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1.0 SUMMARY

1.1 BACKGROUND

On Septenber 4, 1997 (62 FR 46804), the United States
Envi ronmental Protection Agency proposed National Em ssion
Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) for Pol yet her
Pol yol s Production under Section 112(d) of the Act.

Publ ic conmments were requested on the proposed standard and
comment letters were received fromindustry representatives and
governnmental entities. A total of 13 comment letters were
received. Table 1-1 presents a listing of all persons that
submtted witten coments, their affiliation, and their docket
item nunber. A public hearing was not requested.

The witten comments that were submtted on the proposed
rul e have been summari zed, and responses to the coments are
included in the follow ng sections. This sunmary of comments and
responses serves as the basis for revisions made to t he NESHAP
bet ween proposal and pronul gati on.
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TABLE 1-1.

LI ST OF COMMENTERS ON PROPOSED NATI ONAL EM SSI ON
STANDARDS FOR HAZARDOUS Al R POLLUTANTS

Air Docket A-96-38

Commenter and affiliation

It em Nunber

| V-D- 01 T.A. Threet, Counsel, The Dow Chenical Conpany,
M dl and, M

| V- D 02 M Wax, Deputy Director, The Institute of C ean
Ai r Conpani es, Washington, D.C

| V- D 03 J. P. Keigher, Responsible Care Manager, Qin
Cheni cal s Group, Brandenburg, KY

| V- D 04 D. W Custafson, EH&S Regul atory Management; T.A.
Threet, Legal, The Dow Chem cal Conpany, M dl and,
M

| V- D 05 M A. Heal ey, Director, Federal Environment and
Transportation |Issues, The Society of the Plastics
I ndustry, Inc., Washington, D.C.

| V- D 06 M Manni ng, Corporate Ecol ogy & Safety, BASF
Cor porati on, Enka, NC

| V-D- 07 J.C. Hovious, Assistant Director, Environmental
Affairs, Union Carbide Corporation, Danbury, CT

| V- D 08 ML. Millins, Vice President, Regulatory Affairs,
Cheni cal Manufacturers Association, Arlington, VA

| V-D- 09 J. A, Dege, Jr., Manager - Air Prograns, DuPont SHE
Excel | ence Center, W/ m ngton, DE

I V-D 10 D.C. Boyle, Director, Environmental, Health and
Saf ety, ARCO Chenical Conpany

IV-D 11 D.C. Boyle, Director, Environnmental, Health &
Saf ety, ARCO Cheni cal Conpany, Newtown Square, PA

V-G 01 C. F. Johnston, Environnental Manager, |Cl
Chemicals & Polynmers, New Castle, DE

I V-G 02 J.C. Hovious, Assistant Director, Environmental

Affairs, Union Carbide Corp, Supplenmental
Conment s, Danbury, CT



1.2 SIGNIFI CANT CHANGES SI NCE PROPOSAL

In response to comments received on the proposed standards,
several changes have been made to the final rule. A summary of
t he substantive changes made since the proposal in response to
comments is provided in the follow ng sections. Additional
information on the final rule is contained in the docket for this
rul e (Docket A-96-38).
1.2.1 Primary Product Determ nation

One comment er expressed confusion over aspects of the
primary product determnation in the proposed rule, particularly
the provision that specified how a non-PMPU coul d becone a PMPU
after the initial determ nation based on actual production. The
EPA agreed that this portion of the proposed prinmary product
provi sions needed clarification. |In fact, the EPA conducted an
overall review of the proposed primary product provisions, and
concl uded that several structural and clarifying changes were
needed. In addition, the EPA noted sone potential situations
that could occur that were not addressed in the proposed
provi si ons.

The specific concern raised by the comenter was addressed
by clearly stipulating how owners or operators of non-PMPUs are
to determ ne whether they have becone subject to the rule after
the initial primary product determnation. The final rule
specifies that non-PMPUs that have produced pol yether polyols in
the past five years are to annually re-determne the primry
product using actual production values. The rule also specifies
how a non- PMPU process unit is to determne the primary product
if it has not produced pol yether polyols in the past five years,
but plans to produce polyether polyols in the future.

The proposed provisions required that initial primry
product determ nation be based on a five-year prediction of
antici pated production by the owner or operator. The EPAis
aware that, in sone instances, the owner or operator may not be
able to make such a prediction. darifications and/or revisions
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were made to the primary product provisions to address this
situation. First, inthe initial determnation, the tine frane
for which production nmust be anticipated for new process units
was changed to one year. Also, provisions were added for owners
or operators that cannot determ ne the primary product based on
anticipated five-year (or one-year) production. 1In such
situations, the process unit is designated as a PMPU and is
subject to the existing source provisions of subpart PPP, if
pol yet her pol yols have been produced in an existing process unit
for 5 percent or greater of the tinme since Septenber 4, 1997.
For new process units, if polyether polyols will be produced at
any tinme during the first year of production, then the unit is a
PMPU and subject to the new source provisions of subpart PPP

In addition to the provisions discussed above that specify
how non-PMPUs are to determne if they becone PMPUs and subj ect
to subpart PPP, the EPA has also clarified and expanded the
provi sions that specify how the PMPU desi gnati on can be renoved
froma process unit. The first case, which is retained fromthe
proposed rule, is where production of polyether polyols ceases
and the owner or operator does not anticipate the production of
pol yet her polyols in the future. Also, the EPA has added
provi sions that specify procedures for a primary product re-
eval uati on based on actual production. |If an owner or operator
of a PMPU finds that another product has been produced for a
greater anount of tinme than polyether polyols over a specified
time period (previous five years or since beginning the
production of pol yether polyols), then the PMPU desi gnati on woul d
be renoved provided that production of the “new primary product
must make the process unit subject to another part 63 NESHAP. If
the new primary product is not subject to another part 63 NESHAP
and pol yet her polyols continue to be produced, the process unit
continues to be classified as a PMPU and conti nues to be subject
to subpart PPP



The EPA has al so added provi sions addressing the
determ nation of the primary product in situations where two or
nmore products are produced sinmultaneously. Also, clarifications
were made in the reporting and recordkeepi ng requirenments
associated wth the primary product determ nation.
1.2.2 Definition of “Polyether Polyol”

In the proposed rule a “Pol yether Polyol” was defined as "a

conpound fornmed through the pol ynerization of ethylene oxide (EO
or propyl ene oxide (PO or other cyclic ethers with conpounds
havi ng one or nore reactive hydrogens (i.e., a hydrogen atom
bonded to nitrogen, oxygen, phosphorus, sulfur, etc.) to form

pol yethers. This definition excludes materials regul ated under
the HON, such as glycols and glycol ethers.™

One commenter requested that EPA revise the definition of
"pol yether polyol"” to clarify that the production of typical
al kanol am nes, which | ack repeating ether units, is not regul ated
under subpart PPP. Another commenter explained that hydroxy
ethyl cellulose is fornmed through the reaction of EO on cell ul ose
pol ymer nol ecules. This comenter requested that the EPA clarify
whet her hydroxy ethyl cellulose manufacturing is included or
excluded fromthe definition of “polyether polyol.”

The EPA has revised the definition of "polyether polyol"” in
the final rule addressing both these issues by excluding the
production of hydroxy ethyl cellul ose and by specifying that a
pol yet her nmust have nore than two et her bonds.

1.2.3 The Definition of a “Process Vent”
The definition of “process vent” in the proposed rule did

not include any cutoffs based on the flow or HAP concentration of
the process vent. One commenter was concerned that the
definition of "process vent" did not have a de minimis cutoff, as
does the definition of “process vent” in the HON. The cutoff
suggested by the commenter (0.005 weight-percent total organic
HAP) has been incorporated into the final definition of a process
vent, for process vent from continuous unit operations. This
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deci sion was based on the fact that the EPA considers it to be
inpractical to inpose requirenments for process vent streans with
such | ow HAP concentrations (less than 0.005 wei ght percent
organic HAP). For simlar reasons, a de mnims cutoff for

process vents frombatch unit operations was al so added in the
final rule. In the Polyners and Resins | and |V NESHAP, the
batch process vent definition contains a de mnims cutoff of 225

kg/yr uncontroll ed HAP em ssions. The EPA believes that this
level is also an appropriate de mnims |evel for process vents

frombatch unit operations in the polyether polyols industry.
1.2. 4 Start-up and Shutdown Definitions
One comrenter noted that the definitions of "start-up" and

"shutdown" in the proposed rule were not parallel. The
definitions were revised in the final rule.
1.2.5 A Concentration Linmt as an Alternative Epoxi de Process

Vent Emi ssion Limt for New Sources

The proposed rule did not include a concentration |imt as
an alternative epoxide process vent emssion limt for new
sources. The preanble to the proposed rule solicited coments on
this subject, to which four commenters responded. All four
recomended a 20 ppnv alternative concentration limt. The
comenters indicated that the preanbles for the New Source
Performance Standard for VOC Em ssions from Synthetic Organic
Chem cal Manufacturing Industry (SOCM) Distillation Operations
(40 CFR 60, subpart NNN), and the HON (40 CFR 63, subpart G
provided rationales for a 20 ppnv limtation that also are
applicable to the polyether polyols rule.

In subpart NNN s preanble (48 FR 48932, Cctober 21, 1983),
the EPA stated that the outlet concentration of 20 ppnv was
establ i shed based on kinetic calculations of incinerators. It
was denonstrated that, at a given tenperature and residence tine,
a streamwith a lowinlet concentration could not denonstrate an
outl et concentration below 20 ppnv. In the preanble to the
proposed anendnents to the HON (61 FR 43698, August 26, 1996),
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t he EPA expanded the application of this | ower bound
concentration performance standard to control/recovery devices
other than incinerators. |In the HON preanble, the EPA expl ai ned
that recovery devices are designed to typically reduce em ssions
to the sanme outlet concentration |level given a relatively w de
range of inlet concentrations. Wen the inlet concentration is
substantially bel ow t he design maxi nrum | eadi ng conditions (and
begi ns to approach the residual level in the outlet stream the
recovery device efficiency will decrease.

Therefore, the final rule contains an alternative
concentration limt of 20 ppmv, which is neasured at the outl et
of the conbustion, recovery, or recapture device. This
alternative provides owners or operators of affected sources with
the ability to conply with the standard when the inlet
concentration to the conbustion, recovery, or recapture device
drops bel ow the point where optinmum control efficiency can be
achieved, and when it is not feasible to require optinmum percent
reduction levels to be net. This rationale for allow ng the 20
ppmv alternative is applicable for both new and exi sting sources,
even though the new source percent reduction limtation is nore
stringent than the existing source percent reduction limtation.
Therefore, the final rule allows this alternative for both new
and exi sting sources.

Anot her comment er advocated that the alternative 20 ppnv
concentration limt should apply nore broadly to process vents
that do not utilize a conbustion, recovery, or recapture device
to reduce epoxide em ssions. The exanples provided by the
commenter included vents from equi pnment practicing a very |ong
ext ended cookout or vents from equi pnent where the epoxide
content is very |ow and em ssions are very snall

The EPA understands that the outlet concentration after
ext ended cookout (ECO may be as |low as that after a conbustion,
recovery, or recapture device. However, this is not based on
technological Iimtations of ECO, as is the basis for the 20 ppnv
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concentration limt for conbustion, recovery, and recapture
devices. Therefore, the EPA believes that allow ng the 20 ppnv
concentration limt for ECOis not appropriate.

Further, the EPA does not believe that it is appropriate to
use this alternative concentration requirenent as a de mnims
cutoff for vents where the epoxide content is very | ow and
em ssions are very small. The EPA believes that the HAP
concentration and em ssion de mnims cutoffs in definition of
t he process vent (discussed above in Section 1.2.3) adequately
address these vents.

Finally, the proposed existing source concentration limt
was 20 ppnv of total epoxides. Oher rules, such as the HON
allow the option of determining outlet concentration [imts on a
TOC basis. In many instances in the polyether polyols industry,
all the TOC in the em ssion streamw || be epoxides, nmaking the
TOC and epoxi de concentration equivalent. |In fact, if there were
other TOC in the stream conpliance with a 20 ppmv TOC limt
woul d nean that the epoxi de concentration would necessarily be
| ess than 20 ppnmv. For these reasons, the EPA believes that
having the alternative concentration limts based on total
epoxides or TOC is appropriate for this rule. As discussed |ater
in Section 1.2.11, the EPA decided to all ow Method 25A (which is
designed to neasure TOC) to determ ne conpliance with the
alternative concentration limts.

1.2.6 Flares as a Reference Control Technol ogy

Two comrenters requested that the EPA allow flares as a
reference control technol ogy for process vents at existing and
new sources. The EPA agreed with the commenters that flares are
an acceptabl e reference control technology for situations where
the required organic HAP em ssion reduction is 98 percent or
less. The final rule was revised to allow flares as a reference
control technol ogy for epoxide process vent em ssions at existing
sources, for Goup 1 nonepoxide HAP process vent em ssions at new
and exi sting sources, and for nonepoxi de HAP process vent

1-8



em ssions fromcatal yst extraction at new and exi sting sources.
However, the data presented by the commenters do not support a
destruction efficiency of 99.9 percent for flares conbusting EO
and PO which is the equival ent percent reduction efficiency for
t he epoxide process vent limtation for new sources. Therefore,
the EPA cannot allow flares as a reference control technol ogy for
epoxi de process vent eni ssions at new sources.

1.2.7 G oup Determ nation on an |Individual Process Vent Basis

f or Nonepoxi de Eni ssions from Maki ng or Altering the

Pr oduct

At proposal, the rule required "group"” determ nations (to
determ ne whet her control is required) for nonepoxi de process
vent em ssions from maki ng or nodi fying the product be made for
the conbination of all the associated process vents in the PMPU
Two commenters raised the point that the equations and ot her
criteria for deciding whether a vent is Goup 1 or Goup 2 were
based on cost-effectiveness decisions of controlling individual
process vents, and were borrowed fromother rules that apply them
on an individual vent basis. The commenters requested that
owners or operators have the option of making the group
determ nati ons for nonepoxi de process vents on a vent-by-vent
basis, rather than being required to do the group determ nation
for the conbination of all process vents.

The EPA agrees with the statenent that the Goup 1 criteria
is essentially a cost-effectiveness decision. The EPA al so
agrees that the group determ nation criteria in subpart PPP were
borrowed from ot her MACT standards, specifically the HON (for
process vents from continuous unit operations) and Pol yners and
Resins | and IV (for process vents frombatch unit operations).
Finally, the EPA recognizes that in all three of the rules cited
above, the group determ nation has been applied to individual
process vents.

The EPA agrees that the total resource effectiveness (TRE)

i ndex approach was devel oped for, and has been applied to,
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i ndi vi dual vents. The EPA further agrees that applying the TRE
approach to the conbinati on of process vents from conti nuous unit
operations in a PMPU i s not appropriate w thout conducting an
analysis to validate the equations for the conbination of vents,
or to devel op new equations. Rather than take this approach, the
EPA decided to apply the Goup 1 criteria for process vents from
continuous unit operations that use nonepoxi de organic HAP to
make or nodify the product to individual process vents.

For process vents frombatch unit operations that use
nonepoxi de organic HAP to make or nodify the product, the Goup 1
equations are the sane equations enployed in the Polyners and
Resins | and IV MACT standards (40 CFR 63, subparts U and JJJ,
respectively). The EPA agrees with the commenters that in the
pol yners and resins standards, the Goup criteria are applied to
i ndi vidual vents. However, unlike the TRE for process vents from
continuous unit operations, the group determ nation approach that
is used in subparts U, JJJ, and PPP, was originally devel oped to
be used for either individual vents or the conbination of vents.
The original source of the batch vent group determ nation
approach is the EPA docunent "Control of Volatile Organic
Conmpound Em ssions From Batch Processes - Alternative Contro
Techni ques | nformati on Docunment" (EPA-453/R-94-020), i.e., the
Batch ACT. On page 7-5 of this docunent, the EPA states “The
control option requirenments presented in Chapter 6 apply to (1)

i ndi vi dual batch VOC process vents to which the annual nmass

em ssions and average flowate cutoffs are applied directly, and
(2) aggregated VOC process vents for which a singular annual nass
em ssion total and average flowate cutoff value is cal cul ated
and for which the option is applied across an aggregate of
sources.” Therefore, for process vents frombatch unit
operations, the EPA disagrees with the statenents that the group
determ nation equations are being used “in a totally different
context” and that there is no supporting rationale for using
them The final rule retains the requirenent that the G oup
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criteria be applied to the nonepoxi de organi c HAP em ssions from
t he conbi nati on of process vents frombatch unit operations
associated wth the use of nonepoxi de organic HAP to nmake or
nodi fy the product.
1.2.8 Possibility of Dual Controls for Nonepoxi de HAPs for
Maki ng or Modifying the Product
The proposed rule required group determ nations the

nonepoxi de HAP process vent em ssions from maki ng or nodifying
the product. One conmmenter pointed out that the proposed rule
was not cl ear about when and where to make this group

determ nation. The commenter al so noted that a process vent that
uses a control technique for epoxides only (e.g., a scrubber or
ECO would require a second control technique for the nonepoxide
HAP em ssi ons.

The EPA considered the commenter’s points and the options
suggested by the commenter. The final rule requires that the
group determ nation for nonepoxi de HAP em ssions be made after
the stream has been controlled for the epoxide em ssions. The
EPA believes that this approach addresses the situation regarding
the possibility of dual control. |If the epoxide control device
al so reduces nonepoxi de em ssions, then that control woul d inpact
whet her the vent (or group of batch vents) is Goup 1.

Therefore, control of nonepoxide em ssions along with the
epoxides will inpact whether controls are required at all. If
the vent (or group of vents) still has sufficient nonepoxide
organi ¢ HAP em ssions after the epoxide control device to satisfy
the Goup 1 criteria, the EPA does not believe it is unreasonable
to require an additional control device to achieve the specified
percent reduction of the nonepoxi de em ssions.

1.2.9 Wr st - Case Testing Requirenents

The proposed rule required that perfornmance tests for
process vents be conducted during worst-case operating conditions
for the process. Four commenters requested that this requirenent
be deleted fromthe rule.
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Wor st-case testing requirenents were not deleted fromthe
final rule, but were revised. The EPA's reason for requiring
conpliance testing under worst case conditions is so that the
reduction efficiency of the control device is docunented under
the nost chall enging conditions for that control device,
especially since commenters noted how difficult it is to
represent a typical venting episode. The phrase "worst-case" in
the proposed rule referred to the operating conditions of the
process (or PMPU) . The worst-case testing requirenent has been
revised to require testing during the worst-case conditions with
respect to the conbustion, recovery, or recapture (i.e., control)
devi ce.

Presumabl y, the control device should function as well or
better under conditions that are not as challenging. By revising
the rule to require testing during the worst-case conditions with
respect to the control device, continuous nonitoring of operating
paraneters established during the test provides a reasonabl e
measure of continuous conpliance with the efficiency requirenent
under all conditions.

The commenters asserted that there is no obvious
technol ogical difference that would require a different approach
to performance testing in this rule as fromother regul ations
have al |l owed performance tests during representative operating
conditions. The EPA disagrees with the commenters’ rationale.
The EPA believes that there are obvious technol ogical differences
fromthe polyether polyols industry to industries previously
regul ated (particularly SOCM type industries) since polyether
pol yol s are produced on a batch basis. There is nuch nore
vari ance in the process vent paraneters (i.e., flow and
concentration) for process vent streans from batch unit
operations, conpared to process vents from continuous unit
operations. In fact, this point was stressed by cormmenters. The
EPA believes that it is nore appropriate to conpare the
requirenments of this rule with other rules that also regul ate
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i ndustries that operate on a batch basis. For this rule the EPA
not only conpared the worst-case testing conditions with other
rules regul ati ng batch processes, but adopted sim/lar |anguage to
that which is used in the Pharmaceutical Production NESHAP (40
CFR 63, subpart G&0).

The EPA would like to clarify a m sconception related to
t hese worst-case testing provisions. It is not the intent that
production schedul es be significantly altered, or that
i npractical scenarios be created for testing that woul d never
occur in actual production. |In other words, the EPA intends that
testing be conducted for the worst-case situation that can
reasonably be expected to occur during normal production. In
order to clarify this intent, the EPA has added | anguage in
863. 1438, the general testing section of the rule. This new
| anguage specifies that absolute worst case testing conditions
does not include situations that could cause danmage to equi pment,
situations that necessitate that the owner or operator nake
product that does not neet an existing specification for sale to
a customer, or situations that necessitate that the owner or
operator make product in excess of denmand.

The added | anguage in 863. 1438 al so specifies the tine
period in which the worst-case conditions are to be determ ned.
This time period is either the 6-nmonth period that ends 2 nonths
before the Notification of Conpliance Status is due, or the 6-
nmont h period that begins 3 nonths before the perfornmance test and
ends 3 nonths after the performance test. By limting the worst-
case conditions to one of these 6-nonth periods, the rule
elimnates the need for an owner or operator to consider endless
possi bl e production scenarios, and allows themto focus on those
production scenarios in the 6-nmonth period sel ected by the owner
or operator.

I n conclusion, the EPA believes that requiring that
performance tests for process vents from batch unit operations
during absolute worst-case conditions is necessary to ensure that
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the emssion limtations in the rule are achieved. The EPA al so
believes that, with the nodifications to the rule nade after
proposal, that the worst case provisions are reasonable and

wor kabl e for the pol yether polyols industry.

1.2.10 Engi neering Calculations as an Alternative to

Perf ormance Testi ng

Three commenters voi ced concern over the feasibility,
accuracy, expense, and safety of nmeasuring em ssions from process
vents from batch unit operations. The commenters stated that a
performance test on these short duration, variable vents is
likely to be very inaccurate and potentially dangerous. Two of
the comenters recommended that a material bal ance based on
common engi neering cal cul ati ons should be allowed in the final
rule as a conpliance denonstration option. The comenters stated
t hat engi neering cal cul ati ons woul d provide a nore accurate, |ess
costly, and significantly safer neans to verify conpliance.

The EPA recogni zes that there are issues related to the
feasibility, accuracy, and expense of testing process vents from
batch unit operations. The EPA would refer readers to Section
7.3 of EPA's “Control of Volatile Oganic Conmpound Em ssions from
Bat ch Processes - Alternative Control Techniques Information
Docunent” EPA-453/R-94-020 for a detail ed discussion of these
i ssues. However, the EPA does believe that accurate em ssion
tests can be conducted for these process vents.

One reason that the EPA has historically required
performance testing for control devices that reduce em ssions
from process vents, when engi neering analyses is allowed for
ot her em ssion sources (such as storage vessels), is that
em ssions from process vents are typically significantly |arger
than those from other em ssion sources. Wen em ssions are
| arger, the EPA believes that it is inportant that the
ef fecti veness of the control device be accurately determ ned by a
per f ormance test.
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G ven that the magnitude of the em ssions was a part of the
basis for requiring performance tests, the EPA believes that it
is reasonable to allow an alternative to performance testing for
a process vent control device if em ssions being routed to the
device are conparable to the em ssions that would be vented to
control devices for other em ssion sources for which performance
tests are not required. Therefore, the EPA deci ded that
engi neering assessnents could be allowed in |lieu of perfornance
testing for “small” control devices that reduce HAP em ssions
from process vents. For the Pharmaceutical Producti on NESHAP
the EPA al so determned that it was appropriate to allow
engi neering calculations as an alternative to performance testing
for small control devices, where a small control device is
defined as one with uncontrolled annual HAP em ssions of |ess
than 10 tons per year. The EPA believes that this |evel of
uncontrolled em ssions is also appropriate to define a smal
control device for the polyether polyols industry. Therefore,
the final rule allows the use of a design evaluation instead of a
performance test if the control device receives |l ess than 10 tons
per year uncontrolled em ssions fromone or nore PMPUs.

The exenption from performance testing for small control
devi ces di scussed above should help to alleviate sone of the
concerns raised by the conmenters. Many of the concerns rel ated
to the feasibility, accuracy, and expense of testing these batch
vents are due to the short duration, variable nature of batch
venting epi sodes. The EPA believes that if a control device
receives nore than 10 tons per year of uncontroll ed HAP
emssions, it is likely that the vent streans being routed to the
device are of |longer duration and |ess variable, thus making it
easier to conduct the perfornmance test.

However, the EPA al so recognizes that the small control
device exenption will not totally elimnate the concerns raised
by the commenters. Therefore, the EPA nade other changes to the
testing requirenents to address potential problens related to the
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testing of batch process vents, which are briefly discussed
bel ow.

Since batch em ssion episodes can be | ess than one hour, the
rule was changed to specify that test runs be conducted for the
conplete duration of the batch venting epi sode or one hour,
whi chever is less. Oher references to one-hour periods were
al so renoved.

The proposed rule required the use of Method 1 or 1A to
sel ect sanpling sites. Comenters clainmed that, in many
i nstances, neither nethod woul d be appropriate for the batch vent
streans. The rule was restructured by separating the paragraph
addressing the use of Method 1 or 1A for sanple or velocity
traverses fromthe paragraphs specifying the sanpling site
| ocation. In other words, if the owner or operator conducts a
sanple or velocity traverse, the final rule requires that Method
1 or 1A be used. However, it does not require that these nethods
be used to select sanpling sites.

Wth regard to the safety issue, the final rule states that,
in cases where it is inperative to limt any | eakage of em ssions
into the work atnosphere, a sanpling port with a double sea
shoul d be installed so that the probe can be inserted and renoved
wi t hout any | eakage of exhaust gas into the work atnosphere.
Further, the final rule requires that permanent sanpling ports be
installed at the inlet to the control device during a period when
it is nost convenient (or |east disruptive) to shut the process
down (e.g., during a schedul ed nai ntenance outage). In addition
to these specific requirenments, a general requirenment was added
that allows owners or operators to elimnate potential testing
scenarios if the test could create a situation which could cause
pl ant or testing personnel to be subject to unsafe conditions.

I n conclusion, the EPA acknow edges that issues exist with
regard to the testing of em ssions from batch process units.
Changes have been nmade to the final rule to address these issues.
However, the Agency maintains that numerous ot her industries that
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utilize batch processes are regul ated by MACT standards, and are
abl e to conduct perfornmance tests. The EPA believes that the
commenters did not provide sufficient rationale why the pol yether
pol yols industry presents uni que testing problens that are not
present in these other industries that utilize batch processes.
Therefore, the final rule requires that control devices that
receive nore than 10 tons per year of uncontrolled organi c HAP
em ssions conduct tests to denonstrate control device
per f or mance.
1.2.11 Revisions to the Test Method Requirenent for Control
Efficiency Determ nation

The proposed rule required Test Method 18, or any other
met hod or data that has been validated according to Method 301
for control efficiency determ nations. Three comenters noted
that this requirenent was inconsistent with the test nethods used
by the facility whose data established the new source MACT fl oor
for epoxide process vent em ssions (Method 25A was used). These
comenters di scussed the expense of Method 301 validation, and
noted that the proposed rule relied on Method 25A in other parts
of the rule (for wastewater), and that other rules (such as the
Pol ymers and Resins IV rule) allowed Method 25A wi t hout Met hod
301 validation.

The EPA agrees that allowi ng of the use of Method 25A woul d
provide nore flexibility, and potentially provide the opportunity
for less costly testing. However, the EPA believes that Method
25A shoul d be used only after an accurate response factor has
been determ ned. The inportance of calibrating a flanme
ioni zation detector (FID) readi ng obtained using Method 25A with
respect to a certain conpound (adjustnent by response factor)
depends on how the Method will be used to denonstrate conpliance
with the standard. |In general, the EPA believes that an accurate
response factor is necessary in cases where Method 25A is used to
denonstrate control efficiency across a device where the
conposition of the stream may change, or in situations where
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mul ti pl e conponents, including non-HAP VOCs, are present.
Because the rel ative proportion of organic conpounds may change
across the control device, appropriate response factors are
needed to accurately quantify TOC at the inlet and outlet of a
control device. |In addition, the EPA believes that owners and
operators should have the opportunity to denonstrate conpliance
at the outlet of a control device by neasuring 20 ppnmv TOC or
| ess. Therefore, the final rule does allow the use of Method 25A
under certain conditions. The follow ng describes the choi ces of
test nethods allowed in the final rule: (1) Method 18 to
determ ne HAP concentration in any control device efficiency
determ nation; (2) Method 25 to determ ne total gaseous
nonnmet hane organi ¢ concentration for control efficiency
determ nations in conbustion devices; (3) Method 25A to determ ne
the HAP or TOC concentration for control device efficiency
determ nations under the conditions specified in Method 25 of
appendi x A of part 60 for direct neasurenent of an effluent with
a flanme ionization detector, or in denonstrating conpliance with
the 20 ppnmv TOC outl et standard.
1.2.12 Flexibility of the Determination of a Site-specific
Onset of Ext ended Cookout

The proposed rul e defined the onset of the extended cookout

(ECO as the point when the epoxide concentration in the liquid

is equal to 25 percent of the concentration of epoxide in the
liquid at the end of the epoxide feed. |In addition to using this
"default" definition of the ECO onset, the proposed rule allowed
owners and operators the option of defining the onset of the ECO
for their specific process, at a point other than when the
reactor epoxide partial pressure equals 25 percent of the reactor
partial pressure at the end of the epoxide feed. The factors in
setting a site-specific ECO onset were the profit variable margin
(the difference between variable costs (raw materials and energy)
of the product) and the cost of the raw material. One comrenter
objected to allowi ng the establishnent of a site-specific ECO
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onset based on econom cs, stating that econom cs can be
subjective, making it easy to denonstrate a 98-percent em ssion
reducti on.

A late submttal fromone comrenter refuted the first
commenter’s argunent that the onset of ECOis subjective, stating
that one of the pieces of economc information, the price of the
raw material, cones fromthe Chem cal Market Reporter. However,

the other variable in defining the onset of ECO, the product
variable margin and the selling price, was the variabl e that
provoked the original commenter’s concern. |In fact, the
comenter providing the |ate comment stated that the product
vari able margin has "a much stronger correl ati on between product
profitability and the econom c onset of ECO "

Due to the subjectivity of the product variable margin, and
the strong correl ati on between the product variable margin and
t he ECO onset, the EPA agreed with the first commenter
Therefore, the EPA revised the final rule, and the determ nation
of a site-specific ECO onset is not allowed.

1.2.13 Par anet er Monitori ng Excursi on Definitions

In review ng the sections associated wi th paraneter
nmonitoring excursions as a result of public comments, the EPA
decided to restructure and expand these provisions in order to
sinplify and clarify these provisions in subpart PPP

Basically, there are two ways an excursion can occur. The
first is if the average paraneter val ue neasured is above a
maxi mum or below a m nimum established value. The second is if
insufficient nonitoring data are collected. The proposed rule
had a definition of an excursion for each of these situations.
However, the EPA realized that the proposed definitions of
excursions were not well suited to em ssion points where
intermttent venting episodes occur, such as storage vessel s that
vent only when being filled and process vents from batch unit
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operations. Therefore, paragraphs were added to the final rule
to define excursions for these situations.

Al so, the EPA realized that while excursions for owners or
operators using extended cookout to conply with the epoxide
emssion limtations were defined in the extended cookout section
of the rule, a reference to those definitions was needed in the
paraneter nmonitoring | evels and excursions section (863.1438).
Ther ef ore, anot her paragraph was added referring to the excursion
definitions for ECO

Wth regard to cal cul ati ng averages, 863.1439(d)(7) of the
final rule specifies that nonitoring data collected during
periods of nonitoring system breakdowns, repairs, calibration
checks, and zero (lowlevel) and high-level adjustnents; start-
ups; shutdowns; nmal functions; and periods of non-operation of the
affected source that result in the cessation of em ssions to
whi ch the nmonitoring applies are not to be included when
cal cul ati ng any aver age.

Language has al so been added to 863.1438(f) to clarify when
monitoring data are insufficient. An excursion due to
insufficient nonitoring data occurs if nmeasured val ues are
unavail abl e for a specified percentage of time the control device
is in operation. First, the rule nowclarifies the situations
t hat cause neasured values to be unavail able: nonitoring system
breakdowns, repairs, calibration checks, or zero (lowlevel) and
hi gh-1 evel adjustnents. Second, the final rule clarifies that
periods of start-ups; shutdowns; mal functions; and periods of
non-operation of the affected source that result in the cessation
of em ssions to which the nonitoring applies are not to be
i ncluded in defining the period of control device operation.

Finally, comenters requested that the EPA clarify the
appropriate use of paraneter nonitoring data for enforcenent
pur poses. Paragraph 863.1438(e) of the final rule has been
rewitten to add specificity regardi ng what the owner or operator
is out of conpliance with when an excursion occurs (that is not

1-20



an excused excursion). |If an organic nonitoring device is used
to nmonitor HAP or TOC concentration at the outlet of a recovery
or recapture device, the final rule clarifies that each excursion
where the daily average val ue of nonitored paraneters is above
the maxi mrum or bel ow the m ni num establi shed paraneter |evel,
represents a violation of the emssion limt. Simlarly, an
excursion where the daily average tenperature is above the

maxi mum est abl i shed tenperature for a condenser represents a
violation of the emission limt. Oher excursions where average
val ues are above the maxi num or bel ow the m ni nrum establi shed
paraneters represent violations of the operating |imt, rather
than violations of the emssion |limt. Also, excursions due to
insufficient nonitoring data are violations of the operating
[imt.

1.2.14 Start-up, Shutdown, and Ml function Plan
The proposed rule required that nonitoring data be coll ected

during periods of SSM Comenters requested that the EPA allow a
provision for ceasing to collect nonitoring data at a particul ar
control device if operating that nonitoring device during periods
of SSM woul d darmage the nonitoring device. The EPA revised the
final rule to allow the owner or operator to cease collecting
monitoring data if the owner or operator has illustrated that the
nmoni toring device woul d be damaged or destroyed if it were not
shut down during the SSM period. Such a provision nmust be
included in the Start-up, Shutdown, and Ml function Pl an.

Getting such a provision in the Start-up, Shutdown, and

Mal function Plan is acconplished by submtting a request, and
rational e defending the request, in the Preconpliance Report or
in a supplement to the Preconpliance Report.
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2.0 SUMMARY OF PUBLIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

A total of twelve letters comenting on the proposed
st andards and the supplenentary information docunent (SID) for
t he proposed standards were received. A public hearing was not
requested and, therefore, none was held. A list of the
comenters, their affiliations, and the EPA docket nunber
assigned to their correspondence is given in Table 2-1.

For the purpose of orderly presentation, the comments have
been categorized under the foll ow ng topics:

Applicability

Compl i ance and Rel ationship to Gt her Rules

Definitions

Process Vents Control Requirenents

Ext ended Cookout as a Control Option

Process Vent Mnitoring Requirenents

G oup Determ nation for Nonepoxi de HAP Em ssi ons

Em ssi on Factor

St or age Vesse

Wast ewat er

Equi prrent Leak Provi sions

Testing Requirenents

Paranmetric Mnitoring

CGeneral Recordkeepi ng and Reporting

Editorial Comments

Legal Consi derations

In the coment sunmaries and responses contained in the

follow ng sections, when a change to specific rule |anguage is
di scussed, the new | anguage is represented by underlining, while

the text that the conmmenter reconmended renoving or the EPA has
decided to renpve is represented in strikeeut font.



2.1 APPLICABILITY
2.1.1 PMPUs Wt hout Organic HAP

Comment: Three commenters (IV-D-04, |V-D-05, and |V-D-07)
stated that PMPUs that do not use or manufacture any organi c HAP
shoul d comply with 63.1420(b) (1) or (b)(2), not (b)(1) and
(b)(2). The equivalent of (b)(2) originated in the HON as a
settlenment provision. According to the commenters, its intent is

to provide an alternative to (b)(1), so that if an owner or
operator (sone years after the conpliance date) cannot find the
original docunentation that a process is exenpt, this does not
result in civil or crimnal penalties for nonconpliance with a
recor dkeepi ng requi renent even though the process really does
qualify for the exenption. According to the commenters, this
approach also allows facilities to reduce the recordkeeping
burdens by choosing not to keep records perpetually, so |long as
they accept the duty to denonstrate exenption on demand.

Response: The EPA agrees that 863.1420(b) should all ow
owners or operators at PMPU s without organic HAP to conply with
either 863.1420(b) (1) or 863.1420(b)(2), and the EPA has made the
suggest ed changes.

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-05) supported the exclusion of
PMPUs wi t hout organic HAP from applicability to the rule. To
clarify when a facility may qualify as not manufacturing or using
an organic HAP, the commenter recomended addi ng a new sentence
after the first sentence in 863.1420(b), as foll ows:

"Afacility does not use or manufacture organic HAP if (a) a

HAP is used for reasons other than maki ng the product, such as,

but not limted to, occasional cleaning of parts, or in paint

that is applied to conponents of the facility, or (b) a HAP is

produced as a trace inpurity."

Comrenter (1V-D-09) suggested that the phrase "or contains
organic HAP as inpurities only" be added for clarity so that
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863. 1420(b) would read: "The owner or operator of a PMPU that is
part of an affected source, as defined in paragraph (a) of this

section, that does not use or manufacture any organi c HAP,_ or
contains organic HAP as inpurities only, shall conmply with

paragraphs (b)(1) and (b)(2) of this section...."”™ The comenter
stated that this change woul d al so be consistent with

863. 1420(c) (8), which exenpts “Vessels and equi pnent storing
and/or handling material that contains no organic HAP or organic
HAP as inpurities only.”

Response: The EPA does not feel that the new sentence that
the comenter requested adding to 863.1420(b) is necessary. The
EPA believes that the requirenent to retain information to
docunent the basis for the determ nation that the PMPU does not
use any organic HAP, in 863.1420(b)(1), will verify to
enf orcenent personnel that even when a PMPU uses HAP in cl eani ng
supplies, or produces a product that contains a HAP as a trace
inmpurity, the PMPU still fulfills the category of "PMPUs w t hout
organic HAP." Further, the EPA agrees with Commenter |V-D-09's
suggestion to clarify 863.1420(b) by addressing the fact that
HAP may be present as inpurities only; however, the wording
suggested by the commenter is not consistent with the section.
Therefore, the EPA revised 863.1420(b) in the final rule to read
as follows:

"(b) PMPUs without organic HAP. The owner or operator of a
PMPU that is part of an affected source, as defined in
paragraph (a) of this section, but that does not use or
manuf acture any organic HAP shall conply with the

requi renents of either paragraph (b)(1) antgor (b)(2) of this
section. Such a PMPU is not subject to any other provisions
of this subpart and the owner or operator is not required to
conply with the provisions of subpart A of this part.
Products or raw material (s) containing organic HAP as
inpurities only are not considered organic HAP for the

pur poses of this paragraph.”

2.1.2 Definition of Affected Source
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Comment: One commenter (IV-D-05) stated that 863.1420
(a)(2), (a)(3), and (a)(4)(i) refer to em ssion points and
equi pnent "associated with each group” of PMPUs in an affected
source. This inplies there could be nore than one group.
| nstead, the comenter suggested this section should read
"associated with the group”" of PMPUs in an affected source.
There is only one group, and only one affected source, at a site.
Therefore, the comenter recommended changing the text in
863. 1420(a)(2) as foll ows:

"Emission points and equipment. The affected source al so
i ncl udes the em ssion points and equi pnent specified in
paragraphs (a)(2)(i) through (a)(2)(iv){twi) of this section that
are associated with the each—group of polyether polyol
manuf acturing process units (PMPU) making up an affected source,
as defined in 863.1423."

The commenter requested that simlar changes al so be nade in
863. 1420(a)(3) and (a)(4)(i).

Response: The EPA agreed with the commenter, and has

repl aced the term *“each group” with the term*“the group,”

t hroughout 863.1420(a). In addition, to clarify that the

equi pnent that was |isted in 863.1420(a)(2) at proposal is part
of the affected source, but separate fromthe PMPU, the |ist
proposed under 863.1420(a)(2) has been noved to 863.1420(a) (4),
t he ot her subparagraphs in 863.1420(a) have been re-lettered
accordingly, and, in the final rule, these paragraphs refer to
“the group of one or nore PMPU and associ ated equi pnent, as
listed in paragraph (a)(4) of this section,” instead of just
referring to the “group of one or nore PWPU,” as was done at

pr oposal .

As a point of clarification, the commenter is incorrect in
their assertion that there can only be one affected source at a
plant site. Under nost circunstances, this would be the case.
However, consider a situation where a new PMPU with potential HAP
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em ssions greater than 10/25 tons per year is added to a pl ant
site that already had an existing source consisting of a group of
PMPUs. I n accordance with 863.1420(g), the newly added PMPU woul d
be a new affected source. Therefore, there would be two affected
sources at the plant site, a new affected source and an exi sting
af fected source.

2.1.3 Processes Exenpted from Affected Sources

Comment : One commenter (1V-D-05) requested that EPA del ete
the words "separate entities and" in 863.1420(d)(2). According
to the commenter, they are not necessary, and they are

potentially inaccurate. The term"entity" is typically
interpreted as nmeani ng a separate conpany, which the comenter
bel i eves was not the EPA's intent.

Response: The EPA agrees with this coment and has del eted
the words as suggested. 1In the final rule, 863.1420(d)(2) reads
"...(TSDF) requiring a permt under 40 CFR part 270 that are

separate—ent+t+es—and—not part of a PWPU...."

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-05) stated that 863.1420(d) (3)
exenpts reactions and processing that occur "after the
manuf act ure of pol yether polyol products.” The comrenter agrees
that once the basic chem cal reaction has occurred that produces
the polyol, further reaction to formderivatives should be
exenpt. However, one possible interpretation of this section is
that a pol yether polyol "product" does not exist until after sone
of these additional steps have occurred. Therefore, for clarity,
the comenter recomended changi ng these provisions as foll ows:
"reactions or processing that occur after the manufacture—of
potyether—polyot—produets—epoxi de polynerization is conplete and

after any catalyst renpval step is conplete."”




Response: At proposal, 863.1420(d)(3) exenpted "reactions or
processi ng that occur after the manufacture of pol yether polyol
products.” The commenter's suggested | anguage is preferable,
since it omts the use of the word "product.” This elimnates
the possible interpretation that a pol yether polyol “product”
does not exist until after sonme of the additional steps have
occurred. However, there may be nore than one catal yst renoval
step; therefore, the final rule reads "reactions or processing

that occur after the manufacture—of—potyether—pobyol—produets

epoxi de polynerization is conplete and after all catalyst renpval

steps are conplete.”

2.1. 4 Necessity of Primary Product Redeterm nation

Comment : One commenter (1V-D-04) requested that EPA clarify
whet her redeterm nation of the primary product is mandatory or
optional in 863.1420(e)(4)(i) of the proposed rule. The
commenter currently interprets this paragraph as all ow ng, but
not requiring, a redetermnation of the primary product.

Response: The EPA agreed that the portion of the primry
product provisions cited by the comenter needed clarification.
In fact, the EPA conducted an overall review of the proposed
pri mary product provisions, and concluded that several structural
and clarifying changes were needed. In addition, the EPA noted
sone potential situations that could occur that were not
addressed in the proposed provisions. The portions of the final
rule that address the commenter’s specific concern are di scussed
bel ow, foll owed by a general sunmary of other changes to the
pri mary product determ nation provisions.

Wth regard to the specific concern cited by the comenter,
specifies procedures for a required annual applicability
determ nation (beginning five years after the promnul gation of the
final rule) for non-PMPU s that have produced a pol yet her polyol
product at any tinme in the preceding 5-year period or since the
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date that the unit began production of any product, whichever is
shorter. The nethod for performng this annual applicability
determ nation requires the owner or operator to calculate the
percentage of total operating tinme each product was produced
during the applicable tinme period. |If a polyether polyol product
was the product wth the highest percentage of total operating
time over that period, then the flexible operation unit is
desi gnated as a PMPU

| f a process unit has not produced any pol yether polyol in
the previous five-year period, but the owner or operator
anticipates that their non-PMPU wi || begi n manufacturing a
pol yet her polyol product in the near future, the provisions in
paragraph 63.1420(e)(4) in the final rule apply. This provision
basically requires the owner or operator to redeterm ne the
primary product for the process unit based on their prediction on
the anticipated production for the five years (or one year, for
new process units) follow ng the date that production of a
pol yet her polyol will be initiated.

The proposed provisions required that the initial primry
product determ nation be based on a five-year prediction of
antici pated production by the owner or operator. The EPA was
made aware that, in sonme instances, the owner or operator may not
be able to make such a prediction. darifications and/or
revisions were made to the primary product provisions to address
this situation. First, in the initial determnation, the tinme
frame for which production nmust be anticipated for new process
units was changed to one year. Also, provisions were added for
owners or operators that cannot determ ne the primary product
based on anticipated 5-year (or 1-year) production. First, the
process unit is not a PMPU if the owner or operator cannot
determ ne the primary product, but can determ ne that the primary
product is not polyether polyol. |[If the owner or operator cannot
determ ne a primary product, and cannot determ ne that polyether
polyol is not the primary product, then the process unit is
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desi gnated as a PMPU and subject to the existing source
provi si ons of subpart PPP if pol yether polyols have been produced
in an existing process unit for 5 percent or greater of the tine
since Septenber 4, 1997. The EPA believes that if production is
So uncertain that an owner or operator cannot determ ne the
primary product based on future production, the fact that
pol yet her pol yols have been produced in the unit since proposal
of the rule for even a small anmount of tinme is sufficient basis
for having the process unit be subject to subpart PPP. For new
process units, if polyether polyols will be produced at any tinme
during the first year of production, then the unit is a PMPU and
subj ect to the new source provisions of subpart PPP

In addition to the provisions discussed above that specify
how non-PMPUs are to determne if they becone PMPUs and subj ect
to subpart PPP, the EPA has also clarified and expanded the
provi sions that specify how the PMPU desi gnati on can be renoved
froma process unit. The first case, which is retained fromthe
proposed rule, is where production of polyether polyols ceases
and the owner or operator does not anticipate the production of
pol yet her polyols in the future. Also, the EPA has added
provi sions that specify procedures for a primary product re-
eval uati on based on actual production. |If an owner or operator
of a PMPU finds that another product has been produced for a
greater anount of tinme than polyether polyols over a specified
time period (previous five years or since beginning the
production of pol yether polyols), then the PMPU desi gnati on would
possi bly be renoved. The stipulation is that production of the
“new’ primary product nust nmake the process unit subject to
anot her part 63 NESHAP. |If the new primary product is not
subj ect to another part 63 NESHAP and pol yet her polyols continue
to be produced, the process unit continues to be classified as a
PMPU and continues to be subject to subpart PPP

The EPA has al so added provi sions addressing the
determ nation of the primary product in situations where two or

2-8



nmore products are produced simultaneously. Also, clarifications
were made in the reporting and recordkeepi ng requirenments
associated with the primary product determ nation.

Comment: Two commenters (IV-D-04, |1V-D-05) stated that
863. 1420(e)(4)(ii) of the proposed rule applies "if a process
unit neets the criteria of paragraph (e)(4)(i)...." However,
Comrenter IV-D-04 maintained that it is literally inpossible for
any individual process unit to neet all of the criteria of
paragraph (e)(4)(i), because that paragraph has two opposite
kinds of criteria. It has criteria for process units that are
subject to the rule, and criteria for process units that are not
subject to the rule. So, in order to neet "the criteria" of
paragraph (e)(4)(i), a process unit would have to be both subject
to the rule, and not subject to the rule. To clarify this
situation, the comenters recomrended changing the text of
paragraph (e)(4)(ii) as foll ows:

"If a process unit reets—the—erttertaofparagraph{(e)r 4+
of —thts—seet+onis subject to this subpart,...”

Response: As nentioned in the response to the previous
comment, the EPA has largely re-witten and re-structured
863. 1420(e), to resolve problens such as the one pointed out by
the comenters (1V-D-04 and 1 V-D-05). The paragraph referred to
by the commenters [863.1420(e)(4)(ii)] no longer contains the
| anguage that the commenters were concerned about, and conflicts
such as the one nentioned by the comenters should not occur in
the final version of 863.1420(e).

2.1.5 Primary Product Determ nation and Applicability

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-05) maintained that the
sentence in 863.1420(e) that reads "Paragraphs (e)(3) through
(e)(4) of this section describe whether or not a process unit is
subject to this subpart” is inaccurate. The comenter stated

2-9



that the referenced paragraphs nerely describe the rel evance of
the primary product determ nation to whether or not a process
unit is subject to this subpart. Therefore, for clarity, the
coment er recomended changing this sentence, as foll ows:

"A process unit may be subject to the requirenents of this

subpart if it neets the criteria of paragraphsParagraphs—(er{3)
through (e)(4)_or (e)(5) of this section—deseribe—whether—oer—not

: " I r

Response: As discussed earlier, the EPA has re-structured
863. 1420(e), and the | anguage that the comrenter objected to no
| onger exists in the final rule. The |anguage in the final
version of 863.1420(e) is nmuch nore explicit about the rol es of
the different sub-paragraphs under 863.1420(e) than the proposed
ver si on was, and should cause no sim |l ar confusion.

2.1.6 Pri mary Product Determ nation for Non-Fl exible

Opneration Units

Comment : One commenter (1V-D-05) requested that a paragraph
be added between 8863.1420(e)(1) and (e)(2), telling howto
determ ne the primary product if (a) the unit is not a flexible
operation unit, and (b) the unit produces two or nore products.
According to the commenter, the HON and simlar rules have such a
provision. There is sinply no way to tell what the primary
product is if a non-flexible operation unit has two or nore
"product"” streans sinultaneously. Therefore, the commenter
recommended making this provision consistent with the HON rul e
(863.100(d) (1) and (2)) by inserting the foll owi ng new subsection
and renunbering the subsequent cl auses accordingly:

"(e)(2) Lf a process unit is not designed and operated as a
flexible operation unit and the unit produces nore than one

i nt ended product, the product with the greatest annual design

capacity on a mass basis represents the primary product of the

process unit."
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Response: The EPA agrees that 863.1420(e) needed to include
a provision for process units that are not flexible operation
units but that produce two or nore products sinultaneously.
Under the newWy re-structured 863.1420(e), 863.1420(e)(1)(ii)
provi des provisions addressing such a situation. Although the
comenter’s recommended change was not incorporated exactly as
suggested, the EPA believes that the changes to 863.1420(e) w |
all eviate the commenter’s concern.

2.1.7 Applicability for Flexible Operation Units

Comment: One commenter (I1V-D-07) referred to the provisions
in 863.1420 and 863. 1423 of the proposed rule which flexible
operation units nmust use to determ ne whether they are covered by

the rule. The comenter requested that EPA provide the option in
the final rule for flexible operation units that do not
technically qualify as PMPUs to be able to "opt in" to the rule
if it makes adm nistrative sense to the owner/operator to do so.
For exanple, the commenter m ght prefer to "opt in" to subpart
PPP rat her than be subject to a future MACT standard such as the
M scel | aneous Organic NESHAP (MON), so as to have only one
standard to neet in the admnistrative unit. The comrenter added
that the flexible operation unit concept is workable and should
be retained.

Response: The EPA appreciates the commenter’s desire to be
subj ect to only one MACT standard; however, the change requested
by the commenter (where a flexible operation unit that is not a
PMPU, could opt into the Pol yet her Polyols NESHAP because the
non- PMPU fl exi bl e operation unit is in the sanme “adm nistrative
unit” as the facility's other PMPUs) is not being granted. Wile
t he EPA recogni zes that the owner/operator would benefit from
greater ease of conpliance, it is the EPA' s position that an
af fected source should be defined by the products that it nakes,
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and not solely by the products made near it. Defining the
affected source solely based on the owner or operator’s choice of
standards woul d all ow a source that m ght otherw se be subject to
a nore stringent rule to “opt in” to subpart PPP. However, in
the final rule, provisions have been added [e.qg.,

863. 1420(e) (10)(iii)] that ensure that a source that is no |onger
maki ng a pol yether polyol as its primary product will not be

subj ect to subpart PPP as well as to another MACT standard at the
same tine.

2.1.8 Requi renents for Flexible Operation Units when

Pr oduci ng Non-pol yet her Pol yol s

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-07) expressed concern that the
proposed rule could be interpreted as requiring installation of
additional controls for periods when the flexible operation unit
i s producing a product other than the primary product and
believes that clarification is needed to confirmthat this is not
a valid interpretation. In order to clarify the conpliance
concern, the commenter suggested that the foll owi ng sentence be
added as a new 863.1420(e)(7)(ivV):

"So long as the owner or operator of a flexible operating

unit is able to denmonstrate conpliance during the production of

the primary product, then no additional control device, recovery

device, and/or recapture device is required to be installed (to

ot herwi se denonstrate conpliance) for periods when the flexible

operating unit is producing a product other than the prinmary
product . "

The comenter stressed that simlar wordi ng was added in the
HON (863.103(b)(6)).

Response: The EPA clearly did not consider the option that
flexible unit operations could be required to install additional
controls for periods when the flexible operation unit is
produci ng a product other than the primary product. The addition
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suggested by the commenter has no effect other than to warrant
against this possibility. Therefore, the sentence was added as a
new par agraph under 863. 1420(e)(5), as 863.1420(e)(5)(iii),

rather than at 863.1420(e)(7)(iv) as the comenter suggested, due
to the general restructuring of 863.1420(e). The | anguage has
been edited slightly fromthat suggested by the commenter. The
new | anguage in 863.1420(e)(5)(iii) reads:

(1i1) So long as the owner or operator of a flexible
operation unit is able to denonstrate conpliance with this
subpart during the production of polyether polyols, then no
addi tional combustion device, recovery device, and/or
recapture device is required to be installed (to otherw se
denmonstrate conpliance) for periods when the flexible
operation unit is producing a product other than a polyether
polyol. However., while a product other than polyether
polyol is being produced., the owner or operator shal
continue to operate any existing conbustion, recovery,

and/ or recapture devices that are required for conpliance
during production of the prinmary product. |f extended
cookout (ECO) is the control technique chosen for epoxide
em ssion reduction, then ECO or a control technique

provi ding an equi val ent reduction in epoxide enissions
should continue to be used for epoxide em SsSion reduction,
if the non-pol yether polyol being produced uses epoxide
nononers. |If ECOis used, the paraneter nonitored for ECO
shall be averaged for all product classes produced. The ECO
for non-pol yether polyol production shall be perforned so
that the averaged paraneter is maintained when the ECOis
used as a control technique during the production of
nonpol vet her pol vol s.

2.1.9 NonPMPUs that Produce Pol yether Polyols
Comment: One commenter (IV-D-05) expressed concern that the

| ast sentence in 863.1420(e)(6) inposes a recordkeeping

requi renent on all processes that are determ ned not to be PMPUs.
The comment er suggested two changes to ease the burden on sources
that are not intended to be covered by the rule. First, this
sentence should apply only to processes that produce sone

pol yet her polyol product. For exanple, a source should not have
to keep records proving that a dedicated chlorine plant,
magnesi um plant, or nethyl cellulose plant is not a PMPU
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Second, there should be two options: keep records, or docunent,
on demand, that the process is not a PMPU. That way, if a
facility does not have the records avail able many years | ater,
but the process really is not a PMPU, there is no violation. The
coment er believed these changes woul d be consistent with EPA s
intent. Therefore, the comrenter recomrended changi ng the text
as follows:

"For a process unit that produces sone polyether polyol but

H—the primary product_of that process unit is determned to be

sonmet hi ng other than a pol yether polyol product, the owner or
operator shall retain information, data, and analysis used to
docunent the basis for the determnation that the primary product
is not a polyether polyol product_or nust be able to docunent

that the process unit is not a PWPU. "

Response: The suggestion that the owner or operator of a
process unit dedicated to the production of a product other than
a pol yet her polyol would have to maintain records is a
m sinterpretati on of proposed 863.1420(e)(6), since that
par agraph addressed fl exible operation units, not dedicated
operation units. In the final rule, a flexible operation unit is
defined as a process unit that nmanufactures different chem cal
products in addition to polyether polyols, by periodically
alternating raw materials fed to the process unit or operating
conditions at the process unit.

The commenter's second request was that owners or operators
of flexible operation units with a primary product that is not a
pol yet her pol yol have the option of keeping records docunenting
the fact that the process unit is not a PWPU, or of providing
such docunentation “on demand,” to the Adm nistrator, if
requested to do so. The EPA agrees that this is a reasonable
request, and has incorporated this type of provision into the
restructured 863.1420(e), which appears in the final rule. The
proposed paragraph 863.1420(e)(6) no |onger exists, and
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863. 1420(e)(8) in the final rule provides the “docunent on
demand” option that the commenter requested.

2.1.10 Changes or Additions to Plant Sites

Comment : One commenter (1V-D-07) stated that
863.1420(g) (1) (i)(D) indicates that if a new PMPU is added to a
site where a polyether polyol is not currently produced as the

primary product of an affected source (and the plant site is a
maj or source either before or after the addition), the unit wll
be subject to new source MACT regardl ess of the em ssions from
the new unit. The comrenter clainmed that this was an arbitrary
criterion for first tinme addition of a PMPU to an integrated
conplex and it renoves substantial pollution prevention incentive
to keep new units under the 10/25 criteria and makes no sense
froma policy standpoint. The comrenter suggested that this
paragraph be deleted in the final rule.

Response: The EPA disagrees with the statenent that the
proposed provisions related to the first-tine addition of a PWPU
to a plant site are arbitrary. Rather, these provisions are
consistent with the Cean Air Act and the General Provisions of
part 63 (40 CFR part 63, subpart A). In the Clean Air Act, a new
source is defined as “a stationary source the construction or
reconstruction of which is comrenced after the Adm ni strator
first proposes regulations under this section establishing an
em ssion standard applicable to such source.” The definition in
the General Provisions mrrors the Clean Air Act definition,
except that it uses the term“affected source” rather than
“stationary source.”

|f, after Septenber 4, 1997 (proposal date of subpart PPP)

a PMPU is constructed at a major source plant site where no PMPUs
previously existed, then the new PMPU cannot be considered to be
“an addition” to an “existing” affected source, since there was
no “existing affected source” at the facility. The criteria for
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whet her or not one or nore newy added PMPUs constitute a “new
affected source” relies on whether or not the plant site is a
“maj or source” (before or after the addition of the PMPU)
However, if the plant was not a major source (i.e., was an area
source) before the addition of the one or nore PMPUs, and is
still not a major source after the addition of the PMPU(s), it
remai ns exenpt fromthe requirenents of this rule, as an area
sour ce.

These provisions have not changed since proposal, although
the intent of the requirenents has been clarified in this final
rule. The EPA believes that these provisions are both reasonabl e
and consistent with the intent of the Cean Air Act and the
CGeneral Provisions to part 63.

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-07) maintained that the entire
af fected source should not be subject to new source MACT if
reconstructed. The inpact of the proposed wording in
863.1420(g)(2)(i) is that if a PMPU in a |location nmakes a
substantial investnent to nodernize such that reconstruction is
triggered, other PMPUs at the |ocation would be required to
install new source MACT, even though they are not undergoing
changes. The commenter suggested that the HON approach be used
under subpart PPP to avoid this inpact. The wording used in the
HON (863.100(1)(2)) states that "If any change is nmade to a
chem cal manufacturing process unit subject to this subpart, the
change shall be subject to the requirenents of a new source in
subparts F, G and H of this part...."

Response: The inpact that the comenter objected to (i.e.,
that all PMPUs in the affected source becone subject to the new
source MACT) is the intended inpact of the provisions of
863.1420(g)(2)(i). If activity at an existing affected source
constitutes reconstruction, the existing source becones a new
source by definition. Reconstruction is triggered when the cost
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of a noderni zati on project exceeds 50 percent of the fixed

capital cost that would be required to construct a conparabl e new
affected source. In subpart PPP, the EPA defined the “affected
source” as all process units that produce pol yether polyols as
their primary product at a plant site, along with all waste
managenent units, mai ntenance wastewater, heat exchange systens,
and equi pnment used to conply with subpart PPP that are associ ated
with the PMPUs. Therefore, the EPA expects that it would have to
be a substantial nodernization for the cost to exceed the cost of
50 percent of the entire affected source.

To address the conmmenter’s exanple, assune that there are
four PMPUs at a plant site. By definition, the group of four
PMPUs, along with the associ ated equi pnrent, nmake up an exi sting
affected source. If an investnent was nmade to nodernize one
PMPU, that investnment would need to exceed the cost of
constructing four new PVMPUs conparable to those at the site to
trigger reconstruction. The EPA believes that it is unlikely
t hat the noderni zati on of one PMPU woul d ever cost nore than 50
percent of the construction of four new conparabl e PMPUs.
Therefore, all four PMPUs woul d remain an existing affected
source. |If, however, the cost of that nodernization did exceed
50 percent of the cost of four new PMPUs, the EPA believes that
it is reasonable, and in fact consistent with the intent of the
definition of reconstruction, for the entire affected source to
be subject to the new source requirenents in subpart PPP

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-05) maintained that if
“reconstruction” causes "the entire affected source" to becone a
new affected source, then the rule should at |least clarify that
"the entire affected source" is the capital base for deciding
whet her a reconstruction has occurred. To clarify when a
nmodi fication is considered reconstruction such that the process
unit becones subject to this subpart, the commenter recomrended
changing the text in 863.1420(g)(2)(i) as foll ows:
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"(i) If any process change is nmade or em ssion
point is added to an existing affected source, the
entire affected source shall be a new affected source
and shall be subject to the requirenents for a new
af fected source in this subpart upon initial start-up
or by [insert date of pronulgation], whichever is
|ater, if the process change or addition neets the
criteria specified in paragraphs (g)(2)(i)(A) through
(g9)(2)(i)(B) of this section

(A) It is a process change or addition that neets
the definition of reconstruction in 863.2 of subpart A_
For purposes of determ ning whether the fixed capital
cost of the new conponents exceeds 50 percent of the
fixed capital cost that would be required to construct
an entire affected source, the equivalent capital cost
shall be the entire potentially affected source; and

Response: The comenter's requested change to paragraph
63.1420(g)(2)(i) clarifies the EPA's intent at proposal, which
was to be consistent with the fact that the definition of
reconstruction is based on the entire potentially affected new
source. The EPA has changed added the sentence requested by the
commenter (wWwth mnor edits) to 863.1420(g)(2)(i)(A) in the fina
rul e.

2.1.11 Applicability of this subpart except during periods of

start-up, shutdown, nalfunction, or non-operation
Comment : One commenter (1V-D-04) requested that EPA add the
words "to the extent practical"™ in 863.1420(h)(3) of the final
rule. These words were added in the HON as part of a litigation

settlement anmendnent. Their intended purpose is to clarify the
extent to which em ssions nust be mnimzed in certain unusual
situations where the standard’ s "normal " requirenents do not
apply. If the words are not added, there will be uncertainty as
to what degree of em ssion reduction nust be achi eved.

Response: The EPA agrees with this coment, and the phrase
"to the extent practical" has been added to 863.1420(h)(4) in the
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final rule [which replaces proposed paragraph 863.1420(h)(3)].
The additional |anguage is consistent wwth the HON

[ 863.102(a)(4)] as well as with the proposed anendnents to the
Pol ymers and Resins | and IV NESHAP [ 863.480(j)(4) and

863. 1310(j)(4), respectively.]

2.1.12 St orage Tank Predonm nant Use

Comment : One commenter (1V-D-04) suggested that EPA limt
the applicability of 863.1420(f)(8) of the proposed rule, which
requires industry to redeterm ne storage vessel ownership if

sonet hi ng happens that coul d reasonably change the predom nant
use of the storage vessel. The commenter stated that this
assunes that the original ownership was based on "predonm nant
use," rather than being based on "dedicated to a single process
unit" or some other basis. It also assunes that possible future
changes in predom nant use were not already taken into account in
the original ownership determ nation. The commenter stated that
either of these assunptions could be false and cited two exanpl es
to support the claim The conmmenter requested that EPA revise
863. 1420(f)(8) as foll ows:

"(8) If a storage vessel has been assigned to a process
unit that is not a PMPU on the basis of predom nant use under
(f)(3) of this section, and there is a change in the utilization
of the storage vessel that could reasonably be expected to change
t he predom nant use, the owner or operator shall redetermne to
whi ch process unit the storage vessel belongs by reperform ng the
procedures specified in paragraphs (f)(2) through (f)(7) of this
section, as appropriate.”

Response: The EPA agrees with the comenter that the
proposed criteria for when a storage vessel ownership
redetermnation is required [in 863.1420(f)(8)] should be nore
specific. However, the EPA does not believe that the | anguage
suggested by the comrenter is the nost appropriate solution. 1In
consideration of this issue, the EPA reexam ned the circunstances
under which it is necessary to reeval uate storage vessel
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ownership. The EPA concluded that it is not necessary to require
a storage vessel ownership redeterm nation unless the storage
vessel has begun receiving material from (or sending material to)
a process unit that was not included in the initial

determ nation, or has ceased to receive material from (or send
material to) a process unit that was included in the initial
determ nation. Therefore, the proposed 863.1420(f)(8) has been
replaced with the foll owi ng paragraph:

(8) |If there—+s—achangei+ntheutitzat+on—of—the storage
that—eoutd—reasonablybe—expectedtochange—the

vessel

predomnant—use—begins receiving material from (or sending
material to) a process unit that was not included in the
initial determ nation, or ceases to receive naterial from
(or send material to) a process unit that was included in
the initial determ nation, the owner or operator shal

redetermne—to—which—process—untt—the—stoerage—vessel—betlongs
I F ) I I S I 3o

i i - i reeval uat e
the applicability of this subpart to that storage vessel

2.1.13 §63. 1420(e) (5) (ii)
Comment: For clarity, one comenter (I1V-D-05) recommended
changi ng paragraph 63.1420(e)(5)(ii) to read:

"Alternatively, eaech the owner or operator shall determ ne
the applicability of the provisions of this subpart (e.qg.. Goup

status) to each em ssion point ...Based on these findings, the
owner or operator shall conply with the apptieable requirenents;
that apply at any tine based on em ssion point characteristics at

that tinme, as appropriate, regardless of what product is being

produced. ..."

Response: The first two suggested revisions are ones the
EPA has agreed to in response to other comments, and w ||
certainly generalize to paragraph 63.1420(e)(5)(ii) as well. The
| ast revision that the comenter suggested is sonewhat awkward,
and could possibly be msinterpreted. The wordi ng "based on
em ssion point characteristics at that tinme" could be construed
as neaning that the applicability status could change dependi ng
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on that day's em ssions. Further, the first part of the
suggested revision, "requirenents that apply at any tine," is
unnecessary since "any tine" is such a nebulous term and since
the requirenents have nonthly conpliance denonstration
requirenents to prove that they are being net (at any tine).
Therefore, the first two suggested revisions were incorporated
into the final rule; however, the third suggested revision was
not made.

2.1.14 Section 63.1420(c)(1) and (c)(8) Appear to be
Duplicative
Comment : One commenter (1V-D-05) stated that paragraphs

(c)(1) and (c)(8) in 863.1420 appear to duplicate one anot her.
If this is the case, the comenter recomended repl aci ng
paragraph (c)(1) wth (c)(8), as follows, and renunbering the
subsequent paragraphs (c)(9) through (12):

"(1) Vessels and equipnent storing and/or handling material

that contains no organic HAP or organic HAP as inpurities
onl yEgtprrent—that—does—not—contatn—organte HAPand—+s—tocated—at
I . : ” I K

Response: The EPA agrees that there is confusing overlap
bet ween paragraphs 863.1420(c)(1) and (c)(8). However, the EPA
does not believe that the change suggested by the comrenter
accurately communi cates the intent of the two paragraphs.

Par agr aph 863.1420(c)(8) of the final rule has been revised to
the foll ow ng:

"(8) Vessel s and—eguiprent—stortng—that store and/or handl e
handt++nAg—mat eri al that contains no organic HAP or organic HAP as

inmpurities only.™

2.2 COVPLI ANCE AND RELATI ONSHI P TO OTHER RULES
2.2.1 Tinme Periods

Comment: Two commenters (IV-D-04, IV-D-05) requested that a
paragraph simlar to 863.100(k)(9) in subpart F of the HON be
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added to 863. 1422 as paragraph(k). Comenter |1V-D- 04 provided
the foll owm ng wording:
"All ternms in this subpart that define a period of tine for

conpletion of required tasks (e.qg.. daily., weekly., nonthly,

quarterly, annual). unless specified otherwise in the section or

subsection that inposes the requirenent., refer to the standard

cal endar periods." Commenter |V-D 05 suggested adding: "...
unl ess altered by nutual agreenent between the owner or operator
and the Administrator in accordance with 863.1422(k)."

Commenter |V-D-04 maintained that this paragraph is

inportant for the following reasons: (1) it ends the questions
about whether a nonth nmeans 30 rolling days, and what to do if a
month has nore or less days than that; (2) it elimnates the need
for a | arge nunber of definitions; and (3) it avoids having
irreconcilable conflicts with the HON, which would arise if this
rule defined time periods differently than the HON

Response: The EPA agrees that a paragraph based on
863. 100(k)(9) in subpart F of the HON was needed in the Pol yet her
Pol yol s NESHAP. The EPA has added | anguage to what is
863. 1422(1) in the final rule, mrroring the |anguage found in
863. 100(k)(9) in subpart F of the HON. In addition, the EPA has
added the condition "..., unless altered by nutual agreenent

bet ween the owner or operator and the Administrator in accordance
with paragraph (1)(1) of this section," to the end of 863.1422(1)
in the final rule.

2.2.2 Changes to the General Provisions

Comment: One commenter (1V-D 04) suggested that additional
noti ce and comment rul emaki ng woul d be necessary if EPA nakes
future changes in the General Provisions that apply to this rule.
The commenter referred to the follow ng statement in the proposal
preanble (62 FR 46812, col. 2): "If this subpart is pronul gated
subsequent to the promnul gation of the anmendnents to the General
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Provi si ons, the amended General Provisions will be incorporated

into this subpart.” The comenter stated that, according to the
CAA's adm nistrative procedures requirenents, any anmendnent of

t he pol yet her polyols rule (such as changi ng General Provisions

that are incorporated into the rule by reference) would require

r ul emaki ng.

Response: It is inportant that owners and operators realize
that provisions in subpart PPP that cross-reference the HON, the
CGeneral Provisions, or any other regulation, refer to the nost
recent, pronul gated versions of those rules. Wen such rules are
anmended, the EPA will provide an opportunity for conment on the
effect that such changes will have on standards that cross-
reference these rules. The EPA believes that this practice neets
the requirenents of the Cean Ar Act.

2.2.3 Cross-references wth Other Subparts
Comment: One commenter (1V-D-04) requested that EPA address
the overl ap between the proposed rule and ot her MACT standards

for wastewater and/or heat exchange systens. |n many instances,

t he waste managenent units and heat exchangers that serve PMPUs
may al ready be subject to another MACT standard (generally the
HON) by the conpliance date for this rule. There should be no
need to conply with each rule separately (duplicating the
reporting and recordkeepi ng requirenments) when the substantive
requi renents are essentially the sane. Therefore, the comenter
suggested specific regul atory | anguage that woul d address overl ap
bet ween subpart PPP and ot her MACT standards for wastewater
and/ or heat exchange systens.

Response: The EPA agrees that it is appropriate to add a
paragraph at 863.1422(k) to address instances in which
requi renents fromother regul ations overlap for the sane heat
exchange systen(s) or waste managenent unit(s) that are subject
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to subpart PPP. The | anguage in 863.1422(k) in the final rule
states that owners and operators of affected sources that share
heat exchange systens with sources that are subject to subpart F
of part 63 or any other subpart of part 63 that references the
heat exchange systemrequirenents in 863.104 in subpart F (e.qg.,
subpart U) wll be considered to be in conpliance with subpart
PPP for heat exchange systens, if the shared heat exchange
systens are in conpliance with the heat exchange system
requirenents in that other subpart. Simlarly, owners and
operators of affected sources that share waste nmanagenent units
Wi th sources that are subject to subpart G of part 63 or any

ot her subpart of part 63 that references the waste managenent
unit requirenments in 863.132 through 863.147 of subpart Gwll be
considered to be in conpliance with subpart PPP for the shared
wast e managenent unit, if the shared waste managenent unit is in
conpliance wth the waste managenent unit requirenents in that
ot her subpart. This change was nade to ensure that owners and
operators are not subject to nultiple sets of nonitoring,
recordkeeping, or reporting requirenments for the sanme equi prment
due to the type of regulatory overlap that the commenter

descri bed.

Comment : One commenter (I1V-D-07) referred to 863.1422(j) of
the proposed rule, which discusses overlap with other regulatory
requi renents, including RCRA. The commenter requested that the
provi sion be explicitly extended to "hazardous waste tanks"
regul at ed under 264 Subpart CC and 265 Subpart CC. The subj ect
hazar dous waste tank em ssion controls include options other than
conbustion and recovery devices; for exanple, pressure tanks and
certain types of pressure relief devices for | ow vapor pressure
tanks are allowed. The comenter asserted that duplicative
nmoni tori ng, recordkeeping and reporting requirenents should not
be inposed for these systens.
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Response: Section 63.1422(j) addresses overlap with other
regul ations for nonitoring, recordkeeping or reporting with
respect to conbustion devices, recovery devices, or recapture
devices. The subjects of the nonitoring, recordkeeping, and
reporting requirenents in this paragraph are the conbustion,
recovery or recapture devices, and not the source of the em ssion
control. Therefore, a specific provision for the hazardous waste
tanks regul ated under 40 CFR part 264 subpart AA or CC and 40 CFR
part 265 subpart AA or CCis not appropriate. Further, the
requirenents in 40 CFR part 264 subpart AA or CC and 40 CFR part
265 subpart AA or CC are already specifically cited in
863. 1422(j).

2.2. 4 Interfacing with Title V Operating Permt

Comment : One commenter (1V-D-07) expressed concern that the
interface between this proposed rule and the Title V Operating
Permts programis not well defined and will result in
i nadvertent conpliance issues. For exanple, in a nunber of
sections of the proposal, reference is nade to the need to
incorporate certain itens into the operating permt or permt
application. Then in 863.1439(e)(8), the information to be
included in the application is [imted to the information |isted
in 863.1439(e)(4). The commenter suggested that EPA conduct a
search of the final rule to identify all interfaces with
Operating Permts and include an inclusive listing in the final
rul e.

Response: It is not the EPA's intent to incorporate all of
the Title V Qperating Permt requirenments into subpart PPP. The
owner or operator will always need to consult Title Vin order to
determne all of the Operating Permit requirenents that pertain
to a particular affected source, because Title V requirenents are
site specific. Subpart PPP sinply allows sone infornmation to be
submtted in either the Operating Permt application or the
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Notification of Conpliance Status, and allows the owner or
operator to choose between submtting special requests (e.g., for
perm ssion to use alternative nonitoring paraneters or controls)
in the Preconpliance Report or in the Operating Permt
application. Information that is submtted in the Operating
Permt application will, once approved, becone part of the
affected source’s Title V Operating Permt. Therefore, the EPA
has not included an “inclusive listing” in the final rule of al
interfaces with Operating Permts or operating permt
applications, particularly because the requirenents in subpart
PPP related to Operating Permts or Operating Permt applications
are provided as alternatives to submtting information in other
reports. However, the EPA has nade every effort to clarify this
distinction in the final rule.

2.2.5 Complexity of the Proposed Rul e

Comment: Two commenters (1V-D-02, 1V-D03) expressed
concern regarding the conplexity of the proposed rule and stated
that it would be costly for polyether polyol manufacturers to
interpret and conply with the rule, and for permtting
authorities to admnister it. Comenter |V-D-03 stated that the
rule was unnecessarily conplex due to frequent references to the
HON and the Polymer and Resins | and IV NESHAP. The comrenter
recommended that the cited references to the HON and to the
Pol ymer and Resins NESHAP be repl aced by the appropriate
regul atory | anguage in the Polyether Polyols final rule.

Response: The EPA realizes that the Pol yether Polyols
Production NESHAP is relatively conplex. The devel opnent of this
rule began with a prelimnary maxi mum achi evabl e contro
t echnol ogy (PMACT) partnership between the EPA and industry
representatives. During the roundtable PMACT di scussi ons,

i ndustry representatives requested unique emssion |imts for
three of the em ssion sources: epoxide em ssions from
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pol ynmeri zati on; non-epoxi de em ssions from pol yneri zation; and
non- epoxi de em ssions from catal yst extraction. This NESHAP

i ntroduces extended cookout (ECO as a new control option for
process vents. The explanation of how to nmeasure and nonitor the
effectiveness of this new control option contributes further to
the conplexity of this rule. The EPA has attenpted to keep the
rule brief by cross-referencing sections of the HON or subpart U
that apply to this rule. However, the EPA realizes that making
the rule shorter through cross-referencing other subparts of part
63 makes the rule nore conplicated. The EPA believes that cross-
referencing other part 63 subparts is necessary in subpart PPP to
ensure that the source is subject to consistent requirenents
across all the rules that cite other part 63 subparts.

2.3 DEFI NI TI ONS
2.3.1 Annual Average Concentration

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-05) stated that the definition
of "annual average concentration” should not reference subpart G
if the chemcal lists (Table 8 and/or Table 9 conpounds) differ

inthis rule. To clarify, the commenter recomrended revising the
text, as follows:

"Annual average concentration, as used in conjunction with
t he wast ewat er provisions, neans the fl ow wei ghted annual average
concentration and is determ ned by the procedures in 863. 144(b)
of subpart G except as provided in 863.1433(a)(2)."

Response: The addition requested by the comenter cites
863. 1433(a)(2), which in turn lists all the exceptions in
applicability to 863.132 through 863.149. The EPA agrees that
this revision clarifies the neaning of this definition, and has
added the phrase that the comenter suggested to this definition
inthe final rule.

2.3.2 Batch Cycle
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Comment: One commenter (1V-D-05) clainmed that the term
"batch cycle" does not match industry usage. To avoid confusion,
the comenter recommended changing the defined termto "batch
unit operation cycle."

Response: The definition of the term“batch cycle” clearly
states that the batch cycle neans the steps that occur in a batch
unit operation. The rule then defines a batch unit operation.
The EPA does not think that the phrase "batch cycle" differs
significantly from"batch unit operation cycle," and so has
deci ded not to revise the phrase.

2.3.3 Cross-referencing of Definitions from Qher Rules
Comment: One commenter (1V-D-04) stated that the EPA should
not just refer to the HON or the G oup I Polyners and Resins rule

for definitions that need different chemcal lists, equations, or
calculations in this rule. The comenter requested that
additional clarifications be made in this regard in the foll ow ng
areas:

(1) The definition of "in organic hazardous air poll utant
service" is borrowed fromthe HON, subpart H which is
appropriate. However, EPA should clarify that the PEPO
definition of organic HAP applies.

(2) The definitions of "process wastewater"” and "process
wast ewat er stream are borrowed fromthe HON, subpart G which is
appropriate. However, these defined terns ultimately depend on
whet her sonmething is "wastewater.” Since the HON and this rule
each have a different definition of "wastewater," EPA shoul d
clarify which one applies.

(3) The definition of "total resource effectiveness (TRE)

i ndex value" is borrowed fromthe HON. However, the TRE
definition relies on a TRE equation, and the equation was witten
to derive an appropriate cost-effectiveness cutoff for control of
i ndi vi dual process vents. In contrast, this rule requires
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determ nation of the TRE i ndex val ue for conbinations of process
vents. ldeally, EPA should allow an option to conduct TRE
determ nati ons on each individual process vent. However, if the
concept of conbinations of process vents is retained, EPA should
revise the TRE equation (and hence, the definition).

(4) The definitions of "conbination of process vents that
are Goup 1" and "Conbi nation of process vents that are G oup 2"
requi re use of 863.115 of the HON for TRE cal cul ati ons, and
section 63.499(b) of subpart U for annual average flow
cal cul ations. Both the HON and subpart U were witten for
i ndi vi dual process vents, not for conbinations of process vents.
It seens unlikely that the sanme nethods of cal cul ati on woul d wor k
appropriately in both contexts. Another commenter (IV-D 05)
expressed the sane concern.

(5) The definition of "maintenance wastewater" relies on
subpart F of the HON, with sonme exceptions. The exceptions

apparently do not include chemcal lists. The commenter believed
that the polyether polyols chemical lIists would apply instead of
the HON chem cal |ists and requested that the definition of

Mai nt enance wastewater in the final rule be clarified
accordi ngly.

(6) The definition of "maxi mumtrue vapor pressure” relies
on subpart G of the HON, with sone exceptions. The exceptions do
not include chemcal lists. The commenter asked if that was
intentional and requested that the definition in the final rule

be revised to clarify that the polyether polyols chemcal lists
apply.

(7) The definition of "residual™ in the proposed rule is
confusing. It says that, instead of using the HON term nol ogy
"Tabl e 9 conpounds,” it uses the phrase "organic HAP listed in

Table 9 of subpart G " The comrenter questioned this and stated
that if EPA really does intend to keep referring to the HON Tabl e
9 but with different words than the HON uses, then EPA shoul d
expl ain what the change is intended to acconplish. Contrarily,
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if EPA intended to refer to a polyether polyols table, then the
definition should be revised accordingly.

Response: (1) and (2): The EPA agrees that clarification is
needed. In the case of clarifying the definition of "in organic
hazardous air pollutant service", "process wastewater," and
"process wastewater stream" the EPA believes that it would be
clearer and sinpler to copy the definitions fromthe HON into
subpart PPP. Therefore, the final rule contains definitions for
these three terns.

(3): As discussed in section 2.4.4 of this docunent, the EPA
has revised the rule such that the TRE equation is not applied to
aggregated streans. Therefore, the TRE equation applies only to
i ndi vi dual process vent streans (as in the HO\), and the final
rule continues to reference the HON definition for "Total
resource effectiveness (TRE) index val ue".

(4): The concerns raised by these commenters regardi ng the
conbi nati on of process vents for the group determnation is
addressed in section 2.4.4 of this docunent. To sunmarize, the
EPA agreed with the comenters regarding the group determ nation
for process vents fromcontinuous unit operations that are
associated wth the use of a nonepoxide organic HAP to make or
nmodi fy the product, and the final rule requires that these group
determ nati ons be conducted on an individual vent basis.

However, the final rule continues to require that the group
status of process vents from batch unit operations be determ ned
for the conbination of process vents associated with the use of a
nonepoxi de organi c HAP to make or nodify the product.

The change not ed above necessitated a change in the proposed
definitions of “conbination of process vents that are Goup 1"
and “conbi nati on of process vents that are Goup 2.” These
proposed definitions, which addressed both process vents from
continuous unit operations and process vents from batch unit
operations, were no |longer appropriate for the final rule.
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Therefore, the EPA defined separate ternms for Goup 1 and G oup 2
process vents from continuous and batch unit operations.

The new terns used for process vents from batch unit
operations, which are provided bel ow (as they appear in the final
rule), are “Goup 1 conbination of batch process vents” and
“Group 2 conbination of batch process vents.”

G oup 1 conbination of batch process vents neans a
coll ection of process vents in a PVMPU from batch unit
operations that are associated with the use of a
nonepoxi de organi c HAP to nmake or nodify the product
that neet all of the follow ng conditions:

(1) Has annual nonepoxi de organi c HAP em ssi ons,
determ ned in accordance with 863.1428(b), of 11,800
kg/yr or greater, and

(2) Has a cutoff flowrate, determned in
accordance wth 863.1428(e), that is greater than or
equal to the annual average flow rate, determned in
accordance with 863.1428(d).

G oup 2 conbination of batch process vents neans a
coll ection of process vents in a PVMPU from batch unit
operations that are associated with the use of a
nonepoxi de organi c HAP to nmake or nodify the product
that is not classified as a G oup 1 conbination of
bat ch process vents.

In the proposed rule, the relationship of the batch vent portion
of the definition of the *“Conbination of process vents that are
Goup 1" to the provisions in 863.1428(f) was confusing. The
11, 800 kg/yr annual nonepoxi de organi c HAP em ssions cutoff was
not included in the definition, and the conparison of the cutoff
flowrate to the annual average flow rate was included in both
places. In order to clarify this situation, the definition of
“Goup 1 conbination of batch process vents” shown above i ncl udes
all criteria. This change in the final rule made 863. 1428(f)
redundant with this definition. Therefore, the proposed
provisions in 863.1428(f) have been renoved, and, in the final
rul e, paragraph 863.1428(f) is reserved.

For process vents fromcontinuous unit operations that are
associated wth the use of a nonepoxide organic HAP to make or
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nodi fy the product, the terns in the final rule are “Goup 1
conti nuous process vent” and “Goup 2 continuous process vent.”
In addition to changing the basis for this group determnation to
an individual vent basis, the final rule also incorporates other
criteria not included in the proposed definition. The HON
definition of a Goup 1 process vent includes three criteria:
flow rate, organic HAP concentration, and TRE index value. The
EPA intended for the proposed definition to mrror the HON
definition, but failed to include the flow rate and organi c HAP
concentration criteria. Therefore, the final rule defines a
Group 1 continuous process vent as foll ows.

G oup 1 continuous process vent neans a process
vent froma continuous unit operation that is
associated wth the use of a nonepoxide organic HAP to
make or nodify the product that neets all of the
foll ow ng conditions:

(1) Has a flowrate greater than or equal to 0.005
standard cubic neter per m nute,

(2) Has a total organic HAP concentration greater
than or equal to 50 parts per mllion by vol une, and

(3) Has a total resource effectiveness val ue,
cal cul ated in accordance with 863.1428(h)(1), less than
or equal to 1.0.

(5) and (6): The HON definitions of "maintenance
wast ewat er” and “maxi mumtrue vapor pressure” do not include
references to chemcal lists, so the EPA does not understand why
there woul d be confusion regardi ng which chemcal |ists to use.
However, the EPA has nmade a small edit to the definition of
“mai nt enance wastewater,” to clarify that the generation of
wastewater fromthe routine rinsing or washing of equipnent in
bat ch operation between batches is not considered to be
“mai nt enance wastewater,” for the purposes of subpart PPP

(7): The phrase "organic HAP listed in Table 9 of subpart
G' neans the sane thing as the HON s | anguage "Table 9
conpounds.” The EPA made this distinction so that the | anguage
in the Polyether Polyol's phrase woul d be consistent with the
| anguage in the rest of the rule. The reason that the EPA is
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referring to Table 9 in subpart Gis that Table 9 in subpart G
pl ays an instrunmental part in the wastewater provisions in the
HON, whi ch subpart PPP cross-references.

2.3.4 Epoxi de
Comment : One commenter (1V-D-04) maintained that the

definition of "epoxide" is needlessly broad and conpl ex. The
comenter declared there are only two epoxi des, for purposes of
this rule, and each has a nane. The comenter recommended the
foll ow ng revised definition: "Epoxide neans ethyl ene oxide
and/ or propyl ene oxide."

Anot her comrenter (I1V-D-05) al so recomended shortening the
definition of "epoxide," simlarly as follows:

"Epoxi de neans et hyl ene oxi de and propyl ene oxi de for
pur poses of this subpart.”

Response: The EPA has reviewed the current definition of
epoxi de and the revisions suggested by the coomenters. The EPA
does not agree that the definition of epoxide would benefit from
a revision. Due to the fact that other epoxides are used to nake
pol yet her polyols, the definition of “epoxide” cannot be limted
to EO and PO

2.3.5 Ext ended Cookout
Comment: One commenter (1V-D-05) claimed that to conform
Wi th industry usage, the definition of "extended cookout"” should

be revised as foll ows:

Ext ended Cookout neans a control technique that
reduces the anount of unreacted EO and/or PO (epoxi des)
in the reactor. This is acconplished by allow ng the
product to react for a longer tinme period, thereby
havi ng | ess unreacted epoxi des and reduci ng epoxi des
em ssions that may have ot herw se been—emtted
occurr ed.
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Response: The EPA appreciates the coment, and has nodified
the definition of “extended cookout” in the final rule,
accordingly.

2.3.6 | npurity
Comment: Two commenters (IV-D-05, |V-D-07) clained that

since the provisions for process vents apply to all process vents
in the process, the definition of "inpurity" should be changed to
reflect that | ow epoxide |evels which remain in the product are
i ndeed inpurities. Commenter (1V-D-05) stated that the existing
HON definition is inadequate in this regard and the incorporation
of the subpart F definition should be deleted in this section.
Bot h comenters suggested that the follow ng definition be pulled
into subpart PPP fromthe HON, with the follow ng revisions:
"Impurity neans a substance that is produced coincidentally
with the primary product, or is present in araw material, or is

a residual raw naterial that remains with the product after

production. An inpurity does not serve a useful purpose in the
use of the primary product and is not isolated." Conmmenter (I V-
D-07) noted that this revised definition is consistent with the
concept of extended cookout in 863.1427 and informal guidance
provided to sources subject to the HON

Response: There is a fundanental difference between an
inmpurity and unreacted HAP-reactant. The unreacted HAP-react ant
is a primary source of em ssions from pol yether polyols
production. The EPA does not consider it appropriate to classify
unreacted reactants as inpurities. Therefore, the final rule
continues to cross-reference the HON definition in 863.101.

2.3.7 Make or Modify the Product
Comment: One commenter (IV-D-05) clained that, for clarity,

the definition of the phrase “make or nodify the product” shoul d
be revised as foll ows:
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"Make or nodify the product neans to produce the polyether
pol yol by polynerization of epoxides or other cyclic ethers with

conpounds havi ng one or nore reactive hydrogens, and to add any
preservatives, fantioxidants or diluents in order to maintain the
quality of the finished products before shipping. Mking and

nmodi fyi ng the product for this rule does not include grafting,

pol ynmeri zing the polyol, or medtfyingreacting it wth ecofrpounds
conponents ot her than EO or PO

Response: The EPA appreci ates the conmment and has nade the
revisions requested. However, the revised definition lists
additives parenthetically. The definition in the final rule reads
as follows:

"Make or nodify the product neans to produce the polyether
pol yol by polynerization of —wth—epoxi des or other cyclic
ethers with conpounds having one or nore reactive hydrogens,
and t o add—any—preservativestant+oxitedants—incorporate
additives (e.q. preservatives, antioxidants or diluents)
in order to naintain the quality of the finished products
before shipping. Making and nodi fying the product for this
rul e regutat+oen—does not include grafting, polynerizing the

pol yol , or nmetifyt+ng—reacting it with conpounds ot her than
EO or PO. ”

2.3.8 Non- epoxi de HAP

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-05) stated that the phrase
"non- epoxi de HAP," which appeared in the May 1997 draft rule that
was distributed for review, has been deleted fromthe definitions
section of subpart PPP (863.1423). The May 1997 draft of the
rule based the G oup 1/ Goup 2 determ nation solely on non-

epoxi de HAP em ssions. According to the commenter, omtting the
termseens to include the epoxide em ssions in the Goup 1/ G oup
2 evaluation, which is a significant change. Section 63.1428,
whi ch defines the Goup 1/ Goup 2 evaluation, does not use the
epoxi de em ssions to determne the classification of the vent.
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Response: Section 63.1428 is entitled "Process vent
requi renents for group determ nation of PMPUs using a nonepoxide
organic HAP to nmake or nodify the product.” The EPA did not
intend to create any confusion over the fact that the group
determ nation described in 863.1428(f) was based on nonepoxi de
organi ¢ HAP em ssions. The comrenters are m staken about the
phrase "non-epoxi de HAP' appearing in the definition section of
the May 1997 version of the proposed rule. In the May 1997
version of the proposed rule the term "nonepoxi de organi c HAP"
was used throughout the rule, but never defined. The EPA does
not find it necessary to define this termsince "epoxide" is
defined and "organic HAP" is defined. Furthernore, as described
earlier in this docunent, 863.1428(f) has been reserved in the
final rule, and the definitions of “Goup 1 conbination of batch
process vents” and “Goup 2 conbination of batch process vents”
(in 863.1423) now contain all of the criteria for the group
determ nation, including the fact that only nonepoxi de organic
HAP are used in the group determ nation

2.3.9 Organi ¢ HAP
Comment : Three commenters (IV-D-04, |IV-D-05, |V-D07)
expressed serious concern about the clause "or has been or wll

be reported under any Federal or State program such as EPCRA
section 311, 312, or 313 or Title V' in the definition of
"organi ¢ hazardous air pollutant” and requested that it be
deleted fromthe definition. One comenter (1V-D-04) posed
several questions regarding future reports of chemcals: (1) how
can they know what chemcals will be reported in the future; (2)
how far into the future nmust they predict; and (3) if they nmake a
m stake in future predictions, does that nean they retroactively
have 25 years of violations for not considering that chem cal an
organi ¢ HAP?

The commenter added that they could probably tell what
chem cal s have been reported under the specific reporting | aws
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menti oned. However, they could not figure out everything that
has been reported under the vast nunmber of other |aws that m ght
be included in this definition. The commenter concl uded that
t hey woul d probably have sone difficulty excluding any |aw and
gave exanples, which included OSHA, TSCA, and State requirenents.
In addition, comenter |1V-D 07 requested that the definition
be restricted such that glycol ethers that have low volatility
will not be included in the definition of Organic Hazardous Air
Pol l utant. The conmmenter produces a nunber of products and
i nternedi ates which technically neet the wi de CAAA definition of
"glycol ethers." The commenter suggested that the limted
listing of glycol ethers used in Table 4 or 9 of the HON woul d be
an appropriate sub-list for inclusion as HAPs under subpart PPP
Commenter |V-D- 05 suggested the foll ow ng | anguage:
"Organi ¢ hazardous air pollutant(s) (organic HAP) neans one
or nore of the chemcals listed in Table 4 of this subpart or any
ot her chem cal which=

tH—+s is knowingly introduced into the manufacturing
process other than as an inpurity, er—has—beenor—witt—be
reported—under—anyfFederal—or—Stateprogram—such—as—EPCRA
seet+on—311—312—o+—313—er—FHtte—~—and

(29—+s is listed in Table 2 of subpart Foef—thts—part."

Response: The EPA has anended the definition of “organic
hazardous air pollutant.” The definition that appears in the
final rule states that only chemcals listed in Table 4 of
subpart PPP, or chemcals listed in Table 2 of subpart F, that
are "knowi ngly produced or introduced" into the manufacturing
process constitute organic HAP for the purposes of subpart PPP

However, with regard to the comment that requested that | ow
volatility glycol ethers be exenpted fromthe definition of
organic HAP (or that a limted listing of glycol ethers, such as
that used in table 4 and table 9 of subpart G be used), table 4
and table 9 in subpart G both apply to the wastewater provisions
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in subpart G which subpart PPP directly references. Therefore,

t he EPA has decided that, with regard to wastewater, the “limted
listing” that the commenter nentions (in tables 4 and 9 of
subpart G is applicable, while a limted listing of glycol
ethers for the other provisions in this subpart would be

i nappropriate for subpart PPP

2.3.10 Override Definitions
Comment: One commenter (1V-D-04) expressed concern about

paragraph (c) in 863.1423 of the Definitions section. This

par agraph addresses what to do if a referenced subpart of the HON
uses a termthat is defined in the HON, in the proposed rule, or
both. The comenter believed that the introductory sentences of
863. 1423(b) addressed this and thus there is no need for proposed
863. 1423(c). Also, paragraph (c) |eaves a nunber of other
scenari os unexplained. The followng are two of four exanples
cited by the cormenter where doubt is created by the use of
paragraph (c): the HON uses a termthat is defined in the General
Provisions, and (1) the termis not otherw se defined in the HON
or in the proposed rule, and neither the HON nor the proposed
rul e expressly borrows the General Provisions definition; or (2)
t he HON does not expressly borrow that definition fromthe
Ceneral Provisions, but the proposed rule does. The commenter
requested that EPA elimnate the doubt and confusion by del eting
paragraph (c) in 863.1423.

Response: The EPA agrees with the comenter, and has renoved
863. 1423(c) fromthe final rule. The EPA deci ded that
863. 1423(b) was sufficiently clear regarding which definition
shoul d be used with regard to the subpart PPP requirenents.

2.3.11 PMPU
Comment: One commenter (1V-D-05) stated that the definition
of pol yether polyol manufacturing processes (PMPU) uses the term
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"pol yet her polyol product,” which is not defined. For clarity,
the comenter recomended changing the text to read:

nmeans a—eoHection—of—eguiprent—assenbled—and—connected
I . I , I ol I
systens that are associated with the manufacture of —& pol yet her

pol yol —proeduect—as—+ts—priary—produet. "

Response: The definition of a PMPU in the proposed rul e
read: "polyether polyol manufacturing process unit (PMPU) neans
a collection of equipnent assenbl ed and connected by process
pi pes or ducts, used to process raw materials and to manufacture
a pol yet her polyol product as its primary product.” The
commenter correctly pointed out that the term "pol yether polyol
product” was not defined. Therefore, the definition of
“pol yet her pol yol manufacturing process unit" (PMPU) has been
nodi fied by deleting the word "product” fromthe end of the
phrase "pol yether polyol product”, instead of by using the
comenter's suggested | anguage. The | anguage suggested by the
comenter was not used because the word "systent is not defined
in the rule.

2.3.12 Pol yet her Pol yol
Comment: One commenter (1V-D-04) requested that EPA revise

the definition of "polyether polyol"” to clarify that the
production of typical al kanolam nes is not regul ated under
subpart PPP. The commenter stated that the proposed definition
was worded broadly enough that it mght be msinterpreted to

i ncl ude al kanol am nes. One al kanol am ne (di ethanolamne) is a
HAP; however, its production is regulated under the HON. The
comenter presented reasons why it does not believe that the EPA
i ntended to regul ate al kanol am nes under subpart PPP. However,
in the case where a manufacturer further reacts an al kanol am ne
until it possesses repeating ether units, the end result is a
pol yet her polyol derivative of an amne. The commenter believed
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that, due to the batch nature of these processes and the chem cal
structure of the derivative, these products should be consi dered
pol yet her polyols. However, they are a small exception and are
not typical of al kanolam nes. Typical al kanol am nes | ack
repeating ether units, which are the hall mark of pol yether
polyols. Therefore, the comenter urged EPA to add the foll ow ng
sentence to the end of the definition of "polyether polyol" to
clarify that the production of typical al kanol am nes is not
regul at ed under this rule:

"Pal yet her polyols do not include al kanol anm nes, in which

nitrogen is intentionally attached directly to the carbon of an

al kyl al cohol, unless the alkanolam ne is further reacted to form

a nolecule with nore than three repeating ether units."”

Response: The EPA agrees that the proposed definition of
"pol yet her polyol" needed sone clarification. 1In the final rule,
"pol yet hers" are described parenthetically (in the definition of
“pol yet her polyol” as “conpounds with two or nore ether bonds".

The EPA believes that explaining what is neant by the term
"pol yether" elimnates the possibility of owners or operators
interpreting al kanol am nes as being part of the polyether polyol
source category. Therefore, the EPA did not add the sentence
suggested by the commenter to the final rule, but did revise the
final rule in a manner that should resolve the commenter’s
concern.

Comment : One commenter (1V-D-07) owns and operates a hydroxy
ethyl cellulose manufacturing facility. Hydroxy ethyl cellul ose
is formed through the reaction of ethylene oxide with nmultiple
reactive hydrogen sites (actually hydroxyl sites) on cellul ose
pol ymer nol ecul es. According to the commenter, sone standard
references classify hydroxy ethyl as a "pol yether ether."
Previous indications were that this type of manufacturing would
not be covered under this rule. For purposes of applicability,
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the comenter requested that EPA clarify whether hydroxy ethyl
cel lul ose manufacturing is included or excluded fromthe
definition of a polyether polyol.

Response: The EPA did not intend to nmake hydroxy ethyl
cel lul ose manufacturing facilities subject to the polyether
polyols rule, due to the cellul ose conponent of the product.
Therefore, to rule out the likelihood that others m ght consider
t he production of hydroxy ethyls to be subject to subpart PPP
the EPA has revised the definition of "polyether polyol"” in the
final rule, clarifying that the production of hydroxy ethyls is
not subject to subpart PPP. The revised definition of "polyether
polyol in the final rule reads:

Pol yet her pol yol means a conpound forned through the
pol yneri zati on of ethylene oxide (EO or propyl ene oxide
(PO or other cyclic ethers with conpounds havi ng one or
nore reactive hydrogens (i.e., a hydrogen atom bonded to
nitrogen, oxygen, phosphorus, sulfur, etc.) to form
pol yethers_(i.e., conpounds with two or nore ether bonds).
This definition of "polyether polyol" excludes hydroxy ethyl

cellulose and materials regul ated under the HON, such as
gl ycol s and gl ycol ethers.

2.3.13 Pressure Decay Curve
Comment : One commenter (1V-D-05) asserted that the term

"pressure decay curve" is used in the rule without definition.
According to the comenter, this is not a common technical term
Therefore, the conmmenter suggested adding a definition, as
fol | ows:

"Pressure decay curve is the graph of the reactor pressure

versus tine fromthe point when epoxide feed is stopped until the

reactor pressure is constant, indicating that npst of the epoxide

has reacted out of the vapor and liquid phases. This curve nust

be deternined with no | eaks or vents fromthe reactor. The

pressure decay curves for products that may have different

starting and finishing pressures may be conpared by graphically
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deternmining the tine when the pressure has fallen to half the

total pressure drop:
Phal f=(Pinital -Pfinal)/2 Equation x"

Response: The commenter was correct that the term “pressure
decay curve” was not defined in the definition section of the
rule. The EPA agrees with the definition presented by the
commenter, except for the |last sentence. The |ast sentence,
whi ch gives a reference point for conparison with other pressure
decay curves, is not germane to the definition of a pressure
decay curve for this rule. Therefore, the |ast sentence was not
included in the definition in the final rule. However, the | ast
sentence is inportant in determ ning a point of conparison
between two different pressure decay curves, and this concept was
i ncor porated under 863.1427(h) in the final rule.

2.3.14 Process

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-05) reconmmended del eting the
definition of "process" for two reasons. First, the word
"process" by itself does not appear to be a significant
regulatory termin this proposed rule. Second, the definition
coul d cause confusion. For exanple, the definition says a
"process" nmakes a pol yether polyol. Yet, conpanies have a
"process”" to nmake HON products, or to nake epoxy products, etc.
Simlarly, the definition says a "process" may consist of one or
nmore unit operations. |In contrast, a "process unit" (such as a
HON "chem cal manufacturing process unit" or a PWMPU for this
rule) consists of two or nore unit operations. |If a "process" is
not coextensive with a "process unit,"” what is it? Mreover, the

definition says a "process” includes "all or a conbination of”
vari ous processing steps, "or other activity, operation,

manuf acture, or treatnment” which are used to produce a pol yether
polyol. Apparently, then, there could be multiple "processes" in

a "process unit." As a result of this, there is no way to tel
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what a "process" is or howto tell where one process ends and
anot her begins. Therefore, for clarity, the commenter
recommended del eting the definition of "process" because it is
adequate to use this termas part of other defined terns.

Response: The EPA agrees with the comenter that the word
"process" by itself is not a significant regulatory term
Further the EPA agrees that the definition of "process" in the
proposed rule is confusing. For these two reasons the EPA
del eted the definition of "process" fromthe final rule.

2.3.15 Process Condenser
Comment: One commenter (1V-D-05) clainmed that the definition

of "process condenser” is not necessary because the termis not
used in the rule. Therefore, the comenter recommended del eting
the definition.

Response: The commenter is correct; the term “process
condenser” does not appear in the rule. Therefore, the term
“process condenser” has been deleted fromthe definition section
of the final rule.

2.3.16 Process Vent
Comment : One commenter (1V-D-07) requested that the

provi sions for process vents fromoperations that handle
materials with HAP “as inpurities only” be clarified. For
exanple, in one of their conpany’s units which practices ECO as a
control technol ogy, subsequent unit operations which provide
product treatnent manage product containing small quantities of
resi dual epoxide, which the cormmenter clained to be an inpurity
at this point in the PMPU. The operation has about 15 em ssion
poi nts and none of themare tied together into a manifold; to do
so would be very difficult and quite expensive. The comenter
noted that the proposal exenpts these em ssion points fromthe
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process vent control requirenments under 863.1420(c)(8). However,
t he comenter was concerned about the requirenents in 863. 1425 to
manage em ssions fromthe conbination of all process vents.
Therefore, the comenter requested that the final rule include a
cl ear provision to exenpt process vents from equi pnent handling
HAP only as inpurities, to address these situations. According
to the coomenter, simlar provisions are included in the HON

Pol ymers and Resins | and 1V, and other standards. The comrenter
suggested that the |ast sentence of the definition of process
vent be nodified as follows: "Process vents exclude pressure
relief valve discharges, gaseous streans routed to a fuel gas
systen(s), vents from equipnent that contain no organic HAP or

organic HAP only as inpurities, and | eaks from equi pnent
regul ated under 863.1434."

The commenter also noted that the definition of inpurity
w Il also have to be changed to fully acconplish this objective.

Response: Although the EPA has not taken the conmenter’s
advice, insofar as editing the definitions of "inpurity" and

"process vent," the EPA has added the followi ng sentence to the

end of the definition of "process vent," which should alleviate
the comenter’s concern about the status of post-control unit
oper ati ons:

“A gaseous enission streamis no |l onger considered to be a

process vent after the stream has been controlled and

monitored in accordance with the applicabl e provisions of

this subpart.”

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-05) was concerned that the
definition of "process vent" does not have a de minimis cutoff,
as does the definition of “process vent” in the HON. Also, the
commenter pointed out that, under this rule, a process vent may
originate fromany unit operation, rather than fromonly
specified unit operations as in the HON, and that, unlike the
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HON, this rule seens to say that the point at which a process
vent exists (and, thus, presumably where one woul d expect to have
to determne its characteristics) is where the stream | eaves the
unit operation. To be consistent with the HON, the comrenter
recommended del eting the definition and replacing it with the
foll ow ng definition:

"Process vent neans a gas stream containing greater than
0. 005 wei ght-percent total organic HAP that is discharged during
operation of the PMPU. Process vents are gas streans that are
di scharged to the atnosphere (with or w thout passing through a
control device) either directly or after passing through one or
nore recovery devices. Process vents exclude relief valve
di scharges, gaseous streans routed to a full gas systen(s), and
| eaks from equi pnent regul ated under 863.1434."

Response: The cutoff suggested by the comenter (0.005
wei ght - percent total organic HAP) has been incorporated into the
final definition of a process vent, for process vent from
continuous unit operations. This decision was based on the fact
that the EPA considers it to be inpractical to inpose
requi renents for process vent streanms with such | ow HAP
concentrations (less than 0.005 wei ght percent organic HAP). For
simlar reasons, a de mnims cutoff for process vents from batch

unit operations was also added in the final rule. 1In the
Pol ymers and Resins | and IV NESHAP, the batch process vent
definition contains a de mnims cutoff of 225 kg/yr uncontrolled

HAP em ssions. The EPA believes that this level is also an
appropriate de mnims |level for process vents frombatch unit

operations in the polyether polyols industry. The revised
definition of process vents in the final rule reads as foll ows:

Process vent neans a point of em ssion froma unit operation
havi ng a gaseous emrsstonr—streamthat is discharged to the
at nosphere either directly or after passing through one or
nore conbustion, recovery, or recapture devices. A process
vent froma continuous unit operation iS a gaseous eni ssion
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stream containing nore than 0.005 wei ght-percent total
organic HAP. A process vent froma batch unit operation is
a gaseous em ssion streamcontaining nore than 225 kil ograns
per year of organic HAP em ssions. Unit operations that may
have process vents are condensers, distillation units,
reactors, or other unit operations wthin the PMPU —Process
. g X : :
veRtS—af e —poihtS—of ef-35t-on Fomauhit—operation “a?'“g &
%?Seeuf SEIG&?IEH&E |s_d|seralge? to—the atnesphe:e e!thf'

, i Process vents excl ude
pressure relief valve discharges, gaseous streans routed to
a fuel gas systen(s), and | eaks from equi pnment regul ated
under 863.1434. A gaseous em ssion streamis no | onger
considered to be a process vent after the stream has been
controlled and nonitored in accordance with the applicable
provi sions of this subpart.

2.3.17 Product { ass
Comment : One commenter (1V-D-07) suggested that the

definition of "product class" be nodified to allow products with
simlar or faster pressure decay curves to be included in the
same product class. The net result of this change would be to
all ow sources to include nore products in a product class with no
increase in emssions. As a result, the coomenter stated that
fewer alternate scenarios and conpliance tests would be required.

Anot her commenter (1V-D-05) stated that the definition of
"product class" is inconplete and nakes |ittle sense unless the
reader already knows what is inplied. The comenter recommended
revising the definition, as follows:

"Product class neans a group of polyether polyols with a
simlar pressure decay curve representingthe—deetne—+n—pressure
versus—t+we——that are manufactured wthin a given set of
operating conditions..."

Response: The EPA nodified the definition of “product
class” to include products with simlar or faster pressure decay
curves, as requested by comenter IV-D-07. This change wll
all ow sources to include nore products in a product class with no
resulting increase in emssions. The EPA has deci ded that
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Comrenter IV-D-05"s suggested revisions to the definition of
“product class” add clarity to the definition, and has

i ncorporated those revisions into the final rule. The definition
of “product class” in the final rule reads:

Product class nmeans a group of polyether polyols with a
simlar pressure decay curve (or faster pressure decay
curves) that are manufactured within a given set of
operating conditions representing the decline in pressure
versus tinme. All products wthin a product class shall wi
have an essentially simlar pressure decay deet+nre—curve,
and operate within a given set of operating conditions.
These operating conditions are: a mninmmreaction
tenperature; the nunmber of -OH groups in the polyol; a
m ni mum cat al yst concentration; the type of catalyst (e.g.,
self-catal yzed, base catalyst, or acid catalyst); the
epoxide ratio, or a range for that ratio;,_ and:+ the reaction
conditions of the system(e.g., the size of the reactor, or
the size of the batch).

2.3.18 Purification
Comment: One commenter (1V-D-07) requested that a definition

be added for the term"purification.” The commenter stated that
the proposed rule inplied, but did not explicitly state, that
product purification is part of the PMPU process. As an
alternative, the comrenter suggested that the definition of
"PMPU' coul d be nodified by adding the words "and purify" to the
first sentence after the word "manufacture” in the final rule.

Response: The EPA agrees that purification of the product
was inplied, but not directly stated, as being part of the PMPU
in the proposed rule. In the final rule, the EPA has revised the
third sentence in the definition of “PMPU,” so that it states

that the collection of equipnent “includes purification systens,
reactors and their associated product separators and recovery
devices....”
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2.3.19 Recovery Device
Comment: Two commenters (IV-D-04, |V-D-05) asserted that the
definition of "recovery device" in the proposed rule should be

revised to be the sane as the definition in the HON. Instead of
saying that recapture devices are considered to be recovery
devices "for the purpose of" nonitoring, recordkeeping and
reporting requirenents (as the HON does), the proposed definition
stated that recapture devices were considered to be recovery
devices "when" the rule required conpliance with nonitoring,
recor dkeepi ng and recording (should be "reporting") requirenents.
The word "when" referred to tine, and not purpose. The
commenters requested that the | ast sentence be changed to match
the HON. Once revised, the definition wuld read, "For purposes
of the nonitoring, recordkeeping, or reporting requirenents of
this subpart, recapture devices are considered recovery devices,"
rat her than "Wen...."

Al so, the proposed definition states that refl ux condensers
are part of the reactor unit operation. Comenter |V-D 04
believed that a reflux condenser on a distillation unit should be
considered part of the distillation unit operation, instead of
the reactor unit operation. The conmenter reconmended that the
EPA consider revising this part of the definition to sinply say
that reflux condensers are part of "a unit operation in the
process unit."

Response: The definition of "recovery device" is different
for the Pol yether Polyols NESHAP than for the HON because the HON
covers continuous processes, while the Pol yether Polyols NESHAP
i ncl udes both batch and conti nuous processes. However, the EPA
agrees that the definition of "recovery device" in the Polyether
Pol yol s NESHAP shoul d use the wording fromthe HON, so that
"when" is replaced with "for the purpose of." This change has
been made in the final rule.
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The EPA agrees with Commenter |V-D-04's coment that refl ux
condensers are not necessarily part of a reactor unit operation,
and has revised the definition of “recovery device” accordingly.

2.3.20 “Start-up” and “Shut down”
Comment : One commenter (1V-D-05) was concerned about the

fact that the definitions of "start-up" and "shutdown" in the
proposed rule were not parallel. The comenter stated that, in
the HON, considerable care was taken to nmake the definitions of
those two terns parallel, and that the sane care is needed in
subpart PPP. The definition of "start-up" draws severa
di stinctions between batch and continuous processes, or unit
operations. The definition of "shutdown" does not draw those
distinctions. Thus, sone equi pnent could be started up, but not
shut down, or vice-versa. The commenter stated that if these
distinctions are appropriate, they should be in both definitions,
wor ded i dentically.

In addition, Comenter |V-D-05 stated that the proposed
definition of "start-up" correctly nentioned an affected source,

a PMPU, a unit operation, "or" equipnment required or used for
conpliance, while the definition of "shutdown" nentions an
affected source, a PMPU, a unit operation, "including" equipnent

requi red or used for conpliance. The commenter saw no reason why

these two definitions should use the words "or" and "incl udi ng"
differently, and stated that the word "including” in the proposed
definition of "shutdown" raises a problem This wording inplies
that the only type of "conpliance" equipnent that counts, for the
pur poses of a "shutdown," would be conpliance equi pnent included
in aunit operation. However, the commenter pointed out that
conpliance equipnent is seldomincluded in a unit operation.
Instead, it is typically "add-on" equi pnent, rather than part of
the process. Thus, according to the comenter, under the
proposed definition, al nost no conpliance equipnment could ever

have a "shutdown," although it m ght have occasional "start-ups."
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Response: The EPA agrees with the commenter, and, in the
final rule the definitions of “start-up” and shutdown” read as
fol | ows:

Shut down neans for purposes including, but not limted
to, periodic maintenance, replacenent of equi pnent, or
repair, the cessation of operation of an affected source, a
PMPU wi thin an affected source, _a waste managenent unit or—&a
unit operation within an affected source, tnetuting
equi pnrent required or used to conply with this subpart, or
the enptying or degassing of a storage vessel. Shutdown
does not include the normal periods between batch cycl es.
For continuous unit operations, shutdown includes
transitional conditions due to changes in product for
flexible operation units. For batch unit operations,
shut down does not include transitional conditions due to
changes in product for flexible operation units. For
pur poses of the wastewater provisions, shutdown does not
include the routine rinsing or washi ng of equi pnment between
bat ch cycl es.

Start-up nmeans the setting into operation of an
affected source, a PMPU wthin the affected source, _a waste
managenent unit or a-unit operation within an affected
source, or—equi pnent required or used to conply with this
subpart, or a storage vessel after enptying and degassi ng.
For all processes, start-up includes initial start-up and
operation solely for testing equipnent. Start-up does not
i nclude the recharging of batch unit operations. For
continuous unit operations, start-up includes transitional
conditions due to changes in product for flexible operation
units. For batch unit operations, start-up does not include
transitional conditions due to changes in product for
fl exi bl e operation units.

2.3.21 St or age Vessel
Comment: Comrenters |V-D-04 and IV-D-05 stated that the
foll owi ng clause (highlighted) in the definition of "storage

vessel " is unnecessary, and that it causes problenms and shoul d be
deleted fromthe definition: "Storage vessel neans a tank or

ot her vessel that is used to store liquids that contain one or
nore organi ¢ HAP and that has been assigned, according to the
procedures in 863.1420(f), to a PMPU that is subject to this
Subpart."” According to the definition, nothing can be a storage
vessel until it is assigned to a PMPU. In addition, because it
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is not a "storage vessel," it cannot be assigned to a process
unit under 863.1420(f). The commenter presented exanples as to
why this clause is problematic.

Commenter |V-D-05 al so recommended addi ng subparagraph (7)
as follows:

(7) Storage vessels assigned to another process unit

requl at ed under anot her subpart of Part 63.

Response: The EPA agrees with commenters IV-D-04 and | V-D
05 on this point. The definition of “storage vessel” in subpart
PPP has been revised in the final rule as suggested (except that
the “p” in “part” is not capitalized).

2.3.22 Unit Qperation
Comment : One commenter (1V-D-04) recommended that the

definition of "unit operation” in the proposed rule be revised to
say "distillation units" instead of "distillation colums.” This
change was nmade in the HON because the unit operation may include
nore than just a "colum." Additionally, there may be ot her

equi pnent (such as a reflux condenser) that is part of the sane
unit operation, even though it is not a "colum."

Response: The EPA agrees that subpart F of the HON and
subpart PPP should be consistent in how they define a “unit
operation.” Subpart PPP has been changed to reflect the change
made via the HON anendnents, as the commenter requested.
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2.4 PROCESS VENT CONTRCL REQUI REMENTS
2.4.1 3 Percent Oxygen Correction

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-02) disagreed with the
proposed rule’s requirenments for sources to denonstrate
conpliance with outlet concentration limts in 863.1425(b) (1) (i)
and (b)(2)(ii) and 863.1426(c)(3) at a 3 percent reference oxygen
level. While 3 percent oxygen is an appropriate reference |evel
for boilers, the commenter clainmed it is not a reasonable
requi renent for thermal and catal ytic oxidizers, which typically
run at around 20 percent oxygen. The effect of using a 3 percent
oxygen level is to make the standard excessively stringent for
t hose sources using thermal and catal ytic oxidizers. The
coment er suggested that the rule allow the use of a higher
reference oxygen level for these and simlar technol ogies.

Response: The EPA is aware of situations where the 3 percent
oxygen correction is not appropriate. However, the comenter did
not provide sufficient rationale or information to support the
claimthat this cutoff was not appropriate for the pol yether
pol yols industry. The EPA discussed this issue with polyether
pol yol s producers, and found that they did not share the concern
rai sed by the commenter. Therefore, no change was nmade in the
final rule in response to this comrent.

Comment: Five commenters (IV-D-03, IV-D-04, 1V-D-05, |IV-D
07, 1V-D-08) numintained that the new source MACT floor of 99.9
percent for epoxide em ssions from process vents is not
appropriate. The comenters recomended that the EPA establish a
separate category for facilities that are like the facility that
was used to set the new source MACT standard (i.e., Facility M.

The commenters el aborated that Facility Mis not simlar to
ot her sources in the source category because:

2-52



(a) its nmethod of operation is substantially different from
the typical facility, resulting in significantly different
uncontrol | ed em ssi ons;

(b) it has a polyether polyols production capacity many

times higher than that of other sources, and,

(c) it has two incinerators.

In regard to their claimthat Facility Ms method of
operation is substantially different froma typical polyether
pol yol s production facility, the comenters stated that the
Agency al ready has adequate data to eval uate how differences in
venting may affect the em ssions profile of a facility in this
source category. According to the commenters, great differences
in em ssions are associated wth whether a facility operates with
a closed reactor that is vented only at the end of the epoxide
feed (i.e., closed-vent), or with one that is continually or
periodically vented during the epoxide feed (i.e., open-vent).
The comenters stated that existing data available to the EPA
denonstrate that Facility Mis unlike other facilities in the
source category in that it emts significantly nore epoxide to
the control devices on an essentially continuous basis.

In addition, one of the commenters (IV-D-07) pointed out
that the high levels of uncontrolled em ssions occurring during
t he vented node of operation creates a significant difference
between the ability to denonstrate very high | evels of reduction
in the control device at vented and non-vented sources.

Comrenter |IV-D-05 presented both a hypothetical and actua
conpari son of em ssions profiles fromfacilities that operate in
a cl osed-vent node versus a simlar facility venting in an open-
vented node. The hypothetical case conpared PO em ssions, both
controlled and uncontrolled (after a water-cool ed condenser) for
two reactor systens with the same physical paraneters. Results
i ndi cated that uncontrolled em ssions fromthe vented facility
were 27 times greater than those fromthe nonvented facility;
however, controlled em ssions (assum ng 99.9 percent control for
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the vented facility and 98 percent for the non-vented facility)
were 94.5 and 84.7 I b/yr for the vented and nonvented facilities,
respectively. For the actual facility conparison, the commenter
conpared the uncontroll ed em ssion estimates of Facility Mwth
those fromFacility I, which were reported to be simlar sources.
The commenter cal cul ated uncontrolled em ssions for Facility M
fromFacility Ms test report, by using the em ssion rates
reported during the test, and scaling these rates to 100-percent
capacity, with the assunption that both incinerators present at
Facility Mwere operating at 100-percent capacity at the sane
time. The emssion rate fromFacility | were provided by a
representative of the corporation that owns Facility I, with
updat ed control efficiency and em ssions estimates fromthose
originally submtted to the EPA for the MACT fl oor analysis for
1993. For the actual facility conparison, the uncontrolled
em ssions fromthe vented facility were 17 tines greater than
those fromthe nonvented facility, whereas controlled em ssions
for the vented facility were 989 | b/yr and those for the
nonvented facility were 1,160 | b/yr. The commenter stated that
t hese anal yses "confirmed the hypothesis that |ess effective
control gives equivalent em ssions for nonvented reactors.”

Further, commenter 1V-D- 07 provided a conparison of two
facilities owned by the corporation that the commenter
represents. The commenter explained that both facilities have
"simlarly sized units.” The comenter explained that the vented
react or produces hi gh nol ecul ar wei ght pol yet hyl ene gl ycols and
is equipped with a refrigerated condenser, and the nonvented
reactor produces a | ower nol ecul ar wei ght pol yethyl ene glycol.
The annual uncontroll ed em ssions were 860 | b/yr for the vented
reactor and 390 | b/yr for the nonvented reactor. The comrenter
concl uded that the "design considerations and em ssions differ
significantly for vented and non-vented systens."

Commenter |V-D-05 stated that explanations of the need to
subcat egori ze Facility M based on size and the presence of two
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incinerators was explained in detail before proposal. Comenter

| V-D-03 noted that the production capacity for Facility Mis five
times |larger than the average source cited in Table 2 of the
Suppl enentary Information Docunent for Proposed Standards (EPA-
453/ R-97-010c, May 1997). Further, commenter |V-D-05 noted that
Facility Mis unlike other facilities in the source category
because Facility Mhad two incinerators, conpared to other
facilities that did not have any incinerators.

Response: The EPA disagrees with the statenent that, at
proposal, information was available to the Agency to denonstrate
that Facility Mis unlike other facilities in the source category
with regard to the nethod of operation. Prior to proposal, an
extensi ve anount of information was provided to the EPA rel ated
to the node of operation at Facility M However, while this
i nformati on made the EPA quite know edgeabl e regarding Facility
M s node of operation, only two of the other facilities in the
dat abase provided any information regarding their node of
operation. Wthout information about the majority of the other
facilities, it was inpossible for the EPA to evaluate the
uni queness of the node of operation at Facility Mprior to
proposal. At proposal (62 FR 46815), the EPA requested specific
information (including information on the node of operation) from
pol yet her polyol facilities to allow the evaluation of whether a
subcat egory was appropri ate.

In response to this request, commenters presented three
conpari sons of uncontrolled and control |l ed epoxi de em ssions for
vented and nonvented facilities. The EPA appreci ated these
conparisons. However, several inconsistencies and assunptions
were identified that caused the Agency to conclude that these
conpari sons do not, independently, provide a sufficient basis for
subcat egori zi ng the pol yet her pol yols source category into vented
and nonvent ed subcategories. Sone of EPA s concerns with these
conparisons are discussed bel ow.
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First, the hypothetical analysis assunmed that a water-cool ed
condenser was used at the reactor vent. The EPA believes that
the use of nore efficient refrigerated condensers, which would
result in considerably |ower uncontrolled em ssions, is nore
representative of practice in the industry.

Wth regard to the conparison of the actual facilities,
Facility I and Facility M the EPA found that the epoxide
em ssion estimates used for Facility Min the comrenter’s
conpari son were drastically different fromthe em ssion data that
were directly submtted to the EPA by representatives of
Facility M Also, the em ssion data fromFacility | had been
updated fromthe data originally submtted during an EPA pl ant
site visit to that facility. The estimates provided in the
comments were |ower than the original estimates due to process
i nprovenents at the facility (that were not related to the nethod
of operation). The EPA conducted a sim |l ar conparison of the
uncontrol | ed epoxi de em ssions at these sane two facilities using
the data originally submtted to the EPA by the two conpani es.
The results were not in accordance with those presented by the
commenter. In fact, the uncontrolled em ssion factor for
Facility I was higher than Facility Ms factor. dearly, the
anal ysis of the data available to the Agency does not support
this coomenter’s anal ysis.

The actual facility analysis conducted by comenter |V-D 07
stated that their analysis consisted of two facilities owned by
the comenter that were "simlarly sized units.” However, the
EPA found that the production capacity for the nonvented reactor
was | arger than that for the vented reactor, and the em ssions
wer e not adj usted accordingly.

G ven these and other inconsistencies in the facility
conpari sons provided by comenters, the EPA could not concl ude
t hat subcat egori zati on was necessary, based solely on these
conparisons. No comrenters submtted the facility-specific data
that were requested in the proposal preanble. Therefore, even if
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t he exanpl es provided by the coomenters had | ed to the concl usion
t hat subcat egorizati on was warranted, the EPA did not have
sufficient facility information to allow a conplete
subcat egori zati on eval uati on.
However, the Agency still wanted to attenpt to address the
commenters’ concerns on this issue. Gven the |ack of data
provi ded by the industry prior to proposal and during the public
comment period, the EPA conducted a brief tel ephone survey to
inquire specifically about the node of operation at polyether
pol yol production facilities. Representatives fromall the
facilities in the process vent data base were called and asked to
describe their nmethod of venting during epoxide feed. O the
facilities for which the EPA was able to coll ect node-of-venting
data, 24 percent (including Facility M reported venting during
t he epoxi de feed step, and 76 percent reported that their
facilities did not vent during the epoxide feed step. Therefore,
t he EPA concluded that the manner of operation of facility M was
not unique to the source category, as clained by the comenters.
The EPA sought to determ ne whether the different venting
nmodes during epoxide feed resulted in "differences in the anount
and pattern of em ssions and the achi evabl e degree of em ssion
reduction,” (Menmorandum from Seaman, J.C., EC/R Incorporated to
Svendsgaard, D, EPA/OCG January 15, 1999. Docunentation of the
Cal cul ation of Uncontrolled Em ssion Factors. Docket Item |[|V-B-
01). The EPA determned that a facility's uncontroll ed em ssion
factor (nmass em ssions per mass of polyol product produced) was
t he best nmethod of conparison, and cal cul ated such a factor for
each facility for which sufficient information was avail abl e.
For the "vented" facilities, the nedian uncontrolled em ssion
factor was 0.17 (I b HAP em ssions per 1000 | b of product). The
data points were considered to have too varied a distribution,
with two orders of magnitude making up the difference between the
hi ghest and | owest em ssion factor, for the nean value to be an
adequate representation of central tendency. For the "nonvented"
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facilities the nedian uncontroll ed em ssion factor was 1.09. The
comenters asserted that uncontroll ed epoxi de em ssions at vented
facilities are considerably higher than those at nonvented
facilities. However, the results of the EPA' s anal ysis, based on
the best information available, clearly do not support this
assertion, since the nedian uncontrolled em ssion factor

cal cul ated for nonvented facilities is over six tinmes higher than
t he nedi an uncontrol |l ed em ssion factor for vented facilities.

I n conclusion, based on all of the information available to
t he Agency, the EPA was unable to determne a different em ssion
trend between the vented and nonvented groups fromthe data made
avai l able to the Agency between proposal and pronul gati on.
Therefore, the EPA did not subcategorize the industry based on
t he net hod of operation.

The commenters' second rationale to support their claimthat
Facility Mis not a simlar source was that the production
capacity at Facility Mis many tinmes that of other sources in the
source category. Subcategories, or subsets of simlar em ssion
sources wWithin a source category, nmay be defined if technica
differences in em ssions characteristics, processes, control
device applicability, or opportunities for pollution prevention
exist within the source category (Federal Register, Vol. 57, No.

137, Initial List of Categories of Sources Under Section

112(c) (1) of the Cean Air Act Amendnents of 1990). The EPA does
not believe that the fact that Facility Mhas a | arger production
capacity satisfies any of these criteria. Further, since one
facility in the process vent database has a capacity that is 83
percent of Facility Ms capacity, the EPA al so disagrees that the
production capacity is unique.

The third argument given by the commenters to support the
claimthat Facility Mis not simlar to the other affected
sources, was that Facility Mhas two incinerators, and that no
ot her sources have incinerators. The EPA disagrees with the
commenters' claimthat Facility Mis the only source with an
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incinerator, since there is another facility in the database that
al so uses incineration. Further, the fact that a source has a
better control than all other facilities in the source category
t hrough the use of one or nore incinerators is not a sufficient
basis for asserting that the source shoul d be subcategorized.
The purpose of MACT is to ensure that regul ated sources neet the
control standards achi eved by the best perform ng sources in the
category. Subcategorization on the basis of the control
technol ogy utilized woul d underm ne the very concept of MACT.

In addition to the evaluation of the individual points
rai sed by commenters, the EPA al so consi dered whet her these
characteristics of Facility Mcollectively forma basis for
subcat egori zation. The EPA concl uded that, based on the
facility-specific process, em ssions, and em ssions control
information provided to the Agency by the pol yether polyol
i ndustry, a separate subcategory should not be created solely for
Facility M

Comment : Three commenters (IV-D-04, |V-D-05, |V-D08)
requested that the conbustion efficiency be set at 98-percent,
with a 20 ppnmv concentration cutoff, for new sources for this
source category, to be consistent with the policy established for
ot her MACT standards as well as with data furnished to the EPA.
The commenters referred to other MACT standards, including the
HON, where the EPA has exercised such discretion. They stated
that the EPA had sel ected the 98-percent or |ess efficiency |evel
in sone of the other source categories despite individual test
results indicating that greater than 98-percent reduction could
be achi eved under specific test conditions. One commenter (IV-D-
08) noted that the EPA (in the HON) has required new source
controls for chemcal industry process vents to neet a 98-percent
em ssion reduction, recognizing that a 99.9-percent control
efficiency was not achievable for these industries (see HON BI D
Section 12, page 2). One commenter (IV-D-03) asserted that the
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overal | expected em ssion reduction froma new source MACT of
99. 9-percent, as opposed to 98-percent, would be trivial, even if
uniformy applied to all sources nationw de.

Response: The EPA disagrees with the comenters' statenent
that the EPA has an "established policy" that the conbustion
efficiency be set at 98-percent. The EPA has no such policy,
even though previous rules may have established 98- percent
destruction efficiency as the standard, along with a 20 ppnv
alternative. However, nore inportant than a precedent set by
previous rules, was the test data provided by the facility used
to set the MACT floor level of control for epoxide em ssions from
new sources, Facility M and the permt conditions with which the
facility must conply. The EPA has a responsibility to scrutinize
the test and permt data, and use it in setting a standard,
whenever possible. Therefore, the EPA could not sinply go by the
precedent set on other rules since the EPA had test data and
permt conditions fromFacility Mthat could not be ignored.
Further, the test data provided by Facility Mwere calibrated to
t he predom nant epoxide in the vent stream and EO and PO were
t he overwhel m ngly predom nant HAP in the process vent stream
This situation is unlike the HON. Since the HON regul ated such a
| ar ge nunber of HAP, even if an individual facility had a tested
and reported destruction efficiency greater than 98 percent, this
destruction efficiency could not be generalized to all the HAP
regul ated by the HON, due to the large variety of flammbility
characteristics of the HAP at HON facilities. The EPA coul d not
address the commenters' statement regarding information the EPA
had available to set the MACT floors in "other MACT standards,"”
since the coomenter did not nake specific references.

Comment: Two commenters (1V-D-03, 1V-D-07) explained that
t he conbustion technology utilized by Facility Mresults in an
increase in criteria pollutants (CO, and NQ), which were not
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included in EPA's MACT floor analysis, while alternative control
t echnol ogi es, such as scrubber or extended cookout, would be
expected to cause significantly | ower NQ em ssions.
Additionally, the comrenters clained that the EPA has failed to
account for potential process safety considerations associ ated
wi th the conbustion of EQ noting that explosions at a nunber of
facilities that use or produce EO have already pronpted the EPA
to del ay enforcenent of the Decenber 6, 1994 air toxics rule for
EO sterilization facilities. Comenter |V-D-07 added that the
EPA shoul d encourage standards that can be nmet using non-
conbustion control strategies (achieving 98-percent reduction).

Response: The EPA is aware that incineration has secondary
criteria pollutant em ssions. However, MACT floor decisions are
based on the reduction of HAP em ssions, and cannot be based
primarily on their secondary inpacts. The EPA is aware that the
use of incineration, resulting in an increase in sulfur dioxide
em ssions, which may trigger Prevention of Significant
Deteriorati on(PSD) and/or New Source Review (NSR). The EPA has
addressed this issue in previous NESHAP, by referring to a July
1, 1994 gui dance nenorandum i ssued by the EPA (avail able on the
Technol ogy Transfer Network; see “Pollution Control Projects
(PCP) and New Source Review (NSR) Applicability” from John S
Seitz, Director, OAQPS to EPA Regional Air Division Directors).
In this nmenorandum t he EPA provided gui dance for permtting
authorities on their ability to approve PCP exenptions (from PSD
review and major NSR) for source categories other than electric
utilities that use add-on controls and fuel switches to |ess
polluting fuels. In the July 1, 1994 gui dance nenorandum the
EPA specifically identified the conbustion of organic toxic
pollutants as an exanple of an add-on control that could be
considered a PCP and an appropriate candidate for a case-by-case
exclusion frommjor NSR The EPA is alert to potential NSR
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conflicts, and feels that this nenorandumw || all evi ate nost
NSR/ PSD revi ew concerns. In the event that it will not, the EPA
will attenpt to create inplenentation flexibility on a case-by-
case basi s.

The EPA does consi der secondary inpacts such as water
pol l ution, energy costs, costs to control, and em ssion of air
pol lutants other than the 188 HAP in devel opi ng a MACT standard.
The estinmated secondary inpacts are presented in the proposal
SID. Further, the safety issues of incineration of epoxides were
adequately addressed at Facility Mand the other facility in the
dat abase that has incineration. Therefore, the EPA did not find
t hese reasons to be sufficient to justify elimnating Facility
Ms data fromthe determ nation of the MACT fl oor for new sources
based on the fact that Facility Muses incineration.

Comment: Two commenters (1V-D-05, 1V-D08) nmaintai ned that
data fromFacility M do not support the new source standard
because the Agency used State permt information and
correspondi ng performance test reports for Facility M They
clainmed that these data were submtted to the State agency to
denonstrate conpliance with permt emssion limtations for VOCs,
not HAPs, and to docunent that the incinerators were neeting the
requi red VOC destruction efficiency. They noted that there are
several significant inconsistences between the test reports and
t he proposed standards (these inconsistencies were discussed in
nmore detail under section 2.1.6, Test nethods and procedures).
The comenters concluded that Facility Mitself has not
denonstrated that it is able to neet the proposed rule’ s epoxide
emssion limts, noting that the rule requires Method 301
val i dation of Method 25A and Facility Mdid not perform
val i dati on by Method 301.

Response: The EPA disagrees with the comenters' statenent
that the data fromFacility M do not support the new source
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st andard because the performance test was conducted to determ ne
VOC destruction efficiency instead of epoxide, and the permt
conditions are for VOC. The primary pollutant in the stream was
PO, and this is the pollutant for which Method 18 at the inlet of
the incinerator, and Method 25A at the outlet of the incinerator,
were calibrated. Therefore, even though the test and permt cite
VOC destruction efficiency, it is clear that it is the
destruction of PO that was tested and regulated at Facility M

The commenters' concerns about inconsistencies between the
test reports and the proposed standards are discussed in section
2.1.6 of this docunent. In summary, the perfornmance test
performed by Facility Mis consistent with the performance test
requi renments in the final rule.

Comment: Two commenters (IV-D-04, |1V-D-05) requested that
the EPA clarify that, in all instances, two or nore devices in
conbi nation may be used to neet an emission limtation. For
exanple, commenter |V-D-04 stated that Facility Mhas two
incinerators, and there may be other facilities that use a
conbi nati on of control devices or recovery devices to achieve
emssion limtations. Both comenters requested that the EPA
clarify, both in 863.1431(e) and in the preanble for the final
rule, that conbinations of devices are perm ssible. The
commenters al so recommended the followi ng revision in 863.1431(e)
and the first sentence in 863.1431(e)(1):

"(e) Conpliance with the epoxide em ssion factor limtation
t hrough the use of extended cookout in conjunction wth a—one or
nore conbustion, recovery, and/or recapture devices. (1) The
owner or operator shall notify the Agency of the intent to use
ext ended cookout in conjunction with a—one or nore conbustion,

recovery, and/or recapture devices to conply ...
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Response: The Agency intended to allow for multiple control
techni ques in series, and has anended 863. 1431(e) as recomrended
by the commenters.

2.4.2 A Concentration Limt as an Alternative Process Vent

Em ssion Limt

Comment: In response to EPA' s request for comments on the
determ nation of an alternative concentration [imt for new
source process vents (863.1425(b)(1)(ii)), four comrenters (IV-D
03, IV-D-05, IV-D-07, 1V-D-08) recommended a 20- ppm cut of f
concentration limt. Two commenters (1V-D-03 and | V-D-05)
agreed that there was anple data available to EPA to support this
[imt. One comenter (IV-D-03) referred to HON stack em ssion
test data submtted to EPA Region IV and an attached em ssions
summary table taken fromthe test report, which they believed
supported their claim The commenter noted, however, that these
data were generated to denonstrate HON conpliance for a
conti nuous process, which may not be equivalent to the expected
performance of a batch process to be regul ated under the
Pol yet her Pol yol s Producti on NESHAP

Commenter |V-D-05 pointed to the HON conpliance trials as
proof that the 20-ppnv concentration limt used in the HONis a
conservative value as an alternative to the new source MACT
standard and shoul d be adopted in this standard, regardl ess of
whet her a 98 or 99.9-percent efficiency limt is established.
This commenter noted that a 20-ppmv cutoff is recognized as
appropriate in other MACT standards, and in nost NSPS standards
that apply to process vents fromthe chem cal industry. Because
nmost facilities in this source category use batch processes, the
commenter asserted that a | ower concentration cutoff wll be
difficult to devel op, denonstrate conpliance with, and enforce in
a practical manner.

Comrenter |V-D-07 supported the comments of conmmenter |V-D-
05, and added that from a source owner/operator perspective,
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conpliance wth the 20-ppnv criteria is significantly sinpler to
denonstrate than conpliance with the 98-percent reduction, since
only the outlet fromthe control device needs to be tested to
denonstrate conpliance with the 20-ppnv criteria. 1In addition
the conpliance difficulties that mght result fromowners and
operators conparing two neasured nunbers woul d be elimnated, and
problens in sanpling and anal yzing highly variable streans from
bat ch process vents containing significant concentrations of

epoxi des woul d be elimnated, by allow ng the 20 ppnmv cutoff
concentration limt.

The comenter (I1V-D-07) also provided anot her reason to
support an alternative concentration limt of 20-ppmv for new
sources. In the Boiler and Industrial Furnace Interimrules, EPA
has established a precedent where a 20-ppnmv hydrocarbon limt is
used as a conpliance limt for certain systens required to conply
with a destruction efficiency greater than 99.9 percent. The
comment er concl uded that a 20-ppnv concentration [imt is an
acceptabl e control level for both conbustion facilities and
uncontrol |l ed and non-conbustion control devices, and that it is
justified for both new and exi sting sources.

One commenter (1V-D-08) supported the reasons above to
mai ntain a 20-ppnv concentration cutoff, and added that the EPA
has previously stated that 20 ppnmv is the | owest outl et
concentration of total organic conmpounds achi evabl e by conbustion
of |l ow organic concentrations (reference was nmade by the
commenter to the preanble to the NSPS for subpart NNN)

In addition, this commenter cited the foll ow ng reasons for
not establishing a concentration [imt of 1 ppmv for new source
process vents:

(1) A concentration [imt of 1 ppnmv may not be achi evabl e by
conmbustion over the long conpliance duration required by the
rul e;

(2) A concentration limt of 1 ppmv would be closer to the
anal ytical detection limt, and have greater uncertainty would be
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associated with the analytical results than there would be with a
concentration limt of 20 ppnv.

Response: The Agency agrees with Conmenter |V-D-08's
statenent that the EPA previously stated that 20 ppnv is the
| owest outl et concentration of total organic conpounds achi evabl e
by conbustion of |ow organic concentrations (an inlet
concentration of 2000 ppnv), referencing the preanble to the
proposed NSPS for Air Oxidation Unit Process (48 FR 48932,
Cctober 21, 1983). As stated in subpart NNN s preanble, the
outl et concentration of 20 ppnv was established based on kinetic
calculations of incinerators. It was denonstrated that, at a
given tenperature and residence tine, a streamwith a lowinlet
concentration (approxi mately 2000 ppmv) could not denponstrate an
outl et concentration below 20 ppnv. Further, in the preanble to
t he proposed anmendnents to the HON (61 FR 43698, August 26,
1996), the EPA expanded the application of this | ower bound
concentration performance standard to control/recovery devices
other than incinerators. The HON s preanbl e expl ai ned t hat
recovery devices are designed to typically reduce emssions to
the sane outlet concentration |evel given a relatively w de range
of inlet concentrations. Wen the inlet concentration is
substantially bel ow t he design maxi nrum | eadi ng conditions (and
begi ns to approach the residual level in the outlet stream the
recovery device efficiency will decrease. Therefore, the final
rule contains an alternative concentration limt of 20 ppnmv for
bot h new and exi sting sources.

At proposal, the existing source concentration limt was 20
ppmv of total epoxides. |In evaluating the new source |[imtation,
t he EPA considered whether this |imtation should be “total
epoxides or TOC.” Oher rules, such as the HON, allowed the
option of determning outlet concentration |imts on a TOC basi s.
Since the EPA desired to all ow Method 25A (which is designed to
measure TOC) to determ ne conpliance with this concentration
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limt, and since other standards allowed the option of conpliance
on a TCOC basis, the concentration [imts in the final rule for
new and exi sting sources are 20 ppnv total epoxides or TCC.

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-07) advocated that the
alternative 20-ppnv concentration [imt should apply nore broadly
to process vents wi thout controls. For exanple, there m ght be
vents from equi pnment practicing a very |ong extended cookout or
vents from equi pnment where the epoxide content is very |ow and
em ssions are very small. The commenter noted a variety of
precedents in MACT standards (particularly the HON) applying to
chem cal industry sources, to support the concept of making the
limt broadly applicable.

Response: First, the commenter is incorrect in stating that
the HON al |l ows a 20-ppnmv concentration limt for process vents
that do not control. Paragraph 863.113(a) in the HON specifies
the control devices and recovery devices that are perm ssible for
achi eving the 20-ppnv concentration limt.

The 20 ppmv outlet concentration limt recognizes that there
is a lower outlet concentration boundary, bel ow which conbusti on,
recapture and control devices cannot achieve when the inlet to
the device is bel ow approxi mately 2000 ppnv. The EPA under st ands
that the outlet concentration after extended cookout nay be as
| ow as that after a conmbustion, recovery, or recapture device.
However, this is not based on technological |imtations of ECO
as is the basis for the 20 ppnmv concentration limt for
conbustion, recovery, and recapture devices. Therefore, the EPA
believes that allowi ng the 20 ppmv concentration limt for ECOis
not appropri ate.

Further, the EPA does not believe that it is appropriate to
use this alternative concentration requirenent as a de mnims
cutoff for vents where the epoxide content is very | ow and
em ssions are very small. The EPA believes that the HAP
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concentration and em ssion de mnims cutoffs in definition of
t he process vent (discussed above in Section 1.2.3) adequately
address these vents.

2.4.3 Basis for Qutlet Concentration Testing as an

Alternative Process Vent Limt

Comment : One commenter (1V-D-05) strongly supported the
| evel for existing sources and the use of alternative cutoff
| evel s in 863.1425(b)(2)(ii). However, the commenter noted that
the word "average" in 863.1425(b)(2)(ii), which was between
"outlet" and "concentration" in a draft version of the proposed
rule that was shared with industry, has been deleted. This is a
significant change for batch processes. According to the
comenter, a 20-ppnv average outlet concentration is a much
different limt than a 20-ppm maxi mum outl et concentrati on.
When a reactor is vented down, the initial concentration wll be
hi gh, decreasing as the venting continues. The overall vent in a
given situation may well neet the 20-ppnv average, but be
significantly above this |imt for a short portion of the venting
period. Also, the commenter noted that 863.1425(b)(2)(ii) unlike
863. 1425(b) (2) (i), does not include "process vents." Since this
paragraph is in a section dealing with process vents, the
comenter believed that it was the EPA's intent to include them
in this paragraph. Therefore, the comenter reconmmended revising
the text, as follows:

“Mai ntain an average outlet concentration for process vents
of total epoxides...."

Response: The word "average" between "outlet" and
"concentration" was deleted in the proposed rule froma draft
shared with the public because the termwas i nappropriate at that
| ocation. Initial conpliance is determ ned by the procedures
specified in 863.1426(c)(3), which in turn cites Method 18. For
process vents from continuous unit operations Method 18 is
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conducted for 3, 1-hour runs; for process vents frombatch unit
operations Method 18 is conducted during worst-case conditions.
The term "average" conmes into play in relation to continuous
conpliance. For continuous conpliance, a daily average nust be
mai ntai ned. This daily average can be determ ned using either
CEMS data or paranetric nonitoring data. Further, the word
"average" was not used in any of the other subsections of

863. 1425(b) (1) or (2), for the sane reason.

2.4. 4 G oup Deternination for Nonepoxi de HAP Process Vent

Em ssions on a Vent-by-Vent Basis
Comment: Three commenters (IV-D-04, IV-D-05, and |V-D-08)
requested that owners or operators have the option of making the

group determ nations for nonepoxi de process vents on a vent-by-
vent basis, rather than being required to do the group

determ nation for the conbination of all process vents. The
commenters nai ntained that the distinction between G oup 1 vents
(requiring control) and Goup 2 vents (not requiring control) is
essentially a cost-effectiveness decision borrowed, in this rule,
from previ ous MACT standards such as the HON. However, al

previ ous MACT standards that have required G oup determ nations
for process vents have specified that the determ nations be
conducted on individual vents. According to the commenters, the
EPA appears to be borrow ng those sane equations and criteri a,
and enploying themin a totally different context, w thout nmaking
t he adjustnents that woul d be necessary for that context. One of
the comenters al so noted that there was no supporting rational e,
and | acks legal justification for setting the MACT fl oor |evel of
control nore stringent than any other MACT standard that
previously used these Goup Determ nation equations. Comrenter

| V-D-08 nmai ntained that the proposed rule sets a dangerous
precedent for future MACT standards that m ght inpact the

chem cal industry.
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These commenters al so expressed the follow ng specific
objections to this approach.

(1) Commenter |1V-D-08 stated that the use of an aggregated
vent approach inplies that all process vents in a unit are
mani fol ded to a common control device. The commenter reported
safety and construction concerns if this were the case.

(2) Commenter |1V-D-04 asserted that Goup determ nations for
conbi nati ons of process vents would be excessively biased toward
finding vents to be Goup 1. For exanple, a threshold flow rate
of 0.005 standard cubic nmeters per mnute may be realistic for
deci ding the cost-effectiveness of controlling an individual
process vent, but it would be virtually inpossible to find any
process unit having such a low flow rate for the conbination of
all its process vents.

(3) Commenter |V-D-8 expressed concern that the proposed
rul e does not provide for appropriate batch process applicability
cutoffs, such as annual emi ssion limts and cutoff flow

(4) Commenter |V-D-04 clainmed that by using the conbination
of process vent G oup determ nation approach, the EPA would
provide a disincentive to the very type of em ssion reduction
efforts which, in previous rules such as the HON, were a desired
out cone. For exanple, under the HON an owner or operator is
al l oned to nake process changes that increase the TRE i ndex
val ue. However, the proposed rule provides no incentive for
maki ng beneficial changes to a single process vent unless there
is arealistic chance to get the TRE index value into Goup 2 for
the conbination of all process vents. The comenter stated that
there is virtually no chance that a process change coul d make the
entire conbi nation of vents Goup 2.

In order to address these concerns, the comenters nade
several suggestions. Commenter |V-D-04 suggested that the EPA
either validate the "borrowed" equations and criteria in the
context of conbined process vents, or devel op and validate
entirely new equations and criteria, in order to allow G oup
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determ nations to be established based on "conbi nations" of
process vents. Commenter |V-D 05 suggested that the EPA sinply
al | ow owners and operators to conduct group determ nations on a
vent - by-vent basi s.

Response: The EPA agrees with the statenment that the Goup 1
criteria is essentially a cost-effectiveness decision. The EPA
al so agrees that the criteria in subpart PPP were borrowed from
ot her MACT standards, specifically the HON (for process vents
fromcontinuous unit operations) and Polyners and Resins | and |V
(for process vents from batch unit operations).

The EPA agrees that the TRE i ndex approach was devel oped
for, and has been applied on, individual vents. Therefore, the
EPA further agrees that in order to apply the TRE approach to the
conbi nati on of process vents from continuous unit operations in a
PMPU i s not appropriate without conducting an analysis to
val i date the equations for the conbination of vents, or to
devel op new equations. Rather than take this approach, the EPA
decided to apply the Goup 1 criteria for process vents from
continuous unit operations that use nonepoxi de organic HAP to
make or nodify the product to individual process vents.

For process vents frombatch unit operations that use
nonepoxi de organic HAP to make or nodify the product, the Goup 1
equations are the sane equations enployed in the Polyners and
Resins | and IV MACT standards (40 CFR 63, subparts U and JJJ,
respectively). The EPA agrees with the commenters that in the
pol yners and resins standards, the Goup criteria are applied to
i ndi vidual vents. However, unlike the TRE for process vents from
continuous unit operations, the group determ nation approach that
is used in subparts U, JJJ, and PPP, was originally devel oped to
be used for either individual vents or the conbination of vents.

The original source of the batch vent group determ nation
approach is the EPA docunent "Control of Volatile Organic
Conmpound Em ssions From Batch Processes - Alternative Contro
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Techni ques I nformati on Docunment" (EPA-453/R-94-020), i.e., the
Batch ACT. On page 7-5 of this docunent, the EPA states “The
control option requirenments presented in Chapter 6 apply to (1)

i ndi vi dual batch VOC process vents to which the annual nass

em ssions and average flowate cutoffs are applied directly, and
(2) aggregated VOC process vents for which a singular annual nass
em ssion total and average flowate cutoff value is cal cul ated
and for which the option is applied across an aggregate of
sources.” Therefore, for process vents frombatch unit
operations, the EPA disagrees with the statenents that the group
determ nation equations are being used “in a totally different
context” and that there is no supporting rationale for using
them The final rule retains the requirenent that the G oup
criteria be applied to the nonepoxi de organi c HAP em ssions from
t he conbi nati on of process vents frombatch unit operations
associated wth the use of nonepoxi de organic HAP to nmake or

nodi fy the product.

Wth regard to the specific concerns raised by the
comenters, the EPA does not agree that applying the group
criteria to the conbination of process vents in a PMPU inplies
that all process vents are manifolded together. The EPA clearly
recogni zes that not all process vents are manifol ded together,
and that there could be safety and construction concerns with
doing so. Applying the group criteria to the conbination of
vents neans that the decision whether to control process vents in
the PMPU i s based on the characteristics of all process vents.
| f the conbination of process vents is determned to be Goup 1,
t he EPA believes the rule provides considerable flexibility to
the owner or operator in how to achieve the specified em ssion
reduction for emssions fromall process vents. There is no
requi renent that any process vents be conbi ned.

The exanpl es provided in second and fourth concerns are
specific to the Goup 1 criteria for process vents from
continuous unit operations. As noted earlier, the EPA has
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changed the final rule so that the group criteria for these vents
is applied on an individual vent basis. Therefore, the exanples
shoul d no | onger be of concern.

Wth regard to the third concern, the comenter indicated
that the proposed rule did not include “appropriate batch
process applicability cutoffs, such as annual emssion |limts and
cutoff flow” At 863.1428(c), the proposed rule did have an
annual emssion imt cutoff of 11,800 kil ograns per year.
Therefore, if total nonepoxi de organic HAP em ssions from al
process vents from batch unit operations that use nonepoxi de
organic HAP to nmake or nodify the product were | ess than 11, 800
kil ograns per year, the conbination of process vents would be
G oup 2. The proposed rule also contained the concept of a
“cutoff flow rate” at 863.1428(e). The cutoff flowrate is
cal cul ated fromthe annual nonepoxi de organi c HAP em ssions, and
conpared to the actual flowrate. |In addition to these
“cutoffs,” which are retained in the final rule, the EPA has
clarified, in the definition of process vent, that process vents
frombatch unit operations nust have annual organi c HAP em ssions
of 250 kil ograns per year or greater.

In conclusion, the EPA agrees with the commenters that the
group determ nation for process vents from continuous unit
operations that use nonepoxi de organic HAP to nake or nodify the
product should be made on an individual vent basis, and has
nodified the final rule accordingly. However, the EPA di sagrees
that the group determ nation for process vents frombatch unit
operations that use nonepoxide organic HAP to nmake or nodify the
product should be on an individual vent basis. The final rule
requires that this group determ nation be nade on the conbination
of all batch vents in the PMPU

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-04) stated that the proposed
rule's requirenent for separate G oup determ nations for
conti nuous process vents and batch process vents is inconsistent
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with the real-life scenario in which the two types of vents are
ducted together. Criteria such as HAP concentrations, flow
rates, etc. can be determ ned on a vent-by-vent basis, but the
commenter is unsure how to determ ne themfor a conbination of
batch and conti nuous vents, and the proposed rul e does not
explain how to do this. The solution suggested by Commenter | V-
D- 05 invol ved revising 863.1424(b) as foll ows:

"(b) When em ssions of different kinds (i.e., em ssions
from process vents subject to 863. 1425 through 8§863. 1430,
storage vessels subject to 863. 1432, process wastewater,

and/ or in-process equi pnent subject to 863.149 of subpart G
are conbi ned, and at | east one of the em ssion streans woul d
require control according to the applicable provision (e.q.,
is Goup 1, or where applicable, belongs to a conbination of
process vents that is Goup 1) in the absence of conbination
with other em ssion streans, the owner or operator shal
conply with the requirenents of either paragraph (b)(1) or
(b)(2) of this section.”

Response: The EPA agrees that the final rule needed nore
specific requirenents for streans that have been ducted together
or otherw se conbined. However, the commenter’s suggested rule
| anguage and their actual comment referred to two different
situations. The comrent cited concerns with how to conduct the
group determ nation for conbined streans, but the paragraph that
the coment er suggested | anguage for, 863.1424(b), specified how
to control conbined streans. The EPA nade changes to address
t hese concerns in both of these instances.

As requested by the comrenter, the final provisions in
863. 1424(b) state how to conply for conbi ned streans from
different types of em ssion points; however, the EPA selected a
nore straightforward approach. Paragraph 863. 1424(b) of the
final rule states that when em ssion streans are conbi ned, the
owner or operator has the option to conply with the individual
requi renents for each type of em ssion streamin the conbi ned
stream or to conply with the nost stringent requirenent for any
streamin the conbined stream
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In order to provide guidance regardi ng G oup determ nations
in conbined streans, the EPA found it necessary to add new
requi renents, as 863.1428(i). Paragraph 863.1428(i) specifies
that the G oup determnation for a streamcontaining a
conbi nati on of process vents from batch unit operations and
process vents from continuous unit operation, both associated
with the use of a nonepoxide organic HAP to nmake or nodify the
product, shall be determ ned as for any other process vent froma
continuous unit operation, except that the TRE nust be cal cul ated
when nonepoxi de organi ¢ HAP em ssions are being generated by the
batch unit operation that feeds into the conbi ned stream

I n making this change to the final rule, the EPA al so
realized that clarification was needed with regard to when the
owner or operator should collect the informati on needed to nmake a
G oup determ nation for unconbi ned process vents from batch unit
operations, or fromcontinuous unit operations, as well. As a
result, 863.1428(a) has been revised to state that if the owner
or operator is using a conbustion, recovery, or recapture device
to reduce epoxi de em ssions from process vents from batch unit
operations, then the |location at which the annual uncontrolled
nonepoxi de organi ¢ HAP em ssi ons and annual average flow rate are
determ ned nust be at the exit of the conbustion, recovery, or
recapture devi ce.

In addition, 863.1428(h)(1) has been revised to provide
speci fications regardi ng where the owner or operator mnmust conduct
the TRE i ndex value determ nation. This location is after the
| ast nonepoxi de recovery device, if the owner or operator uses
one or nore nonepoxi de recovery devices after all control
techni ques to reduce epoxide em ssions; at the exit of at the
exit of the conbustion, recovery, or recapture device, if the
owner or operator does not use a nonepoxide recovery device after
a conbustion, recovery, or recapture device to reduce epoxide
em ssions; or at the exit fromthe continuous unit operation, if
t he owner or operator does not use a nonepoxi de recovery device
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af ter extended cookout to reduce epoxide em ssions. The TRE

i ndex value is one of the factors that determ nes the G oup
status of a process vent froma continuous unit operation,
according to the final definition of Goup 1 continuous process
vent in 863.1423.

2.4.5 Rel ati onship to Polymers and Resins | Changes

Comment : One commenter (1V-D-04) noted that the proposed
requi renents for batch process vents were borrowed fromthe G oup
1 Polymers and Resins standard, which is in |litigation.

Therefore, the comenter requested that, when the result of the
Pol ymers and Resins Group 1 litigation is final, the EPA take
addi tional public comments on the concept of incorporating any
changes to that rule into this rule.

Response: The EPA agrees with the commenter, and the
preanbl e for the proposed anendnents to the G oup 1 Polyners and
Resi ns NESHAP (64 FR 11560, March 9, 1999) requested comrents on
t he concept of applying the anended batch requirenents
automatically to other subparts that reference the Goup 1
Pol ymers and Resi ns NESHAP

2.4.6 G oup Redeterm nation

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-04) maintained that reducing
production capacity or production rate should not trigger
mandatory redeterm nati on of process vent G oup status, as
proposed. The commenter stated that decreasing the production
rate or production capacity would not be expected to nove process
vents fromGoup 2 to Goup 1, since typically em ssions decrease
Wi th decreases in production. Therefore, the comenter suggested
that 863.1428(g)(1) and (h)(2) be revised as foll ows:

"Exanpl es of process changes include, but are not limted
to, increases ehanges in production capacity; or production
rate, changes in feedstock typer- or catal yst type,:+ or "
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Response: The EPA agrees with the commenter, and has
i ncor porated the suggested changes into the final rule.

2.4.7 Non- epoxi de versus Epoxide Process Vent Emission Limts
Comment: One commenter (IV-D-05) stated that, in the
process vent control requirenments of 863.1425(a), it is not clear

whet her em ssions of epoxi des woul d be subject to one em ssion
[imt or two. The first emssion limt is specifically for
epoxi de em ssions. The second emssion limt is for "organic HAP
em ssions resulting fromthe use of nonepoxi de organic HAP (in
addition to epoxides) to nake or nodify the polyether polyol
product."” Since epoxides are organic HAP, it appears that they
may be included in the term"organic HAP em ssions” in the second
emssion limt. The comenter thought that the EPA intended for
the first emssion limt to cover epoxides, and for the second
emssion limt to apply only to non-epoxide organic HAP. To nmake
this clear, the comenter recomends revising the text, as
fol |l ows:

“...paragraph (c) of this section contains |limtations for

nonepoxi de organi ¢ HAP em ssions resulting fromthe use of

nonepoxi de organic HAP (in addition to epoxides) to make or
nodi fy the polyether polyol product;...”

Response: The Agency agrees that the proposed | anguage was
confusing, and has nade the suggested change to the final rule.

2.4.8 Alternative Eni ssion Factor

Comment : One commenter (1V-D-05) supported the inclusion of
an alternative em ssions factor as proposed by the EPA for
process vents fromnew and existing sources. However, the
commenter urged the EPA to clarify [in 863.1425(b)] that owners
and operators may choose to denonstrate conpliance by neeting the
appropriate control efficiency, by maintaining outlet
concentrations on individual process vents, or by maintaining the
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PMPU-wi de em ssion factor. The commenter pointed out that the
em ssion factor in 863.1425(b)(1)(iii) and (b)(2)(iii) is not
expressly limted to process vents, and instead is "PMPU-w de, "
whi ch coul d be m staken to include equipnent | eaks, such as m nor
em ssions from flanges or valves, plus any em ssions from

wast ewat er, storage vessels, etc. Since these PMPU-w de em ssion
factor limts are nmeant to apply to process vent em ssions, the
comment er suggested m nor changes to 863.1425(b)(1)(iii) and
(b)(2)(iii) to clarify their intent, as foll ows:

(1) * % %

(tit) Miintain an aPMPY—wde—em ssion factor of no greater
than 4.43 X 10-3 kil ogram epoxi de em ssi ons per negagram of
product _for all process vents in the PMPU
* * * * *

(2)***

(tit) Miintain an aPMPY—wde—em ssion factor of no greater
than 1.69 X 10-2 kil ogram epoxi de em ssi ons per nmegagram of
product _for all process vents in the PMPU. "

Anot her comrenter (1V-D-07) al so requested that these

par agraphs be clarified, for the same reasons presented above.
This commenter’s suggested revision to these paragraphs was
slightly different:

"Maintain a PMPU-wi de em ssion factor for process vents of

no greater than...."

Response: The Agency agrees with the comrenters, and has
changed 863. 1425(b) in accordance with Comrenter |V-D-05's
suggestions. However, please note that proposed
863. 1425(b) (2)(iii) is 863.1425(b)(2)(iv) in the final rule.

2.4.9 Bat ch/ Conti nuous Process Units versus Batch/ Conti nuous

Unit Operations

Comment: To be consistent with the definitions provided in
863. 1423(b), one commenter (IV-D-05) recomended changi ng the
terms in 863.1425(b) as follows: "... batch preeess—unit
operation" and "continuous precess—unit operation."
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Response: The EPA agrees that “batch process unit operation”
and “continuous process unit operation” were redundant terns, and
that the word “process” was not necessary in those phrases. The
Agency appreciates the coment and has revised these phrases in
the final rule, as suggested by the commenter.

2.4.10 Controls for New Source Process Vent Enmission Limts

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-05) stated that it is not clear
in the proposed rule that new sources may use extended cookout as
a nechanismto neet the epoxide emssion limts, and, therefore,
the commenter recommended that a sentence be added at the end of
863. 1425(b) (1) as foll ows:

"Ext ended cookout may be used to neet any of these

st andards. "

Response: The extended cookout control options are
contained in 863.1427. The Agency does not think that it is
appropriate to single out extended cookout in 863.1425(b) (1), as
suggested by the commenter.

2.4.11 Cal cul ation Methods for Enissions fromBatch Operation
Units

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-07) noted that, in order to
verify conpliance with the em ssion factor Iimts for process
vents, the owner or operator is required to cal cul ate annual
epoxi de em ssions and divide the em ssions by the annual
pol yet her pol yol production rate. Em ssions from batch
operations are cal cul ated based on the procedures in
863.488(b) (1) through (b)(7) of subpart U The comrenter
requested that the EPA, in order to avoid duplicative work and
duplicate data sets for the sane em ssion points, make it easy
for facility owner/operators to use the alternative engi neering
assessnents contained in 863.488(b)(6) of subpart Uto estimte
em ssions. That is, 863.488(b)(6)(ii)(B) of subpart U should
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specifically state that other nethods of estimating em ssions,
such as those used for past permt applications, em ssion
inventories, or SARA 313 reports, nmay be used as part of the "“any
ot her nmeans” nentioned in 863.488(b)(6)(ii)(B)

Response: The EPA does not consider it necessary to clarify
t he nmeani ng of the phrase "any other neans."” However, under the
proposed anmendnents to subpart U, the pronul gated requirenents
found in 863.488(b)(6)(ii)(B) have been renoved, and greater
latitude is offered to owners and operators by allow ng them an
open-ended ability to “request approval” to use engi neering
assessnent (including the use of previous test results, as |ong
as the previous test was conducted under conditions that are
representative of current operating conditions), via proposed
863.488(b)(6)(i)(C). This proposed anendnent, if pronul gated,
shoul d reduce the amount of “duplicative” work for owners and
operators, which should appease the comenter’s concern (as
stated above). Further, the EPA is seeking comments on the
i npact of the proposed subpart U anmendnents on pol yet her pol yol
facilities in the notice announcing these proposed anendnents.

2.4.12 Continuous Unit Operations G oup Deterninations

Comment : One commenter (1V-D-05) stated that the regulatory
text in 863.1428(h) does not provide a flow rate or concentration
cutoff (these are included in the Goup 1 process vent definition
of subpart G and refers only to 863.115(d) of the HON, which
addresses the determ nation of the TRE index value. Further, the
proposed rule is not consistent with the proposed preanble (62 FR
46810) because it does not conpletely state how to make the G oup
1 determ nation for continuous processes. The comrenter
recommended revising this section to include appropriate
| anguage.
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Response: The Agency agrees that, as proposed, subpart PPP
was uncl ear about flow rate and concentration cutoffs, for the
pur pose of determ ning whether or not a “conbination of process
vents” was G oup 1. Since proposal, the EPA revised the G oup
determ nation for process vents from continuous unit operations,
so that the group determnation is conducted on an i ndividual
vent basis (see Section 2.4.4 of this docunent). Therefore, the
definition of “conbination of process vents that are G oup 1" was
revised to pertain only to process vents frombatch unit
operations. |In the proposed rule, the EPA intended to include
flow rate and concentration cutoffs in this definition and in the
definitions of “process vents,” and “conbi nati on of process vents
that are G oup 2." Therefore, the final rule includes these
cutoffs. However, the EPA did not feel that a revision was
necessary in 863.1428(h), in order to address the commenter’s
concern.

2.4.13 Sunmi ng t he Val ues
Comment : One commenter (1V-D-04) requested that the EPA
clarify what "sunm ng the values" neans in 863.1428(h)(1). This

section in the proposed rule describes how to determ ne the G oup
status of "conbinations" of continuous process vents by using
standard HON "TRE" cal cul ati on procedures, except for the
followng difference: "summ ng the values in the individua
process vent streans." This could be interpreted either of two
ways: summ ng the stream data (such as concentrations and fl ow
rates), or sunm ng the TRE i ndex values. The commenter believed
the former was intended.

Response: This comrent is no |onger relevant since the EPA
deci ded to conduct G oup determ nations on an individual stream
basis for process vents from continuous unit operations (see
Section 2.4.4 of this docunent).
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2.4.14 Fl ares as a Reference Control Technol ogy for Existing

and New Sour ces
Comment : Two commenters (IV-D-05 and 1V-D-07) requested that

flares be allowed as a reference control technol ogy for existing
and new source process vents. Commenter |V-D-05 stated that the
proposed rule (863.1425(b)(2)(i)) does not specifically allow the
use of a flare as a control technol ogy, as has been done in al

ot her standards inpacting SOCM type sources. However, according
to the coomenter, the provisions of 863.1426(a) that require
owners or operators who use a flare to conply with the provisions
of 863.11(b), in conjunction with the exception fromthe

requi renent to denonstrate the control efficiency, provide what
is essentially a reference control technol ogy approach for

exi sting sources. The commenter also noted that in 863.1426(a),
in order to use only a flare to conply with the new source
epoxi de standard for process vents in 863.1425(b)(1) (i), the
owner/operator nmust submit a request in accordance with 863.6(Q).
The commenter concluded that the issue seens to be whether the
destruction of epoxides in flares is significantly different from
that in other control devices, particularly in setting the new
source MACT floor level of control.

Commenter |V-D-07 provided three attachnents (test data and
general descriptions of flare use and destruction efficiency)
generated by the EPA and other key regul atory agencies, which is
at least equal in quality to the information available for new
sources in the MACT data base. Based on these data, the
commenter requested that the final rule adopt flares as a
reference control technol ogy for both existing and new sources,
and the comenter suggested revisions to 863.1425(b)(1) and
(b)(2), accordingly. The comenter added that allowng flares to
be used as a reference control technology would result in a nuch
si npl er conpliance denonstration, with greatly sinplified
nmoni toring, recordkeeping, and reporting burdens. In the event
that the EPA declines to adopt the flare as an alternative
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control technology for new sources, the commenter noted that the
| anguage of 863.1426(e)(2)(i) would need to be changed to refer
to 863.1426(a), since 863.1426(a) allows the owner or operator to
attribute nore than 98-percent control efficiency to a flare
(potentially), if a 863.6(g) request is nade (where alternative
control devices are approved). Another commenter (I1V-D- 05)

cl ai med that new sources should not have to nake conplicated
denonstrations that conpliance is achieved, and thus the
coment er recomended revising 863.1426(a) by deleting the second
sent ence.

Response: The EPA agrees that flares should be listed as a
reference control technology in 863.1425(b)(2)(i), for existing
sources, for three reasons. The primary reason for adopting
flares as a reference control technology for existing sources is
because the EPA believes that flares, when operated properly,
effectively neet the emssion limt. Additionally, a precedent
has been set in other rules to allow flares as a reference
control technology. Thirdly, this revision to the rule would
sinplify the conpliance denonstration and reduce the nonitoring,
recordkeepi ng, and reporting requirenents. Therefore, the EPA
has added this option to 863.1425(b)(2)(i). The EPA applied this
sane rationale to Goup 1 vents for making or nodifying the
product and for process vents from catal yst extraction, and added
flares as a reference control technology for existing and new
sources with those em ssion points.

However, the EPA does not agree with the comenters
suggestion that flares should be listed as a reference control
technol ogy for all new sources. Comrenter |V-D-07 provided data
fromthree reports stating that a flare can achieve a destruction
efficiency of 99.5 percent for epoxides. These data do not
support equi valence with the 99.9 percent destruction efficiency
new source requirenent for EO and PO
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However, the EPA does agree with Commenter |1V-D-07's request
that the |anguage of 863.1426(e)(2)(i) be revised to allow for
the fact that flares may have been assigned a control efficiency
greater than 98 percent, if approval was previously granted by
the EPA in accordance with 863.6(g) of the General Provisions.

2.4.15 Use of Multiple Conpliance Methods
Comment : One commenter (1V-D-07) requested that the EPA
establish that source owners/operators can m x and match

appropriate conpliance nethods for epoxi de em ssions. For
exanpl e, under 863.1425(b)(2), if a PMPU has nore than one vent,
the comenter wanted to know if it is possible to control sone
vents to 98-percent reduction efficiency by extended cookout and
to control others to <20 ppnmv using a recovery, recapture, or
conbustion device. The comenter stated that this allowance in
the final rule could be acconplished by rewordi ng 863. 1425(b) (2)
to require conpliance with (i) and/or (ii), or (iii).

Response: First, the EPA would like to clarify that the
emssion limt for an aggregated control efficiency allows for
sone process vents within a PMPU to be controlled to different
| evel s, or sone process vents to go uncontrolled, as long as the
overall control efficiency for emssions fromall the process
vents within the PMPU equal s 98 percent (for existing sources).
So, for these instances, there is flexibility for controls wthin
a PMPU.

Specifically though, the commenter is asking about conplying
with different emssion |imtation formats for different process
vents within a PMPU. The EPA has considered the comenter's
request and has decided that the owner or operator can use either
the em ssion reduction format or the concentration cutoff within
the sane PMPU. The EPA is not allow ng the em ssion factor
format for this provision of nmultiple em ssion reduction formats,
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because the emi ssion factor format sets a nmaxi nrum al | owabl e
anount of em ssions for process vents in the PWPU

2.4.16 Uses and Em ssion Point Locations of Nonepoxides
Comment: One commenter (IV-D-07) stated that, in addition
to the exanples of uses that the EPA included in the preanble

(such as use of a nonepoxide HAP as an initiator, catalyst, or a
reaction solvent), nonepoxi de HAP may be used as a viscosity
adjuster in or downstreamof the reactor, or to provide specia
properties to the final product. The comenter asserted that,
contrary to the EPA s apparent understanding that all process
vents are mani fol ded or otherw se connected (Supplenentary

| nformati on Docunent (SID), page 20 of April 25, 1997 letter on
estimated inpacts), these vents may and do emt at different
points in the process.

Response: This conmment presented the idea that nonepoxide
HAP process vent em ssion points exist downstreamfromthe
reactor, and that these em ssion points are probably not
mani fol ded to the process vents fromthe reactor. The owner or
operator is required to performa group determ nation on these
em ssion points. As discussed previously, the EPA has deci ded
that group determ nations for process vents from continuous unit
operations wll be made on an individual vent basis. Therefore,
this should not cause a problemfor group determ nations for
process vents from continuous unit operations downstream of the
reactor.

For process vent em ssions frombatch unit operations, the
EPA is maintaining the requirenment that group determ nations be
made on an aggregated vent basis. As stated earlier, even though
the group determnation is made on an aggregated vent basis, the
facility is not required to physically conbine the downstream
process vent streans to the reactor vent streans for purposes of
em ssions control.
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2.4.17 Possibility of Dual Controls For Nonepoxi de HAPs from
Maki ng or Modifying the Product
Comment: One commenter (IV-D-07) referred to the proposal

preanbl e statenent that a process vent from whi ch nonepoxi de HAP
are emtted may al so be subject to the epoxide em ssion reduction
requirenents, and noted that this is only true in the event that
such a vent originates at a point in the process where it
cont ai ns epoxide and requires control. The commenter al so noted
that the EPA s assertion in the proposal preanble (that if a
conbustion, recovery, or recapture device is used to reduce
epoxi de em ssions fromthe vent, then that sane device would al so
reduce the em ssions of the nonepoxide HAP) is only correct if
the vents are, or reasonably can be, conbined, and if the device
is effective for the nonepoxi de HAP in question. For instance,
the comenter stated that scrubbers may not be effective for sone
nonepoxi de HAP materials used to make or nodify the product. The
commenter continued by stating that if extended cookout is the
control technique utilized by the facility to reduce epoxide
em ssions, then the nonepoxi de HAP em ssions woul d not be
affected (unless they were initiators or possibly catalysts) and
woul d need to be addressed separately (indicating a possible
requi renent for dual controls).

The comenter offered three options for alternate approaches
to those suggested by the EPA for addressing process vent
em ssions of nonepoxi de HAP from maki ng or nodifying the product,
to resol ve the possible dual control requirenent problem

Option 1: Require a group determ nation for only nonepoxide
HAP em ssions that are not controlled along wth epoxide
em ssions. The commenter believes that this option offers a
wor kabl e approach, so long as the triggers selected and em ssion
reductions required are consistent wwth section 112 requirenents.

Option 2: Require all HAP em ssions (epoxi de and
nonepoxi de) from maki ng or nodifying the product to be reduced by
t he anobunt specified in the proposed rule for epoxide em ssions.
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The commenter did not encourage the EPA to choose this option.
The comenter clainmed that in order to justify this approach, the
EPA nmust consider that the floor for nonepoxi de em ssion
reductions is nuch less than the floor for epoxide em ssion
reductions, and then nmust justify an em ssion reduction

requi renent above the MACT floor. The comrenter believed that
this denonstration would be very difficult for the EPA to nmake,
since not all controls in the floor are effective in reducing
nonepoxi de HAP em ssions, and since floors of zero and 39-percent
reduction were found for existing and new sour ces.

Option 3: The comenter nentioned the option of elimnating
the group determ nation provisions for nonepoxide HAP em tting
and requiring a specified percent em ssion reduction from al
vents above a "de mnims" nonepoxi de HAP | evel. The commenter
concluded that the "de m nims" option, as proposed, is not
defined well enough for full comment. However, the conmenter
noted that the standard for Polyners and Resins |, subpart U,
provi des precedent for a de minims level threshold of 225
kg/yr/vent em ssions as part of the definition for a batch front-
end process vent.

The coment er suggested, as an alternate option, that the
EPA focus the final rule on epoxide and catal yst recovery
em ssions only, because nonepoxi de HAP process em ssions from
maki ng or nodi fying the product are insignificant, even if
uncontrol | ed.

Response: The EPA considered the commenter’s points and the
options suggested by the coomenter. The final rule requires that
the group determ nation for nonepoxi de HAP em ssions be nade
after the stream has been controlled for the epoxi de em ssions
(commenter’s option 1). The EPA believes that this approach
addresses the situation regarding the possibility of dual
control. If the epoxide control device al so reduces nonepoxi de
em ssions, then that control would inpact whether the vent (or
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group of batch vents) is Goup 1. Therefore, control of
nonepoxi de em ssions along with the epoxides will inpact whether
controls are required at all. If the vent (or group of vents)
still has sufficient nonepoxi de organic HAP em ssions after the
epoxi de control device to satisfy the Goup 1 criteria, the EPA
does not believe it is unreasonable to require an additional
control device to achieve the specified percent reduction of the
nonepoxi de em ssi ons.

Therefore, using the exanple given by the comenter (of a
scrubber controlling epoxide em ssions), the TRE i ndex or the
Bat ch ACT equation would be applied to the streamat the outl et
of the scrubber. Likewise, if ECOis used as the control option
the Batch ACT equations (assuming that ECO is applicable for
batch unit operations only) would be applied to the stream after
the ECO is conpl et ed.

2.4.18 Carification of "Schedule for Conpliance"

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-05) requested that the EPA
confirm perhaps in the preanble, that a "schedule for
conpliance" (as used in 863.1425(f)(7)(1)(B) and (f)(7)(ii)(B)
863. 1430(i)(2) and elsewhere in the rule) is not the sane thing
as a "conpliance schedule" in the General Provisions. Two
commenters (IV-D-04, |V-D-05) requested that the EPA change the
term "conpliance schedule"” in 863.1439(e)(6)(iii)(D)(1), and in
various other locations in the rule, to say "schedul e for

conpliance.” This will avoid use of a term (conpliance schedul e)
from subpart A which is under litigation

Response: Because the Notification of Conpliance Status is
the report in which conpliance (or non-conpliance) is ultimately
docunent ed, the EPA decided that it was not necessary for owners
or operators of affected sources to submt a conpliance schedul e,
or a “schedule for conpliance”. For this reason, the terns
"conpl i ance schedul e" and “schedul e for conpliance” have been
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removed t hroughout the final rule (including in 863.1423,

863. 1425(f)(7)(i)(B), 863.1425(f)(7)(ii)(B)

863. 1425(f)(7)(iii)(B), 863.1425(f)(7)(iv)(B), 863.1430(i)(2),
§63. 1439(e)(6) (iii)(D)(1), 863.1439(e)(6)(iii)(D(2), and the
title of 863.1422), and all requirenents to report information in

a "conpliance schedul e" or “schedule for conpliance” have been

removed. In particular, the owner or operator is no |onger

r equi
provi
final

conpl

red to submt a schedule for conpliance with the applicable
sions after process changes. However, please note that this
rul e does not override other regulations that m ght require
i ance schedules (e.g., Title V requirenents, NSPS, or RACT

st andar ds).

2.4.19 THE PMPU Exenption from Reporting

Comment : One commenter (1V-D-05) clainmed that

863. 1425(f)(7)(ii),(iii) and (iv) under the "Requirenents for
process vents at PMPUs that produce pol yether polyol products

usi ng tetrahydrofuran" should not require the subm ssion of a

report if there is sone other basis for exenption, such as a flow

rate

bel ow 0. 005 scnm for paragraph (ii) or (iv), or a HAP

concentration | ess than 50 ppmv for paragraph (iii). Therefore,

the comenter recomended revising the text as foll ows:

"(i1) \Wenever a process change, as defined in
863. 115(e) of subpart G is nade that causes a Goup 2
process vent wwth a TRE greater than 4.0 to become a G oup 2
process vent wwth a TRE | ess than 4.0, the owner or operator
shall submt a report within 180 days after the process
change is nade or the information regarding the process
change is known to the owner or operator unless the flow
rate is less than 0.005 scrm This report may be included
in the next Periodic Report. The follow ng information
shall be submtted...”

“(ii1i) \Whenever a process change, as defined in
863. 115(e) of subpart G is nmade that causes a Goup 2
process vent with a flowrate |less than 0.005 standard cubic
meter per mnute (scmm) to becone a G oup 2 process vent
with a flowrate of 0.005 scrmor greater, and a TRE i ndex
val ue | ess than or equal to 4.0, the owner or operator shal
submt a report within 180 days after the process change is
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made or the information regarding the process change is
known to the owner or operator unless the organic HAP
concentration is less than 50 ppnmv. This report nay be
included in the next Periodic Report. The follow ng
information shall be submtted...”

“(iv) Wenever a process change, as defined in
863. 115(e) of subpart G is nade that causes a Goup 2
process vent with an organic HAP concentration |ess than 50
parts per mllion by volune (ppnv) to becone a Goup 2
process vent with an organi c HAP concentration of 50 ppnv or
greater and a TRE index value |less than 4.0, the owner or
operator shall submt a report within 180 days after the
process change is nade or the information regarding the
process change is known to the owner or operator unless the
flowrate is less than 0.005 scmm This report may be
included in the next Periodic Report. The follow ng
information shall be submtted...”

Response: The EPA agrees with the comenter, and the
changes suggested have been incorporated into the final rule.
The EPA al so i ncorporated these changes into paragraphs
863.1430(j) (1) through (3) of the final rule, which contain
simlar reporting provisions for G oup 2 continuous process vents
associated wth making or nodifying the product.

2.4.20 Carification to Condenser ldentity

Comment : One commenter (1V-D-04) requested that the EPA
clarify whether all condensers are equal. Section
63.1426(c)(1)(i)(A (1) provides that the inlet sanpling site nust
be at the exit fromthe continuous unit operation "before any

recovery devices." The comenter asked about reflux condensers.
Refl ux condensers fit the definition of "recovery device," but
they are considered to be part of the process unit (either the
reactor or distillation unit). The comenter questioned whet her
the inlet sanpling site should be before, or after, reflux
condensers. Another commenter (IV-D-05) clained that the word
"at" seens to allow only one location, while the word "before"
seens to allow nore than one location. For clarity, the
coment er recomended that the phrases in
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§63.1426(c) (1) (1) (A (D), (c)(D(i)(B), (d)(2), and (d)(3)(i) (A
be changed to read "at or after the exit fromthe ... before any
recovery device."

Response: The reflux condenser is considered to be part of
the unit operation to which it belongs (be that a condenser or
reactor), and is not a recovery device. To clarify this in the
final rule, the EPA has redefined "recovery device" as foll ows:

"Recovery device neans an individual unit of equipnment
capable of and normally used for the purpose of recovering
chem cals for fuel value (i.e., net positive heating val ue),
use, reuse, or for sale for fuel value, use, or reuse.

Refl ux condensers are not recovery devices. Exanples of
equi pnent that may be recovery devices include absorbers,
carbon adsorbers, condensers (except reflux condensers;
becatse—they—arepart—of—ther+reactor—untt—operatton), oil-
wat er separators or organi c-water separators, or organic
removal devices such as decanters, strippers, or thin film
evaporati on units. i i i

wHtH For the purposes of the nonitoring, recordkeeping, or

recordtng reporting requirenents of this subpart, recapture
devices are considered to be recovery devices."

As stated in the definition of recovery device, a reflux
condenser is not a recovery device. Therefore, the inlet
sanpling site is after the reflux condenser, and before the
control or recovery device. The EPA agrees with Commenter |V-D
05's suggestion to use the word "after” in the context of "after
the exit fromthe...before any recovery device." However, the
EPA feels having both "at" and "after" is not necessary.
Therefore, the EPA revised the appropriate phrases in
§63.1426(c) (1) (1) (A (D), (c)(D(i)(B(L), (d)(2), and (d)(3)(i)
in the final rule, accordingly.

2.4.21 Smal | Conbusti on Devi ce Performance Testing
Comment: One commenter (IV-D-05) noted that
8863. 1426(c) (1) (i)(O, (O((4)(iv), and 863.1430(b)(2)(iv)
describe how to coll ect sanples during performance tests on
boil ers or process heaters with a design capacity of |ess than 44
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megawatts. The commenter recomended revising the text as
fol | ows:

"If a process vent streamis introduced with the conbustion
air or as a secondary fuel into a boiler or process heater with a
desi gn capacity |less than 44 negawatts and is not otherw se

exenpt from perfornmance testing under this subpart, selection of

the location of the inlet sanpling sites shall ensure the
measur enent of total organic HAP or TOC (m nus nethane and

et hane) concentrations in all process vent streans and primary
and secondary fuels introduced into the boiler or process
heater."

Response: The EPA does not believe that the | anguage
suggested by the commenter adds clarity to the exenption, since a
control device may be exenpt based on its design capacity or for
ot her reasons. Further, the recommended addition has not been
added to the final rule because a process vent is not subject to
performance testing (only a control device can be subject to or
exenpt from performance testing). For these reasons, the EPA did
not incorporate the additional |anguage requested by the
conment er .

2.4.22 Concentration Conpli ance

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-05) recommended renoving “in
Ib." as the unit of nmeasure from 863.1426(c)(3)(i)(B)(1l) and (2)
and 863.1426(c)(3)(i)(C. The commenter stated that these
provi si ons should use the percentage w thout needl essly
specifying the unit of neasure. |In addition, the comenter
clainmed that the first sentence in 863.1426(c)(3)(i)(B)(1) and
(2) were inconplete. Therefore, the commenter requested revising
the text.

Response: The Agency agrees that the phrase "in |Ib." was
not necessary for a percentage, and has deleted it from
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863.1426(c)(3)(i)(B)(1). However, this sane change was not nmade
in 863.1426(c)(3)(i)(B)(2) or in 863.1426(c)(3)(i)(C, because
there is no percent in these paragraphs and the "I b/hr" is
needed. The EPA agrees with the comenter’s claimthat the first
sentence in 863.1426(c)(3)(i)(B)(1) and (2) were inconplete.

This granmmatical error was corrected when these sections were
replaced with the new “worst case” |anguage.

2.4.23 "Organi c HAP'" versus "HAP of Concern”
Comment : One commenter (1V-D-04) supported the use of the

phrase "HAP of concern" in 863.1426. However, there are several

pl aces in that section where the EPA nentions "organic HAP"

wi t hout saying "of the HAP of concern.” This could be

m sunderstood to nean that every organi c HAP speci es nust be
consi dered, whether or not the species is relevant to the

regul atory provisions with which industry is denonstrating
conpliance. Therefore, the commenter requested that the EPA use
the phrase "of the HAP of concern” consistently when "organic
HAP" is nmentioned in 863.1426, unless there is a specific reason
not to.

Response: The EPA appreci ates the conmmenter’s support of the
phrase “HAP of concern,” and has nmade an effort to be sure that
this phrase was used in the final rule, where necessary.

However, in many instances in 863.1426, it was not appropriate to
follow the term“organic HAP” with the phrase “of the HAP of
concern,” because the term“organic HAP” is used as a nodifier
for another term (such as “percent reduction efficiency”), so the
EPA di sagreed with the comenter about using the phrase “organic
HAP of the HAP of concern” universally throughout 863.1426. One
instance in which the EPA made a change in keeping with the
comenter’ s suggestion, however, was in 863.1426(c)(3) (i) (A,
where it was in fact appropriate to followthe term“HAP” with
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the phrase “of the HAP of concern,” because clarification was
necessary in that paragraph.

2.4.24 Renane "Product"” as "Reactor Liquid"
Comment : One commenter (1V-D-05) stated that
863. 1427(h) (1) (iii) and (h)(2)(iii) refer only to direct
measur enent of epoxi de concentration in the reactor liquid at the

end of ECO. Changing "reactor liquid" to "product” would allow a
producer to drop the product fromthe reactor and sanple it in a
tank rather than forcing themto sanple it in the reactor itself.
This will inprove reactor utilization, allow ng pronpt enptying
of the batch (so another nmay be started), and will not affect the
accuracy of the epoxide sanple, since the reaction essentially
stops once the product is cooled. Therefore, the comenter
recomended revising these paragraphs to use the term "product”
in place of the term"reactor liquid."

Response: The commenters want to sanple the m xture as, or
after it |leaves the reactor. The EPA has added | anguage to the
final rule [in 863.1427(h)(1)(iii) and (h)(2)(iii)] explaining
when/ where the sanple may be taken. The EPA considers this to be
a nore appropriate solution to the comment than using the term
"product” instead of the term"reactor liquid," since "product"”
was already defined in the proposed rule. Further, the EPA has
added the definition of reactor liquid to the final rule and
defined it as foll ows:

"Reactor liquid neans the conpound or material made in the
reactor, even though the substance may be transferred to

anot her vessel. This material may require further
nodi fi cations before becom ng a final product, in which case
the reactor liquid is classified as an "internmediate.” This

material may be conplete at this stage, in which case the
reactor liquid is classified as a "product."

2.4.25 §63. 1425(e) (1) (i)
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Comment: For clarity and to avoid unnecessary repetition,
one commenter (1V-D-05) recommended revising the text in
863. 1425(e) (1) (i), as follows:

"I'f an owner or operator chooses to conply with the control
efficiency provisions in paragraph (b)(1)(i) or (b)(2)(i) of this
section, the owner or operator shall eefpty—wth—the provisions

determntng determ ne the epoxi de em ssions before and after
control ."

Response: The EPA agrees with the comenter that
863. 1425(e) (1) (i) needs nore clarity. The proposed
863. 1425(e) (1) (i) could have been interpreted to nean that
performng the determ nation of the controlled and uncontroll ed
em ssions woul d be equivalent to conplying with 863.1425(b) (1) (i)
or (b)(2)(i), and this would have been an incorrect
interpretation. Further, the EPA agrees that, as proposed,
863. 1425(e) was redundant with many of the requirenents in
863. 1425(b) through (d). Therefore, the EPA has “reserved”’
863. 1425(e) in the final rule, and the appropriate process vent
control requirenents are now contained in 863.1425(b) through (d)
only, as appropriate.
2.5 EXTENDED COOKOUT AS A CONTROL OPTI ON
2.5.1 In Support of the Inclusion of ECO

Comment : Five commenters (IV-D-03, IV-D-04, IV-D-05, IV-D
07, 1V-D-10) fully supported the proposed rule’ s inclusion of the

concept of "extended cookout (ECO," as a pollution prevention
techni que. One comenter (I1V-D-10) noted that their conpany had
wor ked closely with the EPA to define the cal cul ati on procedures
to denonstrate that equival ent epoxi de em ssion reductions that
can be obtained using ECO conpared to conventional contro

t echnol ogy.

Response: The Agency appreciates the comenter’s support.

2.5.2 ECO Compl i ance Denpbnstration
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Comment: One commenter (IV-D-04) noted that the proposed
rule would require ECO to reduce em ssions by 98 percent;
however, the rule does not seemto require the owner or operator
to denonstrate that a 98-percent em ssion reduction (or any other
| evel of em ssion reduction) is actually being achieved. 1In a
foll ow up tel ephone conference wwth the comenter (Docket |tem
| V-E-1), the commenter explained that his first inpression of
this requirement was that it was not objective enough, in
conparison with other rules. However, when the commenter
reviewed the section again, he realized that the rule provided
adequate steps for denonstrating conpliance with the rule.

Further, commenter 1V-G 02 submtted a |ate comment after
readi ng Commenter |1V-D-04's comment, in which Commenter |V-G 02
di sagreed with the above comment and stated that a denonstration
of the percentage em ssion reduction achieved by ECOis
specifically required in 863.1427(a).

Response: The EPA agrees with Conmmenter IV-G02's |ate
comment, which stated that a denonstration of the percentage
em ssion reduction achieved by ECOis specifically required in
863. 1427(a). However, the word "denonstrate" is not specifically
stated in 863.1427(a); therefore, the EPA decided to revise the
| anguage in the final rule as foll ows:

“(a) Omners or operators of affected sources that produce
pol yet her pol yol —preduets usi ng epoxi des, and that are using
ECO extended—cookout—(ECSSH—as a control technique to reduce
epoxi de em ssions in order to conply with percent em ssion
reduction requirenments in 863.1425(b)(1)(i) or (b)(2)(iL)
shal | denonstrate that the specified percent em ssion
reduction is achieved by determ ning deterrne—the batch
cycl e percent epoxide em ssion reduction for each product
class in accordance with the provisions of paragraphs (b)
through (g) of this section....”

2.5.3 Flexibility of the Deternination of a Site-specific
Onset _of ECO
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Comment: Three commenters (IV-D-04, |V-D-05 and |V-D07)
supported defining the onset of ECO as the point in tinme when the
conbi ned unreacted epoxi de concentration in the reactor liquid is
equal to 25 percent of the concentration of epoxides at the end
of the epoxide feed. However, there was di sagreenent over
whet her site-specific ECO onset determ nation should be all owed
inthe final rule.

Comrenter |V-D-05 supported the proposed provisions that
al I owed i ndividual producers the opportunity to provide their own
econom c justification for the onset of ECO and noted that the
mechani smfor a request for a site-specific ECO onset was the
Preconpl i ance Report, which is required to be submtted one year
before the conpliance date. However, the comenter stated that
an owner or operator should be allowed the opportunity to change
the onset point. They recommended that the opportunity to
establish a different ECO onset point should not be limted to
t he preconpliance stage.

Comrenter |V-D-07 added that an individual producer should
have the ability to prove a different starting point based on
t hat producer’s econom cs. The commenter noted that the proposed
default definition of the onset of ECO was based on average
conditions, and that a producer may well have very different
econom cs fromthose presented in the nodel calculations. The
commenter maintained that the ability to request an alternative
definition is appropriate and necessary. The commenter al so
added that the mechani sm provided in 863.1427(c)(3) for an
alternate determ nation, and the reference to ItemlI-B-7 of the
docket contained in the proposal preanble, are appropriate.
However, this comrenter expressed concern that the basis
referenced in the proposal preanble will be |ost over tinme, and
suggested that this reference be included in the actual rule at
863. 1427(c), or, at the very least, that the reference be
included in the preanble to the final rule.
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In contrast, Commenter |V-D-04 was concerned that there was
too nuch flexibility in the requirenents describing howto
establish the onset of ECO on a site-specific basis. The
comenter cautioned that selecting the onset based on the
econom cs of polyether polyol production has the potential for
bei ng m sused. The commenter explained in the comment that the
operator may select an earlier onset of ECO nmaking it easy to
denonstrate a 98-percent em ssion reduction and to justify this
ECO onset on the basis of economc factors. The comenter
cautioned that econom cs can be very subjective. The commenter
al so cautioned that, in contrast to denonstrations of conpliance
with other control devices, the determ nation of the onset of ECO
does not have standardi zed procedures. The commenter did state
that they had confidence in the default value for the onset of
ECO

Further, the commenter pointed out that requiring an
em ssion reduction of 98 percent for ECO m ght still allow
em ssions to exceed the applicable em ssion factors described in
863. 1425(b) (1) or (b)(2). As assurance that the ECO provisions
are used appropriately, the coormenter requested that EPA require
t hat owners and operators using ECO with an onset other than the
default onset listed in the rule conply with the applicable
em ssion factor in 863.1425(b)(1) or (b)(2) and not have the
option of using the 98 percent em ssion reduction for
denonstrating conpliance with the rule. According to the
commenter, this will serve two purposes: (1) it wll assure that
ECO achi eves substantial "real" em ssion reductions; and (2) it
will provide for a conpliance denonstration for ECO

Commenter |V-G 02 submtted comments in response to the
i ssues raised by Coormenter |IV-D-04. This commenter pointed out
that the econom c eval uati on which was accepted by the EPA and
that fornmed the basis for the default ECO onset is very sinple.
Provisions for investnent in the unit or many other significant
costs that should be considered for true profitability were not
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used in the analysis. The evaluation was sinple and conservative
to avoid any significant debate over cost issues that producers
woul d be reluctant to divulge for conpetitive reasons or that
woul d be difficult for regulators to verify from outside sources.
The commenter believed that not allowing the site-specific ECO
onset woul d provide a disincentive to producers who el ect to use
ECO as a control technol ogy.

In response to Conmenter |1V-D-04's concern over site-
specific onset, Commenter |V-G 02 stated that establishing a
site-specific onset is not arbitrarily selected by the owner or
operator. The owner or operator nust submt a request for an
alternative ECO onset, and this alternative nust be approved by
the Adm nistrator. The comenter points out that this is a
typi cal EPA “alternative standard-getting” process used in nmany
Regul atory settings. The commenter also points out that the data
required to be provided by the owner or operator for a site-
specific alternative ECO onset request are readily avail abl e.

In response to Commenter |1V-D-04's request that the EPA
require ECOto achieve the applicable em ssion factor, Commenter
V-G 02 stated that there is not need to “safeguard” ECO
reductions by requiring conpliance with an em ssion factor. This
woul d renove one of the conpliance options for these sources and
provide a potential conpetitive advantage for sources using an
add-on control technique. The commenter stressed that sources
t hat use ECO shoul d not have to pay a penalty by conplying with a
di fferent standard that those who have elected to use
manuf acturi ng nmet hods which emt greater quantities of epoxide to
an add-on control device.

Response: First, the EPA agrees with Comrenter |V-G 02 that
sources using ECO should not be restricted to achieving
conpliance with the applicable emssion factor. In the final
rul e, owners or operators using ECO may conply by using either
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t he applicable percent reduction or the applicable em ssion
factor.

However, the EPA al so recogni zes the concern raised by
commenter |V-D-04 that changing the ECO onset, and thus the point
for determning the uncontrolled em ssions, could significantly
i npact the percent reduction achieved by the ECO The EPA al so
shares the concern that econom cs can be very subjective,
al t hough the EPA agrees wth the Cormenter |IV-G 02 that the
proposed criteria for a site-specific request would not allow the
arbitrary selection of an alternative ECO onset.

However, the EPA disagrees with the statement by Comrenter
| V-G 02 that the approval of a site-specific onset by the
Adm ni strator would represent a “typical” EPA alternative process
used in many regul atory settings. The Agency does routinely
eval uate alternative control technol ogies and their equival ency
to the control technologies or levels specified in regulations.
Typi cal eval uations may invol ve economcs, wth respect to the
cost of the technology in relation to the correspondi ng em ssion
reduction (i.e., the cost effectiveness). However, these
decisions are made in assessing alternative requirenments for
categories and/or subcategories of sources, and are not nmade for
i ndi vidual sources. |In reassessing the appropriateness of a
site-specific onset option, the EPA concluded that the subjective
nature of the option could result in different |levels of control
between facilities in the sane subcategory. That result would be
inconsistent wwth the concept of MACT. Therefore, in the final
rule, the EPA has renoved the option of requesting and
establishing a site-specific ECO onset point.

2.5. 4 ECO Requirenents for Monitoring
Comment : One commenter (1V-D-04) requested that the EPA
specify in the final rule appropriate conpliance denonstration

requi renents, nonitoring requirenents, bypass requirenents,
paraneter |evel requirenents, etc., for em ssion control devices
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that are used to supplenent ECO  According to the commenter,
t hese requirenents appear to be mssing in the proposed rule.
The comenter al so suggested that the EPA review the entire rule
to insure that all requirenents apply appropriately to al
control devices, regardl ess of whether those devices are used
with (or without) ECO

Comrenter (1V-G 02) provided comments after the end of the
comment period, in response to Coomenter |V-D-04's input.
Commenter 1V-G 02 did not see any "gap" in the requirenents for
ECO denonstrations, nonitoring, etc. This commenter interpreted
863. 1427 as providing for conpliance denonstrations, nonitoring,
etc. for the ECO portion of the conpliance alternative, and
bel i eved that 863.1427 clearly refers the source owner or
operator to other portions of the rule for denonstrations and
monitoring for using other control devices.

Response: The Agency called Comenter |IV-D-04 on April 283,
1998 (See Docket ItemIV-E-2). The comenter explained that
conpl i ance denonstration requirenents, nonitoring requirenents,
bypass requirenents, and paraneter |evel requirenents are given
for ECO, but not for those em ssion control devices that are used
to supplenment ECO. The final rule includes conpliance
denonstration requirenents, nonitoring requirenents, bypass
requi renents, and paraneter |evel requirenents for those em ssion
control devices that are used to supplenent ECO. The foll ow ng
| anguage was added to 863. 1427(a):

“If additional control devices are used to further reduce
the HAP eni ssions froma process vent already controll ed by
ECO_then the owner or operator shall also conply with the
testing. nonitoring. recordkeeping. and reporting

requi renents associated with the additi onal control device,
as specified in 8863.1426, 63.1429, and 63. 1430,
respectively.”
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2.5.5 Accuracy "Buffer" for ECO Em ssions Cal cul ati ons

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-07) reconmended that gui dance
on an acceptabl e accuracy range be added to the provisions in
863. 1427(a) (2), which requires neasurenment of the percent
reduction for each product to verify the accuracy of the
estimation nmethod selected, in order to resolve conflicts when
measurenents and cal cul ations are not exactly equal. The
comrent er suggested that kinetic nodels are likely to be accurate
to wthin +/- 10 percent, for typical situations. The comenter
noted that this request is valid only if engineering cal cul ati ons
are not allowed as requested in a previous coment (Section
2.12.8) or if a conpliance test is conducted for ECO The
coment er recomended that 863.1427(a)(2) be nodified as foll ows:

"The owner or operator may determ ne the batch cycle
percent epoxide reduction by directly nmeasuring the
concentration of the unreacted epoxide, or by using
process know edge, reaction kinetics, and engi neering
know edge. If the owner or operator elects to use any
met hods ot her than direct nmeasurenment, the percent
reduction nust be determ ned by direct neasurenent for
one product for each PMPU to verify the accuracy of the
estimation nethod selected. The alternate nethod of
estimating the concentration of unreacted epoxide is
acceptable if it is within +/- 25 percent of the result
of direct neasurenent.”

Response: The Agency agrees with the concept of needing an
"accuracy buffer," but, does not believe that 25 percent is an
appropriate value. The EPA believes that 10 percent is a nore
reasonabl e buffer to allow use of the cal cul ati ons w thout
adj ustnent. For situations where the difference between the
cal cul ation and the neasurenent is between 10 and 25 percent, the
cal cul ated val ues may be used, but need to be adjusted. The EPA
revised the text suggested by the commenter and incorporated it
into 863.1427(a)(2) in the final rule, as follows:

(2) The owner or operator may determ ne the batch
cycl e percent epoxide em ssion reduction by directly
measuring the concentration of the unreacted epoxide, or by
usi ng process know edge, reaction kinetics, and engi neering
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know edge, in accordance with paragraph (a)(2)(i) of this
section.

(i) If the owner or operator elects to use any nethod
ot her than direct neasurenent, the
epoxi de concentration shall be determ ned by direct

measurenent for one product fer—eachPMUto—ver+iy—the
aceuracy—of the—est+rat+on—rethod—seteeted—from each product

class and conpared with the epoxide concentration determ ned
usi ng the selected estinmation nethod, with the exception
noted in paragraph (a)(2)(ii) of this section. If the
difference between the directly determ ned epoxide
concentration and the cal cul ated epoxide concentration is
less than 25 percent, then the selected estinmation method
wll be considered to be an acceptable alternative to direct
measurenent for that class.

(ii) 1If uncontrolled epoxide eni ssions prior to the
end of the ECO are less than 10 tons per vear (9.1 negagrans
per_vear). the owner or operator is not required to perform
the direct neasurenent required in paragraph (a)(2)(i) of
this section. Uncontrolled epoxide enissions prior to the
end of the ECO shall be determ ned by the procedures in
paragraph (d)(1) of this section.

The proposed rule contained an error in the second sentence
in 863.1427(a)(2). That sentence should have read; "If the owner
or operator elects to use any nethods other than direct
measur enent for one product for each PMPY product class to verify

the accuracy of the estimation nethod selected.” The EPA

i ntended that the conparison of the engineering calculations to
the direct neasurenent be conducted on a product class basis,

si nce each product class behaves differently.

2.5.6 Clarification of the Definition of "Enissions" in ECO
Destruction Efficiency Cal cul ation

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-04) cited three locations in
863. 1427(c) that use the word "em ssions,"” but the intended
meani ng of the word is unclear: (1) "the uncontrolled em ssions
for the batch cycle;"” (2) "the epoxide em ssions prior to the
onset of the ECO " and (3) "the epoxide em ssions at the onset of
the ECO.” The commenter requested clarification of the word
"em ssions" in these cases. In the first case, the comenter was
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unsure whet her “em ssions” neant the em ssions that would occur
if there were no ECO, or em ssions that remain after ECO and are
either sent to a control device, or released (w thout "control"
after ECO) to the air. 1In the second and third instances, the
commenter was unsure about whether “em ssions” neant actual

em ssions that really occur, or em ssions that woul d have
occurred if there were no ECO. Commenter |V-D 05 suggested
replacing the | anguage in the second case with the foll ow ng

| anguage: "...calculate the uncontrolled epoxide
em ssions...calculating the epoxide em ssions, if any, prior to
t he onset of the ECO "

As a rebuttal to Commenter |V-D-04's comment, another
Comrenter (IV-G02) stated that Equation 7 in 863.1427(c) (1)
describes how to calculate "the uncontrolled em ssions for the
batch cycle." These are the cal cul ated epoxi de em ssions that
woul d occur in the absence of ECOif the reactor were opened at
the time that ECO conmmenced plus any epoxi de em ssions that
actually occur prior to that tinmne.

Commenter (1V-G 02) also stated that the "epoxi de em ssions
prior to the onset of the ECO' are those em ssions that actually
occur from process vents (for exanple, those that occur as a
result of initial reactor charge). The commenter added that the
met hod for calculating these emssions is specified in
863. 1426(d) in conjunction with the definition of “Epoxide” in
863. 1423(b).

Comrenter (1V-G 02) noted that the "epoxide em ssions at the
onset of the ECO' are described in 863.1427(c) and are cal cul ated
according to 863.1427(b). These are the em ssions that woul d
occur fromthe reactor contents if there were no ECO They are
cal cul ated as 25 percent of the reactor epoxide contents unless
the owner/operator justifies an alternate starting point.
Commenter (1V-G 02) ended by saying that the rel ati on between
uncontrol | ed epoxi de em ssions and the epoxi de em ssions at the
onset of ECO is described in Equation 7
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Response: The Agency defines ECO as a control option
therefore, uncontrolled em ssions are em ssions that would have
occurred had there not been an ECO This definition is in accord
with the interpretation offered by Commenter |1V-G 02. Further
the "epoxi de em ssions at the onset of the ECO' that the Agency
is referring to are any actual em ssions that occur before the
begi nning of the ECO, which is again in agreenent wth Commenter
V-G 02's interpretation. Therefore, no changes have been nmade
to the final rule as a result of Commenter |1V-D-07's concern

2.5.7 First Order for Epoxi de Reactions
Comment: One commenter (1V-D-07) responded to the EPA s
request for docunentation to support or refute the first order

reaction rate equation used in the ECO cal cul ation (62 FR 46814).
The comrenter has devel oped proprietary reacti on nodels based on
extensive | aboratory and commercial plant operation data, but
this information is not public information. However, they

i ncluded a copy of a paper on reaction kinetics by K Nagase and
Y. Sakaguchi, which was presented at the 12th annual neeting of

t he Japanese Chem cal Society, April 1959, which the commenter
considered to be a good source of information. The comrenter
noted that their proprietary nodels do use a first order reaction
rate with respect to epoxi de concentration to describe the
reaction.

Response: The Agency appreciates this input and has
retai ned the assunption that the polyol production reaction is
first order with respect to the epoxide.

2.5.8 Updat e of Product O ass Li st
Comment : One commenter (1V-D-04) stated that in situations

where a change in operating conditions causes a product to nove
from one product class to another, 863.1427(1)(3)(i)(A) requires
industry to "update the list of products for the product class,"”
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and then 863.1427(1)(3)(i)(B) requires subm ssion of a report
updating the list for "the product class.” The comrenter
requested that these sections be revised so that the owner or
operat or knows which updated list of products wthin a product
class to update: the class that this product has just left, or
the class that this product has just entered, or both |ists.

Commenter |V-D-05 requested the foll ow ng change to the text
in 863.1427(1)(3)(i)(B), as follows:

"Wthin 180 days of the change in operating conditions
for the pol yether polyol product, the owner or operator
shall submt a report updating the product list originally
submtted for the product class. This information may be
submtted along with the next Periodic Report."

Response: The EPA agrees that the proposed rule did not
make it clear which product lists need to be updated when
operating conditions cause a product to nove from one product
class to another. The EPA has revi sed what was
863. 1427(1)(3)(i)(B), which is 863.1427(m(3)(i)(B) in the final
rule, to read as foll ows:

"Wthin 180 days after ef the change in operating
conditions for the pol yether polyol product, the owner or
operator shall submt a report updating the product lists
otrt+egtnaty previously submtted for the product class. This
informati on may be submtted along with the next Periodic
Report.”

2.5.9 Product O ass Definition

Comment : One commenter (1V-D-07) requested the foll ow ng
technical correction in proposed 863.1427(i) (1) (i)(E)

"The group product classification should depend on EQ PO
ratio_at the end of the batch, not the ratio during the batch."

Further, Commenter |1V-D-05 comented that he understood that
the concentration in 863.1427(i)(1)(iv) is to be determ ned at
the "onset of the ECO' rather than at the "end of the onset of
ECO " Therefore, the commenter recomended revising the text
accordingly.
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Response: In the proposed rule, 863.1427(i)(1)(i)(E) did not
specify when in the batch the EQ PO rati o should be determ ned.
The EPA believes that the tinme in the batch at which the EQ PO
ratio is to be determ ned should be specified, and proposed
863.1427(i)(1)(i)(E) (863.1427(j)(1)(i)(E) in the final rule) has
been revised to specify that this ratio shall be determ ned at
the end of the epoxide feed, because, according to sone
comenters (docket itemno. IV-G10), the EQ PO rati o changes
during a batch, but has |leveled out by the tine that extended
cookout begins. Further, 863.1427(j)(1)(iv) in the final rule
has been revised as requested by commenter |V-D 05.

2.5.10 Pressure Measurenents
Comment: One commenter (1V-D-05) referred to 863.1427(Q),
which requires the calibration of pressure measurenent devices

"in accordance with manufacturer’s recomendations.” The
commenter clained that this has the unintended effect of
transferring the setting of enforceable regulatory standards to
third parties. |In addition, sonme manufacturer’s recomendati ons
may be inappropriate for purposes of this rule. Therefore, the
coment er recomended revising the text using | anguage adopted
into the anended HON, as did 863.1429(a) at proposal.

Response: Since the Agency has determ ned that the | anguage
used in the HON and 863.1430(a) is al so appropriate in
863. 1427(g), the final rule has incorporated simlar |anguage
into 863.1427(g), as follows:

"(g) Determnation of pressure. The owner or operator
shall determne the total pressure of the system using
standard pressure neasurenent devices calibrated tn
accordance—wth—according to the nanufacturer's
specifications_or other witten procedures that provide
adequat e assurance that the equi pnent woul d reasonably be
expected to nonitor accurately.™

2.5.11 ECO Recor dkeepi ng
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Comment: One commenter (I1V-D-05) asserted that in
863.1427(i) (1) (i)(C it makes no sense to include the nunber of
-OH groups in the catalyst feed. The netal ion is the active
species for these reactions, not the base. |In addition, sone of
t hese reactions may be self catal yzed or acid catal yzed, and
there will be no -OH groups in these systens. The appropriate
measure should be the nunber of -OH groups (or, better, the
nunber of reactive sites) in the starting material that is being
reacted wth the epoxide. Therefore, the commenter recomrended
revising the text, as foll ows:

"(i) Operating conditions of the product class, including
(A) Pressure deetHtne decay curve
(B) Mninmumreaction tenperature

(© Nunber of -OH groups in the eatabyst—+eed raw nmateri al

(D) M ninmum catal yst concentration

(E) The EQPOratio

(F) Reaction conditions, including the size of the reactor
or batch"

Response: The EPA agrees that the term“raw material” is a
better description of where the reactive hydrogens are than the
phrase "catal yst feed," and has made t he suggested change to what
was 863.1427(i)(1)(i)(C, and is 863.1427(j)(1)(i)(C in the
final rule. Further, in 863.1427(j)(1)(i)(C, the EPA has
replaced the term "nunber of -OH groups in the catal yst feed"
with the term “nunber of reactive hydrogens in the raw material,”
because the phrase "reactive hydrogens"” is consistent with the
term nol ogy used in the definition of polyether polyols. Also,
as discussed in an earlier response in this section,

863. 1427(j) (1) (i) (E) has been revised to specify that the EQ PO
ratio shall be determ ned at the end of the epoxide feed.

2.6 MONI TORI NG REQUI REMENTS FOR PROCESS VENTS
2.6.1 Moni tori ng Requirenent Exenptions for the Process Vent

Requi r enent s
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Comment: One commenter (1V-D-05) stated that, according to
863.1422(j), if the unit is otherw se exenpt from performance
tests because it conplies with another |law, such as the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) requirenents, the owner or
operator will conply with the nonitoring requirenents of that
law. To clarify that 863.1429(a)(3) does not inpose requirenents
on equi pnent ot herw se exenpt fromtesting, the comenter
recomended adding the followi ng wording to 863.1429(a)(3), such
that it reads:

"(3) Wiere a boiler or process heater of |less than 44
megawat t s desi gn heat input capacity and not otherw se
exenpt from performance testing under this subpart, is
used...."

Response: The EPA does not, in subpart PPP, exenpt a boiler
from performance testing because it conplies with another |aw
Section 63.1422(j) allows the owner or operator the choice of
whet her to conply with the nonitoring, recordkeeping and
reporting requirenents of this rule or the RCRA rule, if both
apply. Therefore, the EPA believes the suggested change is
i nappropriate, and has not nmade that change in the final rule.

2.6.2 Scrubber Monitoring Requirenents
Comment: Three commenters (1V-D-03, 1V-D-05, 1V-D07)
referred to 863.1429(a)(4) of the proposed rule which specifies

scrubbing liquid tenperature and specific gravity as appropriate
nmonitoring paraneters. The commenters stated that specific
gravity is not an appropriate paraneter for "once through”
scrubber systens and should be deleted. It was reconmended t hat
scrubbing liquid flowrate, which is a key paraneter for nost
scrubber systens, be added to this section in the final rule.

Two ot her commenters (IV-D-05, 1V-D-07) agreed, and al so
suggested nonitoring pH if the scrubber is an assisted scrubber.
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Response: The Agency realizes that the scrubbers operated
at the polyether polyol production facilities are once-through
scrubbers, which are simlar to those added after conbustion
devices to reduce em ssions of hal ogens. Therefore, the final
rule requires the sanme nonitoring paranmeter requirenments as for
hal ogen reduction scrubbers in the HON. Specifically, in the HON
[ 863. 114(a)(4) (i) and (ii)], a pH nonitoring device to nonitor
the pH of the scrubber effluent and a flow neter are required to
be used for scrubbers used with an incinerator, boiler, or
process heater in the case of hal ogenated vent streans.

In the final rule, 863.1429(a)(4) reads:

“(4) \Where an absorber is used, a scrubbing liquid_flow
rate neter or a pressure tefperature nonitoring device ant—=a
v . . : i : I I

is required and should

be equi pped with a continuous recorder. If an acid or base
absorbent is used., a pH nmonitoring device to nonitor
scrubber effluent is also required. If two or nore

absorbers in series are used., a scrubbing liquid flowrate
meter, or a pressure nonitoring device, equipped with a
continuous recorder, is required for each absorber in the
series. An owner or operator may subnit a request to
instead install the scrubbing liguid flowrate neter, or a
pressure nonitoring device, equipped with a continuous
recorder, on only the final absorber in a series, in
accordance with the alternative paraneter nonitoring
reporting requirenents in 863.1439(f).

2.6.3 Monitoring of Miultiple Absorbers
Comment: One commenter (IV-D-05) maintained that
863. 1429(a) (4) does not indicate how nonitoring is to be

performed where two or nore absorbers are used, and requested
that EPA clarify this provision.

Response: In general, the EPA believes that if multiple
scrubbers are used in series to achieve the required percent
efficiency, then it is inportant that the performance of each
scrubber be nonitored. However, the EPA recognizes that there
coul d be circunstances where nonitoring only one scrubber would
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be adequate. Under this circunstance, the EPA believes that a
request for alternative nonitoring can be submtted in accordance
with 863.1439(f). The follow ng | anguage was added in

863. 1429(a) (4):

“1f two or nore absorbers in series are used. a scrubbing
liquid flowrate neter, or a pressure nonitoring device,
equi pped with a continuous recorder, is required for each
absorber in the series. An owner or operator may subnit a
request to instead install the scrubbing ligquid flow rate
meter, or a pressure nonitoring device, equipped with a
continuous recorder, on only the final absorber in a series,
in accordance with 863.1439(f)."

2.6.4 Alternative to 863.1429(a)(7)
Comment: One commenter (I1V-D-05) clainmed that, in

863. 1429(a)(7), an organic nmonitor with a continuous recorder
shoul d be acceptable as an alternative to 863.1429(a)(1) and
(a)(3) through (a)(6). This comenter reconmended revising the
text in 863.1429(a)(7) as foll ows:

(7) As an alternate to paragraphs (b4 —through—{(b)(6)

(a)(1) and (a)(3) through (a)(6) of this section, the owner or
operator may install an organic nonitoring device equipped with a
conti nuous recorder."

Response: The proposed rule allowed the nonitoring of
organi ¢ conpound concentration as an alternative to nonitoring
operating paraneters for absorbers, condensers, and carbon
adsorbers (as was required in paragraphs (a)(4), (5), and (6)).
The commenter is requesting that the nonitoring of organic
conpound concentration also be allowed as an alternative to
nmoni toring operating paraneters for incinerators and boilers or
process heaters (paragraphs (a)(1l) and (3)). The EPA agrees with
the comenter that an organic nonitor with a continuous recorder
could be an acceptable alternative to 863.1429(a)(1) and (3)
through (6) in sone instances. However, the commenter did not
provi de sufficient data or rationale on the nonitoring of organic
conpounds at the exit of conbustion devices to convince the EPA
that such an alternative should be generally allowed in the final
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rule. However, the EPA believes that organi c conpound
concentration nonitors can be used on a site-specific basis.
Owners or operators wishing to nonitor organi c conpound
concentration may submt a request to nonitor these paraneters in
accordance with the alternative nonitoring paraneters provisions
in 863.1439(f).

The EPA appreciates the comenter’s pointing out the cross-
referencing error in the proposed rule. The cross-referencing
error was corrected in the final rule.

2.6.5 Fl ow | ndi cator Specifications

Comment: Two commenters (IV-D-04, |1V-D-05) requested that
the EPA del ete the provisions of 863.1429(c)(3), which inplied
that conmputer nonitoring of a bypass |ine danper or valve
position [863.1429(c)(3)] was different than operating a fl ow
i ndi cator [863.1429(c)(1)]. In addition, one commenter (IV-D 04)
recommended del eting two ot her paragraphs (or portions thereof)
that relate to 863.1429(c)(3) because, once 863.1429(c)(3) was
del et ed, they woul d have no neani ng:

(1) In 863.1430(d)(4), delete the words "or where conputer
moni toring of the bypass danper or valve is used to conply with
863. 1429(c)(3)."

(2) Delete paragraph 63.1430(d)(4)(i1).

Response: The EPA renoved the proposed paragraph
63.1429(c)(3). The EPA believed that 863.1429(c)(1) and (2) were
sufficient for specifying the nonitoring requirenents associ ated
w th bypass lines, since the definition of a flowindicator in
subpart G includes conputer nonitoring. The other changes
menti oned by commenter |V-D-04 have al so been nade in the fina
rule, as a result of the renoval of 863.1429(c)(3), in order to
elimnate references to that paragraph which no |onger exists in
the final rule.
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2.7 GROUP DETERM NATI ON FOR NONEPOXI DE HAP EM SSI ONS
2.7.1 G oup Determ nation Records Wien the TRE Index is
Between 1.0 and 4.0
Comment: One commenter (1V-D-04) referred to
863.1428(h)(2)(ii), which requires a report if the TRE index
value after a process change is between 1.0 and 4.0. According

to the comenter, this seens to presune that, before the process
change, the TRE index value was greater than 4.0. |Instead of
presumng it, the section should be specific. The conmenter
claimed that industry should not have to submt a report if the
TRE i ndex value was already between 1.0 and 4.0 before the
process change, and the value is still in that range after the
process change. The comrenter suggested the foll ow ng revisions
to 863.1428(h)(2)(ii):

"(i1) Where the recal cul ated TRE i ndex value is |less than or
equal to 1.0, or where the TRE index value before the process

change was greater than 4.0 and the recal cul ated TRE i ndex val ue

is less than or equal to 4.0 but greater than 1.0, the owner or
operator shall submt a report

Response: The Agency agrees with the comenter’'s revision
and has incorporated it into the final rule.

2.8 PROCESS VENT RECORDKEEPI NG AND REPCRTI NG REQUI REMENTS

2.8.1 "Up-to-date” Process Vent Records

Comment: One commenter (I1V-D-05) stated that 863.1430(b) and
863. 1430(f)(5) require records to be kept "up-to-date,"” but
stated that this termhas no neaning for one-tinme records and is

unnecessary for recurring records, since owners or operators are
already required to obtain and retain each record when the tine
arises. Therefore, the commenter is recomending that this term
be del et ed.
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Response: The EPA has renoved the phrase "up-to-date" from
t hese recordkeeping requirenents in the final rule, because that
phrase did not actually state the frequency with which records
were to be "up-dated.” The EPA feels that the proposed
regul atory text, mnus the phrase "up-to-date", is sufficient to
convey the EPA' s intent, which was that the owner or operator
keep these records current.

2.8.2 Fl ares Conpli ance Denonstration

Comment: Two commenters (I1V-D-04, |V-D-05) expressed
concern that 8863.1430(b)(1)(ii) and (b)(1)(iii) inply that a
conpl i ance denonstration for flares is required by 863.11(b) of
subpart A.  They maintained that they have searched 863. 11(b)
very carefully and cannot find anything in that section that
specifically requires a conpliance denonstration. Therefore, the
commenters requested that, if EPA wants a conpli ance
denonstration for flares, that the requirenent be included in the
final rule, specifying what elenents are included in the
denonstration and what the deadline is.

Response: At proposal, subpart PPP referred to 863.11(b) for
determ ning conpliance with the flare requirenents. However, as
the comenters have pointed out, 863.11(b) does not actually
require a conpliance denonstration. To remedy this situation, in
the final rule the EPA has added a requirenment to performthe
conpliance denonstration for flares to 863.1437(c). Appropriate
changes have al so been nade in 863.1430(b)(1)(iii) and other
parts of the rule, to replace the HON reference to 863.11(b) with
a reference to the provisions in 863.1437(c).

In the final rule, the EPA has added 863. 1437(c) to nake it
clear that a conpliance denonstration for flares nust be
conducted using the provisions found in 863.11(b). Specifically,
the owner or operator is required to (1) conduct a visible
em ssion test, (2) determne the net heating value of the gas
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bei ng conbusted, and (3) determne the exit velocity. |In each
case, the provisions specify that these paraneters be determ ned
in accordance with specific paragraphs in 863.11. Section

63. 1437(c) al so specifies that an owner or operator is not
required to conduct a performance test to determ ne percent

em ssion reductions or outlet organic HAP or TOC concentrations
for flares. In addition, the final regulatory |anguage specifies
that a previously conducted flare conpliance denonstrati on may be
used to denonstrate conpliance for the purposes of subpart PPP
provi ded that no deliberate process changes have been made since
the conpliance denonstration, or that the results of the
conpl i ance denonstration reliably denonstrate conpliance despite
process changes.

2.8.3 Records for Start-ups, Shutdowns., Ml functions, and

Peri ods of Non-operation
Comment: Two commenters (1V-D-04, 1V-D05) nmaintained that
863.1430(d) (2) (i) borrows sone, but not all, of the relevant HON
amendnents, and it should be revised to address start-ups,

shut downs, nmal functions, and periods of non-operation of a
rel evant portion of the process. Additionally, it should refer
to cessation of the nonitored em ssions, rather than em ssions

generally. Wiile it my be appropriate to record all data, the
comenters asserted that averages shoul d excl ude peri ods of
system start-up, shutdown, breakdowns, repairs, calibration
checks, and zero (lowlevel) and high-level adjustnents. To be
consistent wwth the HON, the commenters recommended changi ng t he
text. Commenter |V-D-05 provided revised wordi ng and comment er

| V-D- 04 supported the text suggested by comenter |V-D 05.

Response: The EPA agreed that 863.1430(d)(2)(i) should
apply to “specific portions” of processes, and has anended the
| anguage in 863.1430(d)(2) (i) accordingly. 1In addition, the EPA
has added a provision stating that nonitoring data coll ected
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during periods of start-up, shutdown, or malfunction are not to
be included in the daily average. The EPA does not agree with
the comenters that this paragraph shoul d depend only on the
cessation of “nonitored em ssions,” rather than on the cessation
of all em ssions.

2.8.4 Records Related to Group Deternination

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-05) supported not having to
devel op unnecessary information in order to determ ne G oup
status. Sources shoul d have the discretion to designate
i ndi vidual vents as G oup 1 and skip the determ nation process.
To reflect the EPA's intent in this regard, the commenter
recommended that a new sentence be added at the end of
863. 1430(e) (1) as foll ows:

"The owner or operator may elect Goup 1 status for process

vents without making a Goup 1/ Group 2 deterni nation. | n such

event, no deternmination records are required.”

Response: It is the EPA's intent to allow sources to
designate individual vents as Goup 1 and skip the group
determ nation process. Since the commenter did not think that
863. 1430(e) (1) was clear enough in allowng for this option, the
Agency has added the nodified version of the sentence that the
coment er suggested to the final rule, as foll ows:

“The owner or operator nmay elect Goup 1 status for process
vents without nmaking a G oup 1/Goup 2 determnation. 1In
such event., none of the records specified in this paragraph
(e) are required.”

2.8.5 Recor dkeepi ng Exenpti on

Comment : One commenter (1V-D-05) stated that
863. 1430(e) (1) (vi) and (e)(2) do not require certain records if
batch vents are in conpliance with 863.1425(c) (1) (aggregate 90

percent HAP reduction) and the rel evant conpliance device is
operating at all tinmes. This neans that, if a source ever fails
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to get 90 percent, or if the device ever goes "down," there would
be a violation not only for failing to neet the 90 percent limt
but also for not having certain records that the source was
previously exenpt fromhaving to retain. Therefore, the
commenter reconmmended revising the text by adding a new sentence
at the end of each of 863.1430(e)(1)(vi) and (e)(2), as follows:

"(vi) ...This subparagraph (vi) applies even if the
affected source tenporarily fails to neet the requirenents
of 863.1425(c)(1) or the device does not function
tenporarily."

"(2) This paragraph (2) applies even if the affected
source tenporarily fails to meet the requirenents of
863.1425(c) (1) or the device does not function tenporarily."

Response: The EPA understands the commenter’s concern about
being held liable for a double violation under the situation
descri bed above. However, the EPA felt that the suggested
| anguage was too vague (e.g., “tenporarily” is not defined, and
no tinme frame is specified). The final rule resolves this
probl em by replacing the phrase “[the] process vent is in
conpliance with 863.1425(c)(1)” with the phrase “is subject to
863. 1425(c)(1),” in 863.1430(e)(1)(vi). This change will prevent
the owner or operator frombeing in a double penalty situation,
while still offering the group determ nation recordkeeping
exenption to the owner or operator who is subject to
863. 1425(c) (1) or (c)(3). A simlar change has been made to the
| anguage in 863.1430(e)(2), such that the revised | anguage
appears as foll ows:

(2) Process vents from continuous unit operationsyents
i . EaehThe owner or operator

of an affected source that uses nonepoxi de organic HAP to
make or nodi f y—a—poetyether—polyoet the product in continuous
unit operations shall keep records regarding the
measurenents and cal cul ations perfornmed to determ ne the TRE
i ndex val ue of the—cenbtned—each process vent strean1 The
owner o©wnetrs—or operators of conbined—streanrs—Goup 1
conti nuous process vents that are tn—conptHance—wthsubj ect
to the Goeup—3—requirenments of 863.1425(c)(3) is are—not
required to keep these records.
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2.8.6 Process Change Resulting in a Change in the TRE

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-05) requested that sources be
exenpted fromthe reporting requirenents of 863.1430(k) if there
is some other basis for exenption, such as a flow rate bel ow
0. 005 scrnm or a HAP concentration | ess than 50 ppnv. Therefore,
t he comenter recommended addi ng the foll owm ng new paragraph at
863. 1430(k). Proposed 863. 1430(k) would then becone 863. 1430(1).
863. 1430(k) woul d read:

(k) The owner or operator is not required to submt a
report of a process change if one of the conditions listed in
par agraphs (k) (1) through (k)(4) of this section is net.

(1) The process change does not neet the definition of a
process change in subpart G or

(2) The vent streamflow rate is recalculated according to
subpart G and the recalculated value is less than 0.005 standard
cubic neter per mnute, or

(3) The organic HAP concentration of the vent streamis
recal culated according to subpart G and the recalculated value is
less than 50 parts per mllion by volunme, or

(4) The TRE index value is recalculated according to subpart
G and the recal culated value is greater than 4.0.

Response: The EPA does not believe that the "exenptions"
cited by the coomenter, (i.e., flowrate below 0.005 scmm or a
HAP concentration |l ess than 50 ppnv) are appropriate for
863. 1430( k) as proposed. Since proposal this section was
renunbered 863. 1430(j), where the owner or operator is subject to
the process vent reporting and recordkeeping requirenents in
863. 1430 when a process change has occurred that causes a Goup 2
conti nuous process vent wth a TRE greater than 4.0 to becone
Goup 2 with a TRE less than 4.0. By definition (see 863.1423) a
Group 2 process vent fromcontinuous unit operations is defined
as “...not classified as a Goup 1 continuous process vent,” and
a Goup 1 continuous process vent is defined as “(1) has a flow
rate greater than or equal to 0.005 standard cubic neters per
m nute, and (2) has a total organic HAP concentration greater
than or equal to 50 parts per mllion by volume, and (3) has a
total resource effectiveness index value, calculated in
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accordance with 863.1428(h)(1), less than or equal to 1.0." The
exenptions cited by the comenter define the process vent as
being G oup 2 and are not needed in 863.1430(j). Therefore,
863.1430(j) of the final rule does not include the revisions
suggested by the commenter.

2.9 EM SSI ON FACTOR
2.9.1 Em ssion Factor Pl an

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-05) requested, for purposes of
clarity, that 863.1431(b)(1) be revised to refer to the use of a
conbustion, recovery, or recapture device "wthout ECO " and that
863. 1431(b)(2) be revised to refer to the use of ECO "wi thout a
conbustion, recovery, or recapture device," since 863.1431(b)(3)
provi des requirenents for when both ECO and a conbustion
recovery, or recapture device are used.

Response: The EPA has made this distinction in the final
rul e.

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-05) reconmended, for purposes
of clarity, that the provisions of 863.1431(c)(2) be revised to
i nclude the phrase "unl ess exenpted by the provisions of this
subpart" as foll ows:

"The owner or operator shall conduct a performance test in
accordance wth 863. 1426 to determ ne the epoxi de control
efficiency of the conbustion, recovery, or recapture device
unl ess exenpted by the provisions of this subpart....”

Response: Section 63.1426 lists the exenptions that apply,
so by citing 863.1426, the exenptions are also cited. Therefore,
the EPA does not find it necessary to nmake the requested revision
to 863.1431(c)(2).

2.10 STORAGE VESSEL
2.10.1 St orage Vessel Provi sions
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Comment : One commenter (1V-D-05) referred to the | anguage in
863. 1432(e), (f), and (h), which says that certain HON | anguage
shoul d be "replaced with" other |anguage. For clarity, the
commenter requested that the text be changed to state that the
referenced | anguage "applies,"” instead of saying that it
“repl aces” | anguage in the HON

Response: The EPA appreciates the comenter’s input, and
has changed the referenced | anguage in accordance with the

comenter’s suggestions, in the final rule.

2.10.2 Previ ous Performance Testing of Storage Vessel Control

Devi ce

Comment: Two commenters (IV-D-04 and |1V-D- 05) supported the
provisions in 863.1432(g) that state that if a storage vessel has
a control device that has been performance-tested for other
reasons, the prior performance test would satisfy the storage
vessel requirenents of this rule. However, Comrenter |V-D 04
stated that the provisions are unclear in the follow ng two
areas, and should be clarified:

(1) The text mentions control devices that are used to
conply with "863.1425 through (sic.) 863.1433," which is
i npossi ble. For one thing, the range of 863.1425 through
863. 1433 incl udes 863. 1432, which is where the storage vessel
provisions are |located. A control device on a storage vessel
cannot "al so" be used for storage vessel conpliance. Also, it is
unlikely that any single control device would be used
simul taneously for the entire range of sections from 863. 1425
t hrough 863.1433. The commenter believed that the EPA neant to
say that, if the control device had already been performance-
tested under any one of those sections, no further denonstration
IS required.

(2) The provisions accept only performance tests "required
by" specified sections of the rule. However, those sections do
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not always "require" performance tests; sonetines they "all ow
performance tests, such as when a test that is conducted to
conply with other regul ations promnmul gated by the EPA is all owed
to be used. |If the control device has been perfornmance-tested
under some NSPS or NESHAP using the sane reference nethods, and
if the results are still reliable, the commenter clained that the
previ ously conducted performance test should be acceptabl e.

Response: The EPA agrees with the conmmenters on both of
t hese points, and has made changes to 863.1432(g), accordingly.
The regul atory | anguage in the final rule reads as foll ows:

(g) EachThe owner or operator of an affected source
shall conply with this paragraph instead of
863. 120(d) (1) (ii)—of——stubpart—6 for the purposes of this
subpart. If the conbustion, recovery, or recapture device
used to conply with 863.119(e) is also used to conply with
any of the requirenents found in 8863. 1425 t hrough 63. 1431
and/ or 863. 1433, the performance test required in or
accept ed by—fer 8863. 1425 through 63. 1431 and/or 863.1433 is
acceptabl e for denonstrating conpliance with 863. 119(e) —of
stbpart—6 for the purposes of this subpart. The owner or
operator will not be required to prepare a design eval uation
for the conbustion, recovery, or recapture device as
described in 863.120(d)(1)(i)-—of——subpart—G if the
performance test neets the criteria specified in paragraphs
(g9)(1) and (g)(2) of this section.

2.11 WASTEWATER PROVI SI ONS

2.11.1 Wast ewat er Cross-Referencing with the HON
Comment: One commenter (1V-D-07) asserted that the cross-

references provided in 863.1433 of the proposed rule are very
conpl ex, make conpliance difficult, and m ght cause i nadvertent
violations. The comenter urged the EPA to develop a
conprehensive set of requirenents for this section of the rule.

Response: In the final rule, the EPA has naintained the
cross-references to the HON wast ewater provisions. The EPA
recogni zes that a conplex system of cross-referencing can be
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confusing to the owner or operator. However, the EPA considers
the benefit to industry [which is derived fromthe fact that a
conpany produci ng products subject to several rules (e.g., the
HON, subpart JJJ, and subpart U) can rely on the fact that their
wast ewat er equi prmrent will be subject to the sanme basic control
requi renents] to outweigh the negative effects that this
structure m ght have on those sane owners or operators. This is
particularly inportant in consideration of the fact that

wast ewater may originate at process units produci ng severa

di fferent products, and yet be conbined into an individual stream
prior to treatnment. Each NESHAP shoul d spell out the specific
requi renents for such a wastewater stream but the owner or
operator’s job will be sinplified if the basic control

requi renents applying to wastewater streans fromthe different
types of process units are the sane, or at least very simlar.
In addition, the EPA has received positive feedback regarding
this strategy for dealing with process wastewater from other

i ndustry representatives.

2.11.2 Definition of Wastewater in the Basis and Purpose for

Proposed St andar ds
Comment : One commenter (1V-D-07) requested that the EPA
clarify one statenent that was made in section 2.5.3, Wastewater

Operation, of the Basis and Purpose for Proposed Standards
(Docunent no. EPA-453/R-97-010a, May 1997). The commenter
clainmed that one statenent in that section omtted an inportant
part of the wording fromthe definition of wastewater that was
included in subparts F and G (the wastewater nodel for this
rule), that wastewater exists after it is discarded, not after it

exits a piece of equipnent. Furthernore, the comrenter
mai nt ai ned that a wastewater streamis considered to be discarded
after it exits the last recovery device in a PMPU. The conmenter
requested that the EPA clarify in its response to coments
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docunent that wastewater exists after it is discarded fromthe
PVPU.

Response: The commenter is correct, and the EPA would |ike
to make note of the fact that the definition of “wastewater” in
subpart PPP continues to mrror the definition of “wastewater”
in 863.111 of the HON, which contains the concept of the fluid
havi ng been "di scarded"” froma process unit. The "discard"
concept is fundanental in determ ning which fluids exiting the
PMPU are subject to the wastewater provisions in 863.1433. In
addition, in the final rule the definition of “wastewater” has
been corrected to refer to Table 4 of subpart PPP (instead of
Table 5, which it incorrectly referenced at proposal).

2.11.3 Classification of Wastewater Receiving Facilities
Comment: Three commenters (1V-D-04, 1V-D-05, 1V-D07)
requested that the EPA clarify that when facilities use the HON s

third-party wastewater treatnent provisions, the receiving

facility does not becone subject to the Of-Site Waste and
Recovery Operations MACT rule (subpart DD). One commenter (IV-D-
04) clained that there is a disconnect between the proposed rule
and subpart DD, because subpart DD s exenption nentions only the
HON, not other rules that make slight changes to the HON (such as
di fferent conpliance dates, slight changes in definitions, and
different chemcal lists). Therefore, the comenter recommended
addi ng a paragraph (d) to 863. 1433 as foll ows:

(d) The owner or operator of a facility which receives

a Goup 1 wastewater stream or a residual renoved froma
Goup 1 wastewater stream for treatnent pursuant to
863.132(g) of subpart G as referenced in paragraph (a) of
this section, is subject to the requirenents of 8§63.132(q)
with the differences identified in this section, and i s not
subject to subpart DD of this part with respect to that
material.
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Response: The EPA agrees that this clarification needed to
be added to the final rule. The final rule contains | anguage
very simlar to that suggest by the comenters, in
863. 1433(a)(20), with the exception that the cross references are
omtted. The new |l anguage reads as foll ows:

(20) The owner or operator of a facility which
receives a Goup 1 wastewater stream or a residual remved
froma Goup 1 wastewater stream for treatnment pursuant to
863.132(qg) is subject to the requirenents of 863.132(q),
with the differences identified in this section, and i s not
subject to subpart DD of this part, with respect to the
received material.

2.11. 4 Clarifying the Definition of Residuals

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-04) requested that the EPA
clarify that residuals are not process wastewater. The conmenter
referenced the proposal preanble (62 FR 46810, col. 3), which
stated that one exanple of a process wastewater streamis

"residual s recovered fromwaste managenent units." The conmenter
considered this statenment problematic because a residual is not a
process wastewater stream and not every residual is regul ated.
The commenter asserted that the regul ations should only apply to
residuals from Goup 1 process wastewater streans; residuals from
G oup 2 streans should not be regul at ed.

Response: The Agency agrees with this commenter. The
preanble to the final rule clarifies that residuals recovered
from waste managenent units do not necessarily constitute an
exanpl e of process wastewat er

2.11.5 Wast ewater Control Options
Comment : One commenter (1V-D-04) requested that the EPA
clarify that, for an individual em ssion point, em ssion

suppressi on does not always require the conbination of a cover,
an encl osure, and a cl osed-vent systemto a control device. This
is the commenter’s interpretation of the followng statenent in
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t he proposal preanble (62 FR 46811, col. 2): "Suppression of

em ssions fromthe point of determnation to the treatnent device
wi |l be achieved by using covers and encl osures and cl osed-vent
systens to collect organic HAP vapors fromthe wastewater and
convey themto treatnent devices."

Response: The commenter is correct, in that individual
em ssion points do not require a cover and an enclosure and a
cl osed-vent systemto a control device. The final preanble
states that individual em ssion points require a control device,
or a seal/cover/enclosure that nmay be routed to a control device,
dependi ng on t he source.

2.11.6 "l nprocess" Aqueous Streans Should not be Identified as
VWast ewat er St r eans

Comment : One commenter (1V-D-04) clainmed that there is a
m smatch in 863.1433(a) and 863.1433(a)(10). Section 63.1433(a)
refers to "each process wastewater streant and requires
conpliance with HON 863. 132 through 863.149. However, 863.149
does not deal with process wastewater streans, it deals with
certain in-process aqueous streans in open equi pnent. The
commenter asserted that nothing is wastewater until it |eaves the
process. Simlarly, 863.1433(a)(10) says certain definitions
apply whenever HON 863. 132 t hrough 863.149 refer to a Goup 1
wast ewater streamor to a Goup 2 wastewater stream However
863. 149 applies to certain in-process (non-wastewater) aqueous
streans in open equipnent. The commenter reconmended that
863. 1433(a) and (a)(10) be revised as foll ows:

"(a) For each process wastewater stream originating at
an affected source, the owner or operator shall conply with
the requirements of 863.132 through 863. 1497 of subpart G
with the differences noted in paragraphs (a)(1) through
(a)(19), and (b) and (c) of this section, for the purposes
of this subpart. The owner or operator shall conply with
the requirenments of 863.149 of subpart G with the
differences noted in paragraphs (a)(1), (a)(2). (a)(7),
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(a)(8). (a)(11) and (a)(12) of this section. for equipnent
neeting the criteria of 863.149 of subpart G as nodified by
t hose differences.”

"(10) Wenever 863.132 through §63—149 §63. 147 of
subpart Grefer to a Goup 1 wastewater streamor a G oup 2
wast ewat er stream the definitions of the ternms contained in
863. 1423 shall apply, for the purposes of this subpart.”

Response: The EPA agrees with the general concept behind
comenter |IV-D-04's comment. However, the EPA does not feel that
it is necessary to |ist each paragraph that corresponds to either
wast ewater streanms or “in process” equipnment, as the comrenter
suggested. Instead, the EPA has added | anguage clarifying that
t he owner or operator nust conply with the requirenents in
863. 148 for |eak inspection provisions, and with the requirenents
of 863.149 for equipnment that is subject to 863.149. The final
rule also clarifies that the owner or operator nust conply with
the requirenents in 863.105(a) for maintenance wastewater. The
EPA has al so nade the distinction between the 863. 132 t hrough
863. 147 requirenents and the 863. 149 requirenents, as the
comment er request ed.

2.11. 7 Sel ection of Conpounds Subject to the WAst ewat er
Pr ovi si ons

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-07) supported regulating
wastewater for only the list of organic HAP in Table 4 of Subpart
PPP; however, the commenter requested that the EPA establish a
Henry’s Law Constant "de m nim s" val ue and del ete non-vol atile
organi ¢ HAP, such as nethanol, from Table 4 as it applies to the
wast ewat er provisions. The commenter stated that EPA has del eted
other organic HAP fromlists of regul ated organi c HAP under the
wast ewat er provisions in the HON and other rules, based on the
insignificant potential of those organic HAP to volatilize from
wast ewat er, and based on the know edge that those organic HAP are
hi ghly bi ol ogically degradable. The commenter noted that a “de
mnims” value of 1.8 x 10® atmn¥/ gnole fraction at 25 °C was
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used in the HON. The commenter provided exanples of chem cals

t hat have been deleted fromthe |ist of regul ated organic HAP
under the HON or other rules, including diethanolam ne, ethylene
gl ycol, and formal dehyde. The commenter stated that comments
subm tted by the pharmaceutical industry on the proposed MACT
standard affecting their industry showed that nethanol has a

hi gher function of biological degradation than that estimted by
the EPA. The commenter recommended that the EPA (1) reeval uate
the em ssions estimtes and significance of the Table 4 organic
HAPs to volatilize fromwastewater, (2) determ ne those organic
HAP t hat shoul d be excluded because of their high degree of

bi ol ogi cal degradation, and (3) delete the organic HAP neeting
those two criteria fromthe list of regulated organic HAP in
Tabl e 4.

Response: The commenter incorrectly stated that the
conpounds in table 4 of subpart PPP are subject to the wastewater
provisions. As stated in 863.1433(a)(2), when subpart G (the HON
wast ewat er provisions in subpart PPP) refers to table 9 or table
36, the owner or operator is only required to consider organic
HAP listed in table 9 or table 36 of subpart G that are al so
listed in table 4 (actually, the proposed rule stated "table 5,"
whi ch was a typographical error) of this subpart. In other
wor ds, only conpounds that are both on Table 4 of subpart PPP and
on Table 9 of subpart G are subject to the wastewater provisions.
By doing this, the EPA has elimnated (fromthe wastewater
provi sions) those organic HAP that were elimnated fromthe HON
tables due to their low volatility. Therefore, the EPA did not
find it necessary to del ete any conpounds fromtable 4 of the
final rule.

2.11.8 VWast ewat er Nati onwi de Basel i ne Em ssions Estinmate:
Steam Jet Systemi s Condensate Estimate
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Comment: One commenter (1V-D-07) questioned the data and
wast ewat er em ssion estimates in the Supplenmentary |Information
Docunment (SID) for the national baseline em ssions, and stated,
in particular, that the EPA had overestimated the nationw de

em ssions from wast ewater from pol yether pol yols production. The
commenter cited two issues related to the data presented in Table
9 of the April 29, 1996 nenorandum (Docket Itemll-B-5),
regardi ng nati onwi de basel i ne em ssi ons.

First, the commenter stated that the "average organi c HAP
concentration"” of 70,000 ppnv of POis inconsistent with the
commenter’s operating and engi neering experience of steamjet
ej ector systens, and noted that the volatile organi c HAP
concentration in steam condensate tends to be in the range of 10
to 500 ppmv. The conmenter noted that the nenmorandumin the
docket (I1-B-5) was uncl ear about whether the data gathered from
“vacuum systens” to determ ne the average concentration of
organic HAP were froma single stream or froma conbi nation of
several streans. The commenter reconmmended that the EPA gat her
nmore accurate information on steamjet system s condensate, and
base the estimate on an adequate representati on of the systens.

The commenter's second concern was whet her the EPA had
relied on one data point to inappropriately extrapol ate em ssions
fromthe nodel streamto nati onw de em ssions. The conmenter
al so noted that the nationw de em ssions fromthis one node
stream accounted for 68 percent of wastewater em ssions, and 42
percent of the total nationw de em ssions from pol yet her polyols
pr oducti on.

Response: The commenter's first concern was that the PO
concentration in the vacuum system nodel stream (70,000 ppnv) was
i nconsistent wwth the coomenter's know edge of the industry,
whi ch woul d i ndicate that the PO concentration in these streans
is in the range of 10 tp 500 ppnv. It is the EPA s understandi ng
that the comenter's experience has been with vacuum systens with
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| ow HAP concentrations, which were not included in the EPA s

dat abase. Data provided by industry in responses to the
gquestionnaire were used to create the database. The
gquestionnaire stated that it applied to HAP em ssi on sources
gener ated by pol yet her pol yol production processes, except for:
(1) wastewater streanms with an annual average flow rate |ess than
0.1 gallons per mnute, or a total HAP content |ess than 10 ppnv,
or (2) waste wth a total HAP content |ess than 10 ppnv or a
generation rate | ess than 220 pounds per nonth. Therefore, the
concentrations reported in response to the EPA/ SPI questionnaire
were only for the nore concentrated streans. The EPA took this
bi as into account when estinmating nationw de baseli ne em ssions,
by multiplying the percentage of facilities with nore
concentrated wastewater streans (58 percent) by the em ssions
fromthe nodel stream and the estimated nunber of facilities in
the nation. The concentration, of 79,000 ppmv, cited in the
menor andum (Docket Item1I1-B-5) was based on actual data provided
from?7 facilities' responses to the wastewater section of the
EPA/ SPI questionnaire. Therefore, the EPA believes that the PO
concentration (70,000 ppnmv) in the vacuum system wast ewat er nodel
streans i s representative.

2.11.9 Wast ewat er Nati onwi de Baseline Enmi ssions Estimate: The

Fraction Emtted Factors Used

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-07) voiced two concerns over
the fraction emtted (Fe) factors used to determ ne an em ssion
estimate. The comenter's first concern was that it was uncl ear
if an "average" Fe was used or if the Fe specific to each
chem cal was applied to each specific organic HAP identified in
the wastewater stream The commenter's second concern was that
the EPA did not update the fraction emtted factors (Fe) from
those used in the HON Table 34. Therefore, the commenter
requested that the EPA determ ne the em ssions for each specific
organic HAP to which subpart PPP applies, before averaging the Fe
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factors, or averaging the organic HAP concentrations, and that
the EPA update the Fe factor to reflect these new cal cul ati ons.

Response: In response to the commenter's question, for each
nodel wastewater stream an em ssion rate was cal cul ated for the
seven facilities in the database, from which wei ghted average
em ssion rate, flow rate and concentrations were cal culated. An
i ndi vidual Fe (from Table 34 of the HON) was assigned to each
nodel wastewater stream corresponding to the predom nant organic
HAP identified for that nodel wastewater stream (i.e., toluene
with an Fe of 0.8, EOwith an Fe of 0.5, and POwith an Fe 0.6).
No revisions were nmade to the nodel wastewater streans, the
cal cul ations, or the baseline nationw de wastewater em ssions,
because these em ssion estinmates used the Fe's fromtable 34 of
the HON, which has not been anended since promul gation of the HON
on April 22, 1994, and which the EPA considers to be consistent
with current organic HAP i nformation.

2.11.10 I ncl usion of Biological Treatnent as Wastewater Control
Option
Comment: One commenter (1V-D-07) noted that the EPA had
recently (at the tinme that the commenter’s statenment was nade)

proposed changes for wastewater conpliance provisions using

bi ol ogi cal treatnent under the HON. After the HON was

promul gated, the comenter requested that the EPA allow industry
representatives to coment on how the final changes to the HON
rul e woul d af fect subpart PPP

Response: The EPA did propose clarifications to the HON on
August 22, 1997 (62 FR 44608). These proposed clarifications,
which are slated to go final in the near future, dealt with a
very narrow portion of the HON wastewater provisions. In
particul ar, the EPA proposed to revise the definition of
“enhanced bi ol ogi cal treatnent systens or enhanced bi ol ogi cal
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treatnent processes,” in order to clarify the nmeaning of the
term and it proposed to revise appendix C of part 63 to reflect
the clarification of the definition of “enhanced bi ol ogi cal
treatnent systens or enhanced bi ol ogical treatnent processes.”
The EPA involved industry representatives in the revision of the
definition of “enhanced biological treatnent systenms or enhanced
bi ol ogi cal treatnent processes,” and the pronul gated
clarification will incorporate public comments on the proposed
clarification, as necessary. For these reasons, the EPA does not
believe that it is necessary to request further comments on how
t hose changes to the HON wastewater provisions m ght affect
owners and operators of polyether polyols affected sources. The
EPA woul d, however, like to clarify (here and in the preanble to
the final rule) that the provisions of subpart PPP that cross-
reference the HON or any other regulation refer to the nost
recent, pronul gated versions of those rules, and that comenters
are encouraged to provide comments on any future proposed changes
to those rules cross-referenced in subpart PPP, with regard to
how t hose proposed changes m ght affect subpart PPP sources.

2.11.11 PEPO Chem cal List Versus HON s Table 8
Comment: Comrenter |V-D-04 noted that 863.1433(b) should
have a “heading,” to call attention to the fact that it contains

the requirenents for maintenance wastewater, and noted that

863. 1433(b) nentions only one difference fromthe HON. That
difference was that owners and operators of pol yether polyols

af fected sources should use the proposed pol yether polyols rule’s
definition of "organic HAP," instead of the HON definition of
that term However, according to the commenter, other

di fferences fromthe HON should be listed, such as the fact that
mai nt enance wastewater is a subset of "wastewater," and
"wastewater" has criteria that depend on chem cal lists.
Therefore, the comenter requested that the EPA clarify that, for
t he purposes of subpart PPP, the PEPO chemical |ist (Table 4)
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applies, rather than HON Table 8 and/or Table 9 chem cals, and

al so that PEPO focuses only on a subset of HON Table 9 chem cal s,
while Table 8 in the HON does not apply to pol yet her polyols

af fected sources.

Response: The EPA agrees that there is a need for further
clarification in 863.1433(b), through the use of a “heading,” and
with regard to how t he nmai ntenance wastewater requirenents in
863. 105 of subpart F apply to polyether polyols affected sources.
Therefore, in the final rule, 863.1433(b) is anended to read as
fol | ows:

(b) Maintenance wastewater. The owner or operator of
each affected source shall conmply with the requirenents for
mai nt enance wastewater in 863.105 of subpart F,
whenr—with the exceptions noted in paragraphs (b)(1). (2).
and (3) of this section.

(1) When the HON wastewater provisions in 863.105(a)
refers to "organic HAPs," the definition of “organic HAP' in
863. 1423 shall apply, for the purposes of this subpart.

(2) When the term “nmai ntenance wastewater” is used in
863. 105, the definition of “maintenance wastewater” in
8§63. 1423 shall apply. for the purposes of this subpart.

(3) Wien the term “wastewater” is used in 863.105, the
definition of “wastewater” in 863.1423 shall apply. for the
pur poses of this subpart.

2.12 EQUI PMENT LEAK PROVI SI ONS
2.12.1 Met hod 21 for Equi pnent Leak Detection

Comment : One commenter (1V-D-04) maintained that the
statenent in the proposal preanble (62 FR 46812, col. 2) that
"The equi pnent | eak standards require the use of Method 21 of
Appendi x A of part 60 to detect |eaks" is not quite correct. The

commenter stated that the equipnment | eak standards require
conpliance with subpart H, which requires a slightly nodified
version of Method 21, and anyone using Method 21 in its
unnodi fied state m ght not conply with subpart H
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Response: The EPA agrees with the comenter. The proposal
preanbl e incorrectly stated that the HON requires the use of
Met hod 21, without nentioning that the detection instrunent
response factor criteria in section 3.1.2(a) of Method 21 nust be
for the average conposition of the process fluid, instead of for
each individual VOC in the stream The EPA apol ogizes for this
oversight in the proposal preanble, and wishes to clarify that
all of the equipnment |eak standards in subpart H apply to
pol yet her polyols affected sources, with the exceptions noted in
863. 1434.

2.12.2 "Delay of Repair" Exanple in the Preanble
Comment : One commenter (1V-D-04) questioned the fourth

exanpl e given in the proposal preanble (62 FR 46812, col. 1) for
situations where "delay of repair” may be allowed. The exanple
seens to say that single seals have better perfornance, and that
the EPA is replacing themw th | ess desirable dual seals. The
coment er believed the opposite woul d be nore accurate.

Response: The EPA agrees that the fourth exanple could be
m sl eadi ng: the confusion results fromthe apparent om ssion of
a phrase from exanple nunber four. The fourth exanple of an
accept abl e delay of repair beyond the required period should have
read "Wien equi pnent is being replaced by equipment with better
| eak performance, such as when a punp with single nechanica
seals is being replaced with a punp with dual nechanical seals.”

2.12. 3 Cost-Effective Alternatives to the HON LDAR
Comment: One commenter (1V-D-08) urged the EPA to consi der

nore cost effective alternatives to the HON | eak detection and
repair program (LDAR) in this and future MACT rules. The
comenter had previously submtted material to the EPA,
denonstrating that the initial |eak rate assunptions in the HON
consi derably overestimate actual |leak rates in many instances.
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Since cost effectiveness assunptions of the HON LDAR program are
based in part on initial leak rate estimates, the conmenter is
concerned that the HON LDAR requirenents do not represent the
nost effective nmethod of achieving reductions fromfugitive

sour ces.

Response: The EPA appreciates the coment, but would |ike
to point out that the MACT floor |evel of control for subpart PPP
was determned to be the HON | evel of control. Because the cost
effectiveness of this level of control is not relevant in setting
the MACT floor |evel of control, the EPA did not consider al
met hods of achieving reductions fromfugitive sources. Further,
the EPA would like to point the coomenter to 863.177(e) of part
G which address obtaining approval fromthe Adm nistrator to
utilize alternative nmeans of em ssion limtations for equipnment
| eaks.

2.12. 4 De m nims Equi pnent Count
Comment: One commenter (IV-D-09) has provided an anal ysi s

to EPA that they believe shows that it is not cost-effective to
do equi pnent | eak survey prograns for |ess than 100 conponents,
unl ess a source has other facilities on site which can offset the
cost of purchasing a nonitoring device.

Response: The EPA eval uated the cost effectiveness of
performng the HON | evel of LDAR to a facility with 100 equi pnent
conponents, for facilities with and without nonitors on-site.

The docunentation is provided in docket item nunber |1V-B-01. The
cost -ef fectiveness val ues ranged from $2,900 to $3, 300 for
facilities that previously controlled to the CIG | evel of

control, and ranged from $3,000 to 3,500 for facilities that were
uncontrol l ed. The EPA concluded that controlling facilities with
100 equi pnent conponents is cost effective, and nade no revisions
to the rule.
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2.12.5 Applicability of Subpart |
Comment : One commenter (1V-D-05) maintained that 863. 1434(c)
shoul d di scuss "resetting the clock” for sources in a quality

| mprovenent Program (Q P) under subpart |, as do other part 63
rul es.
Response: The EPA agrees, and has incorporated | anguage

that parallels that used in other part 63 rules, by adding the
foll ow ng sentence to the end of 863.1434(c):

“However., sources subject to 40 CFR part 63, subpart |
that have elected to conply through a quality

i nprovenent program as specified in 863.175 or 863.176
or both of subpart H nay elect to continue these
prograns W thout interruption as a nmeans of conplying
with this subpart. 1In other words, beconmi ng subject to
this subpart does not restart or reset the "conpliance
clock” as it relates to reduced burden earned through a
quality inprovement program ™

2.12.6 | ncl usion of Phase-in Option
Comment: One commenter (1V-D-05) stated that 863. 1434 does
not address the phase-in issue, and that failure to address this

i ssue created a conpliance problemin the inplenmentation of
subpart U, which resulted in a subsequent change to that rule.

To avoid a simlar problemin this rule, the commenter suggested
addi ng | anguage simlar to newy proposed 863.502(m from subpart
U as 863.1434(h), as foll ows:

(h) The owner or operator of each affected source shal
substitute the phrase "the provisions of subparts F, |, or PPP of
this part” for both the phrases "the provisions of subparts F or
| of this part" and the phrase "the provisions of subpart F or
of this part" throughout 863.163 and 863. 168, for the purposes of

this subpart. In addition, the owner or operator of each
af fected source shall substitute the phrase "subparts F, |1, and
PPP' for the phrase "subparts F and 1" in 863.174(c)(2)(iii), for

t he purposes of this subpart.

Response: The EPA agrees that the suggested text would
clarify how the requirenents in subpart H of the HON apply to
owners and operators of polyether polyols production affected
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sources. A slightly nodified version of the suggested text has
been added as 863. 1434(h), as the commenter requested.

2.12. 7 Exenption for Heat Exchanger Units not Using HAP
Comment: One commenter (1V-D-05) requested that 863.1435(a)
be revised to exenpt PMPUs that do not produce or use any organic
HAPs. This comenter also requested that 863.1435(b), in both
parts of the sentence where it occurs, be nodified as foll ows:

"...the term " pol yet her polyols manufacturing process unit,
except those that do not manufacture or use any organi c HAP,

shal |l apply for purposes of this subpart.”

Response: The EPA agrees with the intent of the commenter’s
suggestion, but finds it sinpler and nore accurate to refer back
to the exenption in 863.1420(b), for PMPU w t hout organi c HAP
Therefore, in the final rule 863.1435(b) has been revised so that
the | ast sentence reads:

“Further, when the phrase "a chem cal manufacturing
process unit nmeeting the conditions of 863.100(b) (1)
t hrough tb)(3) of this subpart, except for chem ca
manuf acturing process units neeting the condition
specified in 863.100(c) of this subpart” is used in
863. 104(a) of——subpart—F, the term?*

i -+ PMPU, except for PMPUs
neeting the conditions specified in 863.1420(b)” shal
apply for the purposes of this subpart.”

2.13 TESTING
2.13.1 Consi stency Between the Test Method Required in the
Proposed Rule and the Test Method Used to Establish the
New Source Process Vent MACT Fl oor
Comment : One commenter (1V-D-04) stated that the EPA has
proposed a 99.9 percent em ssion reduction for new sources based

on a performance test for Facility M However, the proposed rule
al so requires performance tests using Method 18. According to
the comenter, the performance test for Facility Mdid not rely
entirely on Method 18. Method 18 was used at the inlet, but
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Met hod 25A was used at the outlet. The proposed rule seens to
say that Method 25A may not be used, unless it is validated under
Met hod 301. Thus, the comenter interpreted that Facility M has
not conducted an acceptabl e perfornmance test to be used as the
basis for the proposed standard. The conmenter naintai ned that
if the performance test already conducted for Facility M was good
enough to be the basis for the rule, it should be good enough to
satisfy the performance testing requirenents of the rule. The
commenter requested that the EPA clarify that Facility Mis not
requi red to conduct another perfornmance test.

Response: As discussed in the next response, the EPA has
revised the test nmethods allowed in the final rule. Based on the
review of the test report for Facility Ms test, the EPA believes
that the test was conducted in accordance wth the revised
testing procedures. However, paragraph 863.1426(b)(3) of the
final rule contains an exenption from perfornmance testing for
process vents based on the use of previous tests. Wether
Facility Mwould be required to conduct another performance test
woul d ultimately depend on whet her the conditions of
863. 1426(b) (3) are net.

2.13.2 Use of Method 25A Wthout Method 301 Validation
Comment: Three commenters (1V-D-04, 1V-D-05, 1V-D08)
requested that the EPA clarify that owners or operators may use
Met hod 25A without the need for validation under Method 301.
According to 863.1437(b), any anal ytical nethod, other than
Met hod 18, used for performance tests would have to be validated
according to the protocol in Method 301. Two of the commenters
(I'vV-D-04, 1V-D-05) presented the follow ng reasons why Method 301
val i dation should not be required if the owners or operators uses
Met hod 25A for the performance test.
1. 1In establishing MACT for new sources, the EPA relied on

a performance test for Facility M which used Met hod 25A on the
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outlet emssions. |If the EPA found the data from Met hod 25A
sufficiently credible and valid to nmake those data the basis for
the rule, then the EPA cannot now say Method 25A is
insufficiently credible for use in performance tests.

2. Validation under Method 301 is incredibly and needl essly
burdensone. One commenter noted that they have been validating
anal ytical nmethods for years, w thout Method 301, quickly and
i nexpensively. In contrast, validation under the Method 301
protocol is so burdensone and tinme-consuming as to be nearly
i npossi bl e.

3. The proposed rule relied on Method 25A in ot her
contexts. For exanple, 863.1433(a)(19) specified conditions
under whi ch Met hod 25A may be used, as an alternative to Method
18, for wastewater. |If Method 25A is appropriate for wastewater,
it should be appropriate for performance tests.

4. Commenter (IV-D-05) noted that Method 25A is allowed in
the Polyners and Resins IV rule without validation through Method
301. This commenter recommended revising 863.1426(c)(3) and
(c)(4) to allow the use of Method 25A without Method 301
val i dation

One commenter (1V-D-08) requested that if the EPA keeps the
val i dation requirenent, then the "“abbreviated” version of Method
301 that was allowed in the HON wastewat er provisions should al so
be al |l owed under subpart PPP

Response: The EPA agrees that allow ng of the use of Method
25A woul d provide nore flexibility, and potentially provide the
opportunity for less costly testing. However, the EPA believes
t hat Met hod 25A shoul d be used only after an accurate response
factor has been determined. The inportance of calibrating a
flame ionization detector (FID) reading obtained using Method 25A
W th respect to a certain conpound (adjustnent by response
factor) depends on how the Method will be used to denonstrate
conpliance wth the standard. 1In general, the EPA believes that
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an accurate response factor is necessary in cases where Mthod
25A is used to denonstrate control efficiency across a device
where the conposition of the stream nmay change, or in situations
where nul tiple conponents, including non-HAP VOC, are present.
Because the relative proportion of organic conpounds may change
across the control device, appropriate response factors are
needed to accurately quantify TOC at the inlet and outlet of a
control device. |In addition, the EPA believes that owners and
operators should have the opportunity to denonstrate conpliance
at the outlet of a control device by neasuring 20 ppnv TOC or

| ess. Therefore, the final rule does allow the use of Method 25A
under certain conditions. The follow ng describes the choi ces of
test methods allowed in the final rule: (1) Method 18 (40 CFR
part 60, appendix A) to determ ne HAP concentration in any
control device efficiency determnation; (2) Method 25 (40 CFR
part 60, appendix A) to determ ne total gaseous nonnet hane
organi c concentration for control efficiency determnations in
conbustion devices; (3) Method 25A (40 CFR part 60, appendix A)
to determ ne the HAP or TOC concentration for control device
efficiency determ nations under the conditions specified in

Met hod 25 (40 CFR part 60, appendix A) for direct measurenent of
an effluent with a flanme ionization detector, or in denonstrating
conpliance with the 20 ppnmv TOC outl et standard. As an
alternative, any other nethod or data that have been vali dated
according to the applicable procedures in Method 301 (40 CFR part
63, appendix A) may be used.

2.13.3 Al l ow any Testing to Denonstrate Conpliance
Comment: One commenter (1V-D-06) referred to 863.1426(b)(3),
whi ch allows for an exception to the performance test

requirenents if testing was previously conducted for determ ning
conpliance with a regul ation pronul gated by EPA. The commenter

requested that this provision be anended to all ow the use of any
representative testing conducted using nethods specified in this
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standard, and not just the use of conpliance testing conducted
for conpliance with promul gated EPA regul ations. The commenter
pointed that the cost per facility for retesting is approximtely
$100, 000.

Response: The EPA has agreed to grant the commenter’s
request. If the facility used the appropriate standardi zed EPA
met hod, the EPA agrees that it should not matter whether the
met hod was used to determ ne conpliance with a regul ati on al ready
promul gated by the EPA or for sonme other purpose. Therefore, the
provi sion has been revised to allow the use of any representative
testing conducted using nethods specified in this standard. The
revi sion does include a 5-year limt on the age of the test
report, along with assurances that the process is still operating
under simlar conditions as those that it was operating under
during the test. Further, the original test would need to have
nmoni tored operating paraneters that could be used to conply with
the paranetric nonitoring requirenents in subpart PPP

2.13. 4 Notice for Rescheduling of a Test

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-05) recommended, for
consistency with other rules, that the text in 863.1437(a)(4) be
changed to add the follow ng sentence: "If the owner or operator

reschedul es the test for any reason, it nust provide the

Admi nistrator 7 days’' notice."

Response: The EPA has added | anguage to 863.1437(a)(4) in
the final rule, in order to specify that the owner or operator
needs to give the Adm nistrator at |east 7 days notice (prior to
the originally schedul ed performance test) if a performance test
needs to be reschedul ed. The changes to this paragraph al so
allow the performance test to be reschedul ed by nmutual agreenent
bet ween the Adm nistrator and the owner or operator, if
necessary.
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2.13.5 Engi neering Cal cul ations for Wrst-case Requirenents

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-03) recomrended that
engi neering cal cul ations be allowed to establish "worst case"
paranmeter nonitoring requirenments when conducted in association
wi th an EPA approved stack test.

Response: The use of engineering cal cul ations, coupled with
an EPA- approved stack test, to establish paranetric nonitoring
requi renents was already allowed in the proposed rule. The
proposed | anguage in 863.1438(a) was very explicit about which
procedures (i.e., those contained in 863.1438(b), (c), or (d))
were perm ssi bl e under varying circunstances. Speci fically,

863. 1438(b) and (c) could be used by owners or operators to set
their paraneter nonitoring levels for a conbustion, recovery, or
recapture device, if a performance test was required by subpart
PPP for that device. At proposal, it was not clear that

863. 1438(b) [and only 863.1438(b)] applied to owners or operators
desiring to set their paranmeter nonitoring | evels based

excl usively on paraneter val ues determ ned during the performance
test. This has been clarified in 863.1438(b) in the final rule.

As 863.1438(c) read at proposal (and continues to read),

paraneter nonitoring |levels established under this paragraph are
to be based on the paraneter val ues neasured during a performance
test, supplenmented by engi neering assessnents and (or)
manuf acturer’s recommendations. In addition, 863.1438(b), (c),
or (d) may be used by owners or operators to set their paraneter
monitoring levels for a conbustion, recovery, or recapture
device, if a performance test is not required by this subpart for
that device. As 863.1438(d) read at proposal (and continues to
read), paraneter nonitoring |l evels may be established, under this
par agraph, based sol ely on engi neering assessnents and/ or
manuf acturer’ s recommendati ons.

However, in review ng these requirenents, the EPA did notice
one di screpancy in the proposed version of 863.1438(a), which
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needed correcting in the final rule. At proposal, 863.1438(a)
requi red that owners or operators using 863.1438(c) or (d) to
establish their paranmeter nonitoring |levels submt the
information specified in “863.506(e)(3)(vii)” for review and
approval, as part of the Preconpliance Report. This reference to
a reporting requirenent in subpart U of part 63 was a m st ake,

whi ch has been renedied in the final rule. The correct reference
is to 863.1439(e)(4)(viii) in the final rule, which has been
added to that section and lists the following information to be
submtted in the Preconpliance Report: (1) identification of

whi ch procedure (i.e., 863.1438(c) or (d)) is to be used; and (2)
a description of how the paraneter nonitoring level is to be
establ i shed, using those procedures.

The request to use 863.1438(c) or (d) for the establishnent
of parameter nonitoring levels is subject to review and approval
(or disapproval) by the Adm nistrator; however, as the final rule
states in 863.1439(e)(4)(i), unless the Adm nistrator objects to
a request submtted in the Preconpliance Report within 45 days
after its receipt, the request shall be deened approved. This
means that the anount of time that the owner or operator would
have to wait for a response to the request to use 863.1438(c) or
(d) islimted to a maxi num of 45 days.

2.13.6 Daily Averages versus Conpliance

Comment : One commenter (1V-D-04) noted that 863.1438(a)(1)
requires that the daily average value of nonitored paraneters be
kept within the established limt, which the comenter believes

is generally appropriate. However, the conmenter gave sone
exanpl es of situations where the daily average val ue may be
outside the established limt w thout this being a nonconpliance
concern. The commenter requested that 863.1438(a)(1) be anmended
to require that industry keep the daily average value within the
established limt "except as otherwi se provided in this subpart.”
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In addition, the cormmenter interpreted 863.1438(a)(1l) to
mean that the owner or operator is allowed to operate with a

daily average paraneter value "at or above" the m ninmum or "at
or below' the maxi mum Therefore, it was requested that
paragraph (a)(1l) be revised to reflect this interpretation as
fol | ows:

(1) The owner or operator shall operate control and
recovery devices such that the daily average val ue of nonitored
paraneters remains at or above the m nimum established | evel . or
remai ns at or bel ow the maxi num est abl i shed | evel, except as
ot herwi se provided in this subpart.

Response: The EPA agrees with the commenter, and has added
t he | anguage requested by the commenter to 863.1438(a)(1).

2.13. 7 Met hod 1 or 1A

Comment : One commenter (1V-D-04) noted that 863.1426(c) (1)
requires the use of Method 1 or 1A of 40 CFR part 60, Appendi x A,
as appropriate, to select sanpling sites. However, the commenter

clainmed that, in many instances, neither nethod would be
appropriate. Method 1 is only for pipes or stacks with a

di aneter of 12 inches or nore, and it cannot be used when flowis
cyclonic or swirling or when there is a flow di sturbance within
specified distances fromthe sanpling site. Method 1A can be
used for smaller dianeter pipes, but is only for particul ate
matter sanpling. Therefore, the comenter concluded that neither
method will be appropriate for determ ning sanpling sites.

Response: First, the rule was restructured by separating the
par agraph addressing the use of Method 1 or 1A for sanple or
velocity traverses fromthe paragraphs specifying the sanpling
site location. In other words, if the owner or operator conducts
a sanple or velocity traverse, the final rule requires that
Met hod 1 or 1A be used. However, it does not require that these
met hods be used to select sanpling sites. Second, the EPA has
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decided to add text that states that references to particulate
matter in Method 1A do not apply for the purposes of subpart PPP
Because Method 1A can be used for smaller dianeter pipes, it does
not have the problemthat would exist if only Method 1 could be
used (since Method 1 is only for stacks or pipes that are greater
than 12 inches in dianeter). By saying that "references to
particulate matter in Method 1A do not apply for the purposes of
this subpart,” in 863.1426(c)(4)(i) of the final rule (test

met hod requirenents), the EPA is making sure that owners and
operators can use Method 1A to select a sanpling site.

2.13.8 Engi neering Cal cul ations as an Alternative Conpliance

Denonstration to Performance Testing
Comment: Three commenters (1V-D-05, 1V-D-07, 1V-D-08)
stated that industry representatives are concerned with the

feasibility, accuracy, and safety of taking sanple em ssions from
process vents in batch unit operations. The comenters stated
that a performance test on these short duration, variable vents
is likely to be very inaccurate and potentially dangerous as
well. Therefore, Commenters IV-D-07 and |IV-D- 08 suggested that a
mat eri al bal ance based on common engi neering cal cul ati ons, which
the comenter felt would provide a nore accurate, |ess costly,
and significantly safer nmeans to verify conpliance, should be
included in the final rule as a conpliance denonstration option.
Commenter |V-D-05 said engineering cal cul ati ons or other
alternatives, such as pilot plant data or manufacturer’s
recommendati ons, should be permtted for conpliance testing.
Commenter |V-D-05 reasoned that otherw se, denonstration of

em ssion reduction efficiency based on testing will be extrenely
burdensone to the owners or operators of PMPUs that are designed
for multi-product operation and that enploy a batch process with
very short venting times (the nost typical processes, according
to the commenter). Commenter |V-D-05 recomrended revisions in
863. 1426 through 863. 1428, 863. 1431, and 863.1438 to clarify that
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these other alternatives are available to affected sources to
denonstrate conpliance.

Response: The EPA recogni zes that there are issues rel ated
to the feasibility, accuracy, and expense of testing process
vents from batch unit operations. The EPA would refer readers to
Section 7.3 of EPA's “Control of Volatile O ganic Conpound
Em ssions from Batch Processes - Alternative Control Techni ques
| nf ormati on Docunent” EPA-453/R-94-020 for a detailed discussion
of these issues. However, the EPA does believe that accurate
em ssion tests can be conducted for these process vents.

One reason that the EPA has historically required
performance testing for control devices that reduce em ssions
from process vents, when engi neering analyses is allowed for
ot her em ssion sources (such as storage vessels), is that
em ssions from process vents are typically significantly |arger
than those from other em ssion sources. Wen em ssions are
| arger, the EPA believes that it is inportant that the
ef fecti veness of the control device be accurately determ ned by a
per f ormance test.

G ven that the magnitude of the em ssions was a part of the
basis for requiring performance tests, the EPA believes that it
is reasonable to allow an alternative to performance testing for
a process vent control device if em ssions being routed to the
devi ce are conparable to the em ssions that would be vented to
control devices for other em ssion sources for which performance
tests are not required. Therefore, the EPA decided that
engi neering assessnents could be allowed in Iieu of performance
testing for “small” control devices that reduce HAP em ssions
fromprocess vents. For the Pharmaceutical Producti on NESHAP
the EPA also determned that it was appropriate to all ow
engi neering calculations as an alternative to performance testing
for small control devices, where a small control device is
defined as one with uncontrolled annual HAP em ssions of |ess
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than 10 tons per year. The EPA believes that this |evel of
uncontrolled em ssions is also appropriate to define a smal
control device for the polyether polyols industry. Therefore,
the final rule allows the use of a design evaluation instead of a
performance test if the control device receives |less than 10 tons
per year uncontrolled em ssions fromone or nore PMPUs.

The exenption from performance testing for small control
devi ces di scussed above should help to alleviate sone of the
concerns raised by the conmenters. Many of the concerns rel ated
to the feasibility, accuracy, and expense of testing these batch
vents are due to the short duration, variable nature of batch
venting epi sodes. The EPA believes that if a control device
receives nore than 10 tons per year of uncontrolled HAP
emssions, it is likely that the vent streans being routed to the
device are of |longer duration and |ess variable, thus making it
easier to conduct the performance test.

However, the EPA al so recognizes that the small control
device exenption will not totally elimnate the concerns raised
by the commenters. Therefore, the EPA nade other changes to the
testing requirenents to address potential problens related to the
testing of batch process vents, which are briefly discussed
bel ow.

Since batch em ssion episodes can be | ess than one hour, the
rule was changed to specify that test runs be conducted for the
conplete duration of the batch venting epi sode or one hour,
whi chever is less. Oher references to one-hour periods were
al so renoved.

The changes di scussed in the previous comment relating to
the use of Method 1 or 1A to select sanpling sites were al so
made.

Wth regard to the safety issue, the final rule states that,
in cases where it is inperative to limt any | eakage of em ssions
into the work atnosphere, a sanpling port with a double sea
shoul d be installed so that the probe can be inserted and renoved
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wi t hout any | eakage of exhaust gas into the work atnosphere.
Further, the final rule requires that permanent sanpling ports be
installed at the inlet to the control device during a period when
it is nost convenient (or |east disruptive) to shut the process
down (e.g., during a schedul ed nai ntenance outage). In addition
to these specific requirenments, a general requirenment was added
that allows owners or operators to elimnate potential testing
scenarios if the test could create a situation which could cause
pl ant or testing personnel to be subject to unsafe conditions.

I n conclusion, the EPA acknow edges that issues exist with
regard to the testing of em ssions from batch process units.
Changes have been nade to the final rule to address these issues.
However, the Agency maintains that numerous other industries that
utilize batch processes are regul ated by MACT standards, and are
abl e to conduct perfornmance tests. The EPA believes that the
commenters did not provide sufficient rationale why the pol yether
pol yols industry presents uni que testing problens that are not
present in these other industries that utilize batch processes.
Therefore, the final rule requires that control devices that
receive nore than 10 tons per year of uncontrolled organi c HAP
em ssions conduct tests to denonstrate control device
per f or mance.

Comment: Commrenter |V-D-07 requested that, at a m ni num
t he EPA shoul d provide better technical guidance before making
fl ow measurenment mandatory for these variable, and potentially
hi gh organic content, vent streanms. The comrenter stated that a
performance test on these short duration, variable vents is
likely to be very inaccurate and di scussed the safety concerns as
wel | .

Response: The EPA feels that the technical guidance for
measuring fl ow nmeasurenments are sufficient, and did not provide
addi tional guidance in the final rule.
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2.13.9 Request for Exenption from Testing Miultiple Simlar
Controls
Comment : One commenter (1V-D-03) maintained that although

many of the facilities in the EPA's polyether polyol database may
use a single control device for process vent em ssion control,
this is not necessarily true for all current or future
facilities. For exanple, the commenter’s facility operates
several separate control devices within a PMPU which have simlar
designs and operating rates. They may al so operate separate
PMPU s whi ch have simlar control system designs and operating
rates. They requested that engineering cal culations be permtted
inlieu of testing where it can be denonstrated that the process
vents are simlar sources, and the comrenter suggested addi ng
this exception to 863.1426(b) in the final rule.

Response: The EPA does all ow engi neering cal culations in
the case of a control technique that receives I ess than 10 tons
per year uncontrolled em ssions (see Section 2.12.8). However,
for control techniques receiving nore than 10 tons per year of
HAP em ssions, the EPA requires performance testing, regardless
of whether there are separate, simlar control devices on-site.
The EPA believes that the application of this cutoff, as well as
the all owances for direct neasurenent of condenser exhaust gas
tenperature, have decreased the testing burden associated with
the rule and contends that such |arge control devices should be
t est ed.

2.13.10 Wor st - Case Testing
Comment : Four commenters (IV-D-04, IV-D-05, IV-D-06 and | V-
D-08) expressed concern that the proposed rule requires that

performance tests for process vents be conducted during worst-
case operating conditions for the process. The comenters
requested that this requirenment be deleted fromthe rule for the
foll ow ng reasons:
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1. Commenter |1V-D-04 stated that there is no definition of
"wor st-case" conditions for the process. The EPA has provided
criteria for determ ning worst-case em ssion episodes from batch
process vents, but no criteria for determ ning worst-case
operating conditions for the process. The commenter nuintained
that owners or operators wll have to guess what the phrase
means, and they will have inconsistent interpretations.

2. Two commenters (IV-D-04, IV-D-06) noted that many
conpani es have large, integrated manufacturing sites where a
control device may be shared by nore than one process. |In those
cases, the validity of the performance tests depends not so nuch
on the operating conditions of "the process"” (the PMPU), but on
the operating conditions for the control device.

3. Comrenter |V-D-06 explained that batch reactor vents to
the control device are typically at low flow rates and of short
duration, nmaking testing of such derived "worst case" episodes
difficult, if not inpossible. Comenter |V-D-08 added that these
measurenents may be technically unfeasible.

4. Commenter |V-D-04 pointed out that other regul ations for
conti nuous processes have all owed performance tests during
representative operating conditions, and there is no obvious
technol ogical difference that would require a different approach
to performance testing in this rule.

5. Commenter |V-D-04 stated that perfornance tests always
have a deadline. The commenter was concerned that, if the
i ndustry must achi eve "worst-case operating conditions" for a
specific process during that deadline, then they would have to
change the production rate for the PMPU. This would cause
probl ens, because the production rate would otherw se be dictated
by demand for the product of that PMPU. Conmmenter |V-D-06 al so
noted that, in batch operations, staging such a scenario would
result in additional manpower cost and the manufacturing of
products for which a market demand may not exi st.
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6. Commenter |V-D-04 noted that, in nost cases, the organic
HAP reduction efficiency of a control device is fairly stable
across a w de range of HAP concentrations. Since control devices
are designed to have sone excess capacity, operating any single
process unit at its worst-case rate, rather than a representative
rate, would not be expected to nake any significant difference in
t he performance of the control device.

7. Two Comenters (I1V-D-06 and |V-D-08) indicated that, due
to process design limtations, nonitoring of these "worst-case"
scenarios could result in unsafe operating conditions.

For these reasons, the comenters encouraged EPA to revise
863.1437(a) (1) to delete the clause "except that perfornmance
tests shall be conducted during worst case operating conditions
for the process.™

Response: Wrst-case testing requirenments were not del eted
fromthe final rule, but were revised. The EPA' s reason for
requiring conpliance testing under worst case conditions is so
that the reduction efficiency of the control device is docunented
under the nost challenging conditions for that control device,
especially since commenters noted how difficult it is to
represent a typical venting episode. The phrase "worst-case" in
the proposed rule referred to the operating conditions of the
process (or PMPU) . The worst-case testing requirenment has been
revised to require testing during the worst-case conditions with
respect to the conbustion, recovery, or recapture (i.e., control)
devi ce.

Presumabl y, the control device should function as well or
better under conditions that are not as challenging. By revising
the rule to require testing during the worst-case conditions with
respect to the control device, continuous nonitoring of operating
paraneters established during the test provides a reasonabl e
measure of continuous conpliance with the efficiency requirenent
under all conditions.
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The commenters asserted that there is no obvious
technol ogi cal difference that would require a different approach
to performance testing in this rule as fromother regul ations
have al |l owed performance tests during representative operating
conditions. The EPA disagrees with the cormenters’ rationale.
The EPA believes that there are obvious technol ogical differences
fromthe polyether polyols industry to industries previously
regul ated (particularly SOCM type industries) since polyether
pol yols are produced on a batch basis. There is nuch nore
vari ance in the process vent paraneters (i.e., flow and
concentration) for process vent streans from batch unit
operations, conpared to process vents from continuous unit
operations. In fact, this point was stressed by coomenters. The
EPA believes that it is nore appropriate to conpare the
requirenents of this rule with other rules that also regul ate
i ndustries that operate on a batch basis. For this rule the EPA
not only conpared the worst-case testing conditions with other
rules regul ati ng batch processes, but adopted sim/lar |anguage to
that which is used in the Pharmaceutical Production NESHAP (40
CFR 63, subpart G&0).

The EPA would like to clarify a m sconception related to
these worst-case testing provisions. It is not the intent that
production schedul es be significantly altered, or that
i npractical scenarios be created for testing that woul d never
occur in actual production. |In other words, the EPA intends that
testing be conducted for the worst-case situation that can
reasonably be expected to occur during normal production. In
order to clarify this intent, the EPA has added | anguage in
863. 1438, the general testing section of the rule. This new
| anguage specifies that absolute worst case testing conditions
does not include situations that could cause danmage to equi pment,
situations that necessitate that the owner or operator nake
product that does not neet an existing specification for sale to
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a customer, or situations that necessitate that the owner or
operator make product in excess of denmand.

The added | anguage in 863. 1438 al so specifies the tine
period in which the worst-case conditions are to be determ ned.
This time period is either the 6-nmonth period that ends 2 nonths
before the Notification of Conpliance Status is due, or the 6-
nmont h period that begins 3 nonths before the perfornmance test and
ends 3 nonths after the performance test. By limting the worst-
case conditions to one of these 6-nonth periods, the rule
elimnates the need for an owner or operator to consider endless
possi bl e production scenarios, and allows themto focus on those
production scenarios in the 6-nonth period sel ected by the owner
or operator.

I n conclusion, the EPA believes that requiring that
performance tests for process vents from batch unit operations
during absolute worst-case conditions is necessary to ensure that
the emssion limtations in the rule are achieved. The EPA al so
believes that, with the nodifications to the rule nade after
proposal, that the worst case provisions are reasonable and
wor kabl e for the pol yether polyols industry.

Comment : One commenter (1V-D-04) maintained that if EPA
keeps the concept of "worst-case" scenarios, that the EPA should
clarify that a "sinul ated" scenario, as described in
863. 1426(c)(3)(i)(B)(4), involves nodeling or cal cul ations,
rather than actual production. It was suggested that sonmeone
m ght interpret "sinulated" to nean that industry nmust produce an
artificial worst-case scenario by actually running all its
production units at top capacity simultaneously, which would not
be practical. The comenter requested that EPA clarify this
poi nt by adding a parenthetical phrase, "(i.e., nodeling or
calculations)" to 863.1426(c)(3)(i)(B)(4). It was al so suggested
that EPA clarify that "worst-case" is limted to the maxi mum

production allowed in a State or Federal permt or regul ation.
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Response: The EPA agrees with the commenter that, at
proposal, the concept of "worst-case" scenarios was not clear.
The EPA has clarified the requirenents in the final rule.

The EPA did not incorporate the specific | anguage requested
by the commenter (i.e., nodeling or calculations). However, the
EPA bel i eves that the changes discussed in response to the
previ ous comment address the concerns raised by this commenter.

Finally, the commenter's suggestion that the EPA al so
i ncl ude | anguage stating that "worst-case" is |imted to what is
al | oned under State or Federal rules or permts was included in
the final rule.

2.13. 11 Determ nation of Em ssion Profile for Wrst-Case
Testing
Comment: One commenter (1V-D-05) noted that
863.1426(c)(3)(i)(C allows "either process know edge or test
data" to be used to determine the emssion profile. The

comment er reconmmended that the section be changed to all ow both
process know edge and test data to be used. This paragraph al so
all ows previous test results only if the results are still
representative of current conditions. The comrenter also
recommended that previous test results be allowed if they can
readily be adjusted to account for changes in conditions, which
w Il avoid unneeded, costly additional tests. Therefore, for
clarity, the commenter reconmended that the text be revised
accordingly.

Response: Due to the total re-working of the worst-case
testing provisions discussed earlier, the paragraph cited by the
comenter does not exist in the final rule. Therefore, no
changes were nade by the EPA in response to this coment.
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2.14 PARANMETRI C MONI TORI NG
2.14.1 Opnerating Permt Requirenents

Comment : One commenter (1V-D-05) maintained that the
information in 863.1438(a)(2) is too detailed to be included in
an operating permt and recommended revising the text to delete
"or operating permt" as follows:

"As specified in 863.1439(e)(6), all established
| evel s, along with their supporting docunentation and the
definition of an operating day, shall be submtted as part
of the Notification of Conpliance Status. Once approved,
this information shall be incorporated into the affected
source’s Notification of Conpliance Status er—operattng

pert. "

Response: The EPA has decided to renpve the entire | ast
sentence of this paragraph because it is redundant and
unnecessary.

2.14.2 Aver age versus Muxi num Val ue for ©Monitoring

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-05) maintained that the
mandatory paraneter limt should not be set at the "average"
m ni mum (or maxi num where appropriate) value fromthe three test
runs. According to the comenter, using an average takes away
sone legitimate | eeway to use a broader paraneter range for which
conpliance has been denonstrated. Therefore, the commenter
recommended revising the text in 863.1438(b)(2) as foll ows:

(2) Process vents from continuous unit operations. During
initial conpliance testing, the appropriate paranmeter shall be
continuously nonitored during the required 1-hour runs for
process vents from continuous unit operations. The naxinmm (or

mnimum nonitoring | evels(s) shall then be estabt+shed—as—+the
average—of—based on the maxi mum (or m ni mum) point value fromthe

three one- hour test runs. —Fhe—average—of—thermaxtmumvaldues

Response: The EPA does not agree with this comment. The EPA
has reeval uated the parametric nonitoring for this rule, as well
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as other recent NESHAP (nanely the Pharmaceutical NESHAP) and has
determ ned that the—operating paraneter |evel nust be established
as the average of the maxi mum (or m ni nunm) point val ues obtai ned
during the three one-hour (continuously nonitored) test runs.
However, if the owner or operator w shes to adjust the paranetric
| evel s established during the test runs because the test results
i ndi cated a higher control efficiency than is required by the
regul ation, then the owner or operator has this option.
Specifically, provisions in 863.1438(c) and (d) allow the
paranetric nonitoring |levels to be adjusted based on engi neering
assessnents.

2.14. 3 Conpl i ance Det erm nati on

Comment: Two commenters (1V-D-04 and | V-D-05) requested
that the EPA clarify the appropriate use of paraneter nonitoring
data for enforcenent purposes. Commenter |V-D-04 noted that the
provi si ons of paragraph 63.1428(h), which require paraneter
monitoring data to be used to denonstrate conti nuous conpliance
wth the emssion |limt, are inaccurate and unnecessary.
Commenter |1V-D-05 had sim |l ar concerns regardi ng 863. 1427(h).
The commenters stated that paranmeters such as tenperatures or pH
readi ngs are only surrogates that indicate proper operation of a
control device. They do not prove conpliance or nonconpliance
with an em ssion standard because they do not neasure em ssions
or em ssion reductions.

Commenter |V-D-04 clainmed that the EPA had a nore valid
enforcenent tool available in 863.1438(a)(1) which requires
industry to keep the daily average val ue of nonitored paraneters
within the approved limt. The commenter recommended that the
EPA revi se 863.1427(h) to state that paranmeter nonitoring data
W Il be used "to denonstrate conti nuous conpliance with
863.1438(a)(1)." The commenter concluded that EPA could then
assess exactly the sanme penalties, while maintaining a connection
with fact.
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Commenter |V-D-05 stated that the rule should have a
requi renent to keep the paraneter data wthin a specified range
or limt, and excursions (appropriately defined) should, if not
excused, be violations of that operating requirenent. Therefore,
the comenter recomended revising the text in 863.1427(h), as
fol |l ows:

(h) ECO Monitoring Requirements. The owner or
operator using ECO shall conply with the nonitoring
requi renents of this paragraph to denonstrate conti nuous
conpli ance wth the—emsston—tHntation §863. 1438(a) (1).
Par agraphs (h) (1) through (h)(3) address nonitoring of the
ECO.

Simlarly, Commenter |V-D-05 also recomended that the text
in 863.1438(e)(1) be revised to add the reference for determ ning
conpliance, by inserting the phrase "with 863.1438(a)(1)" after

the word "conpliance.” The comenter al so requested that
863. 1438(e)(2) be revised to add appropriate references as
fol |l ows:

"Except as provided in paragraphs (e)(3) and (g) of this
section, for each excursion, as defined in paragraphs (e)(3) and
(f) of this section, the owner or operator shall be deened out of

conpliance wi th the—provistonrs—of—this—subpart 8§63. 1438(a) (1)."

Response: First, the EPA agrees that the proposed | anguage
in 863.1429(h) regarding conpliance with the em ssion limtation
was not appropriate. However, the EPA does not believe that the
specific reference to 863.1438(a)(1l) is appropriate in either
§863. 1427(h) (Note: the proposed 863.1427(h) is 863.1427(i) in the
final rule) or 863.1438(e)(1).

Par agraph 863.1438(a) (1) requires the owner or operator to
oper ate conbustion, recovery, and recapture devices so that the
dai |y average value of nonitored paraneters renmains at or above
the m ni num est abl i shed paraneter |l evel, or remains at or bel ow
t he maxi num est abl i shed nonitoring |evel.
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The EPA maintains that the requirenent to nmaintain the daily
average nonitored paraneter within the established limt is only
one aspect of conpliance with the nonitoring provisions of
subpart PPP. In order to conply with the nonitoring
requi renents, the owner or operator mnust acconplish a nunber of
activities, fromthe installation of proper nonitoring equi pnent
to the establishnment of paraneter nmonitoring levels, to the
proper operation of the conmbustion, recovery, or recapture device
and nonitoring equi prent.

For ECO the owner or operator has simlar requirements from
t he establishnment of paranmeter nonitoring |levels to ensuring that
each batch is acconplished in accordance with the established
| evel s. Therefore, the EPA revised what used to be 863. 1427(h)
in the proposed rule and is 863.1427(i) in the final rule, to
state that owners or operators using ECO “shall conply with the
monitoring requirenents of this paragraph to denonstrate
conti nuous conpliance wwth this subpart . . . *

Wil e the EPA disagrees with the comenter that the
rel ati onshi p between conpliance and paragraph 863.1438(a)(1), the
EPA agrees with the argunent that exceedances of operating
paraneters should not be classified as violations of the em ssion
st andar d.

To assure that control devices used by the owner or operator
are properly operated and mai ntai ned so that continued conpliance
with the applicable requirenents is acconplished, the EPA has
adopt ed the approach in part 63 standards that nonitoring be used
as a nethod for directly determ ning continuous conpliance with
the applicable requirenments. Further, the Agency is commtted to
followi ng this approach whenever appropriate in future
rul emaki ngs.

When determ ni ng appropriate nonitoring options, the EPA
considers the availability and feasibility of the follow ng
nmonitoring strategies in a “top-down” fashion: (1) Conti nuous
em ssion nmonitors (CEMs) for the actual HAP emtted, (2) CEMS for
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HAP surrogates, (3) nonitoring operating paraneters, and (4) work
practice standards. |In this standard, nonitoring of control

devi ce operating paraneters is considered appropriate for al

em ssion sources. However, the EPA has all owed the option of the
conti nuous nonitoring of organi c conpounds, which could nean
nmonitoring of the actual organic HAP or an organic surrogate.

The EPA believes that if organic conpounds are nonitored,
exceedance of the established value represents a violation of the
emssion limtation. Simlarly, because the exit gas tenperature
of a condenser is so closely correlated with em ssions, the EPA
bel i eves that an exceedance of the established condenser
tenperature should al so represent a violation of the em ssion
limt. The EPA agrees with the comenters that exceedance of
other nonitoring paraneters is not necessarily an exceedance of
an emssion limt.

Par agr aph 863. 1438(e) of the final rule has been rewitten
to add specificity regardi ng what the owner or operator is out of
conpliance with when an excursion occurs (that is not an excused
excursion). If an organic nonitoring device is used to nonitor
HAP or TOC concentration at the outlet of a recovery or recapture
device, the final rule clarifies that each excursion where the
daily average value of nonitored paraneters is above the maxi num
or below the m ni num establi shed paraneter |evel, represents a
violation of the emission limt. Simlarly, an excursion where
the daily average tenperature is above the maxi num establi shed
tenperature for a condenser represents a violation of the
emssion limt. Oher excursions where average val ues are above
the maxi num or below the m ni mum established paraneters
represent violations of the operating limt, rather than
violations of the emssion limt. Also, excursions due to
insufficient nonitoring data are violations of the operating
[imt.
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2.14. 4 Excursi on Provi sions for Storage Vessels Exenpt from

Conti nuous Monitoring, Process Vents from Batch Unit
Operations, and Ext ended Cookout
Comment : One commenter (1V-D- 04) suggested that EPA add
provisions in 863.1438 for storage vessels that are not required

to conduct continuous nonitoring. The comenter noted that not
all storage vessels are required to conduct conti nuous
monitoring. The PEPO standard requires a nonitoring plan, which
must specify what will be nonitored and how often. For exanple,
sonme storage vessels may be nonitored only while they are being
filled, which could be for 2 hours. Consequently, the concept of
a "daily average" paraneter value will not apply to those storage
vessels. Also, in sonme cases the nonitored val ue may not be for
a "paraneter,"” in the strict sense of the word. The commenter
noted that because of the significant differences in em ssion
patterns and controls anong different storage vessels, MACT
standards do not specify a "one size fits all" approach to
monitoring. Therefore, there cannot be a "one size fits all™
definition of "excursion," even though 863.1438(f) attenpts to do
just that. Section 63.1438(f) conbines all storage vessels with
process vents and says the daily average is the neasure of
conpliance for all of them which will not work. The commenter
recommended that the EPA revise 863.1438(f) so that it refers
only to storage vessels required to conduct conti nuous
monitoring. Also, it was recommended that the EPA add a new
paragraph "(h)" with appropriate excursion definitions for
storage vessels that are not required to conduct continuous
noni t ori ng.

Response: The EPA agrees with the commenter that separate
nmoni toring requirenents should be established for storage vessels
that are required to be continuously nonitored and for storage
vessels that are not required to be continuously nonitored.
However, instead of adding a new paragraph as 863.1438(h), the
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EPA has renunbered 863. 1438(f) so that the proposed | anguage is
now (f)(1) and the new paragraph is 863.1438(f)(2). A

parent heti cal has been added in 863.1438(f)(1) to clarify that
the provisions apply to storage vessels where the applicable
nmoni toring plan specifies continuous nonitoring.

In addition, consideration of this coment caused the EPA to
realize that the proposed excursion definitions related to
insufficient nonitoring data in 863.1438(f)(2), (f)(3), and
(f)(4) were not always suitable for process vents from batch unit
operations. For these batch process vents, venting epi sodes nmay
be | ess than one hour, which nakes the “valid hour of data”
concept unworkable. Cearly the EPA did not intend that an
excursion occur when the entire em ssion episode is controlled
and nonitored in accordance with the rule, but the episode is
| ess than one hour. Therefore, paragraph 863.1438(f)(3) was
added to address excursions for process vents frombatch unit
oper ati ons.

Al so, excursions were defined in the proposed 863. 1427(h) (3)
for owners or operators using ECOto conply with the epoxide
emssion limtations in 863.1425(b). The EPA determ ned that a
reference to those excursion definitions was needed in the
paraneter nmonitoring | evels and excursions section (863.1438).
Theref ore, paragraph 863.1438(f)(4) was added referring to the
excursion definitions for ECOin 863.1427(h)(3).

2.14.5 Cont i nuous Monitoring
Comment: One commenter (1V-D-04) strongly supported
863. 1438(e) and (f) of the proposed rule. However, proposed

863. 1438(e) stated that its subparagraphs only applied to

em ssion points and control or recovery devices for which
continuous nonitoring was required, and the commenter requested
t hat EPA revise 863.1438(e)(3) so that it would apply regardl ess
of whet her continuous nonitoring was required. Paragraph
863.1438(e)(3) lists the situations in which no excursion is
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consi dered to have occurred, even though paraneters strayed
outside of their limts, or data were not collected. According
to the coomenter, these situations are universal; they apply to
any em ssion point or control or recovery device, regardl ess of
whet her conti nuous nonitoring is required. The commenter stated
that the equival ent paragraph in the HON (863.152(c)(2)(ii)(E))
was specifically revised for the sane reasons as those cited
above. The commenter recomended the follow ng revision to
863. 1438(e):

"(e) Compliance determinations. The provisions of this
par agr aph, _except (e)(3) of this paragraph. apply only to

em ssion points and control or recovery devices for which
continuous nonitoring is required under this subpart.”

Response: The EPA is in general agreenment with the concepts
rai sed by the commenter. However, the EPA decided to nore
significantly alter the structure of 863.1438(e) and (f), as
described below. In the final rule, 863.1438(e) describes
“violations” to the rule. As discussed in response to an earlier
coment (2.14.3), 863.1438(e) has been revised to address the
rel ati onshi p between excursions and viol ati ons.

The EPA has made changes to 863.1438(f) to nore clearly
provide all of the necessary information about the definition of
excursions. First, as discussed above in response to coment in
section 2.14.4, excursion definitions were added for storage
vessel s where the applicable nonitoring plan does not specify
conti nuous nonitoring, for batch process vents, and for ECO

Basically, there are two ways an excursion can occur. The
first is if the average paraneter val ue neasured is above a
maxi mum or below a m nimum established value. The second is if
insufficient nmonitoring data are collected. The final rule nmakes
clarifications of the data to be used in both of these
ci rcunst ances.
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Wth regard to cal cul ati ng averages, 863.1439(d)(7) of the
final rule specifies that nonitoring data collected during
periods of nonitoring system breakdowns, repairs, calibration
checks, and zero (lowlevel) and high-level adjustnents; start-
ups; shutdowns; nmal functions; and periods of non-operation of the
affected source that result in the cessation of em ssions to
whi ch the nonitoring applies are not to be included when
cal cul ati ng any aver age.

Language has al so been added to 863.1438(f) to clarify when
monitoring data are insufficient. An excursion due to
insufficient nonitoring data occurs if nmeasured val ues are
unavail abl e for a specified percentage of tinme the control device
is in operation. First, the rule nowclarifies the situations
t hat cause neasured values to be unavail able: nonitoring system
breakdowns, repairs, calibration checks, or zero (lowlevel) and
hi gh-1 evel adjustnents. Second, the final rule clarifies that
periods of start-ups; shutdowns; mal functions; and peri ods of
non-operation of the affected source that result in the cessation
of em ssions to which the nonitoring applies are not to be
i ncluded in defining the period of control device operation.

The EPA believes that the clarifications discussed above address
the comenter’s concern over the provisions of the proposed

863. 1438(e)(3) applying to all situations, whether or not
continuous nonitoring i s required.

2.14.6 Clarification to Text
Comment: One commenter (1V-D-05) recommended, for clarity,
that the text in 863.1438(c) be revised as foll ows:

"Establishment of parameter monitoring levels based on
performance tests, supplemented by engineering assessments,
and/or manufacturer’s recommendations. Paraneter nonitoring
| evel s established under this paragraph shall be based on the
paranet er val ues neasured during the perfornmance tests
suppl enment ed by engi neeri ng assessnents and/or manufacturer’s
recommendations...."
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Response: The EPA agrees with the commenter, and has nade
t he suggested change in the final rule.

2.15 GENERAL RECORDKEEPI NG AND REPORTI NG
2.15.1 Elimnation of Initial Notification

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-05) stated that the Initial
Notification in 863.1439(e)(3) should not be required, in order
to reduce the regulatory burden, and to be consistent with the

Pol ymers and Resins MACT. The conmmenter reconmended that

863. 1439(e) (3) be del eted, the subsequent sections renunbered
accordingly, and that the reporting cross-reference in Table 5 be
nodified. In addition, the commenter recomended that

863. 1432(n) and 863.1434(d) be changed accordingly.

Response: The Agency’s enforcenent personnel and the State
representatives involved in this regulatory process consider the
Initial Notification requirenent in 863.1439(e)(3) a necessary
tool for enforcenent and conpliance purposes. Moreover,
conpletion of the Initial Notification should not take nore than
a few hours, since the information requested is very basic; i.e.,
the name and address of the owner or operator; the address
(physical location) of the affected source; an identification of
the em ssion points and affected source; and an identification of
whet her the affected source can achi eve conpliance by the
rel evant conpliance date. Therefore, the Agency has not nade any
of the requested changes.

2.15.2 Provi de Exanples of Em ssion Points

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-05) maintained that the
addi tion of sone exanples in 863.1439(e)(3)(i)(C of the "kinds"
of em ssion points to be identified in the Initial Notification

woul d be hel pful.
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Response: The em ssion points subject to this rule and
required to be identified in the Initial Notification include the
em ssion points and equi pnent specified in the definition of
af fected source under 863.1420(a). Section 63.1420(c) of the
rul e descri bes em ssion points not subject to the provisions of
this rule. Since other provisions of the rule describe the
em ssion points to be regul ated, the Agency does not believe it
IS necessary to provide exanples of em ssion points to be
identified in the Initial Notification in 863.1439(e)(3)(i)(0O

2.15.3 Peri odi c Report
Comment : One commenter (1V-D-05) noted that 863.1434(f)
shoul d say the Periodic Reports under subpart H "may" (rather

than "shall") be submtted with the Periodic Reports under this
rul e.

Response: The Agency agrees that the owner or operator has
the option to submt the Periodic Reports for equipnment | eaks as
specified in subpart H at the sane tine as the Periodic Report
for this subpart or at another tinme. The final rule has been
changed accordi ngly.

2.15. 4 | nclude all Records in One Section

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-05) recommended that in order
to make the recordkeeping and reporting section (863.1439) and
Table 5 in the proposed rule as useful as possible, the EPA
shoul d include all relevant requirenents in 863.1439. For
exanpl e, the ECO recordkeeping requirenents are in 863.1427(i)
and the reporting requirenents are in 863.1427(j), but neither
citation appears in Table 5 or in 863.1439. The commenter
mai ntained that with a rule as conplex as this, it is especially
inportant that all of the nonitoring, recordkeeping, and
reporting requirenments be included in a single section to ensure
t hat i nadvertent non-conpliance through failure to prepare a
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report or maintain a record that is not included in the
"Recor dkeepi ng" section or table does not occur.

Anot her comrenter (l1V-D-04) was al so concerned that the
recordkeeping and reporting requirenments were scattered
t hroughout the proposed rule, plus various recordkeepi ng and
reporting requirenments fromthe CGeneral Provisions. The
comenter believed that this approach is very likely to cause
i nadvertent nonconpliance. The comenter recommended that all
recordkeepi ng and reporting requirenments be in one place in the
rule. Alternatively, if that cannot be done, the comenter
requested that EPA include every recordkeeping and reporting
requirenent in a single table, with the specific citation to
where that requirenent is found.

Response: The Agency believes it is nore logical to include
the specific recordkeeping and reporting requirenents related to
each em ssion source type in the applicable sections of the rule
because not all facilities have every source type. Therefore,

t he suggestion to include all recordkeeping and reporting

requi renents in one place has not been adopted. The Agency,
however, has added a table in the final rule for all routine
recordkeepi ng and reporting requirenents, including the specific
citation in the rule for the requirenent, and the due date for
the specific report as recomended (as Table 7 of the final
rule). The Agency believes that this table will be useful to
owners and operators of affected sources in conplying with the
various reporting requirenents of the rule.

2.15.5 Paranetric Monitoring During Periods of Start-up,

Shut down or Mal function
Comment: Three commenters (IV-D-05, |V-D-07 and |V-D 09)
provi ded revi sed | anguage for 863.1438(e)(3) regarding nonitoring

during periods of start-up, shutdown, and mal function (SSM
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One comrenter (I1V-D-05) maintained that the provisions of
863. 1438(e)(3) do not quite follow the revised HON, and that the
di fferences cause problens. For exanple, the proposed rule text
literally says there is no excursion "if the daily average val ue
of a nonitored paraneter is above the maxi mum | evel or bel ow the
m ni mum | evel established.” In other words, there can never be
an excursion. This conmes about from adding a comma after the
word "established" (which was not in the HON). Also, this
paragraph (unli ke the HON) does not discuss nonitoring data
collected during start-ups and shutdowns. To be consistent with
the HON, Conmenter |V-D-05 recommended del eting the proposed text
in 863.1438(e)(3) and replacing it with the foll ow ng:

(3) If a nonitored paranmeter is outside its
establi shed range or npnitoring data are not coll ected
during periods of start-up, shutdown. or malfunction (and
the source is operated during such periods in accordance
with the source’s start-up., shutdown. and nalfunction plan
as required by 863.6(e)(3) of subpart A). or during periods
of non-operation of the PMPU portion thereof (resulting in
cessation of the enm ssions to which the nonitoring applies),
then the excursion is not a violation and, in cases where
continuous nonitoring is required, the excursion does not
count toward the nunber of excused excursions for
det erm ni ng conpliance.

Anot her commenter (Commenter |V-D-07) naintained that
monitoring records from periods of SSM woul d not be expected to
provi de additional information as to whether plans are foll owed
in many cases, nor would they provide the Agency with information
regardi ng the adequacy of the plans. Commenter |V-D- 07 provided
a few exanples to support this claim Comenter |V-D 07 stated
that the proposed rule sinply requires that the source coll ect
data for periods when it is not required to conply with the
standard resulting in a potential nonconpliance status (for not
collecting data), wth essentially no benefit to the environnent.
The commenter recommended that this position be dropped in the
final rule and that 863.1438(e)(3) of the final rule be revised
to conformwi th the HON as foll ows:
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(3) If the daily average val ue of a nonitored
paraneter is above the maxi mum | evel or bel ow the m ni num
| evel established, or if nonitoring data cannot be coll ected
during nonitoring device calibration check or nonitoring
device mal function, or if nonitoring data are not collected
during periods of start-up, shutdown, or malfunction, or if
nmonitoring data are not collected during periods of non-
operation of the affected source or portion thereof
(resulting in cessation of the em ssions to which the
nmoni toring applies), but the affected source is operated
during the period of start-up, shutdown, or malfunction in
accordance with the affected source’s Start-up, Shutdown,
and Mal function Plan, then the event shall not be considered
a nonitoring paranmeter excursion

Response: As discussed in section 2.14, the EPA nade
significant revisions to paragraphs 863.1438(e) and (f). The
paragraph cited by the conmmenters no | onger exists in the final
rule. However, the EPA believes that nost of the concerns raised
by the commenters are addressed in the final rule.

First, 863.1439(d)(7) of the final rule specifies that
nmonitoring data coll ected during periods of nonitoring system
br eakdowns, repairs, calibration checks, and zero (low |l evel) and
hi gh-1 evel adjustnents; start-ups; shutdowns; mal functions; and
peri ods of non-operation of the affected source that result in
the cessation of em ssions to which the nonitoring applies are
not to be included when cal cul ating any average. This paragraph,
whi ch was in the proposed rule, clearly states that nonitoring
data coll ected during start-ups, shutdowns, malfunctions, are not
to be included in an average. Therefore, the EPA believes that
it 1s unnecessary to additionally state that the exceedance of an
average value due to data collected during a start-up, shutdown,
or malfunction is not an excursion, when the data coll ected
shoul d not be used to cal cul ate an average.

Al so, the EPA has added paragraphs 863.1438(f)(1)(v)(A)
through (D) and 863.1438(f)(2)(i)(B), which describe the periods
that are not to be included when determ ning the period of
conbustion, recovery, or recapture device operation for the
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pur pose of determ ni ng whether an excursion has occurred due to
insufficient nonitoring data. Under these paragraphs, the
periods that should be left out when determ ning the period of
conbustion, recovery, or recapture device operation include
start-ups; shutdowns; nal functions; and periods of non-operation
of the affected source that result in the cessation of em ssions
to which the nonitoring applies.

The EPA does not agree with Commenter |1V-D-07's opinion that
nmonitoring during start-ups, shutdowns, and mal functions results
in “essentially no benefit to the environnment.” It is the EPA' s
position that requiring nmonitoring during these periods wll
provide the EPA with nore information concerning whether or not
Start-up, Shutdown, and Mal function Plans were followed, and w |
provi de the EPA with valuable information for assessing the
adequacy of a source's Start-up, Shutdown, and Ml function Pl an
for future situations. Therefore, the final rule continues to
require that nmonitoring data be collected during periods of SSM

Comment : One commenter (1V-D-04) maintained that EPA should
not inpose a blanket requirenment to nonitor during start-ups,
shut downs and mal functions. There should be exceptions to this
requi renent. For exanple, the industry cannot keep nonitoring if
the nonitoring device itself has the malfunction. Simlarly, it
may sonetines be necessary to "valve off" a nonitoring device
(isolate the device fromthe nonitored stream) in order to keep
the device from being damaged. The conmmenter requested adding a
new par agraph, 863.1438(e)(4), to address these instances:

(4) Failure to collect nonitoring data shall not be
considered an excursion during periods of nonitoring system
mal f unction, or when the nonitoring system nust be isol ated
or otherw se rendered nonoperational in order to prevent
damage to the nmonitoring system

Al so, the commenter recomended that EPA clarify that
paraneter data gathered during start-ups, shutdowns and
mal functions are excluded fromdaily averages for the purpose of
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determ ning excursions and referred to another commenter’s (I1V-D
05) suggested revisions to 863.1438(e)(3) to address this.

In addition, the cormmenter noted that although the rule,
863. 1438(e)(3), is clear that once a shutdown is conplete and
em ssi ons have ceased, nonitoring is not required during the
ensui ng period of non-operation, the preanble was not clear and
asked that EPA reaffirmthis point.

Further, Commenter (IV-D-09) stated that during the Genera
Provisions litigation, they discussed reasons for needing the
provi sions for start-up, shutdown, and mal functi ons and why
nmodi fications were needed. They stated that EPA has agreed to
revi sed | anguage; e.g., depending on flow, concentration, etc., a
control device may need to be diverted during start-up, shutdown,
or mal function to prevent explosions, etc. and requested that
this | anguage be incorporated into the Pol yether Polyols MACT

Response: The EPA is in general agreenment wth commenters
|V-D-04 and I V-D-09 on these points. As discussed in the
previ ous response, the changes to 863.1438(f) and 863. 1439(d) (7)
clarify that paraneter nonitoring data gathered during start-ups,
shut downs, nal functions, and periods of non-operation of the
af fected source resulting in cessation of the em ssions to which
the nonitoring applies, are to be excluded fromdaily averages,
and, in fact, all averages conputed under subpart PPP or the
subparts that it references.

In addition, changes to 863.1439(b)(1) allow owners and
operators to “cease” collecting nonitoring data froma particul ar
monitor (e.g., by shutting off the nonitor, or diverting flow
away fromit) during a start-up, shutdown, or nmalfunction if the
owner or operator can show that the nonitor would be damaged or
destroyed as a result of the start-up, shutdown, or mal function.
Thi s provision should satisfy the concerns expressed by
commenters |V-D-04 and I V-D-09. Such a provision nust be
included in the Start-up, Shutdown, and Ml function Pl an.
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Getting such a provision in the Start-up, Shutdown, and

Mal function Plan requires is acconplished by submtting a
request, and rationale defending the request, in the
Preconpl i ance Report or in a supplenent to the Preconpliance
Report, as described in the new | anguage in 863.1439(e)(4). |If
the request is not denied by the Adm nistrator within 45 days
after receiving the request, it can then be incorporated into the
Start-up, Shutdown, Malfunction Plan.

These changes are neant to strike a bal ance between the
EPA' s concern that nonitoring data are collected at all rel evant
times and industry's concern that val uable nonitoring equi pnment
coul d be damaged during a start-up, shutdown, or mal function
The changes are intended to provide protection for nonitoring
equi pnent during those periods, while providing the EPA with
assurance that nonitoring equipnment is not being "shut off"

i ndi scrim nately.

Comment : One commenter (1V-D-05) maintained that
863. 1439(b) (1) (i) (O, which pertains to continuous nonitoring
systens records of calibration checks, was not part of the Start-
up, Shutdown, and Mal function plan and shoul d be del et ed.

Response: The Agency has not del eted 863.1439(b) (1) (i) (O
as requested by the commenter; however, the regulatory text in
t hat paragraph has been noved to 863.1439(d)(8), because the
Agency agrees that it is nore of a global recordkeeping
requi renment than a record specifically associated with the Start-
up, Shutdown, Mal function Pl an.

2.15.6 Excl usion of Mnitoring Data fromDaily Averaging
Comment: Three commenters (1V-D-02, 1V-D-04, 1V-D05)

clai med that 863.1439(d) should include other situations where

nmoni toring data should not be included in the daily average

recorded. For exanple, data collected during start-ups,
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shut downs, nml functions, and periods of non-operation (of the

af fected source or a portion thereof), resulting in cessation of
the em ssions to which the nonitoring applies. Comenter |V-D 04
al so nentioned "data collected during calibration checks" as

anot her exanple. According to the commenters, these concepts are
captured in the HON, which has a revised paragraph structure for
greater clarity. Comenter |V-D-05 recommended, for consistency
with the HON, that proposed 863.1439(d)(7) be replaced with the
revi sed wordi ng:

"Monitoring data recorded during periods ef—wontoritng
Howtevel)—ant—hi-gh—tevel—adjustrents identified in
paragraphs (d)(7)(i) through (d)(7)(v) of this section shal
not be included in any average conputed under this subpart.
Records shall be kept of the tinmes and durations of all such
peri ods and any other periods during process or conrbustion-
recovery,—or—trecapture—control device operati on when
nonitors are not operating.

(i) Monitoring system breakdowns, repairs, calibration
checks, and zero (lowlevel) and high-1level adjustnents;

(ii) Start-ups

(iii) Shutdowns:

(iv) WMlfunctions;

(v) Periods of non-operation of the PMPU (or portion
thereof), resulting in cessation of the em ssions to which
the nonitoring applies.

Comrenter |V-D-04 supported the revised wording.

Response: For consistency with decisions nade on ot her
rules [e.g., the HON, 863.152(c)(2)(ii)(C], the Agency has
revised 863.1439(d)(7) as suggested by the commenters to clarify
that data recorded during periods of start-up, shutdown,
mal function, etc. should not be included in averages of nonitored
data, including daily averages.

2.15. 7 Ret enti on of Superseded Start-up, Shutdown, and

Mal f unction Pl an
Comment : One comenter (1V-D-05) stated that 863.1439(b) (1)
does not say how |l ong a superseded start-up, shutdown, and
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mal function plan nust be retained. To be consistent with the HON
provi sions, the conmmenter recomended revising the text in
paragraph (b)(1) to add the follow ng sentence after the fourth
sent ence:

In addition, if the start-up, shutdown. and mal function
plan is revised, the owner or operator shall keep previous
(i.e.., superseded) versions of the start-up, shutdown, and
mal function plan for a period of 5 vears after each revision
to the plan...."

Response: For purposes of clarification and consi stency,
t he Agency has added the comrenter’s suggested | anguage into
863. 1439(b) (1) of the final rule.

2.15.8 Exclusion to Continuous Recordkeepi ng Requirenents
Comment: Two commenters (IV-D-04 and |1V-D-05) stated that

863. 1439(d) says that anyone subject to 863.1438 is required to

keep continuous records, which may not be true. For exanple, the

owner or operator of a storage vessel (closed-vented to a control
device) may be subject to 863.1438 (required to establish
paraneter levels for the control device) but not be required to
keep continuous records. According to one comenter (IV-D-04),
the nonitoring plan wll specify the type and frequency of
required nonitoring. Therefore, the commenters suggested
revising the text in 863.1439(d) to delete the words "required to
conply with 863. 1438 and, therefore,"” in paragraph (d).

Response: The EPA agrees that continuous record keeping is
not required for all em ssion points, and the EPA has revised

863. 1439(d) accordingly.

2.15.9 Del et e Redundancy i n Recordkeepi ng Requirenents

Comment : One commenter (1V-D-05) maintained that the source
should not be required to retain records if the daily average
value is within the limts and, therefore, the comenter
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recommended del eting paragraph 863.1439(d)(5). Another commenter
(I'V-D-04) requested that EPA del ete paragraphs 863.1439(d)(4) and
(d)(5), which describe records to keep when there are excursions
and when there are not excursions, respectively. According to
the comenter, they both require exactly the sanme records. Since
there is no difference, and since other portions of the rule
already require a record of this information, the comenter

mai nt ai ned that paragraphs (d)(4) and (d)(5) serve no purpose and
shoul d be del et ed.

Response: The EPA agrees with Commenter |V-D- 04 that
863.1439(d) (4) and (5) are redundant with other portions of the
rule that already require a record of this information.
Therefore, 863.1439(d)(4) and (5) have been “reserved” in the
final rule.

2.15.10 Recor dkeepi ng Wi ver

Comment : One commenter (1V-D-04) clainmed that paragraph
863.1439(d) (9) is inappropriate and should be deleted. It
requires that records be kept if industry has obtained a waiver

of recordkeeping requirenents, which defeats the purpose of
havi ng a wai ver of recordkeeping requirenents. The comenter
referred to the General Provisions, subpart A 863.10(f) (on

whi ch paragraph 863.1439(d)(9) relies), which allows a waiver in
any of three circunstances. The comrenter naintained that

863. 10(f) (5) of subpart A, which provides that a waiver may be
condi tioned on other recordkeeping or reporting requirenents
deened necessary by the Adm nistrator, already provides for any
necessary records, and, therefore, paragraph (d)(9) is
unnecessary.

Response: The EPA di sagrees that 863.1439(d)(9) is
unnecessary, but has revised 863.1439(d)(9) to be consistent with
863.10(f)(5). This change is being nmade as a further nmeasure to
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reduce the recordkeepi ng burden inposed by subpart PPP on owners
and operators, by overriding, in Table 1 of subpart PPP

863. 10(b) (2) (863.10(b)(2)(xii) requires the information that was
required in the proposed version of 863.1439(d)(9)). In the
final rule, 863.1439(d)(9) reads as foll ows:

(9) The owner or operator of an affected source
granted a wai ver _of recordkeeping or reporting requirenents
under the General Provisions’ recordkeeping and reporting
requirenents in 863.10(f) shall maintain the information,_ if
any, specified by the Admnistrator as a condition of the

gdermonstrating—whether—an—affected—souree+sreettngthe
regut+rerrents—For—a—wai ver of recordkeeping or reporting

requirenents.

2.15. 11 "Docunent on Denmand"

Comment : One commenter (I1V-D-05) referred to 863.1439(d) (8)
whi ch says exenpt flexible operation units nust "maintain the
docunent ati on” required by 863.1420(e)(7). The comrenter
recommended that this provision be revised to include an option

t hat does not involve constantly maintaini ng docunentation of the
unit’s exenpt status (i.e., allow ng the "docunent on demand"
option) and provided the foll ow ng recommended revi sed wordi ng:

(8) For each flexible operation unit in which the
primary product is determned to be sonething other than a
pol yet her polyol product, the owner or operator shall either
mai ntai n the docunentation specified in 863.1420(e)(7)_or be

abl e to docunent upon request that the primary product is
not a pol vether polvol."

Response: The EPA agrees and the final rule allows the
owner or operator the option of providing docunentation on
demand, showi ng that the primary product of a flexible operation
unit is not a polyether polyol. Therefore, the proposed
requi renent under 863.1439(d)(8), referred to by the comenter,
has been del eted, and 863.1420(e)(8) now all ows the owner or
operator of a flexible operation unit with sonething other than a
pol yether polyol as its primary product to maintain docunentation
of that fact or produce docunentation on denmand.

2-174



2.15.12 Notification of Conpliance Status

Comment: One commenter (I1V-D-05) referred to
863. 1439(e) (5) (i) which says to include any other information
"required to be included” in the Notification of Conpliance

Status (NOCS) under a variety of HON sections. The comrenter
requested that EPA provide a list of the specific data this
section requires.

Response: The EPA appreciates the comment. However, the EPA
provi des different conpliance choices, and it would be | engthy
and confusing to describe every bit of information for every
conpliance option in subpart PPP. For exanple, 863.1439(e)(5) (i)
references 863.1422(j) of this rule, which provides for overlap
wi th other regulations for nonitoring, recordkeeping, or
reporting with respect to conbustion devices, recovery devices,
or recapture devices. Under these overlap provisions, the owner
or operator has conpliance choices, but he nust notify the
Adm ni strator of his choice in the NOCS required by
863. 1439(e) (5).

In addition to specific information required in
863. 1439(e)(5) (i), this section requires "any other information
required to be included" in the NOCS under other sections, as
applicable. If any information in the referenced provisions is
applicable, then that information nust al so be included, as
appropriate. Therefore, the owner or operator of an affected
source nmust review the referenced provisions and submt any
information that is required to be reported in the NOCCS, as
appl i cabl e.

2.15.13 Addition of a Provision for Reporting Updates
Comment: Two commenters (IV-D-04 and |1V-D-05) stated that
t hroughout the proposed rule, there are various places where the

EPA says certain information nust be submtted in a specific
(naned) one-tine report. However, there are circunstances where
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the same type of information nay need to be submtted later. For
exanpl e, there may be changes to the process, or additional

em ssion points, etc., which could justify either a new report,
or an update to a previous report. The commenter requested that
EPA add a provision that specifies how and when to report such
information. Commenter (IV-D-05) provided suggested | anguage.

Response: The Agency has consi dered these comments and
agrees that there will be circunstances where certain information
al ready reported may need to be suppl enented or updated.
Therefore, in order to allow the submttal of such information
t he Agency has anmended paragraphs 63.1439(e), (e)(1), and (e)(4)
as follows:

(e) Reporting and notification. 3)—In addition to
the reports and notifications required by 40 CFR part 63,
subpart stbparts—A—antd—H-of—thts—part, as specified in this
subpart, the owner or operator of an affected source shal
prepare and submt the reports |listed in paragraphs (e)(3)

t hrough e){9(8) of this section, as applicable.__A
reports required by this subpart., and the schedule for their
submttal, are listed in Table 8 of this subpart.

(1) Violation of reporting requirements. Omers and
operators shall not be in violation of the reporting
requirenents of this paragraph (e) for failing to submt
infornmation required to be included in a specified report if
the owner or operator neets the requirenents in paragraphs
(eY(D) (i) through (iii) of this section. Exanples of
circunst ances where this paragraph may apply include
information related to new y- added equi pnent or eni ssion
points, changes in the process. changes in equi pment
required or utilized for conpliance with the requirements of
this subpart, or changes in nmethods or equi pment for
noni toring., recordkeeping. or reporting.

(i) The information was not known in tine for
inclusion in the report specified by this subpart.

(ii) The owner or operator has been diligent in
obtaining the information.

(iii) The owner or operator submts a report according
to the provisions of paragraphs (e)(1)(iii)(A) through (Q
of this section.

(A If this subpart expressly provides for supplenments
to the report in which the infornmation is required., the
owner or operator shall submt the information as a
supplenent to that report. The infornmation shall be
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submtted no later than 60 days after it is obtained. unless
ot herwi se specified in this subpart.

(B) If this subpart does not expressly provide for
suppl enents, but the owner or operator must submit a request
for revision of an operating permt pursuant to the State
operating permt prograns in part 70 or the Federal
operating permt prograns in part 71, due to circunstances
to which the information pertains, the owner or operator
shall subnit the information with the request for revision
to the operating pernit.

(©Q In any case not addressed by paraaraph
(e) (D) (iii)(A) or (B) of this section, the owner or operator
shall subnit the information with the first Periodic Report,
as required by this subpart, which has a subni ssion deadline
at least 60 days after the information i s obtained.

In 863.1439(e)(4), paragraph (e)(4)(i) has been anended and
a new paragraph ((e)(4)(vii)) has been added in response to
coments, as foll ows:

"(i) Submittal dates. The Preconpliance Report shal
be submtted to the Admnistrator no |ater than 12 nonths
prior to the conpliance date. Unless the Adm nistrator
objects to a request submtted in the Preconpliance Report
wthin 45 days after its receipt, the request shall be
deened approved. For new affected sources, the
Preconpl i ance Report shall be submtted to the Adm ni strator
with the application for approval of construction or
reconstruction required in paragraph (b)(2) of this section.
Suppl enents to the Preconpliance Report nay be submtted as
specified in paragraph (e)(4)(vii) of this section.”

“(vii) Supplements to the Preconpliance Report may be
submitted as specified in paragraph (e)(4)(vii)(A) or
(e)(4)(vii)(B) of this section. Unless the Adm nistrator
objects to a request subnmitted in a supplenent to the
Preconpliance Report within 45 days after its receipt, the
request shall be deened approved.

(A) Supplenents to the Preconpliance Report may be
submtted to clarify or nodify information previously
subm tted.

(B) Supplenents to the Preconpliance Report may be
submtted to request approval to use alternative nmonitoring
paraneters as specified in paragraph (e)(4)(iii) of this
section; to use alternative continuous nonitoring and
recordkeeping, as specified in paragraph (e)(4)(iv) of this
section:; to use alternative controls, as specified in
par agraph (e)(4)(v) of this section; or to include a
provision for ceasing to collect nonitoring data during a
start-up, shutdown, or nmlfunction, in the start-up
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shut down, and mal function plan, when that nonitoring

equi pnent woul d be dannged if it did not cease to collect
nonitoring data, as specified in paragraph (e)(3)(vi) of
this section.”

2.15.14 Revi se Exenptions from Recordkeepi ng

Comment : One commenter (1V-D-04) requested that EPA revise
8863. 1430(e)(1)(vi) and (e)(2) to avoid unfair double penalties
and retroactive violations. Section 63.1430(e)(1)(vi) provides

an exenption fromcertain recordkeeping requirenents if batch
vents neet two requirenents: (1) the batch vents are in
conpliance with the aggregate 90 percent HAP reduction

requi renment of 863.1425(c)(1); and (2) the control device is
operating at all tinmes. Simlarly, 863.1430(e)(2) provides an
exenption fromrecordkeeping if certain continuous process vents
are "in conpliance with" the Goup 1 requirenents of

863. 1425(c)(3). The comrenter cited the exanple of a facility
that was relying on this exenption fromrecordkeeping, and then
(perhaps 10 years later) the control device went "down" or there
was an i nstance of nonconpliance with the em ssion control

requi renents. This could result in a penalty for failure to neet
the required level of control. Also, it appears that the owner
or operator would imredi ately | ose the exenption from
recordkeepi ng. For these reasons, the comrenter requested that
EPA revise these two paragraphs in 863.1430(e) as foll ows:

"(1)* * *

(vi) If the conbination of all process vents from batch
unit operations associated with the use of an organic HAP to
make or nodi fy a pol yet her polyol product process vent +s—+n
eofpHance—w-th is subject to 8§863.1425(c)(1), and the
conbusti on, recovery, or recapture device is eperating
intended to operate at all tinmes, none of the records in
paragraphs (b)(1)(i) through (b)(1)(v) of this section are
required.

(2) Process Vents from Continuous Unit Qperations.

. Omers or operators of conbined streans that are t#
eeﬁp+faﬁee—wr%h subject to the Goup 1 requirenents of
863. 1425(c)(3) are not required to keep these records.
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Response: The Agency has reviewed the provisions in
8863. 1430(€e)(1)(vi) and (e)(2) and agrees with the conmenter that
sonme clarification is needed to avoid the possibility of double
penalties and retroactive violations. The appropriate
clarifications have been incorporated into the final rule.

2.15.15 Recor dkeepi ng Retention Revi si on

Comment: Two commenters (I1V-D-04, |V-D-05) expressed
concern over the wording in 863.1439(h)(1)(vi)(D) which requires
i ndustry to keep certain records for a specified period beginning
when the records are "last enployed.” The comenters requested
that this section be revised to base all nmandatory retention
periods for records on the date when the record was "created,"
not on the date when the record as | ast enployed. This revision
woul d be consistent with the HON litigation settlenent
anendnents. As an alternative, these provisions could allow
owners or operators to send the superseded docunents to EPA
instead of requiring industry to keep them Comenter 1V-D- 05
provi ded the follow ng wording for 863.1439(h)(1)(vi)(D), which
is consistent with the HON |itigation anmendnents.

"Omers and operators subject to paragraph
(h)(1)(vi)(B) of this section shall retain the current
description of the nonitoring systemas long as the
description is current, but not less than 5 years fromthe

date it was creat ed+tast—enptoyed...."

Response: For purposes of consistency with other rules, the
Agency has anended 863.1439(h)(1)(vi)(D) to base retention
periods for records on the date when the record was created.
Therefore, paragraph (D) has been anended as foll ows:

(D omrers—antd—operators—IThe owner or operator subject
to paragraph (h)(1)(vi)(B) of this section shall retain the
current description of the nonitoring systemas |long as the
description is current;

The current description shall,
at all times, be retained on-site or be accessible froma
central |ocation by conputer or other nmeans that provides
access within 2 hours after a request. The owner or
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operator shall retain the—+ost—reeent—all superseded
descriptions for at |east unt++ 5 years f+oem after the date
rHt—was—tast—enptoyed of their creation. Superseded
descriptions shall be retained on-site (or accessible froma
central |ocation by conputer or other neans that provides
access within 2 hours after a request) for at | east 6 nonths
after their creation. Thereafter, superseded descriptions
may be stored off-site.”

The vague tinme frame indicated by the use of the term“l ast
enpl oyed” has been replaced with the nore concrete date (the date
of the docunent’s creation) as requested by the comrenter, but
the new | anguage is nore specific than the HON, in that it
requires that all descriptions |ess than 5 years old be
mai ntai ned. This ensures that there will always be a record of
the past five years, no matter how often the descriptions are
repl aced.

2.15.16 Excl usi on of Equi pnent Leaks to the Periodic Reporting
Requi renent s
Comment : One commenter (1V-D-04) stated that
863.1439(e)(6) (iii)(D)(2) should not require a report every tinme
a valve or connector is installed and requested that EPA

expressly exclude equi pnent | eaks, because it is routine to add
new equi pnent | eak points. Therefore, the comenter requested
that 863.1439(e)(6)(i1i)(D)(2) be revised as foll ows:

"Notification if one or nore em ssion points (other than
equi pnent | eaks), or one or nore PVPU is added to an
affected source.”

Response: The Agency agrees that a report should not be
required every time a routine valve or connector is installed.
Therefore, the Agency has anmended 863.1439(e)(6)(iii)(D)(2) in
the final rule, but changed the wording to be consistent with the
rest of the rule. Section 63.1439(e)(6)(iii)(D)(2) in the final
rul e reads:

"Notification if one or nore em ssion points (other than
equi pnent | eak conponents subject to 863.1434). or one or

2-180



more PMPU is added to an affected source. The owner or
operator shall submt the information contained in

par agr aphs -6+ B2+ (e)(6)(|||)(D)(2)(|) and
(1i) threwgh—(er(6){++)(DB(3){t++) of this section.

2.15. 17 Record of Preparation of Standards

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-05) maintained that the
"record of preparation of standards,” cited in
863. 1439(e) (5)(i)(B), should not be required for standards not
prepared by the source, such as standards that are obtai ned from
EPA or that are obtained as certified standards.

Response: The Agency agrees that the "record of preparation
of standards" should not be required for standards not prepared
by the owner or operator of the source. Therefore,

863. 1439(e) (5) (i) (B) has been anended to incorporate this change.

2.15.18 Peri odi c Reports

Comment : One commenter (1V-D-04) stated that
863.1439(e)(6)(ii) requires a certification that the affected
source was "in conpliance" for the previous 6-nonth period. The

commenter believed that this section requires a certification
even if there were conpliance exceptions. |If so, then the
coment er requested that the paragraph be revised to say that.
Commenter |V-D-04 further clainmed that 863.1439(e)(6) (i)
appears to have the tim ng backward. Paragraph 63.1439(e)(6) (i)
states that, after the first Periodic Report, subsequent reports
must cover each "preceding" 6-nonth period. This seens to be
backward. To the commenter, "preceding" neans "earlier." So,
taken literally, this nmeans the second Periodic Report nust cover

the 6-nonth period before the period that was covered in the
first Periodic Report and so on. The comrenter recommended t hat,
i nstead of "preceding," the paragraph should use the word
"subsequent." Another commenter (IV-D-05) provided the follow ng
revi sion of paragraph 863.1439(e)(6)(ii) for clarity:
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"I'f none of the conpliance exceptions in paragraphs
(e)(6)(iii) through (e)(6)(vii) of this section
occurred during the 6-nonth period, the Periodic Report
requi red by paragraph (e)(6)(i) of this section shal

be a statenent that the—affected—sourece—was—+n
cofpH-ance there were no conpliance exceptions as
described in this paragraph, for the preeeding 6-nonth
period and that none of the activities specified in
paragraphs (e)(6)(iii) through (e)(6)(vii) of this
section occurred.”

Commenter |V-D-04 supported edits to this section that were
suggested by commenter |V-D 05.

Response: Because 863.1439(e)(6)(viii)(A) discussed
reporting requirenents for tinme periods including conpliance
exceptions, Conmmenter 1V-D-04 is mstaken in thinking that
863. 1439(e) (6) (ii) needed to be edited to included periods with
conpl i ance exceptions. The purpose of 863.1439(e)(6)(ii) is to
m nimze the periodic reporting burden on owners or operations
with no conpliance exceptions. However, the EPA agrees with the
commenters that the proposed | anguage in 863.1439(e)(6)(ii) was
uncl ear, both regarding what nust be reported, and what tine
period the report is expected to cover. The EPA agrees that “the
affected source was in conpliance” should be replaced with the
term“there were no conpliance exceptions.” However, the EPA
does not agree that replacing the word “preceding” with the word
“subsequent” would correctly express the intent of the paragraph.
Rat her, the EPA has revised 863.1439(e)(6)(ii) to read as
fol |l ows:

"I'f none of the conpliance exceptions in paragraphs
(e)(6)(iii) through te){6)(vii) of this section occurred
during the 6-nonth period, the Periodic Report required by
paragraph (e)(6)(i) of this section shall be a statenent
t hat the—affeeted—souree—was—+n—conptance there were no
conpliance exceptions as described in this paragraph, for
t he preeeding 6-nonth period covered by that report and that
none of the activities specified in paragraphs (e)(6)(iii)

t hrough fe){6)(vii) of this section occurred during the
period covered by that report."
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The EPA feels that 863.1439(e)(6)(i) is clear about when Periodic
Reports are due, and what tinme period each covers, and has nade
no changes to the proposed | anguage for 863.1439(e)(6)(i).

2.15.19 Predom nant Use Reporting
Comment: Two commenters (1V-D-04, 1V-D05) requested that
863.1439(e)(6)(vi) be clarified. This section requires a report

for any change to the predom nant use determi nation for a storage
vessel. The comenters believed that this nmeant a storage vessel
that belongs to the affected source after the change. The

commenters requested that the paragraph be revised to clarify the
intent, but each had different suggestions. Comenter |V-D 05
suggested the foll ow ng | anguage, noting that the reference
shoul d be to paragraph (f)(8) and not (f)(6):

"The results for each change to a predom nant use
determ nation for a storage vessel belonging to an affected
source subject to this subpart after the change that is nmade
under 863.1420(f)(8)."

Response: For the purposes of the Periodic Report
requi renents [ 863.1439(e)(6)(vi)], the EPAis interested in any
subsequent action that may change the predom nant use of a
storage vessel. However, the EPA does believe it is appropriate
to specify the changes that nust be reported. Therefore, the
final rule requires that the results for each reeval uati on of
predom nant use of a storage vessel be reported if the vessel
begins receiving material from (or sending material to) a process
unit that was not included in the initial determnation, or if
the storage vessel ceases to receive material from (or send
material to) a process unit that was included in the initial
determ nation. Also, because the EPAis only interested in
changes in the predom nant use of the storage vessel, only the
par agraphs in 863.1420(f) that apply to changes in predom nant
use should be referred to in 863.1439(e)(6)(vi). For this
reason, the EPA agrees with commenter |V-D-05 about the cross-

2-183



reference, and has changed the reference in 863.1439(e)(6)(vi) so
that it refers to 863.1420(f)(8).

Comment: Commenter |1V-D-04 believed that the citations to
863. 1420(f)(6) in 8863.1439(e)(5)(v) and (e)(6)(vi) should
probably refer to 863.1420(f)(3) and not (f)(6), because
paragraph (f)(3) deals with assigning storage vessels to process
units on the basis of predom nant use.

Response: Section 63.1439(e)(5)(v) pertains to initial
predom nant use determ nation, whereas 863.1439(e)(6) (Vi)
pertains to a change in predom nant use. For these reasons,
863. 1439(e) (5)(v) should cite 863.1420(f)(1) through (7), which
specify procedures to follow for initial predom nant use
determ nation. Further, 863.1439(e)(6)(vi) should cite
863. 1420(f)(8), which addresses a change in the utilization of
t he storage vessel.

2.15. 20 Alternative Continuous Mnitoring and Recordkeepi ng

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-04) agreed with
863.1428(g)(3)(ii), which states that if process changes do not
result in a change in G oup status at a G oup 2 process vent from
a batch unit operation, no reporting is required. However, the
commenter requested that a sim |l ar paragraph be added specifying
that, if the group status of a G oup 2 process vent froma
continuous unit operation is unchanged, no report would be
required.

Response: The Agency has added a new paragraph as
863.1428(h)(2)(iii), clarifying that if, after the TRE index
val ue recalculation, it is determned that a G oup 2 process vent
froma continuous unit operation has a TRE i ndex value of 4.0 or
greater, no report is required for that G oup 2 process vent.
However, the EPA is still requiring a report to be submtted if
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the TRE i ndex val ue changes from being above 4.0 to |l ess than 4.0
but greater than 1.0, despite the fact that the process vent
remains G-oup 2. Therefore, the requirenents in
863.1428(h)(2)(ii) and 863.1430(j) have not been changed based on
this comment.

2.15.21 Consolidation of Periodic Reporting
Comment: Two commenters (1V-D-04, 1V-D05) requested that
863. 1439(e)(6) be clarified to allow a single Periodic Report

instead of three different Periodic Reports for existing and new
af fected sources, one for the general requirenents, one for

equi pnrent | eaks, and one for heat exchange systens. The

coment ers suggested adding the follow ng sentence to the end of
863. 1439(e)(6) to acconplish this: "AIl of the information
required to be reported in this subsection may be submtted in
one report."

Response: The Agency agrees that the reports required under
863. 1439(e) (6) may be conmbined into one report. Therefore, the
EPA has added the phrase “as part of the Periodic Report required
by this paragraph (e)(6)” to the end of 863.1439(e)(6).

2.15.22 G oup Status Change Reporting
Comment: One commenter (1V-D-04) expressed concern about the
requi renment in 863.1439(e)(6)(iii)(D) (1) to report any process

change if "the group status of any em ssion point changes."” This
woul d seem literally, to require reporting even if the status
changed fromGoup 1 to Goup 2. The commenter cl ai ned that
reports should be required only if the status changes from G oup
2 to Goup 1. The comenter requested that this paragraph be
revised to say "the group status of any em ssion point changes
fromGoup 2 to Goup 1."
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Response: The intent of 863.1439(e)(6)(iii)(D)(1) in the
proposed rule was to require reporting only if the status changes
fromGoup 2 to Goup 1. However, the EPA would like to rem nd
owners and operators that, until notification is nmade that a
G oup 1 em ssion point has becone a Goup 2 em ssion point, the
owner or operator will be required to conply with the Goup 1
requirenents for that em ssion point. Therefore, to clarify this
intent, the Agency has anended the first sentence of paragraph
863.1439(e)(6)(iii)(D (1) as follows:

“Notification if a process change is nade such that the
group status of any em ssion point changes from Goup 2 to
Goup 1. The owner or operator is not required to submt a
notification of a process change if that process change
caused the group status of an eni ssion point to change from
Goup 1 to Goup 2. However, until the owner or operator
notifies the Adm nistrator that the group status of an
enm ssion point has changed from Goup 1 to Goup 2, the
owner or operator iS required to continue to conply with the
Goup 1 requirenents for that em ssion point. This
notification my be submtted at any tinme. Fhe—+nforratton

sﬁbﬁf%%ed—sha++—fﬁe+ﬂﬁe7a—eeﬁp%raﬁee—seheda%er—as—SﬁeefFfed

2.15.23 Excur si ons
Comment: One commenter (1V-D-04) noted that neither em ssion

poi nts nor process sections have excursions. The comenter
stated that only control devices or recovery devices have
excursions. Therefore, it was requested that

863. 1439(e)(6)(viii) be revised to specify "control devices" or
"recovery devices" instead of "em ssion point" or "process
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sections.” Another commenter (IV-D-05) expressed the sane
concern and suggested that "control device" be used in |ieu of
"process section” in 863.1439(e)(6)(viii).

Response: The Agency agrees that neither em ssion points
nor process sections have excursions. Paragraph
863. 1439(e)(6)(viii) of the final rule refers to “A control or
recovery device for a particular em ssion point or process
section” that has nore excursions, as defined in 863.1438(f),
t han the nunber of excused excursions allowed under 863.1438(Q).
In the final rule, 863.1439(e)(6)(viii) also provides nore
specific guidelines for when the quarterly reports are due, and
what they nust contain.

2.15.24 Alternative Continuous Mnitoring for Storage Vessels
Comment : One commenter (1V-D-04) requested that 863.1439(f)
be clarified to exclude storage vessel nonitoring plans. This

section establishes a detailed procedure for situations where an
owner or operator has been directed to set unique nonitoring
paraneters. According to the cormmenter, this detail ed procedure
(apparently borrowed fromthe HON) was not intended to apply, and
is not appropriate, in situations where the rule directs an owner
or operator to establish a nonitoring plan for storage vessels.
The correspondi ng paragraph of the HON was anended to make t hat
clear, by saying paragraph (f) applies only when specifically
referenced. The commenter requested that EPA do |likewise in this
rul e. Another commenter, |V-D-05, reconmended revising the
provisions to avoid the m sinpression that alternative nonitoring
paraneters nust be requested for every storage vessel nonitoring
pl an and provided the follow ng revision of paragraph (f):

"The owner or operator who has been directed by any section
of this subpart that specifically references this paragraph or
any section of another subpart referenced by this subpart_that
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specifically references this paragraph to set unique nonitoring
paraneters...."

Commenter |V-D-04 supported this recommended | anguage
change.

Response: The Agency agrees that this detail ed procedure
was not intended to apply in situations where the rule directs
t he establishnment of a nonitoring plan for storage vessels.
Therefore, in order to clarify that these provisions apply only
when specifically referenced, 863.1439(f) has been anended as
fol |l ows:

"(f) Alternative monitoring parameters. The owner or
operator of an affected source who has been directed by any
section of this subpart, or any section of another subpart
referenced by this subpart, that specifically references
this paragraph to set unique nonitoring paraneters, or who
requests approval to nonitor a different paraneter than
those listed in 863.1432 for storage vessels, 863.14267 for
ECO, 863.1429 for process vents, or 863. 143 of——stubpart—6 for
process wastewater shall submt the information...."

2.15. 25 Cross-referencing i n Reduced Recor dkeepi ng
Comment : One commenter (1V-D-04) requested that EPA either
add nore cross-references, or delete the current cross-

references, from 863.1439(h). This section provides that a
"reduced recordkeepi ng" program may be inplenented as an
alternative to the continuous operating paraneter nonitoring and
recordkeeping requirenents in the follow ng three | ocations:

863. 1432 for storage vessels; 863.1429 for process vents; and
863. 1433 for wastewater. According to the comenter, the HON (in
whi ch the reduced recordkeepi ng program ori gi nated) has a total

of ten cross-references to |ocations where the "normal" operating
paraneter nonitoring and recordkeeping requi renents are | ocated.
Since the proposed rule is as conplex as the HON, the conmmenter
guestioned whether the proposed rule omts any necessary cross-
references fromthis paragraph. The commenter suggested that the
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easi est way to resolve this concernis to revise the first
sentence of 863.1439(h) as foll ows:

"For any paranmeter with respect to any item of
equi pnent, the owner or operator may inplenent the
recordkeepi ng requirenments in paragraph (h)(1) or (h)(2) of
this section as alternatives to the continuous operating
paranmeter nonitoring and recordkeepi ng provisions H-stegd—+n

8631432 for—storage—vessets—S863—1429for—proecess—vents,
ant—§63—1433—ftor—wastewater—t hat woul d ot herw se apply under

this subpart....”

Response: The Agency agrees that the proposed | anguage may
lack clarity. Therefore, the Agency has revised the first
sentence of 863.1439(h) as suggested by the commenter.

2.15. 26 Qperating Permt Application

Comment: Two commenters (IV-D-04, |1V-D-05) stated that
863.1439(e)(8) is unclear. Comenter |1V-D-05 clainmed that there
are many other things in addition to the information listed in

paragraph (e)(4) that nust be submtted in an operating permt
application and strongly recommended that EPA provide a
conprehensive |ist of the nonitoring, recordkeeping, reporting,
and operating permt requirenents applicable to this rule.
Therefore, at a mninum for clarity, both comrenters suggested
the foll ow ng revision

"(8) Operating permit application. An owner or operator
who submits an operating permt application instead_of a
Preconpl i ance Report shall submt the infornation specified in

paragraph (e)(4) of this section, Preconptance—Reports—as

applicable, with the operating permt application."”

Response: The Agency recogni zes that the information
required in an operating permt application goes beyond that
specified in 863.1439(e)(4). Therefore, the EPA has revised
863. 1439(e) (8) as suggested by the commenters.

2.15. 27 Manual Readi ng
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Comrent: One commenter (1V-D-05) stated that
863.1439(g)(2) (i) refers to "manual" reading and recordi ng of
paranet er val ues, but instead should say "visual" or "sensory."

Response: For clarity, the Agency has substituted the word
"visual" for "manual" in 863.1439(g)(2)(i) in the final rule.

2.15.28 "Any O her Information" in Sections 63.1439(e)(5) (i) (B)
and 63.1439(e) (6)(iv)(B)
Comment: Two commenters (IV-D-04, |V-D05) expressed concern

over the use of the words "any other information" in
8863. 1439(e) (5)(i)(B) and 63.1439(e)(6)(iv)(B), as well as the
words "any information" or "any information required" that appear
el sewhere in the proposed rule. The commenter stated that
conpliance with such vaguely worded provisions is inpossible and
requested that EPA avoid using these words or carefully describe
where industry nust |ook for the referenced requirenent.
Comrenter |V-D-05 recommended anendi ng t hese paragraphs to read:
any other information required by the test nethod to be in
the test report.”
These two comenters al so questioned the need for the words
"and any other required information" in the |ast sentence of
863. 1439(e) (5) (i) (A which reads, "For additional tests perforned
for the sane kind of em ssion point using the sanme nethod, the
results and any other required information shall be submtted,
but a conplete test report is not required.” The commenter
bel i eved that these words were confusing because they have no
i dea what "any other required information" nmeans. They requested
that EPA delete these words fromthis paragraph. They naintai ned
that if there is sone specific information that EPA wants
subm tted, this paragraph should either nanme it, or give the
specific citation where it is identified.
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Response: The commenter's request that the EPA change "any
other information" or "any information"” to "any other information
required by the test nethod to be in the test report” clarifies
the EPA's intent. This revision was incorporated throughout the
final rule, whenever those phrases referring to test nmethods were
used.

2.15. 29 863. 1439(qg) (3)
Comment : One commenter (1V-D-05) clainmed that

863.1439(g)(3), allow ng the recording of hourly averages instead
of 15-m nute data points, is no |onger necessary as the regular
provisions of the rule allow the sane averaging. The comrenter

t heref ore recommended del eti ng subsection (g)(3) and renunbering
subsection (g)(4) accordingly.

Response: The EPA agrees with the comenter that it is not
necessary to state that hourly averages are allowed in
863. 1439(9g) (3); however, the EPA chooses to retain this |anguage
inthe final rule as a clarification. The EPA feels that this
clarity is warranted, since many other rules require 15-mnute
data points in their definition of a continuous recorder.

2.16 EDI TORI AL
2.16.1 "The Omer or Operator" Versus "Each Omer or Operator”
Comment : One commenter (1V-D-05) maintained that usually the

text requires "the owner or operator” or "an owner or operator”
to comply. If "each”" owner or operator or "all" owners and
operators were required to conply, in cases where there are two
or nore conpanies involved (e.g., a joint venture), then the
burdens of the rule would be duplicated for no reason. The
comenter did not believe that is EPA's intent. The commenter
request ed EPA to change "each owner or operator” to "the owner or
operator" and change "owners and operators” to "the owner or
operator” (and change the follow ng verb agreenent as
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appropriate) in the follow ng sections: 63.1420(b);

63. 1420(e) (5)(i); 63.1420(e)(5)(ii); 63.1429(a); 63.1430(b);
63. 1430(d); 63.1430(e)(1); 63.1430(e)(2); 63.1430(f)(2);
63.1430(f)(3); 63.1430(f)(4); 63.1430(f)(5); 63.1420(9)(1);
63. 1439(a); 63.1439(b)(2); 63.1439(e)(3); 63.1439(e)(5);

63. 1439(e) (6).

Response: The EPA appreciates the comrent, and agrees with
the comenter that the EPA did not intend to duplicate the
responsibilities of the rule to joint venture partners.
Therefore, the EPA has revised the final rule as requested.

2.16.2 Section 63.1420(e) (3)
Comment: One commenter (1V-D-05) reconmmended del eting the
word "considered" fromthe first sentence in 863.1420(e)(3).

According to the commenter, the process either is a PMPU, or is
not a PMPU. The commenter al so suggested noving the phrase "if
the plant site is a major source"” fromthe end of the second
sentence to the beginning of that sentence to clarify that the
whol e sentence applies only to maj or sources. For grammati cal
reasons, it was al so suggested that the word "is" in the second
sentence be del et ed.

Response: The EPA appreciates the coments and has made
these revisions in the final rule at 863.1420(e)(1)(iv), which
was 863.1420(e)(3) at proposal.

2.16.3 Section 63.1420(e)(5) (i)
Comment: One commenter (I1V-D-05), for clarity, recommended
changing the first sentence in 863.1420(e)(5)(i) to read:

shall determne the applicability of the
provisions (e.g.. the Group status) for each en1SS|on poi nt
that is part of that fl exi bl e operation unit
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The commenter, for clarity, also recomended changing the
| ast sentence in paragraph (i) to read:

Based on this finding, the owner or operator shal
conply with the applicable standards of this subpart for each

em ssion point, as appropriate, at all tines, regardtess—of—what

as though the primary product is being produced."”

Response: The EPA has rewitten 863.1420(e), and has
el imnated 863.1420(e)(5) (i) and the phrases "regardl ess of what"
and "shall determne the applicability of the provisions" from
this section of the final rule.

2.16.4 Section 63.1420(e)(5)(iii)

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-05) stated that paragraph
63.1420(e)(5)(iii) states that the owner or operator shall conply
"only with either" (b)(1) or (b)(2). That could be interpreted
as forbidding conpliance with both. The comrenter recommended

changing the text to delete "only":
"The owner or operator shall conmply with either paragraph

(b)(1) or (b)(2)...."

Response: The EPA did not intend for 863.1420(e)(5)(iii)
to be interpreted as forbidding conpliance with both (b)(1) and
(b)(2). Therefore, in the final rule [as 863.1420(e)(5)(i)],
this | anguage has been clarified to avoid any possible
m sinterpretation.

2.16.5 Sections 63.1427(h) (1) and (h)(2)
Comment: One conmenter(l1V-D-05) stated that 863.1427(h) (1)
and (h)(2) allow the owner or operator to nonitor or establish,

respectively, "one" of the paraneters in paragraphs (i) through
(iii). However, at the end of 863.1427(h)(21)(ii) and (h)(2)(ii)
the proposed rule said "and" instead of "or." Therefore, the
comment er reconmended revising the text in 863.1427(h)(1)(ii) and
(2)(ii) to say "or."
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Response: The Agency agrees with this comment. However,
since there is an "or" at the end of both 863.1427(i)(1)(iii) and
(i1)(2)(iii) (which were 863.1427(h)(1)(iii) and (h)(2)(iii) at
proposal ), the word "and" was sinply renoved at the end of
863.1427(i)(1)(ii) and (i)(2)(ii), in the final rule.

2.16.6 Section 63.1427(1) (iv)

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-05) understood that the
concentration in 863.1427(i)(1)(iv) is to be determned at the
"onset of the ECO' rather than at the "end of the onset of ECO "
Therefore, the comenter recommended revising the text

accordi ngly.

Response: The phrase "end of the onset of ECO' has been
corrected in the final rule to use the correct phrase, "onset of
ECO'.

2.16.7 Section 63.1433(a) (9)

Comment: One commenter (IV-D-05) requested that
863. 1433(a)(9) be revised to add "applicable" to read "the
appl i cabl e conpliance dates specified in 863.1422 shal

apply...."

Response: The Agency agrees with the comenter’'s suggestion
and has revised the final rule accordingly.

2.16.8 Section 63.1433(b)
Comment : One commenter (1V-D-04) requested that EPA give

863. 1433(b) a heading, i.e., "Mintenance wastewater" to cal
attention to it, because it is brief and could be considered part
of the preceding text for process wastewater.

Response: The EPA appreciates the suggestion to provide a
title for 863.1433(b) such as "Mi ntenance wastewater."
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Therefore, the EPA titled that section as requested and, for
consistency, titled 863.1433(a) "Process wastewater."

2.16.9 Section 63.1431(f) (1)

Comment : One commenter (1V-D-05) recommended, for clarity,
that the text in 863.1431(f)(1) be revised to delete the word
"control" at the end of the second sentence as foll ows:

"The owner or operator shall notify the Agency of the
intent to conply wwth the epoxide em ssion factor limtation
in 863.1425(b) (1) (iii) or (b)(2)(iii) w thout the use of
ext ended cookout or a conbustion, recovery, or recapture
device. The owner or operator shall prepare an estimte of
t he annual epoxi de em ssions ecent+rof. "

Response: The Agency agrees with the comenter that the
word "control"” is inappropriate at the end of this sentence. The
Agency has revised the final rule to delete this word.

2.16. 10 62 FR 46812, col. 3

Comment : One commenter (1V-D-04) requested that the EPA
correct the statenent in the proposal preanble (62 FR 46812, col.
3) that referred to the Start-up, Shutdown and Ml function Pl an

as a "report"” that nust be submtted to the Admnistrator. The
commenter noted that the proposed rule, 863.1439(b) (1),
accurately considers the start-up, shutdown, and mal function pl an
to be a record that nust be retained on-site.

Response: The Agency realizes that the reference to the
Start-up, Shutdown and Mal function Plan as a report was incorrect
in the preanble. The preanble for the final rule does not
i nclude this erroneous information.
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2.16. 11 Section 63.1438(b)(3)

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-05), recomrended revising
863. 1438(b)(3) to be consistent with other parts of the rule
where "are" is replaced with "shall be," as foll ows:

"Process vents from batch unit operations. For process
vents frombatch unit operations, during initial conpliance
testing, the appropriate paraneter shall be nonitored
continuously during the entire test period. The nonitoring
| evel (s) are shall be those established during the
conpl i ance_t est —denpnstrat+on. "

Response: The EPA intended to have consi stent | anguage
t hroughout the rule. Therefore, 863.1438(b)(2) of the final rule
(which was 863.1438(b)(3) at proposal) was revi sed as suggest ed
by the commenter.

2.16.12 Headi ng in 863.1420(c)

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-05) requested that, for
purposes of clarity, the EPA change the heading in 863.1420(c) as
fol | ows:

"Emission points included in the affected source but
not subject to the provisions of this subpart.”

Response: The EPA appreciates the coment, and revised the
final rule to add this |anguage to the title.

2.16.13 Section 63.1420(c)(2)
Comment : One commenter (1V-D-05) suggested, for clarity that
EPA revi se 863.1420(c)(2) as foll ows:

"(2) Stormwnater managed in f+em segregated sewers."”

Response: The EPA agrees with this revision and has
incorporated it into the final rule.

2.16. 14 Section 63.1420(d)
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Comment : For grammatical reasons, one commenter (IV-D 05)
requested that EPA revise 863.1420(d) as foll ows:
“...and are exenpted fromthe requirements of both this

subpart and from-the——provistons—of subpart A"

Response: The EPA agrees that the comrenter's suggested
| anguage is grammatically correct. Therefore, the EPA
i ncorporated the comenter's suggested | anguage into the final
rule.

2.16.15 Section 63.1420(e) (1)
Comment: One commenter (I1V-D-05) stated that the word "only"

needs to cone after (not before) "manufactures"” in
863.1420(e)(1). In the current wording, it could be interpreted
to mean that a process unit "only manufactures” one product
(i nstead of manufacturing, processing, and shipping it). It
shoul d read "manufactures only" one product. Therefore, for
clarity, the commenter recommended changing this sentence as
fol | ows:

"If a process unit enty manufactures only one product..."”

Response: The EPA agrees that the phrase guoted nay be
incorrectly interpreted. Therefore, the EPA has changed the
| anguage in the final rule to the | anguage suggested by the
comenter at 863.1420(e) (1) (i), which was 863.1420(e) (1) at
pr oposal .

2.16.16  Section 63.1422(d)(2)(iv) and (d)(5)

Comment : One commenter (1V-D-04) stated that in
863. 1422(d) (2)(iv) and (d)(5), there are bracketed comrents
saying to insert a date that is a certain anmount of tinme "front

the date of publication of the final rule. The comenter
requested that these bracketed words say "after" the date of
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publication of the final rule, as the comenter believes EPA
i nt ended.

Response: In the proposed rule, these bracketed statenents
were included to show the tinme frame when conpliance woul d be
required. The final rule contains actual dates, so the
comenter's concern no | onger exists.

2.16.17 Section 63.1420(f)(7)(i)
Comment: One commenter (1V-D-04) requested that "raw

mat eri al s" in 863.1420(f)(7)(i) be revised to read "raw
material ."

Response: The commenter's request pointed out the
possibility that sonmeone reading the rule could interpret this
section to pertain only if the process had nore than one raw
material. This was not the EPA's intent. Therefore, the EPA
revised the final rule as requested by the commenter.

2.16.18 Section 63.1424(a)
Comment: One commenter (IV-D-05) stated that 863.1424(a)
refers to paragraph (c) or (d), which do not exist. Therefore,

the comenter recomended changing the text as foll ows:

"(a) Except as provided in paragraphs (b) throeugh—{(c)
of this section ..... "

Response: The EPA appreciates the commenter bringing this
typographical error to the EPA's attention. Section 63.1424(a)
of the final rule was revised to only cite paragraph (b).

2.16.19 Section 63.1425(c)(4) (i)
Comment: One commenter (IV-D-05) maintained that

863. 1425(c)(4) (i) references the wong subsection. The conmmenter
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recomended revising the text, to refer to 863.1428(h)(2) instead
of 863.1428(h) (4).

Response: The commenter correctly stated that
863. 1425(c) (4) (i) should reference 863.1428(h)(2) and not (h)(4).
Therefore, the EPA revised the | anguage in the final rule as
suggest ed.

2.16.20 Section 63.1426(c)
Comment: One commenter (IV-D-05) noted that 863.1426(c) has
an "either" in the wong place. Therefore, the comenter

recommended changing the text to read:

"...may be neasured either as etrther total organic HAP
or as TOC m nus net hane and et hane...."

Response: The EPA agrees and has revised the final rule,
putting the word "either" in the position suggested by the
coment er .

2.16.21  Section 63.1426(c)(1)(i)(O(ii), (c)(3)(ii), and (e)(1)
Comment : One commenter (1V-D-07) requested that the

followng editorial corrections be nade in the final rule:

First, 863.1426(c)(1)(ii) has two inproper cites: (1)
863. 1425(b) (1) (ii) is "reserved" and does not require any ppnv
limt; and (2) the reference to 863.1425(b)(2)(iii) should be to
863. 1425(b) (2)(ii), which is the correct reference to the ppnv
st andar d.

Second, in 863.1426(c)(3)(ii), "of the HAP of concern”
shoul d be "or the HAP of concern”

Third, in 863.1426(e)(1), there is a typo just above
equation 6: the word "determ nation" should be "determ ned".

Response: The EPA intended to cite 863.1425(b)(1)(ii) as a
concentration cutoff limt for new sources. However, at the time
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of proposal, the EPA had not decided on a value for this
concentration limt, and instead sinply “reserved” this

par agr aph. Between proposal and pronul gation, the EPA deci ded on
a 20 ppmv Iimt, which was inserted into 863.1425(b)(1)(ii) of
the final rule. Therefore, the EPA disagrees with the
commenter's interpretation of the first citation for a ppmv HAP
[imt in 863.1426(c)(1)(ii).

However, the conmmenter correctly stated that the second
citation in 863.1426(c)(1)(ii) should be to 863.1425(b)(2)(ii),
instead of to 863.1425(b)(2)(iii). Therefore, the EPA revised
863. 1426(c)(1)(ii) in the final rule accordingly.

Wth regard to the commenter’s second comment, the EPA
di sagrees: 863.1426(c)(3)(ii) was intended to say “of the HAP of
concern.” The phrase “of the HAP of concern” refers to the HAP
listed in Table 4 of subpart PPP, which [imts the owner or
operator to having to take into consideration the concentrations
of the 6 HAP listed in that table, rather than having to consider
all 188 of the HAP currently |isted under 8112(b) of the O ean
Air Act. Wth regard to the commenter’s third comment, the EPA
agrees that the word “determ nation” in 863.1426(e)(1) should
have been “determ ned,” and has made the change suggested by the
commenter, in the final rule.

2.16. 22 Section 63.1426(e) (1)
Comment: One commenter (IV-D-05) cited 863.1426(e) (1) which
requi res owners or operators to determ ne the em ssion reduction

for each group of process vents subject to "the sane paragraph”
of 863.1425. According to the commenter, this may work for
paragraphs (b),(c) and (d), but it will not work for other

par agr aphs of 863. 1425. Therefore, the commenter recomrended

t hat 863.1426(e) (1) be revised as foll ows:

"The owner or operator shall determ ne the organic HAP
em ssion reduction for process vents in a PMPU using
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Equation 6. The organic HAP em ssion reduction nust be
determ ned for each group of process vents subject to the
sane paragraph (i.e., paragraph (b), (c) or (d)) of 863.1425
of this subpart. For instance, process vents that emt

epoxi des are subject to paragraph (b) of 863.1425.

Therefore, the organic HAP (i.e., epoxide) em ssion
reducti on nust be determ nat+ened for the group of vents in
a PWU that are subject to this paragraph.™

Response: The EPA agrees that sone of the citations in the
proposed 863. 1426(e) (1) were incorrect. Therefore, the revisions
suggested by the commenter were incorporated into the final rule.

2.16. 23 "Pressure Decline Curve" Versus "Pressure Decay Curve"

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-05) requested, for consistency,
changi ng "pressure decline curve" in 863.1427(i)(1)(i)(A) and (C
to "pressure decay curve," a termthat is used el sewhere. The
commenter has provided a definition for "pressure decay curve" in
863. 1423(b).

Response: The EPA intended to consistently use the term

"pressure decay curve." Therefore, the EPA replaced the phrase
"pressure decline curve" in 863.1427(j)(1)(i)(A) and (C (in the
final rule) with "pressure decay curve." As discussed in section

23.17 of this docunent, the sanme change was made in the
definition of "product class."

2.16. 24 Section 63.1427(1)(3)(ii)
Comment: One commenter (1V-D-05) recommended, for clarity,
revising the text in 863.1427(1)(3)(ii) to read:

"If the new operating conditions of the polyether
pol yol product do not conformw th the operating
characteristics of an existing product class, the owner or
operator shall establish a new product class and shal
comply with provisions of (I)(3)(i)(A) through (C of this
section.”
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Response: The EPA inadvertently omtted the word "pol yol"
fromthe sentence quoted by the coormenter. Therefore, the EPA
revised the text in 863.1427(1)(3)(ii) (863.1427(m(3)(ii) in the
final rule) to insert the word "polyol."

2.16. 25 Section 63.1428(c)
Comment: One commenter (1V-D-05) reconmended addi ng the

phrase "as sel ected by the owner or operator” in the first
sentence of 863.1428(c) to avoid anbiguity and for accuracy as
fol | ows:

"If the annual em ssions of TOC or nonepoxi de organic
HAP, as selected by the owner or operator, fromthe
conbi nati on of process vents from batch unit operations

Also,'ihé comment er reconmmended changing the reference in the
sanme sentence from 863.1425(c)(4) to (c)(2) for accuracy.

Response: The EPA agrees with the commenter's first point
that a clarifying phrase after the first phrase in 863.1428(c)
woul d avoi d anmbiguity. However, the EPA does not believe that
the phrase "as sel ected by the owner or operator” is appropriate.
I nstead, the EPA clarified the first phrase in 863.1428(c) by
adding "as applicable.” The commenter al so recomended changi ng
the reference in the sane sentence from 863. 1425(c)(4) to (c)(2).
The EPA agrees with this reconmmended change and has i ncor porat ed
it into the final rule.

2.16. 26 Section 63.1435(d)
Comment: One commenter (1V-D05) suggested that 8§63.1435(d)
be changed to use the word "may" instead of the word "shoul d."

Response: The Agency agrees that "should" is inappropriate
but disagrees that "may" is the correct termto use in
863.1435(d). In the final rule, "should" has been replaced with
"shall."
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2.16. 27 Section 63.1439(b)
Comment: One commenter (I1V-D-04) requested that two m nor

errors in 863.1439(b) be corrected:
1. this section requires industry to keep a start-up,

shut down and nonitoring plan "onsite,” which should be corrected
to "on-site" or "on site."

2. this section also requires industry to keep the plan "on
record" after it is developed, for a specified amount of tine.
The comment er suggested deleting the words "on record"” because
t hey add no neaning to the sentence and coul d be m sunder st ood.
The industry typically keeps their plans on paper or on conputer,
not "on record."

Response: The EPA agrees with the commenter on both points.
The EPA revised "onsite" to "on site.” However, the entire
sentence containing "on record" has been renoved. Therefore, no
addi tional change i s needed.

2.16.28 Section 63.1439(e)(6)(iii)(A)

Comment: One commenter (I1V-D-05) referred to the provisions
of 863.1439(e)(6)(iii)(A), which apply to owners or operators
conplying with 863. 1432 (storage vessels) through 863. 1433
(wastewater). The comrenter recommended revising this paragraph

to delete the references to process vents and heat exchange
systens because they do not apply.

Response: The EPA agrees that paragraph
63.1439(e)(6)(iii)(A) does not need references for information
required for process vents or heat exchange systens since
paragraph 63.1439(e)(6)(iii) refers to periodic reports for
storage vessels and wastewater. Therefore, the EPA deleted the
references for process vents and heat exchanger systens.

2.16. 29 Section 63.1439(e)(6)(iii)(D) (1) and (f)(3)
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Comment : One commenter (1V-D-04) pointed out that
863.1439(e)(6) (iii)(D (1) refers to 863.1429(g)(3)(i), and there
is no such section. The last major division in 863.1429 is
"(d)."

Al so, 863.1439(e)(6)(iii)(D has a reference to
(e)(6)(iii)(D(4), and there is no such paragraph. They noted
that the reference shoul d probably be changed to
(e)(6)(iii)(D)(3)

In addition, the commenter noted that the word "recording"
on the first line of 863.1439(f)(3) should be "reporting."

Response: Regarding 863.1439(e)(6)(iii)(D (1), the EPA
agrees with the commenter, and del eted the second part of the
sentence, which at proposal read "or for process vents under
conditions listed in 863.1429(g)(3)(i)." The EPA al so agrees
with the second coment about the incorrect cross-reference. The
EPA changed the final rule to refer to paragraph
(e)(6)(iii)(D(3). Further, the EPA agrees that "recording"”
shoul d be "reporting” on the first line of 863.1439(f)(3), and
the EPA revised the wording accordingly.

2.16.30 Section 63.1426(c)(4)(iv), (c). and (c)(1)(i)(A
Comment: One commenter (1V-D-04) requested that the

follow ng editorial changes be made:
863. 1426(c)(4)(iv): Move "respectively" and place after
"total organic HAP."
863. 1426(c): Correct placenent of commas as foll ows:

"...an owner or operator using a conbustion, recovery,
or recapture device to conply with an organi c HAP
percent reduction efficiency requirenent in section
§63. 1425—(b) (2) (i), (c)(1), (c)(3), or (d)._ an
organic..."

863. 1426(c) (1) (i)(A): The word "vent" should be "vents."
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Response: The EPA agrees with all of the commenter's
editorial changes, and incorporated theminto the final rule.

2.16. 31 Equation 9
Comment: Commrenter |1V-D-05 recomrended that Equation 9 for

determ ning the percent epoxide em ssion reduction for the batch
cycle in 863.1427(e)(1) be corrected. The comenter recommended
that the EPA revise the nunerator, and provided the revised
equat i on.

Response: The EPA agreed with the commenter that Equation 9
needed to be revised. In the final rule, the Equation 9 reads as
fol | ows:

R . R :
E - (E 1- addon, i + (E 1 - addon, j
e, u ( e, E) ( 100 ) ( e, 0) ( 100 )

R = * 100
batchcycle [ E

e, u

2.16.32 Section 63.1425(e)(2)(i)
Comment: Commrenter |1V-D-05 pointed out that the regulatory

| anguage in 863.1425(e)(2) (i) states that continuous processes
shoul d be controlled according to 863.1428(b). Paragraph

63. 1428(b), however, deals with em ssions from batch processes.
The only provision in that section for continuous processes is
863. 1428(h). The commenter believed that the regulatory citation
shoul d be changed to 863. 1428(h).

Response: The commenter is correct. However, 863.1425(e)
has been reserved in the final rule, and 863.1428(h) is cited at
other places in the rule (e.g., the definition of Goup 1
conti nuous process vent and 863.1425(c)), correctly.
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2.16. 33 Section 63.1425(f)
Comment : For clarity, one comenter (IV-D-05) recomrended

changing the text in 863.1425(f) as foll ows:

"For each process vent in a PMPU that is, or is part
of, an affected source and that uses tetrahydrofuran (THF)
to produce one or nore polyether polyol products...."

Response: The introduction paragraph to the process vent
control requirenents section, 863.1425(a), states in the |ast
sentence: "The owners or operator of an affected source where
pol yet her pol yol products are produced using tetrahydrofuran
shall conply with paragraph (f) of this section.” Therefore, the
EPA bel i eves that the | anguage requested by the commenter is
redundant and was not incorporated into the final rule.

2.16.34  Section 63.1429(d)(3)

Comment : One commenter (1V-D-04) requested that
863. 1429(d) (3) be clarified. It requires the industry to specify
the "times" when an operating day begins and ends. Actually,

there are no "tinmes;" there is only a "tine." For exanple, if
the operating day runs from m dnight to mdnight, then "m dni ght"
is the tinme when one operating day begins and the previous
operating day ends. Under the proposed wording of this section,
the comenter believed that they would be subject to an
enforcement action, with penalties of up to $27,500, if they
specify only one tine instead of two or nore. The conmmenter
recommended that the word "tines" be revised either to "tinme" or
to "tinme(s)."

Response: The EPA agrees with the commenter's request and
changed "tinmes" to "time(s)" in the final rule.

2.16. 35 Section 63.1439(e)(6) (V)
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Comment: One commenter (I1V-D-05), for clarity, suggested
that 863.1439(e)(6)(v) be changed to substitute "PMPU' for
"pol yet her polyol product” as follows: "...the results for each
change nade to a primary product determ nation for a PMPU...."

Response: The EPA agrees that the primary product
determnation is nade on a PMPU basis. Therefore,
863.1439(e)(6)(v) in the final rule was revised accordingly.

2.16.36  Section 63.1439(h) (1)

Comment : One commenter (I1V-D-04) stated that unlike other
par agr aphs of 863.1439(h)(1), which specify that certain
nmonitoring systens nust alert the owner or operator "by alarmor

ot her neans," paragraph (h)(1)(iv) says to alert the owner or
operator "by an alarm"™ The commenter sees no apparent reason
for this inconsistency and suggested that 863.1439(h)(1)(iv) be
revised as foll ows:

"(iv) The nonitoring systemw ||l alert the owner or
operator by an alarmor other neans, if the running average
paraneter value ...."

Response: The EPA agrees with the commenter, and has
revi sed 863.1439(h)(1)(iv) accordingly.

2.16. 37 Section 63.1427
Comment: One commenter (IV-D-04) requested that the EPA
correct the follow ng mnor typographical errors in 863.1427 to

avoi d confusion. The comments are nunbered, as foll ows:

(1) (c): "... by calculating the epoxide em ssions, iLf any,
prior to the onset of the ECO +fany, plus the epoxi de em ssions
at the onset of the ECO ..."

(2) (h)(1)(i1i): The epoxide partial pressure in the
reactor; ant or ....

(3) (h)(2)(i1i): The reactor epoxide partial pressure at the
end of the ECO andg or ...

(4) (i)(2): €Eont+navous Ongoing records...
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(5 (k)(D)(it): Wthin 180 days ef after the production
of the new pol yet her polyol product, the owner or operator shal
submt a report updating the product |ist ert+ginaty previously
subm tted for the product class ....

(6) (1)(2): The owner or operator shall enty update the
records specified in paragraphs (i)(21)(i)(A) through (G of this
section for the product.

(7) (1)(3)(1)(A): The owner or operator shall update the
l'ist of products for the product class regui+et—byparagraph

that the product is |leaving, and for
the product class that the product is entering, and shall record

(8) (1)(3)(i)(B): Wthin 180 days ef after the change in
operating conditions for the polyether polyol product, the owner
or operator shall submt a report updating the product |ist
or+gtnat-y previously subnmitted for the product class ....

Anot her comrenter (1V-G 02) supported the changes suggested
by Commenter 1V-D-04, in particular the suggested changes to
8863. 1427(h) (1) (ii) and (h)(2)(ii).

Response: The EPA agrees with all eight of the commenter's
suggested corrections; and they were incorporated into the final
rul e.

2.16.38 Section 63.1439(e)(5)(ii) (D)

Comment: Two commenters (I1V-D-04, |V-D-05) provided
coments on 863.1439(e)(5)(ii)(D). ©One comenter (I1V-D 04)
stated that paragraph (D) appears to have been borrowed by

m st ake from anot her rule, perhaps the Goup |I Polyners and
Resins standard. It refers to nonthly neasurenents of residua
organic HAP, a topic not germane to this rule, and it is ignored
in cross-references, so there is no way to reach it. The
comment er reconmmended that the paragraph be deleted fromthis
rul e.

On the ot her hand, another comenter (IV-D-05) requested
t hat paragraph (D) be revised, for purposes of clarity, by adding
the words "where applicable” at the end of the provisions to read
as follows:
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"The required information shall include a definition of the
affected source’s operating nonth for the purposes of determ ning
mont hly average val ues of residual organic HAP,_ where
applicable."

Response: Section 63.1439(e)(5)(ii)(D) was inadvertently
included in this rule. The EPA deleted 863.1439(e)(5)(ii)(D)
fromthe final rule.

2.16.39 Section 63.1439(b)
Comment : One commenter (1V-D-04) maintained that in

863. 1439(b), one paragraph should be noved and two cross-
references should be corrected as foll ows:

1. Paragraph 63.1439(b)(1)(i)(C should be noved because it
has nothing to do with records of start-up, shutdown and
mal f uncti on.

2. Section 63.1439(b)(1)(i) mentions a paragraph
(b)(D(i)(D); there is no such paragraph. Nor should there be a
paragraph (b)(1)(i)(C as noted above. Therefore, the reference
to (b)(1)(i)(D) should be changed to (b)(1)(i)(B)

3. Section 63.1439(b)(1)(ii) also refers to paragraph
(b)(D)(i)(C and, as noted above, does not bel ong here.
Therefore, once it is noved, the reference to (b)(1)(i)(C should
be changed to (b)(1)(i)(B)

Response: The EPA appreciates the coments regarding the
cross-referencing errors. Paragraph 63.1439(b)(1)(i)(C was
noved to 863.1439(d)(8), and the other cross-references were
corrected, as recommended.

2.16. 40 Actual Date Versus "Date of Promul gation”

Comment : One commenter (1V-D-04) asserted that the EPA
shoul d request the O fice of the Federal Register to insert the
actual date or deadline in 863.1439(e)(3)(ii)(A) through (O
instead of referring to the date of promul gation or the date of
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publication. The comrenter believed that this would avoid
confusion and could reduce the workl oad on owners or operators.
The comenter stated that sone people m ght not know what
"pronul gati on" nmeans. The comenter added that even for owners
and operators that do know what *“pronul gati on” neans, the

| anguage i n proposed 863.1439(e)(3)(ii)(A) through (C creates
extra work and increases the chance for m stakes or

m sinterpretations. The commenter provided revisions to

par agr aphs 863.1439(e) (3)(ii)(A) through (C which provide for
the insertion of the actual date, and the commenter requested

t hat EPA revise those paragraphs accordingly in the final rule.

Response: The EPA appreci ates the conmment, and the final
rul e includes specific dates in those paragraphs.

2.16.41 Changes to Several Equations
Comment: One commenter (1V-D-04) requested that EPA nmake

m nor changes to several equations in the proposed rule:

1. Throughout the rule s equations, wherever the term
"wei ght percent” is used, the weight fraction (or weight percent
expressed in decimal notation) should be used.

2. In Equation 9, there should be another "(" after the
mnus sign and a ")" right after the second termin the
numer at or .

3. Equation 13 should be: AEcontrol =(AEuncontroll ed)[ (100-

RI.

Response: Regardi ng the comenter's first suggestion,
Equation 11 is the only equation where a weight percent is used.
The EPA agrees that a weight fraction can be used, but does not
find it necessary to change wei ght percent to weight fraction.

The EPA di sagrees with the second comment, which requests
that a set of parenthesis be added to Equation 9 to subdivide the
second term since an extra set of parenthesis around the second
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termis not needed. The EPA's reasoning is that, according to
al gebraic rules, nmultiplication is conducted before addition or
subtraction, and addition or subtraction can be conducted in any
order.

Finally, the EPA agrees with the commenter regarding
Equation 13. Equation 13 has been revised as suggested by the
comenter in the final rule.

2.16.42  Section 63.1420(h)(3)
Comment: One commenter (IV-D-05) stated that the first
sentence in 863.1420(h)(3) refers to the wong subparagraph. For

clarity, the commenter reconmended revising it as foll ows:

"During start-ups, shutdowns, and nal functions when the
requi renments of this subpart do not apply pursuant to paragraphs
(h) (1) through (h)3)3(2) of this section, the owner or operator
shall inplenent, to the extent reasonably available ..."

Response: The EPA agrees with the comenter; however, as
was explained earlier in this docunent, proposed 863.1420(h)(3)
IS 863.1420(h)(4) in the final rule, and this paragraph
(863.1420(h)) in the final rule does refer to “paragraphs (h)(1)
t hrough (3)”.

2.16.43 Table 1

Comment : One commenter (1V-D-07) offered several corrections
to the subpart PPP cross-references (citations) with subpart A
(Part 63 General Provisions), as well as sone editorial
corrections to Table 1 of the proposed rule.

Response: The EPA appreci ates these comments, and revised
Tabl e 1 accordingly.

2.16. 44 Tabl e |

Comment : One commenter (1V-D-04) requested that EPA make the
follow ng corrections to Table | in the proposed rule:
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1. Inthe entry for 863.1(a)(3), change the coment to say

whi ch overlap wth the requirements of subparts PPP and H
and specify how conpliance shall be achieved.” Also, if EPA
accepts this comment to add paragraphs dealing with overl aps for
wast ewat er and heat exchanger provisions, the coment should
begin as follows: "Section 63.1422(f) through (k) of this subpart

2. In the entry for 863.6(e)(3)(i), instead of saying
"conbustion, recovery, or recapture devices," the comment shoul d
say "control devices." This would be consistent with subpart U,
and "control devices" would automatically include all conbustion,
recovery or recapture devices that are used for em ssion control.

3. Inthe entry for 863.7(a)(2), the phrase "conpliance
denonstration test results” should be changed to "conpliance
denonstration results,” deleting the word "test." Subpart H does
not require performance tests.

4. The entry for 863.7(e)(1) currently says performance
tests nust be conducted at "maxi numrepresentative" operating
conditions, which is inconsistent with the wording of the
proposed rule, which specifies "worst-case" operating conditions.

5. Inthe entry for 863.7(g), the comment should say
"equi pment | eaks" subject to 863.1434, rather than "em ssion
poi nts" subject to 863.1434. This would be consistent with other
entries in the table.

6. In the entry for 863.7(h), the comment should refer to
863.7(c)(2), not 63.7(c)(3).

Response: All six of the commenter's suggested corrections
were incorporated into the final rule.

2.16. 45 Table 2

Comment: One commenter (1V-D-07) offered several corrections
to the subpart PPP cross-references (citations) to subparts F, G
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and H of the HON, as well as sonme editorial corrections to Table
2 of the proposed rule.

Response: The EPA appreci ates these comments, and has
revised Table 2, as necessary.

2.16.46 Table 2

Comment : One commenter (1V-D-04) requested that EPA make the
foll ow ng changes in Table 2 of the proposed rule:

1. At the end of the conment for subpart H 8863. 160-63. 193,
add the phrase, "with the differences noted in 863.1434."

2. In the "reference" colum of the entry for subpart H,
i nstead of saying 8863.160-63.193, it should say 8863. 160-63. 182.
There are no sections after 863.182 in subpart H

Response: The Agency appreci ates the comments, and nade the
revisions to the final rule.

2.16. 47 Table 4

Comment : One commenter (1V-D-05) stated that the footnote in
Table 4 of the proposed rule should read "CAS No. = Chem cal
Abstracts Service Registry Nunber."

Response: The EPA agrees and the final rule was corrected,
as suggest ed.
2.16. 48 Table 5

Comment : One commenter (1V-D-04) requested that EPA make the
foll ow ng changes in Table 5 of the proposed rule:

1. Inthe entry for "Thermal Incinerator,” in the third
columm, the first item should not say section "63.1429b;" the
letter "b" should be a superscript, referring to a footnote.

2. Al entries should be subdivided into requirenents for
"continuous" process vents, and requirenents for "batch" process
vents. Oherwi se, one could interpret that continuous process
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vents are exenpt fromall requirenents, which is not consistent
with the rule.

3. In the entry for "Carbon Adsorber,"” colum 3, item #3
currently says "or volunetric mass flow' but it should say "nass

or volunetric flow "

Response: The EPA agrees with all three comments, and has
made the suggested revisions. However, in |lieu of “subdividing”
the requirenments in Table 5 into those for process vents from
continuous unit operations and those for process vents from batch
unit operation, the final rule contains a separate table (Tables
5 and 6) for each set of requirenents. Table 5 lists the
nmoni toring, recordkeeping, and reporting requirenents for process
vents from batch unit operations, while the new Table 6 lists the
nmoni toring, recordkeeping, and reporting requirenents for process
vents from continuous unit operations.

2.17 LEGAL CONSI DERATI ONS
2.17.1 Executive Order 12866

Comment : One commenter (1V-D-04) disagreed wwth EPA s
determ nation that the proposed pol yether polyols rule was not a

"significant regulatory action"” for purposes of OMB review under
Executive Order 12866. The commenter stated that a regulatory
action is "significant” if it raises "novel legal or policy

i ssues arising out of |egal mandates, the President’s priorities,
or the principles set forth in Executive Order 12866." The
comenter clained that the proposed rul e raises novel |egal or
policy issues, including at |east the foll ow ng:

1. \Wether Facility Mshould be considered a "simlar"
source, and thus be counted as the floor for new source MACT
despite having a very different manner of operation from other
sources that the EPA has considered (with resulting differences
in the anmount and pattern of em ssions and in the achievabl e
degree of em ssion reduction).
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2. \Wether a "new source" HAP reduction of 99.9 percent
shoul d be required, when previous MACT standards have uniformy
made a policy decision to consider all conbustion devices as no
nore than 98 percent efficient.

3. Wiether to require nonitoring (and associ at ed
recordkeeping and reporting) during start-ups, shutdowns and
mal functi ons, even though the "normal" em ssion control
requi renents, which the nonitoring is intended to track do not
apply during those peri ods.

4. \Wether to require group determ nations for
"conbi nati ons" of process vents, despite the fact that the
criteria for determning Goup 1 or Goup 2 status were tailored
to the characteristics of individual process vents.

5. \Whether to incorporate future changes to the General
Provi sions (and perhaps future changes to other standards on
whi ch various portions of this rule are based) w thout further
rul emaki ng, in apparent violation of the Admnistrative
Procedures Act and its Clean Air Act counterpart.

6. Wiether the rule may permssibly omt a | ower
concentration cutoff (such as 20 ppnv) when conpliance with a
percentage HAP reduction limt cannot be denonstrated or
achi evabl e at sonme HAP feed concentrati ons.

7. \Wether the rule may classify paraneter nonitoring
excursions as violations of "the emssion limtation," rather
than as violations of an operating requirenment, even though
paranmeter nonitoring data are incapable of directly denonstrating
conpliance or nonconpliance with an em ssion limtation.

For these reasons, the comenter requested that EPA classify
this rule as a "significant regulatory action" for purposes of
OVB revi ew.

Response: The EPA stands by its original determ nation that
t he proposed pol yether polyols rule was not a "significant
regul atory action"” since it does not raise "novel legal or policy
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i ssues.” The actions raised by the comenter are technical in
nature, and do not introduce any novel |egal or policy issues.

In the first issue, the commenter questioned whet her
Facility M (the facility upon whose process vent control the MACT
| evel of control for new sources was originally based) is a
"simlar" source to others in the source category. The conmenter
stated that Facility Mhas a "very different manner of operation
from ot her sources that the EPA has considered, with resulting
differences in the amount and pattern of em ssions and in the
achi evabl e degree of em ssion reduction.”™ This comrent was
addressed in nore detail in Section 2.4.1.

The commenter's second comment addressed whether a new
source HAP reduction of 99.9 percent should be required, when
previ ous MACT standards "have uniformy nade a policy decision to
consider all conbustion devices as no nore than 98 percent
efficient.” This was not a policy decision, but a technical
i ssue, addressed in Section 2.4.1.

The third "novel |egal or policy issue" brought up by the
commenter pertained to the EPA' s decision to require nonitoring
during start-ups, shutdowns and mal functions. The EPA does not
believe that nonitoring requirenents are not |egal or policy
i ssues, which was addressed in Sections 2.4.4 and 2. 4. 16.

The fourth issue that the comenter considered to be a
"l egal or policy issue" discussed the appropriateness of basing
the group determ nations on a conbi nation of process vents,
despite the fact that the criteria for Goup 1 or G oup 2 status
in the proposed rule based on the characteristics of individual
process vents. The EPA also maintains that this is a technical,
and not a legal or policy issue, which was addressed in Section
2.4.4.

The comenter's fifth "novel |egal or policy issue”
addressed whether to incorporate future changes to the General
Provisions into subpart PPP, w thout further rulemaking. This is
not a novel l|legal or policy decision. The comenter contended

2-216



that the automatic incorporation of future changes to the General
Provisions into the subpart PPP requirements would be a violation
of the Adm nistrative Procedures Act (APA) and its Clean Air Act
(CAA) counterpart. The EPA disagrees with this statenent because
t he any changes nmade to the General Provisions would have a
public conmment period during which parties subject to subpart PPP
woul d be able to conment.

The comenter's sixth "legal or policy issue" was whet her
the rule may perm ssibly omt a | ower concentration cutoff (such
as 20 ppnv) when conpliance with a percentage HAP reduction limt
cannot be denonstrated or achievable at sonme HAP feed
concentrations. The EPA revised the rule to include an
appl i cabl e concentration cutoff. Section 2.4.2 of this docunent
di scusses this issue in nore detail.

In issue nunber 7 the comrenter questioned whether the rule
may classify paranmeter nonitoring excursions as violations of
"the emssion limtation," rather than classifying them as
violations of an operating requirenment. Again, this is not a
| egal or policy issue and is addressed in section 2.14.4.
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