarine |oading is inadequate.
Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-90; |1V-D100) reported that

em ssions from | oadi ng barges and ships are significant and
are currently regulated by State air quality progranms, such as
New Jersey's. Several comenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-9; IV-D118
| V-D-124; 1V-D125) stated that em ssions from marine | oadi ng
are significant and endanger those living in the @Qulf coast
and the upper east coast region. One commenter (A-90-109:

| V-D-120) stated that this is a significant source in Houston
Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-70; 1V-D-99) stated that
exenpting em ssions frommarine vessel loading limts the
effectiveness of the HON

Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-70; 1V-D-99) stated that
the technology to effectively control these em ssions is
avai |l abl e and use of control devices is justified by the
nunmerous | ocations and the toxic inpacts of these sources.

The comenters (A-90-19: [V-D-70; |1V-D99) added that
techni ques proposed in the HON to control road and rai
vehi cl e | oadi ng em ssions can be successfully enployed to
control marine |oading em ssions.

One comenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-70) objected to the contro
of marine em ssions being left up to individual States. The
comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-70) expressed concern that sone
i ndustries would suffer an econom ¢ di sadvant age because their
marine loading is subject to State regul ations while
industries in other States may not be subject to such
controls. The comenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-70) stated that it
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woul d be nore equitable for the EPA to regulate marine | oadi ng
on a national |evel.

Response: The EPA is currently preparing a regulation
for mari ne vessels under Title | of the Act. Although Title I
normal Iy applies to em ssions of VOC, the EPA has the |egal
authority under Title | to regulate "any other air pollutant”,
whi ch could include HAP's. Additionally, marine vessel
operations, including |oading, will be addressed as a separate
source category in a separate Title Ill rulemaking that the
EPA is currently devel oping. The EPA intends to enphasize
that in devel oping the source category list, the EPA
consi dered not only technical feasibility but also how
efficiently em ssions could be regulated. For adm nistrative
conveni ence, the Agency maintains a policy of avoiding
duplication of regulations and encourages a single rul emaking
for a particular source type. Such an approach is nore
equi tabl e, besides being cost-effective. Further, because
mari ne | oadi ng does not necessarily occur at each SOCM pl ant
site, including marine |oading in the HON woul d not be
appropri ate.
2.2.3 Solvent Reclamation

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D77) suggested
clarifying in the final rule that sol vent

reclamation/recycling processes are not subject to the HON
Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-26; |IV-D116) stated that the
definition of "chem cal manufacturing process” should be
clarified to specifically exenpt solvent reclanation at non-
SOCM sources. One commenter (A-90-19: [|V-D77) stated that
under the proposed rule it was not clear whether or not a non-
i ntegral solvent reclaimng/recycle process that sinply cleans
up solvent for recycle, reuse, or sale would be considered
"production.” One commenter (A-90-19: |V-D 104) added that
the HON should clarify that solvent recovery is not
manufacturing unless it is part of the process actually
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manufacturing the chemcal. |In this connection, the commenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D104) suggested that the 90 percent

requi renent, as a condition for including a unit operation as
an integral part of a chem cal manufacturing process, should
be dropped. Two commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-26; IV-D-77) added
that solvent reclamation was not studied during the

devel opnent of the proposed rule. One comenter (A-90-19:

| V-D-77) nmentioned that the EPA intends to eval uate sol vent
uses under a separate regul ation.

One comenter (A-90-19: |V-D-86) suggested exenpting
fromthe HON those processes that re-refine or recycle SOCM
chem cals since no chemcal reaction is involved producing
SOCM chem cals. The commenter (A-90-19: |[|V-D-86) added that
including these facilities in the HON woul d di scour age
pol l uti on prevention.

One comenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-26) nentioned distillation
colums that reclaimxylene used as a cl ean-up sol vent for
pai nt spray guns or as a process solvent for production of a
non- SOCM chem cal should be exenpt fromthe HON. Anot her
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-77) nentioned that sol vent
recl ai m ng/ recycl e processes involving the listed HAP' s but
recei ving contam nated sol vents from non- SOCM processes, such
as phot ographi c chem cal production processes, should be
exenpt fromthe HON. One comenter (A-90-19: |[V-D-116)
menti oned that solvent recovery fromprinting presses using
i nks containing VOC should be exenpt fromthe HON

Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-74; |V-D108) nentioned
sol vent recovery from pharmaceuti cal manufacturing processes
shoul d be exenpt fromthe HON. One commenter (A-90-109:
| V-D-104) stated that solvent recovery operations are integra
to pharmaceutical manufacturing and reduce costs and the
generation of wastes. Another commenter (A-90-19: |V-D 108)
stated that recovery operations at many pharmaceutical plants
often serve a nunber of processes, and may not neet the
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criteria to be considered an integral part of a single

chem cal manufacturing process. The commenter (A-90-19:

| V-D- 108) suggested that solvent recovery and recycling
operations should be regul ated under the source category they
support. The commenter (A-90-19: [|V-D 108) added that

regul ati ng these operations under the HON is not econom cal,
woul d result in closure of these units, and woul d increase
wast es.

One commenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-41) objected to the EPA s
exenpting solvents fromthe HON and i ncluding them under a
di fferent source category. The comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D41)
stated that | arge amounts of HAP em ssions may renain
unregul ated due to the difficulty of devel oping different MACT
standards that would cover all em ssion points within the
SOCM facility.

Response: In the HON, the term "production” is not
necessarily dependent upon chem cal reaction. A SOCM process
conprises unit operations used to nmake physical or chem cal
changes to process streans. \Wile unit operations such as
reactors involve chem cal reactions, unit operations such as
distillation, absorption, and drying include physical changes.
Accordi ngly, solvent recovery processes involving distillation
of SOCM chem cals could be "manufacturing” under the HON

The EPA is aware of the confusion on the applicability of
the HON to sol vent reclamation, recovery, and recycling
operations associated wth SOCM and ot her processes. To
resolve this confusion, the EPA introduced a new 863.100(i) in
the final rule clarifying the applicability of the HON to
distillation units. The new section also details an
assi gnnment procedure for distillation units that are part of
i ntegrated processes on the sane or a different plant site.
The comrenters are encouraged to apply the assignnent
procedure in 863.100(i) of the final rule to determne if the
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sol vent reclamation, recovery, and recycling operations
associated wth their processes are subject to the HON

Sol vent reclamation, recovery, and recycling operations
at hazardous waste TSDF facilities requiring a permt under
Subtitle C that are separate entities and not part of a SOCM
CWPU are not covered by the HON. These facilities wll be
considered for regulation under the TSDF source category.
2.2.4 RCRA Facilities

Comment: Two commenters (A-90-19: IV-F-7.7; IV-F-7.27)
objected to the fact that the HON does not apply to RCRA
facilities. One of the comenters (A-90-19: |IV-F-7.7)
al l eged that the exclusion of corrective actions at RCRA

hazar dous waste inpoundnents was inconsistent.

Response: Emi ssions from RCRA facilities are regul ated
by current regul ations under other authorities (such as RCRA)
for other concerns. Additionally, the solid waste TSDF source
category will include facilities that recycle, recover, and
refine wastes received fromoff-site. It is appropriate to
regul ate RCRA facilities under the industry group Waste
Treat nent and Di sposal and not under the HON

Comment: Several comenters suggested that specific
| anguage be added to the HON applicability provisions to
exenpt solvent reclamation units operated at TSDF facilities
requiring a permt under subtitle C that are not part of a
SOCM process (A-90-19: 1V-D-34; I1V-D116); or solvent
recl amation, recovery, and recycling operations that are
al ready subject to process vent standards under subtitle C of
RCRA, 40 CFR 264, subparts AA and BB or 40 CFR 265,
subparts AA and BB (A-90-19: 1V-D-74). One conmenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-74) also suggested exenpting sol vent
reclamation units associated with a non-SOCM nmanufacturing
process, such as pharmaceutical manufacture. The commenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-74) expressed that it would be confusing and
duplicative to have units subject to both RCRA and the HON
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However, the commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 74) nmentioned that
sol vent recovery operations associated with SOCM processes
that nmay not be regul ated by RCRA, could be included in the
HON

Response: Coverage by RCRA does not essentially
elimnate the requirenent to set a section 112(d) standard for
these facilities. Were regulations exist for some source
categories, the EPA has reviewed and will continue to review
that regulatory activity to determne its applicability and
consistency with section 112 of the Act. |In many cases, it is
appropriate to regulate a source under section 112 to
acconplish the purpose of controlling HAP's to a | evel
achi evabl e using MACT. Section 63.100(e) of the proposed rule
has been revised and the foll ow ng added to 863. 100(j) of the
final rule to exclude these facilities:

(6) Solvent reclamation, recovery, or recycling
operations at hazardous waste TSDF facilities
requiring a permt under 40 CFR part 270 that are
separate entities and not part of a SOCM chem cal
manuf act uri ng process unit.

2.2.5 Research and Devel opnent Facilities

Comment: Several comenters (A-90-19: [|V-D33; |V-D 36;
|V-D-50; IV-D-56; IV-D-67; IV-D-73; IV-D-74; IV-D-77; |V-D- 86;
| V-D-104; 1V-D-108) supported the exenption of R& facilities
fromthe requirenments of the HON. Two of the commenters
(A-90-19: 1V-D-36; I1V-D-74) concurred that this exenption is
consistent with the Act and recogni zes the need for

flexibility in operations associated with R&D

One comrenter (A-90-19: |1V-D-36) pointed out that R&D
facilities are unique as conpared to a typical chem ca
manuf act uri ng process and shoul d be addressed in a separate
source category. One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-73) cautioned
that the variability of the operations and | ack of data to
support a MACT standard at this tinme would likely result in
substantial delay in finalizing a standard and woul d therefore
be counterproductive. Several commenters (A-90-19: [|V-D 36
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| V-D-50; 1V-D-56; IV-D-77) clainmed that the operations at R&D
facilities change frequently. For this reason, two commenters
(A-90-19: 1V-D-50; 1V-D-56) concluded that it would be
difficult to apply standards to these facilities in a
reasonabl e and consi stent manner. Two commenters (A-90-109:

| V-D-74; |1V-D 104) suggested avoi ding a burdensone
recordkeepi ng and reporting scheme when preparing a separate
standard for R& facilities.

One comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-108) stated that the HON is
intended to regul ate continuous processes and is not suitable
for regul ating batch processes associated wth the R& of
phar maceuti cal products. Another commenter (A-90-19:
| V-D-77) reasoned that R&D facilities are different from HON
processes by their flexible nature and by their frequent
operation in batch or sem -batch nodes.

One commenter (A-90-19: [1V-D33) provided tw exanpl es
of R&D facilities with very |ow em ssions of HAP's. One
comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-86) stressed that em ssions from R&D
facilities are |l ow and sporadi c, and inposing regul ati ons on
this source is not necessary. Anot her comenter (A-90-19:
| V-D-50) stated that State and | ocal progranms will effectively
regul ate em ssions fromthese facilities.

One comenter (A-90-19: |1V-D-50) expressed that inposing
em ssion limtations on these facilities would increase the
cost and risk of doing R&D in the United States and woul d
pl ace constraints on the innovative process w thout
significant correspondi ng societal benefits. The comenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-50) warned that these constraints woul d put
R&D in the United States at a conpetitive di sadvantage with
the rest of the world. One comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 33)
reasoned that in today's conpetitive market, Anerican
busi nesses shoul d be provided with the opportunity of
conducting pilot plant activities to devel op new products
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W t hout being subject to the regul ati ons ot herwi se applicable
to manufacturing processes.

One commenter (A-90-19: [1V-D 108) stated that
pharmaceutical research is essential for the devel opnent of
new products, saving lives, sustaining the industry, reducing
pollution, and will lead to substantial savings by process and
raw materials optim zation. One commenter (A-90-19: [|V-D77)
added that R&D facilities generally contain state-of-the-art
equi pnent and controls to incorporate contenporary features in
their design so the needed experinental data can be generated.
One comrenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-74) stated that R& facilities
enabl e conpani es to desi gn manufacturing processes in the nost
environmental |y beneficial manner. The commenter (A-90-19:
| V-D-74) added that subjecting R& facilities to burdensone
requi renents coul d hanper such inprovenents.

One comenter (A-90-19: |1V-D-67) suggested revising the
definition of R&D facility to specify a de mnim s production
capacity of less than 1,000 My/yr consistent with the
equi pnent | eak NSPS for SOCM (40 CFR part 61 subpart W).

One comrenter (A-90-19: |1V-D-77) stated that R&D
facilities include pilot plants, such as wastewater treatnment
pl ants to eval uate operation strategies, and fail ure/upset
scenarios. The commenter (A-90-19: |V-D77) suggested that
pilot plants should be explicitly included in the definition
of R&D facility.

Response: R&D facilities cover a w de range of
operations and sizes from bench-scal e operations to smal
scal e operating units. The HON definition of R& facilities
was adopted fromthe statutes and was later nodified to
include the definition in TSCA. No basis is currently
avai l abl e for specifying a de mnims production capacity to
define what constitutes an R&D facility. Thus, the HON
definition of R&D facility will remain unchanged.
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At this point, the EPA has limted information regarding
operations of these facilities and appropriate controls. A
separate source category covering these facilities wll be
established at a |later date, as required by section 112(c)(7)
of the Act.

2.2.6 Accidental Rel eases

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-41) objected to
t he exenption of pressure vessels and spills. The comenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-41) stated that the rule shoul d address
guestions such as the frequency of safety valve rel eases from

pressure vessels, quantity of HAP em ssions, and controls.
The comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-41) also stated that spills are
a |large source of HAP em ssions, and the rule shoul d address
prevention, containnment, and cleaning up spills.

Response: Accidental releases of chem cals are addressed
in section 112(r) of the Act. More specifically,
section 112(r) requires facilities to identify hazards that
may result fromreleases, to design and maintain a safe
facility, and to m nim ze the consequences of rel eases should
one occur. The EPA has already proposed a |list of regul ated
substances, and the thresholds and ri sk managenent prograns
for preventing accidental releases of chem cals. These
provi sions under section 112(r) wll not be duplicated in the
HON

Equi prrent operating under high pressure are not
significant sources of em ssions. For this reason, these
equi pnent have historically been exenpted fromregul ati ons and
are excluded fromthe HON, as well. For exanple, storage
vessel s designed to operate in excess of 204.9 kPa (29.7 psia)
are exenpt because these vessels have no neasurabl e em ssions.
Safety relief valves are regul ated by the standards for
pressure relief devices under the equipnent |eak provisions in
the HON. Safety valve rel eases are necessary to avoid
undesirabl e pressure build-up in process equipnent. The
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regul ations require verification that pressure relief valves
do not release continuously, and are nmintained after each
rel ease event.
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3.0 SELECTI ON OF SOURCE

3.1 DETERM NATI ON OF MAJOR SOURCE
3.1.1 Potential to Emt

Comment: Several commenters (A-90-19: |1V-D21; |V-D 32;
| V-D-48; 1V-D-56; IV-D-58; IV-D-63; IV-D-73; I1V-D-75; 1V-D 82;
|V-D-86; IV-D-92; 1V-D-98; IV-F-1.6 and | V-F-6) reconmended
changes to the EPA's definition of "potential to emt." The

coment ers suggested that the definition should include
em ssion reductions related to SIP's (A-90-19: 1|V-D-58;
IV-F-1.6 and I V-F-6); State-enforced controls (A-90-19:
IV-D-75; IV-D-82); State or local requirenents (A-90-19:
| V-D-48; 1V-D-63; I1V-D-75; 1V-D-98); pollution prevention
prograns, an EPA-approved permt program RCRA, or CWA
(A-90-19: 1V-D-32); the early reduction program (A-90-19:
|V-F-1.6 and | V-F-6); the voluntary 33/50 program (A-90-19:
IV-D-48; IV-D-63; IV-D-75; IV-F-1.6 and | V-F-6); voluntary
reductions incorporated into an operating permt (A-90-19:
| V-D-98); and controls technologically incorporated in the
design of a source (A-90-19: 1V-D-82). Several commenters
(A-90-19: IV-D-32; IV-D58; IV-D-63; IV-D-75; IV-F-1.6 and
| V-F-6) stressed that the EPA nust continue to encourage
vol untary em ssion reductions and pollution prevention
actions. Three commenters (A-90-19: IV-D-58; |1V-D63;
|V-F-1.6 and | V-F-6) woul d support a nechani smfor converting
vol untary em ssion reductions and State and | ocal requirenents
into federally enforceable comm tnents.

Several comenters (A-90-19: [V-D-21; IV-D73; |V-D75;
| V-D-83) requested that the EPA elimnate the requirenent that
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the controls and |imtations considered in the determ nation
of potential to emt be federally enforceable. Several
comenters alleged that the requirenent for controls to be
federally enforceable is overly restrictive (A-90-19:
|V-D-32; 1V-D-58; 1V-D-92;); too narrow (A-90-19: |V-D 32
| V-D-58; 1V-D-75); exceeds the EPA's statutory authority

(A-90-19: |1V-D-56; IV-D-58; IV-D-92); will limt the
possibility of claimng credit for the purposes of evaluating
potential to emt (A-90-19: [1V-D-63); and will inpose

bureaucrati c burdens and del ays inpedi ng the effectiveness of
the HON (A-90-19: [1V-D-32). Several commenters expressed
that the requirement will also result in controlling snal
sources (A-90-19: 1V-D-92); and area sources (A-90-19:
|V-D-32; 1V-D-48; 1V-D-75; 1V-D-92); that were never intended
to be regul ated by the HON

One comrenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-98) stated that many States
have adequate air toxics prograns, and requiring sources to
further reduce em ssions is redundant and unjustified froma
public health perspective. One comenter (A-90-19: |V-K-3)
suggested that controls, operational changes or operational
limts for which a federally enforceable permt is pending or
for which construction is not conplete, at the tinme the HON i s
pronmul gat ed, shoul d be considered federally enforceable. The
comenter (A-90-19: 1V-K-3) also stated that permts issued
by the State should be considered federally enforceable as
long as the State has submtted an appropriate permt program
to the EPA. Several commenters (A-90-19: |1V-D32; |V-D48;
IV-D-58; IV-D-73; IV-D-83; IV-D92; IV-F-1.6 and | V-F-6)
suggested that all controls in place at a source should be
consi der ed.

Three commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-32; IV-D-54; |1V-D82)
suggested that fugitive em ssions should not be included in
the determ nation of major source. One commenter (A-90-19:
| V-D-32) reasoned that no adequate nethod exists for
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quantifying fugitive em ssions. Another commenter (A-90-19:

| V-D-54) stated that it was not clear whether em ssions during
del ay of repair of equipnment would be included. One commenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-54) stated that a plant which would not be a
maj or source in the absence of em ssions from equi pnent | eaks
shoul d not be subject to the provisions of subpart G The
comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-54) added that in the event a plant
ot herwi se excluded from subpart G woul d be subject to

subpart G upon inclusion of em ssions from equi prent | eaks,
the provisions of subparts F and H should apply to such
sources. The commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-54) clarified that
this would not conpletely exenpt HON sources from control
since they would still have to conply with subpart H  The
comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-54) added that this change woul d
relieve plants with m nor point source em ssions fromthe
burdensone requirenents of subpart G

Response: Historically, the EPA has based "potential to
emt" on "federally enforceable controls.” |In fact, the EPA
has decided to include the definition of "potential to emt"
in the General Provisions, instead of defining the term under
the subparts for specific source categories. This will ensure
overall consistency in the definition of term nology and
uniformty in the inplenentation of section 112 of the Act.
Thus, the definition of "potential to emt" is beyond the
scope of the HON. The commenters are encouraged to refer to
the General Provisions for specific issues on the basis of
calculating "potential to emt."

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: |1V-D 32) expressed
that the EPA's interpretation of "potential to emt" is too
narrow, whereas the statute allows a broader definition which
takes into account actual "potential to emt" given all the
constraints to which the source is subject.

One comenter (A-90-19: [V-D21) suggested that the
definition of "potential to emt" reflect a reasonabl e maxi mum
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capacity rather than a theoretical capacity. The comrenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-21) indicated that there are situations where
pl ants were sized for market conditions that have permanently
changed. As an exanple, the commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 21)
referred to the decline in the forest products industry as a
factor in his conmpany's having production capacity that they
do not expect to ever fully utilize again. The comrenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-21) suggested that this situation could |ead
to plant closures since profits based on realistic production
| evel s mght not justify the cost of control equipnent

requi red based on the higher theoretical capacity.

One commenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-86) stated that the
determ nation of major source should be based on actua
em ssions and not potential em ssions. The commenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-86) expressed that facilities (batch
processors, for exanple) often overestimate em ssions based on
a worst case scenario to provide operational flexibility in
their permt applications. The commenter (A-90-19: |V-D 86)
stated that small plants with actual em ssions bel ow the
threshold | evel s should not be subject to the HON

One comenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-51) alleged that the
definition of "potential to emt" in the HON appears different
fromthat in past EPA regulations. The commenter (A-90-19:
| V-D-51) clarified that "potential to emt" in the proposed
HON i s based on the maxi num capacity of a process with air
pol lution control equipnment in place. The commenter (A-90-19:
| V-D-51) suggested that "potential to emt" should be defined
as the maxi mum uncontroll ed em ssions in the absence of a
federally enforceable permt condition that limts such
em ssi ons.

Response: The General Provisions define and provide
adequat e bases for calculating "potential to emt." |If a
source takes a voluntary limtation on production, a credit
may be clainmed for calculating "potential to emt" only if the
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reduction in emssions is federally enforceable. Past EPA
regul ations required controls to be federally enforceable for
t he purposes of determning "potential to emt." The
definition suggested by one of the commenters as being
"maxi mum uncontrol l ed em ssions in the absence of a federally
enforceable permt condition" is essentially the sane as the
EPA's historic interpretation of this term Thus, the
definition will not be changed for the purposes of the HON
3.1.2 Plant Site

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-73) expressed
concern that under the proposed definition of "plant site," it

m ght be interpreted that physically distant sites under
common control or ownership are considered as one plant site.
As an exanple, the commenter (A-90-19: [|V-D73) nentioned
sites mles apart but separated by a very wi de public right of
way such as a river or a |lake. The commenter (A-90-19:

| V-D-73) suggested a di stance cut-off such as 100 neters to
l[imt the extent of the public right of way considered in this
definition.

Anot her commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-36) stated that the
definition of "plant site" seens to include contiguous
facilities that have less than a majority of common owner shi p,
a 50/50 ownership for exanple, and are not under comon
control. The commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D36) pointed out that
the owners of a 50/50 subsidiary are not parent conpani es per
SARA Title Ill. Several commenters (A-90-19: |V-D 32;
| V-D-33; IV-D-36) stated that some SOCM plants could | ease
contiguous or adjoining property to third parties that woul d
operate w thout any right of control by the |essor,
irrespective of the ownership of the land. Two comenters
(A-90-19: 1V-D-32; IV-D-33) stated that in such cases, the
| essee shoul d be responsible for conpliance. One of the
comenters (A-90-19: |1V-D33) added that there are al so
contiguous plant sites with different owners, but one operator
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who is responsible for controls. One comenter (A-90-19:

| V-D-55) nentioned adjacent facilities under common contro
could have distinctly different operational objectives. Two
commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-33; 1V-D-36) stated that the
definition of "plant site" should not include subsidiary
facilities owned by the parent yet not controlled by the
parent. One commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-55) nentioned that
"plant site" is defined differently in the HON than under the
maj or source definition in section 70.2 of the permt rule.
One comrenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-32) stated that the definition
shoul d not include facilities (1) owned by partially owned
subsidiaries that are not controlled by the parent; or (2)
operations that are owned but not controlled by the parent or
t he subsidiary.

Several comenters (A-90-19: [1V-D-33; 1V-D-36; |1V-D92)
poi nted out that the definition of "plant site" in the
proposed HON i ncl uded contiguous facilities under conmon
owner ship, whereas the Act refers only to facilities under
common control. Several commenters (A-90-19: |V-D 32;
| V-D-33; |1V-D36) suggested deleting the requirenent for
common ownership fromthe definition of plant site to be
consistent wwth the Act. One of the commenters (A-90-109:
| V-D- 33) suggested adding "majority-owned" before "subsidiary”
in the definition of "plant site." One commenter (A-90-109:
| V-D-55) urged that source categories requiring regulation
shoul d be regul ated under standards designed for that source
category rather than those designed for facilities which
happen to be adj acent.

Response: The EPA generally agrees that including
"ownership" in the definition of plant site may be
i nappropriate in situations where the owner is not responsible
for operation of the facility and controls thereof. The
requi renment of "common ownershi p” has, therefore, been deleted
fromthe definition of "plant site.”" The EPA is al so making
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m nor revisions to what constitutes "common control" in the
definition of "plant site,” in view of the many different
scenarios related to ownership, |easing, parent entity, and
subsidiary. The follow ng constitutes the revised definition:

Plant site nmeans all contiguous or adjoining
property that is under common control, including
properties that are separated only by a road or
other public right-of-way. Comon control includes
properties that are owned, |eased, or operated by
the sanme entity, parent entity, subsidiary, or any
conbi nati on thereof.

3.1.3 Oher Mjor Source |ssues
Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 117 and
| V-D-7.43) alleged that the determ nation of major source

based on 10 tpy of a HAP is not sufficient to protect public
health and the environnent. For exanple, a nodeling study
performed by the commenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-117 and I V-D-7.43)
for 1, 3-butadi ene em ssions froma test plant indicated
exceedance of the Louisiana Anbient Air Quality Standard by a
factor of 2.5. The comenter (A-90-19: |[V-D-117 and
| V-D-7.43) reported that the nodeling study indicated that the
resi dual cancer risk froma 10 tpy source after 98. 7% contro
was greater than 1 in 1,000,000. The comrenter (A-90-19:
| V-D-117 and | V-D-7.43) concluded that the proposed HON w | |
be unable to achieve the goals of the Act in reducing the
em ssions of toxic air pollutants, unless certain provisions
of the HON are revised to fulfill the goals of the Act.
Response: The EPA maintains that the HON will achieve
the goals of the Act by requiring the maxi num degree of
em ssion reduction considering cost, non-air quality health
and environnental inpacts, and energy requirenents. The
commenter's concerns are best addressed by the risk goals
under section 112(f) of the Act. Mre specifically, if the
10 tpy cut-off for major sources in the SOCM fail to limt
the em ssions of 1, 3-butadi ene bel ow the residual cancer risk
| evel , section 112(f) of the Act would require the EPA to
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establish a nore stringent standard to prevent an adverse
health effect. The residual risk provisions would al so ensure
an adequate margin of safety. The EPA, however, does not

consi der the nodeling analysis submtted by the comenter to
be a valid indicator of the need to redefine major source.

The EPA has noticed i nappropriate nmeteorol ogical data and

ot her technical deficiencies in the nodel run.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: |1V-D-86) suggested
clearly including in the final rule the definitions for the
terms "maj or source", "nodification", "major nodification"
"reconstruction", "source", and "HAP s". The comenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-86) added that these definitions should be
consistent with the Act, and once defined, should be applied
uniformy with exceptions noted. The commenter (A-90-109:
| V-D-86) clarified that this approach will help elimnate
confusion due to the way the HON qualifies these terns
whenever encountered in the regul ation.

Response: The definition of the terns "major source,"”
"nmodi fication," "reconstruction,” and "HAP's" w |l be included
in the General Provisions. Repeating these definitions in the
HON woul d be duplicative and unnecessary. Although the term
"source" has not been listed in the definition section of the
final HON rule, the EPA has identified in 863.100 of subpart F
the em ssion points that are included in the source. The EPA
has also clarified several em ssion points that are not part
of the source.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: |V-D 26) suggested
clearly nmentioning in 863.100(b)(2) that the HON applies only
to maj or sources. The commenter (A-90-19: [V-D 26) stated
that this clarification would be consistent with the | anguage
provided in the preanble and 863. 100(b) (1) of the proposed
rule. The commenter (A-90-19: |V-D 26) added that w thout
this clarification, the HON woul d exceed the statutory
authority provided to the EPA under the Act.
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Response: The HON applies to SOCM processes and certain
non- SOCM processes that are located at plant sites that are
maj or sources. The EPA agrees that, while the intent to
regul ate only major sources in SOCM facilities is clearly
delineated in subpart F, further clarification is needed for
t he non-SOCM processes. In the final rule, subpart | has
been added to renove the confusion on the applicability of the
HON to equi pnent | eaks associated with the non- SOCM
processes. Section 63.190(b) states that subpart | applies
only to maj or sources.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: |V-D 33) suggested
that the EPA clarify that the definitions of "major source" in
section 112(a)(1) of the Act and 40 CFR 70.2 both apply to the
HON. The commenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-33) nentioned that the
definition of "major source" at 40 CFR 70.2 incl udes
stationary source(s) belonging to a single nmajor industrial
groupi ng or having the sane two-digit SIC code. The commenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-33) asserted that for the purposes of
determ ning SOCM "nmj or sources", only emssions fromthe
two-digit SIC 28 should be consi der ed.

Response: The two-digit SIC 28 is not included in the
definition of "major sources" under the General Provisions.
The applicability of the HON is not necessarily limted to
CWPU s related to industrial operations classified under the
major SIC Goup 28: Chemcals and Allied Products. For
exanpl e, the manufacture of benzene and ot her solvents in
petroleumrefineries are included in the magjor SIC Goup 29:
Petrol eum Refining and Related Industries. These CWPU s
belong to the SOCM source category and are subject to the
HON. Including SIC 28 in the definition of major source
could, therefore, create inadvertent exclusions fromthe HON
For the purposes of determ ning major source (10 tpy of any
one HAP and 25 tpy of a conbination of HAP's), all HAP
em ssions shoul d be considered irrespective of the SIC code.
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3.2 APPLICABILITY TO AREA SOURCES

Comment: Several commenters (A-90-19: |V-D21; |V-D 26;
|V-D-33; IV-D-51; 1V-D-69) reported that there are area
sources in the SOCM source category. One of the commenters
(A-90-19: 1V-D-21) gave as an exanple the production of
f or mal dehyde for use in thernosetting resins for the wood
products industry. One commenter (A-90-19: [|V-D26) cited as
an exanpl e the manufacture of peracetic acid by reacting
acetic acid wth hydrogen peroxide, the nmanufacture of
i sopropyl phenol by reacting propylene wth phenol, and the
manuf acture of a pesticide using nethylene chloride as a
processing aid. One comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D33) provided
em ssions information pertaining to an area source. One
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-51) knew of five SOCM facilities
t hat woul d be consi dered area sources. Several commenters
(A-90-19: I1V-D-21; IV-D-26; IV-D-33; I1V-D-51) clained that
the full capacity to emt for these facilities would be bel ow
10 tpy of a single HAP and 25 tpy of a conbination of HAP s.
Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-26; |V-D-33) asserted that the
area sources pose no adverse health effects.

Two comrenters (A-90-19: [IV-D26; |V-D33) supported
exenpting area sources fromthe HON. One commenter (A-90-19:
| V-D-51) stated that the inpact on overall toxic em ssions
from SOCM area sources could not be currently assessed. One
commenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-33) indicated that given their small
size, limted nunber, and m nor inpact, additional regulatory
burden on area sources would jeopardi ze their existence and
woul d not yield significant environnental benefits.

One comenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-26) noted that the area
source programin section 112(k)(3) of the Act does not have
sufficient information to regulate the SOCM, and the EPA was
not aware of the existence of area sources in the SOCM prior
to proposal of the HON. The commenter (A-90-19: [|V-D 26)
added that the EPA has not determned if the SOCM is one of
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the source categories that accounts for 90 percent of the area
source em ssions of the 30 HAP's that present the greatest
threat to public health. Thus, the commenter (A-90-19:

| V- D- 26) concl uded that the EPA has insufficient information
to make a finding of adverse health threat or to evaluate an
appropriate level of control, should additional control be
necessary. The commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 26) urged that,

w t hout the specific exclusion of area sources, the rule
exceeds the statutory authority provided to the EPA under the
Act .

Several comenters (A-90-19: [1V-D-32; IV-D-73; |1V-D75)
al l eged that, although the HON is intended to apply to maj or
sources, area sources wll nonethel ess be subject to reporting
requi renents. The comrenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-32; |1V-D75)
clarified that the requirenent for area sources to submt an
Initial Notification (denonstrating that the source is an area
source) i s burdensonme with insignificant regulatory or
envi ronnent al benefits. Several comenters (A-90-19:
|V-D-32; IV-D-69; IV-D-75) stated that the requirenment for an
area source to make such negative declaration of applicability
I S unreasonabl e.

Two commenters (A-90-19: [1V-D-32; IV-D75) asserted that
the reporting requirenent conflicts with the applicability
criteria of proposed subpart F. The commenters (A-90-109:
| V-D-32; |1V-D75) expressed concern that because the
requirenents for Initial Notification are |ocated near the end
of the rule, they may be inadvertently overl ooked by owners
and operators of area sources who read in proposed
863.100(b)(1)(i) that the HON applies only to major sources.
The comenters (A-90-19: [V-D-32; IV-D-75) warned that this
di chotony could | ead to uni ntended and environnentally
irrel evant non-conpliance by area sources. Several comenters
(A-90-19: 1V-D-32; IV-D-69; IV-D-73; IV-D75) suggested
deleting the requirement for the denonstration. One commenter
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(A-90-19: 1V-D-73) suggested that in the event the

requi renents applicable to area sources are retained, the
applicability section nmust be further clarified. Another
comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 32) suggested substituting the
requi renent for an analysis wth a sinple statenent that the
facility is not subject to the HON

Response: The EPA does not intend to regul ate area
sources under the HON. In the preanble to the proposed rule,
t he EPA requested information on any area sources in the
SOCM. One of the purposes of the information request was to
identify the nunber, |ocation, em ssions, and adverse health
effects associated with these sources in order to determne if
a separate MACT standard should be prepared. The other
pur pose was to enable the EPA to evaluate the possibility of
elimnating the requirenent for submtting an Initial
Notification by area sources. However, information received
by the EPA on area sources is too |imted, and could not be
used to specify the characteristics of area sources.

Section 63.151(b)(1)(vi) of the proposed rule specified
that area sources nmust submt an Initial Notification that
woul d i nclude an anal ysis denonstrating that the source is an
area source. Both nmajor sources and area sources will have to
perform such an analysis to determ ne whether their em ssions
woul d be below 10 tpy of a single HAP and 25 tpy of a
conbi nation of HAP's. The EPA, therefore, believed the
requi renent for this one-tine notification would not be
unr easonabl e. However, comments on area source notifications
were al so submtted in response to the proposed Gener al
Provisions, and this issue is broader than the HON. The
Ceneral Provisions address whether area sources are required
to submt Initial Notifications. Accordingly, the provision
for area sources has been renoved from 863. 151(b) of
subpart G
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3.3 HON PROCESSES AND EQUI PMENT
3.3.1 Definition of "Source"

Comment: Two commenters (A-90-19: [1V-D-32; IV-D57)
poi nted out that the EPA has the discretion to devel op and

inplement nmultiple definitions of the term"source" in a way
that best reflects the policies and purposes of the Act. Two
comenters (A-90-19: [1V-D-63; IV-D86) supported the
definition of source as all process vents, storage tanks,
transfer racks, wastewater operations, and equi pnment | eaks
| ocated at the sanme plant site, associated with the chem cal
manuf acturing processes in the SOCM category. Two comenters
(A-90-19: 1V-D-72; I1V-D-106) supported the EPA s goal in
defining the "source" in a way that provides flexibility in
conpliance. The comenters (A-90-19: [V-D-72; |V-D 106)
menti oned that the definition should be specific for the
source category being regul ated and shoul d be designed to
encourage cost-effective conpliance strategies. One commenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-108) added that the definition of "source" may
differ for different categories in order to recognize inherent
operating differences.

Response: The EPA thanks the commenters for their
support.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 36) stated that
the definition of "source" needs clarification to refer to a
chem cal manufacturing process as a whole and not the
i ndi vi dual equi pnent within the process. For exanple, the
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-36) added that wi thout this
clarification, a new vent added to an existing storage vessel
may be m staken as a new source. One commenter (A-90-109:
| V- D-86) supported the HON definition of "source" but stated
that the termneeds clarification throughout the HON to avoid
m sinterpretations. The commenter (A-90-19: |V-D 86)
asserted that sonetinmes the termrefers to an entire facility
and other tinmes it refers to a single emssion point. One
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comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D36) suggested duplicating the
definition of source from 863.100 in the definitions under
863. 101 to avoid such msinterpretations.
Response: The EPA has broad discretion to define source.
A source coul d enconpass an entire plant and can be defined as
broadly or narrowly as is appropriate for the particul ar
i ndustry being regul ated. The EPA appreciates that the
definition of source is an inportant el enment of the HON
because it describes the em ssion points to which the
standards apply. However, the EPA believes that "source" can
be nore clearly defined in the several paragraphs in 863. 100
of the HON. Repeating the definition throughout the HON woul d
not be productive, and woul d unnecessarily increase the length
of the rule. Instead, the EPA has consolidated the definition
of source in 863.100 of the revised subpart F. The view
expressed by one of the comenters, that addition of a vent to
an existing storage vessel would nmake the vent a new source,
is not consistent with the definition of source in the rule.
3.3.2 Definition of "Chem cal Manufacturing Process Unit"
Comment: Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-7 and | V-D 95;
| V-D-32) alleged that the term "chem cal manufacturing

process" equates process with equi pnment. The commenters
(A-90-19: 1V-D-7 and 1V-D-95; I1V-D32) recommended changi ng
the termto "chem cal manufacturing process equipnment,” in
keeping with the general understandi ng anong chem sts that
"process" refers to a sequence of chem cal reactions, not to
equi pnent .

Response: The definition provided in 863.101 of the
proposed rule specifically states that a "chem ca
manuf acturing process” is identified by its product. A
speci fic conbination of equipnent is required to nmanufacture
the end product fromthe available raw materials. The HON
applies to em ssion points associated with these equi pnent.
In using the term"chem cal manufacturing process," the EPA
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i ntended to convey the above and to facilitate the

determ nation of applicability of the HON. However, in
response to the suggestions for additional clarification, the
term has been changed to "chem cal nmanufacturing process
unit." Accordingly, "styrene unit" would be the process,
including all equipnment associated with it, to manufacture the
chem cal styrene. The definition of the term has been changed
to read as foll ows:

Chem cal manufacturing process unit nmeans the

equi pnent assenbl ed and connected by pipes or ducts
to process raw materials and to manufacture an

i ntended product. For the purpose of this subpart,
chem cal manufacturing process unit includes air
oxi dation reactors and their associ ated product
separators and recovery devices; reactors and their
associ at ed product separators and recovery devi ces;
distillation units and their associated distillate
recei vers and recovery devices; associated unit
operations (as defined in this section); and any
feed, internedi ate and product storage vessels,
product transfer racks, and connected ducts and

pi ping. A chem cal manufacturing process unit

i ncl udes punps, conpressors, agitators, pressure
relief devices, sanpling connection systens, open-
ended val ves or |ines, valves, connectors,
instrunmentation systens, and control devices or
systens. A chem cal manufacturing process unit is
identified by its primary product.

Comment: Several commenters (A-90-19: [IV-D-7 and
IV-D-95; IV-D-32; IV-D-34; IV-D57; IV-D-71) suggested
clarification of the term"chem cal manufacturing process."
Several comenters (A-90-19: [1V-D-32; IV-D-34; |1V-D57)
all eged that the definition provided in the proposed HON | acks
clarity on where the coverage of the HON begins and ends. One
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-71) stressed that defining the
boundary of the chem cal manufacturing process is inportant to
the correct application of the rule. One comenter (A-90-19:
| V-D-57) alleged that defining the term"chem ca
manuf acturi ng process" as equi pnent that produces a product,
and the term"product” as a chemcal that is produced by the
process anounts to circular reasoning and falls short of
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establishing the boundaries of a chem cal manufacturing
process.

One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D36) supported specific
provisions in the HON addressing applicability to unit
operations. One commenter (A-90-19: [1V-D97) supported the
EPA' s position that a unit operation which produces a SOCM
chem cal intended for use solely to produce a non- SOCM
chemcal is not a SOCM unit. One commenter (A-90-19:
| V-D-71) suggested nodi fying the definition of "chem ca
manuf acturing process" to exclude unit operations that produce
SOCM chem cals in stand-alone units which are used fully as
an integral part of the overall chem cal manufacturing process
t hat produces as the intended product a non-SOCM chem cal
(e.g., plastics). One comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-34) indicated
that many chem cal manufacturing facilities are extensively
integrated without a clear demarcation between the product
fromone process and the raw naterial for the next. One
commenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-36) alleged that the HON | eaves
confusion regarding what "integral" unit operations are.

Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-32; IV-D-34) stated that a
chem cal manufacturing process that can operate independently
if supplied with sufficient fuel, raw materials, and product
st orage shoul d be considered a separate process.

One comenter (A-90-19: |1V-D-32) supported the EPA's
decision to exenpt unit operations that are an integral part
of a chem cal manufacturing process that does not produce a
SOCM chem cal. The comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D32) added that
this approach is consistent with other MACT standards that are
bei ng devel oped and does not preclude the EPA fromregul ating
these unit operations in the future. However, two comenters
(A-90-19: 1V-D-32; IV-D-57) stated that the term"integra
unit operation" needs clarification in the HON. One commenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-32) stated that the requirenent for at | east
90 percent of the product streamfromthe unit operation to be
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used by the chem cal manufacturing process is inappropriate.
For exanple, the comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-32) cited
situations where the unit operations recover or purify a HAP
material that is used as a solvent or a carrier in a non-SOCM
process, or the HAP is fornmed as a by-product, co-product or
isolated internediate. Three comenters (A-90-19: |V-D 32

| V-D-33; |1V-D36) suggested that for nore clarity, the

90 percent requirenent should be deleted. Two conmenters
(A-90-19: 1V-D-32; I1V-D-33) clainmed that such a change woul d
recogni ze that the unit operation is only a part of the
overall chem cal manufacturing process which is producing the
i nt ended product.

Two commenters (A-90-19: [1V-D-32; IV-D-36) alleged that
the regul atory | anguage in the HON i s unclear on how to
determ ne the applicability of the rule to unit operations
that are shared between two or nore chem cal manufacturing
processes. One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 32) suggested
adopting | anguage simlar to that in 863.100(b)(4) and (b)(5)
of the proposed rule, which address shared storage vessels and
transfer racks. The commenter (A-90-19: |V-D 32) asserted
that the "predom nant use" approach, nentioned in these
sections, correctly ties the unit operation to the chem cal
manuf acturi ng process based on the "need" for the unit. More
specifically, the comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-32) clarified that
the chem cal manufacturing process that provides the greatest
anmount of material (mass basis) into the unit operation woul d
have the predom nant use. The commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 32)
suggested that in situations where the magjority of the
material is supplied to a unit operation by a chem cal
manuf acturing process that is not |ocated on the sane pl ant
site, then the chem cal manufacturing process on site that
recei ves the greatest anmount of material would determ ne the
predom nant use of the unit operation.
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Response: The EPA is aware of the confusion surrounding
t he begi nning and the end of a process, especially for
i ntegrated process units. The SOCM is conplicated because
the industry is large and conplex. In fact, few SOCM plants
are alike. For these reasons, the standards and gui deli nes
devel oped for the SOCM are generic in nature, rather than
bei ng specific to individual processes. The EPA took this
approach because it appeared to be the nost efficient and
effective way in which to regulate the very |arge nunber of
di fferent chem cals, processes, and em ssion points in the
SOCM .

In the final rule, the term"chem cal manufacturing
process" has been changed to "chem cal manufacturing process
unit,"” and the definition has been nodified. The EPA has
clarified the provisions in the final rule to sinplify the
determ nation of applicability for facilities with integrated
operations. The final rule provides a conprehensive
assi gnnment procedure for distillation units, storage vessels,
and transfer racks that are shared anong processes. This
assi gnnent procedure is based on the predom nant use of the
equi pnent. The clarifications are found in 8863.100(g), (h),
and (i) of the final rule.

Comment: Several commenters suggested that the EPA
clarify the definition of "chem cal manufacturing process” to
excl ude blending (A-90-19: I1V-D-26; I1V-D-33; I1V-D34);
repackagi ng, transformations, and other simlar operations
fromthe HON (A-90-19: 1V-D-33). One commenter (A-90-19
| V- D-33) expl ained that operations where a finished good is
received froma different |location and is nerely prepared for
a customer do not constitute manufacturing. Two commenters
(A-90-19: 1V-D-26; I1V-D-34) noted that bl ending operations
were not studied during devel opnment of the proposed rule. As
exanpl es of such facilities, one conmmenter (A-90-19: |[V-D 33)
cited repackaging a listed product frombulk to smaller
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containers in a facility that does not generate the product,
and physically changing a listed HAP (not manufactured in the
facility) into a different formnot involving a chem cal
reaction. One commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-34) urged that the
need for clarity is nore inportant for HAP-containing products
that are sold as "plant m xtures" rather than a specific

chem cal product. Another commenter (A-90-19: |V-D 26)

provi ded informati on on an exanple facility that m xes or

bl ends chem cal s using punps and m xers into a conmerci al
product, the principal ingredient of which is a SOCM

chem cal

Response: Processing of a chemcal, as intended in the
HON, invol ves one or nore unit operations to change the
physi cal or chem cal characteristics of a raw material or an
internmedi ate stream Mere bl ending or repackaging of a
finished product is, therefore, not a process subject to the
HON. The EPA believes that existing |anguage in 863.100(b) (1)
and 863.100(b)(2) of the final rule, and the definitions of
"chem cal manufacturing process unit" and "product” in 863.101
of the final rule adequately clarify the above, and no
additional clarification is necessary.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-G4) recomended a
change to the definition of "reactor process." The conmenter
(A-90-19: 1V-G4) expressed concern that the proposed
definition could be interpreted to include product treatnent
in storage tanks. The commenter (A-90-19: 1V-G4) explained
that it is common practice to add hydrogen peroxi de, sodium
bor ohydrate, or various inhibitors to storage tanks to
mai ntai n product quality or stability. The comenter
(A-90-19: 1V-G4) clained that although a m nor reaction may
t ake pl ace between the product and the added material, the
em ssions and control techniques are characteristic of storage
tanks. The commenter (A-90-19: 1V-G4) suggested that the
definition of reactor process should be clarified to exclude
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the addition of materials to product storage tanks for quality
or stability.

One comenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-77) urged that the EPA
shoul d use consistent term nology in describing air oxidation
process, reactor process, and distillation operations. The
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-77) suggested referring to these
terms as air oxidation unit operation, reactor unit operation,
and distillation unit operation. The commenter (A-90-109:
| V-D-77) clarified that the word "process" is used for
aggregates of unit operations such as "chem cal manufacturing
process,"” whereas the term"unit operation"” refers to single
operating units that conpose a process. For exanple, the
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-77) cited that the term"air
oxi dati on process" should be changed to "air oxidation
operation” to better reflect the intent of the rule.

Response: The purpose of a SOCM process is to
synt hesize raw materials into a commercially viable chem ca
product. Chem cal additives, used to maintain product quality
or stability, do not formpart of the chem cal reaction that
takes place in a reactor and are not subject to the HON
Accordingly, the EPA does not consider it necessary to include
the exenption for additives in the definition of "reactor."

The EPA has clearly defined the terns "air oxidation
reactor", "reactor", "distillation unit", and "unit operation"
in 863.101 of the final rule. Further clarification or
alternate term nology is not necessary.

3.3.3 Definition of "Product"

Comment: Several comrenters (A-90-19: [1V-D-32; IV-D 33
| V-D-74; 1V-D 108) suggested revising the definition of
"product” to specifically state that by-products, co-products,

i solated internedi ates, wastes, inpurities, trace

contam nants, etc., are not considered products. Two
commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-51; 1V-D-108) clarified that
chem cal s produced by reclamation, recovery, or recycling
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shoul d not be considered products. The commenters (A-90-19:
| V-D-51; 1V-D108) also urged that the definition of product
shoul d specifically exclude solvents and catal ysts used in the
process whether they are sold w thout further processing or
are purified on-site. One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 32)
clarified that their proposed revision would address
situations where a by-product, co-product, or an isol ated
internediate is produced in greater quantity than the intended
product. As an exanple, the commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 32)
noted that nore acetic acid (a SOCM chem cal) is produced on
a mass basis in the production of polyvinyl alcohol (a non-
SOCM chemical). One comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D74) expressed
concern that there may be situations in which pharmaceutica
manuf acturi ng processes could be interpreted as being subject
to the HON because the by-products or recovered wastes could
be of greater mass or volune than the intended pharnmaceutica
product. Another commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-108) clarified
with exanples that the mass of a pharmaceutical product is
often smal|l conpared to that of the by-product or co-product
due to significant recovery and purification steps involved in
produci ng econom ¢ quantities of product with a desired
t her apeuti c val ue.

Response: The preanble to the proposed HON cl arifies
t hat by-products, co-products, and isolated internedi ates
woul d not be considered in determning applicability. For
exanpl e, although acetic acid is a SOCM chemcal and is
produced in larger quantities in the manufacture of polyvinyl
al cohol, a non-SOCM chem cal, the HON does not apply in this
case. However, the manufacture of polyvinyl alcohol, the
i ntended product, will not be excluded fromregulation.
Rather, it wll be regul ated under the appropriate source
category, e.g., Polyners and Resins. Simlarly, a
pharmaceuti cal process cannot be regul ated by the HON sinply
because a SOCM chem cal is produced in larger quantity as a
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waste or a by-product. To address this concern, the foll ow ng
clarification has been added to the definition of "product” in
§863. 101:

Product means a conpound or chem cal which is
manuf actured as the intended product of the CWPU
By- products, isolated internediates, inpurities,
wastes, and trace contam nants are not considered
products.

Determ nation of the primary product of a CMPU is
addressed in 863.100(d) of the final rule. |If a CVMPU produces
nore than one product, the primary product is the one with the
great est annual design capacity on a nmass basis. |If nore than
one product is produced equally on a nmass basis, the primary
product is the one |listed as a SOCM chemical. 1In the event
that nore than one product produced equally on a nmass basis
are listed as SOCM chem cals, any one of these chemcals is
designated as the primary product.

Comment: Several comrenters (A-90-19: [1V-D-32; IV-D 33
| V-D-57; IV-D-62; IV-D-68; IV-D-69; IV-D73; IV-D-75; IV-D77;
| V-D-92; |V-D-110; I1V-D-113) (A-90-20: 1V-D-19) supported the
applicability of the HON being based on identifying the
"primary product" or the "intended product."” Several
comenters (A-90-19: IV-D-32; IV-D-33; IV-D-73; |IV-D75;
|V-D-77; 1V-D113) added that determ ning applicability based
on the primary intended product is an inprovenent over prior
rules that included co-products, by-products, and
internedi ates. One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D32) asserted
that the primary intended product approach will not exclude
em ssion points fromregulation, and will actually facilitate
regul ati ng em ssion points by the appropriate MACT standard.
Several comenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-32; IV-D-62; IV-D-73
|V-D-75; 1V-D-77) stated that the "primary intended product”
approach will inprove the certainty of applicability
determ nations and will elimnate potential overlaps with
ot her MACT st andards.
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One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-32) clarified that because
the SOCM source category is |arge and diverse, focusing on
what the chem cal manufacturing process is nmeant to produce is
nore reasonable and wll better distinguish between HON
sources and those that will be subject to future MACT
standards. One commenter (A-90-19: |V-D69) suggested that
the EPA could revise the source category |ist or create a new
category called "not el sewhere classified" for chem cal
manuf act uri ng processes that use or produce a HAP but woul d
not be included in the HON by the "primary product” approach.

Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-62; IV-D-69) stated that
chem cal manufacturing processes are generally intended to
produce one primary product. One commenter (A-90-19:
| V-D-32) noted that generally the primary product of a process
is obvious and wll require little or no special testing or
anal ysis to determ ne whether a particular source is subject
to the HON or not. One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 33)
mentioned that facilities that produce a non-SOCM chem cal as
the primary intended product and a SOCM chem cal as a by- or
co- product generate the SOCM chem cal differently than those
that are intended to produce the SOCM chem cal. The
commenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-33) also stated that the HON
proposal analysis did not include processes that only made
SOCM chem cal s as by-products.

Response: The EPA thanks the commenters for their
support.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: |1V-D 74) suggested
that the determ nation of intended product should include
consi deration of the comercial value of the materials in
addition to the mass of material produced. The comrenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D74) added that the commercial value of the
products should be indicative of the owner's intent. Another
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-108) clarified that a product is
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produced for its comercial value and a waste nmaterial that is
di sposed of is not a product.

Response: The purpose of any CMPU is to produce a
commercially viable product. Accordingly, comercial value is
a clear indicator of the intended product. However, the EPA
anticipates difficulty in assessing comercial information on
each regul ated process, especially those that are protected as
confidential business information. Although not mandatory,
owners and operators may choose to use information on
commercial value, at their discretion, to determ ne intended
product. However, the determ nation of intended product wl|
still be subject to review and approval by the permtting
authority.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D87) recommended
that the first criterion for determ ning applicability of the
HON shoul d be whether a source "produces" any of the SOCM
chem cal s, and not on whether that conpound is the "primary
product."” The comrenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-87) added that this
approach would sinplify determnnation of applicability. One
comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-41) objected to the inclusion of
intent into the definition of products and co-products stating
that too many HAP em ssions may escape regul ati on because they
are not the desired chemcal output. The comenter (A-90-19:
| V-D-41) cited the exanple in the preanble where a benzene-
containing waste is exenpt in a divinyl benzene production
process. The comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-41) argued that the
process produces benzene and should be covered by the HON
Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-41; 1V-D-85) urged that all HAP
em ssions should be controlled. One comrenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-85) reasoned that the intended product should
have no bearing on the extent of em ssions controls. The
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-85) stated that applicability based
on design capacity is questionable since many plants are
designed with sone flexibility in production in m nd.
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Response: In previous rules for the SOCM, such as the
NSPS for Air Oxidation Unit Processes (40 CFR part 60,
subpart I11) and for Distillation Operations (40 CFR part 60,
subpart NNN), the determ nation of applicability was based on
product, by-product, co-product, or internediate. The NSPS
approach was judged inappropriate as it fell short of
di stingui shi ng anong categori es established under
section 112(c) of the Act. In other words, the generic
unit operation/ process approach, if incorporated in the HON
woul d result in significant overlap of the applicability
provi sions with processes bel onging to other source
cat egori es--pharnmaceuticals, polyners and resins, for exanple.
The primary product approach, used in the HON, is designed to
ensure applicability of the section 112(d) standards to
appropriate source categories. This facilitates
categorization and appropriate regulation for all sources.
3.3.4 Definition of "lnpurity"

Comment: Several comenters (A-90-19: [V-D33; |V-D 34,
| V-D-41; 1V-D-60; 1V-D92) suggested revising the definition
of "inpurity". One commenter (A-90-19: [|V-D 33) pointed out
that the definition of "inpurity" in subpart F of the proposed

rule is narrower than the clarification provided in the
preanble that inpurities that are coincidentally processed and
are not isolated are not considered to be a product. The
commenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-33) alleged that the definition of
"inmpurity" in the HON inplies that the only inpurities present
are those produced by the chem cal manufacturing process and
remain with the product. Three comenters (A-90-19: |V-D 33;
| V-D-34; IV-D-69) added that the definition of "inpurity"
shoul d specify that an inpurity may be present in the process
raw materials. One commenter (A-90-19: [|1V-D33) stated that
inmpurities should include chem cals that are produced
coincidentally with the product but serve no useful purpose
regardl ess of whether all of the inpurities remain in the
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product, by-product, or co-product. One comrenter (A-90-19:

| V-D-57) requested that the EPA clarify that HAP' s produced as
contam nants are not co-products or by-products. One
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-33) stated that the definition
shoul d be consistent with other regulatory prograns.

Response: The definition of inpurity in the proposed HON
was consistent with the definition provided in the TSCA and
SARA 313 regul ations. However, in response to the concerns
expressed by several commenters, the EPA is nodifying the
definition in subpart F under 863.101 to read:

| npurity neans a substance that is produced
coincidentally with the primary product, or is
present in a raw material. An inpurity does not
serve a useful purpose in the production or use of
the primary product and is not isol ated.

Comment: Two commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-33; 1V-D 34)
suggested that the exenption for HAP inpurities should be
clarified in subpart F. One commenter (A-90-19: [|V-D 34)
reasoned that such a change woul d reduce the recordkeepi ng and
reporting burden on the industry w thout affecting em ssion
reductions. Two commenters recomrended that the EPA add
| anguage to subpart F that if the only HAP present is an
inpurity, a chem cal manufacturing process (A-90-19: 1V-D 33)
or transfer racks and storage vessels (A-90-19: [|V-D 34)
woul d not be subject to the HON. One comenter (A-90-19:
| V-D-41) alleged that the definition of "inpurity" does not
specify a concentration limt and will allow HAP em ssi ons
fromm xtures to go unregul at ed.

Response: The HON nentions specific HAP concentration
limts for process vents, wastewater, and equi pnment | eaks
bel ow whi ch the provisions do not apply. However, the EPA
does not have the supporting information to establish a
de mnims quantity for identifying inpurities in storage
vessels and |l oading racks. darification has, therefore, been
added in 863.100(f)(6) and 63.100(f)(7) of the final rule that
storage vessels and | oadi ng racks handling |iquids containing
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HAP's as inpurities are not included in the definition of
source subject to the HON. It is nore prudent for both the
regul atory agencies and the sources to focus their efforts and
their resources on reducing nore significant em ssions.
Furt her technical and economi c analysis on inpurities, and
additional clarification is not necessary.
3.3.5 Oher Issues

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: |1V-D 64) suggested
that the definition of "flexible operation unit" (that

i ncluded only feedstock changes at proposal) should be
br oadened to include operating changes (e.g., distillation cut
point) to produce different products or to neet different
product specifications. The commenter (A-90-19: |V-D64)
call ed these units "bl ocked" operations. The comrenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-64) stated that, because feedstock or
oper ati onal changes can be so frequent (often one or nore
times per week), conplying with the HON during tinmes when the
process is manufacturing chemicals listed in 8863.105 or
63.184 of the proposed rule, and conplying wth other
potential standards the renmainder of the tinme, will be
burdensone. To overcone this problem the comenter (A-90-19:
| V- D- 64) suggested including the option of basing
applicability on the previous year's production, simlar to
the criteria in the HON for storage vessels shared anpbng
processes with varying yearly usages. The commenter (A-90-109:
IV-D-64) clarified that under the suggested option, subparts G
and H of the HON woul d apply to these sources at all tines
during the follow ng year if the predom nant use of the
process in the previous year was to produce a chemcal |isted
in proposed 8863.105 or 63.184.

Response: The EPA agrees that the definition of
"flexible operation unit" should include operating changes.
The definition is being nodified to read as foll ows:

Fl exi bl e operation unit nmeans a chem cal
manuf act uring process unit that manufactures
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different chem cal products periodically by
alternating raw materials or operating conditions.
These units are also referred to as canpai gn plants
or bl ocked operations.

To clarify the applicability of the HON to flexible
operation units, 863.100(b)(iii) in the proposed HON has been
revi sed, and a new 863.100(d)(3) has been added to the final
rule. The primary product of a flexible operation unit is the
one that is produced for the greatest annual operating tine.
In the instance where nultiple chem cals are produced equally
based on annual operating tinme, the primary product is the one
with the greatest annual production on a mass basis.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-95) alleged that
the term "pharnaceutical production,” as used in subpart H of
t he proposed HON, may be msinterpreted to nmean the source
category, scheduled to be subject to a different MACT
standard, instead of referring only to those processes using
carbon tetrachloride or nethylene chloride as a reactant or
process solvent. One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 108) nentioned
t hat many pharnaceuti cal processes use chemcals listed in
863. 105 of the proposed rule as raw materials or solvents and
may produce these chem cal s as by-products, co-products, or
wast e products containing these chem cals that may be further
processed and recovered for reuse or sale. The comenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D108) expressed concern that the HON may
i nadvertently cover sone of these processes that are slated to
be covered as a separate source category.

One comrenter (A-90-20: 1V-D-19) stated that the term
"pharmaceutical internediate" as used in the definition of
"phar maceutical production,” is too broad and not easily
interpreted. The comrenter (A-90-20: 1V-D19) suggested
clarifying "pharmaceutical internediate,” in the definition of
"phar maceutical production,” as "products intended for primary
use as a pharnmaceutical internediate.”
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Two commenters (A-90-19: [1V-D-34) (A-90-20: 1V-D19)
stated that the term "pesticide" should be defined clearly for
correct application of this regulation. One conmmenter
(A-90-20: 1V-D-19) stated that the term "pesticide
internediate,” as used in the definition of "pesticide
production,” is very broad and coul d include nmany chem cal s.
The commenter (A-90-20: 1V-D 19) suggested clarifying
"pesticide internediate,” in the definition of "pesticide
production,” as "product intended for primary use as a
pesticide internmedi ate.”

Response: The EPA agrees that there is confusion
regarding the applicability of proposed subpart Hto certain
phar maceuti cal production and pesticide producti on processes.
In the final rule, a new subpart | has been added to
separately deal with the applicability of the HON to these and
ot her non-SOCM processes. More specifically, the definition
of "pharmaceutical production"” has been noved from proposed
subpart Hto the new subpart |I. The definition of "pesticide
producti on" has been del eted from proposed subpart H.

I nstead, certain chem cals have been |listed in subpart | to
clarify the applicability of the HON to these production
processes. Wth these clarifications, the EPA believes, the
confusi ons pointed out by the comenters should be elim nated.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 81) suggested
that the definition of process vent in the HON shoul d
specifically exclude vents from hydrogen chloride recovery
pl ants at diisocyanates manufacturing facilities. The
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-81) pointed out that the hydrogen
chloride recovery step is optional. The commenter (A-90-19:
| V-D-81) stated that hydrogen chloride is a by-product of
di i socyanates manufacturing and is not a |listed SOCM
chemcal. The comenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-81) clarified that
t he hydrogen chloride vent fromthe by-product recovery
device, therefore, does not constitute a "process vent" froma

2D 3-61



"product recovery device" that is covered by the HON. The
comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-81) expressed concern that such
vents mght be msinterpreted as being subject to the HON

Response: Based on information provided by the
commenter, the manufacture of isocyanate involves phosgene
preparation, chem cal reaction of phosgene with amonia, and
separation of diisocyanate product from sol vent.
Dii socyanates are listed as SOCM chem cals and HAP's. The
manuf acture of diisocyanates is, therefore, subject to the
HON. Hydrogen chloride is recovered as a by-product in many
facilities. Hydrogen chloride is an inorganic HAP and is the
i nt ended product of the recovery section. The hydrogen
chl oride recovery section is therefore not subject to the HON
The EPA does not agree that further clarification is necessary
in the HON to nake this determ nation

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: [IV-F-7.27 and |V-F-10)
asserted that the HON should cover rel ease val ves. The
commenter (A-90-19: [IV-F-7.27 and |IV-F-10) also stated that
t he HON shoul d cover flares.

Response: The commenter did not provide further detail.
The EPA assunes that by "rel ease val ves" the conmenter neant
"pressure relief devices." These equipnment are covered under
t he equi pment | eak provisions in subpart H of the HON that
require pressure relief devices to be operated with an
i nstrunment reading of |ess than 500 ppm above background
except during pressure releases. The standard does not apply
during pressure releases to elimnate build-up of pressure
wi t hi n equi pnrent above safe operating limts. Al though
specifically exenpt fromthe equi pnent |eak provisions,
energency rel eases are covered by the requirenents under
section 112(r) of the Act. Subpart G of the HON refers to
863. 11 of the General Provisions which sets performance
standards for flares.
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Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: |V-D 33) suggested
that the EPA should clarify that utilities, heating and
cooling systens, inhibitors, and catalysts are not subject to
the HON. As an exanple, the commenter (A-90-19: |V-D 33)
menti oned HAP's used as refrigerants or heat transfer fluids
that do not directly enter into the manufacture of an intended
product. The commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D33) also nentioned
that inhibitors and catal ysts are not reactants, by-products,
co- products, or products of the chem cal manufacturing process
in which they are utilized. The comrenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 33)
suggested providing | anguage in subpart F, simlar to the
| anguage provided for subpart H, to specifically exclude these
syst ens.

One comrenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-89) pointed out that the
determ nation of applicability, based on a source contacting
or emtting a HAP, does not support the definition of a
chem cal manufacturing process that manufactures a SOCM
chem cal as a product. As an exanple, the commenter (A-90-19:
| V-D-89) cited that equipnment contacting a HAP in a purchased
| ubri cant should not be subject to the regulation if the HAP' s
are not actually used wth the process material .

Response: Utilities and heating/cooling systens are not
part of a CMPU that is subject to the HON. Inhibitors,
catalysts, and simlar materials are not considered raw
mat erials and woul d not be subject to the HON even if they
were HAP's. The EPA does not consider it necessary or
practical to state all exenptions within the text of a
regul ation. Thus, no change will be nade to the text of the
HON

To be part of a HON source, a CMPU produci ng a SOCM
chem cal nust have an organic HAP as a reactant or as a
product, by-product, co-product, or internediate. A |ubricant
provi des abrasion resistance for nmechanical parts in
equi pnrent, and is neither a reactant nor any sort of product

2D 3-63



of the chem cal process. Accordingly, nere use of an organic
HAP- cont ai ni ng | ubri cant does not subject the equipnent to the
HON

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-86) alleged that
the SOCM source category is too broadly defined and does not
recogni ze the differences in facilities, including size and
type of operations. The commenter (A-90-19: |V-D 86)
expressed concern that this could unnecessarily inpose
burdensonme conpliance requirenments w thout significant
envi ronnent al benefits. The commenter (A-90-19: |V-D 86)
added that recogni zing and accounting for these differences is
essential for evaluating the econom c inpact of the Act and to
determ ne the technical feasibility and environnental benefits
of applying the standards.

The comrenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-86) suggested that a
production threshold (e.g., 1 gigagran) should be included in
the HON general applicability criteria to exenpt snal
facilities fromthe sanme | evel of recordkeeping and reporting
requi renents applicable to larger facilities. The conmenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-86) reported that there is a precedent for
production thresholds in existing regulations for SOCM and
non- SOCM sour ces.

Response: The HON applies to nmjor sources, irrespective
of the capacities of the specific CVPU s within the major
source. Past studies have indicated no direct relationship
between unit capacities and em ssion characteristics. The
i npacts analysis for the HON did not identify any specific
need for excluding small facilities within major sources.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: |V-D 36) suggested
del eting exanple 3, on nethyl nethacryl ate production by
purification of a feedstock, fromthe proposal preanble's
di scussion of facilities that would be subject to the HON
The commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-36) clarified that the
applicability of the HONto a facility that nmerely purifies a
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feed streamis not straightforward. The commenter (A-90-19:
| V-D-36) stated that purification alone should not be
consi dered "manufacturing"” for the purposes of the HON

Response: The EPA generally disagrees that purification
al one shoul d not be subject to the HON. For exanple, in the
distillation of a C4 mxture fromthe catal ytic cracking unit
in a petroleumrefinery, 1,3-butadiene is produced. The
1, 3-butadiene is a SOCM chem cal and an organi c HAP
Therefore, purification of the G4 streamto produce
1, 3-butadiene is a stand-al one process subject to the HON. In
contrast, if the purification of a chemcal by distillation of
an inhibitor is an integral part of a polyners and resins
process, it is not covered by HON. The em ssions of HAP' s
associated wth the renoval of inhibitors fromraw materials
for polyners and resins processes wll be addressed in the
appropri ate source category.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D77) supported
excluding fromthe HON, equi pnent that does not contain HAP' s.
The comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-77) stated that this exenption
is rational, saves resources, and reduces conpliance burden.

Response: As nentioned in 863.100(j)(4) of the final
rul e, equipnment that does not contain organic HAP's is not
subject to the HON even if the equipnent is |located within a
CWPU that is subject to the HON. Further clarification in the
regul ation i s not necessary.

3.4 PRODUCT ACCUMJULATOR VESSELS

Comment: Several comenters (A-90-19: [|V-D35; |V-D 36;
|V-D-77) (A-90-20: 1V-D-19) (A-90-21: 1V-D17) expressed
confusion due to the duplication in the definitions of
"process vents" and "PAV's" in the HON rule. One commenter
added that this would result in two standards (process vents
under subpart G and equi pnent | eaks under subpart H) applying
to the same vent (A-90-20: 1V-D-12) and would conplicate the
control requirenments for G oup 2 process vents (A-90-19:
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| V-D-77). Several commenters stated that the definition of
"PAV' s" is confusing and does not distinguish these equi pnent
fromstorage vessels or in-process vessels (A-90-19: [|V-D 35;
|V-D-36; IV-D-77) (A-90-20: |V-D-19) (A-90-21: |V-D-17).
One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-77) contended that the proposed
definition is broad enough to include batch processes that are
to be included in a future rul emaki ng.

Some commenters pointed out that functionally the vents
fromPAV s are: well defined point sources (A-90-19:
| V-D-104) (A-90-20: 1V-D-7); or discrete, continuous em ssion
points (A-90-19: [IV-D-34; IV-D-69). One commenter (A-90-20:
| V-D-12) stated that many of these vessels have vents
interconnected with stills, reactors, and other sources
covered under subpart G

Several comenters (A-90-19: [V-D-74; |V-D 104)
(A-90-20: 1V-D-27) reasoned that it is not logical to
regul ate PAV's, which are point sources, under provisions that
are intended for fugitive em ssions. Two commenters (A-90-109:
| V-D-50) (A-90-20: 1V-D-9) stated that the TRE of these
em ssion points, and not the VHAP content, should be used to
determne if controls are necessary. One commenter (A-90-20:
| V-D-12) expressed that requiring vents fromall PAV's to be
controlled at 95%is unreasonably costly, as sone of these
vents have very | ow em ssions and consequently high TRE
val ues.

To elimnate the above inconsistencies, several
coment ers suggested that PAV' s should be: deleted fromthe
subpart H requirenments (A-90-19: [IV-D-74; IV-D-77) (A 90-20:
| V-D-27); requl ated as process vents under subpart G (A-90-19:
IV-D-34; IV-D-35; IV-D-36; IV-D-50; IV-D-69; IV-D-74; IV-D77;
| V-D-104) (A-90-20: IV-D-9; IV-D-12; IV-D-17; |1V-D19;
| V-D-27); regul ated as storage vessels under subpart G
(A-90-19: IV-D-35; 1V-D-36) (A-90-20: |V-D-19) (A 90-21:
| V-D-17); subject to the requirenments of either subpart G or
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subpart H (A-90-19: 1V-D-32). One comenter (A-90-19:

| V-D-77) recomended including an option in the event PAV s
are to be retained in subpart H to reduce em ssions to 20 ppm
simlar to the limt on process vents.

Several commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-35; 1V-D-36; |V-D 74;
| V-D-104) (A-90-20: |V-D-19; I1V-D-27) (A-90-21: [|V-D-17)
suggested deleting the requirenents for PAV' s associated with
the non-SOCM processes subject to subpart H Three of the
commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-35; 1V-D-36; IV-D74) (A-90-20
| V-D-19; 1V-D-27) (A-90-21: 1V-D17) stated that these PAV s
shoul d be regul ated as part of future MACT standards for the
appropriate non-SOCM source categories. One comrenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-104) stated that the ensui ng MACT standards
for pharnmaceutical manufacturing is anticipated to adequately
regul ate process vents in that industry.

Several comenters (A-90-19: [V-D-34; IV-D-69; IV-D77)
poi nted out that regulating PAV' s as process vents would
elimnate the timng inconsistency between subpart H that
requi res conpliance after 6 to 18 nonths, and subpart G that
requi res conpliance 3 years after pronul gation. Several
commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-35; 1V-D-36) (A-90-20: 1V-D19)
(A-90-21: 1V-D-17) clarified that the applicability for
process vents in subpart G being nore enconpassi ng and nore
stringent than those in subpart H, any reference to subpart H
could be essentially elimnated.

Response: The proposed definition of "PAV s" included
distillate receivers, bottons receivers, surge contro
vessel s, and product separators that are vented to the
at nosphere either directly or through a vacuum produci ng
system The EPA agrees that there is need to clarify the
applicability of the HONto PAV's and to renove the confusion
regardi ng what equiprment is included in the definition of
"PAV's." This clarification reflects the EPA s original
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i ntent regardi ng how t hese equi pnment should be controlled and
does not alter the stringency of the HON

The PAV's typically associated wth SOCM processes
include distillate receivers, bottons receivers, and
associ ated condensers for distillation units; product
separators and associ ated condensers follow ng reactors and
air oxidation reactors; ejector-condensers, often with hot
wel | s, for vacuum operations; and surge-control vessels.

The term "PAV" has been deleted fromthe HON and repl aced
in subpart Hwith "surge control vessels and bottons
receivers." Distillate receivers, product separators, and the
vent from ejector condensers will be regulated as process
vents under subpart G The vent fromhot wells wll be
regul at ed under the wastewater provisions under subpart G

Distillate receivers and product separators are tied to
the common vent systemw th distillation units and reactors or
air oxidation reactors, respectively. In other words, the
common vent would be the only rel ease point for em ssions from
a distillation unit, a reactor, or an air oxidation reactor,
and its associated PAV's. These points were evaluated in the
i npacts anal ysis as process vents. Calculation of the TRE
i ndex for these vents is required if the em ssions are
continuous and the HAP content is greater than 0.005 wei ght
percent .

A typical ejector-condenser system has a vent serving as
the process vent for the distillation unit, reactor, or air-
oxi dation reactor. Cost-effectiveness studies and control
equi pnent anal yses perforned in connection wth past
regul ati ons and the proposed HON have included vents from
vacuum systens as process vents. The vent fromthe ejector-
condenser is anal ogous to the common vent systemtied to
distillate receivers and product separators for non-vacuum
processes. For the HON, calculation of the TRE index is
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required if the em ssions are continuous and the HAP cont ent
is greater than 0.005 wei ght percent.

Hot wells that are encl osed have an additional vent.
Cont am nat ed condensates in the hot well are included in the
definition of wastewater. The vent from an encl osed hot well
is intended to be controll ed under the wastewater provisions
under subpart Gif the contam nated condensates have fl ow and
concentrations that are characteristic of wastewater as
defined for new and existing sources. Since flow rates of
wast ewater fromthese hot wells are very high, it is expected
that the vents fromhot wells will be required to be
controlled at 95 percent.

Surge control vessels and bottons receivers conprise an
array of equi pnent such as feed druns, recycle druns, day
tanks, bottons receiver tanks, etc. These types of equi pnent
are not considered to be process vents or storage vessels.

Em ssions from surge control vessels and bottons receivers do
not resenbl e wastewater em ssions. Retaining these equi pnent
in subpart His consistent wwth the EPA's intent.

The definition of "process vent" in 863.101 of final
subpart F has been revised to read as foll ows:

Process vent neans a gas stream containing greater
t han 0. 005 wei ght percent total organic hazardous
air pollutants that is continuously discharged
during operation of the unit froman air oxidation
reactor, other reactor, or distillation unit (as
defined in this section) within a chem cal

manuf acturing process unit that neets al
applicability criteria specified in 863.100(b) (1)
through (b)(3) of this subpart. Process vents

i nclude vents fromdistillate receivers, product
separators, and ejector-condensers. Process vents
i nclude gas streans that are either discharged
directly to the atnosphere or are discharged to the
at nosphere after diversion through a product
recovery device. Process vents do not include
relief valve discharges and | eaks from equi prment
regul at ed under subpart H of this part.
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3.5 BATCH PROCESSES
3.5.1 Requlating Batch Processes

Comment: Several comenters (A-90-19: [V-D9; 1V-D 99;
| V-D-118; 1V-D-124; 1V-D125; |IV-F-7.28) recomended that
bat ch processes should be subject to the HON. One comrenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-41) asserted that batch processes are
significant sources of HAP em ssions and shoul d not be exenpt,

unl ess the operations are small in size and are perfornmed
infrequently. Another comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D99) stated
that batch process vents are an inportant source of em ssions
that could be controlled relatively economcally. One
commenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-49) alleged that the exenption for
batch processes is not consistent with the intent of the
Congress. One comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-87) stated that batch
process vents should not be categorically exenpted since there
are many SOCM facilities using batch operations that should
be controlled. One commenter (A-90-19: |V-F-7.28) added that
bat ch processes can be nmuch nore waste-intensive due to the
requi renment of flushing out the contents with every batch
change. Two commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-90; 1V-D 100) asserted
t hat batch process vents should not be exenpt fromthe HON
because the em ssions of HAP's from batch process vents pose
significant health risks. The commenter (A-90-19: |V-D 90;
| V-D- 100) added that sone State air quality prograns, such as
New Jersey's, currently regul ate these sources and generally
require the application of BACT. Two commenters (A-90-19:
| V-D-85; IV-F-7.28) pointed out that the exenption of batch
processes may encourage industries to shift to batch processes
from continuous processes. One commenter (A-90-19: |V-D 85)
stated that it is legal to exclude batch process vents only if
the EPA specifically states the schedule for regulating them
| ater.

Response: Batch processes are subject to the HON
Specifically, storage vessels, transfer racks, and wastewater
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associated with batch processes are regul ated by the
appropriate provisions under subpart G of the HON. Equi pnent
such as val ves, connectors, etc. associated with batch
processes are regul ated by the equi pnrent | eak provisions under
subpart H of the HON. However, the process vent provisions of
the HON only apply to those vents associated with continuous
processes. This distinction was nmade because the
characteristics of em ssions fromvents associated with batch
processes are different than those associated with conti nuous
processes. For batch processes, the identification of
appropriate control devices, test procedures, nonitoring

met hods, and cost analysis is difficult due to the w de
variations in flows and concentrations of HAP's in vent
streans associated with batch processes. The analysis for
process vents associated with continuous processes cannot,
therefore, be used for vents associated with batch processes.

In exenpting batch process vents fromthe HON, the EPA
does not preclude these vents frombeing regulated in future
rulemaking. |In fact, the EPA is considering devel oping a
separate MACT standard for process vents associated with batch
oper ati ons.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D86) supported the
exenption of batch facilities fromthe process vent standards.
One comenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-86) stated that batch processing
is efficient and often the only nethod that provides the
flexibility to nmeet the ever-changi ng needs and the demand for
t he technol ogi cal devel opnment of new and specialized products.
The comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-86) added that batch equi pnent
are often idle while waiting for cleaning, quality control
checks, and raw material feed. The commenter (A-90-109:
| V-D-86) stated that em ssions from batch processes are,
therefore, intermttent and substantially different from
conti nuous processes. One commenter (A-90-19: [|V-D 34)
expressed that variations of flows and conpositions nmake
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control of batch operations difficult because of the need to
desi gn based on the worst case, yet still handle | ower flows.
Response: The EPA appreciates the commenters' support.
3.5.2 Definition of Batch
Comment: Several commenters (A-90-19: [1V-D34; |V-D41;
|V-D-50; IV-D-69; IV-D77; IV-D-92; IV-D 111) (A-90-20:
| V-D-19) alleged that the definition of "batch operation” in

subparts F and Gis inadequate. One commenter (A-90-19:

| V-D-41) alleged that the definition is | oose enough to exenpt
all processes that repeatedly recharge a unit with a discrete
batch of feed year round. One of the comenters (A-90-19:

| V-D-77) indicated that batch operations are sel domrun where
all reactants are added at once. On the contrary, the
comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-77) argued, nost batch processing

i ncludes nultiple sequential additions for safety and ot her
process control reasons. Another comrenter (A-90-19:

| V-D-86) added that in addition to intermttent introduction
of various raw materials, batch processes are al so
characteri zed by changi ng process conditions within the sane
vessel. Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-69; |V-D 111)
requested that the EPA clarify that the definition includes
bat ch operations involving increnental additions of raw
materials or catal ysts throughout the batch cycle. One
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-34) added that the definition does
not reflect variations in conpositions and flow rates of inlet
and outlet streans that are typically associated with batch
operations. One commenter (A-90-19: [|V-D-50) maintained that
the definitionis too limting because it does not allow such
addi tions or sequencing of operations that are typical during
the production of a discrete batch. Two commenters (A-90-19:
| V-D-77; 1V-D-86) stated that batch processes are different
from conti nuous processes where feeding of raw materials and
wi t hdrawal of product occur sinultaneously. One comrenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-41) suggested that the definition needs to
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clarify what constitutes a batch in terns of size, frequency,
and batch tine.

One comenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-77) alleged that the
definition of "batch" does not clarify whether "sem -
conti nuous" operations are included or not. The comenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-77) clarified that an exanple of a sem -
conti nuous process could be a feed tank charged with a batch
of material that is subsequently processed through a
distillation colum that achieves steady state during the
processing. The commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-77) also
recommended considering an alternate definition of batch based
on the frequency of product withdrawal. The conmenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-77) nentioned processes that do not w thdraw
product continuously and coul d be consi dered batch processes.

Response: The EPA agrees the definition of "batch
operation"” needed clarification to include processes with
intermttent feed. Batch operations vary in size, frequency,
and tinme, and incorporation of all these paraneters in the
definition to address all batch operations is not possible.
The definition of "batch operation” in subpart F has been
revised to read as foll ows:

Bat ch operation nmeans a nonconti nuous operation in
whi ch a discrete quantity or batch of feed is
charged into a chem cal manufacturing process unit
and distilled or reacted at one tine. Batch
operation includes noncontinuous operations in which
the equipnent is fed intermttently or

di scontinuously. Addition of raw material and

wi t hdrawal of product do not occur sinultaneously in
a batch operation. After each batch operation, the
equi pnent is generally enptied before a fresh batch
is started.

Comment: Several commenters (A-90-19: |V-D 34;
| V-D-108; 1V-D111) pointed out that the definition of "batch
operation” in subpart Fis different fromthat for "batch
process” in subpart H One of the comenters (A-90-19:

| V-D-108) stated that the definition in subpart H represents a
reasonabl e consensus. Three commenters (A-90-19: |V-D 34;
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| V-D-50; |V-D 111) suggested incorporating the definition of
"batch process” from subpart Hinto the definition of "batch
operation" under subparts F and G One commenter (A-90-19:

| V-D-86) expressed that consolidating the definition of
"batch" into subpart F will standardize term nol ogy and

el i m nate redundancy. Another commenter (A-90-19: |V-D 111)
poi nted out the need for clarification in the event the EPA
intended to differentiate between these definitions.

Response: The EPA intended for the two ternms to be
different. The definition of "batch process"” in subpart H
refers to the entire process and all equi pnent associated with
the process. "Batch operation"” in subpart F refers to unit
operations such as distillation units, air oxidation reactors,
or reactors. \Wiile batch processes may conply with
alternative neans of em ssion limtation under subpart H,
process vents associated with batch operations are exenpt from
subpart G requirenents. Thus, these terns have different
meanings in the HON and require different definitions.

3.5.3 Intermttent Vents

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-92) alleged that
t he HON does not address intermttent vents from continuous
processes. One commenter (A-90-19: [V-D50) recomrended

excl udi ng process vents that are intermttent in nature and
including themin future regul ations on batch processes. One
comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-92) alleged that the HON does not
address continuous units that are run on a canpai gn basis.
One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-50) added that at sone plants,
especi ally where recovery systens are enpl oyed, continuous and
bat ch processes use the sanme vent. The commenter (A-90-109:
| V-D-50) recommended that process vents of this nature should
al so be included in future regul ati ons on batch processes.
Response: The EPA assunes that by intermttent the
commenter neant vents that puff or rel ease instantaneously.
Al t hough bl ow-down drains that are intermttent exist in the
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SOCM, the EPA is not aware of intermttent process vents that
are significant emtters of HAP's. Thus, the EPA did not
intend to cover such vents under the HON. Information on the
occurrences of intermttent vents in the SOCM and their

em ssion potential is required before the EPA can consi der
preparing a rul emaki ng. Were the sanme vent is used for

conti nuous and batch operations, the process vent provisions
will apply during the periods of continuous operation. It is
worth nentioning here that intermttent vents that are part of
operations during start-up and shutdown are best addressed

t hrough site-specific start-up, shutdown, and mal function

pl ans that are required by the General Provisions and not

t hrough the provisions in subpart G of the HON. Regarding the
comment on canpaign units, the HON does address canpaign units
in 863.100(d)(3) of subpart F of the final rule. The reader
is referred to the response under the "Oher |ssues" heading
in section 3.3.5 of this chapter.
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4.0 SELECTI ON OF POLLUTANTS

Comment: One commenter (A-90-20: 1V-D-9) stated that
hydroqui none is a solid material, not a volatile organic
conpound, and should be renoved fromthe list of VHAP s that
appeared in 863.183 of the proposed rule.

Response: The list of HAP's in the HON conprises organic
chemcals fromthe list of 189 HAP's in the Act. Al though
solid at anbi ent tenperatures, hydroqui none could exert
significant vapor pressure at el evated tenperatures. Further,
the chem cal could be dispersed into the atnosphere as
particul ates through relief valves and control devices. Being
a solid does not necessarily preclude a chem cal from being
regul ated by the HON. Therefore, the EPA has decided that it
is appropriate for hydroqui none to remain on the |ist of
organic HAP' s regul ated by the HON

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-41) stated that
the EPA should review the list of HAP s and add to it using
its authority under the Act. Specifically, the commenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-41) suggested adding toxic chemcals that are
not on the HAP list but are listed under SARA section 302 as
extrenely hazardous substances (e.g., adiponitrile, allyl
al cohol, benzotrichloride, and benzyl chloride) or under SARA
section 313 (e.g., acetone, o-anisidine, benzonitrile, benzoyl
chl oride, biphenyl, and bronoform). The comrenter (A-90-19:
| V-D-41) added that the em ssions of these toxic chemcals are
significant and are hazardous to human health and the
envi ronnent .
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Anot her comrenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-103) objected to the
list not including the follow ng chemcals fromthe TRl list:
chlorine, picric acid, phosphoric acid, amonia, tetraethyl
| ead, hydrogen fluoride, anthracene, cycl ohexane, and
trimethyl benzene.

Response: O the 19 chem cals nentioned by the
comenters, five are organic HAP s--anisidine (o0-),
benzotrichl ori de, benzyl chloride, biphenyl, and bronoform
These five chemcals are on the list of 189 HAP's in
section 112(b) of the Act and they are on the list of organic
HAP's in 863. 107 of the proposed rule. Therefore, em ssions
of these chem cals are regulated by the HON

Two of the chemi cals specified by the commenters--
chl ori ne and hydrogen fluoride--are inorganic HAP's, neani ng
they are on the list of 189 HAP's in section 112(b) of the
Act. However, these chemcals are not |isted in 863.107 of
the proposed rule and are not regul ated by the HON because
they are inorganic chemcals. The HON was intended to reduce
em ssions of organic HAP's. As such, the controls required by
the rule are effective for recovering or destroying organic
chem cals. These controls would not reduce em ssions of
chl orine or hydrogen fluoride. |[If, during the residual risk
eval uation for the HON, the EPA determ nes that em ssions of
these chem cals are great enough to endanger public health, a
separate rule woul d be devel oped.

The remai ning twel ve chem cals specified by the
commenters are not listed as HAP's in section 112(b) of the
Act. For this reason, em ssions of these chem cals are not
subj ect to MACT standards (such as the HON) that are devel oped
under section 112(d) of the Act. However, Congress did
provide for revision of the list. Section 112(b)(2) of the
Act requires the EPA to periodically reviewthe |ist and,
where appropriate, to make revisions. Additionally,
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section 112(b)(3) specifies a petition procedure that may be
used by any person to request nodification of the list.

The EPA nmaintains that it has satisfied Congressional
intent by regulating the em ssions of the chemcals listed in
table 2 of subpart F of the final rule. These 112 organic
HAP's are the only organic chemcals fromthe |ist of
189 HAP's in the Act that would be emtted from SOCM
processes.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: |1V-D 26) requested
that the EPA enunerate the criteria used to identify the HAP' s
listed in 863.104 of proposed subpart F and 863. 183 of
proposed subpart H  The comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D26) clained
that no di scussion was provided concerning how the chem cal s
were selected or evaluated. The commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 26)
requested that the EPA issue a supplenental notice providing
the i nformation.

Response: In selecting the HAP's that woul d be regul ated
by the HON, the EPA started with the list of 189 HAP's in the
Act. Because the HON was intended to reduce em ssions from
organi ¢ chem cal manufacturing, the EPA studied the processes
used to manufacture SOCM chemi cals and narrowed the list to
t hose organic HAP's that would be emtted from SOCM
processes. This process was described in the proposal BID and
is further docunented by information in the docket. Because
this informati on was avail abl e at proposal for review and
coment, it is not necessary for the EPA to issue a
suppl enental noti ce.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: |V-D-86) suggested
that the HON shoul d specifically reference the appropriate
HAP's |ist (863.104 or 863.183 of the proposed rule)

t hroughout the regulation to avoid confusion. The comenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-86) suggested replacing the full HAP's |ist
under 863.183 of the proposed rule with only a listing of
pol | utants added because of the addition of the seven non-
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SOCM processes. Another commenter (A-90-19: [|V-D56)
questioned the expansion of the list of HAP's included in
subparts F and G to create the list of VHAP' s included in
subpart H of the proposed rule.

Response: In the proposed rule, there were two |ists of
organi c HAP' s--one that applied to subpart G (863.104) and
anot her that applied to subpart H (863.183). The lists
differed by 37 HAP' s because the subpart H list had been
agreed to by the negotiating conmttee before all technical
anal yses were conplete. These technical anal yses indicated
that 37 of the organic HAP's on the |ist approved by the
commttee should be renoved fromthe |ist because they would
not be emtted from SOCM production processes. The EPA
decided that it was appropriate to include only one |ist of
organic HAP's in the final rule. The list is located in
table 2 of subpart F and contains 112 conpounds. Keeping the
shorter of the two proposed lists will not result in greater
em ssions because the additional 37 HAP's on the | onger |ist
woul d not be emtted from SOCM processes. Al so, because the
non- SOCM processes in subpart | are only subject for the
desi gnated pol lutants, conbining the organic HAP |ists does
not affect em ssions fromthose processes.

Comment: Several commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-32; IV-D 33
| V-D-53; 1V-D-59; |1V-D95) suggested that the EPA clearly
define the term"polycyclic organic matter (POM" in the HON
One of the commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-33) stated that the
proposed definition tends to include thousands of conpounds,
making it difficult to identify the chemcals intended to be
POM  Several comenters (A-90-19: [1V-D-32; IV-D-33; IV-D53
| V-D-59; |1V-D95) suggested wording for a definition of POM
that could be added to the HON

One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-59) stated that the broad
definition of POMin section 112(g) of the Act could include
benzene- based pol yners, plastic conpounds, and ot her phenyl -
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cont ai ni ng conpounds. Anot her commenter (A-90-19: |[V-D-53)
expressed concern that |inear al kyl benzene products could be
i ncl uded under the definition in the Act. One conmenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-33) stated that the definition could be
revised to include nmultiple bridges between the aromatic rings
which maintain the aromaticity of the system One comenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-53) nentioned that a revised definition of POM
coul d include heteroatom bridges such as the oxygen in
dioxins. One comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-59) nentioned the
napht hal ene/ ant hracene |i nkage as anot her commonly accepted
definition for POMs. Another commenter (A-90-19: [|V-D 95)
suggested clarification in the definition of POMto include
substituted and/or unsubstituted polycyclic aromatic

hydr ocar bons and aromati c heterocyclic conpounds.

Several comenters (A-90-19: [V-D-32; IV-D-33; 1V-D53)
indicated that historically the EPA's working definition of
POM has i ncluded only conpounds fornmed during organic
conbustion and pyrolysis processes. Three commenters
(A-90-19: 1V-D-33; IV-D-53; I1V-D-59) stated that the proposed
definition of POMcould incorporate a range of benzene-based
chem cal s, including chem cals that do not have the
characteristics that arise fromconbustion or pyrolysis. The
comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-33) added that the definition should
be narrowed to exclude rings with single carbon connecti ons.

One comenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-32) stated that in absence
of history on regulating POM the EPA's determ nation of what
is considered POM shoul d be accepted. Two commenters
(A-90-19: 1V-D-32; 1V-D-53) added that the EPA has the
authority to list future non-conbustion or non-pyrolysis
chem cals individually, rather than including themin the
general POM cat egory.

One comenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-33) stated that POM
em ssions frominconpl ete conbustion in the HON reference
controls involving conbustion are likely to be small.
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Response: The EPA agrees with the need for further
clarification of the term"polycyclic organic matter."
Accordingly, the footnote for POMfollowing the HAP list in
section 112(b) is being revised to read: |ncludes substituted
and/ or unsubstituted pol ycyclic aromati c hydrocarbons and
aromati c heterocyclic conpounds, with two or nore fused rings,
at | east one of which is benzenoid (i.e., containing siXx
carbon atons and is aromatic) in structure. Polycyclic
organic matter is a m xture of organic conpounds containi ng
one or nore of these polycyclic aromatic chem cal s.

Pol ycyclic organic matter is generally forned or emtted
during thermal processes including (1) inconplete conbustion,
(2) pyrolysis, (3) the volatilization, distillation or
processing of fossil fuels or bitunmens, or (4) the
distillation or thermal processing of non-fossil fuels.

It should be noted that this footnote does not refer to a
boi li ng point of 100 OC for purposes of defining POM This is
because the EPA is proposing as part of the POMfootnote to
delineate |ater, by test nethod, what is included in POM The
EPA believes that any specific reference to tenperature need
not be incorporated directly in the POM footnote, but rather,
can be factored into any test nethod that the Adm nistrator
may defi ne.
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5.0 SELECTION OF THE RULE

5.1 FORVAT

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: [|1V-D-73) supported
provi si ons which woul d accept the installation and proper
operation of RCT for each em ssion point as conpliance with
the standard. Another commenter (A-90-19: [V-D 112) agreed
with the use of RCT as the basis for the MACT standard and
stated that it was reasonable and consistent with the
t echnol ogy- based approach under the Act. The comrenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-112) added that the RCT's the EPA has sel ected
are generally applicable to the entire source category.

Anot her commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D73) commended the EPA for an
i nnovati ve approach to denonstrate conpliance by em ssion
limtation, installation and proper operation of RCT, or by
em ssi ons aver agi ng.

Response: The EPA thanks the commenters for their
support.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: |V-D-85) contended
that a floor level derived solely frompermtted levels in
units of pounds per hour also requires a pounds per hour
limtation.

Response: The EPA would like to explain how the MACT
floor was determ ned for the HON. The floor |evel of control
was based on control technol ogi es and em ssion control
efficiencies required in State and Federal regulations. It
was not derived frompermtted | evels in pounds per hour.

Comment: Several commenters (A-90-19: [IV-D-9; 1V-D 10;
|V-D-11; |1V-D-41; 1V-D-85; 1V-D-118; |1V-D-120; |V-D 124,
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| V-D-125; 1V-F-1.5) contended that the HON shoul d be based on
maxi mum achi evabl e em ssions reduction. One comrenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-85) contended that the proposed HON departs
fromthe statute requirenments of a technol ogy-based standard
ai med at maxi num achi evabl e em ssi ons reduction. The
comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-85) asserted that the Act does not
| eave the EPA free to give weight to the industry view that
maxi mum achi evabl e reductions are not worth the expense.
Response: The EPA sel ected the standard considering the
statutory criteria. First, the EPA determ ned the MACT fl oor
| evel of control based on requirenents in State and Federal
regul ations and the criteria in the Act for new and existing
sources. Cost was not considered until the EPA began
eval uating options nore stringent than the floor. This is
consistent wwth the requirenent in section 112(d)(2) of the
Act to consider costs. Section 112(d)(2) of the Act states
t hat :

"Em ssi on standards pronul gated under this
subsection and applicable to new or existing sources
of hazardous air pollutants shall require the
maxi mum degree of reduction in em ssions of the
hazardous air pollutants subject to this section
that the Admnistrator, taking into consideration
the cost of achieving such em ssion reductions, and
any non-air quality health and environnental inpacts
and energy requirenents, determ nes is achievable
for new or existing sources in the category or
subcategory to which such em ssion standards
applies..."

The Act was not intended to require maxi mum control regardl ess
of other considerations. The EPA considers that interpreting
the Act without including the full requirenents of the Act
woul d bias the results and not be consistent with
Congressi onal intent.

Comment: Three commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-10; 1V-D 11
| V-D-41) stated that the EPA should enforce strict chem ca
emssion limts. One commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-120) favored
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strict emssion limts on each stack, vent, and fugitive
em ssi on source.

Response: The EPA consi dered several things, including
the nature of the source category and the avail able
information, before determ ning that an em ssion standard was
not an appropriate format for the HON

First, the regulation nust be appropriate for the entire
source category. For an industry as diverse and conpl ex as
the SOCM, it would be inpossible to set emssion |imts that
were reasonabl e for each of the hundreds of chem ca
processes. |If the EPA were to set specific limts, the
standard woul d be unachi evabl e for some sources, while
representing only mnimal em ssion reduction for other
sources. Also, requirenents nust be stated as performance
standards to allow flexibility in the nmeans for achieving
conpliance; such a format all ows devel opment of technol ogies
and permts a source to devel op new applications for existing
t echnol ogi es.

Second, applying emssion limts is not practical for
sonme kinds of em ssion points such as equi pnent | eaks and
storage vessels. As stated in section 112(h) of the Act, if
it is not feasible to prescribe or enforce an em ssion
standard, the EPA may pronul gate a design, equi pnent, work
practice, or operational standard, or a conbination thereof.
The reader is referred to sections VII.C.1 and VIII.E of the
proposal preanble for a discussion of the specific reasons for
sel ection of format.

Furthernore, the EPA considers it inpractical for this
rule to require limts for each individual HAP. The HON data
bases do not contain adequate information on the specific
HAP's present in processes to permt specification of em ssion
limts on particular HAP"'s. G ven the deadlines applicable to
this rul emaking, it was not possible to conduct an extensive
survey to obtain HAP-specific information. The EPA s past
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experience in devel oping a data base for the previous

section 112 program and for NSPS standards denonstrates the
great length of tinme necessary to devel op and anal yze the data
for devel opnment of em ssion standards to control em ssions
fromthe SOCM. Developing an entirely new data base with HAP
specific information is expected to require anywhere from4 to
10 years dependi ng on the degree of eval uation of performance
and whether permts are reviewed for all SOCM sources.
Consequently, the EPA elected to use information readily
available to it to determne the floor for the SOCM standard
under section 112(d) of the Act. |In light of the EPA's prior
experience wwth the regulation of the SOCM, the EPA believes
t hi s deci si on was reasonabl e.

In summary, the EPA considers an RCT or a specific
percent reduction for each kind of em ssion point to be
generally applicable to all the facilities in the SOCM. The
EPA al so considers the HON to be as strict as the Act allows
considering the cost of going above the floor for each kind of
em ssion point. Additionally, the EPA believes that there is
a public benefit associated with issuing a single standard for
the entire source category. This allowed the EPA to regul ate
em ssions nuch sooner than woul d have been possible if the EPA
had devel oped specific rules for each of the roughly 400 SOCM
processes.

5.2 PROCESS FOR FLOOR DETERM NATI ON AND MACT SELECTI ON
5.2.1 Process for Floor Determ nation

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: |1V-F-12 and IV-F-7. 39;
| V-D-118) di sapproved of the EPA's nethod for determ ning the
floor stating that it is inappropriate for setting MACT floors

and it avoids the intent of Congress.

Several comenters (A-90-19: [|V-F-12 and IV-F-7.39;
| V-D-85; |V-D-118; 1V-D-124; |1V-D 125) asserted that the EPA' s
approach would allow MACT rules to be | ess stringent than
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exi sting snbg or VOC control regulations in States where nore
than 12 percent of the SOCM facilities are |ocated.

Response: The EPA assunes that the reference to snpbg
control regulations refers to VOC RACT regul ations in ozone
non-attai nment areas. The data bases used to determ ne the
floor levels of control for the HON are based on State and
Federal regulations. The State and Federal regul ations woul d
i nclude controls required in ozone nonattainnent areas. |If at
| east 12 percent of SOCM sources are |located in areas subject
to the strictest State/ Federal controls, and if those sources
have em ssion points that satisfy the applicability criteria
of the HON, then the HON MACT fl oor analysis for existing
sources would reflect these results. However, if |less than
12 percent of the sources are required to achieve the
strictest controls, then the possibility exists that the floor
| evel of control for existing sources is not equal to that
achi eved by the best-controll ed sources.

The EPA does not believe that the nethod used by the EPA
to determi ne existing control |evels and the floor understated
actual control levels in SOCM. The EPA holds this view
because ot her assunptions used in the analysis introduced a
positive bias. Exanples of assunptions that would introduce
an upward bias to the analysis include: (1) all sources are
in conpliance with all applicable control requirenents for air
em ssions; and (2) sources would be in conpliance with
recently established requirenents such as 40 CFR part 61
subpart BB. Thus, the EPA believes that taken as a whol e the
uncertainties should bal ance out, and the control |evel is not
understated. It should be noted that other commenters thought
that the floor was overstated.

Comment: Several comrenters (A-90-19: [1V-D-32; IV-D-58
|V-D-71; 1V-D-112; IV-F-1.1 and I V-F-3) generally supported
the EPA's approach for determ ning the MACT floor for the HON
One comenter (A-90-19: [IV-F-1.1 and IV-F-3) stated that the
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EPA had done a credible job with the [imted information
avai l able. One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D32) agreed that,

wi th the exception of storage tanks, the EPA satisfied the
criteria laid out in the statute. Another commenter (A-90-19:
| V-D-112) stated that, except for wastewater, the EPA had done
a reasonable job in determ ning the MACT floor and the EPA's
approach net the criteria in the Act. One commenter (A-90-19:
| V-D-71) contended that the EPA's approach represents a guess
at the actual controls in place at SOCM facilities. One
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-58) agreed in principle with the
EPA' s approach but stated that additional discussion of the
approach for setting the MACT floor is necessary since the
rule will set a precedent for other source categories.

Response: The EPA thanks the commenters for their
support. The reader is referred to section 5.3.4 of this
vol une for the response to the coment (A-90-19: [V-D112)
regardi ng wastewater, and to section 5.3.2 of this volune for
the response to the coment (A-90-19: [V-D-32) regarding
st orage tanks.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: |V-D-85) asserted that
debates on MACT standards shoul d focus on technical questions.
The commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-85) argued that the attention
given to cost-effectiveness argunents has diverted the EPA' s
attention fromclosely exam ning the best sources and from
| ooking carefully for at |east the maxi mum reductions
achi evable wth existing technol ogy and techni ques.

Response: For the HON, the EPA selected universally
applicable controls with the greatest em ssion reductions.

The EPA recogni zes that in sone site-specific applications
better em ssion reductions m ght be denonstrated by sone
control technologies. |In sone cases, a control technol ogy may
achi eve hi gher performance | evels due to the uni que processes
or pollutants involved that cannot be duplicated for al

pol lutants or processes. Requiring such control technol ogies
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woul d not be appropriate in a national regul ation because the
controls would not be generally applicable to the SOCM source
category as a whol e.

The EPA did not require every em ssion point in a source
to be controll ed because no existing source controls em ssions
fromall operations, and because the characteristics of
different em ssion points vary wwdely. 1In addition, the
statute requires the EPA to sel ect MACT standards considering
cost, energy requirenents, and "non-air" quality health and
environnmental inpacts. Therefore, determ ning whether the
added control is worth the additional cost (i.e., determning
cost effectiveness) is one aspect of considering the statutory
factors. The EPA considers that it has followed the
gui delines of the statute in this respect.

5.2.1.1 Source Basis vs. Enmi ssion Point Basis

Comment: Several commenters (A-90-19: [1V-D-32; [V-D46
| V-D-57; IV-D-58; IV-D-71; IV-D-77;, 1V-D-82; |1V-D 83;
IV-D-91; IV-D-92; IV-F-1.1 and IV-F-3; IV-F-1.3 and |V-F-5;
|V-F-1.6 and | V-F-6) contended that because the HON MACT fl oor
was determ ned based on the best-controlled em ssion points,

it is nore stringent than the best-performng 12 percent of
sources. Three conmenters (A-90-19: |V-D-77; |V-D83;

| V-D-92) contended that the nethodol ogy for setting MACT
floors is not consistent with the Act. Three commenters
(A-90-19: 1V-D-32; IV-D-83; I1V-D-92) stated that the Act

i ndi cates that the EPA shall establish MACT floors for SOCM
sources rather than em ssion points typically existing within
t hat source category.

Two comenters (A-90-19: [IV-D-57; IV-D-92) contended
that the EPA was inconsistent in its setting of the MACT fl oor
because it treated SOCM as 5 source categories rather than as
one, although the EPA defines SOCM as one source category.
The comenters (A-90-19: [V-D-57; IV-D-92) clained that this
results in a substantial increase in the stringency of the
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floor calculated for the category as a whole. One commenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-92) also clained that this is equivalent to
establishing NSPS for all existing facilities. The conmmenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-92) argued that this was not the intent of
Congress because Congress explicitly established a two tier
system one standard for existing facilities, and one standard
for new facilities. The commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D92)
asserted that the intent of Congress was to desi gnate chem ca
pl ants as a single source category for purposes of issuing
standards. The commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-92) also contended
that the EPA did not justify the overstringent MACT standard
resulting fromadding the five em ssion points together.

One comenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-32) stated that the EPA's
proposed net hodol ogy woul d approxi mate the actual fl oor
closely only if the best-controlled 12 percent of the five
basi ¢ kinds of em ssion points within the SOCM source
category were all located at the sane sources. The comrenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-32) contended that this is not the case, and
al t hough there may be sone overlap, the 12 percent best-
controlled sources for one em ssion point are not the
12 percent best controlled sources for another point. One
commenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-92) contended that it was unlikely
that there exist nore than a few chem cal plants that neet the
EPA's definition, certainly not 12 percent. Several
comenters (A-90-19: I1V-F-1.1 and IV-F-3; IV-F-1.3 and
| V-F-5; IV-D-58; IV-D-82; IV-D-83) contended that while the
best-controll ed sources are likely to have installed RCT at
many points, all of the Goup 1 points at these sources wll
not be controlled to the RCT performance |evel.

One comrenter (A-90-19: |1V-D-32) asserted that the
degree of overstatenent by the EPA is substantial. The
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-32) stated that the excessive
stringency of the result may not by itself invalidate the
final rule, given the EPA's discretion to set MACT at a | eve
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nore stringent than the floor. However, the comrenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-32) asserted that in the final standard, the
EPA nmust take into account the conservative nature of the
floor determnation, in order to ensure proper account of the
statutory factors governing the determ nation of MACT. The
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-32) specifically stated that when
considering whether to inpose a standard that is nore
stringent than the floor, the EPA nust take into account that
its assunmed floor is nore stringent than the real floor as
contenpl ated by the statute.

The comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-85) stated that the EPA
| egal |y cannot use a broad source definition and then use
uni t-by-unit approach exenptions. The commenter (A-90-19:
| V-D-85) contended that the EPA attenpted to justify its
approach by claimng that it needs to set a floor for the
source as defined by the rule wthout source-w de data. The
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-85) asserted that the EPA should use
a narrow source definition throughout the rule and base the
fl oor determ nation on em ssion point specific data.

Response: The Act does not define "source." A source
may be a facility, a kind of em ssion point, or a collection
of em ssion points. The definition chosen for each MACT
standard i s dependent on the characteristics of the industries
included in the source category being regul ated, and the
informati on avail able to characterize the source category.
The EPA has chosen to define a source in the HON as a
collection of em ssion points (i.e., storage vessels, transfer
racks, wastewater streans, process vents, and equi pnent
| eaks). The HON MACT fl oor analysis was based on em ssion
points rather than overall facilities because characteristics
of SOCM facilities vary widely fromplant to plant and site
to site, so "typical" sources could not be identified that
woul d be representative of the source category. This process
can be expected to result in a floor determnation that is at
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| east as stringent as that which woul d have been generated
w th actual source-w de data.

The EPA maintains that, given the uncertainties in the
data base, the procedure used to determne the floor in the
proposal (and in this final rule) is a reasonabl e approach to
the determnation of the floor. The EPA could not gather
actual site-specific data in the tinme available for this
rul emaki ng. Thus, the EPA had to rely on existing data
sources to devel op nodel em ssion point characteristics for
sources subject to this rule. Were data were avail able for
the specific process, the nbdel em ssion point characteristics
refl ected average or representative operations for the
specific process. In cases where no data were available for a
specific process, the nodel em ssion point characteristics
were derived from average characteristics for the generic
reaction type (e.g., hydrogenation, hal ogenation, etc.).

The EPA consi dered whether to aggregate the avail able
information by facility, therefore estimating the site-
specific em ssions and controls. However, the EPA rejected
t hat approach to determning the floor as introducing
addi ti onal assunptions and such |arge uncertainties as to
render the anal ysis nmeaningless. For exanple, due to
inconplete information, it is probable that not all process
units at each plant site were properly identified. |In fact,
| ocati ons of some chem cal production processes are unknown.
Site-specific differences in process unit design could not be
taken into account in assigning nodel em ssion points and
baseline control levels. Thus, there is uncertainty about the
exi stence of any particular emssion point, as well as its
assigned em ssion and control |evel at any particul ar plant
site. Furthernore, independent assignnent procedures were
used for each kind of em ssion point. |In consideration of
these factors, the EPA believes that the uncertainties
i ntroduced by the assunptions nmade in assigning em ssion point
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characteristics to specific sites are so |large that they would
have underm ned the validity of such an analysis. Thus, the
EPA deci ded not to use that approach in determ ning the MACT
floor for the HON

The EPA believes that the approach it used of devel opi ng
poi nt - by- poi nt approxi mati ons of the source-w de floor |evel
of control was the nost appropriate use of the avail able data
base to determ ne the floor. Moreover, the EPA does not
believe that its nethodol ogy, when all aspects are consi dered,
did overstate the source-wide floor. Wile the assunption of
col l ocation of the best controlled points does introduce an
upward bias in the analysis, there are other aspects of the
anal ysis that work in the opposite direction. For exanple,
the use of information from State regul ations instead of site-
specific control and operation information would be likely to
understate the degree of control present in sone sources.
Site-specific controls that may have been included in new
source permts or applied voluntarily could not be accounted
for in the data base. Thus, the EPA expects these factors are
likely to balance out. It should be noted al so that other
commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-85; I1V-D-41, etc) thought that the
fl oor was understated and should require nore stringent
control

The EPA al so believes that its choice of nethodol ogy was
reasonabl e since it provided additional assurance that,
notw t hstandi ng the uncertainties inherent in the data base,
the floor determ ned by the EPA would be no | ess stringent
than the actual source-wide floor. As sone of the
uncertainties present, such as the reliance on anal yses of
State regul ations rather than actual permtted | evels of
em ssions, would lead to a |l ess stringent floors in the
absence of countervailing factors, the EPA believes it was
reasonable to provide a safety factor by determ ning the floor
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on the basis of a point-by-point approxi mation that assuned
the co-location of the best-controlled points.

In any event, even if the EPA s point-by-point
met hodol ogy may have overstated the floor, such an
overstatement does not invalidate the em ssion standard since
the Act allows the EPA to set a standard that exceeds the
fl oor as determ ned by the EPA.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-83) added that if
setting a MACT floor for sources proves to be problematic then
the EPA's only option under the Act is to subdivide the
category and set separate MACT standards for each subcategory.
Anot her commenter (A-90-19: [1V-D92) contended that the HON
does not attenpt to subcategorize the industry but rather
applies equally to all SOCM facilities. The comrenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-92) concluded that the EPA should pronul gate a
MACT standard applicable to the SOCM as a whol e.

One comenter (A-90-19: |1V-D-57) added that aggregating
SOCM facilities producing different organic chemcals wll
likely increase the required |level of control for the industry
as a whol e because the best-controlled 12 percent of the
industry will likely be associated with particul ar segnents of
the industry. The commenter (A-90-19: 1|V-D-57) reasoned that
if the SOCM were di saggregated into separate source
categories, those categories would have | ess stringent floors.

Response: It was the intent of Congress that the EPA
regul ate source categories, not individual chem cal production
processes. Thus, the HON was neant to be a rule that broadly
applied to the SOCM. The suggestion made by the conmenters
to devel op standards for every subcategory in the SOCM is not
practical, because it would have been inpossible to set
i ndi vi dual MACT standards for each subcategory in the SOCM
and still neet the schedule of the HON

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: |1V-D 85) contended
that the EPA had inproperly defined the floor by focusing its
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fl oor determ nations on an inappropriate search for exenptions
fromcontrol. The commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-85) also clained
that instead of identifying the average em ssion limtation
achi eved by the best performng 12 percent of sources as
required by the statute, the EPA focused on a narrow group of
the |l east controlled sources, in order to justify non-control
of the em ssions fromthese points. The comenter (A-90-19:
| V-D-85) asserted that if the EPA defines source broadly,
em ssions reductions achi eved through pollution prevention
must be taken into account in setting the floor. The
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-85) asserted that the EPA nust
include results of the early reductions program 33/50 program
and any other pollution prevention effort.

Response: The EPA believes that the commenter has
m sinterpreted the HON MACT fl oor analysis. The EPA s intent
was not to search for exenptions, but rather to characterize
operations that are likely to be controlled at sources within
the SOCM. The EPA is not aware of any facility that controls
every em ssion point. As discussed in the preanble to the
proposed rule, the EPA defined "source" as a collection of
em ssion points because this approach provides flexibility in
conpliance. Specifically, it allows facilities to use
enm ssions averaging to determne the nost practical, site-
specific conpliance program However, as discussed in the
previ ous response, the EPA had to rely on data gathered for
previ ous rules which had been structured around i ndivi dual
ki nds of em ssion points. Gven the diversity and conplexity
of the SOCM and the known biases in the avail able data, the
EPA maintains that the results of its MACT fl oor analysis for
the HON are reasonabl e and representative on a national basis
of the operations that are likely to be controll ed.

Pol lution prevention activities are generally site-
specific and the EPA does not have site-specific data on
pol lution prevention activities to incorporate in the MACT
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fl oor analyses. Pollution prevention activities are also
specific to particular processes. Therefore, it would not be
possi ble for the EPA to incorporate such information into a
generic rule like the HON

Sonme activities, like the 33/50 program are voluntary
measures that could not be verified. The EPA would also |ike
to note that many of the measures that would have occurred
under the 33/50 program and the Early Reductions program
occurred within the 18 nonths prior to proposal or 30 nonths
prior to pronul gation of the HON. These prograns woul d be
subject to section 112(d)(3)(A) of the Act, and thus coul d not
be considered in determ nation of the MACT fl oor.

5.2.1.2 Data Collection and Use of State Reqgul ations

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 32) contended
that the nethodol ogy used by the EPA to determ ne the MACT
floor is different fromthat contenplated by the statute,

primarily because the EPA | acked the data necessary to perform
a direct calculation of the floor. One commenter (A-90-19:

| V-D-41) asserted that Congress did not give the EPA options
as to how the floor should be determned or allow the EPA to
negl ect appropriate data collection efforts. One comenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-82) interpreted section 112(d)(3) of the Act
to nmean that the EPA should set existing source MACT by
surveying all actual HON sources to determ ne which 12 percent
have the best controls. Four comrenters (A-90-19: |V-D 72

| V-D-90; |V-D100; 1V-D-106) recomrended that the EPA should
use existing source-specific data to establish the MACT fl oor
for source categories and coll ect additional data where
necessary. The commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-72; |V-D 106)
stated that if the EPA intends to use a "surrogate" for
source-specific data, the EPA should provide an analysis to
show t hat the surrogate approach gives results that are not
significantly different fromthe use of source-specific data
and are consistent with requirenments in the Act. One
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commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-86) clained that the EPA s net hods
are not equivalent to enpirical industry survey.

Several commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-41; 1V-D-70; 1V-D71;
| V-D-92; |1V-D-96) objected to the HON MACT fl oor analysis
bei ng based on State and Federal regulations rather than site-
specific data. Two commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-72; 1V-D 85)
clainmed that the EPA did not support its claimthat results of
using State regulations are not significantly different from
what they would be if source-specific data had been coll ected.
One commenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-85) clained that a conpari son of
the EPA's results with the regulatory rules and practices of
States with nore than 12 percent of the sources indicates the
EPA's results are wong.

Two comenters (A-90-19: [1V-D-90; IV-D 100) asserted
that the use of State and Federal regul ati ons al one may not
accurately portray the |level of control that is in place for
reasons not stated in a particular regulation. One comenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-41) contended that HON RCT's represent the
basel ine requirenents in any particular State, not what is
achieved in practice by the best controlled simlar sources.
The comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-41) stated that the failure to
differentiate between a mninmal |evel of required control and
what is currently being achieved in the best sources violates
the Act. The commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-41) also asserted that
the EPA failed to distinguish between controls established to
meet RACT for VOC s and controls to neet nore stringent air
t oxi ¢ st andards.

One comrenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-70) contended that any
anal ysis of the MACT floor that uses only regulations with
defined control |evels excludes data on sonme of the best-
controlled SOCM sources in the nation. The commenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-70) suggested that the EPA should correct this
i nadequacy through a thorough anal ysis of point source
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controls in effect at SOCM sources whether specified in
regul ati ons or not.

One comrenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-46) suggested that the EPA
shoul d select a group of facilities in any category, determ ne
the overall average control of HAP's fromthe sources, and
sel ect the best 12 percent. The commenter (A-90-19: |[|V-D 46)
added that standards could then be equitably set fromthis
representative sanple. One commenter (A-90-19: |V-D 85)
suggested that the EPA gather actual em ssions data from a
sanple likely to represent the top perforners in order to
determ ne the floor.

One comenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-70) stated that if Federal
standards are promul gated which are significantly |ess
stringent than the requirenents of the States with the
predom nant nunber of sources in that MACT category, then the
industries in those States would suffer a conpetitive
di sadvantage. The commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D70) indicated
that the main thrust of the TACB control of toxic em ssion
sources has been through the Permts Program which involves a
case- by-case determ nation of those appropriate controls, and
t hese determ nations are not specifically contained in any
TACB regul ati on.

Response: The Act requires the EPA to set MACT standards
based on the best performng 12 percent of sources for which
the EPA has em ssions information. The EPA agrees that a

detailed survey sent to the entire SOCM woul d have been the
opti mal neans of gathering data on nationw de sources.

However, given the size of the SOCM, it would not have been
feasible to survey the entire industry and neet the schedul e
of the HON. Also, there is currently no data base that covers
the entire SOCM. The EPA s past experience in devel oping the
data base for the previous section 112 program and for NSPS

st andards denonstrates the great length of tinme necessary to
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devel op and anal yze the data for devel opnent of em ssion
standards to control em ssions fromthe SOCM .

The EPA considered examning State permt files, but
determned that the tinme required to obtain the necessary
information fromthe files would have prevented the EPA from
nmeeting the schedule of the HON. Further, it would have been
i npractical for the EPA to have gathered data from sources
likely to represent the top perforners because the EPA woul d
have no way of determ ning which sources are the top
performers. The EPA considers requirenents in State and
Federal regulations to be a good approximation of the control
| evel s that npbst sources across the nation are required to
achieve. The EPA did survey a segnent of the SOCM to obtain
i nformati on on wastewater collection and treatnent operations
because few State and Federal wastewater regul ations had been
enacted during the data gathering phase of the HON

The EPA would also |like to explain that controls are
determned from State regul ati ons by both the characteristics
of the em ssion point and the location of the facility.
Therefore, even if 12 percent of the SOCM facilities are
| ocated in a State with very stringent control requirenents,
there must be em ssion points at those facilities that are
actually subject to those control requirenents in order for
the MACT floor analysis to be affected. Sone of the State
regul ati ons have county-specific requirenents, thus naking the
rel evancy of the control |evel even nore dependent upon
| ocati on.

For exanple, State X nay have the nobst stringent contro
requirenents in the nation for storage vessels, and at | east
12 percent of the SOCM facilities in the nation may be
| ocated in the State. However, if only one storage vessel in
the State neets the applicability criteria of the regul ation,
thereby making it subject to the control requirenents, then
that particular State regul ati on does not drive or affect the
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HON MACT fl oor analysis for storage vessels at existing
sources because that single tank does not represent 12 percent
of the popul ation.

The EPA rejects the claimthat sources in States with
nore stringent regulations than Federal regulations woul d
suffer a conpetitive disadvantage. The stringent State
regul ations already exist. |If the source already has to neet
t hose standards then it already has a conpetitive
di sadvant age. Federal regulations even if they are | ess
stringent than sonme State regulations can only result in
reduci ng the conpetitive di sadvantage, because sources in
States without controls or with | ess stringent control
requi renments will be required to increase their control
requirenents.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-71) clainmed that
the HON MACT floor is inproperly based on risk because it was
determ ned from State regul ations. The commenter (A-90-19:
| V-D-71) contended that many of the States where SOCM
facilities are | ocated have devel oped air toxics policies and
i npl emented them wi t hout their being subject to public comment
and wi thout their being pronul gated as regul ations. The
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-71) stated that these States go
beyond the normal | evel of technol ogy-based control required
by existing regul ations, and thus bias the SOCM data base to
hi gher |evels of control. The commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D71)
asserted that the use of health risks or controls based on
State air toxics policies for the purposes of establishing the
MACT floor is inconsistent with the intent of Congress and
shoul d not be considered in the HON because a scientifically
sound technique for health risk assessnent has not been
established. The commenter (A-90-19: [|V-D71) concluded that
the EPA nust limt its use of data fromthose States which
require control on facilities to achieve sone prescribed
heal th risk val ue.
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Response: The information used was derived from an
anal ysis of the control requirements and applicability
criteria of the State and Federal regul ations. The EPA woul d
have no way of knowing if regul ations were based on a ri sk-
analysis if it were not specified. Regardless of the reasons,
sources in these States would be achieving specific control
| evel s that woul d have to be considered when determ ning the
floor.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1|1V-D-85) contended
that the EPA nust take into account NSR in key SOCM St ates.
The comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-85) cited section 112(d)(3)(A)
as requiring all BACT determ nations and all but the nost
recent LAER determ nations to be taken into account in
determning the floors for MACT standards. The comrenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-85) clainmed that the data base used in the HON
does not take this information into account, and therefore
under-represents the actual control levels. The comenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-85) asserted that the estimates of industry-
wi de cost for the rule or for conprehensive control are very
hi gh. The comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-85) stated that the EPA
shoul d i ncorporate BACT and LAER levels in it data base, and
focus its efforts on the places with the highest concentration
of SOCM facilities.

One comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-83) contended that the EPA
should indicate in the HON whether it excluded fromthe RCT
sel ection process, as nandated by the Act, those sources that
achi eved the equivalent of a LAER standard within 18 nonths
before the MACT standard was proposed.

Response: The EPA wi shes to clarify that
section 112(d)(3)(A) of the Act does not specify that all BACT
determ nations and all but the nbst recent LAER determ nations
nmust be included in the MACT floor analysis. In fact,
section 112(d)(3)(A) does not specifically refer to LAER
determ nation as defined under PSD/NSR review. The statute
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actually refers to "the | owest achievable em ssions rate (as
defined by section 171) applicable to the source category and
prevailing at the tinme." The EPA has interpreted this
provision to mean any em ssion standard the source is
conplying with 18 nonths prior to proposal of the HON or

30 nonths prior to promul gation of the HON. The paragraph in
question also states that the MACT fl oor for existing sources
is the "average em ssion limtation achi eved by the best-
performng 12 percent of the existing sources for which the

Adm nistrator has em ssions information." The EPA agrees that

it would have been preferable to consider BACT and LAER
decisions in determning the MACT floor for the HON. However,
the EPA did not have "em ssions information" or data on site-
specific controls for all sources in the SOCM. A review of

t he BACT/ LAER data base indicates that it does not include a
conprehensive |ist of SOCM sources, or a conprehensive |ist
of sources in States with the highest concentrati on of SOCM
facilities. The BACT/LAER data base al so does not include the
i nformati on necessary to determne the MACT fl oor |evel of
control for all kinds of em ssion points. Therefore, it was
not possible to base the HON MACT fl oor on BACT or LAER
determ nati ons.

The EPA appreciates the comenter's suggestion but
mai ntai ns that the EPA' s approach for determ ning the MACT
floor for the HON was the only practical alternative that was
consistent wwth neeting the statutory deadline or court-
ordered deadline. The EPA determ ned that the best way to
characterize controls at sources was to rely on requirenents
in State regul ati ons.

Comment: One conmenter (A-90-19: | V-D-75) criticized
the EPA for exam ning only air regulations w thout review ng
ot her regul ati ons such as OCPSF Effluent Cuidelines. Two
commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-83; IV-F-1.2 and | V-F-4)
specifically asserted that the EPA incorrectly excl uded
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bi ol ogical treatnent fromits MACT anal ysis for wastewater
based on a general review of existing Federal and State
regul ati ons, and erroneously concluded that since few existing
regul ations required biological treatment controls, sources
had not installed such controls for wastewater em ssions. The
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-83) argued that biological treatnent
is the nost common type of control actually installed at SOCM
sources for managi ng wast ewat er cont ai ni ng HAP' s.

One commenter (A-90-19: |1V-D75) opposed the EPA' s
considering only the sources which did not neet the
requi renents of the benzene and vinyl chloride NESHAP' s when
determ ning the wastewater conponent of the MACT floor. The
comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-75) stated that this decision |ead
the EPA to the conclusion that only three percent of the
sources use the RCT and that the MACT floor for wastewater is
no control.

Response: Survey questionnaires were sent to
characterize the wastewater controls at SOCM sources because
at the time data was gathered for the HON, few State and
Federal regulations were enacted to control em ssions from
wastewater. The results of the survey indicated that
bi ol ogi cal treatnent controls are used at SOCM facilities.
However, the survey results also indicated that nost SOCM
sources do not suppress em ssions fromtheir wastewater
collection systens prior to the biological treatnent unit.
Therefore, the biological treatnment systemis ineffective for
the control of air em ssions because all the volatile water-
soluble HAP's are emtted prior to reaching the biol ogica
treatnment unit. The MACT floor analysis did consider existing
wast ewat er controls. However, the average efficiency of the
best-controlled 12 percent of the streans does not represent a
known control system and the nmedian efficiency was equal to
"no control." Thus, the MACT floor |evel of control for
wast ewat er was determned to be "no control."
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5.2.1.3 Use of a Mddel Analysis

Comment: Several commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-32; [V-D46
IV-D-75; IV-D-82; IV-D-83; IV-D-86; IV-D-112; I1V-F-1.3 and
| V-F-5) objected to the EPA's use of a nodel analysis to
determ ne the HON MACT floor. One commenter (A-90-19:

| V-D-46) argued that it was inappropriate for the EPAto

require all SOCM categories to achieve controls based on a
fictitious conposite facility that does not exist. One
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-86) stated that actual SOCM source
uncontroll ed em ssions as incorporated into the EPA' s nodel s
were used only in the cost-effectiveness factor anal yses. The
comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-86) concluded that the EPA used this
data to determ ne the scope of em ssion points to which the
MACT st andards woul d apply.

Two commenters (A-90-19: [1V-D-83; IV-F-1.3 and | V-F-5)
contended that the nethodol ogy for setting the MACT fl oors
shoul d be based on actual HAP em ssions reduction achieved at
facilities currently in operation and not based on nodel
facilities that could theoretically achi eve naxi mum en ssi ons
reductions by applying the RCT on each em ssion point within
the facility. One comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-83) stated that a
theoretical analysis would not satisfy the requirenents of the
Act .

Three commenters (A-90-19: [1V-D-32; 1V-D-82; |1V-D83)
clainmed that the EPA' s nodel analysis is based on assunptions
that consistently overestimte the HAP reductions achi eved at
t he best-performng SOCM sources. Three commenters (A-90-109:
|V-D-32; I1V-D-75; 1V-D112) contended that the nodel plant
approach used by the EPA was oversinplified and unrealistic.
One comrenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-32) specifically stated that the
EPA' s assunption in their nodel plants that vent streans from
a manufacturing unit are centrally |located and nmanifolded to a
single control device is erroneous. The comenter (A-90-19:
| V-D-32) contended that m xed streans nay create safety
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concerns; vent proximty or energy requirenments may make
mani fol ding inpractical; or streans may be inconpatible with
t he design of the control device.

One commenter (A-90-19: [1V-D75) contended that
overestimation of em ssions has resulted in a gross
underestimation of the increnental costs of the rule,
therefore, the data supplied by the EPA in the proposal BID to
justify the floor cannot be relied upon. The commenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-75) contended that accurate and prudent data
reveal that standards above the floor cannot be justified.

One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-82) added that the EPA nust be
wlling to adjust its results to conpensate for the fact that
use of a nodel analysis overstates the MACT fl oor.

One comrenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-83) urged that if the EPA
decides to retain the nodel facility analysis for setting MACT
floors in the HON, the EPA should indicate that the node
anal ysi s approach was used in the HON because of inadequate
source-wi de data and that the EPA will not use this approach
in future MACT rul emakings if source data is available. The
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-83) also requested that the EPA
clarify and revise all unrealistic em ssion reduction
assunptions contained in the nodel facility analysis for
establ i shing MACT fl oors.

Response: The EPA maintains that a nodel analysis is the
only practical approach that could be used to eval uate
nati onw de inpacts for an industry as large and diverse as the
SOCM . As stated previously, site-specific information on
equi pnent and controls was not al ready avail able, and
gat hering such data could not be acconplished in the tine
avail able for this rulemaking. Thus, using nodels to
characterize the industry was consi dered the best nethod.

The EPA has used nodels in many previous rul emakings
because they are reasonabl e representati ons of sources and
al l ow national inpacts to be cal culated. The nodel process
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vents, storage tank farms, transfer racks, and wastewater
streans for the HON anal ysis were devel oped fromreal data
from past studies on the industry, and they were assigned to
real facilities. The EPA recognizes that sone degree of
sinplification was required for the nodels to nmake them
applicable for all processes in the SOCM and no one facility
may exactly match the nodels. Further, if better data had
been avail able, the EPA woul d have used it in devel opnent of
the nodels. However, the EPA maintains that the nodels
sufficiently represent the SOCM as a whol e and the EPA
considers that it has estimated national inpacts as accurately
as possible with the data avail abl e.

The EPA would also |like to clarify that, although there
were sinplifying assunptions that affected the estimtes of
national inpacts, the rule is structured to allow flexibility
in conpliance for individual sources. For exanple, although
the cost analysis was based on manifolding vents to a conmon
control device, the rule does not require that vent streans
actually be conbined. By specifying a percent reduction or
outl et concentration, the rule allows for a site-specific
determ nation of the nost practical nethod of conpliance.

Al so, evaluation of percent reduction is not as strongly
bi ased by the nodels as a strict emssion Iimt would have
been.

5.2.1.4 Reference Control Technol ogi es

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-86) questioned
whet her reference technol ogies fromprior studies and

rul emaki ngs could be used to support a determ nation that the
EPA s reference technol ogies are used by the top 12 percent of
SOCM sources. Anot her comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-83)
contended that the EPA did not adequately correlate the

per formance of control technologies to the best-performng
facilities in the source category. The comenter (A-90-19:

| V-D-83) contended that the EPA's proposed dividing line for
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identifying process vents achieving the RCT performance |evels
did not correlate in many cases with the actual perfornmance
| evel s achi eved at existing sources.

One comrenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-85) contended that the EPA
nmust cal cul ate floor RCT efficiencies based on the best
performers. The comenter (A-90-19: |V-D-85) asserted that
the EPA identified 98-percent control efficiency as the
hi ghest that is universally achievable wwthin the SOCM ,
wi t hout providing evidence to support this assertion. The
comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-85) clained that conbustion devices
can usually attain better than 99%efficiency if operated
properly.

Anot her comrenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 32) expressed concern
that the EPA has used average renoval efficiencies to
establish control levels that cannot be achieved for points
bel ow t he average, thereby not reflecting costs, em ssion
benefits, and technical realities in the rule.

One comenter (A-90-19: |1V-D-83) expressed concern that
the EPA nmay be cal cul ating the MACT fl oors based on optina
control efficiencies achievable which may not be realistically
mai nt ai ned over the lifetime of the RCT

Response: The HON requires application of the controls
that, in past rul emakings, the EPA has determ ned are the best
denonstrated control technol ogies that are universally
applicable to the SOCM. The performances of the RCT's are
based on years of study and test data that prove the RCT can
normal Iy achi eve the associ ated reduction efficiency.
Performance levels in prior studies and rul emaki ngs have been
scrutinized and reflect what the RCT's can generally achieve
under proper operating conditions. This information is
detailed in the dockets for the distillation vents NSPS
(A-80-25), the air oxidation vents NSPS (A-81-22), the reactor
vents NSPS (A-83-29), and the volatile organic liquid storage
NSPS (A-80-51). Volune 1B of the proposal BID contained a
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section for each control technology on factors affecting
performance and limtations on applicability. The reader is
al so referred to process vents coments on flare and
incineration applicability in volume 2A of the HON

promul gati on BI D

The EPA recognizes that in sonme site-specific
applications better efficiencies mght be denonstrated. In
sone cases, the RCT's may achi eve a higher performance |evel
due to the unique processes or pollutants associated with a
particular industry or facility that cannot be duplicated for
all pollutants or processes. Therefore, such perfornance
| evel s woul d not be generally applicable to the SOCM as a
whole. Since the HONis a national standard, it would not be
appropriate to specify efficiencies that are not universally
achi evabl e by properly designed and operated control devices.

Al so, a review of existing State and Federal regulations
i ndi cated that where State and Federal rules require controls
on em ssion points, they typically require use of the sane
controls required in previous NSPS for SOCM. Sever al
comenters (A-90-19: IV-D-32; IV-D-57; IV-D-73; 1V-D112)
agreed that the EPA had chosen generally applicable RCT s.

Thus, in determ ning the MACT floor for the HON, the
gquestion was not what controls should be applied but rather
what are the characteristics of the em ssion points that are
controlled; what are the flow rates, concentrations,

t hroughputs, capacities, etc. of the em ssion points that are
control |l ed at existing sources.

Regar di ng one comrenter's concern that control device
performance may worsen over tinme, the EPA considers that
proper nonitoring and mai ntenance of equi pnent will provide
the required operating control efficiencies. Al so, the EPA
has included in its anal yses the expected lifetinme of the
equi pnent .
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The EPA wi shes to restate that a facility is not required
to use the RCT. It may use an alternative control technol ogy
as long as the technol ogy can neet the HAP reduction
requi renents as detailed in the HON provisions.

5.2.1.5 Use of Cost Effectiveness

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-51) objected to
the use of cost effectiveness to determne the floor for
process vents. The commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-51) asserted

that cost effectiveness is not a valid indicator of equipnent
performance, as it gives equal weight to cost and em ssion
reductions wthout accounting for the toxicity of the
pollutant. The commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-51) argued that the
EPA' s approach did not identify the best-perform ng 12 percent
of existing vents but nerely the nost cost effective vents to
control. One comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-99) considered it

i nappropriate for the EPA to establish the floor based on the
cost-per-ton of em ssions reductions. One commenter (A-90-109:
| V-D-85) clained that the floor nust be based on actua

em ssions, not cost effectiveness. The commenter (A-90-19:

| V-D-85) specifically asserted that the HON illegally sets a
floor for vents based on ranking vents fromtop to bottomin
cost effectiveness.

Response: The EPA would like to clarify that the MACT
floor level of control for process vents was not based on cost
ef fectiveness, but options above the floor were. Process
vents were ranked using cost effectiveness of control (or TRE)
as a surrogate neasure because this can be used to reflect al
possi bl e conbi nati ons of various factors that affect em ssion
rates and likelihood of current control (flow rate, HAP
concentration, net heating value, and corrosion properties).
Use of a single criterion of cost effectiveness results in a
nore easily understood paraneter and is consistent wth the
format of the process vent provisions. The cost-effectiveness
val ues were used only to rank the vents in the data base and
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as a characteristic to identify controlled vent
characteristics (simlar to the way in which vapor pressure
was used to identify the characteristics of the best
controlled storage vessels). In determ ning the process vent
conponent of the source-w de floor, no judgenents were nade
about the reasonabl eness of the characteristics of the
controlled vents.

Because of the opinions expressed by commenters, the EPA
al so reeval uated the process vent control |evel associated
with the floor using em ssions as the ranking paraneter.

Em ssions correlate with |ikelihood of control, but the
correlation is weaker because other factors (such as
concentration and flow) also influence it. The process vent
dat a base was ranked by vent from | owest to highest em ssion
rate. The characteristics of the process vent where at |east
12 percent of the process vents are controlled is 64 My/yr
(71 tons/yr) and the cost-effectiveness value is $1, 620/ My
($1,460/ton). Thus, essentially identical results are
obt ai ned by both ranki ng procedures.

The EPA would also like to clarify that the MACT fl oor
| evel of control was determ ned on a total HAP basis and not
for individual HAP's. Toxicity and risk will be considered
for the residual risk analysis required under section 112(f)
of the Act.

Comment: Three commenters (A-90-19: [1V-D-49; |V-D 90;
| V-D- 100) contended that the EPA inappropriately used cost-
benefit analysis for setting the MACT floor for process vents.
The commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-49; |1V-D90; |V-D 100)
enphasi zed that Congress did not intend for the MACT floor to
be based on a cost-benefit analysis. Two commenters (A-90-19:
| V-D-90; |V-D 100) contended that the basis for determning
the MACT floor is to identify the | eading pollution control
activities within the source category and then establish a
| evel playing field by requiring continuous em ssions
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reduction across the source category. The comenters
(A-90-19: 1V-D-90; I1V-D-100) indicated that this process
accounts for cost-effectiveness by selecting currently
achi evabl e controls within the source category.

Response: The EPA would like to clarify the difference
bet ween cost-effectiveness analysis and cost-benefit anal ysis,

and to clarify how the process vent MACT floor analysis is not
based on cost-benefit analysis. A cost-benefit analysis

requi res an assessnent of the health effects associated with
regul ating HAP's and the associated costs. The Act explicitly
forbids use of a cost-benefit analysis for determ ning the
MACT fl oors because it is difficult to quantify health
concepts. The EPA considers the HON to conply with the Act as
the MACT floor was not determ ned using a cost-benefit

anal ysi s.

A cost-effectiveness anal ysis requires conparing the cost
of applying technol ogies or perfornmance |levels with the
associ ated reduction in em ssions. The Act requires that the
EPA sel ect MACT standards considering costs. The EPA
considers that a cost-effectiveness analysis for control
opti ons above the floor is consistent with the Act.

The process vents MACT fl oor anal ysis was based on
control technol ogies and performance levels required in State
and Federal regulations. A cost-effectiveness anal ysis was
only used to determine if control options above the floor

coul d be enacted w thout adverse econom c inpacts. For
process vents, the cost-effectiveness anal ysis showed that
em ssion reductions greater than those required by the floor
could be set w thout adverse econom c i npacts.
5.2.2 Selection of MACT

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-41) stated that
t he met hodol ogy used to devel op MACT failed to adequately

address the application of neasures, processes, nethods,
systens or techniques described in section 112(d)(2) of the
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Act. The commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-41) contended that the EPA
i nstead exam ned a data base of RCT's which were primarily
devel oped for VOC control and selected a control technol ogy.

Response: The control techniques listed in
section 112(d)(2)(A) of the Act are site specific and may not
be feasible for all chem cal processes across the nation.
Since the HONwill apply to many different types of SOCM
processes, it would not be practical to specify such site-
specific controls to all SOCM processes. However, nobst of
the organic HAP's to which the HON applies are al so VOC s.

The HON i s consistent with the statute because each of the
RCT's required in the HON woul d be consi dered a control

t echni que described by section 112(d)(2)(B) through (E) of the
Act .

The EPA agrees with the comenter that the RCT's anal yzed
were primarily devel oped for VOC control. However, the EPA
considers that the RCT's are al so applicable for controlling
HAP's. The EPA is not aware of control devices that are
desi gned specifically to control HAP em ssions and that are
generally applicable for all SOCM processes. The reader is
referred to volune 1B of the proposal BID and volune 2B of the
pronmul gation BID for a nore extensive discussion of the
per formance control technol ogies for reducing HAP' s versus
VOC s.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-F-1.5) contended
that the EPA has msinterpreted the floor and what section 112
of the Act requires. Two commenters (A-90-19: |V-F-1.5;
| V-F-12 and |1 V-F-7.39) asserted that the floor should
establish an absol ute base m nimum | evel of control beyond
whi ch the MACT standard cannot be further conprom sed. The
commenter (A-90-19: |[V-F-1.5) asserted that the purpose of
the MACT standards is to advance the state of the art
pol lution control across the board to facilities that may not
enpl oy the MACT and to guarantee real inprovenent in at |east
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88 percent of the industry. The comenter (A-90-19:
| V-F-1.5) al so asserted that the intention of the MACT
determ nation is to pronote adoption by the industry of the
pol lution control practices of the | eader, not to enbrace the
status quo. Two comenters (A-90-19: [IV-F-1.5; IV-F-12 and
| V-F-7.39; 1V-D-85) contended that the Act required no specia
justification to go above the floor, but the Act requires
special justification show ng that maxi mumreductions are
unachi evable in order to go down to the floor. The comrenter
(A-90-19: I1V-F-12 and IV-F-7.39; 1V-D-85) contended that the
statutory | anguage stating that the MACT standards nmay be nore
stringent than the floor nust be read together with the
| anguage stating that MACT standards shall require maxi num
achi evabl e em ssion reductions. The comenter (A-90-19:
| V-F-12 and |1 V-F-7.39) al so contended that the EPA nust create
em ssions limtations nore stringent than the MACT floor if
t hey are achi evabl e.

Three commenters (A-90-19: [IV-F-12 and |IV-F-7.39;
| V-D-49; |1V-D-85) contended that although the Act indicates
the EPA may take cost into consideration, it does not let the
EPA all ow | ess than the maxi mum reductions control
t echnol ogi es can provide, unless costs make that |evel of
control unachievable. Two comenters (A-90-19: |V-D 85;
| V- F-12) contended that by exenpting em ssion streans bel ow
certain cost-effectiveness cutpoints fromcontrol, the EPA has
created an incentive for sources to separate |arge emn ssion
streans into smaller em ssion streans that would qualify for
exenptions. Three comenters (A-90-19: [V-F-12 and
| V-F-7.39; 1V-D-41; 1V-D-85) stated that the EPA nust presune
t hat maxi mum em ssi ons reductions are achi evabl e consi dering
cost because the maxi num | evel of control is derived only from
techniques already in use at existing facilities. One
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-85) also asserted that the EPA s
cost estimates fail to reflect that alnost all the non-

2D 5-114



wast ewater controls required are already in place in nost
facilities. The comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-85; IV-F-12 and
| V-F-7.39) also clainmed that since the EPA has not predicted
any plant shutdowns or |arge price increases for chemcals
fromcontrol of all available em ssion points in the SOCM,
the em ssion reductions through application of the RCT's to
all em ssion points are achievable. The comenter (A-90-19:
| V-D-85) also clainmed that the cost-effectiveness of various
control options is irrelevant to whether the cost of a control
t echnol ogy nakes the reductions it could produce unachi evabl e.

One comrenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-41) contended that cost-
ef fectiveness should not be used to determ ne the MACT, and
all MACT determi nations in the HON shoul d be redone,
elimnating cost considerations. The commenter (A-90-109:
| V-D-41) contended that the EPA never assessed environnenta
and health benefits of total control, but used cost
effectiveness repeatedly in determ ning whether to require
controls nore stringent than the floor. The conmenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-41) contended that in the HON, cost-
ef fectiveness is used to justify unacceptably weak standards
bel ow what is achi evabl e.

Several commenters (A-90-19: IV-D-58; IV-F-1.3 and
| V-F-5; IV-F-1.6 and | V-F-6) suggested that the EPA institute
a policy that requirenents beyond the em ssion point-based
floor for existing sources should be adopted only when both
the estimated em ssion reduction and cost effectiveness of the
additional requirements is substantially advantageous. One
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-83) stated that the EPA should
acknow edge that the HON woul d establish a stringent MACT
fl oor that should not be tightened unless the em ssion
reductions greatly outweigh the increnental costs of control.
One comrenter (A-90-19: |1V-D-82) opposed setting a MACT
standard beyond the mandatory fl oor absent a conpelling reason
to do so.
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Response: The EPA agrees with the commenters that the
intent of the Act is to inprove air pollution control
nati onwi de and to use the best perforners as exanples and
measuring sticks or benchmarks. The EPA al so agrees that the
MACT fl oor represents the mninum |l evel of control that nust
be required. However, the EPA disagrees with the commenters
claimthat the Act requires no special justification to go
above the floor. On the contrary, the Act requires that, in
determ ni ng the maxi mum achi evabl e degree of em ssion
reductions, the EPAis to consider the cost of achieving
em ssion reductions, and non-air quality health and
envi ronnmental inpacts and energy requirenents, and that EPA
must establish MACT at a |l evel no |less stringent than the
floor. Cearly, a MACT standard set at a |evel above the
fl oor nust be based on a consideration of the statutorily-
specified factors, and therefore nust be justified on the
basis of those factors. The EPA further notes that the Act
does not specify the precise manner in which it is to consider
the statutorily-specified factors and believes that the manner
in which it has considered those factors is an appropriate
one.

The EPA believes that to conply with the Act, cost nust
be considered in selecting an option nore stringent than the
floor. However, the EPA considers terns |ike "substantially
advant ageous" , "greatly outweigh the costs", and "conpel ling
reason to do so" to be anbi guous and subject to nunerous
interpretations. The EPA has interpreted the Act to require a
cost-effectiveness analysis for selecting options nore
stringent than the floor |evel of control. For the HON
control above the floor level of control was carefully
analyzed to determne if it was achievable. The EPA set
control |evels above the floor |evel of control for process
vents, storage tanks, and wastewater because it was cost-
effective.
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The Act also prohibits a cost-benefit analysis requiring
an assessnment of health effects frombeing used to determ ne
MACT. Health effects are to be considered 8 years | ater when
t he EPA eval uates the residual risk of the source category.
The EPA considers that it has followed the requirenents of the
Act in these respects.

5.2.2.1 Reference Control Technol ogy

Comment: Three commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-32; |V-D 57
| V-D-112) supported the use of RCT as the basis for the HON
stating that it is consistent with the technol ogy-based

approach specified in section 112(d) of the Act. One
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-73) stated that the RCT's for
storage vessels, process vents, and transfer operations are
general ly applicable and reasonable for Goup 1 em ssion
points, and will result in effective and consistent control of
HAP em ssions. Three commenters (A-90-19: [1V-D-32; |IV-D57
| V-D-112) added that the selected RCT's are generally
applicable to the sources in the category. Another conmenter
(A-90-19: I1V-F-1.1 and I V-F-3) contended that the EPA
identified controls required for new sources or in special
situations and tried to apply those to all situations.

Response: The EPA thanks the commenters for their
support. The EPA believes one commenter (A-90-19: I1V-F-1.1
and I'V-F-1.3) may have msinterpreted the basis of the
selection of the RCT's. The EPA selected the RCT's based on a
review of control technologies required in State and Feder al
regul ati ons, and surveys for wastewater em ssions. Al
controls anal yzed for the HON are applicable to new and
exi sting sources.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-85) generally
endorsed the RCT approach as being a flexible system
However, the commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-85) stated that the RCT
approach invol ves sone environnental risk as plant owners and
operators have incentive to choose the nost inexpensive
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control option, even when the option sel ected does not produce
t he maxi num em ssions reduction. The commenter (A-90-19:

| V-D-85) stated that the RCT approach could be inproved by
requiring the operator to choose the nost environnentally
beneficial technol ogy.

Response: The EPA thanks the commenter for their
suggestion. However, the termenvironnentally beneficial is
anbi guous and may have many interpretations. |In addition, the
EPA consi ders proving whether the technol ogy used is or is not
the nost environnmentally beneficial to be difficult if not
i npossi ble. Wile one control technol ogy may reduce HAP
em ssions nore than another technology, it nay al so increase
mul timedi a i npacts, such as NOy or SOy em ssions.

The Act al so requires that maxi num em ssions reduction be
requi red considering, anong other things, cost. Since the Act
requires the EPA to consider cost, the EPA does not consider
it appropriate to require control greater than the MACT
because it is not cost-effective to inplenent. The EPA
consi ders using the suggested RCT, or a technol ogy that may
reduce em ssions equivalent to the RCT, sufficient to neet the
requi renents of the Act. Another technol ogy may reduce
em ssions even nore, but may not be cost-effective to
i npl enent .

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-58) recommended
that EPA clearly state what is neant by "achieved" in terns of
exi sting control device performnce because sone em ssion
control devices, however well-nmaintai ned and operated, nmay
experience sone degradation in control efficiency over tine.
One comrenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-63) suggested that "achi eved
control device performance" be defined as the perfornmance
obtained in normal operating conditions over the expected
operating lifetime of the equipnment, assum ng proper
mai nt enance and operating conditions.
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Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-58; 1V-D83) requested
that the EPA clarify in the final HON rule that the RCT
performance levels will not be based on the potential
capabilities of new equi pnent operated under opti nal
conditions but rather on the performance |evels achieved by a
properly operated and nai ntai ned control device during its
expected lifetinmne. One comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-58)
recommended that the EPA consider warranted performance of
control equi pnent as the neasure of achi evabl e perfornmance.

Response: The EPA considers that proper nai ntenance and
monitoring of the control device will enable the contro
device to operate under normal operating conditions at the
desired efficiency over the lifetine of the equipnent.

However, should control device performance decline over tinme

as nentioned by the commenter, the owner or operator would be
responsi ble for repairing or replacing the equipnment so that

the em ssion point is still in conpliance wwth the HON

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-85) asserted that
t he EPA cannot claimthat the reference control efficiency
reflects the capabilities of the technol ogy, because the rule
does not require achi evenent of the percentage reduction over
a reasonably short period of tine.

The comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-85) also contended that the
reference control efficiency understates the maxi num
achi evabl e em ssions reduction to the extent that averaging
times are not consistent with the capabilities of the
t echnol ogy sel ect ed.

Response: For sonme RCT's, the EPA bases denonstration of
conpliance on performance testing and includes certain tine
specifications in the provisions for performance-testing. The
EPA believes that if a device is denonstrated to achieve a
specific reduction during a performance test, then that device
can be expected to continue to achieve that reduction as |ong
as the device is properly maintained and operated. The
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commenter did not provide any details regarding why the
averaging tines are not consistent wth the technol ogy
sel ect ed.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-85) stated that
the RCT | evel of control is |less than sone State RACT
requi renents (e.g., 99 percent reduction in New York). The
comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-85) also stated that in New York,
em ssions of less than one Ib/hr are required to be controlled
if necessary to neet anbient air quality limts. The
comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-85) clained that because data is not
avai l abl e to show that New York's standards are not achi evabl e
or are not achieved by the average of the best performng
12 percent of existing sources, the EPA nust raise the RCT
efficiency at least to New York's |evels.

Response: As discussed in section 5.2.1.2, consideration
of an existing requirenent as affecting the MACT floor is
dependent on the location of the facility and the
characteristics of the em ssion point. Although a State may
contain nore than 12 percent of the SOCM facilities in the
nation, if there are no em ssion points in that State that
nmeet the applicability criteria of the State rule and are
required to neet specific control requirenents, then the
stringency of the State rule is irrelevant. There nust be
em ssion points actually subject to control requirenents in
order for a regulation to have an inpact on the MACT fl oor.

Further, the EPA would |like to point out that the HON
anal ysis indicated that |less than 12 percent of SOCM
facilities are located in New York.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D107) recommended
t hat each recovery technol ogy or conbustion device should be
allowed to conpete in the marketplace to neet the specific
needs of each SOCM process subject to the HON

Response: The HON is witten as a performance standard
so that any control device may be used if it can neet the
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performance requirenents. Nothing in the HON precl udes any
technol ogy fromconpeting in the market place as Iong as the
technol ogy can achi eve the | evel of em ssion control required
in the HON. The EPA even provides provisions for alternative
control technol ogi es and pronotes innovative control
strat egi es.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D92) contended
that the proposed rul e does not provide a tine period in which
t he EPA nust approve, deny, or nodify requests for approval of
equi val ent technol ogy. The comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 92)
recomended a 90-day period for the EPA to review the
application requests. The comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D92)
requested that if no word fromthe EPA is received after the
90 days have el apsed, the facility be given permssion to
i npl ement the technology at its own risk if it fails to neet
t he standard.

The commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D92) suggested that the EPA
act as a clearinghouse for approved alternative nmethods (BACT-
i ke data base) in order to provide industry with inter-EPA
Region and interstate consistency.

One comrenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-33) asserted that the
alternative neans of emssion limtation provisions in
proposed 863.102(c) should be streamined and used to
encourage innovative and cost-effective neans to achi eve MACT.
The commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 33) added that proposed
863.162(c) in subpart H does not adequately reflect the
statutory | anguage and shoul d be changed to be consistent with
proposed 863.102(c) in subpart F.

Response: The HON al ready contains provisions that woul d
all ow the use of alternative nmeans of em ssions limtations as
Il ong as the technol ogy neets the requirenent of the MACT. The
EPA considers the | anguage in these provisions to be adequate.
However, the EPA does agree with the commenter that the
provisions for alternative neans of em ssion limtation should
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be consistent between subparts F and H of the HON. The EPA
has revised the rule to reflect this.

The EPA appreciates the suggestion to create a new data
base. However, at this tinme, the EPA does not have plans to
facilitate the construction of such a data base.

5.2.2.2 Use of Cost and Cost Effectiveness

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: |V-D-85) contended
that the EPA's estimate of cost effectiveness does not reflect

t he cost savings possible frompollution prevention, em ssions
averaging, or fromducting em ssion points together.

Response: It is not technically feasible in all cases to
duct em ssion points together. Mny tinmes the resulting
stream woul d be unsafe because of the inconpatibility of the
chemcals in the stream In addition, it is difficult, if not
i npossi ble, to estimate the savings from pollution prevention
prograns because they are generally site-specific. To have
accounted for these control neasures in the HON i npacts
anal ysis woul d have required nore detailed, site-specific
informati on than was gathered by the EPA for the HON
Collecting this type of information would have required a
substantial investnment in tinme that was not possibly under the
strict schedule of the HON. However, the EPA did account for
t he savings associated with the use of recovery devices by
i ncl udi ng product recovery credits in the estination of total
costs. It should also be noted that other comenters felt
that the cost estimates were under st at ed.

Comment: Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-72; |V-D 106)
concurred with the EPA's use of increnental cost per ton of
pol I utant renoved as the appropriate nethod for evaluating the
cost-effectiveness of control technol ogy beyond the fl oor.

Anot her commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-87) contended that the EPA
shoul d reassess its reliance on increnmental cost-effectiveness
for decision maki ng because nost of the associated val ues for
average cost effectiveness are nmuch | ess than the cost per
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pound for new hydrocarbon controls in States such as
California. The comenter (A-90-19: |V-D-87) contended that
overall cost effectiveness, not increnental cost
ef fectiveness, should be used to nmeasure the econom c
efficiency of a regul ation, because adding increnments in
stringency would have raised the overall cost-effectiveness
only slightly, leaving still |ow values for the regul ation.
Response: Wile overall cost-effectiveness would be the
appropriate neasure for the conparison between having a
particul ar regulatory alternative and having no regul ation, it
is not the appropriate neasure for conparing several
regul atory alternatives. Wen conparing two regul atory
options, the extra cost and extra environnental inprovenent
are the relevant factors for conparing a nore stringent option
to a less stringent one. This use of increnental analysis is
accepted practice for both econom cs and deci sion anal ysis.
Two comenters (A-90-19: [IV-D-72; IV-D106) al so agreed
with the EPA's use of increnental cost-effectiveness.
Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-41) requested
that the EPA fully evaluate non-air quality and environnent al
i npacts. Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-72; |1V-D 106) added
that the EPA should al so consider non-air quality health and
environmental inpacts (e.g., generation of solid waste and
wast ewat er) and energy inpacts in setting requirenents beyond
the floor. One of these comenters (A-90-19: [|V-D 106)
suggested that the EPA al so consider the overall cost of
controls when defining simlar sources within a category.
Response: As required by the statute, the EPA consi dered
t he magni tude of HAP reductions, cost and econom c i npacts,
energy inpacts, non-air quality health inpacts, and ot her
envi ronnment al i npacts when eval uating control |evels above the
floor level of control. The reader is referred to the
preanbl e where these inpacts are presented in tabular formfor
t he sel ected option.
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Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-G 1) recognized
that the EPA has authority to set cut-off |evels based on
surrogates for cost-effectiveness, bel ow which individual HAP
em ssion points within MACT-covered processes are not required
to be controlled. The commenter (A-90-19: 1V-G 1) stated
that the EPA's approach was consistent with the inplenentation
hi story of NSPS, RACT, and ot her technol ogy-based requirenents
under the Act, and also conports with the EPA's authority to
set reasonable de mnims |evels.

Response: The EPA thanks the commenter for their
support.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: |1V-D 82) supported
setting standards only for those specific subclasses for which
controls are relatively cost-effective. The commenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-82) contended that the decision whether to
control remaining elenments should be left to the individual
source, and governnent initiatives to extend controls to these
units should take the form of general encouragenent through
pol lution prevention and em ssions trading prograns. The
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-82) recommended that voluntary
i ncentives should be enphasi zed except where additional
regulation is either legally required or clearly justified on
policy grounds. One comrenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-89) asserted
that the HON nust be carefully reviewed to achi eve em ssions
control in the nost cost-effective manner.

Response: The Act requires that MACT standards require
t he maxi mum em ssi ons reducti ons considering cost, non-air
quality health and environnmental inpacts, and energy
requi renents. However, the Act requires the Admnistrator to
establish a standard that is no |l ess stringent than the best-
controlled 12 percent of sources. |In this rule-making, the
EPA used cost effectiveness to eval uate options above the
floor. For em ssion points not included in the floor and
determ ned not to be cost effective to control, and al so not
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required to be controlled under other regul ati ons, an owner or
operator may choose to control em ssion points voluntarily or
not to control themat all.

Comment: Two commenters (A-90-19: [1V-D-32; [V-D69)
asserted that the EPA has failed to neet its statutory
obligation to consider costs when setting a MACT standard
above the floor level of control. Several commenters
(A-90- 19: IV-D-32; IV-D-69; IV-D-75; IV-D112) stated that
the EPA's nodel plant approach contains several unrealistic
assunptions thereby |leading to inaccurate estinates. One
comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-69) concluded that the rule is not
as cost-effective as the EPA clains and/or cut-off levels are
too low. Three commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D32; |IV-D75;
| V-D-112) clainmed that based on a nore realistic assessnent of
costs, em ssion benefits, and nmultinmedia inpacts, there is no
justification for exceeding the MACT fl oor.

One comenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-32) asserted that by
focusing on em ssion points instead of sources, the EPA
overstates the actual floor levels, and the EPA shoul d account
for this overstringency when establishing the prescribed MACT
| evels for the HON. The commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 32)
reasoned that, because the EPA's estimate of the floor was
al ready nore stringent than the actual floor, there was no
justification for exceeding the MACT floor. The commenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D32) asserted that cost and environnmenta
benefits nust be considered where the EPA sets MACT above the
floor. The commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D32) contended that the
EPA had not adequately considered these factors, had relied on
fl awed data, and should adjust the MACT | evels to account for
realistic cost and benefit estimates. The comrenter (A-90-19:
| V-D-32) specified that the EPA did not justify exceeding the
floor for vents, storage vessels, and wastewater.

One comenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-98) contended that the
EPA's failure to subcategorize sufficiently nakes the
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emssions limtation infeasible for sources that legitimately
shoul d be in a subcategory. The commenter (A-90-19: [|V-D98)
concluded that this equated to a failure to take costs into
consideration in setting em ssion standards.

Response: As stated in previous responses, the EPA
mai ntains that its approach for estimating the inpacts of the
HON was the only practical way to evaluate such a | arge and
conplex industry within the available tinefranme. Wile the
EPA recogni zes that there was uncertainty in the analysis, the
rule is structured to accommbpdate site-specific
characteristics and considerations. The rule also allows for
future changes due to redesign or changes in process
oper ati ons.

Were the EPA has selected an option nore stringent than
the MACT fl oor, the decision was based on the statutory
criteria (i.e., cost, energy requirenents, and non-air quality
heal th and environnental inpacts). Consideration of cost
ef fecti veness was based on algorithns that have been used and
commented on extensively in past rules. The EPA does not
believe that these algorithns drastically underestimate costs
on a national basis. The EPA has al so provi ded nunerous
conpliance options for each em ssion point to allow owners and
operators to select the nost practical conpliance programfor
each source.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D115) contended
that cost-effectiveness benchmarks listed wwth the HON are
significantly |ower than those in California s BAAQWD cost -
ef fectiveness guide for photochem cally reactive organic
conmpound reductions. The comenter (A-90-19: [|V-D115)
stated that $17,500 per ton is cost effective even if a
conmpound i s not hazardous. Another commenter (A-90-109:
| V-D-87) argued that it would be |logical to spend nore per ton
for HAP's, conpared to hydrocarbons, because the HAP' s subject
to the HON are generally photochem cally reactive as well as
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toxic. One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D70) contended that the
cost figure used to determ ne whether or not an em ssion point
is a Goup 1 or Goup 2 classification should be consi stent

wi th the Texas Regul ati on Devel opnent Program s determ nation
of cost effectiveness. One comenter (A-90-19: |[|V-D115)
asserted that any cost-effectiveness provisions should allow
equi val ency for States/Districts whose cost-effectiveness
benchmarks are at |east as stringent.

Response: In evaluating regulatory alternatives and
selecting the stringency of the rule, the EPA had to consider
not only cost but also non-air quality health and
environment al inpacts and energy requirenments. Also, the EPA
had to evaluate these criteria for the entire nation, not just
a single State. Thus, the requirenents had to be reasonabl e
when applied to the source category as a whole, with all its
diversity and conplexity.

The EPA di sagrees with one conmenter's assertion that
$17,500 per ton of HAP is cost effective for the sources
regul ated by the HON. The value nmay be accepted as cost
effective in specific geographic regions or parts of the
SOCM . However, in developing a national standard |like the
HON, the EPA nust consider the diversity of the industry and
the fact that sonme areas of the country have many plant sites
whil e other areas have only a few. The EPA al so recogni zes
that there are many SOCM sources in Texas; however, the EPA
had to take a broader perspective in selecting the
requirenents for a national rule. 1In addition, nothing in the
HON precludes a State or region fromsetting nore stringent
standards than the HON if they so desire.

5.2.2.3 Cost-Benefit Analysis

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 82) recommended
that the HON be based on a full cost-benefit analysis

denonstrating that the social benefits of additional
regul ati on nore than exceed the social costs if there is a
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decision to go beyond the MACT floor. The commenter (A-90-19:
| V-D-82) contended that technol ogy-based standards that

regul ate without regard to the benefits of regul ation give the
EPA no incentive to inprove its knowl edge of the risks it is
addressing and the EPA should not to go beyond the MACT fl oor
Wi thout justification on cost-benefit grounds.

The commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D82) contended that, in the
absence of cost-benefit analysis, to propose going beyond the
MACT fl oor the EPA should invite interested commenters to
submt a full cost-benefit analysis in coments, and the EPA
shoul d prom se to consider that analysis in its decisions.

The comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-82) contended that adopting this
approach woul d encourage private comenters to undertake their
own policy analysis on mgjor Act questions, while preserving
the EPA's discretion to act in cases where they did not.

Response: The Act requires that section 112(d) standards
be technol ogy- based and does not allow consideration of cost-
benefit analysis. The statute was revised in this manner to
ensure progress in the regulation of HAP em ssion sources. By
relieving the EPA fromhaving to conplete the analysis for and
resolve the debate on this issue before a standard coul d be
i ssued, the Act provided for earlier application of controls
to achieve MACT. The Act also provided in section 112(0) for
t he National Acadeny of Sciences to study risk assessnent
procedures. The results of that study are to be used 8 years
after promul gation of a MACT standard to eval uate residua
risk as required by section 112(f).

Comment: Many commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-9; |V-D 10;
IV-D-11; IV-D-49; IV-D-51; I1V-D-83; IV-D-85; IV-D-89; |V-D 94;
| V-D-122; IV-F-7.6; IV-F-7.9 and I V-F-12; |V-F-7.40) objected
to the HON bei ng based on cost-benefit or risk analysis. Two
commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-99; 1V-D118) stated that the EPA
must conmmt itself to technol ogy-based standards. One
commenter (A-90-19: [V-F-12 and IV-F-7.39) objected to cost-
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benefit analysis because it does not take into account the
val ue to the econony of expenditures and job-producing
envi ronmental control s.

One comrenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-49) asserted that the
science of health inpacts is not sufficiently advanced to be
adequately represented in any benefits cal cul ation of control.
One comrenter (A-90-19: [1V-F-7.40) stated that the probl em of
a cost-benefit analysis is that the cost of capital
expenditures for a facility are conpared agai nst the benefit
of maintaining the health of humans as well as the environnent
for long periods of time. One comenter (A-90-19: [IV-F-7.9)
suggested that the cost savings of allow ng | ess stringent
em ssion controls is offset by the cost of health care for
wor kers and nearby residents. One commenter (A-90-19:
| V- F-7.40) concluded that the short-termcost in capital
expenditures is mnuscule conpared to the | ong-term benefit
from mai ntai ning natural resources and the ancillary econom c
benefit derived therefrom

One commenter (A-90-19: IV-F-7.2) disagreed with the use
of risk assessnent in devel oping the HON because the exposure
| evel s set by using risk assessnent do not actually correspond
to health effects. The comenter (A-90-19: [IV-F-7.2)
presented an exanpl e where exposure |evels, established using
ri sk assessnment, were repeatedly found to be inadequate and
were, therefore, |owered.

Two commenters (A-90-19: [IV-F-7.6; IV-F-7.39 and
| V-F-12) maintained that the HON proposal preanble conmts the
EPA to cost-benefit analysis in future rul emaki ngs, and that
this policy is illegal and should be abandoned. Several
commenters contended that: (1) although the Act requires cost
to be taken into consideration, it does not mandate a cost-
benefit analysis for the establishnment of MACT standards
(A-90-19: 1V-D-49; I1V-D-87; I1V-D-115); (2) Congress did not
intend for cost-benefit analysis to be used to determ ne the
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MACT standard (A-90-19: [1V-D-49; IV-D-90; IV-D-94; |V-D 100);
and (3) Congress explicitly rejected cost-benefit analysis for
setting MACT standards because, in the past, evaluating risk
virtually paralyzed the EPAin its attenpt to establish air
toxi c standards (A-90-19: 1V-D-85; I1V-D-94; 1V-D99;
|V-D-118; IV-F-7.6; IV-F-7.39 and IV-F-12). Several
commenters contended that by injecting cost benefit analysis
into the HON: (1) the EPA will face the inpossible task of
putting a price on unquantifiable health concepts (A-90-109:
IV-D-85; IV-D-99; IV-F-7.6); and (2) the regul atory process
woul d be overwhel ned and cause the EPA to m ss the deadli nes
for establishing standards (A-90-19: 1V-D-85; |1V-D99;
|V-F-7.6). One commenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-99) added that if
the EPA failed to establish MACT standards, the burden woul d
fall on State agencies which do not have the resources for
such a chal | enge.

Four comenters (A-90-19: [1V-D-49; 1V-D-90; 1V-D 100;
| V-F-7.39 and |1 V-F-12) objected to the EPA using cost-benefit
anal ysis to determ ne exenptions for process vents and ot her
em ssion points. Two commenters (A-90-19: [1V-D-90; |V-D 100)
contended that the EPA had inproperly established such
exenptions based on a cost-benefit analysis that did not
address public health inpacts or environnental inpacts.

Two comenters (A-90-19: [V-D-90; IV-D100) protested
that the EPA did not account for the costs associated with the
potential adverse health effects from exposure to all owabl e
em ssions that result fromarbitrary exenption of Goup 2
em ssion points. Another comenter (A-90-19: [IV-F-7.39 and
| V-F-12) contended that it was illegal for the EPA to exenpt
HON pollution streanms fromcontrol on the basis of cost-
benefit analysis by neasuring the benefit in terns of tons of
em ssions reduction instead of avoi ded deat hs.

Response: The EPA believes that there nay be sone
confusion regarding the difference between cost-benefit
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anal ysis and cost-effectiveness analysis. A cost-benefit

anal ysis requires an assessnent of the health effects
associated with regulating HAP's and the associated costs. A
cost-effectiveness anal ysis requires conparing the cost of
appl ying control technol ogies or achieving perfornmance | evels
with the associated reduction in em ssions and determning if
the cost of achieving the em ssion reductions is reasonable.

As noted by earlier comenters, cost-benefit analysis is
difficult given the present state of devel opment of risk
assessnment. It is also highly controversial because it
i nvol ves assigning a value to health inpacts. The EPA agrees
with the coomenters that the Act prohibits using a cost-
benefit analysis for devel oping section 112 standards. The
EPA considers the HON to conply with the Act because MACT for
the HON was not determ ned using a cost-benefit anal ysis.

The Act requires that, in determ ning MACT, the EPA nust
consi der cost, energy requirenents, and non-air quality health
and environnental inpacts. Because evaluation of health
inpacts is to be postponed until conpletion of the NAS study
required in section 112(0), in devel oping the HON t he EPA
considered the three remaining statutory criteria.

Envi ronmental inpacts were eval uated by estimating reductions
in HAP em ssions and associ ated increases in secondary air
pollutants. The EPA also estimated the increased energy
demand associated with the rule.

The statute does not specify how the EPA is to consider
cost. The EPA did evaluate the econom c inpacts associ ated
with the HON;, however, the neasures were not sensitive enough
to di stinguish anong regul atory options. Thus, the EPA
sel ected a cost-effectiveness analysis as the nost appropriate
met hod for evaluating the costs of options nore stringent than
the fl oor.
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The EPA nmaintains that its determ nation of MACT for the
HON i s consistent with the Act and i nvol ved consi derati on of
the statutory criteria.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: [1V-F-7.34) stated that
cohabi tati on and coexi stence with chem cal conpanies are
difficult when known or suspected nedical conditions and
di seases, as listed on materials safety data sheets, are daily
realities. Mny commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D27; |1V-D 29;
|V-D-117; IV-D-119; IV-F-1.5; IV-F-7.1; IV-F-7.2; IV-F-7.3;
|V-F-7.4; IV-F-7.5;, IV-F-7.6; IV-F-7.7; IV-F-7.8;, IV-F-7.9;
|V-F-7.10 and I V-F-9; IV-F7.11; IV-F-7.12; |IV-F-7.13;
|V-F-7.14; IV-F-7.15; IV-F-7.16; |V-F-7.17; |V-F-7.18;
| V-F-7.22; IV-F-7.23; IV-F-7.24; |V-F-7.25; |V-F-7.26;
| V-F-7.30; IV-F-7.31; IV-F-7.32; IV-F-7.33; |V-F-7.34,;
|V-F-7.35; IV-F-7.36; IV-F-7.37; IV-F-7.38; IV-F-7.39 and
| V-F-12; IV-F-7.40; IV-F-7.42; IV-F-7.45; |V-G 14) stated or
inplied that em ssions from nearby chem cal conpanies are
causing health problens in the surrounding communities. Two
coommenters (A-90-19: IV-F-7.2; IV-F-7.5) contended that
cunmul ative |l ow |l evel s of chem cal exposure over the long term
are associated with health effects. Several commenters
(A-90-19: IV-D119; IV-F-7.3; IV-F-7.4; IV-F-7.5;, IV-F-7.8;
|V-F-7.9; IV-F-7.12; IV-F-7.13; IV-F-7.16; |IV-F-7.17;
| V-F-7.18; IV-F-7.23; IV-F-7.24; |V-F-7.25; |V-F-7.26;
| V-F-7.30; IV-F-7.31; IV-F-7.32; IV-F-7.33; |V-F-7.34,;
| V-F-7.35; IV-F-7.36; IV-F-7.37; IV-F-7.38; |V-F-7.40;
| V-F-7.42; |V-F-7.45) cited various health effects that they
believed to be related to toxic em ssions from chem cal
plants. Three commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-66; |V-F-7.5;
| V-F-7.25) raised issues regarding the health of children in
areas with chem cal plants.

One comrenter (A-90-19: [1V-F-12) cited a Tul ane
University study included in the House Report to the 1990
Amendnent, which indicated that the lung cancer rate for
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individuals living wthin a mle of major chemcal plants is
four times the national average. One commenter (A-90-19:
| V-F-7.32) stated that, according to the EPA, it is nore
likely that a person living wthin 1 mle of a petrochem cal
facility wll get cancer.

Many comrenters (A-90-19: [IV-D-118; IV-F-7.2; IV-F-7.10
and IV-F-9; IV-F-7.11; IV-F-7.12; IV-F-7.13; |V-F-7.25;
| V-F-7.27; IV-F-7.29; IV-F-7.30; IV-F-7.34; 1V-F-7.37) used
the term"Cancer Alley" to refer to parts of Louisiana and
Texas where a | arge nunber of chem cal manufacturing conpanies
have their operations. One commenter (A-90-19: [V-F-7.37)
di scussed and presented tables (A-90-19: 1V-F-11) and
scientific data on cancer in Louisiana but stated that nore
studi es shoul d be done regarding health in "cancer alley."
The comrenter (A-90-19: |1V-F-7.37) presented data to disprove
the prevalent "lifestyle theory" which states that excesses of
cancer in Louisiana are due to excessive snoking, drinking,
eating, and sexual behavior. The commenter (A-90-109:
| V-F-7.37) concluded fromthe data that cancer rate due to
occupation is a nore inportant factor than snoking, drinking,
eating, and sexual behavi or.

One comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-76) clainmed that the
previ ous commenter (A-90-19: [|V-F-7.37) had msinterpreted
the data provided in the report entitled "Cancer in Louisiana:
Vol ume VIl - Cancer Incidence in South Louisiana, 1983-1986."
The comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-76) provided a copy of the
report and refuted various concl usi ons nmade by the previous
commenter (A-90-19: [V-F-7.37) that had indicated el evated
| evel s of cancer anpbng specific sex-race groups in Louisiana
and that had established a high occupation-rel ated cancer
rate.

One comenter (A-90-19: [V-F-7.15) nentioned data
recently rel eased by the EPA which was construed to indicate
that the health risk near sone chemcal facilities is greater
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than one in one thousand. One comrenter (A-90-19: |IV-F-7.23)
mentioned that, in Mssissippi, a particular city |ocated near
several chem cal conpanies has al nost tw ce the nunber of
hospi tal adm ssions per 1,000 Medicaid recipients as any ot her
city in the nation. Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-F-7.30;

| V-F-7.31) discussed a health questionnaire distributed in

t heir nei ghborhood, wth 400 responses received. One of the
commenters (A-90-19: |1V-F-7.30) revealed that 90 percent of

t he respondents suffered fromvarious health problens. The

ot her comrenter (A-90-19: 1V-F-7.31) reported the foll ow ng
results: 35 percent ear infections; 39 percent skin rashes;
21 percent asthma; 43 percent vision problens; 46 percent

all ergi es; 58 percent headaches; 30 percent respiratory

probl ens; 4 percent cancer rate; 14 percent heart problens;

5 percent seizures; coughing spells, breathing disabilities in
children, birth defects, and other illnesses.

Two comenters (A-90-19: [IV-F-7.37; IV-F-7.39 and
| V- F-12) urged consideration to be given to the cunul ative
effects of multiple chemcals. One commenter (A-90-109:
| V-F-7.33) was especially concerned about the negative health
effects fromvinyl chloride. One commenter (A-90-109:
| V-D-96) stated that in promulgating the final rule the EPA
shoul d consider that the incineration of organochlorine
conpounds creates nore hazardous conpounds such as di oxins and
furans.

One comenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-96) stated that the
proposed HON failed to fully evaluate health inpacts. Four
comenters (A-90-19: IV-F-7.4; IV-F-7.5; IV-F-7.24; |V-F-12)
suggested that public health or preventative health nedicine
shoul d be the basis for, or at |least a goal of, regulating the
chem cal industry. One comenter (A-90-19: [IV-F-7.4)
suggested that the regul ation should err on the side of
over-protecting public health, given the |lack of information
on, or conflicting interpretations of, existing information on
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the effect of the regulated chem cals on human health. Two
commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-96; IV-F-7.26) suggested that nore
studi es should be done to determ ne synergistic effects on
human health of chemcals released into the environnent. One
commenter (A-90-19: [V-F-7.32) was unsure how t he EPA derives
the allowable | evels of chemcals that can be emtted into the
air, since there are so many people who are dying of cancer.
One comrenter (A-90-19: |1V-F-7.9) suggested that the HON
shoul d protect the health of workers at chem cal plants and
wor kers at non-SOCM industrial plants | ocated near chem cal

pl ant s.

Response: The commenters have a legitimate concern and
the EPA is also concerned with the health risks associ ated
with HAP em ssions. However, the study of risk assessnent is
still being devel oped. Congress decided in 1990 to base
future air pollution regulations on maxi num achi evabl e control
technol ogy rather than on risk because debate regarding the
met hodol ogy for risk assessnent had virtually paral yzed the
EPA. Em ssion standards were bei ng del ayed because of the
controversy. Thus, the Congress specified in section 112(d)

t hat standards shoul d be technol ogy-based.

However, the Congress also provided in section 112(f)(1)
of the Act that the EPA should study: (1) nethods for
cal cul ating residual risk, (2) avail able nethods for reducing
risk, and (3) data on actual health effects and results of
applicable health studies. The EPA is required to report
their findings in 1996 and to nake recommendati ons on
| egi slation regarding the remaining risk. 1In
section 112(f)(2), the EPA is further required to pronul gate
addi tional standards for a source category if it is necessary
to "provide an anple margin of safety to protect public
health.” The HON is, therefore, requiring the maxi num
achi evabl e control technol ogy, and a risk assessnent has not
been perfornmed. However, the EPA will continue to study the
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em ssion potential of the SOCM and, if necessary, wll issue
additional requirenents in 2002.

Comment: Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-F-7.30; IV-F-7.42)
expressed concern over the nunerous accidental chem cal/toxic
rel eases that occur at nearby chem cal conpanies.

Response: The EPA appreciates the comenters' concerns
and i s addressing accidental releases through a separate
program established by Congress in the Act. Accidental
rel eases are covered by the section 112(r) standard whi ch has
been proposed.

5.2.2.4 Goup 1/Goup 2 Points

Comment: Several commenters (A-90-19: |1V-D32; |V-D 54;
|V-D-68; IV-D-73; 1V-D102; |1V-D-112) praised the concept of
Goup 1 and G oup 2 em ssion points. One comenter (A-90-19;

| V-D-68) supported the concept of Goup 1/Goup 2 points as a
means of setting priorities and requiring reductions and
suggested the EPA maintain this concept. One comrenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-112) stated that the use of Goup 1 and

Goup 2 distinctions accurately reflects the nunber and types
of existing em ssion points and nethods used to control those
poi nts. Another commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-102) stated that it
reflects current best-industry practice. One commenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-73) supported the concept of Goup 1 and

Goup 2 emssion points stating that it differentiates between
significant em ssion points requiring control and
insignificant em ssion points for which control is not
required. One comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-32) stated that the
Goup 1/Goup 2 distinction is an integral elenent of the MACT
floor. The commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-32) also stated that the
EPA' s nethod for determning the floor using the Goup 1/
Group 2 concept is reasonable and acceptable. One conmmenter
(A-90-19: 1V-G 1) contended that nothing in the |egislative
history requires every em ssion point within a MACT process or
maj or HAP source to be controlled by MACT. Another commenter
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(A-90-19: 1V-D-32) specified that section 112(d) of the Act
does not require all emssion points wwthin a source to be
controlled. One comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-102) contended that
the costs of controlling em ssions from Goup 2 sources is not
warranted and the Act does not require control of each and
every em ssion point.

Response: The EPA thanks the commenters for their
support.

5.2.3 Qher

Comment: Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-F-7.18; [V-F-7.19)
expressed concern that pollution is affecting the quality of
rivers and fish.

Response: The Clean Water Act is the primary statute
governing pol lution of water. Thus, the HON, which is
i npl emented through the Clean Air Act, is not the appropriate
pl ace for requirenments on the quality of rivers and fish.

However, the EPA wi shes to point out that in the HON
i npact anal ysis, the EPA eval uated whether air pollution
controls required by the HON woul d create wastewater or solid
waste inpacts. The EPA determ ned that there would be
negligi bl e detrinental inpacts.

Comment: Several comrenters (A-90-19: [1V-D 96
IV-F-7.1; IV-F-7.4; IV-F-7.5; |IV-F-7.27 and | V-F-10;
| V- F-7.40) nentioned that the HON should protect the
environment. One commenter (A-90-19: |V-F-7.40) stated that
the ecosystemri sk assessnment procedures have not been
devel oped for any chemcal. The comenter (A-90-19:
| V-F-7.40) also stated that the HON rule fails to address
at nospheric deposition and bi oaccunul ati on of chem cals as
t hey affect human and non- human endpoi nts.

Response: By significantly reducing em ssions of HAP s,
the HON will | essen the amount of chem cals released to the
envi ronment and therefore have a positive effect on the
ecosystem As discussed in previous responses, the HONis a
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t echnol ogy-based standard as required by the Act. Also as
previously stated, risk assessnent procedures are being
studied and a residual risk analysis wll be conducted 8 years
after promul gation of the final rule.

Comment: Several commenters (A-90-19: [IV-F-7.3;
| V-F-7.8; IV-F-7.20; IV-F-7.22; IV-F-7.32; 1V-G 14) expressed
di ssatisfaction with the nui sance caused by the bad odors or
poor visibility associated with chem cal production, and
identified the odors as poi sonous. Several conmmenters
(A-90-19: IV-F-7.30; IV-F-7.32) discussed the noise pollution
found around chem cal conpanies, and noted that the roaring
wakes themup in the mddle of the night.

Response: Visibility issues related to VOC em ssi ons
woul d be addressed under the National Anbient Air Quality
Standards. |If an area is classified as non-attainnment, State
i npl ementation plans are required to bring the area into
attainment. The Cean Air Act al so has provisions for PSD
review of new sources to prevent deterioration of attainnment
areas. Visibility is considered in these reviews. Also,
because the HON wil|l reduce air pollutant em ssions, the rule
shoul d have a positive effect on these areas.

The HON i s promul gated under the CAA, and is focused on
addressing air pollution. Controls required by the HON are
not expected to increase noise inpacts, but noise regulation
is not within the |egal scope of section 112 of the Act.

Noi se ordi nances are usually State or |ocal regul ations.
5.3 CGENERAL STRI NGENCY

Comment: Several comrenters (A-90-19: [1V-D-32; IV-D 33
IV-D-63; IV-D-67;, IV-D-72; IV-D-74; 1V-D-78; |V-D-82; |V-D 83;
| V-D-86; IV-D-89; IV-D-90; I1V-D-93; 1V-D-98; |V-D 100;
| V-D-104; 1V-D-106; 1V-D-108; IV-D-113; I1V-G1) (A 90-23:
| V-D-9) recogni zed the significance of the HON as a precedent-
setting rule for future MACT standards. Several commenters
specifically nentioned that the HON could influence the
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refinery MACT standard (A-90-19: [V-D-63; IV-D-67; |1V-D 113);
future pul p and paper regul ations (A-90-19: |1V-D-98); future
regul ati ons covering can manufacturing (A-90-19: IV-G1); and
t he pharnmaceuti cal manufacturing MACT standard (A-90-19:
| V-D-108). Two commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-83; 1V-D 106)
consi dered that nmuch of the policy discussed in the HON is
applicable and relevant to the devel opnent of future NESHAP
for other source categories.

Several comenters (A-90-19: [V-D-63; IV-D-78; |1V-D80)
cautioned the EPA against applying regulations simlar to
t hose proposed in the HON to other source categories wthout
gat hering appropriate process and industry-specific data. One
commenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-63) noted that the EPA had al ready
recogni zed di fferences anong industries with the equi pnment
| eak provisions. One commenter (A-90-19: [|V-D 80)
specifically nmentioned that existing technologies in the paint
and coating industry may not be suited for a regulation
simlar to the HON and that the small sizes of the firns in
this industry may nmaeke regul ations with extensive requirenents
econom cal |l y unfeasi ble and inappropriate. The comenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-80) asserted that recordkeeping requirenents
in the HON woul d require resource demands that smaller
conpani es woul d not be able to neet. Another comrenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-82) asserted that the approach taken by the
HON is not justified for the mning and m neral process
i ndustry.

Many comrenters (A-90-19: |1V-D-41; 1V-D-43; |1V-D47;
| V-D-49; 1V-D-83; |1V-D93) expressed concern that future air
toxics rules would suffer by follow ng the precedent of the
HON rul e and would not control air toxic emssions strictly.
Anot her comrenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-99) recognized that the HON
rule is a conprehensive proposal that could have far-reaching
benefits to the environnent. However, the comrenter (A-90-19:
| V-D-99) contended that the proposed HONin its current form
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contains significant problens that wll prevent it from being
as effective and stringent as it should be. One comenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-49) requested that the EPA revise the proposed
HON to address protection of public health and set precedents
for future regul ati ons of HAF' s.

Response: The EPA recognizes that the HON i s unique to
the SOCM. MACT standards for each source category wll be
based on information fromsources in that category. However,
future standards nay review the procedures and regul ations in
the HON for gui dance.

Comment: Several commenters (A-90-19: [IV-D-9; 1V-D 10;
IV-D-41; IV-D-43; I1V-D-96; |1V-D118; 1V-D 120; I1V-D 123,
|V-D-124; IV-D-125; IV-F-1.5;, IV-F-7.1; IV-F-7.2; IV-F-7.3;
| V-F-7.10 and IV-F-9; IV-F-7.29; IV-F-7.35; IV-F-7.36;
IV-F-7.39 and IV-F-12; IV-F-7.44; |1V-F-7.45; V-G 14; |V-G 15)
suggested that the HON does not reduce em ssions enough and
needs to strengthen its em ssions standards; several
comenters (A-90-19: IV-D-9; IV-D-11; 1V-D 118; |1V-D 120;
| V-D123; 1V-D-124; 1V-D-125; IV-F-7.23; IV-F-7.24; 1V-F-7.25)
urged the EPA to apply strict regulations. One comrenter
(A-90-19: 1V-F-7.35) was concerned that the reductions under
the Act will not be strong but will encourage polluters to
practice phantomreductions. Two comenters (A-90-19:
| V-D-41; 1V-D118) asserted that the HON was a weak rule, and
the em ssions reduction forecast by the EPAwW Il remain
el usive. One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 120) contended that
the HON illegally underm nes the Act by allow ng toxic
em ssions that Congress ordered cleaned. Several commenters
(A-90- 19: IV-D-9; IV-D-11; 1V-D-43; |1V-D-47; |V-D 96;
|V-F-7.10 and I V-F-9; IV-F-7.39 and |V-F-12) expressed that
t he anobunt of chem cals that woul d be rel eased annual | y under
the HON is too much. One commenter (A-90-19: [V-F-7.33)
urged the EPA to phase out the production of known
carci nogens, stating that the production of themis inmmoral.
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Anot her commenter (A-90-19: [|V-F-7.40) urged the EPA to apply
the policy solution used for lead, which is, as stated by the
commenter, to reduce as nuch as possible, as fast as possible,
whenever possible. One commenter (A-90-19: |1V-F-7.4)
expressed that the EPA nust nove quickly to get controls in
pl ace to reduce air pollutant em ssions.

Several comenters (A-90-19: IV-F-7.1; IV-F-7.10 and
IV-F-9; IV-F-7.12; IV-F-7.26; |IV-F-7.27 and | V-F-10;
| V-F-7.30) requested that the HON require zero toxics
di scharge. One commenter (A-90-19: [V-F-9) el aborated that
the technol ogy exists to elimnate toxics discharge. One
comenter (A-90-19: 1V-F-7.30) stated that conpanies can be
productive while having zero em ssions. One comrenter
(A-90-19: I1V-F-7.1) stated that the problemwth this rule is
t he underlying assunption that sonme pollution is okay, even if
that pollution is avoidable. Two commenters (A-90-19:
| V-D-118; 1V-D-120) objected to the HON rul e exenpti ng over
35 mllion pounds of HAP's fromcontrol. Another comrenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-96) urged the EPA to adopt a HON rule with
MACT standards that generate the 90 percent or better
reductions required by Congress. The comenter (A-90-19:
| V-F-7.15) also stated that the EPA nust ensure a neasure of
pollution equity to citizens in States wth | arge
petrochem cal industries. One comenter (A-90-19: |V-F-7.42)
stressed that the HON rul e nust be strong enough to protect
citizens living next door to the plant sites. One commenter
(A-90-19: I1V-F-1.5) stated that the proposed HON rule w ||
not protect people living near chem cal plants fromtoxic
chem cal air pollutants and clained that this | ack of
protection in the proposed rule is a result of the chem cal
i ndustry's influence on the proposed rul emaki ng. Anot her
commenter (A-90-19: [V-F-7.21) contended that a strong HON
woul d serve as a nodel for States that are devel oping their
own prograns and will support States with existing prograns.
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One commenter (A-90-19: [1V-D47) expressed concern that
the EPA's first major air toxic standard did not strictly
control em ssions fromareas already exposed to | arge anounts
of air toxics and that a | arge nunber of em ssions fromthe
SOCM industry are likely to continue to go unregul at ed.
Three comenters (A-90-19: |1V-D-41; 1V-D-124; |V-D 125)
specified that the SOCM effects are localized in three
States, but the EPA chose options other than total control,
all ow ng em ssions of 269 mllion pounds of HAP' s annually.
The commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-41) asserted that the EPA should
reconsi der the HON and make changes in order to provide an
anple margin of safety for people in these States.

One comenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-43) protested that the
EPA' s procedures and policies in the HON were fl awed, and
shoul d not be allowed to remain. One commenter (A-90-109:
| V-D-49) contended that the result of the HON s flaws is a
regul atory proposal that is substantially weaker than Congress
envisioned in crafting the Act. One comrenter (A-90-19:
| V-D-96) contended that the HON al |l ows many | oophol es whi ch
exenpt many pol l ution sources and bring the standards bel ow
the Federal mnimumor "floor" and are arguably illegal. Two
commenters (A-90-19: 1V-F-1.6 and |V-F-6) suggested that the
EPA revise the HON requirenents that go beyond the floor
| evel s of control. Another commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-41)
requested the EPA to withdraw the proposal and devel op a
substantially different approach.

One comenter (A-90-19: [IV-F-7.41) stated that the HON
wi |l provide significant em ssions reductions of air toxic
pol | ut ants.

Response: The final rule is estimated to reduce HAP
em ssions by 373,000 My/yr (89 percent nationw de) and to
i mpose $210 million/yr in annual control costs. The Act
requires the EPA to consider costs, energy requirenents, and
non-air quality health and environnmental inpacts in
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determining MACT. As shown in tables 6 and 7 of the

promul gati on preanble, the additional em ssion reduction that
theoretically could be achieved in the SOCM woul d cost

$16, 000/ My. Further control would al so cause a significant
increase in energy demand. Thus, the EPA deci ded agai nst
requiring control of all em ssion points. The EPA believes
that the final rule is achievable and neets the statutory
criteria.

The EPA thinks that the inpression sone cormmenters have
that the rule has | oopholes and illegal exenptions results
froma m sunderstandi ng regarding the definition of the SOCM
source category. Sone specific exanples of |oophol es and
exenptions given by the comenters were sources in other
source categories such as marine |oading and petrol eum
refining. The EPA would like to make clear that the HON is
intended to apply only to the SOCM source category. The
reader is referred to chapter 2 of this BID volunme for further
di scussion of the SOCM source category.

Comment: Two commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-90; 1V-D100)
contended that the conbination of the flexible regulatory
features incorporated into the HONwll result in one of the
nost conpl ex regul ati ons ever devel oped for State progranms to
i npl enent, nonitor, and enforce. The commenter (A-90-109:
| V-D-90; 1 V-D-100) contended that unless the EPA s approach is
not adequately revised to provide a | ess conplex regulation
that is both protective of the public health and enforceabl e,
States nmay not seek delegation to adm nister the HON and w ||
sinply continue adm nistering their nore stringent program
requirenents.

One comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-115) recogni zed the need to
make the HON consistent nationally, but contended that it was
i nportant that the proposed HON not underm ne existing State
or regions regulations.
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Response: |In response to comenters' concerns, the EPA
has revised many of the provisions in the final rule
i ncluding: changes to the em ssions averagi ng provisions;
sinplification of nonitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting
requirenents; and clarification of requirements for
overl apping regulations. In addition, the EPA will provide
support docunents to hel p regul atory agencies and industry
under stand the HON provi si ons.

The EPA believes these changes significantly sinplify and
clarify the final rule. Even with these revisions, the EPA
recogni zes that the final rule is still |arge and contains
many conplexities. However, such conplexity and size are
necessary if an industry as |arge, conplex, and broad as the
SOCM is to be regul ated effectively.
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6.0 COORDI NATI ON W TH OTHER CAA REQUI REMENTS

6.1 NESHAP GENERAL PROVI SI ONS

Comment: Many commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D 26; |1V-D 29;
IV-D-32; IV-D-50; IV-D-54; IV-D-57; IV-D-59; IV-D-61; |V-D 62;
IV-D-63; IV-D-64; IV-D-69; IV-D-73; IV-D-74; IV-D-75; IV-D77;
|V-D-87; IV-D-112; IV-D-113; IV-F-1.1 and |V-F-3) disapproved
of the EPA s not proposing and/or promnul gating the General
Provisions for 40 CFR part 63 prior to proposing the HON
Sone commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-50; I1V-D-63; |V-D87;
| V-D-113; IV-F-1.1 and IV-F-3) asserted that the General
Provisions contain critical requirenents that should be
considered in conjunction with the HON. Five commenters
(A-90-19: IV-D-26; IV-D-36; IV-D-54; IV-D-57; 1V-D59;
IV-D-63; IV-D-92; IV-D113) clainmed that they could not fully
comment on the HON because the General Provisions were not
avail abl e for revi ew

A few commenters (IV-D-32; IV-D-57; IV-D-62; |IV-D75;
| V-D-92; 1V-D113) argued that it was a violation of the
Adm ni strative Procedures Act for the EPA to reference an
unpronul gated regul ation. Two commenters (A-90-19: |V-D 32;
| V-D-92) al so contended that cross-references to the CGeneral
Provisions violate the requirenents of 1 CFR 21.21(a), which
prohi bits anmbi guous references and 40 CFR 51.1, which governs
how materials are incorporated by references into Federal
regul ations. One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-87) stated that
the HON coul d not be inplenented or enforced w thout the
CGeneral Provisions being finalized.
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Several commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-26; |1V-D-50; |IV-D59
IV-D-63; IV-D-64; IV-D-74; IV-D-77;, IV-D-87) stated that the
EPA nmust all ow and consi der public comrents on the General
Provi sions before promul gating the HON. A nunber of
comenters (A-90-19: I1V-D-26; IV-D-32; IV-D36; |1V-D 50;
IV-D-54; IV-D-57;, IV-D-59; IV-D-63; IV-D-64; IV-D-69; IV-D77;
| V-D-113) suggested extendi ng the HON coment period or
reopeni ng the HON conment period once the General Provisions
have been proposed. As an alternative, sonme comenters
suggested renoving all references in the HON to the General
Provisions (A-90-19: IV-D-32; IV-D-62; IV-D73; |V-D75;
| V-D-113); incorporating the requirenents directly to the HON
(A-90-19: 1V-D-54; IV-D-73; I1V-D-112); specifying in the
final HON which requirenments of the General Provisions wll
apply to HON sources (A-90-19: IV-D-33; IV-F-1.1 and I V-F-3)
and/ or re-proposing the HON (A-90-19: 1V-D-54; |1V-D64).

O her comenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-32; IV-D-54; 1V-D57;
| V-D-69; |1V-D75) recomended revising the HON to state that
the HON wi || supersede any subsequent General Provisions.

Response: At the tine the HON was proposed, the Ceneral
Provi si ons had not yet been proposed. However, the Ceneral
Provi si ons were proposed on August 11, 1993, and on
Cct ober 15, 1993 (58 FR 53478) the EPA published in the
Federal Register a notice reopening the HON public comrent

period for 30 days. This reopening provided an opportunity
for the public to review the cross-referenced Ceneral

Provi sions and submt conments on the overlap between the HON
and the General Provisions. The final General Provisions are
bei ng promul gated at the sanme tinme as the HON. Therefore, the
cross-references in the pronulgated HON wi Il | not be anbi guous.
As detailed in the follow ng response, the HON has been
revised to nore clearly state which General Provisions
sections do and do not apply.
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Comment: Many commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-33; IV-F-1.1
and I'V-F-3; IV-K-6; IV-K-19; [V-K-21; |V-K-24; |V-K-27,
| V-K-28; IV-K-34; IV-K-47; 1V-K-49; |V-K-56; |V-K-57; |V-K-61;
| V- K-66; |1V-K-70 and I V-K-76; 1V-K-73) contended that the EPA
has an obligation to clearly specify in the HON subparts F, G
and H which General Provisions sections apply. The commenters
di sagreed with | anguage in the proposed HON rul e whereby the
General Provisions apply in all circunmstances except when
super seded by specific HON requirenents. The commenters
contended that the proposed HON does not explicitly override
sone sections of the General Provisions that are in conflict
wi th HON provisions and said that this will cause confusion
The comenters stated that confusion and m sunder st andi ng
anong the regulators and regul ated community as to which
Ceneral Provisions sections apply would be avoided if the HON
clearly listed those specific parts of the General Provisions
that are applicable.

To assist the EPA in determ ning which specific Ceneral
Provi si ons should or should not apply to the HON, several
comenters (A-90-19: IV-K-21; IV-K-66; IV-K-70 and | V-K-76)
provi ded tables or lists containing this information.
Comrenters contended that if the EPA deci ded agai nst
identifying the particular General Provisions that apply, then
addi tional General Provisions that were not overridden at
proposal would need to be overridden because they are not
applicable. Several comenters (A-90-19: [V-D26; |V-D 29;
IV-D-33; IV-D-59; IV-D-87; IV-D-97) listed several sections of
the HON that refer to the requirenents of the Ceneral
Provi sions or overlap/conflict with the General Provisions and
are of specific concern. Two comenters (A-90-19: [V-K-21
| V- K-70) stated that the conplexity of the part 63 Cenera
Provi sions far exceeds that of the part 60 or 61 Ceneral
Provi si ons.
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Response: In order to reduce confusion about which
Ceneral Provisions sections apply to the HON, a table
containing this informati on has been added to subpart F of the
final rule. Table 6-1, presented here, is the same as table 3
of subpart F. The specific tables and coments submtted by
the comenter were considered in developing the table. The
table clarifies EPA's intent by listing the General Provisions
sections, stating whether they apply or not, and providing
additional clarifying information for sone of the
requirenents.
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TABLE 6-1.

GENERAL PROVI SI ONS APPLI CABI LI TY TO

SUBPARTS F, G AND H

Applies to
Subparts F,
Ref erence G and H& Comment

63.1(a)(1) Yes Overlap clarified in 863. 101,
863. 111, 863.161

63. 1(a)(2) Yes

63. 1(a) (3) Yes 8§63. 110 and 863. 160(b) of
subparts G and H identify which
standards are overridden

63. 1(a) (4) No Subpart F specifies applicability
of each paragraph in subpart Ato
subparts F, G and H

63.1(a)(5) - No

(a) (9)

63. 1(a) (10) No Subparts F, G and H specify
cal endar or operating day

63. 1(a) (11) No Subpart F 863.103(d) specifies
accept abl e nmethods for submtting
reportsa

63.1(a)(12) - Yes

(a)(14)

63. 1(b) (1) No Subpart F specifies applicability

63. 1(b) (2) Yes

63. 1(b) (3) No

63.1(c)(1) No Subpart F specifies applicability

63.1(c)(2) No Area sources are not subject to
subparts F, G and H

63. 1(c) (3) No

63. 1(c) (4) Yes

63. 1(c) (5) No Subparts G and H specify
applicable notification
requirenents

63. 1(d) No

63.1(e) No Subparts F, G and H established

before permt program
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TABLE 6-1.

GENERAL PROVI SI ONS APPLI CABI LI TY TO

SUBPARTS F, G AND H ( CONTI NUED)

Applies to
Subparts F,
Ref er ence G and H& Comment

63. 2 Yes Subpart F 863. 103 specifies those
subpart A definitions that apply
to the HON. Subpart F definition
of "source" is equivalent to
subpart A definition of "affected
sour ce"

63.3 No Units of neasure are spelled out
in subparts F, G and H

63.4(a)(1) - Yes

(a)(3)

63. 4(a) (4) No

63.4(a)(5) Yes

63. 4(b) Yes

63. 4(c) Yes

63.5(a) (1) Yes Except replace term "source" and
"stationary source" in 863.5(a)(1)
of subpart A wth "affected
sour ce"

63.5(a)(2) Yes

63.5(b) (1) Yes

63. 5(b) (2) No

63. 5(b) (3) Yes

63. 5(b) (4) Yes Except the cross reference to
863.9(b) is changed to 863.9(b)(4)
and (5). Subpart F overrides
863.9(b)(2) and (b)(3)

63. 5(b) (5) Yes

63. 5(b) (6) Yes

63. 5(c) No

63. 5(d) (1) No Subpart G 863.151(b)(2)(ii) and

(1) (2)(iii) specify the applicability

and timng of this submttal for
sources subject to subpart G
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TABLE 6-1.

GENERAL PROVI SI ONS APPLI CABI LI TY TO

SUBPARTS F, G AND H ( CONTI NUED)

Applies to
Subparts F,
Ref erence G and H2& Comment

63.5(d) (1) Yes Except that for affected sources

(1) subj ect to subpart G instead of
the information in
863.5(d) (1) (ii)(H), submt the
| npl enent ati on Plan information
specified in 863.151(e)

63.5(d) (1) No Subpart Grequires submttal of

(1ii) the Notification of Conpliance
Status in 863.152(b)

63. 5(d) (2) No

63.5(d) (3) Yes Except 863.5(d)(3)(ii) does not
apply to subpart G

63.5(d) (4) Yes

63. 5(e) Yes

63.5(f) (1) Yes

63.5(f)(2) Yes

63.5(f)(3) Yes Except the cross-reference to
863.5(d) (1) is changed to
863. 151(b) (ii) of subpart G and
the cross-reference to (b)(2) does
not apply

63.5(f)(4) Yes

63. 6(a) Yes

63.6(b) (1) No Subparts F and H specify
conpliance dates for sources
subj ect to subparts F, G and H

63. 6(b) (2) No

63. 6(b) (3) Yes

63. 6(b) (4) No May apply when standards are
proposed under section 112(f) of
t he Act

63. 6(b) (5) No Subparts G and H incl ude
notification requirenments

63. 6(b) (6) No

63. 6(b) (7) No
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TABLE 6-1.

GENERAL PROVI SI ONS APPLI CABI LI TY TO

SUBPARTS F, G AND H ( CONTI NUED)

Applies to
Subparts F,
Ref er ence G and H& Comment

63.6(c)(1) No Subpart F specifies the conpliance
date

63.6(c) (2) No

63.6(c) (3) No

63. 6(c) (4) No

63.6(c)(5) Yes

63. 6(d) No

63. 6(e) Yes Does not apply to Goup 2 em ssion
points unless they are included in
an eni ssions aver age

63.6(f) (1) No 863. 102(a) of subpart F specifies
when the standards apply

63.6(f)(2) Yes

i)

63.6(f)(2) Yes 863. 151(c)(2) of subpart G

(1) specifies the use of nonitoring
data in determ ning conpliance
Wi th subpart G

63.6(f)(2) Yes

(i) (A,

(B), and (O

63.6(f) (2) No

(1i1)(D

63.6(f)(2) Yes

(iv)

63.6(f)(2) Yes

(v)

63.6(f)(3) Yes

63. 6(Q) No Procedures specified in 863.102(b)
of subpart F

63. 6(h) No

63.6(i)(1) Yes

63.6(i)(2) Yes
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TABLE 6-1.

GENERAL PROVI SI ONS APPLI CABI LI TY TO

SUBPARTS F, G AND H ( CONTI NUED)

Applies to
Subparts F,
Ref erence G and H2& Comment

63.6(i)(3) No 863. 151(a) (6) of subpart G
speci fi es procedures

63.6(i)(4) Yes

(HA

63.6(i)(4) No Dates are specified in

(1)(B) 863. 151(a) (6) of subpart G

63.6(i)(4) No

(ii)

63.6(i)(5) - Yes

(14)

63.6(i)(15) No

63.6(i)(16) Yes

63.6(j) Yes

63.7(a) (1) No Subparts F, G and H specify
required testing and conpliance
denonstration procedures

63.7(a)(2) No Test results nmust be submtted in
the Notification of Conpliance
St atus due 150 days after
conpliance date, as specified in
863. 152(b) of subparts G and H

63.7(a) (3) Yes

63. 7(b) No

63. 7(c) No

63. 7(d) Yes

63.7(e) (1) Yes

63.7(e)(2) Yes

63.7(e) (3) No Subparts F, G and H specify test
met hods and procedures

63.7(e) (4) Yes

63. 7(f) No Subparts F, G and H specify

appl i cabl e net hods and provi de
al ternatives
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TABLE 6-1.

GENERAL PROVI SI ONS APPLI CABI LI TY TO

SUBPARTS F, G AND H ( CONTI NUED)

Applies to
Subparts F,
Ref erence G and H2& Comment

63.7(Q9) No Performance test reporting
specified in 863.152(b) of
subparts G and H

63.7(h) (1) Yes

63.7(h)(2) Yes

63. 7(h) (3) No 863. 103(b) (5) of subpart F
speci fies provisions for requests
to wai ve performance tests

63. 7(h) (4) No

63. 7(h) (5) Yes

63.8(a) (1) Yes

63. 8(a) (2) No

63. 8(a) (3) No

63.8(a)(4) Yes

63.8(b) (1) Yes

63.8(b)(2) No Subparts G and H specify | ocations
to conduct nonitoring

63. 8(b) (3) Yes

63.8(c) (1) Yes

(i)

63.8(c) (1) No Addressed by periodic reports in

(i) 863. 152(c) of subpart G

63.8(c) (1) Yes

(iii)

63.8(c)(2) Yes

63.8(c)(3) Yes

63.8(c)(4) No HON specifies nonitoring frequency
in 863.111 and 863. 152(f) of
subpart G

63.8(c)(5) - No

(c)(8)

63. 8(d) No

63. 8(e) No
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TABLE 6-1.

GENERAL PROVI SI ONS APPLI CABI LI TY TO

SUBPARTS F, G AND H ( CONTI NUED)

Applies to
Subparts F,
Ref er ence G and H2& Comment

63.8(f)(1) - Yes

() (3)

63.8(f)(4) No Timeframe for submtting request

i specified in 863.152(g) (1) of
subpart G

63.8(f)(4) Yes

(ii)

63. 8(f) (4) No

(iii)

63.8(f) (5) Yes

(i)

63. 8(f) (5) No

(ii)

63.8(f)(5) Yes

(iii)

63. 8(f)(6) No Subparts G and H do not require
CEM s

63. 8(Q) No Dat a reducti on procedures
specified in 863.152(f) of
subpart G

63. 9(a) Yes

63. 9(b) (1) No Specified in 863.151(b)(2)(ii) of

(i) subpart G

63. 9(b) (1) No

(ii)

63.9(b) (2) No Initial Notification provisions
are specified in 863.151(b) of
subpart G

63. 9(b) (3) No

63.9(b) (4) Yes Except that the notification in

863.9(b)(4)(i) shall be submtted
at the time specified in
863. 151(b)(2) (ii) of subpart G
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TABLE 6-1.

GENERAL PROVI SI ONS APPLI CABI LI TY TO

SUBPARTS F, G AND H ( CONTI NUED)

Applies to
Subparts F,
Ref er ence G and H& Comment

63. 9(b) (5) Yes Except that the notification in
863.9(b) (5) shall be submtted at
the tinme specified in
863. 151(b)(2)(ii) of subpart G

63.9(c) Yes

63. 9(d) Yes

63. 9(e) No

63. 9(f) No

63. 9(Q) No

63. 9(h) No 863. 152(b) of subpart G specifies
Notification of Conpliance Status
requirenents

63.9(i) Yes

63.9(j) No

63. 10(a) Yes

63. 10(b) (1) No 863.103(c) of subpart F specifies
record retention requirenments

63. 10(b) (2) No 863.103(c) of subpart F specifies
required records

63. 10(b) (3) No

63. 10(c) No

63.10(d) (1) No

63. 10(d) (2) No 863. 152(b) of subpart F specifies
performance test reporting

63.10(d) (3) No

63. 10(d) (4) Yes

63. 10(d) (5) Yes Except that reports required by

(1) 863.10(d)(5) (i) shall be submtted
at the time specified in
863. 152(c) of subpart G

63. 10(d) (5) Yes

(ii)

63. 10( e) No
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TABLE 6-1. GENERAL PROVI SI ONS APPLI| CABI LI TY TO
SUBPARTS F, G AND H ( CONCLUDED)

Applies to
Subparts F,
Ref er ence G and Ha Conmment
63. 10(f) Yes
63.11 - 63.15 Yes

aWher ever subpart A specifies "postmark" dates, submittals may
be sent by nethods other than the U S. Miil (e.g., by fax or
courier). Submttals shall be sent by the specified dates,
but a postmark is not necessarily required.

bThe plan, and any records or reports of start-up, shutdown,

and mal function do not apply to G oup 2 em ssion points
unl ess they are included in an em ssions aver age.
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Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-29) cautioned the
EPA that the draft General Provisions require that all data be
retained, while the HON requires that all applicable data be
retai ned. The commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-29) stated that a
pl ant operator would feel obligated to keep specific records

for the HON and all records to neet the requirenents of the
Ceneral Provisions.

Four comrenters (A-90-19: [|1V-K-6; IV-K-21; |V-K-66
| V- K- 70) expressed confusion on whether to conply with the
definitions in the General Provisions or the HON if
definitions appear contradictory (i.e., definition of "process
unit shutdown" in subparts G and H and definition of
"shutdown" in subpart A).

Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-K-6; |V-k-66) requested
clarification for those situations when General Provisions
sections are not overridden by the HON, but refer to parts of
the General Provisions that are overridden.

Response: For the HON, the source is required to retain
only those records that are specified in subparts F, G and H
or in sections of the NESHAP General Provisions that the HON
does not override. The EPA has overridden those sections of
the General Provisions that do not apply to HON sources. For
exanpl e, subpart F of the HON specifically overrides the
General Provisions recordkeeping requirenents in 863.10(b)(2)
and (c) of subpart A, which pertain to continuous nonitoring
systens. Therefore, sources with continuous nonitoring
systens woul d keep the records specified in subparts F, G and
H rather than those specified in the General Provisions.
Section 63.103(c) of subpart F specifies the required records
for HON

The final HON rule has clarified which General Provisions
definitions apply to the HON by including a list of the
appl i cabl e General Provisions definitions in 863.101 of
subpart F of the HON. The definition of "shutdown" contained
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in the General Provisions has been overridden by the HON
definitions contained in 863.101 of subpart F.

Once a section of the General Provisions has been
overridden by the HON, that section will never apply to the
HON. If an applicable General Provisions section refers to
parts of the General Provisions that have been overridden, the
overridden section will not apply to the HON. The comments
colum on table 3 of subpart F clarifies sone specific cross-
referencing issues.

Comment: Several commenters (A-90-19: |IV-K-27; |V-K-34;
| V- K-66; |V-K-70) expressed concern that while sone em ssion
points, such as Goup 2 em ssion points, are exenpt entirely
or subject only to m nimal HON recordkeepi ng and reporting
requirenents, it appears they would still be subject to the
General Provisions recordkeeping and reporting requirenents.

Response: Subparts F and G specify what recordkeeping
and reporting is required for Goup 2 em ssion points. To
provide further clarification, 863.103(c)(3) and table 3 of
subpart F state that start-up, shutdown, and mal function
pl ans, subsequent records of start-up, shutdown, and
mal function, and records of nonitoring systemcalibration and
mai nt enance do not apply to G oup 2 emssion points. It was
not intended that G oup 2 em ssion points, which are not
required to control em ssions, should be subject to these
Ceneral Provisions and subpart F nonitoring, recordkeeping,
and reporting requirenents. Provisions have al so been added
in 863.100(f) and (j) of subpart Fto clarify that subparts F
G and H do not require processes or em ssion points that are
not part of a source subject to HON to conply with the Genera
Pr ovi si ons.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-K-66) contended
that the 30 day reopening of the comrent period to address
overl ap between the HON and the General Provisions was too
short a period. The comenter (A-90-19: 1V-K-66) requested
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that they be allowed to submt additional conments after the
comment period ends. Another comenter (A-90-19: |V-K-24)
requested that the HON conment period be reopened once the
Ceneral Provisions have been pronulgated to all ow comment on
changes nmade to the General Provisions between proposal and
promul gation that may affect the HON

Response: The EPA considers the 30 day conmment period
adequate. The EPA is not legally obligated to address
coments received after the coment period cl oses, however
the EPA will attenpt to respond to coments that are received.
The HON and the General Provisions have been promul gated
simul taneously, so it was not possible to reopen the HON
coment period after finalization of the General Provisions.

Comment: Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-K-10; [|V-K-66)
recommended that all references to the General Provisions in
the HON be reviewed and any i naccuracies be corrected.

Response: The EPA reviewed all references to the General
Provisions prior to pronulgation and nmade changes as
appropri ate.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: |V-K-24) contended
that the HON wi || inpose "grossly unreasonabl e" recordkeepi ng
and reporting burdens, due to requirenents in the CGeneral
Provi si ons.

Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-K-6; IV-K-28) estimated that
as nmuch as $3.3 mllion may be required for sources to
determ ne the interrel ati onship between the HON and the
Ceneral Provisions.

Anot her commenter (A-90-19: [|1V-K-57) estimated that the
task of determning the interrelationship between the HON and
the General Provisions would require three to six nonths of
effort per inpacted manufacturing unit and substantially
i ncrease the risk of nonconpliance.

Response: |In response to comrents, subpart F of the
final rule contains a table (table 3) which specifies the
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specific provisions in the General Provisions that apply and
those that do not apply to HON sources. Therefore, it wll
not be necessary for a source to spend val uabl e resources to
determ ne the interrel ati onship between the HON and the
CGeneral Provisions, as sone comenters feared.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: |1V-K-57) suggested
that the HON rul e contain provisions requiring the EPA to
respond to questions concerning the overlap between the
Ceneral Provisions and MACT standards within 30 days.

Response: The final rule and this BID volunme contain a
tabl e show ng which specific General Provisions sections apply
to subparts F, G and H The table states whether each
section applies or whether the General Provisions are
overridden by the HON. The EPA developed this table in
response to the nunerous public comrent |etters requesting
clarification of the relationship between the HON and the
General Provisions. The HON does not require the EPA to
respond to questions concerning overlap of the Ceneral
Provi sions and the HON within 30 days; however, an owner or
operator will receive a response fromthe EPA wthin a
reasonabl e amount of tine.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-K-28) considered
t hat consi stency exists between the HON and proposed General
Provi sions. However, the commenter (A-90-19: |V-K-28)
contended that they cannot determ ne the true inpact of these
two regul ati ons nor evaluate the potential conflicts between
them due to the segnented and di sjointed manner in which the
regul ati ons have been proposed.

Response: Both proposed rul es were published in the
Federal Register and were nade avail able for public comment.

Al so, as nentioned above, the EPA reopened the HON public
coment period to receive conmments on how the HON and the
General Provisions will work together. The EPA believes that
affected i npl enenti ng agenci es, environnmental groups, owners,
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and operators have had anple opportunity to anal yze the
interactions in the two rules, and to conmment on them All
comments were anal yzed by the EPA and appropriate changes were
incorporated into the final HON rul e where applicable.

6.2 SECTION 112(g) MODI FI CATI ONS

Coment : Two comenters (A-90-19: [V-D-56; |V-D 86)
suggested that the EPA provide definitions for "nodification"
and "reconstruction"” as they apply to new and exi sting sources
in the final HON rule as a guideline for industry. Another
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-74) requested that the definitions
of construction and reconstruction be identical for al
Title I'll provisions. One comenter (A-90-19: [1V-D92)
contended that if a change occurs in increnmental HAP em ssions
which are not offset, it is not clear if this situation
constitutes a nodification.

Two comrenters (A-90-19: [V-K-66; |V-K-70) expressed
concern about what constitutes a new versus an existing
source. The commenters (A-90-19: [V-K-66; |V-K-70) contended
that the definitions of "affected source,” "reconstruction,"”
and "existing source" proposed in the General Provisions
create confusion and uncertainty and confuse the issue by
suggesting that preconstruction review and approval nay be
required for "sources" that are constructed or changed after
proposal of the HON. One of the commenters (A-90-19:
| V- K- 66) was concerned that the General Provisions may be
interpreted to require conpliance with new source MACT upon
start up.

Response: The EPA considers the Act and the General
Provisions for 40 CFR part 63 to provide sufficient
clarification on the rel ationship between the HON and
section 112(g) of the Act. This topic is also discussed in
the preanble to the final rule. The EPA has added new
provisions to 863.100(1) of subpart F to clarify the
procedures for determ ning whether a chem cal manufacturing
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process unit that is added to a plant site or a change nade to
an exi sting chem cal manufacturing process unit is subject to
the provisions for new or existing sources. Section 112(a) of
the Act provides a definition for nodification and 863.2 of
the General Provisions provides a definition for
reconstruction. Sources subject to the HON are required to
follow the requirenments of the Act and the sections of the
General Provisions identified in subpart F, so it is not
necessary to add these definitions to the HON. The HON
provisions in subpart F refer to the General Provisions
definition of reconstruction. The neaning of "source" and
"affected source" for purposes of the HON have been clarified
in the definition list in 863.100 of subpart F. Thus, the
commenter's concerns regarding definitions and clarification
of the determ nation of new versus existing source status have
been addressed in the HON rul e.

Comment: Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-90; |V-D 100)
suggested that the EPA review the guideline currently being
devel oped for establishing case-by-case MACT for
section 112(g) of the Act to provide consistency in
establishing the MACT floor and standard in Title |1
provi sions. One commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-73) urged the EPA
to state clearly in the HON that the HON is the MACT
determ nation for the purposes of 112(g)(2)(a) of the Act, and
that there is no need for a separate MACT determ nation if a
SOCM source is nodified.

Response: The EPA agrees that a separate MACT
determnation is not necessary if a source is nodified.
However, the Act does not allow the EPA to override
section 112(g)(2)(a) in the HON. Section 112(g)(2)(a) of the
Act requires that "After the effective date of a permt
programunder Title Vin any State, no person may nodify a
maj or source of hazardous air pollutants in such State, unless
the Adm nistrator (or the State) determ nes that the maximm
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achi evabl e control technology enmission limtation under this

section for existing sources will be net. Such determ nation

shal | be nmade on a case-by-case basis where no applicable
em ssions |[imtations have been established by the

Adm nistrator.” The EPA interprets the Act to require that
where a source is covered by the HON, any nodifications nmade
to the source must continue to neet the em ssion reductions
requi red by the HON for existing sources. For exanple, if an
existing Goup 1 transfer rack is nodified and is still a
Goup 1 transfer rack, the rack will still be required to
achi eve 98 percent reduction of HAP' s or use vapor bal ancing
to control emssions. |In the future, the EPA W Il prepare a
gui dance docunent for clarification on section 112(Q)

requi renents. The EPA does not consider the HON an
appropriate place to provide such gui dance.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 74) cautioned
that the definition of source relating only to specific
processes at a plant site | eaves sonme anbiguity regardi ng how
the em ssions which are not regulated by the HON at a
particular |ocation are to be eval uated under future MACT
regul ati ons and section 112(g) standards. The conmmenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D74) asked whether such em ssions woul d be
considered area sources in future MACT rul es and what
em ssions woul d be available for offsets under section 112(g).

Response: The Act defines both major source and area
source. If a plant site neets the definition of major source,
it wll be regulated as a maj or source under any applicable
MACT standards. Plant sites that are consi dered area sources
coul d be covered under other em ssion standards that regul ate
area sources. For exanple, if wthin a petroleumrefinery
plant site that is a major source, there are em ssion points
associated with SOCM processes, the SOCM em ssion points
woul d be regul ated under the HON and the refinery em ssion
poi nts woul d be regul ated under the refinery MACT standard.
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Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D92) suggested
incorporating a de mnims em ssion increase concept for m nor
nodi fications. The commenter (A-90-19: 1|V-D92) contended
that these nodifications, which should be allowed only with
notification, would have to be consistent with existing
permtting requirenents.

Response: The EPA does not consider the HON an
appropriate place to discuss mnor nodifications. 1In the
future, the EPA w |l prepare a gui dance docunent for
clarification on section 112(g) requirenents. The reader is
referred to this docunent for additional guidance regarding
section 112(q).

6.3 PREVENTI ON OF Sl GNI FI CANT DETERI ORATI ON NEW SOURCE REVI EW

Comment: Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-32; |V-D75)
clainmed that the EPA has not fully considered the nultinedia
i npacts of using the RCT's in the HON. One commenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-32) provided results of an anal ysis show ng
extensive nultinmedia inpacts. Three commenters (A-90-19:
|V-D-6; IV-D-75; I1V-D-86) contended that conpliance with the
HON wi Il require conmbustion of all air toxics em ssions. Two
coommenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-32; IV-D-71; 1V-D-92) also stated
t hat conbusting em ssion streans will increase CO and NOy
em ssions. Several commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-6; IV-D 32
|V-D-46; IV-D-75; IV-D-86; |IV-D-92) contended that increases
of CO and NOy em ssions in CO and ozone non-attai nnment areas
W Il require sources to secure an NSR permt, and increases in
attainment areas will require sources to undergo a PSD permt
review. Another comenter (A-90-19: |1V-D-46) expressed
concern that em ssions increases will trigger NSPS.

One comenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-6) clainmed that NSR and PSD
determ nation may require inpacts analysis, air em ssions
nodel i ng, and even a Federal Land Manager review.  Sever al
comenters (A-90-19: I1V-D-6; 1V-D-32; IV-D-71; |V-D 86;
| V-D-92) clained that sources would al so be required to obtain
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of fsets for NOkx em ssion increases. Four comenters (A-90-19:
IV-D-32; IV-D-50; IV-D-86; IV-D-92) stated that offsets may
not be available. One comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-50 contended
that offsets may not be avail abl e because of prior State and
Federal regulations. Another commenter (A-90-19: |[|V-D 86)
stated that small facilities in urban areas are unlikely to
have other sources of NOk credits to offset NOy increases.

The commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-86) also stated that markets for
NOk credits are either nonexistent, or in early stages of

devel opnment, and purchased NOy credits may not be available to
many facilities. The commenter (A-90-19: |[V-D86) concluded
that if credits are avail able, the cost of purchasing them has
not been incorporated into the HON s econom c assessnent.

Two comenters (A-90-19: [IV-D-6; 1V-D-86) expressed
concern that NSR and PSD woul d require BACT/ LAER
determ nation. Three commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-6; |V-D46
| V- D-86) cl ai ned that BACT/ LAER determ nations would require
SCR and SNCR technol ogies to be inplenented. Three commenters
(A-90-19: 1V-D-6; 1V-D-86; 1V-D-92) contended that this was
tantanount to forcing a control on a control. Another
comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-46) contended that use of SCR for
NOx control requires use of ammonia, and ammoni a storage above
10,000 I bs wll subject a facility to various requirenents
under EPCRA and SARA. The comrenter (A-90-19: 1V-D46)
clainmed that this would result in regul atory conpound
| eopar dy.

Response: The EPA did analyze the nultinedia inpacts of
applying the RCT's. The results of the analysis indicated
that em ssions fromonly 6 percent of the process vents would
exceed the PSD NOk cut-off of 40 tpy in non-attainnent zones,
and none of the process vents would exceed the CO em ssions
cut-off of 100 tpy. None of the transfer racks were
determ ned to exceed the NOy or CO em ssion cut-off |evels.
Based on these results, the EPA does not consider that contro
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of secondary inpacts of applying the RCT's will significantly
i npact the cost of conpliance with the HON. The EPA mai ntains
that the approach for estimating inpacts that was presented in
the proposed HON is sufficient for rul emaki ng purposes.

In addition, the HON provisions for process vents and
transfer operations require 98 percent control. They do not
necessarily require conbustion. A facility has the choi ce of
appl ying the RCT or using any technol ogy that achieves an
equi val ent em ssion reduction.

Comment: Three commenters (A-90-19: [1V-D-6; |IV-D 32
| V-D-92) suggested that the EPA all ow RACT determ nati on
rat her than a BACT/LAER anal ysis for NSR or PSD for conbustion
control devices installed to conply with the HON. Two
commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-6; IV-D-32) reasoned that RACT
determ nation would not require case-by-case determ nation by
the EPA. One commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-6) contended that only
a small increnmental NOk reduction would be gained by forcing
small firms to conply with BACT/LAER versus RACT. The
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-6) suggested that inplenentation of
the HON should require only the appropriate change in existing
operating permts rather than an NSR permt.

One comenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-46) stated that the EPAis
consi dering changes to the NSR program by excl uding projects
that are considered environnentally beneficial. The comrenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-46) explained that, in a previous case, the
EPA recogni zed the installation of equipnment designed to
reduce pollutants and inprove the environnent as a desired
action that should not be unduly discouraged by regul ation.
The commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-46) asserted that the
installation of MACT fits into the definition of
environnmental |y beneficial, and as such should not be
considered a nodification, and therefore should not require an
NSR permt. One commenter (A-90-19: 1|V-D86) recomended
adding the follow ng | anguage to 863. 100 of the HON
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Control equipnent installed on existing equi pnent
pursuant to subparts F and G of this part will not
constitute "new construction” or a nodification
"pursuant to 40 CFR 51 subpart |, and are thereby
exenpt from non-attai nment and PSD/ NSR perm tting
requirenents.”

Response: The EPA thanks the commenters for their
suggestions. The NSR/ PSD requirenents are being reviewed by
the EPA. Until changes are nmade to the NSR/ PSD program the
EPA has deci ded that sources requesting exenptions wll be
handl ed on a case-by-case basis. Were a source nerits it,
the EPA wi |l consi der exclusions from sonme NSR/ PSD
requi renents. The requirenents of a BACT or LAER analysis
must still be nmet if NSR and PSD regul ations are triggered by
i ncreased CO or NOk em ssions.

Comment: Several comrenters (A-90-19: [1V-D-46; IV-D-50
| V-D-75; |1V-D-86) contended that the HON cost analysis did not
consi der the additional expenses of controls and offsets for
secondary pollutants resulting fromcontrol devices installed
to conmply with the HON. Three comenters (A-90-19: |V-D-6
| V-D-46; |V-D-86) asserted that the cost for applying BACT or
LAER t echnol ogy for control of NOx would be significant. Two
commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-6; IV-D-86) clained that such costs
woul d make conpliance unaffordable for many small firms. One
comenter (A-90-19: [V-D-71) clained that the addition of NO
controls and/or offsets to the burden already presented in the
proposed HON i s unreasonabl e and exceeds the intent of
Congr ess.

Response: The commenters are correct in their contention
that the EPA did not consider the additional costs associated
with controlling secondary pollutants. However, the EPA did
determ ne that secondary inpacts would only affect 6 percent
of the process vents. The EPA does not consider the cost from
so few sources to significantly inpact the cost results
presented in the proposal preanble.
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In addition, there was no reasonable way to estimte the
cost of controlling secondary inpacts because such costs are
generally site-specific, and the EPA did not have the | evel of
i nformati on necessary to do a site-specific cost anal ysis.
There woul d al so be no way of extrapolating site-specific
information to estimte nationw de i npacts.

Comment: Three commenters (A-90-19: [1V-D32; |V-D50;
| V-D-75) indicated that the PSD and NSR permt review
processes woul d i ncrease the anmount of tinme needed for a
source to conply with the HON. One commenter (A-90-19:
| V-D-50) suggested that the EPA all ow an extension of the
deadline for such permtting delays. Another comenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-75) stated that sources may not be able to
conply with the HON because they are waiting on permts for
em ssi ons.

Response: The EPA recogni zes that a HON source choosi ng
to install a conbustion device may need a pre-construction
permt requiring either PSD or NSR review and that this may
require considerable time to obtain. However, the EPA has
determ ned that because only a few sources would be affected
by PSD or NSR permtting, it was not necessary to include any
specific provisions or exenptions for such sources in the HON

The EPA considers PSD and NSR concerns to be best-handl ed
on a site-specific basis. An individual source may cite the
del ays involved with obtaining PSD or NSR permits in
requesting extensions fromthe EPA. Under the Pollution
Control Project exclusion section of the NSR regul ati ons,
States will have the flexibility to consider overal
envi ronnent al benefits of pollution control projects and may
not require a source to obtain preconstruction permts under
PSD or NSR. States may al so show sone flexibility in the BACT
or LAER decision that is nade.

Al so, sources do have alternatives to installing
conmbustion devices when conplying with the HON. For exanple,
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sources may increase product recovery or use existing control
equi pnent .

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 32) recommended
addi ng | anguage to subpart F that would all ow em ssion points
to remain uncontrolled if negative environnental inpacts would
be greater with the RCT than without it.

Response: The EPA does not consider the commenter's
suggestion to be consistent with the requirenents of the Act.
The Act does not allow the EPA to differentiate between
toxicity of HAP's, and CO and NOy em ssions. Such an anal ysis
may be interpreted as a formof risk analysis which is
prohi bited in MACT standards.

6.4 RESI DUAL RI SK

Comment: Three commenters (A-90-19: [1V-D-58; |V-D 62;
| V-D-63) expressed concerns with cal culating residual risk
under section 112(f) on a plant-w de basis. The commenters
(A-90-19: 1V-D-58; IV-D-62; IV-D-63) saw difficulties with
the plant-w de basis because once a MACT standard is
pronul gated for one source category within a facility,
residual risk requirenents for that source category could be
triggered before other MACT standards are established under
section 112(d) for other source categories at the facility.
Two of the comenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-58; 1V-D63) concluded
that the controls fromthe subsequent standards woul d not be
avai l able for reducing residual risks fromthe earlier
standard. One comrenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-58) considered this
outcone extrenely undesirable and not consistent with
statutory intent. Two commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-58; |V-D63)
worried that making the plant-w de residual risk determ nation
before all MACT controls are available could lead to
requi renents that are untinely, duplicative, or conplex in
conpliance inplications.

One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-58) added that if instead,
future MACT requirenents are estimted for the purposes of
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pl ant-w de residual risk determ nations, another |arge
uncertainty would be introduced. As an exanple, the comenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-58) questioned whether, if residual risks
based on estinmates of subsequent MACT reductions underestinate
risks, would facilities need to redo their em ssion
requirenents to conply with residual risks, or would they

i mredi ately be out of conpliance.

In contrast, one commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-85) argued
that the legislative history of the Act indicates that
residual risk nmust be calculated at | east on a facility-w de
basis. The comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-85) cited Senator
Durenberger's statenment for Senate managers regardi ng the 1990
anendnents, which indicated that the risk fromall of the
em ssion points in a major source should be assessed. Cong.
Rec. S 16928-16929 (COctober 27, 1990). The comrenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-85) further interpreted the legislative
history to indicate sone di sapproval of the EPA's past failure
to consider the cunmul ative effects of multiple pollutants from
mul tiple plants and to indicate concern about high cancer
rates near chem cal plants. H Rep. 101-490 at 318. Hence,
the comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-85) recommended that the EPA
begin now to nmeasure pollution carefully fromplants in toxic
hot spots and begin to figure out how to deal with cumul ative
exposures from several plants and to study synergi es between
pol | ut ants.

Three commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-58; IV-D-62; |1V-D63)
expressed concerns with calculating residual risk under
section 112(f) on a source category basis. The comenters
(A-90-19: 1V-D-58; IV-D-62; |1V-D-63) opposed the source
cat egory-based option because public health could be
conprom sed if em ssions were artificially split up for
pur poses of risk assessnent, rather than considered on the
whol e. However, two commenters (A-90-19: [1V-D-58; |V-D63)
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stated that inplenentation would be sinplified if a source-
category based approach were taken.

Six comrenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-32; 1V-D-62; 1V-D-63
|V-D-69; IV-D-74; 1V-D108) argued that the issue of the basis
on which to calculate residual risk should not be addressed in
the HON or should not be addressed at this tinme. One
comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 32) reasoned that Congress intended
to defer risk-based standards until better nethods are
defined. Two commenters (A-90-19: [1V-D-32; IV-D69)
enphasi zed that calculating health risks fromemssions is
extrenely difficult wwth the current know edge base. One
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-62) recomended that the EPA
post pone the issue until the results of the National Acadeny
of Sciences study of risk assessnent nethodol ogy nandat ed
under section 112(o) of the Act are avail able. Another
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-58) called for an open forum for
assessing the best neans to address residual risk, taking into
account the National Acadeny of Sciences risk study and ot her
ongoing activities. One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D32) noted
that section 112(f) of the Act requires a thorough
i nvestigation by the EPA of the issue of residual risk, and
suggested that the appropriate forumfor exploring
met hodol ogi es for calculating residual risk is in the EPA' s
i nvestigation and report to Congress under section 112(f)(2).

One comrenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-103) conplained that the
EPA treats "residual" risks as a group and averages them over
the facility. The commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 103) stated that
ri sk should be cal culated on a chem cal -specific basis.

Response: As many of the commenters have noted, residual
risks wwll be determ ned 8 years after promul gation of the
HON. The EPA's intent in requesting comments on residual risk
was only to facilitate ideas on how residual risks should be
anal yzed. The EPA thanks the comenters for their comments
and suggesti ons.

2D 6-173



6.5 POLLUTI ON PREVENTI ON

Comment: Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-44; |V-D 89)
claimed that the HON di scourages pollution prevention. One
commenter (A-90-19: [V-F-7.28) argued that the approach to
pollution prevention within the HON rule is m sguided. One
commenter (A-90-19: [V-F-7.28) explained that pollution
prevention refers not only to adding on control technol ogies
at the end of the pipe, but also substituting safer material s,
consi dering changes in processes, possibly producing different
products, and addressing other issues, such as ending | eaks.
One comenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-89) clained that controls
required at a point of generation, as defined in the HON
di scourage, inhibit, and may actually disallow the reuse,
reprocessing or recycling back to the process unit. One
comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-44) asserted that the HON does not
nmeet the requirenents of the Act because it does not adopt a
zero-em ssions rule where feasible.

The comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-44) insisted that the
approach taken in the HON pronotes use of pollution controls
and safety neasures rather than redesign of processes to
elimnate em ssions. The commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-44)
asserted that industry will generally fail to eval uate process
and product changes in the absence of an explicit rule, but
firmse will innovate and identify additional pollution
prevention neasures to the extent that there is continual and
stringent regulatory pressure. One commenter (A-90-109:
| V-F-7.28) also clainmed that the HON failed to recogni ze that
pol lution prevention technologies are currently avail able, and
failed to recognize that the industry will have to conply with
additional rules in the future, for which pollution prevention
m ght decrease the need. The comenter (A-90-19: 1V-F-7.28)
presented the follow ng policy reasons for including pollution
prevention as a priority in the HON rule: (1) nmaxim ze
innovation within industry to help turn industries into clean
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production industries of the future and maintain jobs in the
community; (2) prevent cross-nedia inpacts; and (3) get at the
source and prevent exposure to workers, consuners, and the
environment. The commenter (A-90-19: [V-F-7.28) cited
various statistics froma survey pertaining to pollution
prevention rel eased by the New York-based group Inform such
as, pollution prevention neasures can achieve 80 to 85 percent
em ssion reduction and pay for thensel ves quickly, sonetines
inas little as 6 nonths; and an aggressi ve gover nnent

pol lution prevention programcould result in at |east a

50- percent reduction in waste over 5 years.

One comrenter (A-90-19: |1V-D-71) asserted that the EPA,
in developing its regulatory programs, nust viewits
regul ations as the primary vehicle for pronoting pollution
prevention. The comenter (A-90-19: |[V-D-71) contended that
i ndustry, Congress, and the EPA all view pollution prevention
as the vehicle that can enhance environnental quality, advance
envi ronnent al product stewardship, and potentially provide a
conpetitive advant age.

Several commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-41; 1V-D-44; 1V-D71;
| V-D-106; IV-F-7.1; IV-F-7.2; IV-F-7.28) recommended that the
EPA revise the HON to encourage nore pollution prevention.

One comrenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-41) recommended mandati ng
product recovery or vapor collection devices prior to any
conbustion device for concentrated streans. Two commenters
(A-90-19: 1V-D-44; 1V-D-71) recommended setting a tinetable
for elimnation of em ssions. One of the commenters (A-90-19:
| V-D-71) al so encouraged the EPA to pronote the use of
research all owances, reduction credits, and alternative
control options. One commenter (A-90-19: [V-F-7.28)
suggested using cost accounting for materials and pollution to
all medi a; encouragi ng enpl oyee participation; encouragi ng

pl ant managers and environnmental nmanagers to pronote source
reduction; evaluating source reduction alternatives; and
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inviting public participation. The comenter (A-90-109:

| V- F-7.28) recommended that pollution prevention prograns
shoul d be shown to be infeasible before em ssive technol ogi es
are used as control neasures. One comenter (A-90-19:

| V-D-44) contended that the HON rul e should require eval uation
of process and product changes including transitions to

cl eaner and nore environnental ly sound products at plants
wher e organochlorines are currently produced.

One comrenter (A-90-19: |1V-D-44) recommended that the
EPA shoul d incorporate into the HON the pollution prevention
approaches used in existing State prograns, such as:

(1) mexi m zing awareness and feasibility of pollution
prevention; (2) evaluating pollution prevention alternatives
t hrough toxics-use reduction plans (i.e., quantify each

hazar dous substance in each production process; identify al
avai |l abl e nethods for toxics reduction for each substance;
anal yze costs; list nethods selected for toxics use reduction;
and establish a tinetable by which those nethods woul d be

i npl emented over a specified tine period); (3) applying
pol l ution prevention neasures where feasible before
considering and applying control nmeasures that will | eave
residual risks; and (4) meking all evaluations accessible to
t he workforce and community.

Response: The EPA agrees that it would be preferable to
elimnate all em ssions of HAP's. However, a "zero em ssions"
rule is not possible with the technol ogy available. 1In
selecting the stringency and control requirenments of the HON
the EPA foll owed the guidance stated in the Act.

Specifically, the final rule is at |east as stringent as the
MACT floor, and, where it was cost effective, the EPA selected
requi renents nore stringent than the MACT floor. The EPA

mai ntai ns that control options requiring greater control than
t hose chosen for the rule are not cost-effective.
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Pol lution prevention activities, particularly process
redesign, are generally site-specific. Therefore, it would
not be practical or possible for the EPA to stipulate specific
requi renents for the various chem cal manufacturing processes
in the SOCM. In addition, when devel oping the HON, the EPA
did not have access to the site-specific information required
to sufficiently characterize the potential pollution
prevention schenes in the SOCM. The EPA al so considers that
elimnation of pollution through material substitution wll
not be possible in all cases because SOCM products (many of
which are listed as HAP's in section 112 of the Act) cannot be
elimnated fromuse w thout adverse econom c i npact.
Specifically, because the products of the SOCM are used in
t he production of polyners, resins, pesticides,
pharmaceuticals, etc., elimnation of a SOCM product woul d
affect not only the SOCM producer, but also the downstream
user of that SOCM product. Many of the end-use products
(e.g., resins, pharmaceuticals, etc.) could not be nade from
other materials. Thus, the EPA maintains that materi al
substitution is better left determ ned by the narketpl ace
rat her than by mandate through a specific Federal requirenent.

The EPA believes that the HON sufficiently encourages
pol lution prevention. Wthin the provisions for process
vents, storage vessels, transfer operations, and wastewater
collection and treatnment, there are conpliance options that
only specify a percent reduction of HAP em ssions. To conply
with these options, a source may use any neans, including
process changes or recovery devices, to reduce em ssions by
t he specified percent.

The process vents provisions encourage the use of
recovery devices because they include an option for achieving
a specified TRE value. Thus, the owner or operator does not
necessarily have to incinerate em ssions to control process
vents. The storage vessel provisions also encourage the use
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of floating roofs to control em ssions. Many of the

requi renents in the equi pnent | eaks and wast ewater provisions
al so allow significant pollution prevention options to reduce
em ssi ons.

The em ssions averagi ng provisions provide incentives for
use of pollution prevention neasures. Specifically, no
di scount factor is applied to credits generated by pollution
prevention nmeasures and an additional five em ssion points
(for a total of 25) may be included in an average if pollution
prevention neasures are used.

The EPA would also like to enphasize that the HON does
not require treatnment at the point of generation, as sone
comenters have contended. For G oup 1 wastewater streans,

t he EPA does require that em ssions be suppressed fromthe
poi nt of generation, but the wastewater does not necessarily
have to be sent to a treatnment process. |In fact, recycling or
reprocessing is allowed and encouraged as |l ong as HAP' s are
not released to the atnosphere during the recycling.

6.6 OVERLAPPI NG REGULATI ONS

6.6.1 Benzene Waste Operations NESHAP

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-110) recommended
that the EPA carefully review the wastewater provisions in the

HON t o address any provisions that may conflict or overlap
with other regulations. One comenter (A-90-19: [IV-F-1.6 and
| V-F-6; 1V-D-63) contended that petrochem cal and refining
facilities currently addressing conpliance requirenents under
t he Benzene Waste NESHAP woul d have a conflict with the

wast ewat er provisions in the HON because the HON does not

i ncl ude biol ogi cal oxidation as an RCT option and the benzene
waste rul e does. The commenter (A-90-19: 1V-F-1.6 and

| V-F-6) asserted that this difference wll add confusion in
facilities where HON process wastewater streans and refinery
wast ewat er streans are co-mngled. One comrenter (A-90-19:

| V-D-92) contended that the HON should not be the controlling
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regul ati on when regul ati ons overlap. The commenter (A-90-109:

| V-D-92) maintained that the alternative conpliance options in
t he Benzene Waste NESHAP coul d be overridden if the HON
controlled in all cases. Two comenters (A-90-19: |V-D63;

| V- D-92) expressed concern that refiners who have installed

bi ol ogi cal oxidation units will have to nake additional and
expensive nodifications in order to conply with the HON

Anot her commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-89) contended that
several of the control requirenents and control |evels
presented in the Benzene NESHAP may not be acceptabl e under
t he proposed HON regul ation. The comenter (A-90-19:
| V- D-89) expressed concern that conplying with the HON wi ||
require additional expenses.

Response: In addressing the overlap between the benzene
wast e operations NESHAP and the HON, it is not possible for
one rule to override the other. The benzene rul e cannot
override the HON because the HON covers 112 organic HAP' s
wher eas the benzene waste operations NESHAP only covers
em ssions of benzene. The EPA does not believe that in al
cases denonstration of control of benzene can equate to
sufficient control of all organic HAP's. The HON cannot
override the benzene rul e because the benzene rule applies to
wast e and wastewater and the HON only applies to wastewater.
Thus, in the final HON, the EPA is requiring that a source
subject to both rules nmust conply with both rules.

6.6.2 Resource Conservation and Recovery Act

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-89) asserted that

t he proposed HON i ncl udes requirenments for hazardous waste

al ready controlled by regulations in RCRA and the proposed
HON does not consider those controls already in place under
RCRA regul ations. The comrenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-89) contended
that the inposition of additional requirenents may result in
overcontrol or conflicts with existing requirenents.
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Response: The EPA has nmade every effort to identify
areas in which the HON and RCRA may overlap and to consi der
the inplications associated with overlap between these
prograns. The comrenter did not express any particul ar
concerns about specific areas of overlap. The EPA has
identified several potential areas in which both the RCRA and
the HON could apply to the sane situation. To avoid dually
regul ating these areas, the EPA has tried to nmake the
regul atory |l anguage in the HON consistent with existing RCRA
requi renents and, where appropriate, has desi gnated which
requi renents the owner or operator nmust conply with in order
to satisfy the requirenents of both regulatory prograns. For
exanple, in the provisions that specify the required treatnent
processes for managi ng wastewater at SOCM sources, the
followwng will be accepted as denonstrating conpliance with
the HON: (1) hazardous waste incinerator permtted under
40 CFR 270; (2) boilers and industrial furnaces either
permtted under 40 CFR 270 or certified as an interim status
facility in conpliance with 40 CFR 266; and (3) underground
injection wells permtted under 40 CFR 207 and in conpliance
with 40 CFR 122. These treatnent processes are not subject to
the treatnment process requirenents in the HON because the EPA
recogni zes that such treatnent processes are already strictly
regul at ed under the RCRA program However, em ssions from
wast ewat er streanms nust still be suppressed up to these
treat nent processes according to requirenents in 8863.133
t hrough 63.137 of the HON

The EPA has al so specified in 863.110 of the final rule
two options for addressing the overlap on a source-specific
basis. The owner or operator may either: (1) submt a
request for a case-by-case determ nation of requirenents, or
(2) make their own estimate of which requirenents are the nost
stringent (this will be subject to approval by the
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i npl enmenti ng agency) and keep a record of the information used
to make the determ nation

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D69) asserted that
if the incinerator installed to neet the HON requirenents is
considered to be a hazardous waste incinerator due to the
characteristics of the feed materials, several years may be
required to obtain a RCRA permit. The commenter (A-90-19:
| V-D-69) contended that the permtting process nmay be further
del ayed or even term nated by unforeseen public opposition to
a project, thereby imting alternatives of em ssion control.
The comrenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-69) suggested that the
definition of incinerator in the HON shoul d be uniquely and
clearly defined to ensure that it is not classified as a
hazardous waste incinerator. The comenter (A-90-19:
| V-D-69) proposed that the term "HON i ncinerator” be used and
that such incinerators be specifically exenpt from RCRA
hazar dous waste incinerator requirenents.

Response: The EPA understands the commenter's concern
about the possibility of confusion through the use of the term
"incinerator” in the HON. However, the EPA maintains that a
RCRA permt wll not be required for the treatnment of air
em ssions. Under the RCRA program only "contai ned gases”
(e.g., aerosol sprays) can be classified as hazardous waste.
Therefore, the uncontained gases that are vented to control
devices for treatnent would not be hazardous waste under RCRA.
Such devices would be treating air em ssions that are
regul ated by the HON and not by RCRA

If a facility plans to install a new hazardous waste
incinerator on-site to treat waste other than air em ssions
(e.g., residuals), the owner or operator will be required to
obtain a RCRA permit. The HON does not require any facility
to install such a treatnment device to conply with HON
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6.6.3 Vinyl Chloride NESHAP
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Comment: Three commenters (A-90-19: [1V-D-53; IV-D79;
| V- D- 105) asserted that the vinyl chloride NESHAP shoul d
override the HON or the EPA should specifically exenpt VCM and
EDC operations fromthe HON because the vinyl chloride NESHAP
is nore stringent. Another commenter (A-90-19: |[|V-D 36)
considered that the NESHAP that were issued before the Act was
amended in 1990 will always be nore stringent than the HON
because of their focus on risk. One commenter (A-90-19:
| V- D- 105) contended that control strategies for wastewater
storage provisions, and equi pment | eaks fromthe vinyl
chl ori de NESHAP are equi valent or superior to that required in
t he HON.

One comenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-53) asserted that the HON
and the vinyl chloride NESHAP are not conparable on an
em ssi on-poi nt basis because the vinyl chloride NESHAP was
witten for a specific industry and the HON was witten for a
broad i ndustry. The comrenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-53) listed
several areas where they interpreted the vinyl chloride NESHAP
to be nore stringent than the HON. Another commenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-105) contended that the vinyl chloride NESHAP
and HON cannot be conpared line by |line because the
regul ations take two different approaches to the control of
em ssions. The commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 105) contended that
many vi nyl chloride NESHAP provisions are based on process
nodi fications, while the HON tends to rely nore heavily upon
end- of -stack or equi pnent controls. The commenter (A-90-19:
| V- D- 105) contended that the use of process controls should be
preferred over end-of-pipe controls because the ultimte goal
of the Act is the reduction of total air em ssions.

Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-53; |V-D 105) argued that
significant resources had al ready been expended in order to
conply with the vinyl chloride NESHAP. The commenters
(A-90-19: 1V-D-53; I1V-D-105) argued that to conply with the
HON addi ti onal resources would have to be spent for no
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addi tional environnmental benefit. One comrenter (A-90-19:

| V-D- 105) contended that it would be confusing and conpli cated
for facilities to apply different standards to various

em ssion points within a single facility. The commenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D105) added that this would inpose
unjustifiable costs upon the operation of EDC PVC/ VC
facilities.

Response: The EPA agrees that it is difficult to conpare
the HON and the vinyl chloride NESHAP because the formats for
the two rules are different and conpliance options wll be
different fromplant to plant. However, the EPA has added
clarification in 863.110 of subpart G on the requirenents for
process vents and wastewater streans subject to both the HON
and the vinyl chloride NESHAP. G oup 1 process vents subject
to both rules are required to conply only wwth the HON
requi renents, because the conbustion devices applied to
control Goup 1 vents for HON woul d al so achi eve vinyl
chl oride control, and by requiring only HON nonitoring,
recordkeepi ng, and reporting will reduce the burden for
sources and i nplenenting agencies. |If a Goup 2 process vent
(which is not required to be controlled by the HON) is
controlled wwth a conbustion device to neet the vinyl chloride
NESHAP, the source may choose to conply with the nonitoring,
recordkeepi ng, and reporting requirenents of either the HON
for Goup 1 process vents or the vinyl chloride NESHAP for the
conbustion device. Either set of nonitoring, recordkeeping,
and reporting requirenents woul d ensure conbustor perfornmance,
and all owi ng sources a choice will reduce the conpliance
burden. If a Goup 2 process vent is not controlled by a
conbustion device, it nmust conply with both the provisions of
the HON for G oup 2 points and the vinyl chloride NESHAP. For
wastewater, the EPA felt that it would not be practical or
possi ble for the EPA to specify the overriding requirenents in
a national rule due to differences between the HON and the
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vinyl chloride NESHAP. Rather, the EPA has added | anguage in
863. 110 of the final rule to allow sources to either conply
with both rules or to submt a denonstration that conpliance
with the vinyl chloride NESHAP wi |l al so assure conpliance
with the HON.
6.6.4 Oher Air Requlations

Comment: Several commenters (A-90-19: [1V-D-29; IV-D 32
IV-D-54; IV-D-57;, IV-D-59; IV-D-61; IV-D-63; IV-D-69; |IV-D73;
|V-D-75; IV-D-77; 1V-D-92) contended that the HONw Il lead to
overlap with other existing and future regul ati ons such as

NSPS, NESHAP, enhanced nonitoring requirements, and the
Ceneral Provisions. Two commenters (A-90-19: [|V-D75;
| V-D-89) clained that the EPA failed to integrate the HON with
ot her regul ations and | aws.

One comrenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-79) contended that the EPA
was proposing to duplicate existing standards thereby
subj ecting certain industries to doubl e-jeopardy control
standards. The commenter (A-90-19: [|1V-D79) argued that this
woul d threaten the ability of the regulated community to be
econom cal ly conpetitive.

Five comenters (A-90-19: [V-D-34; IV-D-69; |IV-D79;
| V-D-89; |V-D 110) considered the proposed regul atory | anguage
on overl apping regul ations to be confusing. Several
commenters (A-90-19: |1V-D-77; 1V-D-92; 1V-D 110) asserted
that the HON has failed to identify which standards may be the
nost stringent while requiring in proposed 863.103 the source
to conply with the nost stringent provision. One conmenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-89) asserted that |anguage in the proposed HON
is too vague and anbi guous because the term"stringent" is
subject to nunerous interpretations. One comenter (A-90-19:
| V-D-50) contended that this provision was an unreasonabl e and
burdensone condition to place upon a facility.

One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-53) expressed confusion on
how to determ ne the nost stringent standard, as HON
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recordkeepi ng and reporting requirenments may be nore stringent
but the control efficiencies my be |less stringent. The
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-53) also questioned whet her

nmoni toring, and recordkeeping and reporting may be conpared
bet ween overl appi ng regul ati ons. Anot her commenter (A-90-19:
| V-D-63) noted that different MACT standards may contain

i nconpati ble and significantly different recordkeeping and
reporting requirenments which are not easily eval uated for
stringency.

Several comenters (A-90-19: [V-D-32; 1V-D33; |V-D 34,
|V-D-57; IV-D-64; IV-D-73; IV-D77) expressed confusion as to
whet her the HON references in 863.103 to conplying with the
nost stringent of applicable standards applies to overl apping
control requirenments or only recordkeeping and reporting
requi renents. One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D73) reconmended
revising proposed 863.103(a) and (d)(ii) to clarify that they
apply to recordkeeping and reporting requirenents only and
that the Inplementation Plan or permt application wll
specify the applicable requirenents. The comenter (A-90-19:
| V-D-73) al so requested that the prohibition of duplicative
recor dkeeping and reporting be noved from 863.103(d)(ii) to
(d). Another comenter (A-90-19: [|1V-D-64) requested that
863.103(d)(i) refer to the nost stringent reporting standards
appl i cabl e.

Two comenters (A-90-19: [1V-D-33; IV-D75) requested
that the EPA exam ne the HON for provisions which are
unnecessary or duplicative with other rules. Two other
commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-33; 1V-D64) nmentioned that
recordkeeping and reporting requirements should not be
dupl i cat ed.

Several comenters (A-90-19: [V-D-32; IV-D-57; IV-D59
| V-D-63; 1V-D-69; 1V-D-77) contended that the overlap between
the HON and other regulations will |lead to confusion,
uncertainty, and frustration for sources and regul ators, as
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they will have to nmake independent deci sions on what

regul ations apply and which are the nost stringent. Several
commenters (A-90-19: [IV-D-32; IV-D-33; IV-D57; |IV-D63;

| V-D-69; |1V-D71) concluded that this would ultimately lead to
i nconsi stent application of the requirenents.

Two comrenters (A-90-19: [1V-D-33; IV-D-71) contended
that the confusion over which regulation is the nost stringent
could result in conpliance violations. One commenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-34) stated that the possibility exists where
enforcenment action would be taken because the owner or
operator has reached a different conclusion than the EPA
regardi ng which regulation is nost stringent. Another
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-63) raised a concern that conplying
with one standard could subject a facility to enforcenent
actions under other standards.

One comenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-98) contended that
requi renents for sources to determne and conply with the nost
stringent requirenents of the Act will result in delay and
enforcenent uncertainty. The comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D98)
stated that the EPA should provide for a determ nation
mechani sm whereby facilities may request the EPA's assistance
in resolving conflict between overl appi ng Federal regul ations.

Two comenters (A-90-19: [1V-D-36; IV-D-92) requested
that the EPA provide further gui dance on how to determ ne
whi ch standards are the nost stringent or how to deal with
over | apping regulations. One comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D92)
asserted that in situations where the HON applies to one point
whi | e anot her NESHAP applies to other points connected to the
sanme control device, the HON shoul d define a nechanismto
determ ne the conparative stringency between the regul ations.
The commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-92) stated that in situations of
uncertainty, one regulation should be sel ected over the other
under a safe-harbor provision.
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Several comenters (A-90-19: [V-D-32; 1V-D33; |V-D 34,
IV-D-36; IV-D-59; IV-D-63; IV-D-71; IV-D-73; IV-D-79; |V-D 89;
IV-F-1.1 and I V-F-3) recommended that the EPA provide in the
HON a list of what requirenents apply and what do not apply to
SOCM sources when there are overl apping regul ations. Two
commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-33; I1V-D-57) requested that the EPA
list in subpart F those parts of 40 CFR parts 60, 61, and 63
which still apply to HON sources. Another commenter (A-90-19:
| V- D-59) suggested that the EPA list all the existing
regulations in the Act and update the |ist as new regul ati ons
are pronul gat ed.

Two comenters (A-90-19: [1V-D-36; IV-D110) suggested
nodi fying the |l anguage in the HON to refer to sources rather
t han em ssion points and use the source as the basic unit for
maki ng any conparisons of stringency. The comenters
(A-90-19: 1V-D-36; IV-D-110) clained this would reduce the
excessi ve burden and conplexity of making a stringency
determ nation for each em ssion point.

Several comenters (A-90-19: [V-D-32; |V-D51; |V-D 64,
| V-D-69; |1V-D79) contended that the HON should override
over | apping regulations. Two comenters (A-90-19: |V-D 32;
| V-D-57) stated that overriding other regulations is
consistent wwth the Act and the EPA has the authority to
override old standards with new ones.

One comenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-53) stated that the HON
shoul d override overl apping requirenents on a subpart-by-
subpart basis because a direct conparison on an en ssion point
basis in not possible. One commenter (A-90-19: |V-D 36)
supported conparing regul ations on a subpart basis rather than
a line-by-line basis. Another commenter (A-90-19: [|V-D50)
recomended that stringency determ nati ons be nade on a
process unit basis and by regul ation, such that current
process units regul ated by existing standards woul d conti nue
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to be regul ated by those standards and be exenpt from
regul ati on under 40 CFR 63.

One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-64) stated that the HON i s
nore stringent than 40 CFR parts 60 or 61. One commenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-71) contended the HON shoul d override the
benzene and vinyl chloride NESHAP's and that sources which are
regul ated by the HON shoul d be exenpted fromthe conditions of
t he NESHAP' s for benzene and vinyl chloride.

One commenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-63) recomended that the
EPA only require conpliance with the MACT standard for the
category under which a regul ated process is predom nantly
operated, as denonstrated by the unit operator, thereby
elimnating the extra burden of evaluating and conplying with
two or nore different standards. One commenter (A-90-19:
| V-D-36) added that the MACT rules will be nore stringent than
NSPS. One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D71) suggested that the
| anguage of NSPS shoul d be revised to provide an exenption of
applicability for those sources which are regul ated by the HON
and al so regqul ated by the NSPS.

One comenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-54) contended that the
Primary | ntended Product approach proposed by CMA woul d serve
to solve the problem of duplicative and conflicting standards.

Response: The EPA recogni zes that the | anguage in the
proposed rule was not clear. Thus, the EPA has specified in
863. 110 of the final rule with which provisions owners or
operators are required to conply when nultiple regul ations
apply to the same em ssion point. |n devel oping these
clarifications, the EPA conpared the HON control, nonitoring,
recordkeepi ng, and reporting requirenents with those of other
NSPS and NESHAP for each kind of em ssion point. The EPA
determ ned which control requirenents were nost stringent and
whi ch nonitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting requirenments
were nost reasonabl e for assuring conpliance on a case-by-case
basis. Tables
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Table 6-1
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®aBl end- 8- 3 present the requirenents that apply to Goup 1 and
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CGablp B-Bm ssion points, respectively. Table 6-4 presents
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requi renents for cases where source-specific judgnents are
necessary.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: |1V-D-98) suggested
that the HON shoul d not require duplicative HAP controls
during mai ntenance turnarounds, start-ups, and shutdowns. The
commenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-98) clained that nost States allow a
grace period during start-up, shutdown, and mai ntenance of
equi pnent. The commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D98) recomended t hat
the HON provide a simlar grace period.

Response: The HON does not require duplicative controls
during periods of start-up, shutdown, or nmalfunction. Rather,
the HON cites the specific paragraph in the General Provisions
t hat address such occurrences. The EPA nmaintains that the
Ceneral Provisions provide the flexibility necessary to deal
W th start-ups, shutdowns, and mal functi ons.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-63) clainmed that
the EPA's approach may require facilities to install new
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technology if later MACT standards require nore stringent
control. The commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-63) cautioned that the
EPA shoul d not force operators to conply with one standard
only to require themto install different technology at a

| ater date as the result of the promulgation of a nore
stringent MACT standard.

Response: Each source category will have its own MACT
standard. No two MACT standards should be applicable to the
sane em ssion points in the source category for the sane type
of pollutants. The only future requirenents that should apply
to the em ssion points subject to the HON are those devel oped
during the residual risk analysis for the HON. The EPA has
done its best to clarify the applicability of the HON
However, it is difficult to anticipate all the potenti al
overlaps with MACT standards that have not yet been drafted.

I n devel oping the applicability provisions of future MACT
standards, the EPA will be as clear as possible and will avoid
appl ying nore than one MACT standard to the sanme em ssion
poi nt ..

6.7 M SCELLANECQUS

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: [1V-F-7.7 and |V-D45)
contended that the HON rul e should be |inked with the operator
training requirenments specified in the EPA's forthcom ng
Process Safety Managenent rule. The commenter (A-90-19:
| V-F-7.7 and | V-D-45) asserted that the EPA should consider it
a violation of the HON rule if managenent permts inadequately
trained workers to operate and nmai ntain em ssions control
equi pnent .

Response: The HON and the CGeneral Provisions establish
requi renents for proper operation and mai nt enance of processes
and control equipnment. While the EPA appreciates the
comenter's concern, the suggestion would be difficult to
inplement in practice. In drafting regulations, it is better
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to specify objective criteria which can be verified in order
to avoid anbiguity and subjectivity in enforcenent.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 115) contended
that it was inportant that the EPA allow States to offer
and/or require alternative test nethods where situations
warrant it. The commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 115) contended that
there are a nunber of test nethods that are different from
specified the EPA nethods, but no | ess effective. The
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-115) added that in many cases the
alternate nethods are nore effective than the EPA net hods.

The commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 115) suggested that the EPA
provi de an expedited nmechanismfor review of specific nethods
or cases, to render themfederally enforceable.

Response: The HON allows States to use alternative test
met hods as long as the test nmethods are validated according to
t he procedures of Method 301. |In addition, through the
provi sions of subpart A a State may petition the EPA to all ow
t he use of other test nethods.
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7.0 NATI ONAL | MPACTS

7.1 MODEL APPROACH AND EM SSI ON ESTI MATES

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: IV-F-1.1 and |V-F-3)
stated that the nodel plant approach and em ssions estinates
are seriously flawed and shoul d be re-exam ned. Three
comenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-32; I1V-D-69; 1V-D75) disagreed
wi th the nodel approach used by the EPA to estinmate em ssions
and costs. One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 32) added that the
em ssion reductions are high and the cost estinmates are | ow,
therefore, the cost per ton of HAP renoved will be higher than
estimated. Two commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-32; IV-D-75) stated
that the nodel approach is over-sinplified and is based on
i naccurate assunptions. Another comrenter (A-90-19: 1V-D98)
contended that EPA should base its rul emaki ng on new and nore
accurate em ssions data on HAP's rather than old data
collected for prior rul emakings. The commenter (A-90-109:
| V-D-98) al so objected to the EPA using hypot hetical nobde
plants to estimte em ssions rather than using actual
em ssions characteristics because the technical and cost
assessnments may be inaccurate. Five commenters (A-90-109:
IV-D-3; IV-D-69; IV-D-75; IV-D-98; IV-D 113) concl uded that
the EPA's net hodol ogy could result in an arbitrary and
overstringent MACT fl oor when conpared with data summari zi ng
the application of real, in-use control technologies to
specific em ssion points at actual facilities.

Anot her comrenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-71) objected to the
nodel used by EPA for relating the em ssion rate to a
production rate for the process. The commenter (A-90-19:
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| V-D-71) contended that these em ssion factors cannot be used
for the SOCM because the size or the production rate of the
process has very little inpact on the emssion rate. The
comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-71) added that other key vari abl es
whi ch influence em ssion rates, such as condenser tenperature,
are specifically designed into the process, and the anount of
em ssions is a function of these variables and not of the
production rate. The commenter (A-90-19: [V-D71) concluded
that the use of a production based em ssion factor for the
devel opnment of baseline emi ssions is inaccurate and may either
understate or overstate the true em ssions of the processes.

Four comenters (A-90-19: [1V-D-32; IV-D-68; IV-D-69; and
| V-D-75) clained that the EPA's estimate of baseli ne HAP
em ssions using the nodels is approximtely ten tinmes higher
than what is in the TRI data base. One comenter (A-90-19:
| V-D-32) also provided air toxics em ssions estimates from a
recent industry study supporting | ower em ssions nunbers.

Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-32; IV-D-75) stated that
the 16 percent increase in HAP em ssions based on industry
grow h over a five year period proposed in the HON is
i nconsistent with the TRI data which show a 10 percent
decrease in a three year period. One commenter (A-90-19:
| V-D-32) contended that existing industry sources are taking
steps already to reduce em ssions which are not accounted for
in the em ssions estimtes.

Response: The EPA recogni zes that site-specific
information is the nost accurate neans of estinmating em ssions
and costs. However, this level of information was not
avai l able fromeach facility in the SOCM. Gathering such
data coul d not be acconplished if the pronul gation date of the
HON was to be net. The simlarity in operations at SOCM
facilities does allow the use of nodel em ssion points to
represent actual em ssion points at various facilities. Since
no conplete inventory of the sources in the SOCM and their
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em ssion points exists, using nodels to characterize the
i ndustry was the nost reasonabl e nethod by which the EPA could
nmeet the deadline specified in the consent decree order in the
Act. In sone cases, the nodels were developed in terns of
em ssions per unit of production for a product process. To
estimate national costs, the EPA applied the production-
dependent nodel em ssion points to the production rates of the
product processes at each SOCM facility. Wile the EPA
recogni zes that factors other than production rate may
i nfl uence em ssions froma given process, this was the best
approach possible with the available information. The EPA
bel i eves that em ssions and costs will be overestimted for
sone facilities and underestimated for others. However, for
estimating national inpacts, the EPA has assuned that the
anount overestimated or the anount underestimated for specific
facilities will result in a reasonably accurate national cost
estimate. The EPA was willing to consider other nethods for
extrapol ating national inpacts, but public coment did not
provi de any feasi bl e suggestions.

The EPA has used nodels in many previous rul emaki ngs
because they are reasonabl e representati ons of sources and
all ow national inpacts to be cal culated. The nodel process
vents, storage tank farms, transfer racks, and wastewater
streans were devel oped fromthe best avail able real data, and
a | arge nunber of nodels were devel oped to represent different
ki nds of processes. Furthernore, the nodels were assigned to
real facilities, using facility-specific production
information. The EPA recogni zes that sone degree of
sinplification was required for the nodels to nmake them
applicable for all processes in the SOCM, and no one facility
may match the nodels. However, since the data are
representative of the industry, the national inpacts should
al so be representative of the industry. The EPA does not
consider the sinplifying assunptions to greatly affect the
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results of the national inpacts analysis. National inpacts
have been estimted as accurately as possible with the data
avai |l abl e.

Furthernore, it is appropriate to use the estimated
inpacts in selecting the standards and meki ng deci sions to go
beyond the floor. For exanple, the informati on was used in
the decisions to go beyond the floor for process vents and
storage. For process vents, the TRE fornmat assures that if
i ndi vi dual vent cost effectiveness is greater than $3, 000/ My
of organic HAP, the process vent will not have to be
controlled, even if em ssions reductions and costs were over-
or under-estimated for a particular process in the national
i npacts analysis. Site-specific data on the process vent w |
be used in determ ning whether control is actually required.
For storage, AP-42 equations based on tank size and vapor
pressure were used. These equations are w dely accepted, and
the resulting em ssion estimtes are appropriate for decision
maki ng. Al so, actual applicability of control requirenents
w Il be determ ned by vapor pressure and capacity of tanks
onsite, not by which nodel tank farm was assi gned.

There are differences in the em ssion estimating
procedures used by the EPA and the TRI data base. For
exanpl e, wastewater and equi pnent | eak em ssions can be
estimated using SARA estimating procedures or EPA estimating
procedures, which have potential differences. Oher sources
of difference may exi st which could influence the bias either
way. However, since control requirenents are determ ned by
the actual characteristics of the em ssion points at any
source, any errors in the EPA estimates will be sonmewhat self-
correcting. The EPA used a consistent nethodol ogy based on
exi sting data to devel op em ssions estimtes. The HON
em ssion estimate was based on the |l evel of control required
by State regul ati ons and previ ous NSPS and NESHAP. The data
to consider additional site-specific controls were not
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avai l able. The actual em ssions could either be | ower or
hi gher than estimated. The approach used was the only
practical alternative given the schedule allowed by the
statutory deadl i ne and consent decree.

New sources were estimated to emt the sanme em ssions as
exi sting product processes. The sane procedure of scaling
em ssions based on capacity was used with the exception of
storage, which assunes the NSPS | evel of control which is
greater than the existing |level of control. This approach was
sel ected since it was uncertain how many new sources versus
nodi fications to existing sources would be inplenented by the
i ndustry.

The EPA does not view the change in TRl estimates in the
first few years of the programas necessarily denonstrating
that em ssions were decreasing over tine. For exanple, sone
sources initially reported their permit Iimts, which include
safety factors, and therefore overstate the actual em ssions.
Those sources later revised their estimations based on what
t hey thought was actually being emtted.

7.2 COST | MPACTS

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-G4) said the
proposed HON wi Il add an estimated two nonths to a typical
project conpletion time for a new facility or nodification
because the control design work is sequential, not parallel,
to other process decision activities. The commenter (A-90-109:
| V-G 4) said the extra two nonths will increase execution tine
by 5 to 10 percent frominitial project approval to mechani cal
conpletion. Assumng 15 percent return on capital and an
i nvestment of $500 mllion per year, the increase will cost
$12.5 mllion per year in lost revenue. The comenter
(A-90-19: 1V-G4) added that the additional process
engineering required will cost about $2.5 mllion per year,
assum ng process engineering is 5 percent of the investnent
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and that the cost increases 10 percent due to the extra tine
spent .

Response: If conpliance with the HON were to cause a
delay of two nonths in the conpletion of a new facility or
nmodi fication, the opportunity cost would be the percent return
on capital tinmes the capital already expended at the point
when the delay actually occurs, tinmes the fraction of a year
that the delay continues. In the exanple, the commenter seens
to incorrectly assune that all of the capital ($500 mllion)
is tied up even though the exanple states the extra process
engi neering nust occur before the end of the regul ar process
engi neering. The process engineering cost is a standard
factor already included in the capital cost of control.

Recor dkeepi ng and reporting requirenents are al so al ready
i ncl uded.

Comment: Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-32; 1V-D 34)
stated that the factors used to estimate capital costs in the
BID differ significantly fromthose used in industri al
practice. One comrenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-32) asserted that the
EPA' s estimate of capital costs is 2 to 4 tinmes too | ow
because initial costs wll be followed by substanti al
mai nt enance and operating costs as well as substanti al
adm ni strative costs for nonitoring, recordkeeping and
reporting. The commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 32) stated that the
BID cost factors are too low for the follow ng reasons: the
factors assune little additional engineering will be required
for the purchased control systens, the factors do not include
a |l arge enough contingency, and the factors do not account for
costs of neeting requirenents of regulations such as the OSHA
Process Safety rule or the costs of instrunentation and
conputerization for nonitoring activities.

Anot her commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-74) contended that the
EPA did not consider the cost of testing, recordkeeping and
reporting, and nonitoring in its cost estimates, and estinmated
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that the additional nonitoring requirements in the HON woul d
add $161 million to their capital costs and $16.1 million to
t heir annual operating costs, which represent 46 percent of
the capital costs and 12 percent of the total operating costs.
Response: Capital costs were estimted based on standard
EPA nmet hods and factors used in previous anal yses and i ncl ude
cost estimates for maintenance and operating costs. For the
final rule, the cost of the nonitoring, recordkeeping, and
reporting requirements were estimated to be $70 mllion/yr and
are included in the total nationw de annual cost estinmate of
the rule, which is $230 mllion/yr. As discussed in the
national inpacts section of the proposal preanble
(section IV.C), it is expected that the actual conpliance cost
of the rule will be |less due to sone operators ducting several
em ssion points to a commopn devi ce, upgrade of an existing
control device, use of other |ess expensive control
t echnol ogi es, use of pollution prevention practices, or nore
efficient nonitoring practices. However, it is not possible
to quantify these savings. The EPA considers the estinmated
costs representative for national estimtes and within the
+30 percent accuracy expected for a regul atory devel opnent
anal ysi s.
Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-41) stated that
t he EPA overestimated the econom c costs of the HON by failing
to do a pollution prevention analysis. The comrenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-41) hoped that pollution prevention would
reduce costs due to process changes instead of add-on controls
and by applying RCT to a single em ssion point instead of to a
group of em ssion points. The commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-41)
added that the costs were also overestimated by not including
savings in products or reactants as a result of the
application of recovery devices or the application of better
controls or storage vessels.
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Response: The EPA believes the comenter has
m sinterpreted sone aspects of the national inpacts analysis.
Recovery credits were cal cul ated for storage vessels (see BID
volune 1B). As a previous response has indicated, process
vent streanms were grouped together for simlar vents fromthe
sane process unit (i.e., distillation, reactor, or air
oxi dati on process vents), and a conmon control device was
costed. Due to proximty and safety reasons, the EPA
considered it appropriate to assune that vent streans from
different process units or different vent streamtypes would
not be controlled by a common device. For the sane reason,
em ssion streans fromdifferent kinds of em ssion points were
not grouped together.

Pol | ution prevention activities, particularly process
redesign, are generally site-specific. The EPA did not have
access to the level of information required to sufficiently
characterize the potential pollution prevention schenes in the
SOCM . Therefore, it was not possible to anal yze how process
changes woul d be used. While the EPA acknow edges that the
inability to consider pollution prevention or greater use of
comon control devices may tend to overestimate costs, other
commenters pointed out that the cost estimtes may not
consi der other costs encountered on a site-specific basis. On
bal ance, the national cost estimates are expected to be within
+30 percent.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-K-28) said the true
i npact or potential conflict of the proposed HON MACT standard
and the proposed General Provisions standards cannot fully be
determ ned due to the segnented and di sjointed manner in which
the two regul ati ons were proposed. The commenter (A-90-19:
| V- K-28) said a true econom c inpact cannot be conducted on a
"singular"” view of each proposed regul ati on, but should be
evaluated in conjunction for the HON standard and ot her
pendi ng MACT st andar ds.
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Response: The General Provisions only influence the
costs for particular standards such as the HON - the General
Provi sions are not directly responsible for any costs apart
fromindividual standards. Therefore, no independent estimate
of the cost or econom c inpact of the General Provisions could
be undertaken. However, the costs of the HON were assessed in
a way that includes the requirements of the General
Provi si ons.

7.3 ENVI RONMENTAL | MPACTS

Comment: Four commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-41; |V-D45;
| V-D-90, |V-D 100) expressed concern about em ssions and
potential increases of dioxins, furans, and other products of
i nconpl ete conmbustion generated as a result of the conbustion
of chlorinated hydrocarbons as a result of the HON regul ation
and said that the EPA did no analysis of the possible health
and environnental i npacts.

One of the commenters (A-90-19: |1V-D-41) added that
section 112(c)(6) of the Act nmandates that the EPA identify
categories and subcategories of sources accounting for not
| ess than 90 percent of the aggregate em ssions of the 2,3,7,8
forms of furans and dioxins, as well as POMs. The conmenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-41) concluded that the HON may be adding to
t he aggregate em ssions of these HAP's, which will then need
to be controlled in future rul emaki ngs.

Response: Conbustion controls used to conply with the
process vent and transfer provisions of the HON are required
to achieve at | east 98 percent destruction of organic HAP s or
TOC. This wll result in a substantial decrease of organic
HAP em ssions. Avail able data on em ssions from conbustion
controls in the SOCM do not indicate that there are
significant em ssions of dioxins or furans; the commenter did
not provide data to the contrary or suggest an anal ysis
nmet hodol ogy. The commenter is correct in pointing out that
section 112(c)(3) requires listing of categories accounting
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for 90 percent of 2,3,7,8 forns of dioxins and furans,
foll owed by regul ation of these categories. However, that
study has yet to be conpleted, and results are not yet
avai |l abl e.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: [1V-D 74) asserted that
the EPA's estimates of secondary inpacts of CO and NOy may be
underestimated by as much as a factor of ten. The comrenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-74) stated that the presence of chlorinated
conpounds during conbustion will increase CO em ssions and
that the EPA failed to consider NOy em ssions generated due to
i ncineration of nitrogen-bearing conpounds.

Response: The estimated NO¢ and CO increases are
reasonabl e based on the overall organic HAP reductions and
ot her benefits of the rule. The comenter provided no data as
to why the conbustion of chlorinated conpounds woul d i ncrease
CO em ssions by an order of magnitude. The increased
tenperature and fuel use required to conbust chlorinated HAP s
was accounted for in the CO em ssions estimte. Em ssions of
NOx were cal cul ated for each process vent stream which vented
ni trogen-cont ai ni ng conpounds.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: |1V-D-74) objected to
t he EPA considering inpacts on water pollution and solid waste
to be negligible. The commenter (A-90-19: |V-D 74) contended
that the use of RCT's will increase the anount of hazardous
wast e and scrubber waste. The commenter (A-90-19: [|1V-D 74)
specifically stated that the scrubber water used to absorb
chl orinated conpounds nay be a consi derabl e problemthat would
require additional treatment equi pnment and investnent to
rectify.

Response: Less than 6 percent of the CWU s affected by
t he HON have vent streans that would be considered
hal ogenated. O those affected, some will select product
recovery devices or en ssions averagi ng over scrubbing.

Addi tionally, the discarded scrubber effluent will not neet
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the definition of hazardous waste and is typically conbined
with the facility wastewater collection system The vol une of
scrubber effluent is usually small conpared to the total

vol une of wastewater and wll therefore contain sufficient
buffer. The overall wastewater characteristics and collection
and treatnent systemw || not be inpacted. The inpact of the
standard on water pollution is therefore considered
negl i gi bl e.

Comment: Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-32; [V-D69)
said that the EPA should nore fully exam ne the nmultinedi a
inpacts that will be caused by the HON. One comrenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-69) reasoned that the benefit of controlling
HAP em ssions under the HON will be partially offset by the
environnmental "cost" of achieving the control. The conmenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-69) provided the exanple that the control of
process vent sources froma "nodel plant” can result in
significant em ssions of NO, CO and SOp. The comenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-69) suggested that an option be provided for
sources to conduct a nultinmedia assessnent. Based on the
assessnent, certain em ssion points would not need to be
controlled, or the source could apply for alternative controls
with | esser control efficiencies than the RCT. For exanple,
the comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-69) suggested that |ess
stringent controls than RCT, or no controls, be required for
storage tanks, |oading racks, or wastewater handling/treatnent
units if the owner or operator denonstrates that the inpacts
to air, water, and solid waste are greater than w thout
controls.

Response: The EPA did analyze the multinmedia i npacts of
the HON. The results of the analysis indicated that em ssions
fromonly 6 percent of SOCM process vent sources woul d exceed
the PSD NOy cut-off of 40 tpy in non-attainnent zones, and
none of the sources would exceed the CO em ssions cut-off of
100 tpy. Inpacts on water pollution and solid waste were
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judged to be negligible as described in chapter 5 of the
proposal BID volunme 1A, Based on these results, control of
secondary inpacts of applying the RCT's will not significantly
i npact the cost of the HON. The EPA naintains that the
approach for estimating inpacts presented in the proposed HON
is sufficient for rul emaki ng purposes. The reduction in HAP
em ssions achieved by the HON greatly outwei ghs the smal
increases in other air pollutants.

The EPA does not consider the conmenters suggestion to be
consistent wwth the requirenments of the Act. MACT standards
are defined in the Act as being at | east as stringent as the
HAP control achieved by the best-controlled 12 percent of
sources. Allowi ng HAP control |evels below the MACT is not
consistent with the requirenents of the Act. |In addition, the
HON provisions allow a facility to use any technol ogy that
achieves the required em ssions reduction. The facility may
chose to use the RCT, which EPA has designated as being able
to achieve the required control, or any other control
t echni que which can be proven to achi eve an equi val ent
em ssion reduction.

7.4 ECONOM C | MPACTS

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 74) requested
that the EPA identify the projected inpact of a 3 percent or
5 percent increase in SOCM chem cal prices on the consuner
inflation rate, since SOCM chem cals are basic to consuner
products. The commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-74) also disputed the
EPA's claimthat the additional percentage price increase wll
not be significant. The comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 74)
contended that it is already difficult to find secondary and
specialty chem cals which are manufactured in the U S., and
nore smal l er volume chemcals wll Iikely be produced only
overseas as a result of the increased cost of production due
to the SOCM rule. Another comenter (A-90-19: [1V-D75)
stated that the EPA incorrectly assuned that the increased
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cost of products affected by the HON coul d be passed on to the
custoner w thout considering the inpacts on prices in a gl obal
mar ket pl ace.

Response: For the final rule, the cost of the
nmoni tori ng, recordkeeping, and reporting requirenments were
estimated to be $70 mlIlion/yr and were included in the total
nati onw de annual cost estimate of the rule, which is
$230 million/yr. The EPA' s econom ¢ anal ysis assessed price
i ncreases for a subset of 23 sel ected conpounds. The
estimates of price increases included consideration of
i ndi vi dual supply and demand factors for the particul ar
markets. Sixteen of the price increases were | ess than
1 percent. Three were between 1 and 2 percent. One was
between 2 and 3 percent. Four were between 3 and 4 percent.
A production wei ghted average for all conpounds woul d probably
fall below 1 percent. This type of price increase indicates
that any significant inpact on inflation rates is unlikely.
I f smaller volune chemcals are | osing market share to
overseas producers in the absence of a HON regul ation, the
comenter is correct that the HON wll increase that |oss of
mar ket share. The EPA tried to include a nunber of the
smal | er volunme chemcals in the econom c anal ysis.
Unfortunately, necessary information on price of chem cal
production capacity, market factors, substitutes, and
i nports/exports could not be | ocat ed.
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8.0 M SCELLANEQUS

8.1 CLARITY OF THE RULE' S APPLI CABI LI TY

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-68) asserted that
many people will only skimthe HON for rel evant sections and
will easily mss inportant points. The comrenter (A-90-19:
| V-D-68) asserted that exclusions and cut-offs should be
clearly listed in all relevant sections to avoid m sl eadi ng
facilities into conplying with sonmething fromwhich they are
exenpt or excl uded.

Response: Many clarifications have been nmade so that the
final rule nmore thoroughly and clearly delineates the
applicability of the provisions. The clearer wording in the
final rule, along wth the inplenentati on and outreach
materials that are available, will be useful to affected
sour ces.

8.2 PUBLI C PARTI ClI PATI ON | N RULEMAKI NG

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-F-7.38) asserted
t hat deci sions made by the State Departnent regarding a
chem cal plant which have an inpact on the health and wel fare
of citizens should be nmade with input fromthe citizens, and
t hat any changes to current regul ati ons should incorporate
nmore public participation in the decision-making process. The
commenter (A-90-19: [V-F-7.28) recommended further specific
mechani snms for the HON: (1) requiring managenent practices to
maxi m ze awar eness and assessnent of pollution prevention
strategies; and (2) requiring the evaluation process to be a
denocratic process in which workers and comrunities can
participate directly.
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Response: The Adm nistrative Procedures Act requires
that the public be given notice and an opportunity for coment
during the devel opnent of a regulation. For the HON, the EPA
conplied with this requirenment by holding 2 public hearings,
having an initial 90-day comment period, and an additi onal
30-day comment period follow ng the supplenental notice for
the General Provisions and em ssions averagi ng (58 FR 53478).

As described in section 9.1, simlar provisions for
noti ce and comment are included in regulations for
section 112(1) regarding del egation of authority for State
progranms to inplenment NESHAP. Also, each facility's em ssion
limts and plans to conply with the HON and ot her applicable
standards will be included in the facility's operating permt.
Section 503 of the Act requires a copy of each permt
application, conpliance plan and schedule, and permt to be
avai l able to the public.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-F-7.34) requested
that the EPA make provisions so that information such as the
HON rul e are available in the Louisiana DEQ files for the
public to view on demand.

Response: The final HON rule will be published in the
Code of Federal Regul ations under 40 CFR part 63, subparts F,
G H and I. This code is available in many State and
university libraries.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: [1V-F-7.3) reconmmended
that the EPA hold public hearings el sewhere in the country.

Response: The EPA held 2 public hearings regarding the
proposed HON. The first was held in Research Triangle Park,
North Carolina which is the location for many public hearings
on EPA regul ati ons because of its proximty to the EPA s
Ofice of Alr Quality Planning and Standards. In response to
several early requests for hearings el sewhere in the country,
the EPA held a second public hearing in Baton Rouge,

Loui siana. This site was chosen because it is centrally
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| ocated in the country and because of the nunber of SOCM
facilities in the vicinity.
8.3 LOCATI ON OF CHEM CAL FACI LI TI ES

Comment: Several comrenters (A-90-19: [1V-D 96
IV-F-7.2; IV-F-7.5; IV-F-7.10 and IV-F-9; IV-F-7.11
| V-F-7.12; IV-F-7.14; |1V-F-7.27 and |V-F-10; |IV-F-7.31)

di scussed the issue of environnental racismand injustice upon
mnorities and the poor, caused by the | ocation of chem cal

pl ants in nei ghborhoods inhabited by mnorities and the poor.
One comenter (A-90-19: [V-F-9) suggested that this inequity
inthe HON is related to a nyriad of social, economc, and
political forces that pronote this inequity, and addressing
this inequity in the HON should be done as part of a greater
government policy of social reform One comenter (A-90-19:

| V-F-7.27 and |1 V-F-10) stated that, concerning
cost-effectiveness, the levels of emssions, in general, carry
a very heavy econom c, social, and environnmental cost to the
peopl e who can | east afford them

One comenter (A-90-19: [V-F-7.27) stated that not only
are the poor people living in these cluster areas having to
breat he contam nated air, but they are in an ozone
non-attai nment area and have the additional expense of keeping
their old autonobiles up to the em ssion standards. The
commenter (A-90-19: [V-F-7.27) said that while the poor wl|
be forced to discard old cars and pay high car maintenance
costs, industry is not being asked to correspondi ngly reduce
their em ssions.

Two commenters (A-90-19: [IV-F-7.31; IV-F-7.32) stated
that the presence of the chem cal plants have caused the price
of nearby property to depreciate. One comenter (A-90-19:
| V-D-31) explained that she was currently in the process of
selling her house to a chem cal conpany for a | ow price,
despite the fact that she has lived there for 18 years,
because nenbers of her famly have experienced ill nesses.
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However, one commenter (A-90-19: |V-F-7.31) stated that
industry is nonopolizing real estate in the area surrounding
plant sites. One commenter (A-90-19: |V-F-7.34) stated that
the conpanies report they are doing this to provide a buffer
zone; however, the commenter contended that the conpany is
trying to avoid future liability. Another commenter (A-90-19:
| V-F-7.34) stated that the residents nean nothing to the
chem cal plants and one conpany is buying whole communities
adjacent to their facility and noving them

One comrenter (A-90-19: [1V-F-7.32) contended that the
EPA should require plants to establish buffer zones between
their plant site and the surroundi ng nei ghborhoods. The
commenter (A-90-19: [V-F-7.32) pointed out that there used to
be a buffer zone between the nearby plants and his
nei ghbor hood; however, the plants have since built to the edge
of the nei ghborhoods and the poor people that live in these
nei ghbor hoods are powerl ess and they do not have any way to
nove.

Response: VWiile it is true that devel opnment of the HON
did not specifically focus on environnental inequities caused
in different communities due to their location with respect to
SOCM facilities, the EPA does believe that the HON i s one of
the nost effective rules devel oped to reduce toxic em ssions
in these areas. The HON is designed to fulfill the
requi renents of the section 112(d) of the Clean Air Act by
limting em ssions at SOCM facilities (wherever they are
| ocated) to the maxi mum degree achi evabl e, considering cost
and ot her environnmental and energy factors. The HON w ||
result in reductions of hazardous air pollutants (HAP) by
about 460,000 My/yr (510,000 tons per year) and ozone-causi ng
pol lutants, volatile organic conpounds (VOC) by about 950, 000
My/yr (1,000,000 tons per year) on a nationw de basis. This
is an 88 percent reduction of HAP and a 79 percent reduction
of VOC conpared to what em ssions would be w thout the HON
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It is equivalent to renoving 42 mllion cars per year fromthe
U. S. roadways. Therefore, the HON is expected to be effective
in reducing the emssions in areas near chemcal facilities,
whi ch often are near nei ghborhoods inhabited by mnorities and
the poor. The EPA is sensitive to this issue and is pl eased
at the degree to which the HON will help to ensure that
chem cal conpani es reduce their em ssions. Wile the concerns
expressed by the commenters about buffer zones are valid, they
are outside the scope of this rul emaki ng which is being done
under authority of section 112(d) of the Act. This section of
the Act limts EPA to basing standards devel oped under this
section on the nost effective em ssion control technol ogies
that can be identified. However, there are other avenues
t hrough which Federal, State, and | ocal agencies are
encouragi ng the types of efforts described by the commenters.
8.4 CLUSTERI NG OF CHEM CAL FACI LI TIES

Comment: Several comenters (A-90-19: [V-D9; 1V-D 96;
| V-D-117; IV-D-118; |1V-D-120; IV-F-7.2; IV-F-7.5; |V-F-7.27
and |IV-F-10; IV-F-7.34; 1V-F-7.44) contended that the hon does
not adequately address those areas of the country where
several chem cal conpanies are clustered together, causing
i ncreased em ssion | evels in nearby nei ghborhoods. One
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-96) reported that there are nore
than 175 petrochem cal facilities along an 85-mle stretch of
the M ssissippi R ver between Baton Rouge and New Ol eans.
One comenter (A-90-19: [IV-F-7.27 and |V-F-10) provided an
overview of the types and anounts of chem cals discharged from
the various industrial clusters in Texas and Loui si ana.

One comrenter (A-90-19: [1V-F-7.44) indicated that the
TACB used cunul ati ve di spersion nodeling to eval uate conbi ned
benzene em ssions fromsix bulk fuel termnals |ocated near
poor mnority nei ghborhoods. The commenter (A-90-19:
| V-F-7.44) stated that even though the term nals had | ow
benzene em ssions on an individual basis, the cumul ative nodel
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showed that em ssions coul d exceed safe | evels for benzene in
the off-site areas, and additional controls were required.

Response: The purpose of the NESHAP program under
section 112 of the Act is the devel opnent of national
requi renents that are technol ogy based. The EPA believes that
| ocal issues such as the ones described above are best
addressed by State and | ocal governnents. The EPA w ||
eval uate the SOCM for residual risk 8 years after
promul gation of the final rule.

8.5 GOVERNMENT- RELATED | SSUES

Comment: Three commenters (A-90-19: [IV-F-7.2; |IV-F-7.5;
| V-F-7.10 and |1 V-F-9) expressed dissatisfaction that the
Presidential adm nistrations over the last 12 years have not
adequately regul ated the chem cal industry. Two commenters
(A-90-19: IV-F-7.36; IV-F-7.39 and | V-F-12) asserted that the
Council on Econom c Conpetitiveness and O fice of Managenent
and Budget had pressured the EPA to weaken the HON rul e.

Response: The Adm ni stration has addressed the role of
OMB in reviewing regulations in E.O 12866, which has specific
requi renents for docunenting OVMB comments on EPA regul ati ons.
Al so, the Council on Econom c Conpetitiveness was di sbanded.

Comment: Four commenters (A-90-19: IV-F-7.2; IV-F-7.4;
| V-F-7.5; IV-F-7.10 and | V-F-9) expressed hope that the
Cinton admnistration would effectively regulate industry.
One comrenter (A-90-19: |1V-F-7.10) expressed hope that the
HON woul d restore the public's confidence in governnent. Two
commenters (A-90-19: IV-F-7.10 and IV-F-9; |V-F-7.15)
contended that strong regul ations create jobs.

Response: The HON wi Il reduce HAP em ssions nore than
any other air toxics rule being devel oped under section 112 of
the Act (an 88 percent reduction conpared to the anpunt that
woul d be emtted in the HON s absence). It is a tough but
fair rule and will be effective in the nation's efforts to
achi eve cl eaner air.
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1.0 | NTRODUCTI ON

On Decenber 31, 1992, the U S. Environnental Protection
Agency (EPA) proposed the Hazardous Organic National Em ssion
Standard for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) for process
units in the synthetic organic chem cal manufacturing industry
(SOCM ) under section 112(d) of the Cean Air Act
(57 FR 62608). Public coments were requested on the proposed
standard and comment letters were received fromindustry
representatives, governnental entities, environnental groups,
and private citizens. Two public neetings were held, one in
Research Triangle Park (RTP), North Carolina, on February 25,
1993, and another in Baton Rouge, Louisiana, on
March 18, 1993. Both hearings were open to the public and
5 persons in RTP and 45 persons in Baton Rouge presented oral
testinony on the proposed NESHAP

On August 11, 1993, the Ceneral Provisions for part 63
(58 FR 42760) were proposed. 1In order to allow the public to
comment on how the General Provisions relate to the Hazardous
Organi c NESHAP (HON), a supplenental notice (Cctober 15, 1993;
58 FR 53478) was published. Public coments were requested on
the overl ap between the General Provisions and the HON and on
sone specific em ssions averaging issues. Comment letters
regardi ng the suppl emental notice were received from
80 commenters.

The witten comments that were submtted and verba
comments nmade at the public hearing regarding the policy and
techni cal issues associated with recordkeeping and reporting,
conpliance, and test nethods in the proposed rule and
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suppl enental notice, along with responses to these coments,
are summari zed in the follow ng chapters. In chapter 2.0, the
EPA responds to conmments pertaining to the recordkeepi ng and
reporting required by the HON. Chapter 3.0 provides

summari zed comments and responses on conpliance matters.
Chapter 4.0 contains the summari zed coments regardi ng test
met hods utilized in the HON. The summary of comrents and
responses serves as the basis for the revisions made to the
NESHAP bet ween proposal and pronul gati on.
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2.0 RECORDKEEPI NG AND REPORTI NG

2.1 FIVE REPORT SYSTEM

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 32) supported the
proposed three-step systemfor one-tinme reporting, conprised
of an Initial Notification, Inplenmentation Plan (if no permt
application has been filed), and Notification of Conpliance
Status. Another commenter (A-90-19: [V-D 73) suggested
conpiling all notifications and reports into the Initial
Notification, Inplenmentation Plan, or permt application, and
Periodi c Report, and not requiring any other additional
notifications or reports.

Response: The EPA believes that the recordkeepi ng and
reporting requirenments in the HON are the m ni mum necessary to
determ ne conpliance on a continuous basis. Sources are
required to submt the followng five types of reports:

(1) Initial Notification; (2) Inplenentation Plan;

(3) Notification of Conpliance Status; (4) Periodic Reports;
and (5) other reports. The Initial Notification establishes
an early dial ogue between the source and the inplenenting
agency, and allows both to plan for conpliance activities.

The I nplenentation Plan provides the details of how the source
plans to conply with subpart G of the HON in those cases when
an operating permt application has not already been
submtted. The Notification of Conpliance Status includes

i nformati on necessary to denonstrate that conpliance has been
achi eved, such as the results of performance tests, TRE
determ nations, and design anal yses. The periodic reports are
used to show that control devices continue to be operated and
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mai nt ai ned properly and to identify periods when the val ues of
nmoni tored paraneters are outside the specified ranges. A
[imted nunber of other reports are required when it is
necessary for the source to provide information to the

i npl ementi ng agency shortly before or after a specific event.
The necessary information could not be included in the
periodic report since the owner or operator will need a quick
response fromthe inplenenting agency.

Commenter A-90-19: I1V-D-73 is inplicitly asking the EPA
to renmove fromthe HON the requirenments for submtting the
Notification of Conpliance Status and other reports. For the
reasons stated above, the EPA considers the tinmely subm ssion
of these reports essential to the successful inplenentation
and conpliance determ nations of the HON, and the reports wll
not be renoved fromthe rule.

2.1.1 Initial Notification

2.1.1.1 New Sources

Comment: Three commenters (A-90-19: [V-D74; |V-K-24;
| V-K-73) stated that the provisions requiring submttal of an

Initial Notification for new sources are burdensone. One of
the comenters (A-90-19: [V-K-73) argued that the Initia
Notification is redundant wwth title V requirenments. Two of
the comenters (A-90-19: [V-D-74; [V-K-24) stated that the
purpose of this notification has not been nmade clear. One of
the comenters (A-90-19: [V-D-74) requested that the EPA
review the HON reporting requirenments for new sources taking
into consideration that for existing technol ogy-based
prograns, such as NSPS, notifications are not submtted by the
source until construction has comenced and subsequent notices
informthe agency of the start-up of the source.

Three commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-29; [V-K-6; |V-K-66)
requested that the EPA clarify the notification requirenments
in the General Provisions and the HON by choosi ng one deadline
for notification. Another commenter (A-90-19: [V-K-73)
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requested that the 45 days for preparation of the Initial
Notification contained in the proposed HON be extended to

90 days to allow a source enough tinme to review and prepare
the notification. Regarding new sources, the comrenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-29) noted that 863.9(b)(4)(i) of the draft
General Provisions requires an application for approval of
construction or reconstruction, and 863. 151(b)(2)(ii) of the
proposed HON requires that the Initial Notification be
submtted at |east 180 days before construction is planned to
conmence.

Response: The provisions regarding submttal of the
Initial Notification for new sources have been revised. In
the final rule, new sources that start-up nore than 90 days
after pronulgation are not required to submt an Initial
Notification. |Instead, these new sources are required to
submt an application for approval of construction or
reconstruction as described in 8863.5(d) and 63.9(b)(5) of the
Ceneral Provisions. The application is due 180 days before
commencenent of construction, or 90 days after promul gation of
the HON, whichever is later. The HON rule is changing the due
date contained in the General Provisions 863.5(d) to 90 days
after promul gation for submttal of the application. Because
SOCM sources are large and di verse and i ndividual sources nmay
have hundreds of em ssion points subject to the HON rule, and
because of the conplexity of the HON rule, a source nmay need
nmore tinme than 45 days to review the pronul gated rul e and
prepare the application. The Initial Notification is not
required for these new sources because the information will be
contained in the application for approval of construction or
reconstruction. |Instead, these new sources nust submt the
application for approval of construction or reconstruction
with the I nplenentation Plan 180 days before commencenent of
construction or 90 days after promul gation of the HON
whi chever is later.
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However, new sources that have already started up prior
to 90 days after pronulgation are not required by the General
Provisions or the HON rule to submt an application for
approval of construction or reconstruction, because
construction has already been conpleted. These sources wll
be required to submt an Initial Notification and an
| mpl ementation Plan within 90 days after pronul gation of the
HON

Comment: Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-67; [V-D74)
opposed the provisions in proposed 863.151 (b)(2)(ii)
requiring the Initial Notification to be submtted 180 days
prior to the construction of a new source or reconstruction of
an existing source, which would constitute a new source for
the purposes of this rule. The commenters (A-90-19: |V-D 67
| V-D-74) stated that depending on the definition of
construction and reconstruction, the source could experience
del ays for sone projects.

One of the commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D67) suggested that
provi sions for agency review of new sources prior to
construction simlar to General Provisions in 40 CFR part 61
be witten into the General Provisions in 40 CFR part 63. The
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-67) asserted that this would allow a
source to start construction as soon as authorization is
received fromthe regul atory agency, which could be sooner
t han 180 days.

Response: As described in the previous response, new
sources that start up nore than 90 days after pronul gation are
not required to submt an Initial Notification. These sources
are required to submt an application for approval of
construction or reconstruction and the information required in
the Initial Notification will already be contained in the
application. The application and the |Inplenentation Plan are
due 180 days before commencenent of construction, or 90 days
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after promul gation, whichever is later. A source is always
allowed to submt a report prior to the due date.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-K-73) argued that
the Initial Notification is redundant with title V
requi renents, where sources wll be required to inventory al
em ssion points and em ssions, and detail their conpliance
strat egi es.

Response: As discussed already, new sources that start
nore than 90 days after pronulgation are not required to
submt an Initial Notification. These new sources are
required to submt an application for approval of construction
or reconstruction. New sources that have already started up
prior to 90 days after promulgation are not required to submt
an application for approval of construction or reconstruction,
because construction has already been conpleted, but are
required to submt an Initial Notification. Wile it is true
that the operating permt program does require an inventory of
all em ssion points and detail ed conpliance strategies, the
purpose of the Initial Notificationis to list the chem cal
manuf acturing process units that are subject to subpart G and
whi ch provisions may apply (e.g., process vents, transfer
operations, storage vessels, and/or wastewater provisions). A
detailed identification of em ssion points is not necessary
for the Initial Notification. A source is not required to
detail their conpliance strategy, as the commenter had
suggested in their comment. However, the notification nust
i nclude a statenent of whether the source expects that it can
achi eve conpliance by the specified conpliance date.

Comment: Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-74; |V-K-24)
expressed concern that substantial technical information nust
be submtted with the Initial Notification for new sources
that nmay conply using em ssions averaging. This information,
whi ch includes the definition of each point and the specific
control technology for each point, may not be known 180 days
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i n advance of commencenent of construction. The conmenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-74) stated that construction permts may be
granted based on a generic control efficiency requirenent
wi t hout specification of the device and therefore decisions on
control device may not be nmade until after commencenent of
construction.
Response: During the period between proposal and
pronul gation, the EPA reviewed the em ssions averagi ng
provi sions and deci ded not to allow new sources to use
em ssions averaging. A discussion of this em ssions averagi ng
decision is contained in section 2.3.2 of BID volune 2C
2.1.1.2 Area Sources
Comment: Several commenters (A-90-19: [1V-D26; |V-D 32
IV-D-73; IV-D-98; [V-K-6; |1V-K-24) opposed the provisions in
863. 151(b)(1)(vi) requiring area sources to submt an Initial
Notification, which would include an anal ysis denonstrating

that they are an area source. Two of the commenters (A-90-19:
| V-D-26; 1V-D-73) noted that area sources are not subject to
subpart G of the HON. The commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D 26

| V-D-73) argued that this |level of reporting is burdensonme and
unnecessary for area sources and recommended del eting the
requirenent fromthe final rule. Three commenters (A-90-19:
IV-D-26; IV-D-73; IV-K-6) went on to state that proposed

863. 151(b) limts applicability to sources subject to

subpart G that the applicability of subpart Gis limted to
maj or sources [proposed 863.100(b)(1)(i)], and that the Act
does not require such a notification from area sources.

On the other hand, one commenter (A-90-19: |V-K-72)
supported requiring both affected (major) and unaffected
(area) sources to submt an Initial Notification to allow the
EPA to make a determ nation as to whether the source nust
conply with the HON or not. Al though, the commenter (A-90-109:
| V- K-72) recogni zed that requiring unaffected sources to
submt an Initial Notification would be an additional

2D 2-229



reporting burden for the industry, the comenter felt this
burden was outwei ghed by the advantages of all sources being
made aware of the rule, so as to ensure identification of al
af fected sources.

Response: The final HON does not require area sources to
submt an Initial Notification. The proposed Ceneral
Provi si ons requested comment on whether to require an Initial
Notification by area sources and commenters responded that
area sources would not be subject to some NESHAP, such as the
HON, and therefore should not be required to submt reports.
Thus, the final General Provisions were revised and no | onger
require that area sources submt the Initial Notification
For these reasons, and so the HON woul d be consistent with the
General Provisions, the provisions in the HON requiring an
anal ysis to denonstrate that a source is an area source were
removed from subpart G

The EPA agrees with the concern of comrenter (A-90-19:
| V-K-72) that all affected sources conply with the HON
Because each source within a regul ated category of sources
must determ ne whether it is a nmgjor or area source and
mai ntain a record of this determ nation, each source would
know whet her they were subject to the HON or not.

2.1.1.3 Conpliance Timng and Extensions

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 34) stated that
at the tinme the Initial Notification is submtted (120 days

after pronmulgation), it will be difficult to determ ne whet her
a source can achieve conpliance by the conpliance date and
that this requirenent [proposed 863.151(b)(1)(v)] should be
deleted fromthe final rule.

One comenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-29) was uncertain when to
submt the request for conpliance extension because the HON
proposal overrode 8863.9(c) and 63.9(b)(2) and (b)(3) of the
draft Ceneral Provisions, which required the submttal of a
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request for a conpliance extension with the Initial
Noti fication.

Response: The purpose of the statenent required by
863. 151(b)(1)(v) of the HONis nerely to determne if the
source antici pates having probl ens conplying by the conpliance
date. This statenent is not enforceable. As stated in
863. 151(a)(6) of the proposed rule, requests for conpliance
extensions shall be submtted with the operating permt
application. However, if a State does not yet have an
approved operating permt program the extension request may
be submtted with the Initial Notification or as a separate
submttal no later than the date the Inplenentation Plan is
due. For an existing source, this would be 18 nonths before
t he conpliance date for em ssion points included in an
em ssions average, and 12 nonths before the conpliance date
for em ssion points not included in an em ssions average.
This timng is consistent with 863.6(i) of the General
Provi si ons.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 74) requested
that the EPA consider nodifying the definitions of
construction and reconstruction to all ow equi pnent purchases
to occur wthout triggering subm ssion of the Initial
Noti fication.

Response: The definitions of construction and
reconstruction are contained in the General Provisions. The
Ceneral Provisions state that if the fixed capital cost of the
conponents exceeds 50 percent of the fixed capital cost of
constructing a conparabl e new source in that source category,
and it is technologically and economcally feasible for the
reconstructed source to neet the pronul gated em ssion
standard, then the source is considered to be "reconstructed"
and i s subject to new source provisions of any NESHAP. In
such a case, the source will be required to submt al
required reports, including the Initial Notification or
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application for approval of construction or reconstruction, as
applicable, for a new source. Provisions have been added to
863.102(1) of subpart F that clarify how do determ ne whet her
an addition or change constitutes a new or reconstructed
source. This section cross-references and is consistent with
the General Provisions. Section 63.100(1) al so specifies
reporting requirenents.

It should be noted that, given the fairly broad
definition of "source" in the HON, replacenent of a single
pi ece of equipnent is unlikely to result in the source being
consi dered new or reconstructed. |Instead, the new equi pnent
is likely to be considered an addition to the existing source
and thus woul d have to neet the provisions for existing
sour ces.
2.1.2 Inplenentation Pl an

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D74) stated that
the provisions requiring submttal of an Inplenentation Plan

are burdensone and that the purpose of this report has not
been made cl ear.

Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-32; |1V-D86) supported the
provi sions requiring sources to submt an Inplenentation Plan
only if an application for an operating permt has not been
subm tted.

Response: Inplenentation Plans are required only for
sources that have not previously submtted an operating permt
application. If an operating permt programis in place in
time, then the source will submt an operating permt
application, and an Inplenentation Plan is not required. The
operating permt application would contain all the types of
information required in the Inplenmentation Plan, so it would
be redundant to require sources to submt both.

It is critical that the inplenenting agency have the
| npl enent ati on Plans well before the conpliance date so they
can plan their inplenentation and enforcenent activities.
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Subm ssion of these plans may al so benefit regul ated sources
by allowing themto receive feedback on their control plans
prior to the actual conpliance dates. The Inplenentation Plan
wi Il not be overly burdensone because sources are expected to
have the information required in the Inplenmentation Plan
avai lable by the tinme the plan is required (12 or 18 nonths
before conpliance). Regardless of the Inplenentation Plan, a
source woul d need to know which points are G oup 1 and what
controls will be applied to each point by this tinme in order
to install controls prior to the conpliance date.

The I nmpl enentation Plan for points included in an
em ssions average are nore detailed and thorough than the
pl ans for other em ssion points. This additional information
is necessary for the inplenenting agency to nmake an inforned
deci si on about approving the average. Because of the
conplexities and site-specific nature of em ssions averagi ng,
an approval process is necessary to assure all parties that
the specific plan wll result in em ssions credits outweighing
debi t s.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-32) agreed with
t he proposed 12- and 18-nonth deadlines for sources to submt
the I nplenentation Plan. Another commenter (A-90-19:
| V- D- 85) suggested that Inplenentation Plans be submtted
12 nmonths after promul gation or 24 nonths before conpliance
because review of plans will take a substantial anount of tine
and if a plan is disapproved the source will need tine to
adj ust their conpliance plans before the conpliance date.

Response: After consideration, the EPA concl uded that
the current deadline systemis reasonable and all ows enough
time for review by the inplenenting agency. One consideration
is that it would be difficult for sources to devel op conpl ete
plans in just 12 nonths. Sources may have hundreds of
em ssion points subject to subpart G It will take tinme for
themto devel op data characterizing each em ssion point in
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order to determine whether it is Goup 1 or Goup 2. For
process vents and wastewater, testing may be necessary to nake
the group determ nation. The owner or operator will then need
time to investigate the feasibility and costs of the various
alternative control devices that can be used to achieve
conpliance and to investigate em ssions averagi ng
possibilities. After a decision is nmade, tinme is needed to
prepare the witten I nplenentation Plan.

The final rule reflects a bal ance between the tine needed
to prepare and to review the Inplenentation Plan within the
t hree-year conpliance tinefranme. As at proposal
| mpl enment ation Plans for existing sources are due 12 nonths
before conpliance for em ssion points not included in em ssion
averages, and 18 nonths before conpliance for points in
em ssions averages. In the final rule, provisions were added
requiring that Inplenentation Plans for sources that are
em ssions averagi ng be approved, whereas |nplenentation Plans
for points not included in em ssions averagi ng do not require
approval. The schedul e for new sources has been slightly
revised in response to comments. See the response to the
foll ow ng conment for nore details on this subject.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 36) opposed the
provi sions in proposed 863.151(c)(2)(ii) requiring a new
source that has commenced construction after the rule was
proposed but before the rule was promulgated to submt an
| mpl enmentation Plan within 45 days after the rule is
promul gated. The comrenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-36) argued that
45 days is not enough tinme to read the rule and gat her and
conpile the required information and that additional personnel
woul d be needed to assist in this enornous undertaking. The
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-36) realized that an I nplenentation
Plan is not required if an application for an operating permt
has been subm tted, but the commenter thought it unlikely that
a source woul d have done so at this point. Therefore, the
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comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-36) requested that new sources be
allowed up to two years from pronulgation to submt their

| mpl enmentation Plans, as required for existing sources under
proposed 863.151(c)(1)(ii).

Response: The EPA agrees wth the comenters' concerns,
and has revised the final rule to require new sources that
start up shortly before or within 90 days after promnul gation
of the HON to submt the Initial Notification and
| mpl enmentation Plan within 90 days after pronulgation. The
EPA agrees with the commenter that, because of the |arge
nunber of em ssion points at sources subject to the HON
45 days is inadequate to conplete group determ nati ons and
prepare a detailed Inplenmentation Plan. In order to mnimze
t he nunber of reports, the Initial Notification and
| mpl ement ation plan for new sources that start up before or
within 90 days of pronul gation may be subm tted together

New sources that start up later than 90 days after
promul gation are required to submt an application for
approval of construction or reconstruction described in
863.5(d) of the General Provisions. The contents of the
application for approval of construction or reconstruction nmay
be found in 8863.5(d)(1)(ii) and (d)(2) of the Ceneral
Provisions. The EPA is overriding the provisions in
863.5(d)(1)(i) that require the application for approval of
construction or reconstruction to be submtted within 45 days
after promul gation or 180 days prior to construction, and is
instead requiring that it be submtted wthin 90 days after
promul gati on or 180 days prior to construction, whichever is
|ater. The Inplenmentation Plan is required at the sane tine.
These sources are not required to submt an Initial
Notification, as this information would already be included in
the application for approval of construction or
reconstruction.
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In response to the comenter's request that new sources
be allowed up to two years to submt their Inplenentation
Pl ans, the Act requires new sources to conply at start-up or
pronmul gati on, whichever is later. Existing sources are
required to be in conpliance within three years of
promul gati on. The HON cannot override the Act.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-F-7.39 and | V-F-12)
indicated that the Inplenmentation Plan provisions allow an
operator to change the plan in order to avoid detection
anytinme a violation seens inmnent, and that this would be an
abuse of the system Another commenter (A-90-19: |1V-D 117)
stated that enforcenent of the HON wll prove difficult if
sources can change their Inplenentation Plans w thout prior
approval .

Anot her commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-32) agreed with the
provisions allowing a source to update the I nplenmentation Plan
in order to reflect changes in a source's conpliance strategy
as new i nformati on becones avail able. The commenter (A-90-19:
| V-D-32) stated that these provisions are along the same |ines
as the title V operating permt rule section 70.5(b) requiring
sources to pronptly submt supplenentary facts or corrected
information. One comrenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-98) requested
provisions clarifying the process for nodifying the
| npl enent ati on Pl an.

Response: Under 863.151(i) and 863.151(j), each owner or
operator who has submtted an Inplenentation Plan and who
changes their conpliance strategy is required to submt
witten updates if there is: (1) a change froma contro
techni que or nonitoring paraneter specified in the
| mpl enentation Plan; (2) a new em ssion point included in an
em ssions average; (3) a change in the Goup status of an
em ssion point; (4) for a point in an em ssion average, a
change in the value of a parameter in the em ssion credit or
debit equation so it is outside the range specified in the
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pl an and causes a decrease in the credit or an increase in the
debit; or (5 a new em ssion point is added.

In response to conmments, the EPA reviewed the provisions
contained in the rule. For emssion points in an em ssions
average, the final rule has been revised to require the source
to submt witten updates to the inplenmenting agency for
approval 120 days before a change that is planned in advance.
Thi s advance notice is required for the changes listed in
863.151(i)(1), (addition of a new em ssion point or change in
control technique) because these types of changes are planned
in advance. |If the information concerning a change is not
known i n advance, such as an unantici pated operati onal change
that affects the group status of a point or causes a paraneter
val ue to change as specified in 863.151(i)(2), the source nust
submt the witten updates to the inplenenting agency w thin
90 days after the information is known, or in the next
quarterly report if the conpliance date has al ready passed.
The i npl enmenting agency has 120 days in which to approve the
written updates.

For em ssion points that are not in an em ssions average,
witten updates to the Inplenentation Plan nust be submtted
wi thin 180 days of when the change is made or the information
concerning a change is known. The witten update may be
submtted in the next periodic report if the conpliance date
has al ready passed. The inplenenting agency need not approve
the witten updates for a source not em ssions averagi ng.

This is consistent with the requirenent that |nplenentation
Pl ans for em ssions averagi ng nmust be approved, while

| mpl ementation Plans for points not included in em ssions
averagi ng do not require approval .

Updating a plan will not allow a source to "avoid
detection” or evade conpliance. Starting on the conpliance
date, all Goup 1 points nust be controlled to the |evels
achieved by the RCT or, if em ssion points are included in an
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em ssions average, em ssion credits and debits (based on
actual operation) nust bal ance. Updating an | nplenentation
Pl an does not allow a source to violate these standards
because the I nplenentation Plan does not provide a shield.
The control scenario docunented in the Inplenentation Plan
must neet the requirenents of the HON, or the source wll be
considered in violation of the HON

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D73) supported
| mpl ement ation Plan updates to record significant changes such
as Goup 1/Goup 2 status under proposed 863.151(h)(1).
However, the commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D73) recomended
del eting proposed 8863.151(h)(2) and (4) and any ot her
unschedul ed | npl enentation Plan updates for events other than
those in proposed 863.151(h)(1). The commenter (A-90-19:
| V-D-73) contended that these changes would be reported in the
periodi c reports.

The commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D73) also reconmmended
revising proposed 863.151(h)(4) to require an update of the
| mpl enmentation Plan only if a new Goup 1 em ssion point is
added and not for instances such as when a process punp or
val ve is install ed.

One comenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-64) stated that
| mpl ement ati on Pl an updates should be included in the periodic
reports.

Response: It is necessary to update the |Inplenentation
Plan if any of the circunstances |listed in 863.151(h)(2)

t hrough 863. 151(h)(4) of the proposed rule occur. These
provi sions are contained in 863.151(i) and (j) of the final
rul e.

As specified in 863.151(i) and 863. 151(j), updates are
required if there is: (1) a change froma control technique
or nonitoring paranmeter specified in the Inplenentation Plan;
(2) a new em ssion point included in an em ssions average;

(3) a change in the Goup status of an em ssion point; (4) for
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a point in an em ssion average, a change in the value of a
paranmeter in the em ssion credit or debit equation so it is
outside the range specified in the plan and causes a decrease
in the credit or an increase in the debit; or (5) a new

em ssion point is added. |In order to plan for enforcenent
before the conpliance date, and to enforce the rule after the
conpliance date, the inplenenting agency needs to know which
em ssion points are subject to subpart G and exactly how
conpliance will be achieved and nonitored at each em ssion
poi nt ..

Because the I nplenmentation Plan for em ssions averaging
must be approved, a change in the paraneters used to cal cul ate
credits and debits that is outside the ranges specified in the
pl an and that decreases credits or increases debits nust also
be submtted for approval. This will give both the source and
the i npl ementi ng agency confidence that the revised averagi ng
plan will result in conpliance.

Both new G oup 1 and G oup 2 points nust be reported,
along with the basis of the group determ nation, because it is
necessary to verify that G oup 2 points are correctly
classified. New process punps and val ves woul d not be
reported because these equi pnent are subject to subpart H, not
subpart G The Inplenentation Plan provisions are in
subpart G and apply only to em ssion points subject to
subpart G

The dates for submttal of I|Inplenentation Plan updates
are contained in the previous response. |In sone cases, these
updates can be submitted as part of the periodic reports
i nstead of separate submttals. Once an operating permt is
i ssued, the Inplenentation Plan is no | onger enforceable and
witten updates to the plan are not required. However, the
source will be required to follow the procedures specified in
the permt programrule if updates and changes are nade to the
operating permt.
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Comment: Two commenters (A-90-19: I1V-F-1.3 and | V-F-5;
| V-F-1.4) urged the EPA to allow existing sources, who plan to
em ssions average and who have not been in operation for 18
nmonths prior to the conpliance date, to be allowed to
calculate the plant site's em ssions for the tine it has been
in operation if this period is |ess than 18 nonths.

Response: Because existing sources are defined as
sources that comenced construction before proposal (Decenber
1992), the vast majority of existing sources are already in
operation or wll be in operation nore than 18 nonths before
the conpliance date. Owners or operators of existing sources
who plan to conply through em ssions averagi ng and have not
submtted an operating permt application nust submt an
| mpl enmentation Plan no later than 18 nonths prior to the
conpl i ance date.

The I nplenmentation Plan will include em ssions
calculations to project credits and debits. The cal cul ations
do not require 18 nonths of data. |In fact, no test data are
required. Sections 63.151(d)(2) and (d)(6) through (d)(8) of
subpart G nake it clear that for the purpose of the
| mpl enentation Plan, the paraneter values in the em ssion
credit and debit equations may be esti mated.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 32) stated that
the Inplenmentation Plan is an inportant informational and
pl anni ng docunent, not an enforceable commtnent. Another
comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-98) was unclear as to whether
m | estones discussed in the Inplenentation Plan are
enf orceabl e, or whether conpliance by the effective date is
t he sol e enforceabl e el enent.

Three comenters (A-90-19: [1V-D-32; IV-D-33; 1V-D73)
stated that the provisions to require witten conpliance
certifications as part of the Inplenentation Plan should be
del eted. One commenter (A-90-19: |1V-D 73) suggested del eting
all requirenents for submttal of witten statenents in
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863. 151(d) for em ssion points in an em ssions average. The
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-73) maintained that the
certifications serve no purpose since these em ssion points
will already be identified in the Inplenentation Plan, will be
included in quarterly reports, and conpliance is certified
annual |y under the operating permt programrule. One
comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-32) argued that conpliance
certifications are properly found under the part 70 operating
permt program and therefore should not be required in the
| npl enentation Plan. The other commenter (A-90-19: [|V-D 33)
contended that certification should only be required when a
source is required to submt a conpliance plan with its permt
application in conformance with an approved operating permt
program

Response: Wile the commenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-32) is
correct in stating that the Inplementation Plan is an
i mportant informational and planning tool for both the source
and the permtting authority, it is enforceable after the
conpliance date, if an operating permt application has not
been submtted for approval. Because an |Inplenentation Plan
is only required if an operating permt application has not
al ready been submtted for approval, this does not duplicate
or conflict with the operating permt programrequirenents.
However, once the operating permt has been approved, the
| mpl enmentation Plan will no | onger be enforceable.

The EPA has revised the final rule in 863.151(e)(3) to
require a statenent that the conpliance denonstration,
nmoni toring, 1nspection, recordkeeping, and reporting
provisions wll be inplemented beginning on the date of
conpliance. All references to "certifications" were renoved
fromthis section. The required statenent is not the same as
t he annual conpliance certifications which are required under
section 114(a)(3) of the Act and section 70.6(c) of the
operating permt programrule.
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Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D33) recommended
that information required to be submtted in the
| npl enent ati on Pl an under proposed 863.151(e)(4) such as the
requi renents under proposed 863.120(d) (1) be submtted as part
of the Notification of Conpliance Status, instead of with the
| npl enentation Plan as currently required, because the
information will likely not be available until after start-up
of the control devices.

Response: The EPA reviewed the comenter's request to
i nclude the design analysis requirenents in 863.120(d) (1) for
st orage vessel closed-vent systens in the Notification of
Compl i ance Status, instead of with the Inplenmentation Plan as
was proposed. However, the EPA decided to keep the
information in the Inplementation Plan. Because there is no
performance test required, and nonitoring requirenents are
site-specific, the inplenenting agency will need to review the
desi gn anal ysi s and suggested nonitoring paraneters ahead of
time. This will allow the source and inplenenting agency to
establish and agree on the site-specific nonitoring
requirenents prior to the conpliance date. The requested
i nformati on can be devel oped froma design analysis prior to
equi pnrent installation and a test would not be required. For
t hese reasons, the EPA will continue to require this design
analysis with the Inplenentation Plan. In addition, the
wording in 863.120(d) was clarified to nake it clear that the
analysis is not a test denonstration, but will show that the
control is designed to achi eve 95-percent em ssions
reducti ons.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 33) argued that
it would be redundant to require a source to provide detailed
i nformati on about uni que nonitoring paraneters in the
| npl enentati on Plan when this information is already required
in the Notification of Conpliance Status. The conmenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-33) suggested the Inplenentation Plan identify
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the paraneters to be nonitored, but not include the detailed
information in proposed 863.151(f)(1) through (3). The
comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-33) al so suggested the sane change
be made to proposed 863. 152(e) so that the detailed
information would be required in the Notification of
Compl i ance Status rather than the operating permt application
or the Inplenentation Pl an.

Response: The information in 863.151(f)(1) through (3)
of subpart Gis necessary for the regulatory authority to nake
an infornmed decision when review ng a request for a uni que
site-specific nonitoring paranmeter. Because the use of unique
paraneters nust be approved prior to the use of the unique
paraneters, the information nust be submtted before the
conpliance date with the Inplenentation Plan rather than with
the Notification of Conpliance Status, which is not due until
150 days after the conpliance date. By submtting the
information with the I nplenentation Plan, which is due
12 nont hs before conpliance for em ssion points not included
in em ssions averages and 18 nonths before conpliance for
points in em ssions averages, the source and the inplenenting
agency can agree on the nonitoring paraneters and associ at ed
recordkeepi ng and reporting system before the conpliance date.

The submttal of the information in 863.151(f) is
required only if a source wishes to nonitor a unique operating
paraneter, that is, a paraneter not listed in the process
vents, transfer, storage or wastewater provisions. In order
to make a decision regarding approval, the inplenenting agency
nmust be given the information in 863.151(f) (1), including the
description of the paraneters to be nonitored and an
expl anation of the criteria used to select the paraneter.

Al so, the information in 863.151(f)(2), a description of the
met hods and procedures that will be used to denonstrate that

t he paraneter indicates proper operation of the control device
and the schedule for this denonstration nust be provided, and
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t he owner or operator nust certify they will establish a range
for the nonitored paraneters as part of the Notification of
Conpliance Status. In order to determne if the proposed

nmoni tori ng recordkeeping and reporting systemis sufficient to
determ ne conpliance, the inplenenting agency al so needs the
information in 863.151(f)(3), which includes the frequency and
content of nonitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting if it wll
differ fromthe requirenents in 863. 152.

It should be noted that the actual nunerical range of the
paraneters is submtted later in the Notification of
Conpliance Status. This is because testing may be needed to
establish the exact range, and it would be inpractical to
require testing before the conpliance date because control
devices may not be installed and operational until the
conpl i ance date.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-87) requested
that the calibration and nmai nt enance procedures and records of
the recordi ng devices be included in the Inplenentation Plan.

Response: The Inplenentation Plan nust include a
statenent that the owner or operator wll followthe
conpl i ance denonstration, nonitoring, recordkeeping, and
reporting provisions in 8863.113 through 63. 148 that are
applicable to each em ssion point. These sections
(e.g., 863.114 for process vents) state that nonitoring
equi prent nust be installed, calibrated, maintained, and
operated according to the manufacturer's specifications. The
Notification of Conpliance Status required in 863.152(b) of
subpart G includes the results of any continuous nonitoring
system performance eval uati ons that have been perforned.

The EPA believes the provisions provide assurance that
monitors will be properly calibrated and nmai ntai ned w t hout
causing the reporting burden of submtting detailed
information on calibration plans and procedures for the
numer ous em ssion points and control devices that will be
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subject to the HON at each facility. The specific nonitor
cal i bration and nmai ntenance descri ptions suggested by the
commenter need not be submitted prior to the conpliance date
to allow inplementing agencies to plan their progranms. Such
information would significantly increase the recordkeeping and
reporting burden for both the industry and the inplenenting
agency. Therefore, the rule has not been changed.
2.1.3 Notification of Conpliance Status

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 32) supported the
deadl i ne of 150 days after the conpliance date for submtting

the Notification of Conpliance Status, stating that it should
provide sufficient time for a source to conplete the
performance tests, set paraneter ranges, and conpl ete status
determ nation

One comenter (A-90-19: |1V-D-32) supported the EPA' s
effort to avoid duplicative reporting in the Notification of
Conpl i ance Status by requiring only one conplete test report
for each test nethod used for a particular kind of em ssion
poi nt ..

Three commenters (A-90-19: [1V-D-32; IV-D-69; |1V-D81)
supported the provisions in 863.152(b)(2)(iii) requiring a
source to define an operating day for purposes of determ ning
dai |y average values for nonitored paraneters as part of the
Notification of Conpliance Status. Two of the comenters
(A-90-19: 1V-D-32; 1V-D-81) stated that source's operating
periods vary greatly and that allow ng each source to define
its own operating day enables it to fashion an operating
period that nost closely corresponds with the sources' actual
operating procedures. One comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-79)
stated that the 24-hour operating day appropriately neasures
conpl i ance.

Response: The provisions supported by these commenters
have been retained in the final rule.
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Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 36) requested
that 863.152(b) be clarified to specify that the Notification
of Conpliance Status be submtted "wthin 150 days after” the
conpliance date, instead of "within 150 days of" which does
not specify whether the report is due after or before the
conpl i ance date.

Response: The word "after" was added in 863.152(b) for
clarification.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-K-66) questioned
whet her proposed 63.152(b), which requires the submttal of a
Notification of Conpliance Status wth 150 days after the
conpliance date, overrides 63.9(h)(2)(ii) of the proposed
General Provisions which requires the sanme notification be
submtted with 45 days after the conpliance date.

Response: The commenter (A-90-19: [1V-K-66) is correct.
The Notification of Conpliance Status requirenents in
section 63.152(b) override of the HON override the
Notification of Conpliance status requirenments contained in
the General Provisions. A table (table 3) has been added to
the final rule in subpart F. This table lists the CGenera
Provi sions sections and whether they do or do not apply to the
HON
2.1.4 Periodic Reports

Comment: Several commenters (A-90-19: [1V-D-32; |V-D-48
IV-D-69; IV-D-75; IV-D77; IV-D79; IV-D-89; IV-D112) favored
elimnating the requirenents for submtting negative reports

(1.e., periodic reports covering periods where no excursions
have occurred) in order to reduce the burden to the regul ated
comunity and to the regul atory agencies. Instead, one
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-69) suggested that the facility
submt a statenent that there were no excursions during the
reporting period.

Response: The rule requires periodic reports on a
sem annual or quarterly schedule. The reports nust include
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the required information on all the em ssion points that have
excursions or other reportable information (such as results of
any TRE determ nations and performance tests, results of seal
gap neasurenents for storage vessels, descriptions of routine
mai nt enance for storage vessels, credits and debits for points
in em ssions averages, and other itens). However, if no
excursions or other reportable events occurred, then a
statenment that there were no reportable events wll be
adequate. The statenment could sinply state that there were no
reportabl e events at any em ssion points or no reportable
events at any em ssion points other than those for which data
are reported. The report would not need to include a point-
by-point list of all the em ssion points that had no
reportabl e events.

Comment: Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-32; [V-D 33)
recommended that the rule be revised to allow the first
periodic report to cover the six nonths after the Notification
of Conpliance Status is filed. The commenters (A-90-19:
|V-D-32; 1V-D-33) stated that timng the first periodic report
fromthe Notification of Conpliance Status and not the
conpliance date, as the proposed rule reads, would be nore
beneficial to sources who will be conpleting their performance
tests and perform ng equi pnent adjustnents during the 150-day
peri od between the conpliance date and the Notification of
Conpl i ance Status report.

Response: The EPA has revised the final rule in
agreenent with the comenter's suggestion. Under the final
rule, the first Periodic Report covers the six-nonth period
after the Notification of Conpliance Status is due, and nust
be submtted eight nonths after the Notification of Conpliance
Status is due. The control devices nust be installed and the
nmoni t ori ng equi pnent operating by the conpliance date. Site-
specific operating paraneter ranges nust be established and
included in the Notification of Conpliance Status. The reason
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paranmeter ranges are established after the conpliance date is
that, in nost cases, they will be based on performance test
data which will not be available until after the conpliance
date. Excursion recordkeeping and reporting begins on the
date the Notification of Conpliance Status is due. Prior to
this time, the range would not have been established, so there
woul d be no indication that an excursion had occurred.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: |V-D 32) supported the
1 and 5 percent threshold for triggering quarterly reporting
and the option of reverting back to sem annual reporting after
1 year of not exceeding the set limts.

Anot her commenter (A-90-19: [|1V-D-77) maintained that
based on their experience wwth CEM s, the 95 percent
nmonitoring systemtine provision is feasible but would be very
expensive and could require redundant nonitoring systens. The
comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-77) suggested that 80 to 90 percent
woul d be a nore realistic period when using CEMs. The
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-77) also contended that the
selection of a 1-percent deviation as a trigger for possible
gquarterly nonitoring is too restrictive and does not reflect
the industry practices of process control. The conmenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-77) stated that a process paraneter is
generally considered in control if the neasured value is
within 2 standard devi ations (5 percent) of the target or
expected val ues and therefore 5 percent should be used as the
trigger for nore frequent reporting instead of 1 percent.

Anot her comrenter (A-90-19: 1V-D73) suggested
expressing the 1 percent and 5 percent requirenents as hours
instead of a percentage to prevent triggering quarterly
reports for sources with short operating hours. The commenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-73) requested a 1 percent outage of 44 hours
and 5 percent of 219 hours for sem annual peri ods.

Response: The EPA has revised the final rule. Under the
final rule, quarterly reports are required if: (1) the
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em ssion point has nore than the all owed nunber of excused
excursions for a sem annual reporting period; and (2) the

i npl ementi ng agency requests the owner or operator to submt
reports on a quarterly basis. The provisions requiring
quarterly reporting if the nonitored paraneter values for the
em ssion point are outside the permtted range for nore than
1 percent of the point's operating tinme, or the continuous
nmonitoring systemis inoperable for nore than 5 percent of the
operating tinme during a sem annual reporting period were not
included in the final rule. The excused excursion systemis
di scussed in section 3.2.5 of this BID vol une.

In response to commenter |1V-D-77, the HON does not
require CEMs. Instead, continuous paraneter nonitoring can
be used. Further discussion of paraneter nonitoring and CEM s
can be found in sections 3.2.2 and 3.2.4 of this BID vol une.
2.1.5 Oher Reports

Comment: Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-32; |V-D64)
suggested allowing the information required under proposed
8863.118(qg), (h), (i), and (j) when a process change affects
the TRE or flow rate or HAP concentration of a G oup 2 process

vent to be submtted in the source's sem annual report instead
of a special report as proposed.

One comenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-73) suggested clarifying in
863.118(g) that the reports of changes are required regardl ess
of whether or not such changes constitute a nodification under
section 112(g) of the Act.

Response: The final rule has been revised to allow a
Goup 2 em ssion point, such as a process vent, that becones a
Goup 1 emssion point to report the G oup status change in
the next periodic report. Section 63.118 of the HON clearly
states that all process changes neeting the criteria in
863. 115(e) of subpart G need to be reported. After the HON
has been pronul gated, the nodification rules devel oped under
section 112(g) do not apply to sources subject to the HON
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| nstead, the HON specifies the conpliance provisions
notifications and reports that apply to nodified sources.

Section 63.100(K)(4) of subpart F was revised to state
that a Goup 2 em ssion point that becomes a G oup 1 em ssion
poi nt must cone into conpliance as expeditiously as practical,
but not later than three years. The source nust work out the
conpliance details with their inplenenting agency, and obtain
approval of their conpliance schedul e.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-73) recommended
that all "one-time" reports, notifications, and requests for
approval of alternate nethods either be incorporated into the
periodic report or elimnated.

Response: The commenter's suggestion is not feasible
when the report is a request for approval for a nom nal
control efficiency for use in calculating credits for an
em ssions average or sone other itemthat nust be acted on
imediately. (O her reports are described in 863.152(d) of
the final rule.)

Al so, sonme information, such as requests for alternative
nmoni toring paraneters, nust be approved before the periodic
reporting system begins.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D33) indicated
that the list of other reports included in proposed
863. 152(d)(3) should be sinplified to cross-reference reports
requi red by 8863.122(h) and (i); the commenter included
suggest ed wor di ng.

Response: The |list of other reports for storage vessels
contai ned in proposed 863.152(d)(3) was revised for the final
rule. In the final rule, storage vessel other reports are
di scussed in 863.152(d)(2) and only notifications of
i nspections required by 863.122(h)(1) nust be submtted.
Reports previously included under proposed 863.122(i)
pertaining to requests for extensions of repair were renoved
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fromthe final rule. The rationale for these changes is
contained in section 3.5 of BID vol une 2A
2.2 FREQUENCY OF REPORTI NG

Comment: Three commenters (A-90-19: [1V-D32; |V-D 64;
| V-D-112) supported the two-tiered reporting frequency,
sem annual ly for nost periodic reports, and quarterly for
em ssion points using em ssions averagi ng or when nonitoring
results show paraneter values are outside the established
ranges. Two commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-32; 1V-D-112) stated
that the two-tiered reporting frequency provides incentive for
good nonitoring performance.

One commenter (A-90-19: [1V-D77) suggested that
i nformati on about Group 2 em ssion points be submtted
annual | y.

Anot her commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-63) nuaintained that
annual reporting would be adequate to nonitor conpliance and
t hat nost inplenenting agencies are not adequately staffed to
review quarterly or sem annual reports.

Response: As suggested by the commenters, the periodic
reporting systemof sem annual or quarterly reporting for
G oup 1 em ssion points provides an incentive for sources with
good performance to continue operating in that manner. These
requi renents are in conformance with section 70.5(c) of the
operating permts program which states that sources are
required to submt reports no |l ess frequently than once every
Si X nont hs.

Annual reporting was not sel ected as requested by the
commenters, because it would significantly reduce the EPA' s
ability to take adm ni strative enforcenment actions.

Section 113(d) of the Act limts assessnent of adm nistrative
penalties to violations that occur no nore than 12 nonths
prior to the initiation of the adm nistrative proceedi ng.
Periodic reports are a primary neans of identifying possible
viol ati ons, and annual submttal would not give the
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enforcenent agency tinme to review the report and take action
on a violation that occurred early in the reporting period
within one year after the event. Adm nistrative proceedi ngs
are far less costly than judicial proceedings for both the EPA
and the regul ated community.

In general, information on Group 2 em ssion points is not
required in the periodic reports unless they becone Goup 1.
G oup 2 process vents with TRE i ndex val ues between 1 and 4
are required to nonitor paraneter values and report any daily
average values that are outside the established ranges in the
periodic reports. This assures that they are operating in
such a way that they will not becone a Goup 1 em ssion point.

When operating permt programfees becone avail able, the
permtting authority is expected to increase their staff as
necessary to keep up with the |arge nunber of operating permt
applications and subsequent reports. This wll allowthe
permtting authority to review the periodic reports on a
sem annual basis.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-K-1) believed the
HON reporting requirenents were |l ess stringent than the
General Provisions' requirenments and requested that the HON
rule require at |least quarterly reports.

Response: Section 63.10(d)(1) of the General Provisions
states that sources should submt reports in accordance with
the reporting requirenents in the relevant standard. As
di scussed in a previous coment, the HON requires sem annual
or quarterly reporting and these requirenents are consi stent
with the operating permts program These reporting
frequenci es are adequate to ensure continuous conpliance.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-85 and |V-K-1)
stated that plant operators should be required to pronptly
report all deviations frompermt requirenments including any
excursi on beyond a permtted paraneter range or mal function of
a nonitor, as required by sections 503(b)(2) and 504(a) of the
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Act. Another comenter (A-90-19: |V-D-87) suggested that if
a paraneter value is outside of the operating range or a
monitoring systemis out of service it should be reported

i mredi ately and the report should contain the reasons why the
em ssion point is outside the operating range, and the
potential adverse effects to human health and the environnent.
The comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-87) requested that the State or

| ocal districts have final approval in determ ning whether the
process should be allowed to operate under out-of-
specification conditions at any tine.

One comenter (A-90-19: [1V-D-115) stated that the
proposed rule allows an em ssion point to be outside an
approved operating range without requiring the source to
submt an imediate report. The commenter (A-90-19:
| V-D-115) recommended including in the rule those
circunstances that require inmmedi ate notification of the
i npl enmenti ng agency and requested that these reports include
sufficient information to determ ne whether a mal function
poses a serious threat to the public. Another conmenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-77) maintained that requiring inmediate
reports of exceedances woul d be burdensone, does not inprove
control effectiveness, and should not be required.

Response: Based on information avail abl e about em ssions
fromSOCM facilities, operation of a control in an excursion
state is expected to result in sonme increased em ssions, but
not an increase that is likely to have a direct and i nmedi ate
i npact on public health. Therefore, imrediate reporting of
every instance when a nonitoring device is not functioning or
an operating paranmeter is outside of the permtted range woul d
be burdensone and is not necessary to determ ne conpliance.
Monitors nmay be tenporarily out of service for a variety of
reasons, but the process and control equi pnent may still be
functioning normal ly.
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For the HON, the EPA considers periodic reporting of
par anet er excursions and days when sufficient nonitoring data
were not collected to be consistent wth sections 503(b)(2)
and 504(a) of the Act. In this case, conpliance with permt
condi tions neans operating wth the excused nunber of
paranet er excursions or fewer. Section 504(a) requires
subm ssion of results of required paraneter nonitoring no | ess
often than every six nonths.

| f a paranmeter excursion or nonitoring systemdowntine is
caused by a "mal function,” the reporting requirenents
contained in the General Provisions apply. As described in

the General Provisions, a nmalfunction is defined as "any
sudden, infrequent, and not reasonably preventable failure of
air pollution control equipnment, process equi pnent, or a
process to operate in a normal or usual nmanner. Failures that
are caused in part by poor maintenance or carel ess operation
are not mal functions." The CGeneral Provisions require that
actions taken during the mal function be consistent with
procedures specified in the source's start-up, shutdown, and
mal function plan, and that the mal function be reported in the
next periodic report. However, if an action taken is not
conpletely consistent wwth the plan, 863.6(e)(3)(iv) and

863. 10(d)(5)(ii) of the General Provisions require the source
to report (by tel ephone or facsimle) wthin 2 working days
after the event commences, followed by a letter within

10 working days. This report would explain the circunstances
of the event, the reasons for not follow ng the start-up,

shut down, and mal function plan, and whet her any excess

em ssions and/or paraneter nonitoring excursions are believed
to have occurred.

A few commenters expressed concern about possible adverse
effects to human health and the environnent from exceedances
and mal functions. In the event that an operating paraneter is
outside the permtted range, and an accidental release occurs,
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the source will be subject to the proposed accidental release
prevention rule. This rule identifies those substances that
are nost likely to cause serious adverse effects that could
harm the public and the environnent. The proposed acci dent al
rel ease prevention rule, along with subsequent acci dent
prevention regulations that wll be proposed |later, include
the requirenent that facilities develop and inplenent a risk
managenent plan covering off-site consequence anal ysis,

i ncl udi ng wor st-case scenarios, a five-year accident history,
a prevention program and an energency response program

2.3 RECORDKEEPI NG FOR CONTI NUCUS MONI TORI NG SYSTEMS AND
RECORD RETENTI ON

2.3.1 Data Collection and Recordi ng Frequency

Comment: Several commenters offered exanples and
specific details of their experience with conputer data
retention systens and questi oned whet her sonme of these systens
woul d be consi dered acceptable for conpliance with the HON
The systens that one commenter (A-90-19: |V-D 33) described
could be varied by data acquisition rate (10 seconds,

30 seconds, or 6 mnutes) and by data retention tines (between
1 day and 90 days; data can be kept for |onger periods of tine
by using backups or averagi ng; however, these retention tines
are the nost often used). The nore frequently acquired data
are kept for a shorter period of tinme, while |less frequently
acquired data are kept for a longer period of tinme. Another
comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-57) stated that many processes
nmonitor data many tinmes per mnute, average data for a period
of time such as 15 mnutes, and retain the data for a period
of time such as 2 hours, after which the data is overwitten.
The comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-57) noted that daily averages
are usually maintained. Another commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-79)
stated that, for conpliance with the Burning of Hazardous
Waste in Industrial Furnaces and Boilers (BIF) regul ati ons

(40 CFR 266), they have the option to use hourly rolling
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average control for process data acquisition. The conmmenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-79) stated that a reading is taken every

6 seconds, and 10 of the readings are averaged to determ ne a
1-m nute average, which is printed. The commenter (A-90-19:

| V-D-79) went on to say that the nost recent 60 1-m nute
readi ngs are averaged to nmake up the hourly rolling average,
which is printed. Commenters stated that many of their
systens cal cul ate and retain hourly averages (A-90-19:
IV-D-32; IV-D-33; IV-D-69); 3-hour averages (A-90-19:

| V-D-32; IV-D-69); and/or 24-hour averages (A-90-19: [|V-D 32;
| V-D- 69).

Response: The EPA appreciated the specific information
provi ded by the commenters on the capabilities of their
conputer data retention systens.

As described in a |ater response, the final HON all ows
owners or operators to discard the 15-m nute val ues and
instead retain hourly average val ues for operating days when
the daily average value is not an excursion. For days when
the daily average is an excursion, the 15-m nute records nust
be retained. These provisions should all ow sone of the
commenters to continue to use their current conputer systens
that retain hourly averages, as long as the systens are
capabl e of retaining 15-m nute averages for excursion periods.

Comment: Two commenters (A-90-19: [V-D-32; |V-D64)
asked whether retention of 6-m nute averages would conply with
the HON. One commenter (A-90-19: [|V-D64) explained that
nost of their process control instrunents nmeasure data val ues
two or three tines per second. The commenter (A-90-19:
| V-D-64) continued that one-m nute averages are averaged to
obtain a six-mnute average, which is retained. The comenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-64) requested that they be allowed to retain
the six-mnute average, and not retain the tw ce-per-second
measurenents. For this reason, the commenter (A-90-109:
| V-D-64) requested that the phrase "all neasured val ues" be
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deleted fromthe definition of continuous record and

conti nuous recorder. Another comenter (A-90-19: 1V-D 32)
noted that the required 15-m nute averages will be very
difficult for systens that work on 6-mnute nmultiples to
accommuodat e.

Response: The definition of "continuous record" in
863. 111 was revised for the final rule and now requires that
data val ues be neasured at |east once every 15 m nutes and
recorded at the frequency specified in 863.152(f) of the HON
Under 863.152(f), sources required to keep continuous records
must record either each neasured data val ue or bl ock average
val ues for 15-mnute (or shorter) periods cal culated from al
measured data val ues during each period. This does not
prohi bit a source from neasuring and recordi ng val ues nore
often than once every 15 m nutes or from keeping 6- or
12-m nute averages instead of 15-m nute averages. For days
when an excursion does not occur, the 15-mnute (or nore
frequent) records may be di scarded and hourly average records
retai ned instead.

Comment: Sonme commenters requested retention of hourly
or daily averages instead of 15-m nute averages.

One of the commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-33) stated that the
current HON recordkeeping requirenents would require nore
effort and substantially nore disk storage than hourly
averages. Two commenters (A-90-19: [1V-D-33; IV-D70)
suggested that the operating paraneters be neasured at | east
once every 15 minutes, but that records be maintained only for
hourly averages or less frequent time periods. Two comenters
(A-90-19: 1V-D-32; I1V-D-69) recommended the use of systens
t hat take conti nuous neasurenents and cal cul ate average
paraneter values for tinme periods |onger than 15 m nutes. The
commenters (A-90-19: 1V-D-32; 1V-D-69) nmaintained that this
change woul d all ow conpani es to continue using their current
systens and woul d be adequate to verify conpliance.
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One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D33) recommended that only
daily averages be required for days during which no excursions
fromthe range occur. One commenter (A-90-19: [V-D74)
recommended mai ntaining only the records of daily averages,
and another (A-90-19: |[V-D-73) suggested sources be given the
choice of retaining daily averages instead of detailed
monitoring records. One of the comenters (A-90-19: |V-D 74)
al so suggested that the EPA reduce the recordkeeping for
sources that consistently denonstrate good conpliance, simlar
to the concept in subpart H of |less frequent nonitoring as
| eak frequencies are decreased.

Response: The EPA agrees that hourly average val ues are
generally sufficient to determ ne conpliance and has
determ ned that 15-m nute records should be kept only if there
is an excursion. As at proposal, conpliance with the
operating conditions is based on the daily average val ue of
continuously nonitored paraneters. |If the daily average val ue
is outside the established range, this is an "excursion." The
proposed HON required retention of 15-m nute average data
val ues to substantiate the daily average cal cul ati ons and
provide a record of trends in control device operation over a
shorter tine period. Records of hourly average val ues are
sufficient to acconplish these purposes, and will greatly
reduce the recordkeepi ng burden of the HON. This change w ||
reduce by a factor of four the nunmber of records that nust be
digitally converted by conputer systens, copied onto tapes
and/or printed as hard copy, duplicated, and stored. It wll
avoi d the cost of reprogramm ng existing conputerized
recordkeepi ng systens that comrenters said are currently
programmed to retain hourly averages. The reduction in the
nunmber of records will also sinplify review of these records
by enforcenent agenci es.

The reduction in the nunber of records will not inpair
the ability to detect paraneter excursions. The final rule
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requires continuous nonitors to nmeasure paraneter val ues at

| east once every 15 mnutes. Many nonitors are designed to
measure nore frequently. The final rule differs fromthe
proposal only in that hourly rather than 15-m nute average
val ues may be retained on record for operating days when there
is not an excursion. Furthernore, the final rule requires
retention of the 15-m nute val ues of paraneters for operating
days when there is an excursion. This wll provide a nore
detailed record of those periods when there are problens. It
will not significantly increase the recordkeepi ng burden
because there should only be a few days per year when there
are paraneter excursions for any given em ssion point.

The equi pnent | eak provisions referred to by one
commenter (A-90-19: [V-D-74) are based on periodic nonitoring
(l eak detection) rather than continuous nonitoring. Thus, the
equi pnent | eak provisions are not relevant to em ssion points
required to be continuously nonitored under subpart G

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D73) requested
that 863.103(b)(4) allow reduction of data by nethods
specified in the HON or approved in the Inplenentation Plan or
operating permt application. The commenter (A-90-19:
| V-D-73) supported data reduction, but maintained that the
proposed nethods are too restrictive. The commenter (A-90-109:
| V-D-73) contended that the 5-m nute and 15-m nute average for
data retention [i.e., the transfer operation provisions in
proposed 861.130(a)(i) and (ii)] would be an "unnatural" tinme
span for many process control conputers. The comrenter
(A-90-19: 1V-D-73) stated that they have anal yzed the effort
that would be required for one plant to change from 6-m nute
averages or spot readings. Such an effort would require
21 person-weeks of work if only 500 data tags are involved and
coul d i npact basic conputer capacity and operational control
if additional tags are involved. The commenter (A-90-109:
| V-D-73) stated that no estimation to convert to 15-m nute

2D 2- 259



averages was nade because this tinme span woul d be inconpatible
with the current data collection or conputation prograns and
conversion would be so costly and disruptive that it woul d not
be a realistic option. The commenter (A-90-19: [V-D73)
contended that long-termretention of hourly average data
shoul d be adequate to denonstrate conpliance and that shorter
averages would be arbitrary, burdensone, and of no

envi ronnent al benefit.

Response: The transfer operation provisions have been
revised for the final rule and no |l onger require retention of
5-mnute records. Hourly records (and 15-m nute records for
excursions) are required for transfer operations as well as
the ot her kinds of em ssion points. See section 4.2.2 of BID
vol une 2A for nore information on nonitoring and recording
frequencies for transfer operations. Furthernore, the rule
provides flexibility to keep averages for periods shorter than
15 mnutes (e.g., 6-mnute averages) for days when there are
excur si ons.

Comment: One commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-57) recommended
that records for each 15-m nute average be maintained for each
day of operation until the end of the operating day, at which
time the 15-m nute average readings for the full period of any
excursions wll be maintained and all other data di scarded.
The commenter (A-90-19: 1V-D-57) maintained that such a
system woul d ensure conpliance and proper operation and
mai nt enance of control devices, while nmaking data retention
nor e manageabl e.

Response: The EPA agrees with the conmmenter that
15-m nute average readings need to be maintained only for
t hose days when an excursion occurs. However, the final rule
requires that hourly average v