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Docket No. Date filed Presenter or requester

Prohibited:

1. EROZ=316—000 ....cveiuietieiienteeiiente ettt sttt ettt b ettt b ettt b ettt ne 2-10-04 Bob Mussetter.

2. Project NO. 2342—000 ......cccuteiiiitieiiitaiee ettt ettt et e et na e nees 2-10-04 Sherri Lampman.

3. Project NO. 2342—000 ......ccceeiiiiirieiiiteiie ittt 2-13-04 Dinda Evans.
Exempt:

1. EROZ=316-000 ....ccueiuiiiteeiieteeiiente ettt ettt ettt bbbt bbbt et b ettt e ne 2-02-04 Hon. Keith Richman.

Hon. Joe Canciamilla.
2. PFOA—1—-000 ...ttt e 2-11-04 Jennifer Kerrigan.
3. CPOL—49—002 ...ttt ettt nh ettt n e n e sar e aeas 2-12-04 Hon. Rick Larsen.
CP01-49-003
4. ProjeCt NO. 2114—000 ......ceeitiiiiieiiiiiiieeieetee sttt ettt sbe e bt e sie e b e e sbe e beesineetee e 2-13-04 Leon Hoepner.

Magalie R. Salas,

Secretary.

[FR Doc. E4—-337 Filed 2—19-04; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6717-01-P

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY

[FRL-7625-5]

Recent Posting to the Applicability
Determination Index (ADI) Database
System of Agency Applicability
Determinations, Alternative Monitoring
Decisions, and Regulatory
Interpretations Pertaining to Standards
of Performance for New Stationary
Sources, National Emission Standards
for Hazardous Air Pollutants, and the
Stratospheric Ozone Protection
Program

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA).
ACTION: Notice of availability.

SUMMARY: This notice announces
applicability determinations, alternative
monitoring decisions, and regulatory
interpretations that the EPA has made
under the New Source Performance
Standards (NSPS) (40 CFR part 60), the
National Emission Standards for
Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) (40
CFR parts 61 and 63), and the
Stratospheric Ozone Protection Program
(40 CFR part 82).

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: An
electronic copy of each complete
document posted on the Applicability
Determination Index (ADI) database
system is available on the Internet
through the Office of Enforcement and
Compliance Assurance (OECA) Web site
at: www.epa.gov/compliance/
assistance/applicability. The document
may be located by date, author, subpart,
or subject search. For questions about
the ADI or this notice, contact Maria
Malave at EPA by phone at: (202) 564—
7027, or by email at:

malave.maria@epa.gov. For technical
questions about the individual
applicability determinations or
monitoring decisions, refer to the
contact person identified in the
individual documents, or in the absence
of a contact person, refer to the author
of the document.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Background

The General Provisions to the NSPS
in 40 CFR part 60 and the NESHAP in
40 CFR part 61 provide that a source
owner or operator may request a
determination of whether certain
intended actions constitute the
commencement of construction,
reconstruction, or modification. EPA’s
written responses to these inquiries are
broadly termed applicability
determinations. See 40 CFR 60.5 and
61.06. Although the part 63 NESHAP or
Maximum Achievable Control
Technology (MACT), and section 111(d)
of the Clean Air Act (CAA) regulations
contain no specific regulatory provision
that sources may request applicability
determinations, EPA does respond to
written inquiries regarding applicability
for the part 63 and section 111(d)
programs. The NSPS and NESHAP also
allow sources to seek permission to use
monitoring or recordkeeping which is
different from the promulgated
requirements. See 40 CFR 60.13(i),
61.14(g), 63.8(b)(1), 63.8(f), and 63.10().
EPA’s written responses to these
inquiries are broadly termed alternative
monitoring decisions. Further, EPA
responds to written inquiries about the
broad range of NSPS and NESHAP
regulatory requirements as they pertain
to a whole source category. These
inquiries may pertain, for example, to
the type of sources to which the
regulation applies, or to the testing,
monitoring, recordkeeping or reporting
requirements contained in the
regulation. EPA’s written responses to

these inquiries are broadly termed
regulatory interpretations.

EPA currently compiles EPA-issued
NSPS and NESHAP applicability
determinations, alternative monitoring
decisions, and regulatory
interpretations, and posts them on the
Applicability Determination Index (ADI)
on a quarterly basis. In addition, the
ADI contains EPA-issued responses to
requests pursuant to the stratospheric
ozone regulations, contained in 40 CFR
part 82. The ADI is an electronic index
on the Internet with more than one
thousand EPA letters and memoranda
pertaining to the applicability,
monitoring, recordkeeping, and
reporting requirements of the NSPS and
NESHAP. The letters and memoranda
may be searched by date, office of
issuance, subpart, citation, control
number or by string word searches.

Today’s notice comprises a summary
of 124 such documents added to the
ADI on October 31, 2003. The subject,
author, recipient, date and header of
each letter and memorandum are listed
in this notice, as well as a brief abstract
of the letter or memorandum. Complete
copies of these documents may be
obtained from the ADI through the
OECA Web site at: www.epa.gov/
compliance/assistance/applicability.

Summary of Headers and Abstracts

The following table identifies the
database control number for each
document posted on the ADI database
system on October 31, 2003; the
applicable category; the subpart(s) of 40
CFR parts 60, 61, or 63 (as applicable)
covered by the document; and the title
of the document, which provides a brief
description of the subject matter. We
have also included an abstract of each
document identified with its control
number after the table. These abstracts
are provided solely to alert the public to
possible items of interest and are not
intended as substitutes for the full text
of the documents.
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ADI| DETERMINATIONS UPLOADED ON OCTOBER 31, 2003

Control No. Category Subpart Title

MO30020 ....coovivirieeieeeiiiiieeeenn Compliance Extension Approval for Potlines 1-8

M030021 .... Primary Aluminum MACT Compliance Extension

MO30022 .....ooevveveeieee e Leak Detection and Repair (LDAR), Operation and Maintenance (O&M),
and Percent Reduction Requirements

MO30023 .....oooiiiieeieeeeee e Compliance Extension

M030024 .... Ability to Qualify as Unaffected Facility

MO30025 .......covviiiieiieirieiieee Compliance Extension for Paste Production Plant

MO30026 .......oorvveiiieniiieiieniieene High Efficiency Air Filtration (HEAF) Scrubber System Parametric Moni-
toring Plan

MO30027 ....eeeeiiieeieeeeee e MACT ....ccec... | R HEAF Scrubber System Parametric Monitoring Plan

MO30028 ......cooveieeiiieeeiiee e MACT ....ccce... | I R Compliance Extension for Paste Production Plant

MO30029 .....oooviiiieiieeeee e, MACT ....cceene | I R Compliance Extension Approval for Potlines 1, 2, and 4

MO30030 .....ccoviiieiiieciiee e, MACT ............. LL s Primary Aluminum Maximum Achievable Control Technology Test Plan/Al-
ternative Monitoring

MO30031 ...ooeeiiiieeieee e MACT ......c.... | R Primary Aluminum Maximum Achievable Control Technology Test Plan/Al-
ternative Monitoring

MO30032 .....oooviiieiieeeree e, MACT ......ce.... LL s Test Plan—Flow Angle Measurement Testing

MO030036 ...

M030037
M030038 ...
M030039
M030040
MO030041 ....
MO030042 ....
MO030043 ....
MO030044 ...
MO030045 ...
M030051
M030046
M030047 ....
M030048 ...
M030049
M030050
MO030052 ....
MO030053 ....
MO030054

M030055
M030056
M030057
MO030058 ....
MO030059 ....
MO030060 ....
M030061 ....
M030062 ....
Z030002
Z030003
Z030004 ..
0300048 ..
0300040 ..
0300049 ..
0300050 ..
0300051
0300052
0300053 ..
0300054 ..
0300047 ..
0300055 ..
0300056 ..
0300057 ..
0300058

0300059
0300060
0300061 ..
0300062 ..
0300063 ..
0300064

Site-Specific Test Plan/Operation, Maintenance and Monitoring Plan

Performance Testing and Parametric Monitoring

Request for MACT | Compliance Extension

Gasoline Throughput, Hazardous Air Pollutant (HAP) Emissions Applica-
bility

Primary Aluminum MACT Test Plan/Alternative Monitoring

Primary Aluminum MACT Test Plan

Compliance Extension for Pulp and Paper MACT

Evaporator Condensate Streams

Compliance Extension

Denial of Compliance Extension Request

Request for MACT | Compliance Extension

Compliance Extension for Paste Production Plant

Compliance Extension for Paste Production Plant

Alternative Monitoring Parameter for Smelt Dissolving Tank Scrubber

Performance Test and Monitoring Plan

Request for Source Test Waiver

Requirement to Conduct Performance Test

Compliance Extension and Alternative Control Device

Alternative Control Device and Parametric Monitoring Plan

Alternative Standard for HAP Metal Emissions

Alternative Monitoring Parameter for Recovery Furnace

Alternative Parameter Monitoring for MACT 1l Continuous Opacity Moni-
toring Requirements

Smelt Dissolving Tank Scrubbers

Alternative Standard for HAP Metal Emissions

Alternative Monitoring for Recovery Furnace Particulate Matter (PM)

Bulk Loading of Isomerate at a Refinery

Potential to Emit Restrictions

Melting and Alloying Aluminum Scrap in a Furnace Operation

Alternative Monitoring for Hazardous Waste Incinerator

Alternative Monitoring for Hazardous Waste Incinerator

Performance Test Waiver for Two Incinerators

Subpart E Applicability to Electric Toilets

Wastewater Treatment Operations

Custom Fuel Monitoring Schedule

Boiler Derate through Burner Replacement

Applicability to Boilers Under 10 MMBtu

Performance Test Waiver for Heaters

Custom Fuel Monitoring Schedule

Compressor Seal System Compliance

Initial Performance Test Waiver for Identical Turbines

Alternative Opacity Monitoring Plan

Alternative Opacity Monitoring

Determining Dry Molecular Weight from Dryer Flue Gas

Waiver of Performance Test Request

Permanent Storage Capacity and Fugitive Emission Issues

Predictive Emissions Monitoring System (PEMS)—Alternative Emissions
Monitoring Approval Amendment

Custom Fuel Monitoring Schedule

Custom Monitoring and Reporting Schedule

Test Plan—Nonmethane Organic Compounds Emission Rate

Sending Landfill Gas to Separate Entity for Combustion

Alternative Recordkeeping Schedule

Custom Fuel Monitoring Schedule
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Control No. Category Subpart Title
0300065 Subpart O Applicability to Electric Toilets
0300066 ... Boiler Changes as NSPS Modification or Reconstruction
0300067 Custom Fuel Monitoring Schedule/Alternative Test Method
0300068 Alternative Opacity Monitoring
0300069 ... Custom Fuel Monitoring Schedule
0300070 ... Custom Fuel Monitoring Schedule
0300071 Extension of Alternative Fuel Monitoring Schedule and Test Method
0300072 Alternative Monitoring Plan (AMP)
0300073 ... Alternative Opacity Monitoring
0300074 ... Alternative Sulfur Monitoring Plan
0300075 Performance Test Waiver
0300076 Boiler Derate
0300077 ... Custom Fuel Monitoring Schedule
0300078 ... Alternative Monitoring Plan (AMP)
0300079 Performance Test Requirement
0300080 Nitrogen Oxides (NOx) Predictive Emissions Monitoring System
0300082 ... Custom Fuel Monitoring Schedule
0300083 ... Alternative Monitoring and Test Method
0300084 Alternative Opacity Monitoring Plan
0300085 Deviation from Performance Testing Requirements
0300086 ... Initial Performance Test
0300087 ... Alternative Monitoring Method
0300088 Initial Performance Test
0300089 Alternative Recordkeeping Plan
0300090 ... Alternative Recordkeeping Plan
0300091 ... Alternative Test Method and Monitoring Plan
0300092 Alternative Test Method and Monitoring Plan
0300093 Alternative Performance Test Procedure
0300094 ... Alternative Testing/Monitoring & Custom Fuel Monitoring Schedule
0300095 ... Alternative Opacity Monitoring
0300096 Custom Fuel Monitoring
0300097 Applicability of Subparts Db and Dc to Two Burners
0300098 ... Deviation from Performance Testing Requirements
0300101 ... Performance Test for Combustion Turbine
0300102 Alternative Fuel Monitoring Plan Request for Boilers
0300103 Alternative Fuel Monitoring Plan Request for Boilers
0300104 ... Determining Maximum Heat Input Rating for Boiler
0300105 ... Gas Turbine Definition and Modification Issues
0300106 Alternative Fuel Monitoring Plan Request for Boiler
0300107 Request to Reduce Fuel Monitoring Frequency
0300108 ... Alternative Fuel Monitoring Plan Request for Boilers
0300109 ... Use of Fuel Vendor Receipts as Sulfur Monitoring
0300111 Alternative Hydrogen Sulfide (H2S) Monitoring Plan
0300112 Nitrogen Monitoring Waiver for Stationary Gas Turbines
0300113 ... Alternative Fuel Monitoring Plan for Boilers
0300114 ... Alternative Fuel Monitoring Plan for Boilers
0300117 Gas Turbine QC Testing Operations
0300115 Alternative Monitoring and Testing for Combustion Turbines
0300116 ... Applicability of Subpart Dc to Process Dryer Kilns
0300118 ... Alternative Fuel Monitoring for Boilers
0300119 Alternative Testing, Monitoring and Reporting for CC Turbines
0300120 Applicability to Internal Combustion Engines
0300121 ... Use of Treatment System Prior to IC Engine Combustion
0300122 ... Alternative Opacity Monitoring
0300123 Coke Oven Gas
0300124 Equipment in Light Liquid Service
0300125 Federal Plan Requirements for Landfill Subject to the Comprehensive Envi-

ronmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1990 (CERCLA)
0300126 .....coeeeeiiieiiieeeeees NSPS ............. Y o Applicability to Replacement of Individual Conveyors
0300127 .o NSPS ... Y e Applicability to Replacement of Individual Conveyors
Abstracts A: Yes. EPA approves this request, Abstract for [M030021]
subject to the terms and conditions in .

Abstract for [M030020] the letter. EPA finds that an additional Q: Does EPA concur with Oregon

Q: Will EPA approve a request for a
compliance extension for eight center-
worked prebake two (CWPB2) potlines

at Kaiser’s Mead Works?

MACT.

period of time is necessary for
installation of controls in order to
comply with the Primary Aluminum

Department of Environmental Quality
(ODEQ) grant of a one-year compliance
extension to install compliance testing
equipment in potlines 1, 2, and 47
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A: No. The real case examples
demonstrate that additional time is not
necessary to install the hydrogen
fluorides continuous emission
monitoring systems. Further, the
regulations do not allow compliance
extension requests for the installation of
testing/monitoring equipment.
Therefore, ODEQ must revise or revoke
the compliance extension.

Abstract for [M030022]

Q1: Are the crude oil storage tanks at
the Valdez Marine Terminal (VMT)
source subject to the leak detection and
repair (LDAR) requirements set forth by
40 CFR 63.563(c)?

A1: No. The storage tanks are not part
of the vapor collection system and do
not operate as part of a vapor balancing
system as defined by the Marine Vessel
Loading NESHAP. Therefore, the LDAR
requirements of 40 CFR 63.563(c) do not
apply to the VMT’s crude oil storage
tanks.

Q2: 40 CFR 63.562(e)(2) requires the
development and maintenance of an
operation and maintenance (O&M) plan
that describes a program of corrective
action for varying (i.e., exceeding
baseline parameters) air pollution
control equipment and monitoring
equipment. Should the plan also
address variances that occur within the
vapor collection equipment, for example
if vapor recovery system shutdowns
have occurred as a result of high
measured oxygen levels?

A2: No. The O&M plan requirements
of 40 CFR 63.562(e)(2) and (e)(3) apply
only to the VMT’s control device. The
vapor recovery system is not required to
be covered by a specific O&M plan.
Potential failure of the vapor recovery
system should be anticipated and
accounted for in the facility’s O&M
procedures.

Q3: Is the operator required to show
an overall reduction of 98 percent of the
captured vapors, per 40 CFR 63.565(1),
or is the operator only required to show
that the control device can achieve 98
percent destruction efficiency?

A3: The 98 weight-percent volatile
organic compounds/hazardous air
pollutants reduction requirement
applies only to the VMT’s control
devices pursuant to 40 CFR
63.562(d)(2).

Abstract for [M030023]

Q: The Longview plant has been
granted an additional year to achieve
compliance with the Primary
Aluminum MACT at North Plant
potlines A, B, and C. Can the company
receive an additional compliance
extension for these potlines to perform
fume collection system improvements to

achieve compliance with the Primary
Aluminum MACT?

A: Yes. Because an additional period
of time is necessary for installation of
controls to comply with the standards,
EPA intends to grant an additional
compliance extension for all three
potlines, subject to the terms and
conditions in the letter, pursuant to 40
CFR 63.6(i)(10).

Abstract for [M030024]

Q: Do the exceptions in 40 CFR
63.420(a)(1) or (a)(2) apply to the
Pocatello terminal, such that the
terminal is not subject to the Gasoline
Distribution MACT?

A: No. EPA has determined that: (a)
The Pocatello terminal does not satisfy
the emissions screening factor
prescribed in 40 CFR 63.420(a)(1); and
(b) the terminal has not proven that it
is not a major source, as defined in 40
CFR 63.2. Furthermore, the terminal
qualifies for neither the Potential to
Emit Transition Policy nor the Gasoline
Distribution MACT Limited Relief
Policy. Therefore, the requirements of
the Gasoline Distribution MACT apply
to the terminal in Pocatello, Idaho.

Abstract for [M030025]

Q: Will EPA extend the compliance
date for a paste production plant subject
to MACT subpart LL?

A: No. Because the facility has
successfully demonstrated compliance
with the applicable polycyclic organic
matter emission standard, EPA finds no
reason to extend the compliance date.

Abstract for [M030026]

Q: Will EPA approve the High
Efficiency Air Filtration (HEAF)
Scrubber System Parametric Monitoring
Plan for a paste production plant subject
to Primary Aluminum MACT?

A: No. EPA does not approve the use
of the proposed plan because the
proposed parametric monitoring limits
are not reasonable. The amended plan
shall include the information satisfying
the requirements of 40 CFR 63.848(k).
EPA also suggests incorporating the
daily visual emissions monitoring into
the plan.

Abstract for [M030027]

Q: Will EPA approve the revised
HEAF Scrubber System Parametric
Monitoring Plan (refer to determination
MO030026 on this ADI update) for the
paste production plant?

A: Yes. EPA approves the use of the
amended plan because the revised
parametric monitoring limits are
reasonable and the plan identifies the
accuracy requirements.

Abstract for [M030028]

Q: Will EPA extend the compliance
date for a paste production plant subject
to MACT subpart LL?

A: No. EPA has found that additional
time is not necessary for installation of
controls in order to comply with the
applicable polycyclic organic matter
emission standard. EPA received no
additional information or arguments in
support of the request within 15
calendar days of receipt of the denial
notice. EPA is hereby formally denying
the compliance extension request.

Abstract for [M030029]

Q: Will EPA approve a request for a
compliance extension for three
horizontal stud soderberg potlines at
Kaiser’s Tacoma Works subject to the
Primary Aluminum MACT (40 CFR part
63, subpart LL)?

A: Yes. EPA grants a compliance
extension for all three potlines pursuant
to 40 CFR 63.6(i)(10), subject to the
terms and conditions in the letter,
because an additional period of time is
necessary for installation of controls in
order to comply with the Primary
Aluminum MACT.

Abstract for [M030030]

Q: Will EPA approve a site-specific
test plan under the Primary Aluminum
MACT for three horizontal stud
soderberg potlines at Kaiser’s Tacoma
Works?

A: No. The test plan shall be revised
to reflect EPA’s comments on the stack
sampling rotation approach and
resubmitted for approval. The proposed
ALCOA Methods and the American
Society for Testing and Materials
(ASTM) methods are approved as
alternative test methods to Referenced
Method 13A/13B.

Abstract for [M030031]

Q: Will EPA approve a site-specific
test plan under the Primary Aluminum
MACT for Alcoa’s Wenatchee Works
facility?

A: Yes. EPA approves with conditions
the test plan which specifies sampling
and analytical procedures to measure
emissions from four center-worked
prebake (CWPB1) potlines and an anode
bake furnace, and the hydrogen fluoride
continuous emission monitoring system
method for use at Wenatchee Works.

Abstract for [M030032]

Q: For 40 CFR part 63, subpart LL,
may Wenatchee get an exemption of
flow angle measurement testing at
potline 3 based on testing of other
potlines?

A: Yes. Given the physical and
operational similarities among the three
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potlines and potline reactor modules,
EPA finds that the flow angle
measurement results from potline 1 and
2 may be applied to potline 3.

Abstract for [M030033]

Q: Will EPA approve a site-specific
test plan, and an operation,
maintenance and monitoring plan
(OM&MP) for the Alcoa Wenatchee
Works facility subject to MACT subpart
RRR?

A: Yes. Based on the information
submitted, EPA approves the revised
OM&MP and the revised site-specific
test plan.

Abstract for [M030034]

Q: Will EPA approve the parametric
monitoring plan, and the alternate test
method plan proposed on January 28,
2000 by Industrial Chrome Plating
(ICP)to comply with 40 CFR part 63,
subpart N?

A: No. ICP’s latest parametric
monitoring and alternate test method
proposals are not acceptable. EPA
requests that within 30 days of receipt
of the letter, ICP submit revised
proposals for approval that incorporate
the changes agreed upon during a
conference call and that are consistent
with the recommendations noted in the
letter.

Abstract for [M030035]

Q: Will EPA grant an extension to
achieve compliance with the MACT I
standards at Port Townsend facility
subject to Pulp and Paper MACT?

A: No. The facility’s request does not
relate to the installation of controls.
Therefore, the request does not meet the
criteria for the granting of this
extension. Pursuant to 40 CFR
63.6(i)(12)(iii), EPA intends to deny the
request. The facility has the opportunity
to present in writing, within 15 calendar
days of receipt of the letter, additional
information to EPA before the request is
formally denied.

Abstract for [M030036]

Q1: For sources with gasoline
throughput and/or hazardous air
pollutants (HAPs) emissions below
specific applicability thresholds as of
the initial compliance dates, does the
source calculate throughput and/or
actual annual HAPs emissions on a 12-
month rolling average or once per
calendar year basis to determine if the
thresholds in 40 CFR part 63, subparts
Y and CC are subsequently exceeded?

A1: Region 10 interprets the rules to
require both ARCO Cherry Point
Refinery (ARCO) and the Tosco
Ferndale Refinery (Tosco) to calculate
gasoline throughput and annual HAPs

emissions only once each year on
September 30 for the purpose of
determining if the applicable thresholds
are exceeded.

Q2: If annual gasoline throughput
exceeds 10 mega barrels, and/or actual
annual HAPs emissions are greater than
10 or 25 TPY, what is the prescribed
schedule to achieve compliance with
the applicable Reasonably Available
Control Technology (RACT) and/or
MACT emission standard in 40 CFR part
63, subpart Y?

A2: In the event annual gasoline
throughput exceeds 10 mega barrels,
and/or actual annual HAPs emissions
increase beyond 10 or 25 TPY, the
affected source is required to achieve
compliance with the applicable RACT
and/or MACT emission standard within
three years of such exceedance.

Q3: Does the extraordinary nature of
the Olympic Pipeline accident warrant
providing regulatory relief to the
petroleum refineries?

A3: No. Region 10 is not aware of any
provision within section 112 of the CAA
to grant regulatory relief to either
petroleum refinery due to the Olympic
Pipeline accident.

Abstract for [M030037]

Q: Will EPA approve a site-specific
test plan for a facility subject to the
Primary Aluminum MACT?

A: Yes. EPA approves with conditions
a test plan which specifies sampling and
analytical procedures to measure
emissions from five center-worked
prebake two (CWPB2) potlines and an
anode bake furnace, and the hydrogen
flouride continuous emission
monitoring system (CEMS) monitoring
method.

Abstract for [M030038]

Q: Will EPA approve a site-specific
test plan under 40 CFR part 63, subpart
LL to measure emissions from three
side-worked prebaked (SWPB) potlines
and an anode baking furnace?

A: Yes. EPA has determined that the
test plan specifying sampling and
analytical procedures to measure
emissions from the three SWPB potlines
and the anode baking furnace is
acceptable.

Abstract for [M030039]

Q: For 40 CFR part 63, subpart S, will
EPA approve an extension to comply
with the pulp process condensate
requirements which the Oregon
Department of Environmental Quality
(ODEQ) has already approved? The
extension applies both for adding a
steam stripper to control condensates or
in the alternative to allow the facility to

resolve issues if it decides to use a
“hard-piping option” to comply.

A: In the event EPA amends the Pulp
& Paper MACT to withdraw certain
control requirements for biological
treatment systems [40 CFR
63.453(j)(2)(ii)(B)] such that the facility
elects then not to install a steam
stripper, a one-year compliance
extension may not be warranted. To
accommodate such an event, EPA
recommends that the state agency
modify the approved compliance
extension so that it expires within 30
days of the effective date of the rule
amendment. As for Pope & Talbot,
Incorporated’s (P&T’s) request for an
extension to comply with the hard-
piping option, EPA finds no reason to
grant such an extension.

Abstract for [M030040]

Q: Which condensates at Longview
are regulated evaporator system
condensates under the Pulp and Paper
MACT?

A: Pursuant to 40 CFR 63.446(b)(3),
the following condensates are regulated
evaporator system condensates: (a)
Condensates from vapors from the feed
effect(s); (b) condensates from effects
that have a higher vacuum than the feed
effect(s); and (c) condensates from the
surface condenser and vacuum
system(s). These condensates contain a
majority of hazardous air pollutants
within the evaporator system.

Abstract for [M030041]

Q1: Will EPA grant a one-year
extension to comply with the Pulp and
Paper MACT for the Longview Fibre
facility?

A1: Yes. With certain conditions, EPA
grants the extension to comply with 40
CFR 63.443 in order to install a low
volume, high concentration system.

Q2: Will EPA grant a one-year
extension to conduct performance
testing on the facility’s dedicated
control device?

A2: No. EPA intends to deny the
request because it is not related to the
installation of pollution controls, which
is a required condition for an extension
under 40 CFR 63.6(i)(4)(i)(A). However,
Longview Fibre has 15 calendar days
upon receipt of the letter to provide
additional information to EPA before
the request is formally denied.

Abstract for [M030042]

Q: Will EPA grant a one-year
extension to conduct performance
testing on the dedicated control device
at Longview Fibre’s facility?

A: No. Based on the reason outlined
in the August 31, 2000 letter, and based
on the fact that EPA received no
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additional information relating to this
request, EPA denies the request.

Abstract for [M030043]

Q: May Weyerhaeuser receive a one-
year extension to comply with the
condensate collection standards, and
with the bleaching system standards at
its Longview (WA) facility?

A: EPA intends to deny
Weyerhaeuser’s request for an extension
for the condensate collection system
because the Pulp and Paper MACT
provides several options to compensate
for the variability of methanol content
in the condensate stream which the
company has concerns about. A source
has 15 calender days upon receipt of the
letter to provide additional information
to EPA before the request is formally
denied. For its bleaching system, EPA
grants a conditional approval for an
extension as the company states that the
installation of new washers would only
be necessary should other options fail to
bring the mill into compliance with the
MACT standards.

Abstract for [M030044]

Q: Will EPA extend the compliance
date for a paste production plant subject
to 40 CFR part 63, subpart LL?

A: No. Given that the facility has
successfully demonstrated compliance
with the polycyclic organic matter
emission standard, EPA finds no reason
to extend the compliance date.

Abstract for [M030045]

Q: Will EPA extend the compliance
date for a paste production plant subject
to 40 CFR part 63, subpart LL?

A: No. EPA has found that additional
time is not necessary for installation of
controls in order to comply with the
applicable polycyclic organic matter
emission standard. EPA received no
additional information or arguments in
support of the request within 15
calendar days of receipt of the denial
notice (refer to determination M030044
on this ADI update). EPA is hereby
formally denying the compliance
extension request.

Abstract for [M030046]

Q1: Are the performance test results
for Tank 5 and Tank 6 acceptable to
determine initial compliance with
MACT subpart N?

A1: Yes. EPA accepts the performance
test results despite the sampling
deviations because of the large margin
of compliance. However, the company
is required to request EPA approval
prior to conducting additional
performance testing utilizing the
deviations.

Q2: May a company monitor
continuous compliance with the
0.015mg/dscm total chromium emission
standard by conducting a week-long test
three times per year?

A2: No. EPA does not approve the
proposed monitoring plan because it
does not adequately determine
continuous compliance.

Q3: May the company receive a
performance test waiver for Tank 4 and
Tank 26 based partly upon the
performance test results for Tank 5 and
Tank 6, and the implementation of the
proposed monitoring plan?

A3: No. EPA denies the request
because the operating conditions for
Tank 4 and Tank 26 are different from
those for Tank 5 and Tank 6. In
addition, EPA denies the proposed
monitoring plan.

Abstract for [M030047]

Q: Will EPA grant a performance test
waiver for the hard chromium
electroplating operation subject to
MACT Subpart N?

A: Yes. EPA grants the facility a
waiver from the performance testing
requirements of 40 CFR 63.344 because
the facility satisfies the conditions
established in EPA’s source test waiver
policy issued on January 16, 1998, for
very small hard chromium
electroplaters.

Abstract for [M030048]

Q: Will EPA require a facility to
conduct another performance test for
the hard chromium electroplating
operation while operating a 12,000
amperage rectifier given that an initial
performance test was conducted while
operating a 6,000 amperage rectifier?

A: Yes. Given the unknown
compliance status of the operation
while utilizing the 12,000 amperage
rectifier, Region 10, utilizing the
Administrator’s authority under section
114(a) of the CAA, requires the facility
to conduct another performance test.

Abstract for [M030049]

Q1: Will EPA approve a compliance
extension request under Part 63,
Subpart LL for a primary aluminum
facility in Goldendale, Washington?

A1l: Because the Washington
Department of Ecology (WDOE) has the
interim authority to grant compliance
extensions, EPA defers to WDOE to
process the request.

Q2: Will EPA approve the use of a
high efficiency air filtration (HEAF)
scrubber system to control polycyclic
organic matter emissions (POM) for the
paste production plant?

A2: No. EPA cannot determine
whether the HEAF scrubber system is an

acceptable alternative to the dry coke
scrubber before receiving information
demonstrating that the HEAF scrubber
system achieves emissions less than
0.011 pounds POM per ton paste
produced.

Abstract for [M030050]

Q1: Will EPA approve the use of an
high efficiency air filtration (HEAF)
scrubber system to control polycyclic
organic matter emissions for the paste
production plant?

A1: Yes. Based upon the September
8-10, 1999, emissions data and EPA’s
inspection, EPA has concluded that the
HEAF system can achieve the applicable
emission rate. Therefore, EPA approves
the use of the HEAF system as an
alternative control device.

Q2: Will EPA approve a plan to
monitor the emission control device?

A2: Yes. EPA approves the monitoring
plan because it satisfies the
requirements and intent of 40 CFR
63.848(f).

Abstract for [M030051]

Q: Under part 63, subpart MM, may
a company with a smelt dissolving tank
that is equipped with a dynamic
scrubber conduct monitoring of
amperage in lieu of pressure drop across
the control device?

A: Yes. Pressure drop is not the best
indicator of control device performance
for low-energy entrainment scrubbers.
Measuring the scrubbing liquid flow
rate and amperage, since fan speed does
not vary for the fans used in this
application, should be sufficient for
demonstrating continuous compliance.

Abstract for [M030052]

Q: Will EPA approve a standard for
hazardous air pollutants (HAPs) metal
emissions for a mineral wool production
facility in lieu of the particulate matter
(PM) emission standard in 40 CFR
63.11787

A: No. The PM surrogate is used
because sufficient industry data is not
available to establish a metals emissions
limit and because reliable monitoring
for some HAP metals is not currently
available.

Abstract for [M030053]

Q: May a facility with a recovery
furnace that is equipped with an
electrostatic precipitator (ESP) monitor
precipitator power level as an
alternative to the continuous opacity
monitoring system (COMS) required by
40 CFR 63.864(a)?

A: Because the existing stack
configuration is not conducive to a
COMS application and would probably
not be conducive to applying a
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particulate matter continuous emission
monitoring system, EPA is willing to
consider an alternative monitoring
approach based on ESP power values
and device design, and requests a
monitoring plan to support this
proposal.

Abstract for [M030054]

Q: Will EPA allow an alternative
monitoring plan (AMP) for the
continuous opacity monitoring (COM)
requirements set in MACT subpart
uuu?

A: Yes. EPA approves the AMP for
opacity readings from the fluid catalytic
cracking unit catalyst regenerator
because opacity measurements cannot
be accurately read by a COM due to the
presence of condensed water in the wet
scrubber stack. The alternative is the
same plan already approved for the unit
under a preexisting permit condition as
part of an alternative NSPS monitoring
plan, and the MACT and NSPS limits
for particulate matter are the same
emission limits.

Abstract for [M030055]

Q: Will EPA allow monitoring
amperage in lieu of pressure drop across
the control device of a smelt dissolving
tank equipped with a dynamic
scrubber?

A: Yes. Pressure drop is not the best
indicator of control device performance
for low-energy entrainment scrubbers.
Measuring the scrubbing liquid flow
rate and amperage, since fan speed does
not vary for the fans used in this
application, should be sufficient for
demonstrating continuous compliance.

Abstract for [M030056]

Q: Will EPA approve a standard for
hazardous air pollutants (HAPs) metal
emissions in lieu of the PM emission
standard in 40 CFR 63.1178 for a
mineral wool production facility (40
CFR part 63, subpart DDD)?

A: No. The PM surrogate is used
because sufficient industry data is not
available to establish a metals emissions
limit and because reliable monitoring
for some HAPs metals is not currently
available.

Abstract for [M030057]

Q: A facility with a recovery furnace
equipped with an electrostatic
precipitator (ESP) proposes monitoring
precipitator power level as an
alternative to the continuous opacity
monitoring system (COMS) required by
40 CFR 63.864(a). Is this acceptable?

A: Because the existing stack
configuration is not conducive to COMS
application and would probably not be
conducive to applying a particulate

matter continuous emission monitoring
system, EPA is willing to consider an
alternative monitoring approach based
on ESP power values and device design.
A monitoring plan to support this
proposal is requested.

Abstract for [M030058]

Q1: If gasoline loading racks for a bulk
gasoline terminal located at a petroleum
refinery subject to 40 CFR part 63,
subpart CC, load Isomerate, a gasoline
blending stock, into cargo tank trucks, is
the owner or operator of the racks and
terminal required to continuously
demonstrate compliance with the
hazardous air pollutant vapor
processing unit’s emission standard of
40 CFR part 63, subpart R, as
incorporated by reference into 40 CFR
part 63, subpart CC?

A1: Yes. The Isomerate blending stock
produced at the refinery satisfies the
definition of “gasoline” in 40 CFR
63.641.

Q2: For the purpose of implementing
NESHAP part 63 regulations, is the
definition of “gasoline” in 40 CFR part
80, applicable under 40 CFR part 637

A2: No. The definition of “gasoline”
in 40 CFR part 80 was published to
enable implementation of a section of
the CAA other than section 112 and the
part 80 definition is not applicable for
the purpose of implementing NESHAP
part 63.

Abstract for [M030059]

Q. A facility wishes to take
restrictions on its hazardous air
pollutant potential to emit after January
20, 2003, the compliance date for the
amino/phenolic resins MACT standard
(40 CFR part 63, subpart OOQ). Does it
remain subject to the MACT standard
and the Title V operating permit
program as a major source?

A. Yes. Under EPA’s May 16, 1995
policy “Potential to Emit for MACT
standards—Guidance on Timing
Issues,” if a facility is a major HAP
source on the compliance date for that
standard and it meets the applicability
criteria for the standard, it remains
permanently subject to that standard as
a major source. It follows that it remains
subject to the Title V operating permit
program.

Abstract for [M030060]

Q: Is the B & B Metals Processing
Company facility in Newton, Wisconsin,
subject to the Secondary Aluminum
NESHAP, 40 CFR part 63, subpart RRR?

A: Yes. The facility melts and alloys
aluminum scrap in a furnace operation.

Abstract for [M030061]

Q1: May the Lubrizol hazardous waste
incinerator in Painesville, Ohio
(Lubrizol), subject to 40 CFR part 63,
subpart EEE, combine the total and
pumpable waste feed rates to the
primary and secondary combustion
chambers, in lieu of establishing
maximum total and pumpable feed rate
limits to each chamber?

A1l: Yes, provided that Lubrizol
demonstrates compliance with
destruction and removal efficiency
(DRE) and dioxin/furan standards with
maximum feed rates during the
comprehensive performance test (CPT).

QQ2: May Lubrizol establish minimum
and maximum pressure drops across its
bag house and monitor that pressure
drop? The U.S. EPA has withdrawn the
requirement to do this across each cell
of a bag house.

A2: Yes. Until the U.S. EPA
promulgates monitoring requirements
for baghouses, the monitoring
requirements for particulate matter
control devices other than wet scrubbers
apply.

Q3: To ensure that the concentration
of suspended particles in the scrubber
liquid does not exceed the
concentration during the CPT, may
Lubrizol elect to establish a minimum
blowdown rate only, if 40 CFR
63.1209(m)(1)(i)(B)(1) also requires
sources to either establish a minimum
scrubber tank volume or liquid level if
electing this option in lieu of a scrubber
liquid solids concentration limit?

A3: Yes. Scrubber liquid can exit the
scrubber only through a fixed overflow
line. A minimum blowdown rate
ensures that the scrubber liquid level
remains within a few inches of the
overflow line’s height. If blowdown falls
below the minimum rate, an automatic
waste feed cutoff system engages.

Q4: For Lubrizol, will the EPA waive
the requirement to establish a minimum
pressure for the liquid feed to the wet
scrubber?

A4: Yes. Lubrizol’s wet scrubber uses
an orifice plate, rather than spray
nozzles, to distribute the scrubber
liquid. The EPA can waive the liquid
feed pressure requirement for a wet
scrubber that does not rely upon
atomization to maintain removal
efficiency.

Q5: For Lubrizol, will the EPA waive
the requirement to monitor the
concentration of regulated pollutants in
natural gas, combustion air, and feed
streams from vapor recovery systems,
fed to the incinerator?

A5: Yes. To qualify for a waiver, the
regulation requires that Lubrizol
document the expected levels of
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regulated pollutants in the feed stream
and account for them in documenting
compliance with feed rate limits.
Lubrizol uses natural gas only during
startup, uses only ambient air for
combustion, and has no feed streams
from vapor recovery.

Q6: May Lubrizol use its methodology
to extrapolate feed rate limits for semi-
volatile metals (SVM) and low volatile
metals (LVM)? Lubrizol’s methodology
uses the removal efficiency
demonstrated during the CPT, the
volumetric flow rate at the exhaust
stack, an equation to calculate the
maximum emission rate at 75 percent of
the SVM and LVM limits, and an
equation to calculate the allowable SVM
and LVM feed rate limits.

A6: Yes. Lubrizol has documented the
historical range of metal feed rates for
each feed stream. In addition, Lubrizol
has demonstrated that the metal
concentrations in spiked feed streams
are greater than detection limits, and
that the spike feed rates will result in
exhaust concentrations that are greater
than reference method detection limits.

Q7: Will EPA approve a request to
waive the requirement to conduct a
mercury performance test?

A7: Yes, based on the information
provided by the source, EPA can
reasonably believe that Lubrizol can
continuously demonstrate compliance
with the mercury emission standard.

Abstract for [M030062]

Q1: In order to verify proper operation
of its electrostatic precipitators, may
Von Roll America use the electrostatic
precipitator’s (ESP) automated voltage/
current controllers (“AVC”) and
establish a minimum total power limit
and be in compliance with part 63,
subpart EEE?

A1: Yes. EPA concludes that the use
of the AVC and a minimum total power
operating parameter limit are
appropriate monitoring requirements to
demonstrate proper operation of the
ESP. At the time of this approval, 40
CFR part 63, subpart EEE had no
specific required operating parameter
limits (OPLs).

Q2: Do the pressurized shrouds and
dual seals on the inlet and outlet ends
of a rotary kiln and OPLs control
combustion system leaks in a manner
that is equivalent to maintaining the
pressure in the maximum combustion
zone below the ambient pressure during
pressure spikes? May Von Roll establish
three operating parameter limits that
will engage the automatic waste feed
cut-off system when exceeded?

A2: EPA concludes that the
pressurized shrouds, dual seals and
OPLs control combustion system leaks

in a manner that is equivalent to
maintaining the maximum pressure in
the combustion zone below the ambient
pressure during pressure spikes. EPA
concludes that the proposed OPLs
address situations when a pressure
spike may exceed the shrouds’ ability to
prevent combustion leaks, and Von Roll
may establish the OPLs that the
company proposed.

Abstract for [Z030002]

Q: Will EPA approve the construction
and waive emission tests of two
incinerators subject to Mercury
NESHAP?

A: Yes. Since Phillips estimates that
in an anticipated worst case scenario,
mercury emissions from the two
proposed incinerators would be less
than one tenth of the emission standard,
EPA approves the construction and
waives emission tests of the proposed
incinerators pursuant to 40 CFR 61.08(b)
and 61.13(i)(1).

Abstract for [Z030003]

Q: Are the electric toilets at BP’s
Northstar Development Project subject
to NSPS subpart O and NESHAP
subpart E?

A: No. These units are not subject to
NSPS subpart O and NESHAP subpart E
based on the information provided by
BP that these units do not engage in
such activities as stated in 40 CFR
60.150 and 61.50.

Abstract for [Z030004]

Q1: Tosco combines affected process
wastewater streams for centralized
treatment. Is the waste stream flowing to
the Roughing Filter with less than 10
ppm benzene exempt from control
requirements per NESHAP subpart FF?

A1: No. Based on a detailed review of
the regulations and supporting
discussion in the 1990 preamble to 40
CFR part 61, subpart FF, the exemption
of 40 CFR 61.342(c)(2) does not apply
because the facility uses a centralized
wastewater treatment system that treats
aggregate waste streams, some of which
may have benzene concentrations
greater than 10 ppm. The control
requirements do not allow for avoiding
control requirements through
intentional or unintentional dilution of
waste streams. Thus, waste management
units, including the Roughing Filter, are
subject to control requirements of 40
CFR 61.348(b).

Q2: Does the exemption of 40 CFR
61.348(b)(2)(ii)(B) apply to Tosco’s
Roughing Filter?

A2: No. The Roughing Filter is not an
enhanced biodegradation unit as
defined NESHAP subpart FF.

Q3: What procedures apply if Tosco
wanted to seek approval for an
alternative means of emission limitation
for its Roughing