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- of two sessions - RCRA Overview and

'~ DISCLAIMER

This document contains discussion and a series of gquestions

and answers by individual EPA staff members, and does not

constitute a rule or final Agency guidance. Thé vieW'exprésse& '
by the EPA staff in this workshop transcript are those of the

- speakers, and do not necessarily reflect the official policies .

and positiohs of EPA. In addition, the suppleméptal answers to
quesStions not addressed at the workshop were also prepared by the
EPA staff speakers and similarly do not necessarily represent the
official policies and positions of EPA. This transcript is not
intended, nor can it be relied upon, to create any rights -
enforceable by any party in litigation with the United States.

. . |
EPA edited the original draft transcript for. clarification
and readability. Also, this transcript does not contain a record
: General BIF Overview - as.
those sessions were not recorded and transcribed. o
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PROCEEDINGS

Jampling & Analysis of Feed Streams
‘ . P
Mr . Dombiowski: My name is John Dombrowski. .I'm with the Office
ol wWante  Programs . Enforcement, -RCRA  Bnforcément Division and I

organrzat jon. The next discussion is on sampling and analysis. T To
deonlop tln _presentation, we took questions- that CMA members had
_pln'tnlnd to. PPA and - developed a. genelallzed discussion.

Lvamples of some general re0u1rements for sampling and analygls,
wh1rh Ken touched on a couple of these earlier, are: general .facilities
standards; BIF requirements, such as demonstration of qualification for
eyxemption and waivers, chlorides, metals .and ash feed rate limits for BIF;
LR treatment standards. )

‘ Some qeneral questlons submltted by the CMA members centered
around what should be contained in a waste analy51s plan. Today we will
pot "discuss the detailed requirements of a waste analysis plan. However
1 would like to bring your attention to some new guidance developed by
RPA.  It's titled_Waste Analysis At Facilities That Generate, Treat And

| . Dispose Of Hazardous Waste. 1It's currently in a draft form but should be
finalizedvsoon‘and a Notice of Availability will be published:in the
‘' Federal Register.. This is a revision to.the 1984 guidance. - [At the time

NTIS. Please refer to OSWER No 9938.4-03 and Publication No. PB94-963-
- 603 when ozderlng ] : ’ ) )

Some Gther general items that should be. contained in a waste
analysis plan and are of interest to BIF owners and operators include:
sampling ’analysis frequencies; analytical procedures; and  quality
assurance and qguality control measures. As we discuss these items, please
keep in mind that these are things that you want to keep in the waste
analysis plan among other thlngs :

The first item I would. 11ke to dlscuss is frequency. When should
a fac111ty sample and analyze its waste? Flrst_of all, this discussion
can apply to all feed streams required by the BIF rules. Some factors one
-needs to consider are: sources of the feed stream, variability, batch
sizes and stability of the operation. Let's take 'a look at various
frequen(y options for sampling and analysis. Different options are going
to be applicable for different facilities. The frequency options that we
will discuss here today are phase sampling using statistical analysis,
batch sampling and case-by-case sampling. We will discuss each of these
options in detail. .Please note that this discussion is applicable to BIFs
with interim status as well. As you select an option, you should,consult
your Regional or state—enforcement'personnel for assistance. Also, the
option that you select during interim status may change .when it comes time
to obtain a permit, at which .time you should’ ‘consult with Regional or
State permlttlng pelsonnel

Let's talk about frequency -of sampllng for batch operatlons ' This
opt1nn is appllcable to feed streams that changes through time or that are

“rrent 1y work for Susan Bromm and I'11 be’ working for Susan in the new

transported to a facility in.batches. For example off-site wastes, or
feed streams that are generated at varying quantities and_concentrations
and being fed at different times. An important point in batch sampling
is- that the sample should be representative. Two additional important.
points about batch sampling are: first, the analytical results you receive
for that batch .is what you should use to calculate the feed rates; and
secondly, no new material is being added to the batch after the sample has
been taken or while you're feeding that batch to the BIF unit. - That was
pretty simple. A more extensive option that is available to BIFs in waste
analysis 1s phase sampllng in conjunction with statistical analysis. This
option is ‘appropriate for.on- site waste (as-generated not as blended).
For this-option, a facility would develop an extensive data base on the
waste or the feed stream that it is being considered for feeding into the
BIF unit. Based on this data base, the facility can then establish the
frequency at which' it will sample and analyze. For example, after taking
samples for thirty days, the fac111ty develops a statistical data base:

_Based on this database, the facility may decide to_reduce the sampling angd -

analysis frequency to weekly or even monthly, ‘or whatever may be

‘applicable for that site. As for determining feed rates for this option,

the facility should use the upper confidence limit. generated from this
data base for each constituent of concern. One 'issue regardlng this
approach may come.up is that a facility may have developed its statistical
data base and established a frequency. However, when it took a sample «and
received the analytical results, the analytical results were below the

- established upper confidence\limit For this situation, EPA recommends

of the release of this transcript, this document is available through .

that the facility use the established . ‘upper confidence limit. for that
analytlcal data in determining feed rates, ., Now, for analytlcql data above
the upper confidence limit (meaning you ‘have your established frequency,
and you get your results back ‘and you see.a couple of constituents that

- are now above this uppef limit you had established), what should the

facility do? ' In this situation, EPA recommends a facility considers a
couple. of options. First, the facility should evaluate the analytical
data that are above that limit to determine why they are above the limit.

Outliers, incomplete data and QA/QC will be discussed fdllowing the
frequency discussion.. The facility could resample, ‘which is part of the
QR/QC procedures, use the higher value of the feed rate.tintil resampling
shows that you're back within that confidence limit, and then go back to
using the upper confidence 1limit. Another option may be -increasing
sampling frequency, meaning the facility may have not correctly selected
the appfopriate frequency for that facility, or for that operation. This
may be indicating that you should sample more often.- I'd like to bring
to your attentlon, 'if you do use the upper confidence limit instead.of the

. higher analytlcal value for the constituent, the Regions may come in and
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evaluate that higher analytical data point to see if the waste analysis -
is really adequate enough as. far as. frequency is concerned: May be this
higher limit should be the limit used for feed rate calculations because

‘the statistical analy51s ‘is weak, or this data point ‘may or may not be an

outlier. But it's going to be somethlng that the. Reglons will want to
look at and probably w111

If you're using statistical analysis, the initial data basé that
was ‘discussed earlier should be continuously updated. A facility should.
continue to add data to this data base and thereby recalculate an upper '
confidence 1limit' that will be used for feed rate calculations for




o

constituents. In summary, every time a facility receives an analysis, add
it to the data base. There's one point I‘d like to bring out here.
Pacilities should be cautioned that the data base may become too large.
For example,

the facility has been sampling once a weeK for ten years. The data bage
with all of this analytical data is extremely large. The facility may
want to consider, when looking at that upper confidence limit, a more
recent time frame of the data, maybe the most recent two years or one
year. This gives a more accurate snap shor of the facility's current
operations, where as the total of ten years of data may not reflect
current operations. So, the data base should be continuously updated but
also maintained. e

Let me explain the intent of this next slide. The intent is not
to have process knowledge alone for determining feed :rates. Process
knowledge in combination with analytical data, or just analytical data is
what we are looking for  when calculating feed rates. We're not confident
‘that process knowledge alone could give you that feed rate number or
calculation. For example, we have case where facilities have said, I'm
not measuring that constituent because ‘T know it's not there and we took
‘a sample and the analysis showed that the constituent was there. Another
example ‘would be chrome coming off piping. The piping part of the
process. 1It's a':imple example but there ‘are others. Process knowledge
can be used to determine when a statistical analysis and the data base is
no longer applicable. - This is similar to maintenance of that data base
discussed earlier.. And, finally,.a good starting point for statistical
analysis working into phase sampling is SW-846 Chapter 9.

Case-by-case sampling. This is for an operation that doesn't fit
into any of the two schemes just discussed. For example, it may be
plausible that a facility can work something -out with the state or Region
on a worst case scenario. However, I would suggest for whatever option
selected,féspecially like a case-by-case option, the facility should
consult with State or Region to obtain some guidance or direction.
Different options may be applicable and they may not be. But just keep
in mind, whatever option you select, it's going to be evahiated during an
inspection and when it comes time to permittingf
to work things out with the Regions or states, if you can, in developing
an option. : : -

. Now I'd like to move on to another aspect or ‘another ‘area where

" the questions presented by CMA centered around. Keep .in mind .this is
something a facility would want to keep as part of the waste analysis

plan. First, detailed information on sampling and analytical procedures.

The following are just some items why this is important. . First, it is

necessary for compliance with BIF requirements. For example, feed rates,

constituents, confirming the properties of materials. Meaning all

materials in question that is being fed into the BIF. Some examples of

aetailéd,characterizatioanor analytical parameters are-right here- - I-

guess the ones that.are of real concern are the BIF metals, chlorides,
ash, in some cases dioxin and furans.

requirements or other regulations. When SW-846 is not specified in the

regulations, any-reliable analytical procedure is acceptéble. However, -~

* Handbook for 'QAQC Procedures for Hazardous Waste Incineration.

Sp; it is best to try .

- outlier. —

Others that are listed here are.
dependent upon the facility, maybe for their requirements, fuel spec

SH-846 is a good starting point because it can be used as a guidance
document swhen it’s not specified in the regulations. So Chapter 2 of SH-
846 is where I would recommend you start locking. When using other
methods that are not specified in SH-846, or not specified in the
regulations, you want to use good, general RCRA QAQC type of procedures
with any method selected. When SH-846 is specified in the regulatjons,
that method must be used. In some cases, facilities don't like to use
methods specified in SW-846. There is an option available if there is a
SW-846 method specified in the regulations and the facility i1eally care
does not want to use it. This option is in 40 CFR 260.21 which is vpeti-
tions for equivalent testing or analytical methods.” In summary, this
petition allows a facility to petition the Administrator to add to the
regulatory réquirements a testing or anélytical method. Basically, you
are petitioning to add to the regulatory, requirements another method
because that's what the facility wants to use. A key with this petition
is that the proposed method must be superior or equivalent to the existing
method. However, it is my understanding that this is not a very quick or
expeditious route to take. Might be quicker just trying to implement the
other method required by the regulations.

Maximum holding times. There was a question related to maximum
holding times and turn around times. A good reference is SW-846 Table-
2.2I, or if it's a method not specified in SW-846, "I would recommend

looking into the QA procedures recommended for the method selected. Now .

questions started centering in around incomplete data and outliers. This
is something that should be contained in the waste analysis plan on how
to deal with incomplete data and outliers. The important thing to stress
here is that for incomplete data and outliers documentation is very
important. Some reférences for iricomplete’ data and outliers are listed
here, Chapter 1 of SW-846, Guidance on Setting Permit Conditions and the
These
should‘all be available at NTIS. I don't have the EPA document number on
the last two document. at this moment but I can get that for you later.

Now we're going to discuss outliers.
statistieal analysis discussion. We.were discussing that one analytical
point that may be out of ‘range. The most important point we're going to
try to make here for outliers are quality assurance procedures. Again,

. documentation, determining .why and corrective action to be taken. to

prevent this from .occurring in the future are the most important .elements
that should be considered for outliers. Just because you get a data point
that doesn't seem like it fits -within the rest of data, don't just ignore
it or discount it. We'd like you to follow some structured steps on how
to approach that data point and how to address it. :Document ing this ig

"going to help when. it comes times to make a ‘compliance determination.

Without this type of documentation or this structured prodedure,
determining compliance becomes a little bit more difficult- And agdin,
if you go through all of the QA procedures, an outlier may not he dan

Now we'll discuss incomplete data. Basically a vood
in dealing .with this problem ig resampl iy and
An important point here is documentation and I can't stregs
We ‘would like to have this documentation available upn

corrective- action
reanalyzing.
that enough.

Think back to thén.

It may  be valid-data point ‘and that's whal needs (o be
determined.” And the facility will have to include.this dita point or take
.corrective action.
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Cepeed ey rh1" dhcumentat jon may become valuable during the permlttlng

Browcese in determinineg freguency of sampling. and analytical procedures.

Wlhiat 1rd7like to get.o at.with this slide is, yes we do understand that
xnnlnmn v occur and sometimes they're beyond the -facility's control.

Howevrr,in some cases, you should not give up hope,- it's still may be

cipongibhle to demonstrate compliance. . For example, where a facility is
mr'"xhq only one parameter {i.e.,” incomplete data), but they're doing
|h4|1 frequency and their analysis based on statistical analysis, it mlght
b pu tsible to demonatxate that was te. stream is still w1th1n the prev1ous

wante slicams as shown by the staantxca] analysis. . It's important to
have documentation to back this up to show what's happening at the
farility and to vhow compliance that thlS waste 'stream hasn't changed.

These situations about 1ncomplete data and outliers presented here
try to nge you a feel for how you should handle them. But really it's

qoing to be -a 'site specific issue.. I could always give you an idea on how -
I def1n1tely recommend that you consult with __
T T your state or Reglonal office on how they would like to see you approach

to address this problem.

this problem And thls is also applicable for frequency determinations.

-As’ discusged earlier with incomplete. data, all quality assurance and
documentation and corrective measures should be taken with outliers as
well! You don't want to have these outliers and.incomplete data problems
frequently at the facility. Make sure that this problem is addressed,
.corrvected and is not reoccurting. - T have provided a couple of examples,
which are not in your, manual.  In the. first example of hazardous waste and
statlstlcal ana1y51s A fa0111ty generates waste on-site, and has this
waste plped dlrectly to a storage tank and subsequently burned in the on-
site boiler. - The waste is produced in a stable chemical process that is
well characterized by laboratory analysis. Meaning there is good data

base of analytical data. The waste is initially well characterized for -

the BIF parameters using statistical evaluations as just discussed. The
waste 1s also characterized to see if it. meets the.  facility's fuel
specifications. The facility knows théy can burn this waste in their
unit. . -Based on  statistical analysis a  frequency for complete
characterization, ‘meaning all ‘BIF requirements, is determined e. g.,

monthly, quarterly,, annually, whatever 1s applicable to that site. Also

complete characterization analysis is conducted whenever the process
change has occurred or whenever the waste deviates from their fuel specs.
The fac111ty getting indications that somethlng is different in your
waste. Better recharacterize it.

‘Example 2. Hazardous waste fuel  batch analy51s The facility
receives hazardous waste from numerous off-site sources and blends these-
wastes on-site. An initial characterization now is performed on each
‘waste stream before acceptance and discharge into the storage tank system.
Once the tank is  filled, a complete: characterlzatlon for the BIF
parameters is- conducted : The analytical results from that

.characterization is used for the feed rates.  And then the facility feeds |

this waste as a batch into the boiler. No further fuel or material is
added to this batch being burned. Example 3. Normal fuel statistical
- analysis. The facility feeds pulverized coal as a primary fuel. Coal is
" received from off-site sources, stockpiled on-site, .ground and milled
before feeding. From statistical analysis based on historical data, the
facility has ‘established speclflcatlon maximum concentration for metals

'ahd chloride.

"laid out in SW-846.

A representative sample of each' shipment of coal are
collected and analyzed to verify that.the coal confirms to our statlstlcal
ana1y51s spec1f1cat10ns

MR. DOMBROWSKI Question, how can the Agency c1te facilities
for inadequate waste analysxs ‘when. 'it was never specified in the

=regu1at10ns or any guidance documents on proper methods such as

statistical analysis, outliers, étc.? First, I would like to introduce
the ‘panel members; Ken Gigliello, 011ver~Fordham from the Office of Solid
Waste, Bob Holloway and Sonya Sasseville. Want me to repeat the question?. .

. How can the Agency c1te fac111t1es for 1nadequate waste analysis
when it was never specified in the regulations for any guidance documents
on proper methods such as statlstlcal ana1y31s or outllers,.etc.?

MR. HOLLOWAY: The regulatlon clearly says .you have to sample

and  analyze as often .as  necessary to ingure compliance with the -

regulations. You've got to sample and -analyze as oftenvas your 51tuatlon
dictates in order to know what you're feeding before you feed it.  With
respect to. guldance on statistical approaches for establishing a sampllng
program, some of that are in SW-846 already. The Agency has established
guidance. Plus, if you weren't sure how to deal w1th these 'issues, as far
as outliers, or whatever, the Reglons and the states have been there to °
provide gu1dance
4 ) ]

MS. SASSEVILLE And one of the concerns was, I think, with some
facilities that really hadn't made an effort to figure out what was
necessary ahd we certainly d1d see some examples ‘of that,

MR. FORDHAM: ‘As John has discussed, SW-846 Chapter 9 is osw's
guidance on sampling ‘and statistics for proper sample collection. It
talks about the number of samples necessary and how to calculate upper.
confidence levels. This is the basic source for figuring out what you.
need to do as far -as your sampling and ana1y51s plan ahd frequency of

sampling is. concerned ro

.« =

. . .
QUESTION FROM AUDIENCE: - {inaudible)

MR. FORDHAM: This is true and it gets back to the discussion
you had this morning. Do you want us to prescribe every step that you

‘have to do, or do you want us to give you some flexibility to be able to

most cost effectively apply these to your own analysis. We - could
prescribe a very rigid set of statistical procedures but I think it's
better to allow flexibility because we can't account for all different
type of analyses that are going to be required for the world of hazardous
waste testlng We need to have thlslflex1b111ty :

MR. GIGLIELLO: It sounds like the questlon is of ‘two parts.
One is saying that there are no methods in place, the other is centering
on ‘the frequency issue. And the methods that John has talked about are
‘How to analyze, how to sample. The frequency, I
think, is the issue that a lot of us have a more difficult time dealing
with and as Ollie has said, we could choose to say, for instance, and this
is not the way it exists now, that if.you are a commercial facility that

°
.
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‘no way around that.
- for frequency of sampling.

_are some different thoughts out there.

accepts waate from ten off-site sources, you will do it this way, as
opposed to if you are a facility that has on-site waste and you only burn
one waste stream, you will do it this way. The point of the matter is,
we have not done it that way. We have not mandated to that level of
detail, in a great number of instances because your industry, in
particular, has refused to want to do it that inflexibly. And there is
this balance of what you want. To be honest, from an enforcement
standpoxnt, we'd like to have in the regulations, you will sample five
times a day or whatever the number is because then we could go out and
verify whether or not you've done it. But that has not been traditionally
the way the RCRA program is set up and if you really feel that 1s the
approach that we should take, then that's something that you should convey
to the people that are writing the rules. To be honest, the frequency
issue is going to be on a site specific basis and right now there's just
There is absolutely no way around site specific basis
The method, however though, is something you
should be able to get from SW-846 or if you have a different method which
you feel is better, you may choose to use it based on the provision in 40
CFR 266.102(b).

MR. DOMBROWSKI: This next question brings up an interesting
point. Actually it's sopething I had on the slides and I failed to
mention. What is,the Agency's guidance when constituents of concern are
not detectable. Usihg an SW-846 methodology in repeat sampling produces
different detection limits. I will defer the SW-846 question to Oliver,
as far as the second part, the point about- when detection limits are
varying. First with the statistical analysis, it may not be approprlate
when the detection limits aren't varying or you're not getting any
variation, therefore you really couldn't have a statistical analysis but
what happens when you do have variation. That's a good guestion and there
One is, maybe gtatistical -analysis
might be applicable.to that variation, or maybe methodology which you're

into a high upper confidence limit.
talking about here. It's not that you may have all your values well below
the regulatory limit. They may all be ndn-detect. But if you apply these
statistics to them and lookK at the variability just in detection limits
sometimes you get into problems, if the detection limit is near the
regulatory limit. )

May be that is what people are

MR. FORDHAM: We've come up against this with commercial
laboratories where it's impossible to get acceptable detection limits in
an organic matrix for metals.

MR. FORDHAM: Good detection 1limits for the metals in oily
matrices should be achievable by the new microwave methods. You ought to
be able to destroy the sample matrix and thus get good detection limits
from metals. The other issue on the detection limits is the variability.
Increasing the variability can make that upper confidence level higher.
I think this is probably been a debate that's gone on for years and years
when you've got a non-detect, do you call it zero, do you call it. the
method detection limit, what do you call it. I don't know that there's
ever been any resolution. I think there may be some problems but I don't

"know of any and I don't think SW-846 has any particular guidance on that.

{question from audience ﬁnaudible)

MR. FORDHAM: The microwave methods are not always as vigorous

" ‘as some of the hot plate methods and so the amount that's digested may not

. getting the detection limits from is.not the correct one, or selecting a-

" different method might be more appropriate.

That would be. something you‘d
have to work out with your Region or state.

5

MR. FORDHAM: Instrumental detection limits are so sensitive

| these days, that genexally they're well below any EPA regulatory limits

© whether you use the detection limit,

except for a few nasty oily wastes and samples ‘of that nature, but
generally detection limits are much lower than any regulatory limit so
"or zero, really won't make too much

diffefence in your statistics.i- It only presents a problem if the

detection limit happens to be very close to the regulatory limit.

MR. DOMBROWSKI:"
background. He is our SW-846 person here today and is very familiar with
that aspect of regulatory requ1rements and guidance.

-(commepts from audience -inaudible) .

MR. FORDHAM: Even- though you ‘have the non-detect numbers that
are well below the regulatory limit, based on the sample matrix there can

"be a lot of differences in- the detection limits that are achievable

sample-to-sample-and that variability and detection limit can throw you

I would like to familiariie'you with Oliver's
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recommendation?

BIF".

be as high but they aré more precise. All of our studies show that the
reptoduceability of the microwave mefhods is much better so if you use
those consistently, you'll probably get much wmore precise analysis.

Is

'MR. DOMBROWSKI: - * Let's go on to the next question.

analytical-data required for fuel for flue gas and process vent gas fed

to boilers? 1If so, does EPA have a protocol method or recommended.methods
to sample -and analyze these gas streams? If not, what is 'EPA‘s
Yes. It is required of you to analyze your vent gases
going into your units. BIF regulations state all feed streams. The flue
gases and process vent gases are feed streams. I'll let Oliver talk about
analytical methods available for gas sampling., ’

MR. FORDHAM: There aren't any methods in SW-846 on how to sample
gases. . There are some new methods- that have just gone through technital
workgroup review last year for analyzing certain BIF metals and certain
things in gas streams, but I don't believe that, talks about sampllng,
that's just an analysis.

MR. GIGLIELLO: Again, let me try to anéwer it from an
enforcement. standpoint. In most cases that I have séep, where we have a
problem is if you fail to do something. We haven't seen people cume in
and ask us "we don't really have a. method to measure the gas going Lo o
If you did that, then we mlght be able to work something out .
Wwhere we go out, we go out and bgsicaliy say, the BIF rule says you have
to analyze and know everything goihg into your BIF and we.dou't se¢ 1t
being done. So, those are the cases ‘that I've been involved with whqx?
we just haven't seen people taking the initiative to do it.

1t 1here: s

!
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A et Do if there is a problem that you don't know how to do
Loy Come in and talk to us. But if you don't.do it at all,
Py into writing as to what's going on, then we have no
ternat ive then basically say, look, the regulations say, do this, you're

vt deding dt, what's the alternative that we have?

problem, ot
lomw?

put ot

(inaudible)

If a facility mixes all waste before feedlng
e the boiler will it demonstrate compliance (inaudible) the mixture of

MR. DOMBROWSKI:

ths streams. T'm going to refer back to’the three areas we just talked
ahout . Batch, statistical and case by case. 1In this example here it
sicems like you would be a batch. We're talking about mixing "all your
streams and then you would sample the mixture prior to feeding into the
RIF unit, :

(converéations inaudible) o ot

MS. CHOW: I'm going to ask John to pick. out the questions
that he can answer easily and answer them in the’ next 15 minutes. When
we transcribe the tapes, we'll try to address as many of ithe remaining
questions as possible in the transcrlpt For site specific questions, we
will have to refer to the Regions or the States to gather more information
and address them -individually.
we move on to the next topic.

MR. DOMBROWSKI :- ‘How often is a confidence limit established?
Is it recalculated with each new data\point?~_If so, a high value even

when the lower confidence limit can drastically raise it especially if the
data base is small. That's true. But as we talked about in statistical
analysis, every time you receive analytical data, you should add it to
that data base. If there is a'data point that you feel is potentially an
outlier ox can mess up your data, you should go through QAQC procedures
to. evaluate that data point and maybe resample and analyze.

MR. GIGLIELLO: I've got one here ‘that I could take a crack at.
Do you plan to-allow some period of time to utilize "new guidance" for
those who have used-the 1984 guidance in designing their waste analysis
plans? And the second part of that, is new guidance being applied now?
The main difference. in this new guidance is that the prior 1984 guidance
did not have any mentlon of the land disposal restrlctlons program. And
the document itself. was not. very user frlendly Therefore, we are
revising it . for the new guidance, we have sent. this document through two
rounds of review. We .also sent it to a number of people in the regulated
community.- There were 30 people that we sent it to dlrectly that have
commented on it. As John said, it's in printing right now and will be
available through NTIS. I woild say the answer to the first question is,
yes. 1 would think we're going ‘to have to make some accommodations for
looking at having some time to implement the new guidance. But. the thing
you have to remember about the waste analysis plan guidance, it's not a

~ plan should 1look 1like for generators,

"“document .

So another 15 more minutes on this before

_frequency plan be used for non-hazardous waste.or fuels, .

waste streams. Am I getting different waste streams? So it has to be
somewhat of a living document.
information. There are new examples in. there of what a waste analysis
for instance,
information wasn't there before. So, the answer to the question is, it's

being used now to the extent that the permit writers have.it in their
hands and they're going to. be using it probably during your permit
decision. making. .
And I said, it should be coming out very soon to NTIS. I don't
think anybody s 'imminent from the BIF standpoint of getting a permlt right
now, so I don't think it's crucial right now that you get it but I think
it will be available within the next couple of months. [As of April 1994,

this. document has become available through the NTI§ with.OSWER # 9938.4-
03. ]

_MS. SASSEVILLE: ‘Another question was should the same sampling
such-as coal. as
is used for hazardous waste. Whoever talked to John about this, he may
have some thoughtg too, but I think the answer is if you're using. the
statistical analysis procedures, it's likely,’ actually, that you. would
come up with a different sampling frequency just because different streams
have different amounts ‘of variability.  That doesn't mean that the
procedure should’ be any less conservative or any less .stringent. You
should use the same confidence level to come up .with the frequency but,
like I said, based on the variability, it's likely that the different
streams would have a different frequency. ’ '
_MR. FORDHAM: ° To follow-up on that, the sampling frequency is
based on three things; thé mean of your data set;
data; and the regulatory limit. These are all cranked into a formula in

- Chapter 9 of SW-846 and hopefully for those materials-like natural fuels,

they are not pushing elements that are near the regulatory limit. As you
get further from the regulatory limit, the number of samples that you need
falls way off. Most of the cost is generated in waste analysis, when
you're close to the regulatory limit and then the nUmber:of Samples goes
up quite drastically. So, hopefully, for fugls ard“other materials,
there's nothing in there near the regulatory limit and your frequency of
ana1y51s would be much "less.
determine through, your initial analyses to give you a history on what is
happening.

I haveione other questien here that we hear fairly often in our:

office. There are several arguments on the use of SW-846 and how the use
of different waste analysis .routines can become circular between states,
Regions and EPA Headquarters. Can EPA designate one point of contact on
analytical routines particularly those that provide lower detectlon llmlts

‘so that different analytical routines’ can be used for risk assessment,

document that you create once and then ten years later you're still using’

it the same exact way you did ten years ago. I mean it's-a kind of
. document you have to look at on some kind of routine basis and see what's
going on with the material that you are burning. What's going on with the

Page 5

etc. That's something that the Method Section in the Characterization
Assessment Division has been trying to address for a ‘long time
particularly myself and Barry Lesnik, our organic expert. We would.like
to see SW-846 be guidance and not so mandated that everyone says you have
to use an SW-846 procedure. We would like to see the most cost-effective
procedure used whether it's one of our proposed methods or a method that
you may have developed yourself . fThe thing of utfiost importance to us is

This document updates a lot of the old

because that.

So it would really be good to get your hands on this

the variance in your.

But that's something  that you- would.




.
.

-

that you show from your quality assurance that you're getting performance
from your method. That you can prove the performance of your method.
Unfortunately when it gets down to the Regional and particularly the state
level (the states have primacy of their own programs), they can be more
restrictive than EPA if they want to on these issues. And quite often
that's what happens. Not having the resources, they often just mandate
that an SW-846 method will be used. We are working with our Regions and
with states to try to bring this word to them to give more flexibility
because we know the cost of analysis is high and we prefgr"the most cost-
effective methods be used.

MR. DOMBROWSKI : I want to clarify and respond to this one point
here. We have two issues here with respect to statistical analysis and
the phase sampling. In our example we said 95%, or 97.5% confidence

.1imit. SW-846 has 90%. These are not requirements. It's guidance. 1It's
what we'd like to see. You may determine based on our guidance what's
appropriate for your facility.

MR. GIGLIELLO: I have a question here. ILf a facility spells
out in its waste analysis plan exactly how sampling and analysis will be
conducted, then the WAP is included in the permit, is a facilicy
considered being compliange as long as it is complying with the WAP?

o . .

It's basidally-a straight-forward question. The,éh%ng you've got
to remember about® any waste analysis plan, is that when we go out and look
at waste analysis plans, we're locking basically for two things. We're
looking for, is it an adequate plan (particularly for plans that have not
been approved yet), and if it is, are they following it according to what
it says. So, the permit really has nothing to do with it per se because
chances are you're. going to have to modify your waste analysis plan during
the permitting process. . Interim status waste analysis plans in other
words may be different than your permitted waste analysis plan. There are
very few situations I think this particular situation happens: So, when
" we go out and look, we can potentially get people on violations both for
_an inadequate plan (particularly if it has not been “approved) or failure

to follow the plan. And again, I think we've been 'ddncing around all
morning on what is really adequate. And that's the thing I think we have
some a fair amount of disagreement with the industry. and maybe even
internally at times on what is adequate. and so,
question is, if you are in compliance and it's adequate, yes. If you are
g followiﬁg your plan and it's in _concurrence to the permit, the answer is

the -answer to this.

_ Compliance test and trial burn.

yes. But it's more involved than that because .we have to determine if .~

it's adequate. You know, that's probably the bigger hurdle for us. It's
a little easier to determine whether or not you're actually complying with
your plan. Are you doing it twice a day or whatever the frequency is.
That's easy for us to determine. the bigger hurdle for both you and us
is, is it an adequate plan? And that's not that an easy a thing to do up
front. . : -

MR. (Audience=?):
in .the permit,
analysis plan is adequate?

Since the WAP, this scenario was included

MR. GIGLIELLO: In most <cases you would presume that to be the

is it fair to assume that EPA then believes the waste

during actual operation:

case, Let me just tell you a real practical problem. Host permit writers
do not go to the facilities. 1It's a reality. 1I've seen it happen a
number of times and what we have found’'in a number of cases is what's in
the pexmit is not what's in the field. In that situation I cannot tell
you exactly if that's incorporated verbatim into the perxrmit and its never
been seen, that you will be in compliance. If there's something out there
going on that is not reflected in the waste analysis plan, it should be
reflected in the waste analysis plan, then, you know, all bets aie off.
But technically, you're right. If we approve it, and it's as it exists
in the field and you're complying with it, then you'‘re right, you'd be in
compliance.

MR. DOMBROWSKI: ‘ Keeping with the schedule, I'm going to go
ahead and introduce Mark Mercer from the Office of Solid Waste. He's an
environmental engineer in PSPD, Permits and States Programs Division.
He'll be talking about monitoring requirements.,

Monitoring Requirements & Automatic Waste Feed Cut-Off

MR. MERCER: In this section we will be discussing the monitor-
ing requirements in the BIF rule. BIF rules set forth numerous monitoring
requirements to describe what needs to be monitored and how the equipment
should.be calibrated. The monitoring standards are discussed in 266.102
and 266.103. The subject we will be talking about is monitoring feed rate
and production rate. The feed rate is required to insure that materials
fed to the device during routine use is less than during the COC or the

trial burn and the production rate is required to insure that the devise’

is not being operated outside the envelope established during the
So'if the normal actual operation is ten
times that of what is set in the trial burn, then it is clear that the
trail burn wouldn't be valid. These monitors assure EPA that the device
is operated within the envelope, they need to be accurate and that's why
we havé these provisions. To show the accuracy, EPA has validation
requirements that vary from device to device. This section discusses some
of those validation requirements and dlzects facilities to the resource
documents that prov1de specific details. ' Another issue is temperature of
the gas going into the air pollution control device.
existing rule to insure that the mix between gaseous and particulate
metals is the same during the Compliance test and trial burn as it is
In the new strategy,

temperature in terms of dioxin but that's another issue. The idea heie

- is you don't want to have more metals going out and not being cauglit by
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the particulate control device. This section discusses the need for one
or two ranges. A number of these requirements are discussed in various
points in the reg. I won't read the individual citations here.. As you

can see there's a number of citations that are included in your Handout
-for.-future reference. .. e e e .o - :

The first question is, can bULlogdte

) be used in wonitoring feed
rates. The particular example provided was a Facility has a device that
is fed coal by a system that feeds multiple boilers. ‘Each Ule 15 1t -

i

This is done in the.

we'll be getting into




~ monitoring of feed rate. in

Cotooda it

thm tital feed to all of the boilers. Does he need to add
the feed. rate to each boiler?
to the -steam’ production

IR
£y

only
copabibity to monites
to monitor

an ‘he use the
The answer is no.

e "Hll))lllly in each boiler
[ESTT ey
foed pates We are requiring that he must’ know how much
“lir qoing in and in particular ‘the feed rate is more critical than
Producetion rate and the rule does nbt allow surrogates for this important
parameter,

inuto lhn fa(llxty

the question is;, can surrogates
In particular, can a facility use
lieu of monitoring production rate? The
- example is, a facility wants to use input of fuel (mass, knowing BtU
content of fuel) in lieu of steam production rate. .Kind of the same idea
" as the feed rate but the answer ‘is different. The regulatiohs éllow you

In the case of production rate,
“be used f01 monJLoxlng production rate?

o £
- The ' "Dg"‘atxcn 3110"""?.-‘13 use of surrcgate for yLUuubLLUll rate.

The qectlon 4.2.3 of the federal 1mplementat10ntdocument for the Boiler
"Industrial Purnace Regulatlons states, depending on the facility on their

steam pLoductlon rate as a quzrogate for coal .

He currently has

Feed rate is done to support the.knowledge of metal feed going -

at 4502
" efficiencies.

measurement capabllltles, the appropriate units for measuring production

tate may be represented as the raw materials feed rate,
produrtlon rate. Here we've provided a little more latitude. We just
want to make sure that the machine's not running at a much greater
»vapac1ty than it was during the Compllance test or trial burn and this is
considered sufficient and accurate whereas for-the metals feed rate, we
wanted t® make sure that. not too much metal was coming out.

v

thermal input or

‘The next questlon is on. Valldatlon ‘of monitors. What procedures
are acceptable to EPA to wvalidake the -waste feed. flow meter, the
temperature monltorlng device, the productlon rate monitor, strip current
‘recorder.output,
with BIF limits.. The answer is, facilities should use the guidance
provided' for incinerators in the document handbook, quality assurance,
quality control procedure for hazardous waste incinerators. Although this
document is written for 1nc1nerators it is applicable to BIF also in this
situation. This document prov1des guidance .on arriving at ‘requirements
between the permit writer and the facility. And that's the way your
. permit's supposed to woik Now, on an interim status, we have a question.

computerlzed recording systems to demonstrate compllance.

temperature limit on air pollution control. inlet gas.

“Quring routlne operations,

and cold readlngs,

parts per million range unit can show a callbratlon -of less then 10 parts‘
per million .3%, the single range unit can be use. Most people will find
the dual range unit to be more practical. ‘ i S

appllcablllty ‘of the maximum-
Now these questions
will-respond to the current rule and -in the new strategy, the answers are
a little bit different. The question is why does 266.103(c) (1) (A) require
max temperature limit entering an ESP? ‘The ESP power and inlet flow rate
are. specified as key parameters of ESP performance. EPA seems to: be.
concerned that the temperature entered in the ESP not exceed 450 degrees
Fahrenheit, to avoid dioxin formation. Why not just set the-cut off limit
Well, the temperature limit was meant to control metal removal
ESP's remove particulate but not gaseous metals and the
same is tfqe for' baghouses. ' The relative proportion of particulate metals
to gaseous metals was present during the task should also be maintained
i The questioner was perhaps thinkihg dbout the

The fourth question was on

‘new strategy where we're concerned about dioxin formation and worried

about dioxin formation in the air pollution control dev1ces

Hot vs.. Cold Hydrocarbon Monitoring
If fac1l1ty can demonstrate a conszstent correlatlon between ‘hot
can adjusted cold readings be used? No, hot

hydrocarbon units must be used only after recertificatibn.

We were told early on by vendors that hot hydrocarbon units are- .

not very reliable in the field. We definitely heard early on that there
were troubles with these units and it turns out most of the people were
able to get their devices up and running. The. few facilities-that were

having trouble getting devices-up and running had like 340 parts of
million hydrocarbéons and those hydrocarbons even with the heated line were

. gunking out 1n the line and plugglng the flow and this has glven them

In some cases the 1anguage is not specific enough so on an interim_ status

to use without ambiguity. In these cases, the facility should use a good
faith effort to interpret the language. The facility should proceed
according to their interpretation.. If a facility is uncertain as to what
to do, they should consult their State or Regional enforcement personnel..
. They should also document the ratlonale for their ~determinations with
subsefuent review by 1nspectors

Another 1sque was single .range or dual range CO monitors. The
"question was can a facility calibrate a single range rather than a dual
range. The answer is yes.
rule. ~Technically. 266 Appendix 9 2.1.4, performance and equipment
specification states, the dual range specifications can-be met by using
one analyzer for each range; a dual range unit or a single measurement
range unit are capable of meeting both specifications within a single
unit. The Catch 22 is; it has to be as accurate. As long as the 3,000

A dual range is not .actually required by the
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record and compute the average and record every 60 seconds.

trouble. . ¥
. Ce
) ' ) . N . a
What is the purpose in keeping the one minute averages for 0,
after the corrected CO has been calculated? -

MS. Chow: * Actually, we're going to address that later on when
we talk about record keeping. I don't have my paperwork here in front of
me, but there is a citation the regulation requires that the facility
to monitor the CO and 0, and the hourly rolling average and then further
down in the regulation it refers back to Appendix 9. ~ And if you go
Appendix 9, in Section.2.1.2.1, I finally remember it correctly, it does
refer again back to the continuous monitoring-requirements. If you look
at the definition for that, you have to monitor every 15 seconds and
OK? So, you
should do it. But we're going to clarlfy that a little later on when we
talk about record keeping. .

I thlnk the purpose of requiring record keeping for each. one
minute, what amounts to one minute .average, is to allow the 1nspectorsy
when they come out there to insure compliance with the regulatlon




e

MR. MERCER: Are the BIP regulated metals the only concern for
the ash as particulate? If gso, why does not RCRA tegulate only metals?
Not, say sodium chloride.

MS. SASSEVILLE: Well, there's dlso a concern about organics
that might be absorbed onto the particulate matter, so that's the second
reason that we‘re concerned under RCRA with particulate.

MR. MERCER: Metals and the temperature limit but still
particulates are important for other reasons.

MR. HOLLOWAY: Is the question ... is part of .the question if
we're controlling the metals not feed rate limits? Why we're also
limiting PM, particular matter. Was that part of the questions? If so,
I guess there are two reasons we want to limit PM. One is.the answer that
Sonya gave about concern about volatilized organics and the other is we,
at least, currently, and maybe for an extended period in the future, we
don't feel-we really have an adequate meanps of controlling metals feed
rates into these devices. We all know that the sampling analysxs scheme
we're using and assuming based on testing, albeit. testxng, how much of the
metals are going to partition and the chlorine for that matter, is a
pretty crude method of complying with division standards. So we're using

PM also ... a PM llmkt also as a supplement to control the toxic metals.
. - » ] . "
MR. MERCER: Next question is what is the reasonable amount of

time the agency allows to fine tune the calibration of a. CEM unit before
the burning of waste fuel must be stopped?

MR. HOLLOWAY: Again, I'm not a CEM expert, but it seems logical
that before you can burn hazardous waste, your CEM has to meet our
performance specifications, so you need to fine tune it, before you start.
That may mean complying with performance specs before. you burn the
hazardous waste. .

- {(comments inaudible)

MR. HOLLOWAY: . What's. the gquestion again? I'm not sure of the
question? No, excuse mé, their question which sounded a-little different
and may be more interesting.

QUESTION: .  You've already gotten up and proved that your sYstem
worked and then you have to do your daily calibrations and maybe they're
asking how long can you be down for daily calibrations when you have to
send off a feed sample

MR. HOLLOWAY: . I understand the question, not sure of the
answer, maybe somebody else does.

-+« MR; - - - -+ -y - The question-is do you, can ‘you continue
burning hazardous waste while you're calibrating your monitor on a

daily basis, under the daily calibration requirement. Can you continue

burning hazardous waste while you're calibrating. That's the question.
: . o S . /

'Ms? SASSEVILLE: I know that we have had some discussions
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about this. I don't think that there's anything specific in the
regulations. Basically the answer is that you can continue operating
during the daily calibration if it*s short. If it gets into ... I mean
we've heard.people talking about an hour or whatever and that's not
acceptable. 1t has to be, you know, on the order of minutes. I think we
may have had some discussions that got a little bit more specific.

MR. MERCER: If£ it's more than several minutes, then you
probably ought to check with the state and the Region to see if they think
it*s appropriate.

MS. SASSEVILLE: I mean is that- reasonable. In your daily
practice, do you find that your calibration is much longer than a few
minutes? How long?

MR. HOLLOWAY: That's a good point. The answer was that it-can
typically take 20 to 30 minutes to calibrate. What kind of monitors, CO
or ... all of them? That's a good point.

"MR. MERCER: Will extrapolation of ash operating limits be
allowed in certain circumstances (i.e., non-detection levels}?

MR. HOLLOWAY: I guess the question might be if during the
compliance test they had non-detect levels of ash and complied with the

PM limit, can they then, if they do have the detectible lévgl,of ash can

they extrapolate it and say by ... if extrapolated, then document by 1
guess straight line extrapolation that they.should not be in compliance
with the PM limit. I think our policy on extrapolation of feed rate

limits beyond which you demonstrated during a compliance tést is generally’

not recommended. So no.

MR. MERCER: This question is on calibration gases for CEMs.
If you protocol one gas as have to be used for dally callbratlons,
quarterly air testing and annual. spec testing? -

. MR: HOLLOWAY : I'm not sure I understand the éoesqion. There's
certainly something we can't answer here.
. .MR.WMERCER: Do you need to protocol one. gas?
MR. HOLLOWAY: I don't know: 3
MS. SASSEVILLE: <  How.many_more-qoestions do you oave,‘Mark?
“MR. MERCER: f‘ive. )

MS. SASSEVILLE: OK. Why don't we " can we go ahead and let
Dwight “finish his discussion and then if we have time before lunch we'll

--come -back- to these-questions.-~ * - S e T e

MR. MERCER: Remember the ‘question$ that came up -on the subject
of automatic waste feed cutoffs? Dwight will be covering that in hi:s
discussion and I give you Dwight Hlustick:




Automat ic Waste Feed Cut-Off

~ MR HILUSTICK: I think it's unfalr to already have six quesrlons
bed e 1 ocan get o give the presentation. Malnly what I'm going to cover
Faday is the automatic waste feed cut off issue and other issues

oeenated  with  jt. . 0Of course, the peérmit standards are in
ool (B) (7)) (ii) and, those standards which are parallelled in the
Imepim status standards. We'll .get -into that in a second.  The

combust ion temperature must be maintained while waste is in the combustion
unit . Exhaust gas must be ducted to the air pollution control device as
long as there's hazardous waste in the combustion chamber and specific
parameter s »muqt be monitored as long as there's waste in the system. And
in the case of BIFs, that would be specified in ‘the permit what those
patameters .are.  These are the monltorlng requirements under
28h.102(9)18)" That's where they're specified in that rule: .

- The main thlng is the testlng of the waste, feed cut-off system,
“Miust’ be done every.seven days but there is a waiver.. You'd have to
)ustlfy it in the event of an inspection except in the case of a permit.
It would be specifically stated in the permit whether ‘you. have a thirty-
day’ interval (instead of seven days),. That's not the case during interim
status. Interim status of course is addressed in 266.103. The first
items here are in {b) (3) which addresses the certification of precompl-
iance, but all of you should have past that by now.
~
Then - 266, 103(c)(1) addresses certification. of compllance
© 266, 103(9)(8) addresses automatic waste feed cut off and the first item
is a minimum- combustion temperature. As specified, you wust maintain the
" minimum combustion temperature as specified in the COC (Certification of
Compliance)  while hazardous waste remains in the combustion chamber after
a waste feed cut off. Some of the operating parameters specified include
the feed fates of the waste and the specified waste constituents, the flue
gas CO and HC concentrations, maximum .production'rate, maximum combustion
chamber temperature,. . as well as the minimum combustlon chamber
temperature. Maximum flue gas temperature to the air pollutlon control
device and specific.operating parameters specified for the air: pollution
control device must also be maintained.’

An important item here' is that the minimum combustion chamber
temperature must be maintained as long as there's hazardous waste in the
combustion chamber after a cut.off, and that’s true for all those other
parameters that I mentioned. That is you have to meet the requ1rements,
the operating requirements. For liguid injection in boilers we would

expect that tﬁere would only be - a few seconds that the hazardous waste -

could actually be in the combustion chamber after the waste feed cut off.
So, that would not. be a problem unless you plan to restart ‘burning
hazardous waste within the next hour. This is because you have to measure
and maintain the hourly\rolllng average. For other devices we expect this
to be much longer. Especially in the case of cement kiln where it could
run into hours. ‘The hazardous waste residence time should be specified
in the COC. - The method of determination should also be specified and this
is Pspec1ally true for devices that burn SOlldS or have some type of long,
hold time in the system.

It also requires-that you monitor combustion chamber temperature,
© not only just for routine cut offs but, anytime you have an automatic waste
feed‘cut -off. Especially true if you're going to restart within the next
hour. 1In other words, you're. not cutting-off the waste feed for a long
‘period of time but you're planning to restart once you come back inte
compliance with whatever parameter you're controlling ‘or required to
control. . There may or may not be a violation if there's an automatic
waste feed cut.off. That depends on.whether you violate your operating
requirements or not. The monitoring applles to all operating parameters
as specified in 266.103(g) (1) and (2). These monitoring requirements will
lapse if hazardous waste burning is ceased for an- extended period.
Therefore, greater than one hour. In other words, if you're not going to
restart, you shouldn t have a problem if you stop monitoring.

All'parameters must be monitored and be within féQUlred 'limits
" before hazardous waste can restart and that's specified in 266.103(c) (1).

- There wag a question about waste down stream. of the cut. off valve. When ..
" you cut off and then there's still waste that ‘can trickle into the system

by just, you know, gravity or whatever. We felt this could be minimized
by heating the line. and/or recirculating the waste back to. the feed tanks.

Variance from operating conditions during automatic feed cut offs are not
allowed by eéxisting interim status regulations and we discussed this qu1te,
a bit with the Reglons and that's the way they would like to kéep it. If

- the device exceeds its operating parameters while wastes are dribbling or ~

leaking into the combustion chamber, this is generally considered a
violation. "The operatlng condition of course ig defined by the COC.

Here we get into the test1ng of the automatic waste feed cut off
system and that's set forth in 266.103(j) (3). Requirements are generally
the same as for a permitted facility. During interim status, EPA will
allow the use of mechanical and electronic testing and you're allowed in
some permits to demonstrate all the interlocks electronically save one.
OK. Now one has to be done mechanlcally and you have to actually activate
the shut off value and that's basically parallel with what's in the permit
requirements and it.stated pretty much that way in thost gegulatlons The
hitch is that each time you do a mechanical test,, 1t has to be done on.a
different parameter. In other words, you can't do the same parameter each
week or month, dependlng on what the situation in your facility.
have to shift around from one parameter to another. This demonstration
is not required if there was an automatic waste feed cut off since the
previous demonstration. BAnd it's- important to show the valve closed

' completely. : : :

Here we're getting into an area which is of concern both in

boilers and in any other type of device and that - 1s when the. fac111ty
- stops burnlng hazardous waste over extended perlods Again I: restate that
we have to meet the hazardous waste monitoring requirements, as long as
there is hazard waste in the combustion chamber. The question here comes-
with respect to residues. That is ~how.residues should be handled
especially:if you're going to cease: burning over a long extended period

- of time. Re51dues are. still considered hazardous waste until the device.
has completed a burn out period of at least twenty-four hours. Now this
is not in the regulations, but this is guideline generally followed by the
Regions, and assumes that there's no.hazardous waste burned during the
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burn out period and the residuals have a reasonably short residence time,
That is routine residuals that you remove from the air pollution control
devices ... the ash or the dust ... residuals with longer residence times
require longer burn out periods and therefore, the burn out period must
be longer than the residence time of any residual. Burn out period only
applies to residuals routinely diacharged. This- excludes residuals
adhering to the inside of the device and the air pollution control system.
Residues such as those which are removed during maintenance such as
scrapings are still considered hazardous waste. This is just to tell you
it's not detailed in the rules other than ... I mean the only thing you
could go by is rules for clean closure which we weren't going to require
that for a short term ... when I say relatively short term compared to
closure. This policy is generally being followed by_the Regions right
now. .

This last item with regards to automatic, waste feed cut-off
testing we added was a specific item in another presentation. I think we
already answered that. But you have to do the test. Now there is a seven
‘day requirement in the regulations that allow us to go into a thirty day,
if it creates an undue burden for the facility. If you do go to a thirty
day status under interim status, you had better document that very well
so that it doesn't create a problem as far as an inspector is concerned.
So you have to have a gobd reason for it. That completes what I have to
say. I already have a half a dozen questions although I think I've
answered most qf them.along the way. We'll see if I have.

When the BIF is not burning hazardous waste, can one turn off CEM
and automatic cut-off devices? I think we covered that. _As long as there
is no hazardous waste in the cémbustion chamber. What ‘about when one BIF

unit is only burning non-hazardous waste and another one is bufning

" hazardous waste. Well, obviously, the one is not burning hazardous waste

wouldn't have to do the monitoring if it didn't have any hazardous waste

in the combustion chamber. It's obvidus the other one does, they would
“have to monit:or.~

Does ‘a liquid need to he cut off when you have redundant CEM and

one is calibrating and the other shows a calibration out of range? That's

a good question. : . ' ’

MR. HOLLOWAY: Could you repeat that?

MR. HLUSTICK: -Does the liquid need to be cﬁt of f Qhen»you have
redundant CEM and one is calibraging and the other shows a calibration out

of range? .I think that sort of holds to'whatfyou said‘befofe. It depends .

on the time frame we're talking about and I think Bob ‘answered that before
as best ‘as we can.

The next one is, how qﬁickly does the feed valve need to be closed

;_if‘a BIF limit is exceeded? 1I'd say as quickly:as possible.

i MS. SASSEVILLE: It's not a staged thing. As soon as the
parameter reaches the 1limit, it -has to activate and that's why the
automatic waste feed is cut off. It's important. 1It's not a manual cut
off, it's you know, you should have a signal that's sent to the cut
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off trigger to cut off the waste as soon as the equipment detects
exceedances. That's the whole idea..

HR. HOLLOWAY: It's automatic and immediate. Fast.
MR. HLUSTICK: What is expected from the seven day waste stream

cut off test and the thirty day cut off test? Can a thirty day cut off
test be done on a monthly basis? The rule says thirty days.

MS.Sasseville: Well, let's stick with the thirty days. I mean
if it's set thirty days .... : :

MR. HLUSTICK: That's ... bu;’what is expected from a seven day
stream cut Off as compared to the thirty day? I think they're both

expected to be the same. Just one's an alternative to the other.

MR. HLUSTICK: What does instantaneously mean in terms of cut
off of hazardous waste flow? Some systems cannot shut off instantaneously
without creating safety problems for operations of BIF. Well, that can
be a problem, and I would say, you know, that you should try and set up
your cut off so you minimize the potential of having a violation of your
operating requirements. ' : )

MR . HOLLOWAY : And more importantly, if you believe that you
cannot cut your waste feed' off quickly, then you should have already
talked to the state or the Region to apprise them of your situation and
gotten approval to do something different. It's kind of late three years
after the rule has been promulgated to be asking this question. The
regulation requires the wastes be automatically cut-off, and the Agency
has always .intended this to be dorie as soon as detection of exceedance is

" made. Otherwise, this whole waste feed cut-off effort has little meaning.

MR. HLUSTICK: You now say burn out rquires at least twenty-
four hours. 1Is that new. information? Yes. As far as EPA Headquarters-
is concerned; not as far as the Regions are concerned.’ The Regions have
been doing this for sometime. If a device like a CO monitor or
feed rate monitér fails, hazardous waste feed stops. Does this mean that
the boiler must be shut down? .If so, how can .you finish burn out?

MR. HOLLOWAY: , If you're exceeding an operating parameter, then
- only the hazardous waste must be immediately cut off. The boiler can't
continue burning hazardous wastes. Otherwise, it may be a violation of*
266.103(c) (1) and 266.103(j). In Eac@, I guess we'd prefer it to continue
to operate under auxiliary fuel. Dwight, we have a question. Dennis?
MR. HOLLOWAY: I think he's trying to address theFCaLvh 22
situation-wherg the automatic waste feed cut off was triggered because o
monitor 'went down. A monitor that -has to operate whenever haéaxduus~was&q
‘is -in-the combustion”chamber. “But thére'is still hazardous waste. in the
chamber, so is he .able to continue to burn that stuff in tile chambe in;}uq
auxiliary fuel, even though his CM is down or ‘does hé have Lo shut down
the -whole boiler? : -

MR. HLUSTICK:

Technically, -right now, if ryou continue (. Ly 1.




‘to measure the combustion chamber temperature ?
-combustion chamber as you can.

A O met ey, yan'ie haerally going to be in v1olar1on as lonq as.
wn.te in the combustion device. -

St gt

cu heee Inzardous
ML HOLLOWAY :
ront inne s Lo

: I think your res@onse might be that you should
opetate without feeding hazardous waste but keep burning
mziliary fuel but you‘re going to be - out of compliance with the

tequbat ion.

HLU“TICK ' OK. Must the cut-off be 1nstantaneOUS or can
wnttn Iun] he rammed out over,a definite period of time to prevent boiler
tpeet or shut down?  Well, it could be as long as you don't violate your
operat ing requirements. 'But, you know,
“nll]"l cut of f before you get. to the limits. That would be the only way
you could do it. : o .

MR.. HOLLOWAY : If ‘you're speaklng of voluntary waste feed shut
down, thnn obv10u ]y you can_ elther do_that immediately or as slow as you._

want . . R -

MR . HLUSTICK:” The second- item is a good one. State inspectors
use the ‘terms lag time and 1ength of cut off. Please deflne and discuss
the significance. 1 thlnk you should ask them what they mean by that.
(laughter}) Then we have ‘a nice fun one here. ‘What location is preferable
! I'd say as close to the

‘MR. HOLLOWAY : Sounds site-specific to me.’

Yeah. But I mean we realize there's limitations

on temperature. During an automatic waste feed cut off test, how do you
show that the valve has closed completely? - This assumes that the

automatic waste feed cut off valve is tested only when there is no

hazardous waste flow. I think that's pretty much site specific and you're

901ng to have to address that in the COC on how you're -doing- that

MR . - HLUSTICK:

" MR. HOLLOWAY:
T, guess if you didn't address this issue then you probably ought to submit
a supplement to your COC explalnlng this issue and others ‘that you might
hear today .

MR. HLUSTICK: Then we have the $64,000 questlon

undue burden for the seven to th1rty day exten31on7
4

What is an

. MR. HOLLOWAY:  Site specific.

_ MR. HLUSTICK: Bob says site specific. (laughter)

XEOmments/laughter) )
. . -~
Residues which are removed durlng maintenance are hazardous waste.
Do you mean if the BIF was burnlng listed waste, characteristic widste
would not leave a hazardous derived from waste? Well, if that's the case,
if you're that lucky to have that situation. Fine.'

in other words you could have an -

And since they've already submitted their cocCs,

MS. SASSEVILLE:

Must the valve‘be physically closed even
is impossible. - Is that what' it
I can't really quite make it out.

MR. HLUSTICK:
if waste stream I.can't read
means? You know who wrote this one?
Excuse me?

Right.

(comments inaudible)

MR. : Must valve be physically closed even if the
waste stream is bypassed? Regulators have stated that the valve must be
closed and show that no waste .is leaking through valve yet guidance
suggests using bypass so unit won't’ shut down.
closed completely’ '

That's a gcod one, - - - B -

©. MR.. HLUSTICK:.

MR. HOLLOWAY: I don't understand the questioni
*
MR. HLUSTICK: 'ﬁell I think he is bypassing it around the valve
and therefore you: can t show the valve is closed completely, 1s that what
you're saying? i

MR. - o In one of the Quidance documents there's a
statement that in case.of (inaudible) you can put a bypass around the

" valve so that you can’ continue your waste stream feed without shutting

down the boiler. (lnaudlble) thhout shuttxng down your unit completely

MS. SASSEVILLE
about?

MS. SASSEVILLE: Is this a BIF implementation document?

v

It's a guide (inaudiblé) j..

i

MR. . _ Right.

MS. SASSEVILLE: "Are you saying that the way that . is

* recommended in there you really wouldn t be able to show that the valve
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is closed?

MS. CHOW: As Dwight said earlier, you can simulate for all but
one.
a. different parameter every time. When you're testing, you can’t have a
bypass if your're trying to determlne whether it’s leaking or not-:
Otherwise, it just doesn’'t make sense at all. .
otherwise it just wouldn't work. And

MS. SASSEVILLE: Yeah.

con51der1ng that it' is only one parameter every time, they Just have to

shut off the waste feed to do it., - . ’

Let's try this one here Where and how do
Do we want to see. the
I thlnk what  you're

MR. HLUSTICK: oK.
we measure combustion temperature in a boiler?
outlet gas temperature or the flame temperature?

looking at is a situation where you should be .able to correlate the outlet

Provided that they sampled and the analyses
show that the re31dues no, longer have the characterlst1c

How do you show valve was-

Do we know what document is that we ‘re talklng.

You ‘should at least test one every seven days and you "should test




temperature with the flame temperature and ...

MS. SASSEVILLE: I thought that usually ... was that for the
combustion chamber temperature? Because usually, we always talk about in
guidance that you should avoid measuring the flame temperature generally
for things like DRE. What we want is the gas temperature.. What we're
talking about in the BIF rule though is for metals and ideally what it
would be is the bed temperature because that's. what relates to the
volatilization of metals. So, that's what you want to shoot for. We know
there are problems with it, but it's not the flame temperature or the gas
temperature that you're shooting for. 1It's more the bed temperature
because we're concerned with metals and we're talking about the maximum
temperature.

MR, HOLLOWAY:
course, it would be the gas temperature, still not the flame temperature.

Yeah. 1It's a little difficult to measure the
flame temperature. I have heard repeatedly from the Regions in the
context. of Part B, questions on how this will- likely work in the
development of permit conditions. What mechanism is there to work it out
with the RegionsPQp:ing the interim status? Do you just discuss it and
document it with«the Regions, send the Regions a letter, reach a formal
agreement signed-+by both EPA and operator, or what? Regions are often too
busy to give written documentation and interpretations with respect to
.these issues.
try and get the best you can.  Obviously, writfen is the best.

MR. HLUSTICK:

MS. SASSEVILLE: And the key thing is if nothing else, to
have documentation at the facility so that when EPA people come on site
at least you have a rationale for everything that you did.

‘MR, HLUSTICK: This one is a misunderstanding but OK, we';l read
it off. If a required monitor fails, you stated that you must not operate
the unit. Later you state that all controls must be in place for twenty-

" four hours after.the hazard waste feed stops.
stop hazardous waste feédrimmediately. Are you allowed some period” of
time to shut down the boiler -in order to do it without equipment damage
or is there a non-compliance situation? The twenty-four hour time as I.
Stated-before has to do with the residual. .It does not have to do with

- the monitor. The monitoring is strictly a function of the residence
‘time of the hazardous waste in the combustion device. -Here is another
question. Many cases, when CO levels- are rising above the standard, the
total instantaneéous closure of the automatic waste feed cut off will cause
a much more catastrophic upset than a control casééding‘closure, e.g.,15%
every ten seconds. This has been discussed yithxsomé Regions but will
headquarters prefer specific guidance or give specific guidance ... I

' _don't know what_that meant.. . . . e LT .

. MS. SASSEVILLE: It sounds like this is the duestion again
whether people can ramp down as opposed to having .an immediate cut of £,
I mean, I guess we already answered that. .

And with respect to the minimum temperature, of’

The monitor fails and you _

I think you've covered all the possibilities and you should

HR. HOLLOWAY:* And if you’re concerned about the interzuption

to a facility of abruptly cutting off automatic waste feed then you can

certainly establish a trigger level that's much lower than the automatic
waste feed cut off than your operating limits. So that once you reach
that trigger level, then you can ramp down in a way that you think is
appropriate for your system. ’

MS. SASSEVILLE: And a lot of these things are questions that
were brought up during the process of developing the BIF rule and we've
had a lot of discussions with people on this and discussed it in the
preamble so these are things that were considered at the time the rule was
being developed. . . ’

MS. CHOW: Actually one point I want to make about setting your
cut off trigger at the operating limit. I recommend that facilities do
not set their operating limit the same as the permit limit. Otherwise,
every time when you have a cut off, you would probably exceeded your
limit. So, then every cut off now could become a violation. So 1
recommend that you actually set your cut off trigger conservatively at a
level that will cut off the feed before you violate the operating limits

MS. SASSEVILLE: I guess another comment.that's worth making
is when ‘we' do inspeétions, I think, Ken Gigliello earlier referred to the
EPA/OSHA task force from several years ago and one of the things that they

'found out when they inspected all of the commercial incinerators and all

of the interim status incinerators was that there were really high numbers
of autcmatic waste feed cut offs. I don't know what the situation is for
BIFs, but something to keep in mind if you do have concerns with, ramming
down and all these issues is that most important thing is to just to try
to prevent the cut offs in the first place. and it actually may be more
practical for a BIF than it would be for an incinerator since you do have
other streams going in that tend to even things out. But it's really
important to make sure that you're blending things well before they go in:
That you're not having spikes in the BTU content of materials going in

“because all of those things detract from steady state operation_and that's

when you get cut offs and that's when you have combustion problems. So
it really pays to think about these things ahead of time and kind of adopt
a preventive mode as opposed to worrying about the cut“offs after the
fact. ’ '

MR. HLUSTICK: Here's one for you, Sonya.

(comment: inaudible)

MS. SASSEVILLE: That's right. Another good point is that there
is an allowance for variability directly incorporated into the way we set
limits because they are on a rolling average basis. So that does tend to
damp out things and that was the purpése of setting it up that way.

MR.. HLUSTICK: " Here's an i;eﬁ for you, Sonya} Lhouéﬁ. Is the

agency planning to Timit the number of waste feed cut Qffs ‘and why?

That is in the BIF rule itsell and it Sy
well, " that you.have to be in compliance

MS. SASSEVILLE: - OK.
that the waste we cut off is -

- 3




8o if the waste feed cuts

UOTT U mes ot hat ‘there's waste in the unit.
SR andd Ihrn thoie's no. exceedence while waste remains in the unit, ‘which

Wy happen sometimes, then that's not necessarily a problem.. The main
Biohilen is if there's a cut off but whatever parameters that reached its
Limit’ 15 still exceeding while there's waste in the unit, then that is

‘msidered a violation and that's in the BIF rule. We talked also in the
BIF tule and in its preamble about the rolllng averdge limits and things
like cont iimous mnnxtorlnq after the cut off.occurs. Those are all meant
tobe disincentives to having a lot -waste feed cut offs.’ "There is another
provision in there that- says that the Regional’ Admlnlstrator or State
“divector can set a max:mum number of cut offs. That's not necessarlly our
preferied approach. We prefer for things to be prevented in the first
place and that's why we have all the other requirements. However, as a
Ilwt‘re sort, the minimum number is there, ‘and that ‘can be.done.

MR. HLUSTICK: Next one is,” is- CO greater than a 100 parts per
mj{lipn ‘hourly rolling average a violation . by itself even when the.
automatic waste feed cut off has worked? As long as it goes beyond 100
© pairts per million and there is hazardous waste in the unit, this is .a
violation, so that's all I can say on that respect. :

Ms. SASSEVILLE: If  “they're not complying with " the
Aalternative. o : . P

MR. HLUSTICK: We're talking .about a standard CO requirement.

{question inaudible)

MS. SASSEVILLE: It says if you excéed 100 while there's

_waste in the unit, then that's a violation. "If your hourly rolling’
average (comment ipaudible) ... no, say your waste feed cut off
works, but you have a certain residence time of your waste, and if during

that res1dence tlme, the CO is above a hundred then that would be a

v1olatlon
(comments-inaudible)‘

. Of course a two second violation ' is, going to be less
serious than a onhe hour or two hour violation and then we certainly take
that into account. Depending on the it all depends on the duration
of the exceedence and the magnitude of the exceedence
vxolatlon it 1s

(comment inaudible)
Well, maybe it's not that serious if it's twovseconds.

MR, HLUSTICK: OK. I: understand that minimum combustion chamber
temperature be monitored after automatic waste feed cut off. But must it
be physically recorded on a strip chart or data acquisition system’, I
can't say specifically what the rules say, but I would say, yes. It's got
to be. I mean there's no point-in measurlng it unless you're not going
to record it.

how serious a-

- that apparently

" MS. SASSEVILLE:
the point of requiring it?

. If you cannot demonstrate it, then what is

y

MR. HLUSTICK: What exactly.is a waste feed cut Off for a unit
buxning SOlld waste, .i.e, a charge is introduced every five minutes. The
unit goes out of compliance, but is. back in compliance before the next
charge is introduced. Has a waste feed cut off occurred? . I would say
ves. . And I would say it's definitely operating in violation as long as
there .is. you know, you're exceeding the operating requirements when
there's waste in the unit.  Normally, it is: hard to apply automatic waste
feed cut-off to solid feed since it is not continuous. However, the
facility should have an automatic waste feed cut-off (not manual cut-off)
for splid waste feed in the event that the unit is not back in compliance
when the next batch is charged. Also, there is a higher chance for the
facility to be in violation because wastes probably are still in the unit

--when the parameter-is eéxceeded since rESlueﬁCE'lec for sorid wastes -is ™

much- longer _than llqu1d or gas.

v

. Ms. SASSEVILLE:> " How many more questions do you have, Dwight?

MR. 'HLUSTICK: I have about half a dozen.

MS. -SASSERVILLE: oK.

. Maybe we'll just take two- more
questions. : ’

MR.  HLUSTICK: Most of the autbmatic waste feed cut-off
parameters have an hourly rolling ‘average value as well. as an
instantaneous maximum value. CO hourly rolling average of 100 ppm in
1nstantaneous max value of 3,000. ppm. Is it enough that when.the
automatic feed cut off is checked electronically that the signal for the
3,000 ppm will suffice for both parameters of hourly rolling average as
well as instantaneously? I would say I mean, if you're.out of
compliance with one you're out of compliance. OK. It doesn't matter
whether it's the instantanecus or hourly rolling avérhgg.

. MR. HOLLOWAY: I'm a little confused by the question. There is
no 1nstantaneous limit in the EPA federal: BIF regulatlons on CO. 1It's
just an hourly rolling average limit of 100. The maximum span can go up

I guess can exceed . maximum span value can't be less than I guess
3,000 parts-per million but that's not an instantaneous limit.

(question inaudible) - \

" MR. HLUSTICK: Well, you can't read it and technlcally you could
cause. ... I mean you could have a v1olat10n on the hourly rolling average.
MR. HOLLOWAY: The question ... well, I guess the comment was

is it the Region? - ‘This is not the State, this is the
Region? A Region has established an instantaneous CO limit of 3,000 and
they say if you exceed that limit then what happens then? Then you-can't
burn hazardous waste. I guess your waste feed cut off would trigger?

{comment, inaudible)
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MR. HLUSTICK: If you can'‘t read the values,. you've got to cut
off the waste. Because you can'‘t determine your hourly rolling average.

MR. HOLLOWAY: Well, the approach that we contemplated when we
wrote the requlation is that when you exceed your maximum span value, then
you're still honitoring CO. You're cutting the tip off the spike. The
spike may go all the way up to ... the CO spike might go all the way up
to, well, who knows? 5,000 to 6,000. But if your span only goes to
3,000, you'xe still measuring. You're just pegging it at 3,000 so you're
not catching all of the spike but at least you're measuring something.
That's what we had contemplated. I hadn't heard that any Regions were
doing something different. .

(question inaudible)

MR, HOLLOWAY: You should really talk to the Region how to deal
with that because I'm not aware ... wasn't aware of this situation.
MR. HLUSTICK; Here's a good one. 266.109, 266.110 allows for
BIF units operating under certain conditions be considered as satisfying
-a low risk waste and DRE waiver requirements for units éperating in this
manner. Does-the weekly automatic waste feed cut-off procedure still have
to. test for minimum combgetion temperature?
MR. HOLLOWAY ; Is the situation the facility is exempt from
a DRE requirément? They're exempt from a DRE requirement so why -do they
. 80 is it necessary for them to establish a minimum temperature during
that would apply during the waste feed cut off? And the answer would
be yes because they're certainly different combustion conditions can occur
‘during after the waste feed cut off, i.e., lousy conditions can occur than
the waiver of the DRE contemplated. DRE will be waived when we think
there is no toxic organics: present or when the operations were such that
we were sure DRE would be attained even thhout a test. So, in the case
of a 'low risk waste, as I was saying, now'I thought of another issue. 1In
the case of a low risk waste, I guess the point is that the waste itself
.would have minimum levels of toxic organic constituents but you can still
"get PICs produced from during a waste feed cut off, You can still
have PICs produced from the incomplete combustion of non-hazardous "non-
toxic organics”. ' So the bottom line is yes, you still need to monitor and
. establish a minimum temperature even though you're complylng with the
even though -you're ellglble for DRE waiver.

MR. HLUSTICK . OK. The next-one is does thls twenty-four hour
burn out apply to liquid feed only BIFs where there is no ash generated?
I would say yes, but also, it doesn't matter because the-twenty-four burn
out only applies to routinely generated residuals. And if you're not
generating any, it wouldn't matter.
This is a good one.

Sqmebody wants a list of speakers and
(laughter) )

their phone numbers.
MS. CHbW; " I can giﬁe Cindy Bryck's number.

MR. HLUSTICK: For tier one or adjusted tier one assuming all
(metals). in equals all (metals) out (the stack). Therefore why would
combustion temperature make a dlfference in compllance’ I think we just

answered this one, didn't we?

MR. HOLLOWAY: That's a good question, I think. The question
was ... I.believe the question was, you’re complying with tier one or
adjusted tier one for metals, Do you have to monitor temperature? You
have to establish a temperature limit and comply with it. You would not
need to establish a maximum temperature, but you still would need to
establish a minimum temperature that applies during the waste feed cut off
because the max deal with metals and the min. deals with PICs.

MS. CHOW: OK., I guess that's all the questions. It is time
for our lunch break and let's reconvene at 1:45. (AFTERNOON SESSION)

Owner/Operator Inspections

MS. ANDERSON: We're going to start off this afterncon with
something that I think is pretty straightforward. From the information,
you submitted to us, you asked for a basic overview on what

owner/operators are required to do in terms of inspections at your
facilities. So, I've put together .a few slides covering these
requirements. One of the areas that we found the most violations 'in is -
the written inspection schedule requirement that's in 265.15. Primarily,
the violation is that facilities don't ~have this type of written
inspection schedule. In the BIF regulations, you're required to comply
with a lot-of general facility standards that all TSDFs are required to
comply:with and this is one of the basic ones. So, it's important that
you, as a facility owner/operator, have something written .down and
actually take some time to look at .all your equ1pment--your safety

equipment, any emergency equipment, other equipment that you think is
important in preventing or responding to releases of hazardous
-constituents. That type of equipment has to be inSpected on a regular
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schedule and you have to 1dent1fy in that schedule what problems you
expect to see with that equipment, what type of malfunctions could occur,
what you're looking for when you inspect it. Aand, again, keep the written -
inspection schedule at the facility and provide it to the inspector. when
they come on site. Now, this applies to not only the BIF unit, but any
units that handle hazarddus waste at your facility. So, "if you have
containers or tanks or surface impoundments in addition to your BIF unit,
those types of units have specific lnspectlon requirements under Lhat
particular unit's requirements in 265 during interim status and Lhos
types of things have to be put in your written inspection schedule-

Again, the regulation's -intent is to make sure you re 1nspe(L1nq
for any type of problems with the equipment that can lead to thieats o
releases of hazardous constituents. Generally, when you're determining
the :frequency of your inspections, you'!re looking at what the
deterioration rate is; you might use manufacturer's specifications to couwe

..up.with -how often. you think- you ‘have- to-inspect: certain pumps or certain-

valves. And again, certain areas have to be lnspeeted daily, and it's
required: in the regulations. Any area that's subject to loading n
unloading where you could have spills, you have to inspect those types ot
areas on a dally basis. And if you have any kind of spill,
clean it up- right away. Again,

you newed to

these are pretty .straight forward
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in. the BIF requlations,
tequitement’s that you need to be aware of and one of them is
st wisual daily inspections of all of your BIF related equipment.
hll|‘l, all of the feed lines going into it, any pump ‘and valves, all
That type of equipment. has to be inspected on a daily basis; and you have

How
R |‘:1ti n
L

thee

teo kopp a record of that. Aqaln you- also have .to test your automatic
wasite feed cut of f system, which I think Dwight mentioned earlier. The
minimim jequitrement in the rpqu]atlons is to test it once every seven,

dayr, unless you think that there is good reason why you can do it less
frequent Iy thHan that; in which case you document in your record why you're
dning.it less: frequently than every seveh days and that way it's there to
present to the Jnspectors when they come out to see your facxllty

Another important area of violations ... again,
paperwork violation and pretty 1nconsequent1a1

- it may seem
. JH"' Like . . but the
“inspection T
you're doing these 1nspect10ns, so it's important to, us that the record
be complete. And that it includes a date and time of your inspection, the
obsozvat1ons that are made and the name of the person who actually does
the inspections. And if there are any repairs. Just to summarize, the
main areas that we find deficiencies in . are: lack of any kind of
inspection log or if you're not doing your daily inspections, you haven't
recorded them in your inspection log.- We may go out and see an actual

there are a couple of specific

‘must the records be retrieved during an inspection?

LR

Example, records feed
rate.; If you're keeping your inspection logs on a computerized disc.the
inspection log and the written inspection schedule needs to be available
to the inspector when they go on site so you should be able to retrieve
that information fairly.quickly. 1It's up to the inspector. They may
allow you to.send it in to them if they don't want to see it on the spot,

. but it is required that they have .access to it when they go to an -

I don't think there's any t1me frame.

lnqpectlon

MR. GIGLIELLO: '1'd be curious; whoever asked this guestion.

‘Is- there a problem- retrieving computer records and if so, what is the

problem that you see because as Kate said, an inspector can, within his

» or her own discretion bas1cally say, OK, you don't have the records here,

10§ " is ‘the ~only record that we have to check to make sure

problem and.if it's past the time when .you normally would have inspected

it, if that wasn't in your inspection log, that's another indication that
maybe you're not doing inspections on the required schedule. Or if you
haven't taken corrective action, and there's a puddle on the ground and
~ it hasn't been cleaned ,up, that may be another indicdation that you're not,
‘complying with these inspection requirements. So, again, if you have
questions, “please pass them up. and we'll take a look ~at "some of youx
specific areas of concern. .

. Q., Are inspections required on days when hazardous waste is not
burned? A. For BIF-specific inspection requirements in 40 CFR 266.103
-{j), the BIF and associated equipment mus; be visually inspected when they
contain hazardous waste. For the general inspection requirements in 40
CFR 265.15, "the owner/operator is responqible for writing into. the
1nqpect10n plan how often certain equipment needs to be inspected.. The
plan should indicate any changes in the 1nspect10n schedule, including
when hazardous waste 1s not belng burned. ) .

Q. And how far upstream of the combustlon unit do you inspect?
That is from the point of generation? A. Again, since the regulations
are specific to the kind of units, you would have, for instance, a tank
feeding into the boiler. .
tank, the tank itself, the boiler all of that is going to be part of
your required inspection.- The requirements under the tank regulations
include inspections of the tank, and ancillary equipment. You should have
an jinspection .schedule fér that unit. Technlcally , the waste is
generated when it enters the pipe to be fed to either a tank storage unit
or to be dllertly fed to the BIF.

Q.

For records thatlare'maintained by écmputer, how quickly -

If carrying hazardous waste, the pipes from the

required to produce that record..
_ computer records that are difficult to access.:

.is going to ask for certain records, you may say, look,

send them to me within X number of days. OK? But if they feel that they
need that information in order to do their job that day, basically you are
So, is thére anything peculiar about

records would be easier to access. To be perfectly honest. 1Is there some
unique thing about computer records that I'm not aware of that makes it
more difficult to access these things.. Or are they in a main frame 4,000
miles away that you've got to call up on Saturday afternoon? I mean, what
is the problem? I guess that's the question I'm asking.

(comment from audience inaudible)
You'fe‘séying it's a data reduction problem?
{comment from audience inaudible)

Can people hear what she said?: Could you just repeat it.

MS. ANDERSON : She said in Eheir'Region they had archivesband
data and. the inspector allowed them about a week to provide the data to
them after the 1nspect10n So, it sounds like' a reasonable approach to
the problem. ) o

o
- A

.

. MR. GIGLIELLO One of . the practlcal th1ngs you can do I
know some of you probably think some of the inspectors are wild-eyed and
crazy people, but in most cases when the inspector walks in, what they do
is have an opening: inspection. I always did, and I explained, this is a
series of things I want to go through to get from you. And one of the
things would be records. If at that point, you know that the inspector
it's going to take
us some time to get these records, can we mail them to you. Instead of
waiting for that moment when he asks for the recoz~ like five hours
later. Tell him upfront that you have a practical problem with getting
this data because it's a 150 mg disc. So that's a real practical thing

‘you might want to present with the inspector when they first walk in the
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door. If he doesn't Asay‘ what records he's .looking. .for, take the
initiative and say, look,. what are you going to need from us, so I can go
to my main frame or go ‘to my computer people and get ‘the data for you.
Instead of just waiting for him to ask the question. I know some of you
aren't thrilled with the idea of prov1d1ng a 1ot of data, but it could
help in the long run

I would _think.computer. _ .




MS. ANDERSOM: OK. One last question here. In the information
collection requests (ICR) dated 10/21/94 .on page 134, first bullet, it
states that daily inspections are performed each working day, 260 times
a year. Does that mean only Monday through Friday? A. Again, I think
that certain daily inspections are required whenever there's hazardous
waste in the unit and it could be on a seven day a week schedule for some
facilities. 1 would think it's every day that the facility's in
operation. Again, one thing you have to remember about the ICR is that
it's an estimate that takes into account the variability from facility to
facility. So you can't really use an ICR estimate as your definite
blueprint for the minimum requirements. Those are estimated time
requirements for a facility to comply with the regulations, but it may not
be the maximum or the minimum. Any other question? ,OK. Great.

Next, we're going to have a discussion on the air emission
requirements, and Girger Gotliffe, who's an environmental engineer in the
Training and Guidance Section of the RCRA Enforcement Division ig going

to lead that discussion.

Subpart BB Inspections

MS. GOTLIFFE: As owners and operators of BIFs,
likely also affected by this new rule
equipment leaks.

~and permitted

You are most
(264/5 Subpart BB) that addresses
These requirements are nearly identical for both interim
facilities, the only difference. is for reporting
requirements. There was.a comment about reporting requirements earlier
this morning. This is one of the rules that does require a permitted
facility that has these requirements incorporated into their permit to
provide semi-annual reporting of any exceedances. This rule was
promulgated because of Section 3004 (n) that was added in the HSWA amend-
ments. This requirement told EPA that we must address air emissions from
TSD facilities. The Agency has done this through a two-phased approach.
The equipment leak regulation is part of Phase 1. The other part of Phase
1 addresses leaks from process vents. There are only six very specific
types of process vents that are affected, Phase 2 will address, tanks,
. containers and surface impoundments. Most likely you will be affected by
that phase with the tanks. That is expected to be promulgated later.this
year. The equipment leak rule affects equipment handling organic waé;es,
Facilities can have hundreds of these pieces of equipment on site.
Basically, the rule requires you to monitor, inspect and to repair the
leaks in a timely fashion.’
keeping requirements. We will . discuss ‘applicability, waste stream
determination, our various options for controls,'your record keeping
requirements and reporting. And after the summary, we'll go over- the
differences between the rule. for permitted facilities versus interim
status and how permitted facilities that have interim status BIFs can
- identify which-pieces of eguipment must comply with. this rule. The rule
'was promulgated in June Sf 1990 in Federal Register (June 21,1990) page
25454. -Equipment that is-in vacuum service is exempt from this.requlation
and there are other types of exempt units. . Production units, waste water

treatment, subtitle D municipal units, domestic sewage systems and closed

loop reclamation. However, other types of recycling that you might have

on your facility are affected by this rule.

These are the seven types of
equipment. that are covered by the rule.

Some of these categories have

~different designations which will alter your monitoring frequency and the

values that you are looking for to determ
piece of equipment. For example, for pumps there are three different
categories: general, no detectable emissions and also a pump that is
outfitted with a dual mechanical seal and a sensor system. Valves also
have different categories including unsafe to monitor and difficult to
monitor. If a valve is located six feet overhead and could put the
inspector into jeopardy, then the facility may go to a yearly ingpection
cycle but a-written schedule must be written. Also the equipment that is
covered by this rule must be clearly jdentified so that when an inspector,
either the facility inspector or a requlatory inspector comes through, can
quickly and easily identify equipmenEFas.being covered under this program.

ine whether your have a leaking

There are several different types of determinations that the
facility must perform on the waste stream in contact with the equipment,
These are the organic concentration determination and your fluid state
determination. As mentioned before, the rule only applies to equipment
that is in contact with waste over 10% organics. Initially you will need
to determine which pieces of equipment: will be contacting organic waste
of that concentration. Also you need to determine the fluid state because
that will make a difference in your monitoring and your inspection
frequency. '

For the waste determination of the organic value, you have two

“options. Either You can use one of ‘five different methods specified in the

Compliance is demonstrated through your record
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. locate’the leaks.
. Oor. exceeding 10,000 ppm. The reference compounds are  Listed

rule for the direct measurement (basically GC/MS) or you can rely on
knowledge. Knowledge of the process can include when you know that no
organics are used in the process or whether the waste stream is identical
to other processes where you've already conducted direct measurement .
For the fluid state, you need to determi
with a gas, .light liquid, or a heavy liquid.
quite important because it significantly alters

ne. if you are working
The determination here is
your inspection strategy.

Facilities do have options of how they want to handle thei:
equipment and the inspections. " They can work on the basis of work
practice. You can modify the equipment  so that you can get a category of
no detectible emissions or you can have other equipment modifications and
additions ‘'such as adding control dévices. The work practices-are based
on a leak detection and repair program. Basically, you do your leak
detection wmonitoring, using method 21. In some cases it .is just a
physical inspection to see if"something'is dripping or if you can detect
by smell that there's a leak. And then the facility has to initiate
repair within five days and complete the repair within fifteen. Alsu al)
the leaking equipment must be tagged until that equipment is fixed, unlesy
it is.a .valve .in.which case the-tag -must- remain on the valve "ToT twa
months. . : i : )

portable orgamic analyuer 1.,
For most cases, a leak is defined as g luvel elquats t..

Method 21 is basically the pgg'ot a

i b
\




alsn xhn tesponse factor must be calculated for each compound and
than 10, Each facility must determine, based on the organic

ety

wer 1t by [aveges

~Ah~%|:yﬂs; in-yout plant, what type of portable organic analyzer: is
arplicable to what you have. MS could work for all compounds. Flame
i zation would work for atl compounds, Photo ionization is better for

arematic compounds.  Klectiolytic conductivity is better for halogenated

decanpeondss . » -

Repairs must begin within five calendar days of determlnatlon if

in a timely fashion is.

’ thvnu'" aleak. The equipment must be tagged and repair must be completed
within fifteen days. You “must document all * this to demonstrate,
compliance, . You must identify the date that. you determined there was a
leak. when 1ppa1r starts, what ‘the repair operations'were, who conducted

it, and when it was-completed .
Another option that you have for your equipment is to operate
Meqnlpment that is-no. detectable'em1551ons
‘pumps or ‘valves that will not-allow any emissions to leave the unit. You
again would use Method 21. -However, that is only an annual monitoring
" event and you are only monltorlng for 500 ppm above background. That test
must be done 1n1t1a11y and again annually

The third optlon that you have is to add different types. of
Conrrols ‘to your other equipment. For example, you can add dual seals and
sSensors for certain types of pumps and compressors. You can add caps,

“-close 1oop sampling or you can hook: up your system to a control device
that is specified under the AA requirements for process vents. Again, you
have the visual 1nspect10n for detectable emissions and you have the same

‘)epalr scenario.

So, in summary, for the different types of equipment’, yoh can see
that. in different cases you will be testing for different values and you
will be testing different frequencies. If using the work practice method
the facility would conduct monthly monitoring for a leak of 10,000 ppm.

" If operating under no detectable emissions, the facility would perform an
annual test for 500 above background. For equipment specifications for
say a pump using dual seals and sensors, then you would base a leak on the
failure of your sensor. Also,” remember the difference between the
. different fluid states; for heavy ligquids what’ you're relying on is
physical inspection. This should be ‘done during the weekly walk- through
inspections. If evidence of a leak is found then within five days the
facility has to go back with your organic probe (Method 21) to determine
if there is a leak. For valves you can-earn a reduced monitoring schedule
for a well maintained facility ‘that has few leaks. If you complete two
successive months ‘of determining that there are no leaks in your valves,
then you can go to a gquarterly monltorlng schedule.” There also is another
option for 2% leaking which allows no more than 2% of your valves to leak
at any time, and then you can move to a quarterly schedule.

This slide shows the different choices that you have for pressure
relief devices and flanges. For pressure relief devices, what you have
tey do after release, you have five'days to do a Method 21 testing and
repair within five days, that's a.slightly different case than all the
others. And "again, for the other three types, I think that's pretty

. These..are certain tynes of .

'des1gnat10n

L.OneYa tineg vcnnvpl
~r =g

straight forward. . L . . !

Record keeping. - Again, when an 1nspector is checklng on the
facllxty s compliance they're going to be looking at your records to find
out how often you've found leaks and how quickly you have repaired- them.
This is to insure that all the equipment is operating in a safe manner.
Detecting general category leaks is not a violation, but not repairing 1t
‘ However, exceeding the no detectable emissions
limit is a violation. . P

‘General records required. You must have a list in your operating
record of the ID numbers, locations, de31gnat10n per-centage of organics
that that equipment is handling as well as the method of compliance or the
And those ‘are all spec1fled in 264 and 265, section 1064,
1 apologlze that all of these slides only say 264. It is section 265 as
well. " If you re adding a closed vent . system and control devices, your

- bnn

—must kept-based -on- 1064-{e} -

e
COras—must o8

subject to the monthly leak detection, in other words, for the equipment
that is subject to the annual NDE requirements, you must list those pieces
of equipment. .You must list pressure relief devices. The NDE results,

. and also list the vacuum’service equipment which was exempt from these

" that are considered difficult to monitor and unsafe to monitor.
facility must create an inspection plan for those pleces of equipment to

for the valves
The

requirements. There's also a requirement under 1064 (h)

allow yourself a -schedule to lnspect those pieces of equipment at least

“once a year.

‘monitoring,

Marking of leaking equipment.. Tagging is very important, and will
be used by the inspector as he or she is walking through the facility.
Also, information must be kept under 1064(d) to show you conducted your
the monitor that was used, the dates that you did the
ingpection, - the repairs that were made and any repairs that were delayed
and the rationale for why that repair was delayed.

Information must be kept on barrier fluid” sYstems and also
information for determining exemptions. 1If you're d01ng‘test results and
you've determined that a piece of equipment that- used to handle hazardous

‘waste of a concentration to bring it in under this rule and now no longer

does, you must keep records of all test results:for that.

Records retentlon ig for three years for the monltorlng of repalr
and detectable emissions and all other records must be kept for the llfe
of the facility. : :

.

Semi annual reports. These are required only for. permitted-
facilities. Thése  reports should cover control device exceedances that
were uncorrected for over a day, pumps in light liquid, valves. and gas or
light liquid service and compressors not repaired within fifteen days.
You don't need to file this report if there weren't any. exceedances.

In summary, this rule applies to TSDs, handling organic waste
greater than 10%. .Fluid type is very important as well as des1gnat10n of
the equipment to determlne how often you have to conduct your inspections.
‘ Record keeplng is very 1mportant to demonstrate compllance There are
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different applicability standards depending on the type of the facility.
For interim status, you must have been in compliance by the effective date
of the rule which was December 1990. For permitted facilities that
received their permit before that date, you are shielded until your permit
i3 opened by the Agency. However, if the facility itself asks for a
modification to the permit, then BB requirements will be applicable to
that portion of the facility where the modification is taking place. For
a facility or unit newly subject to RCRA because of a new listing or a
newly identified waste, BB must be adhered to six months after the
effective date of that listing. -For newly constructed facility or unit,
it would be on the opening day and also for a unit newly subject to air
standards, it would also be on the day of start up. I think that there
have been some questions about a permitted, facility that is shielded which
now operates a BIF in interim status. And how to determine whether the
equipment that's going from a permitted tank into.an interim status BIF
should be clagsified, Basically, the equipment is exempt from those
requirements if the permit was issued before the effective date and the
conducting system was in place and the conducting system has been covered
by the permit. So this is going to be a very site specific determination.
You'll have to go back and lock into your permit and find ott if that
equipment is covered or not. If not, then it's an.interim status.

Q: With zgggrd td 266.103 (h) Fugitive Emigsions. Is this where
Subpart BB is partingnt to this BIF regs. If so; why doesn't it state
that? Can you }ook that up? : :

MS. ANDERSON: ‘OK. .It sounds like what that question involved
was the requirement to maintain a negative pressure or keep the combustion
chamber closed so that there are no fugitive emissions. That is part of
the BIF rule. That's not part of the rule that Ginger is talking about,
so she's talking about .separate things that apply to other hazardous waste
units at your: facility. T ' :

MS. Gotliffe: Section 266.103 (h) refers.to the emissions from
the BIF itself like seals,etc. Section 266.103(a) (4) (viii) is what pulls
in the equipment leaks standards. ’ ’

Q: How do you define-élearly identified in reference to pumps,
valves, compressors. In other words, are tags absolutqu required, or are
detailed inventory lists adequate? o

MS: Gotliffe: There's two separate requirements. The equipment
must be marked and included in inventory lists and then there's also the
requirement that it must be tagged if it's léaking. Thé tag has to be a
physical tag.put on that piece of equipment. First, in your records,'you
must have an inventory list of those pieces of equipment. You also have
to have the equipment marked either physically on the .piece of equipment
or through a boundary design, or a'coloring or other gystem, so that as
someone is walking through the facility, they can clearly identify any
piece of equipment as. being under the BB program or not.

. . . - N '

Q: Are Subpart CC requirements in the upcoming standards for
tanks, containers and surface impoundments duplicative of Clean Rir Act
standards and -do we need both? - -

MB. Gotliffe: They should complement each other. The
requirements that you have a, say, a production facility, should have
similar requirements to this under the CAA. These requirements (CCl. aire

only for pieces of equipment used in the TSD type of operations. Do you
need both? I believe the answer is yes because they complement each
other.

Q: Where does Subpart BB begin? If you are transporting

hazardous waste by truck Erom one process to
unit subject to BB?

your BIF unit, is the process

Ms. Gotliffe: Production units are not covered, however any
piece of equipment handling waste from that unit that contains over 10%
by weight organic concentrations and is located at a TSD must be in
compliance with BB. BB applies only to.those seven pieces of equipment
identified in the BB rule, so if you're using a truck that’s not covered
by BB.

¢ .

Q: Applicability flow chart did not include waste gas, not
hazardous waste, what is the regulatory definition for waste gases? Is’
the prdcegs of vent gas containing fuel value still called waste gas? If
not, does the BTU determine gas to be fuel or waste? What is the cut off-
BTU? Basically, what is the regulatory definition for waste gas?

MS. ANDERSON: and see if that answers the question that was
asked. We often do get questions about whether process gases being vented
are hazardous waste or not, and the answer is that whatever process the
gas originated from.would have had to be a hazardous waste process for us
to regulate an uncontained gas. Now contained gases are_something
different and those specifically are regulated if they meet the definition
of solid waste but for uncontained gases, if they're coming from some.
other process, they're not regulated. If they're coming from a hazardous

waste tank or a hazardous waste process, then théy{are regulated.

"other fugitive emission monitoring requirements.

MS. Gotliffe: The waste géses from the 6 process vents covered
by AA must be analyzed to see if the facility must put control devices on
them. The BTU value may be a factor in picking a control-device.

'b: Hazardous waste fuel tanks that supply hazardous waste fuel
to the BIF units are operated as ninety day or less hazardous waste tanks
under the generator regulations. The BIF units and associated equipment -
are monitored under Subpart BB and the tank systems are monitored undet
Is this correct? Su

this question is, is the equipment that's associated.with a ninéty day o:

. less tank have to comply with BB?

Ms. Gotliffe: Well, a ninety day or less tank isrexampt t1om

. the permitting .requirements so-that would -be outside the universe_"
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i MS. ANDERSON: They have: to meet . the technical Slﬁ“dJlJS;
though. Right?. - ) ’
. 1

MS. GOTLIFFE: That is coriect, particularly fo) the e puent




Sh i adksmeciated with that tank, 'you know, that is controlling the fluid

Wit that tank, not 1ornsqaxxly all the way down the line to the BIF.
S owdald heed to have a case- by-case determination of which equipment is
vittvejated with the exempt: 90 day.tank. However, once the CC standards are

paantlepated, Jens than 90 day ranke ‘will likely be qubject to cC.

) U: Can samples.he taken through an open. ended line that meets
the gequirements of Subpart BB or must a special sampling connection

f2yat em bn insta11éd? The requirements fotr an open ended line are that it

" he capped. And there are separate anu1reﬁ9nt9 for & sampling. connection
system,  But 1 don t know that it says that they cannot take the cap off
{0 take any gampllnq -

MS. GOTLIFFE: Open-ended lines should not be used for sampling. .

The discussion of this is on page 25460 of the June 21, 1990 Federal
Register preamble. Waste should be sampled at points prior to thelr
nypovuxp Lo the atmosphere

Q: What is the boundary limit for subpért BB monitoring

ap"pljcability7 Ba51cally what we have is a point of generation, flowing.

through some equlpment to a less than ninety day hazardous waste tank,
flow1ng through some more equipment: to a BIF unit. The équipment that
‘is going from the point of generation, as long as it is greater than 10%
organics does have to come under BB. If the equipment is part of the
ninety day hazardous tank system, in other words, it is the valve that is
controlling what is in that tank, then that would be exempt. However, all
equipment on down the line to the treatment would still be covered by BB
until the treatment reduces the organlc level. :

MS. GOTLIFFE: if. the equ1pment is assoc1ated with a less than’

90 day exempt tank, then it is exempt "from .the BB requirements. However,
for other equipment on the piping, location is not important. As long as
it is in contact with waste contalnlng 10% organics, it must meet BB.

) Questlon: Is scrubbing mediUm from a control device installed
on a less than ninety day accumulation tank- for a listed waste also a
"listed waste? ..If so, why? It's not derived from TSD of . the waste and
it's not a mixture. Scrubbing medium from a ' control device.

. MS. GOTLIFFE: In the preamble, I don't think' we. discuss

scrubbing medla used in control devices as being a listed waste. See page
25477. It is mentioned in the .preamble to the proposed CC standards {FR
’ July 22, 1991) see page 33491 and 33508. Spent carbon should be managed
as 'a solid waste and must be. regenerated to minimize the release of

organlcs into the atmosphere by using a control device or else- destroyed"

by incineration. Since this rule is only in the proposed stage, please be
‘sure to find the final determlnatlon on spent carbon from the flnal cc
rule. -

Q: Will Subpart BB leak deflnltlon be modlfled to reflect the
lpak definition- used by .other regulatlons, such as .the HON and Air

PBermits. This WOuld eliminate the need for callbratlon records at 500 and

10,000 ppm. . -

Ms. Gotliffe: .There's no move that I know to modify those and
T unfortunately don't know exactly how those things are defined in the * -
-other regulations. I'm afraid I can't answer that one. B
Q: Please elaborate on equ1pment designated not to leak and to -
- .give some examples |
Ms. Gotliffe: Pumps, magnetlcally coupled centrlfugal pumps,
magnetically-coupled gear pump, canned meter centrifugal pump, - and
hydraulically-backed diaphragm metering pump. Valves: sealed bellows.
valve, diaphragm valve, and pinch valves. : ’

.

Q: Seminar pﬁbiication; . ) o ‘.

Ms. Gotliffe: It was a semlnar publlcatlon that was done *
. several years ago when the rule first came out and we went to all the
"Regions that did training for the publié as well as -for the regulatory
‘community and it covers both AA and BB. It ‘was entitled,"Organic Air _ . . _._
Emissions from Waste ‘Management Facilities". The document number is ‘
" EPA/625/R-92/003. It was written by ORD and OAQPS. in August '1992.

©a

Recordkeeping

My name’ is Emily Chow. I am a chemical engineer, and I work in the
Office of Waste Programs Enforcement. Up to this point we have talked
about the various aspects.qf the BIF rule and some- of the inspections an
owner/operator needs to-perform. At this time, let's’ go over another very
important aspect of the BIF rule, which is what a fac111ty has to-do to

) dotument its operatlon and compliance. Based on the questions that I have

- received from you, they can fit into four general categorles The first
category contains. the types of record required of BIF facilities,
particularly the BIF units. -The second category is how frequently should
a facility record‘the data? The third category is what-~ “format should a
facility use to record their data? And the last categbry is where should .
a facility keep.its data and ‘also, for how long ,should 1t keep the data’
Now,' today, besides- addre551ng your concerns in these four areas I would
also like to take the opportunity to share with you some of. the
difficulties and problems that our inspectors encountered when they
conduct 1nspect10ns " So, these are the five topics I'm going to cover
ﬁoday in this session. However, before I do that, let.me just define the
term recording or recordkeeplng for your in the context of the BIF rule

) Recordlng is an act to capture or to memorlallze the actual
operatlon of a BIF unit either mechanically, such as via strip charts, or
electronically, such as via computers. A facility may choose to record
the: operating . parameter required by the regulation either on an
instantaneous basis ofr on an hourly relling ‘average basis. And we'll
explain and talk about _these two terms later when we talk about frequency.

Let's now discuss the first topic, the types of records a facility
has to keep. Obviously, there are different types of recoyds a facility
has to keep and some. of the records ought to be kept for three years while
the others until closure of the facility. Now, at the back of your notes
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for this session, you will see that there are a number of tables and some
attachments. Table 1 summarizes the major types of records a BIF unit
must have. This table, however, does not include all the recording
requirements for BIF units nor does it include other requirements for the
BIF facility. It only addresses the BIF unit itself. The owner/operator
should go through the regulation with a fine tooth comb to determine what
applies in his facility and how long he should keep the records.
k]

Let's now go over Table 1 and let me tell you how this Table is
organized and what it contains. There are three pages to this Table and
this Table has three columns. The first column lists Che types of units
such as interim status units, permitted facilities, - direct-transfer
facilities, small quantity burners, or recovery units to recover metals
or precidus metals. The second column gives you the location where you
can find the requirements in the 40 CFR. Then the third column gives you
the bulk of the table, the actual parameters that you need to record. One
thing I want to point out is that the Tables only address the parameters
that you have to set limits for in the COC. Let me give you an example
of what I meant by that. If you look at the first page of Table 1 and go
to the middle of the third column undex’ total feed stream3, it lists the
parameters that you need to keep records for. However, I didn't put down
that you need to record the total feed stream, because the requlation does
not require an owper/operator to set limits for the total feed stream.
However, that doedn't mean that you don't have to record the total feed
stream going intd the units. Specifically in 266.103(c) (4) (iv) (d), it
states that a facility has to ‘record the mass feed rates of the
constituents. To derive the mass feed rates, you should know the
concentration of the constituents and the flow rates of the feed streams
" going into each feed stream. Thexefore, you need to record the total feed
going into the combustion unit. Also, there is a misleading sentence in

quantity burners, direct transfer facilities or facilities that generate
residuals, So, it has basically the same format as Table 1. I just want
to again reiterate the fact that Table 1 dnly lists the major reporting
requirements. It doesn‘t have everything for you and the reason is that
1 really want you to go through the regulation instead of relying on the
handout that I'm giving you today so that you will understand the
regulations and see what part of the regulation applies to your facility.

Besides what is required for the combustion unit itself, theire are
other recordkeeping requirements too. For instance, the general facility
requirements apply to most of the facilities. If you have tanks or
containers on site, you will have to comply with the Subpart I and Subpart
J requirements. Again, Subpart BB may apply to your facility as well.

. The regulation also requires the facilities to keep a correspondence file

this Table on the first page. 1It's the second dash under the total feed
streams on the Brd column. It says, if recording volumetric flow rate of -
the total feed, ‘then you-also need the composition. That sentence is

misleading because it doesn't matter what unit you use to record the feed
going into the units, whether it is mass or volume, you will need the
concentration anyway. I put down density also depending on the units.

Let's say you have your feed stream going in -- it's measured in volume
(gallons per hour). But if it's a. solid, then the sSampling analysis
(concentration) will be in milligram per kilogram. So you cannot directly
do a calculation to determine what your mass feed rate is for that
constituent without the density. In these situations you will need to
have the density to convert the ratio of mass to volume. S0 please cross
out that sentence, which actually comes up in the following two categories
also: the. total hazardous waste feed.stream and the total.of pumpable
hazardous waste feed streams. So, please cross out this- sentence for
those two categories also. All right. Let's turn to the second part of
Table 1. Again, on opt of column 3, there are ‘three parameters. The CO,
.0, and H,. There should be a bracket next to these three parameters to
indicate all; three must -be continuously-monitored-at- the same '‘point-
if please add a bracket next to these three, then it would explain that
better. Now again, please take a look at page 2. In the first column,
we are referring to the smelters, the melters or refining furnaces that
recovers metals or precious metals, and the major requirements associated
with them: The third page goes over -the major requirements for small

to allow the public to have access or make cdpies of relevant information.
The information to. be included in the correspondence file is listed in
266.103(b) (6) . The regulation is very clear in terms of what is required
in this correspondence file. But for some reasons, people are confused
over what is required. Quite a number of questions came up regarding
thig, $o let me address them here. One question came up on whether a -
facility should have a separate correspondence file oxr should they mingle
this file with their other operation logs or other files. My answér to
that is it depends on how comfortable you are to have the public going
through your records. Bear in mind that the public has the right to look
at what is in the correspondence file. The more spread out :the files are,
the less control you would have as to what people are looking at. So,
it's up to the facility.

Another question came up regarding.a third party sending a FOIA
request (Freedom Of Information Act) to the regulatory .agency requesting
information on a particular facility. ~The question. was whether the
facility should keep the FOIA response that was sent to the third party
in the correspondence file. And the answer is.no. If you look at
266.103(b) (6), it stated that the correspondence file should have all the
correspondence between the facility and the directors of states and local
regulatory agencies. So, information the regulatory agencies sent out as
a result of FOIA needs not be included in the file. .

The last question on correspondence file was regarding
inspections. Section 266. 103 (b) (6) 1listed odt a list of documents a
facility should keep in the correspondence file.. You should keep all of
the COCs. and COPs, compliance test results, any inspection rep01fs, any
notices of violations and compliance orders.” The question was what it an
inspector came on.site and the inspection was not focused on the BIF unit

.itself but on equipment or containers that are associated with-the BIF

. boiler and the valves that are associated with the combustion unit;
So.,-
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units or the BLF operations. For instance, it could be a Subpart BB
inspection, and the inspector was inspecting the pipes that go into the
Or,
it-could be- an inspection which-focuses on-tanks and.containers. - Showld
inspection ‘reports generated from these types of inspections be. included
in the correspondénce file? The answer is.yes. I think as

inspection covers any pieces of equipment that are associated with the: BIF
units and the BIF operations, you should include’ that inspection i1cport
1t

and " any notices of violation (NOV} in the correspondence tile

long as an



earder is 1esulted from the inspection,

in the corregspondence files also.

Coanp U agdees théy too need to he
e e E v
t hyoughout. the BIF regulations,
wone‘used quite often to measure the amount of wastes, fuel,
taw ma!nnial -that go into the BIF units. Questions come up all the
time as to: how a facility should measure and monitor the feed that goes
into the BIF. units - Let. me try to make. this clearer .here: In
She 103 h) (2) (i) (a), where it - eays that a facility should kndw the mass
- leed tate’of the constituents in pounds per- hour Therefore, a fac111ty
i supposed to monitor the mass feed rates of constituents going into the
units.  The regulations don't specify whether a facility should measure
the volume or the mass that goes into the unit. However, I would like to
point out that whatever unit you use, the owner/operator must ensure
fnentgh components are available to calculate the pounds per hour of feed.

Now,
fleve

Al -

VAt e

For example, the unit for the feed going in should jive with the unit

nf tho concentration. vnu should also- record the- density:

- If not,

I_hope to explain the recording requirement fhrther in Table 2.
let. me explain to you what the table ‘contains. Again in Table 2, I focus
"mostly on parameters that we set limits for in the COC. The first column
deals with the type of feed. It could be the total feed going in, the

" BIF regulation defines quite clearly what a. facility has to do for the:

hourly rolling averages. Let me quote that for you. The facility must

‘continuously sample’ the regulated parameter without interruption and

the term of feed rates and

.And, again, it applies to CO and O, as indicated in Appendix 9.

total hazardous waste feed going in, or the pumpable hazardous waste feed .

“going in. The second column deals with the constituents of concern.
.Again,
constityents and not the total feed itself. But agaln, it qoesn t mean
that one doesn't have to record the-total feed. The third column deals
with the physical states of. the feed. Whether ;t’s a solid, a liquid; or
gas. 'And the fourth column deals with the facility's mode of monitoring,
whether you are monitoring the mass going in or the volume going in.

idea is that ‘the fifth column would give you what is required to be
recorded for-different scenarios. In summary, the owner/operator has

for the total feed you'll see that’ what I put down is for the.

The

—and’ reported on an instantanecus basis and then in parentiiesis,

-exceeding these limits.

evaluates the detector response at least once each fifteen seconds and
compute and report the. average value at least every 51xty seconds.
Therefore, the owner/operatér must . record the.one minute averages. Then,
the regulation went on. to explain the hourly rolling average. It is the
arithmetic mean of the sixty most recent one minute average values redord-
ed. So, in addition to the one minute averages, the owner/operator must
also record the hourly rolling averdges. This applies to'.all of the-
parameters that a facility chooses to use the hourly rolling-average for. -
Actually,
CO and 0; are the parameters one must use the hourly rolling average,. and
not the 1nstantaneous limits.

Now in the case of instantaneous limits, 266 103(b)(5) defxnes that as a

- limits for parameter that may be established and contlnuously monitored

“such as”
the value that occurs at any time. Let me, at this time, give you some
background om the intent of what we meant when we put this down in the
regulation. Basically, the regulatlon allows the owner/operator two modes
of monitoring. @ne can do it ‘instantaneously or baséd it on the hourly
rolllng average. For the instantaneous limits, what the Agency's intent,
was that the owner/operator ‘should set limits and at any time or discrete
moment of its operation, the owner/operator should know that he/she is not
As for the hourly rolling average, it's a little
mofe lenient. It allows you to -take into consideration the peaks and
valleys of the operation It allows you to set an average limit and
allows you to . average out the operating values the operation
throughout a period of time to make sure that the average value within
this period of time does not exceed the average limit. So, as you -can

. see, the second mode, the hourly rolling .average is indeed more lenient

about three or four entrles that need to be recorded for the feeds: -

Again, one must also record the total feeds, the total hazardous waste,
and pumpable’ hazardous ‘waste going in. In addition, a facility must
record the,concentlatlpn.of the constituents. The facility may dlso need
the density. And the last thing it will need to record is the mass.feed
rates of each-constituent.
!Pgulatlons for recordkeeping.
. If a facility, for whatever reason, has difficulty meeting these
requirements, it should contact the appropriate EPA Regions and States.
Now, this is in no way meant to undermine the regulation. The regulation
is clear as to what are required. However, in certain situations, it may
make more sense if one make recording entries in a different way. - Not
necessary that.an owner/operator is recording less than what is required,
but maybe he/she can record in a different way. Therefore, if you feel

that you have an extreme situation, you should contact .the States or the-

Reglonq

Now, let's go over the second category, how frequently

should a facility record? We received quite a number of questions
. regarding “the hourly rolllng average and instantaneous llmlts In
266.102(e) (6) (i), 266.103(b) (5) and 266.103(c) (4) (iv) or the. 40 ‘CFR, the
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So ‘these '‘are the parameters required by the

' The EPA Headquarters recommends the

lead you-have three options.

than the instantaneous limits. The problem comes in when the regulation
defines quite clearly what the monitoring and recording frequency should
be for the hourly rolling average but it is not very clear for the,
instantaneous limits. But, as I said, when we examlne Yhe intent, it's
very clear. The instantaneous limits were never ymeant t& be anything less
than what is required for the hourly rolling. average. Upon evaluating
this issue, EPA Headquarters met with the Regions and came up with a
recommendation that we feel would best meet the intent of the regulation.

monitoring and recording frequency.
for 1nstantaneous limits to be every fifteen seconds just like the hourly
rolling average without the averaging. We have told the EPA Regions our
recommendations. And now we're telling you' and eventually when the
transcript is done, we're telling the public of what our recommendation
is. I understand that quite -a number of Regions are currently working out
different frequencies with.some of the facilities. '‘We're not asking the
Regions to change what they had negotiated. However, we feel it is our
responsibility to let ‘'you know what EPA Headquarters' intent was when we

’wrote the regulataon and what our recommendatlon is.

Let me address one additibnal question. A question came up on
whether one should use or could use instantaneous limit for carcinogenic .
metals and lead. The answer is yes. Actually for carcinogenic metals and
You can use instantaneous ljmits; you can

v




use the hourly rolling average; and You.can use the twenty-four hour
rolling average, And the term “may™ in the regulations means the
owner/operator can choose one of the three options. -

How let's go into the third topic of this presentation.
format should the facilities keep the records? ‘The BIF rule doesn't
specify a particular recording format as long as all of the xequired
parameter entries are made. Therefore, the facility has the flexibility
of using any software programs, any electronic system, or authoring
language to record thieir data. Or, it could use strip charts. For this

What

reason, our inspectors see data being stored in various formats. This is
all right, as long as it is clear and it is understandable.
Unfortunately, in quite a number of cases, they are not. 1In these cases,

the data are not recorded in an organized format as we'll discuss later,
To make it easier for you and the Agency to see how well you're operating,
we came up with five recording principles that we would like to recommend
to you. And, again, these are only recommendations. But before 1 go, into
that, let me make one point that I think it's important for me to make.
In this talk, I am giving you a lot of recommendations. The reason for

really do believe that it ig good business practice to know how efficient

the unit is running, hpw steady the operation is, and how well it jig

complying with,the regulations. Although good records do help expedite

our review, it is‘’not.the purpose of this talk. 1In many instances, even

if the records *are not organized, the Agency will spend the resources to
figure out the data. So, I hope that you will take these recommendat ions
seriously. : ) .

Returning to the five
" recommended 'by the Regions,
“data.

principles. These five principles were
particularly those who reviewed a lot of BIF

Principle No. 1. a1l data must be labeled so that everyone or anyone
who is not familiar with your operation will be able to understand the
data that are presented to them. A key to any abbreviations or acronyms
is also very helpful if a facility uses any abbreviations or acronyms in
the database.. , ’ .

. Principle No. 2 is that a facility should clearly and explicitly
list the units that associate with the number. This is eritical. I think

‘we all know that tery well. A number without, any units does not mean
anything. Our inspectors see a lot ‘of data without units.and I think it
is a real concern to us. It should also be a concern. to you because you
will not know how well you're operating if you can't even make heads and
tails of your operating data. So, units are critical and you must have
them in the data. -And if you choose to use hourly rolling averages for
Some parameters and instantaheQUS‘limits for others,
clearly so one knows what he/she is looking at. . - e

The third Principle -is to label clearly the mode of operation.
We touched on this earlier. Whether you still continue to operate,
recd:d,'or monitor when the instrument js being calibrated. If the
facility continues to record when it\is calibrating, then the records

.8 certain way,

should reflect that. this will halq to explain why some data turn out in

Principal No. 4. 1f your facility uges a strxip chart, then the
scale should be clearly marked on evexry copy. This will expedite any
review by avoiding going back to the first copy where the scale is on.

The last Principle, but not the least. If your strip chart has
multiple tracers, please identify each parameter clearly on your records.
Make sure it's distinguishable, Keep in mind that colors don't Xerox very
well. To give you an example, we received a gquestion from a facility that
fits in this situation very well. This facility has multiple tracers and
it realizes that if it xerox the strip charts, the colors won't show up,
So, the facility was questioning whether they should give the original
data to the inspector. If the facility does that, then it could not
comply with the requirement that it has to keep records at the facility
until closure of the facility. Also, if the facility submit the original
CopY, are there time limits as to when the inspector must return the data?
If for
the facility would not have any record to show that
it is in compliance. And if the facility follows Principle No. s,
would not- be a problem. Nqw, besides-the’five recording principles,
are some additional thoughts I would 1like to share with you.
format'you choose to use, |
table format with parameters and units clearly labeled. It's much easier
to comprehend data represented in an organized format, and I think it also

there
Whatever

-helps the facility a great deal if it is doing some trans analyses on the

efficiengies'of its units. Whatever system a facility uses, just bear in
mind that it ought to be able to provide hard. copies of the data to the
inspector when the data are requested.

_ States agreed to accept data on discs, which could happen in some cases,

please do labél}them

‘to be kept at the facility.
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then just make sure that the data are stored in a format that ig
compatible with the hardware that the Agency has. Also, you should work
this out ahead of time before you submit the data. Some facilities submit
maximum daily values in addition to submitting very organized, easy-to-
comprehend data. We found that the maximum daily values are very useful .
In a quick scan, we are able to tell how well the unit is operating - and
how close it is opefating to the parameter limits. I think it's also very
useful for a fécility.to determine how well it is operating at the end of
the week or end of the month. 1f it's, easy to do, we appreciate_ you

’ofganized and well maintained system looks like so I can'‘t give you an

example. However, I have a good example fér the maximum daily value,
which is attached after Table 2.. It presents the daily maximum value in
the table form with the Parameters and-the units clearly labeled. 1t'y
pretty easy to comprehend. If you're willing to do 'something 1ike that
this is a format you can considér. = e e R

- ®
]

Let's now talk about where-a facility should keep its réugldu annd

for how long it  should keep it. In " Sections 264.71, 2oLy
266.100(c) (1), .100(£) (3) and a number of other places, the requlat jong are,
very clear as to. where a facility should keep the record The reconds g

The Agency treceived a numbe: of comp i,

this’

we recommend that you Present your data in a

However, if EPA Regions or the.




whal pve

- How long should you keep the .record on: site? .

vt

s bacility

.
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volume of record becomes horrendous and impossible te keep: - To
th» Agency does not think this is a major issue. With the
that is available-.at- this day and age, we feel that it should

SPeaelarively easy for a facility to obtain a software program to store'

lava o dizes o1 in’a main frame. This should not be too hard to do. TIE
that, it should label the discs clearly and store the
orqganized fashion so that data ‘retrieval would riot be. an
This should be easJer -than going to the data storage location,
whnnn the lacll)ty has ro go through piles and .piles of hard data to
Jocate “data that are requested by the 1nspector If a facility for
reason cannot store data on- site, . I would suggest that you
r~ontact the appropriate EPA Region or State to plead:'your case. One thing
I-dn want. Lo remind.you is that the inspector has the rlght to have access
to all of the records that: are required by the regulations.  If you, claim
any of the information confidential (CB)I, just do so-and the Agency will
~treat it accordingly. _Since we are on the subject of CBI, I would like
loﬁg}glifxraome queﬂt1ons that came up in the_past.
¢laimed the quantity of hazardous waste and the types of hazardous waste
‘birned -at the facility CBI. . In Section 266.103(b) (6)
the corres spondence files, the regulation clearly stated that, the facility
ought to notify the public of the quantity of. hazardous waste, and the
type of hazardous waste that it burns.. So thefse information are really

nol CBI "information.

does
Ajorren

Tuittipes |

in’ an

Let's now move on to talk a little bit about, record retention.
Generally, there are two
durations of time. Some of the records have to be kept for three years,
as I mentioned before,
- facility. I did not indicate.the retention of each type' of record in
Table I because I want you to go through the regulation carefully to see
what applies to your facility. However,-let me give you a few examples
If a facility is not claiming any exemptions or

recovering any metals, most of the operating records pertain to regular
" BIF units have to be kept until closire of the facility. For smelters,

-‘melters or refining furnaces or small quantity burners, records should be

kept for three years. For direct - transfer facilities, -some of the

Some-comnanles had._.

- is, when it fails, should we feed hazardous waste?

illustrate this point. A fac111ty clalms that it has- only one strlp
chart and sometimes-the strip chart fails. -It failed because the paper
ran out or because some other mechanical problems occurred. The question
And the answer is no.
A fac111ty should not feed hazardous wastes into the unit if it cannot
record ‘its operatlons -to -show compliance. I would recommend, in a

_situation llke this, the permit writer should tie the strip chart as a

trigger to the automatic waste feed cut off, One last thought I want to °

‘leave with you ' is that regardless’ what the situation may be, if a facility

where - 1t talks aboutk

‘wastes.

-strip chart is not recordlng, it is a violation.

fails to keep any necessary records -on-site or if the fac111ty has missing
data, not only that the facility is'in violation of ‘the record keeping
requirement, the pdtential for .harm is great when we calculate penalties
for-such violations. When there is no data showing the potential for harm
is low, the Agency has no-choice but to assume that the potential for harm

is great. That concluded my talk. If you have any questions regardlng )
thls recordkeeplng dlscuss1on, please pass it up and we 11 address them

'(conversation inaudible) -

MS. CHOW: OK.' Sonya. brought up a good point. I Just want to
make it clear that”if.your fac111ty is burning hazardous wastes and the
A facility is supposed
to continuously record and monitor its operation when bUrnlng hazardous
All right, Let me address these .

‘questions that you have,

and some have to be kept until closure of the,

. QUESTION: Why did it take the Agency more than two years to
address how often a facxlxty must keep instantaneous records? . We have
already purchased and installed eqt‘pment based on one minute average.

MS. CHOW: Frankly, because most of the facilities are using hourly

.rolling average and we have not. encountered this issue being a real

reqguiréments should be kept until closure of the facility and some (such

as the inspection logs) can be kept for three years. Also, all of the
lecords on the residual should be kept until closure of. the facility. I
hope at this point I have answered most if not all of the questlons that
were submitted pr101 ‘to this workshop B . '

Now, [ would like to take the opportunlty to share w1th you some
of the problems that the EPA inspectors noted to show you the dilemma that
we face when our inspectors go out. .A common problem we see is that data
are very unorganized. They‘re not in any format; just numbers recorded
randomly. Often times the numbers don't have units and again, I can't
stress enough that numbers haveé to have units for the data to be
meaningful. There are times the feed stream data do not integrate well
with the concentrations. Often times data are missing.
analyses were not done for feed streams.
concentrations to’'calculate the mass feed rate:’ There are times the mass
feed rates‘are .missing, and sometimes even days of operation data are
m1931ng Let .me give you "an example of a question that .came up to

. incinerator regulations.

For instance, -
So, the facility doesn't have
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problem until very recently. Since the issue is belng ralsed now, that
is why we are addre351ng it at this time. ¢ :
< e

The next questlon is why was the retentlom time’ for operating data
and inspection logs changed from three years to closure of facility? It
would seem three years is adequate for compliance checks. This creates
a big problem in how to keep records of the magnitude for twenty or thirty
years. May be Bob can address that? :

MR. HOLLOWAY: As I recall, I think we issued a technical :
amendment to change some of the recordkeeplng requirements from three
years to the. life of ' the facility just to be consistent with the
I think, frankly, as we were developing the BIF
regulations, we thought that in many cases perhaps requ1r1ng recordkeeping
for oaly three years was appropriate. Then when the rule came out,
varlous folks alerted us to the fact that for- 1n01nerators, it's-a
lifetime requ1rement and we couldn't justify a difference. So, the
bottom line is that's why we changed. it. I guess I should point out that
we are going to go through a rule making. We're in the process now of
developing upgraded regulations. 1I'll talk more about that tomorrow. But
as we do go through that rule making, if in fact we think that, and this
rule making will include 1nc1nerators as well as BIFs ... if we think ‘that




@

~some of the record keeping provisions are overly burdensome or not really
needed for the Agency to insure compliance to the -regulations, then
certainly we can consider modifying them,

MS.. CHOHW: The next question. If you're'measuring CO on an
instantaneous basis, where do You set the automatic waste feed cut off?
The reg says 100 parts per million or hourly rolling average basig,
Again, I guess I didn't make that clear enough earlier, For Co, 0,, and
HC, one can only use hourly rolling average. You ‘cannot use instantaneous
limits. : -

MR. HOLLOWAY: I'd like to point oiit, even though the regulation
on .. and Emily you're exactly right ... the regulation didn't even
contemplate that anybody would choose a ... didn't apply with CO on an

" instantaneous basis, which is why we only talked about hourly rolling

average, I'm not sure that somebody really felt strongly about complying
with it on an instantaneous basis that we would have a problem with it.
And as I'm speaking, Sonya's saying, well, we discussed that before and
we decided that we weren't going to say that. (laughter)

MS. SASSEVILLE: My impression was,. this was one of the
options that came up at, the time we were doing the- rule making and we
considered various optigns; We considéred the time above a limit approach
so that we woyldn't have to require all facilities .to have the rolling

T average capability and the conclusion was that. it was_just too complicated

"They're actually pretty similar.

and so we did give facilities only one option for the CO limit.

(comment inaudible)

MS. SASSEVILLE: ~ No, will it always be below a hundred?
{(cofiments inaudible)

MS. SASSEVILLE: But when you shut off, there will still
probably be spikes, right? "That will be go above 100 and there won't be
any way of tracking ‘them, accounting for them, 80 you could actually have
possibly higher overall co on a ppm minute basis, then you might if you
had a rolling average. ’ : :

MR.. HOLLOWAY: ‘Yeah. I think Sonya's raising a good point.
That's right. 1f you have a waste feed cutvoff and then as soon as you
get back below 100, you start burning again, you could end up with more
'CO, a higher level of part per million of CO over a period of time then
under the hourly average ‘approach.

MS. CHOW: OK. - Let me look at a couple of these questions.
This one is "asking whether it is
necessary to record two values for each parameter.. Every minute, a sixty
second average and-.an hourly rolling average? If you're just asking

whether it is necessary, the answer is yes.  The next question is why is

it necessary to record. the minute average as well as the haurly rolling -

average? ' Well, I think one reason for it-that I can think of, Bob & Sonya
Please jump in at any time, is that just to make sure that your hourly
rolling average is calculated correctly. So we can see how the hourly
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rolling average are ¢alculated or whether it ig calculated correctly, tiot
that we don‘t trust you (laughter), the problem is that we do see a lot
of facilities trying to.get away from complying with the regulations, go
I guess we just feel that it's necessary that we have you keep both
records. (Comment inaudible) {laughter)

MS. CHOW: Here is another question on record keeping. Becauge
not all operating records can be kept on computer disc, for instance,
inspection logs signed by operators; the amount of hard copy information
will soon become very large. Will microfiche be acceptable? 1 think you
could say it's acceptable if You can make copies of it,

COMMENT : But it's not the original signature; would you accept
it as an inspector? .

MS. ANDERSON: I think that's fine. It's required to have the
name of the inspector who doeg the inspeection. I don't think it says you
have to have their signature as long as you have a record of who did it.
I think that's what we're looking for unless the State's requirement is
more stringent that it requires a signature.

MS. CHOW: ‘Actﬁally quite a number of questions came up on the
signature issue, so I guess that clarifies it. -Another question, we track
waste feed rates in pounds per hour rather than grams per hour because of

- our air permits, which ig more stringent’ than the BIF regs would allow,

is written in pounds per hour. 1Isg there any problem with this from an
inspection énforcement bPerspective? I don't think $0. I think as long
as your units correspond with your COC, then it just makes it easier for
us to check compliance. I don't think there is a problem that you use
pounds per hour. Basg a matter of fact, the regulation says you should do
pounds per hour. - ‘ ’

Records that are placed on microfilm bfAmicrofiche acceptable if
the (inaudible)
Yes. Another question is if your computer system fails to record the info
unknowingly, C
Unknowingly? I guess if it is knowingly, it may potentially be criminal;
unknowingly will be a-violation of the BIF regulation. It doesn't matter
whether your. know it or not know it, if no record is kept when burning
hazardous ‘wastes, the facility is ‘ot in compliance with the BIp

regulation. It's a violation of the recordkeeping requireménts.
Another question, what is the purpose of life of énleiy
recordkeeping under BIF? 1 guess, Bob addressed that, right? - and will

record retention change back to thfce Years?
can revisit the issue in the new rule making.

-

As Bob mentioned before, we -

COMMENT : The question was do yéu have to keep the. strip. charts
until the tacility closes “if you alsd have computer storage. -

MS. CHOW: 1f you're choosing instantaneous. limit s AandT gy
computer actually is able, to record every fifteen seconds, "then yon o
have to keep the Strip chart.” and it would be the same tor (he heour 1y
rolling average. If your computer actually monitors and tecords an g
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Plot il o lhn dn(nnlllon and what is set in the requlatlon, I'd qald no.

.

CHP L HOLLOWAY You don't have to ‘keep it. It might be of
Huberest o you and it might be of 1nrerest to the 1nspector but .you
ittt have to keep it .
MS. CHOW: OK.: The next question. Is there a.way to store and
e an ﬁlP(lloan foxm‘fot inspection records? Whatvabout_signature
Toequitenent s *»You re talking about inspection that's done by the
SwWHer foper RLOI . ; : :
N - p - . P
MS. CHOW: pid 1 already answer this question? Good.. “Thank
')"”“- R E . .
“MS. SASSEVILLE: Double check on the 51gnature since qu1te a few'

. people seem to think it's requ11ed that. they 319n it.

,,:,1,,;_ R - o -3 -

‘MS. ANDERSON: 111 double check I thought it was just the name.
Maybe I'm wrong. [According to 40CFR 265.15 (d}, -only thefname is
required, not the signature. However, States may have  more istringent

requirements] . -
,(iaughter - comments inaudible) - . .

MS. CHOW: OK. The next question.
required for constituents that are not detected.

Are mass feed rate records
If so,’ why?

‘MS. SASSEVILLE: Determination that they were not detected,
Is that the question?

-

right?

MS. CHOW:- If the constituent is not detected, then you should
record the detection limit. Use the detection. limit as concentration to
calculate your feed as your worst case. The second part of the question
is how should records be handled if an erroneous one minute data point
. gets into the hourly rolling average .calculation? When you say erroneous,
I. assume you: have done. sonme kind of check to determine that number is

Industry is also interested in respondlng to legitimate 1nterest that the
public has but it seems that a lot of things that are required to satisfy
public interest groups are rarely acpually used. In our company, the BIF
correspondence file is a good example. . Nobody ever asks to see it. Does
EPA* make any attempts to find out if. such requ1rements are actually
beneficial? :

{

MR) HOLLOWAY{ I think it's an inte%esting point. That's
something that we might look into during the upcoming rule making. You
might ask that question in the proposed regulation as the regulated
community, you should get back to us as to whether or not the-
correspondence file or other things are really useful. It's a good point.

MS. CHOW: . Question? } , ‘ CL .
(inaudible) '
MR._HOLLOWAY:  Yeah. I think it's a valid point. It's good.

Not 'necessarily ‘to
- The issue is, is

MS. SASSEVILLE: One question for you.
answer right now, but about that correspondence file.

. there a chance that people just aren't aware that it's there or does it

wrong for some reason and I will ‘say that you should go .ahead in your.

records document why this number is wrong and be ready to support it.
There's a third question. RS
MR. HOLLOWAY: " (inaudible) if we're not addressing the right
question, you all"speak up. We're .trying to guess what you're asking and
sometimes we take the easy way out, if you hadn't noticed. So,
have any follow up questions,’ speak up ' : i
MS. CHOW: All  right. If a faclllty records
the stored information? The compression would record one-data point for
every fifteen minutes of .data provided that data did not vary plus or
minus 2.5% parts per mllllon I.don't think so. Particularly not every

fifteen minutes.

AUDIENCE: I know that EPA is interested ‘in responding to the
public's interest in knoewing about operation of BIFs, incinerators, etc.

seem more likely in your specific situation that they know it's there and
they're just not interested. -Because the reaction to the two things might
be different. o :

.MS. CHOW: OK. .That's all the questions ‘I have. Any more? If
not, I'm going to turn the time back to Kate again to talk about personnel
training.

Training for Facility Personnel
MS. ANDERSON: Again, as Ken mentioned this norning, several

-
years ago there was an EPA/OSHA Task Force that looked af commercial and
interim status hazardous waste incinerators. One of the main objectives

. of that task force was to look at whether or not the facility employees

if you-

1ts data
'.elerrronlcally, is 1t permissible to use data compression techniques for

‘Page‘ZS

had been properly trained according to the RCRA personnel training
requirements. A question that we got from you requested a basic overview
of the RCRA personnel training requirements. I know there's already been
a question out there as to whether or not there's any -more wrltten
guidance or additional .information on how to put together a RCRA personnel
training program. I did some checking into this before this presentation,
and there was a mention of a document in the original May 19, 1980 Federal
Register where the personnel training requirements were promulgated and
it said the agency was. working on”a guidance document. But I checked in
the EPA library and there wasn't any indication.that that document exists.
So,‘for those of you who have looked for it, I can relate to your
frustration because I couldn't find it either. What I'm going to go over -
r1ght now are just some general requirements in 265.16 that talk about the
personnel training requirements and if you all have more specific
questions, I'm sure we'll get to them. ’
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Bagically, there's flexibility allowed in these regulations
because they say that you can either have formal classroom training or on
the job training that trains the employee. The main goals are that the
employee is able to know what to do in case of an emergency and to
effectively implement the contingency plan.

Some of the other basic requirements have to do with the
qualifications of the training director. This is something we look for
when we're out on inspections, to make sure that whoever is in charge of
your training program is qualified. Another important consideration is
that if your employee hasn’t been trained yet and they have six months to
get the training after they've been employed by you, ‘that during that
interim period before they receive training, they're strictly in a
supervised position. ’

Another important requirement is the annual review. It is important
to have an eight hour refresher or refresher training class on_an annual
basis. Here again this is where we find a lot of violations and it seems
like just a paperwork requirement, but again, it's the only way that we
have of checking to see that you're properly training employees. You need
to have records for everyone showing that they have had this training.
You need to have these records until the closure of the facility. And if
the employee leaves, .you need to have them for at least three years after

. the employee leaves syour organization. Again, make sure that you have the

" position description, the job title, the employee's name and the type and
amount of training that they had. This helps us determine whether or -not
the training was adequate for the responsibilities that the employee is
faced with at your facility. And, remember there should be documentation
of completion of these courses. .And usually most trainers provide you
with some type of certification at the end of the training so that's
fairly easy to comply with. Co .

Just to summarize what I've gone over,'the basic violations that

weé find out there have to do with incomplete records and that's something
you can rectify fairly easily by just being diligent about keeping records
on your employees. Making sure you have job descriptions for everyone and
making sure that the training they have matches up to their
responsibilities: So, please send your questions up and we'll try and
answer them. )
. MR. GIGLIELLO:

of things I'd like to say about personnel training. that over the years
I've come to find out. When I used to work in the private sector, I used
to do environmental audits for major companies in the U.S. and one of the
things we looked at were specifically personnel training in the records
program. And the thing that I actually believe is that the reg here is
perfectly fine. 1It's clear what it is you need to do. Straight forward.
And I don't think there's 'a whole lot of gray areas, to be perfectly
honest.- I think this is probably of “all theé areas in RCRA oie of the most

Straight forward. - Thevhiggest problem that people have is that they do-

too much generic record training and not enough site specific RCRA

‘training. And some of the things that I've seen when I worked for this-

major manufacturing company is, they had developed a video on their site.
It was a thirty minute video showing exactly where waste came from, Erom

N
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Before ‘we take questions, there's just a couple

the beginning, walking them through, where it ultimately wound up in the
plant. Where it was collected and then where it ultimately went. And
they showeq that video to every new person. They showed it on a quarterly
basis to people that hadn't seen it and they recorded everything. and it
was excellent. T went to people when I did the audit, and I asked people,
do you know what hazardous waste is? Do you know how to handle it? And
the people in the plant that handled it knew. Because it was site
specific. A lot of the people that do health and safeLy training do this
basic stuff on cradle to grave and to a-lot of people in the plant, it
means nothing, absolutely nothing. But if you walk them through and say,
look, we generate TCE. TCE is bad stuff. Here's how we collect it. It
goes in this drum storage area. We've got to keep records of it. Here's
where it ultimately goes. It's incinerated; it's land disposed, whatever.
It has real meaning for people. It worked and it was great. Site
specific training is the way you have to do it. 1If you don't do it.that
way, you're wasting your time with a lot of generic hoopla and a lot of
people aren't going to get a whole lot out of it. So, I would urge you
to do it. We in EPA have a requirement that we have to do health and*
safety training every year before sending anyone out on inspections,
Well, we do it. We document it. So -this is something that we do
internally within EPA. It is not that hard to do and it boggles my.mind
again, to this day, how many violations we find in the personnel training
area, It's straight forward. It's easy.  And I don't understand why
people can't comply. 1I'll be perfectly. honest. To this day I don't
understand why people can't. Sorry.

MS. ANDERSON: Q. One question here is how far up the line in
management is RCRA iraining required? Theoretically, this could be
interpreted as requiring the highest levels to have training. A. I think
that's part of ‘'why we require the job description to be included in the
training records is that we're looking at how training matches the
responsibility of the emploYee. So that, if you have a manager like the
vice president who, rarely goes into the plant, but sometimes might, well
maybe he needs some kind of trainihg but maybe he doesn't need as
extensive training as the front line person who's there and has to handle

-~ an emergency when it comes up. I mean some of it is just kind of -common

sense and, you know, again, I can't give you any definite answer, but I
think if. you follow OSHA's requirements’ for safety training that you're
going to be fairly certain you'‘re complying with the RCRA requirement.s.

Q. OK. Does haz worker training suffice for contractor training,

that is non-employee personnel who works on.site? A. Again, I think the *°
"RCRA regulations are specific to employees of the facility. I'm not sure

how a contractor would work, but a contractor would“have'tq have OSHA
training to be in compliance with the OSHA requirements. And ayaln,
that's going to suffice for any EPA training in this area.

Q. OK. I understand how pef;onnelftrg;ning,is important. for a

facility. Likewise, I would like to know how EPA trains its personnel and

specifically its BIF inspectors. Our Region-has had experience with a BIF
inspector who is extremely unknowledgeable about the RCRA program and tie-
BIF requirements. A. Well, sorry about that. BulL we do try and get ot

~and do training for our RCRA -inspectors. We did some BIF t1ainipg

actually this summer. It's going to be even more difficull onee tne
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o nrn.ythynq that's going on in RCRA But there are requirements that
woTun et out “for - -our EPA lnspectors, some baSJC tralnlng requ1rements,
£ make sure that they are trained. There's some hours of basic RCRA
F1aining that they have to have and then there's program specific training

Lhey have to have before they can be a lead inspector.
disturbs me Lo hear that aomebody s out there you feel
vnqualified. Again, -the regulations, when they were new, there may have
bern an excuse that there's some lag tlme in getting up to speed. Now
that it's heen three. years, I would- hope that most of our inspectors have
At least a basic understanding of the -BIF regulations and the RCRA
rtequirements definitely. - So, I don't know what else I can 'say-to- that.
Could be a contractor. ’ ' : ’

So, it
is. totally

.0 Again, what is the elght hour requ1rement you mentjioned
when d;:uuvaan the @nual review training? A. 1 was retérring to OSHA's
requirement for an annual eight hour annual refresher and that's what we

some of the state inspectors may not have ,

is fairly high and that makes it difficult to keep up-to- date -

actually have to go through 'as Ken' mentioned after we've had our baelc

twenty four or. forty hour course.
Q. ‘What is meant by written job description?

job description need to say? A. BAgain, the purpose behind having the job
description . in ‘there is so that we have an.indication -of what the
responsibilities are of the person in ‘the particular situation. So, you'd
want to describe -what their basic day-to-day respon51b111r1es are and that

should relate to what type of training they have to have. Anythlng that

-would giVve us an idea of what their responsibilities are so that we could

evaluate what type of training they should have had That's the type of
1nformat10n we're looklng for :

MR. GIGLIELLO:
a lot of companies say they. have problems with the unions where you

-Basically put down a job _description in this hazardous waste personnel

- and all of'a ‘sudden you put down theéir function that they're hazardous

" not the union label.

Say they have a job as a laborer. . OK? And
The union's ‘approved it and everything else

thing and it's not there.
that's their job description.

waste handler which. is really all we care about. We really don't care
about “the laborer designation. We want to know what this guy does or this
person does in relation to hazardous waste. .That's:the job description
problem we've heard.

One problem that I've heard with that is that:

what-does the "

-

And I don't know if that's a common problem anymore’

with the unions getting into this job description, but as Kate said, what

we want to know specifically, is this the person that generates the waste
and puts it in the five gallon bucket? TIs it the person that takes the
five gallon bucket to the storage.area? 1Is it the person who signs the
manifest? That*s the kind of information we want as a job description,
The union label from our standpoint isn't going to
help us any. It's not going to tell us anything. If you say he's a
laborer or you say he's a technician per say, that does not help us. We
need more 'specificity than that.

‘MS. ANDERSON Q.
tacxllty need traln1ng’

1

If so, what about site specific training

Does. a pérson who walks through a permitted
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requirements: for agency inspectors? A. ‘Again, I think Ken touched on
this earlier. When we; meaning the Regions, States or HQ: personnel, go
out ‘on ingpections, ‘we're- required to have health and safety training, the
‘same asg probably many ‘of your employees are. It's an.OSHA requirement ‘and
s0 they should have their forty hour training or their twenty-four hour
training depending on the freqiency of their site visits and they need.to
have an eight hour annual refresher ' under OSHA. So, if that's what you're
- getting at,
employees are requ1red to have when they go out- on sites.

Q. OK. Who s a qualified trainer? That's a good questlon I
_ think OSHA -actually -has a certification program now for its trainers. In
terms of RCRA, the' regs’ just says qualified. That could mean a lot of
thlngs, but you would ‘at least. want someone who has had tralnlng
themselves and has had experience tralnlng other people I -don't have any
‘other specifics for you off the top of my head. I can look into this
more, if you want and see if there's any specific gualifications... But
again, a lot of this is kind of 'common sense.

able to help them know what to do.
,along the same

Any specific training content requlred’ Agaln,

lines, the regulatlons are pretty general, but there would be spec1f1c543

according to the respon51b111t1es of the people .you're training. And
certainly this is where OSHA requirements help. fill. in the gaps because
‘where RCRA may be a little bit vague about what's required, OSHA's pretty
specific and chances are you re 901ng to have to comply wlth the OSHA
requirements too: xean’ !

{question inaudible)

MS. ANDERSON: Yes. They are. That's a good point. HlS point

was that the RCRA requirements for record ‘keeping are separate from the

OSHA requirements. OSHA may have additional record keeping requirements
or less, but you still- have to comply with all the reqh1rements, such as
they are, laid.out’ in RCRA and in addition to that, the OSHA requlrements
as well. .

Q. This questlon is, is annual review on 365 day basis or once
per calendar year? Regions and states are spllt on this issue. A.
Again, what we try and do for our employees is make sure that it's within
the calendar year. In other words, if we have our annual refresher in
October of one year, we try and make sure we have it in Octobér of the
next year and before ‘the date, not afterwards. So,
a 365 day year. So, that's not a calendar year.
; Q. All the speakers have given today guidelines, policies, etc.
and emphasized that these are just recommendations. Do you plan to issue
NOVs and fines based on these and if so, what authority do you have to do
this? A. 1It's a'very practical question. Again, where we said it's
guidance and policy, it's just that.
give to you to help you comply with- the regulations.
regulations allow some flexibility, .the guidance we've given you can help
you better define the limits and where the regulator thinks you are either

N

.that's the kind of- health and safety training that our

I mean you want, somebody'
‘who's going to be able to impart the 1nformat10n to your employees ‘to be

I guess we do it on

It's recommendations that we can
Where the’




in or out of compliance with the regulation.- Does anybody want to add
anything to that ... "

-

.
H

MS. I guess everybody won't be able to hear me
but let me clarify the questions that were asked or the guidance that we
were giving ... (inaudible) ‘

MS. ANDERSON: what we were giving was not on things that are
above and beyond the regulations. They were on how to comply with the
regulations. So, if you choose to go about it some other way, then it may
not necessarily be wrong, but you are taking a greatet risk and certainly
you have to show that what you're doing is right and that your rationale
is valid. Although this is guidance, it's not above and beyond what the
regulations require. It's how to comply with what is on the books. Are
there any last minute announcements that you guys would like to make?

Compliance Teating

MR. RAUENZAHN: First discussion we're going to have today is
regarding compliance tesging. As an overview, we're going to start
talking about regértification and retesting requirements. Then we're
going to move on' to testing requirements for Fier 1.and Tier 1A, the
validation status of some of the stack test methods, use of data in lieu
of a trial burn and conclude with'a real fast overview of selection of
waste feed streams and what's important of when it ‘comes to actually
designing a trial burn .

Recertification retesting requirements. These are in 266.103.
. Recertification is required within three years of submitting the previous
certificate of compliance and owner/operators must recertify every time
they change designs or choose to change operating conditions. And
whenever you do recertify, of course, you have to retest.

. . For Tier 1 and Tier 1A, you must remember that both of. these

.-establish feed rate limits. It assumes that everything you feed into your
boiler is going out the stack, so stack testing itself is not required for
Tier 1 and.Tier_ 1A to establish these limits. But remember that other
standards still apply if you choose to go Tier 1 or tier 1A for metals.
The particulate matter of standard still applies and- you still need to do
particulate matter testing. - o

Next thing we're going to discuss is the validation of our stack
test methods and hopefully discuss some of the problems that you all
confronted out .there. An important .point to bring up. A general
complaint we hear is that a certain method hasn't been validated at my
type of facility. Methods are not routinely validated at every type of
- facility they will be used at.

Just because a method has not- been :

. this problem.

validated at your type of fac111ty doesn't mean it can't be used or it

should not be used or somehow it will not work. Whether a method will:
work -at your type of facility is more dependent on the conditions of the
gas stream you're sampling than the type of-facility.it was validated at.
Now that doesn‘'t méan that you may not have to make some minor

-acceptable.-

modifications to the method in order to get it to work at your facility.
Hexachrome's a good example of this. And we'll get to that in a minute.
othér than that caveat, all have been wvalidated as hazaidous waste
incinerators. The multiple metals train, hexachrome, HCL/Cl2 and VOST and
semi-VOST have been validated for thirty compounds. They've all been used
with good success at boilers. Some people have had problems with and
we'll get to that on the next slide.

OK. Hexachrome. Hexachrome requires a high pH in the
impinger. If you don't maintain a pH over 8.5, you will start having
problems with Chrome 6 turning into Chrome 3. Ways to get around this,
gimple modifications you can make that doesn't affect the validation of
the method, are: you can use a larger impinger; use a higher
concentration of KOH in the impinger. The important thing is you do what
you need to do to get the method to work at your facility. Another
problem is temperatures above 300 degrees F may present a problem. It is
my understanding that teflon tends to cold flow when it starts to get
somewhere near 300 degrees. If this will create a problem at your
facility consider using quartz for glass fittings in order to get around
Once again, the important thing is not to rigidly stick to
the validated method but modify it reasonably as you need to in order to
get the method to work at your facility. -

HC1/Cl2. According to our folks in ORD, there's only the one
circumstance where this has been a problem. When you have extremely high
levels of ammonia in your gas stream, you may run into problems. If you
do run into this situation, work with.your Region. If you run into other
situations which are unusual and you don't think it's going to work, work
with your Regions. The Region is going to-.wind up making the final call
in the long run anyway.

Finally, dioxin method 23. There's really not a problem with
or method 23. ' It's an air method and the air people made what some
consider a short cut when it comes to determining the recovery for
dioxin. What'they did was, they made the assumption that the recovery off
of the particulate is the same as the recovery off the X-82. Some people
have philosophical differences with that. They say, you've got .to figure
out what the recovery is off the particulate and ‘the recovery off of the
X-82 and that you can't assume that recovery off the X-82 will be the same
as on the particulate. Well, that said, if you have a problem with that
and you don't want to use the method, there are things that you can do.
The problem is ‘that the regulations tell yoh you've got to use method 23.
If you want to use something else, you're going ﬁo-have‘to once again work
closely with your Region and try to iron things out. They may be able ‘to
do something. It starts to get really dlfflcult however, when the niethod-
is mandated in the. regulations. -

dioxin
people

Start out with what is not
If-you've got different 51zed undts, you -can't-use dala-in
lieu of a trial burn. If the air pollution contiol devices are difterem
on the two facilities, you can‘'t use it. If there's different operat 1§
or maintenance histories, you can't use data in Lieu of a trial buime

Situations where it may be acceptable is where you have identical unrts
at the same site, you have the same operating and maintenauce

Data’ in lieu of a_ trial buin,

hiistor dees




The data that you're using must result from a compllance test that ‘was
Cobeiereod by a resqulatory agency. Those are the situations when it may be
You notice T didn't say when it is acceptable. The reason

why 1 didn't is because that's awfully site specific, and once again

that s a c¢all that .your Region's going to have to  deal with. - How
codientical is identical? - How identical do the operating and. maintenance

historjes need to be? That's not somPthng that we can go over here,
fnfortunately.  Once again, you need to work w1th your Reglons and get
< them on board.  They make the final call

snteopt gl e

» " Selecting waste ‘feed streams for “testing. Some combustion
conditions that are important when you're setting up a trial burn.
Obviously combustion temperature, the combuster design is important and
waste feed composition and what the flow is into your combuster. Some

feed stream conditions which are important for setting up a worst case °

. trial burn situation. Feeds high in halogens, high in metals, high in ash
(ontent"highly viscous waste with highést .solids levels expected and

- highty containerized wastés that® Have cofstituents in it which are easily ~

volatilized. Those are examples of worst case feed streams and that's all
1 had. I believe what follows .next in .the handout is also a list of

references that you folks can usé to’ help design a trlal burn. If you
don't have coples of them, they're easy to get ’
So ... next thing on my list is to introduce the panel but they're

PR

all previous speakers, so I suppose you know them.

MS. “SASSEVILLE Thank. you.

this list of references. Something to keep -in mind that July 1983

Guidance Manual for Hazardous Waste Incinerator Permit. In some areas it
is out of date so .in many cases when you're thinking about trial burn

,plannlng, if there's anything in that that is contradicted by any of the
later guidarces, especially the permit conditions guidance, go with the

later guidance. Especially. on the issue of synthetic waste versus actual

waste. We're ‘moving more- towards concentrating on actual waste whén

possible as opposed to just.automatically saying synthetid¢ mixture is OK.

So, just keep in mind that '83 document is a 1§ttle bit out of date.

MR- RAUENZAHN : OK. ThHe first question we have is: has EPA been

invited to a test, I imagine a trial burn test, and not attended. And in
this situation can this data be used for an identical unit. -
MS. SASSEVILLE: I wouldn't be able to answer that. I don'tv

-know whether there have been any cases where EPA's been invited and not.
. S0 1 guess you would have to just deal w1th the 1nd1v1dual Reglon on-that.
WOxk sompthlng out. .

MR. RAUENZAHN: - I.can make a quick comment with fespect to.
inQderozs going to compliance tests. We always -‘encourage for them to
attend a compliance test if they possibly can. I know some of our
inspectors have attended compllance tests in the past in some occa51ons
they just can't get out there. :

MS. SASSEVILLE: Similérly with permit writers we certainly
encourage them and they generally do try to make an effort to go.

B

_ suggestion on how to overcome these difficulties.
you make sure the method works and that it's right

One comment just to make about

MR. RAUENZAHN: Next question. Although you suggest'wbrking
with Regions and states, they are not likely to accept even minor
modifications to. the method without significant trials of proof. Any
All I can say'is that
For instance for
hexachrome using quartz fittings instead of Teflon flttlngs does not
modify the method. That doesn't affect the test method. That's falrly
obvious.

us down in Research Trlangle Park to try to get these people on board on
some of the modlflcatlons

MS. SASSEVILLE: And the Reglons and states generally do know
that they have these people to go to, our sdmpling and analysis experts,

so they often do, consult Wlth them in trying to make these dec151ons

MR. RAUENZAHN: Next question. ~ Will a chlorlnated feed be
required for a dioxin or DRE trial burn and if it is required during a
dioxin test and the BIF does not burn any chlorine containing waste, the
dioxin emissions durlng the test 11kely w111 be art1f1c1a11y high.

MS. SASSEVILLE

including maximum chlorine, so if you ‘test during your trial burn at a low

‘level of chlorine, you have to be willing to live with that during

operation.  But if you are, then there is some flexibility there to choose
the trial -burn waste approprlately

MR. HOLLOWAY: I might add that if the boiler or the
incinerator is not feeding any feed stream, whether it's fuel "or waste
that contains chlorine, with detectable levels of chlorxine, then we're
con51der1ng the obvious which is not requiring complying, with the dioxin
limit. You wouldn't -even need to test for dloxlns LR

MR. RAQENZAHN:

rates of the waste, boiler T, max/min. Are the answer or any of these
answers in EPA documents?

MS. SASSEVILLE: ’ OK. The “answers are not in ‘any finally
published documents. -It is somethlng that we're working on and we've been:
doing a lot of thinking on. I can't go through all the things that were
in there but basically the idea is test at your maximum chlorine, minimum
combustion chamber, K temperature is probably going to be a worst case,
probably for your air pollutlon control device, that's going to have to
be a maximum temperature and there is some discussion about whether those
two have to be in the same test or not. It- may be they don't have to be
if those two are not going to both_ be at their worst case during normal
operations. Also, we have to look at the precursors..
push. to make sure that there are chlorinated aromatics in the waste. For

What I"'ve heard from our people who develop the methods is niinor .
-modifications are fine and in.fact are acceptable and you should do. If-
- there -are people out there who are doing otherwise, then you know, maybe

© you need to get a hold of us here in headquarters or the folks who advise

The idea of the test would be to try to‘makeA
it as representative as possible and one of the things that we'll be
- continuing to do is using your trial burn conditions ‘in your ‘permit

What test or operating conditions-is dioxin.
trial burn to. be run under. ., For instance, maximum or minimum, °
temperatures, maximum or minimum velocity, what spike metals, POHCs, feed

There may be some




example, chlorinated phenols, maybe. So, those are just some of the
things that we're thinking about. HWe are working on written guidance to
the permit writers which we think will also be at some point available to
applicants as well to lock at. At this point what we're shooting for as
far as the document that would be available outside also would be the end
of April. So, we'll see how that goes, but that's what we're looking at
this .

point,

MR. RAUENZRHN: Next question, a practical question. We'd like
to modify our boiler, alter combustion chamber, what steps must we take,
Part A Class 3 permit mod, recert of compliance, and
if our compliance test fails must we initiate closure?

MS. SASSEVILLE: I guess I could start out with that. A permit
mod, if facilities aren't permitted, a permit mod isn't necessary. You
would have to ... Bob, jump in if you want ... you would have to recertify
compliance after making the changes and I'm trying to think. If you
failed, then yes, I guess you would have to shut down and not be able to
operate until you get under a permit. If it is a facility that, I would
have to think, if it came in under a Class 3 permit mod and it's one of
thoge that we treat as if it were under interim status, because it doesn't
have any permit qpnditioné, I think it would still be basically the same
that you would have,to go through the steps of recertifying. Bob, any ...

»

MR. HOLLOWAY: I frankly have forgotten exactly what the BIF
regulation says when you fail a'compliance test. I'm not sure whether if
you fail a compliance test then you have to stop burning and you can‘t
burn until you're under an operating permit or whether the regulation
gives some flexibility and says you can only burn after that -for a period
of 720 hours and only for purposes of shake down and subsequent compliance
testing. I'm not sure what the rule says. - Anybody here happen to know?
Any of you guys happen to know?

QUESTION: I just wanted tqg ask if during.the compliance test
you'd want to provide enough scenarios that you might flunk one of the
scenario but might pass one of the ) : '

R " MR. HOLLOWAY: . That's an excellent point. Everybody hear that the
point was that in order to deal with this possibility of failing a
" compliance test, you ought to run under multiple test conditions in case
you fail one, at least you'll be able to operate under one of the other
conditions. Good point, sir. ) B . = .

MS. SASSEVILLE: Maybe we just didn't think about this at the

time that the rule came out'because,we were more thinking about the

- initial certification where-it didn‘'t necessarily matter if you failed
initially as. long as' you came up with a passing -test that was different
.. from the failing tests by the time of the compliance date. But once you-
- make .it a modification then it gets to be a little different. I don't
.think we really thought about that. - S

¢ MR. RAUENZRHN: ‘The next question is from a féci]ity that wants
to use data in lieu of trial burn. Their problem is they've been informed
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by the Region that they don‘t have any funds to gend an inspector out to
obgerve the test. 1Is there any advice as to what to do under that
aituation?

MS. SASSEVILLE: Could you repeat the question.

MR. RAUENZAHN: Data lieu of a trial burn and EPA doesn't have
funds to do travel to observe the test. Any advice?

MS. SASSEVILLE: I would say, you're going to have to, I know
we keep saying this, work with the Region on that because it may be site
specific. It may be that they are going to have to look at the test
report in order to be able to decide whether to accept it or not. You
know, it's not in the regulations that it has to be observed in order to
be acceptable. but there's just a question as to whether they'll feel
comfortable accepting it if nobody's seen it. So, you have to work with
the Region,

QUESTION: I've run into the same problem. One of the problems
I'm having-is that some of the people in the Region are very uncomfortable
in one situation or another looking at this data because they don't have
the personnel or expertise to look at it. And they're looking to
headquarters or OAQPS for guidance but you want to tell it to go back to
the Region for guidance or tell it to what they're comfortable with. 1
would like to see more of OAQPS or HQ providing guidance to the Regions

saying it's up to them but this is what we would recommend.

MS. SASSEVILLE: Yeah. In a way we're talking about two
different things. We can't really answer these questions here because it
is site specific. However, the Regions know that they can come to us it
they need assistance on making that site specific decision. So, we are
available and the Regions are aware of that and the statés also.

MR. RAUENZAHN: The next question wonders why particulate matter

' testing is required for adjusted Tier-1 compliance.” Then it goes on, if

you assume a -worst case scenario, i.e., ash in equals ash out, isn't that

the same logic used for metals and chlorine.
Well, the particulate matter standard is a separate standard from

the individual metal standards. You need to comply with all standa:ids.

MR. HOLLOWAY: And again, as we said yesterday, we're not only
we're using PM»as a control not only as . a supplemental contiol. for
metals but also to control adsorbed organics and in fact as you know, you

can have particles of soot that can result from poor tombustion and a PM

standard would deal with that. So again, the PM controls are used both
to deal ‘with metals as a supplement to a metals controls and also to deal
with .adsorbed organics, . : ’

I just,happéned to think about some of those

MS. SASSEVILLE:
questions on accepting compliance test data in lieu of a tiial burn.
Something that is probably worth keeping in mind is -that with the new
combustion strategy and the new considerations we have rop doing a1 iuh

assessment including PICs and dioxins, it may be likely that the dutd from




v certifdeation of compliance isn't geing.to be enough anyway or that

U oma, only che ehough for veLLain“pert01mance standards but it's most
_biledy that you're going to have to test again anyway in order to get the
1 st _and the dlnx1n data to put into ‘the risk aﬂsessment so

)
MR PAUENZAHN :

atthar ity versus the particulate .standard. I guess the .015 versus ..
MR . HOLLOWAY : I'll tell you what I'm going to talk aboup
little bit later on this morning, so if you still have a questlon,

and you quht after-I finish, why don't you ralse it agaln

“that a

MR. RAUFN?AHN " Next question. " Given the EPA calls in Part B
povmlr and the three year deadllne for compliance tests will occur before
the trial burn is approved, (a) will it be necessary to perform the
rompliance test . or . can- the facility wait until the trial burn is
. performed,, ‘ : ' '

MR. HOLLOWAY: .We would certainly like to be reasonable about
that and I'm t1y1ng to think if we said anything about: that in the BIF
regulation itself. I thought we anticipated that but I frankly can't

recall what the regulatlon says. Let me, .again, let me ask here that does
anybody out. there recall exactly.whether‘the regulation deals with that?

Next question;is what is the status of omnibus

. We certainly would like to be reasonable, again, qnd for example, if the

B1F compliance test is due within two or three months of a scheduled trial

burn, then we would certainly like to forgo the compliance test.in lieu

of the trial burn. But again, I. don't recall what the BIF regulation says
about it. And even if we dldn t anticipate it in the BIE rule, the,
again,. the Regions, I thlnk have some flex1b111ty in making
_nntelpretatlons and deallng with issues. llke that. .

MR. RAUENZAHN:- And part (b) of the question dealt with what
happens if the trial burn and thewcompliance  test are scheduled to be
performed close to one another and I guess it's.... Bob just answered it.
) QUESTION: My (inaudible) is once you've submitted your Part B
application,” you're still under minimum standards if your Part B is
granted so I would .(inaudible) :

. MR.. HOLLOWAY: That's a point.

© was,

If we didn't anticipate in the’

RIF regulations, if.we didn't allow you to extend this three year deadline

on recertifying compliance when a trial burn was scheduled close to that
deadline period. If we didn't explicitly deal with it in the regulation,
then the point I'm trying to make is it certalnly would have been wise to
have done -s0 and we certainly would like to be reasonable about it.
You're right. My understanding is,’ Sonya, correct me if I'm wrong, you're
‘still.in interim -status until a permit's issued.-

MS. SASSEVILLE: Yes. That's right.
o MR. RAUENZAHN : Next question.
Is a concentration limit, i.e.,
a gram per hour feed rate limit for constituents which can't be detected
and it says if a concentration limit is acceptable, are mass feed rate

I might need some>he1p with this. -
the detection limit acceptable instead of
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parameters?

records required:

why?
limit. . '

if so,

MR. HOLbowAY: I don't understand the question.

MR. RAUENZAHN: Because if you know the concentration and you
know the flow going im, then you know the mass rate gram per hdur,

MR. HOLLOWAY: If you have a nori-detect for a constituent, then
you certainly can use and should use a non-detect level as the assume
concentration. 1I.don't think that was the question. We covered that
yesterday. - It sounds too easy. I'm not sure what the-quespion was,

(question‘inaudible)

MR. HOLLOWAY: The questlon ls, do you have to record ‘the mass

_flow_ rate?,,s;v'nu have to.- record-as—we A‘acnusna,}.esterday,, TN

“'\1"\4.

record enough information to document what your mass feed rate is' of the

individual  constituents, metals, chlorine, whatever. So, if you're
monitoring volumetric flow rate then you should record the volumetric - flow

rate, the density and the concentration and then, I guess, ultlmately the

calculated mass feed rate of the -constituent.
(question inaudible)

MS. SASSEVILLE:

.o The compohents,that'go intq the calculation.
Right. ‘ ) )

MR. HOLLOWAY: Let me be sure that Emily heard that. The question
Emily, if somebody is monitoring volumetric flow rate, 1 indicted
that they have.to document somehow ... document in the records the actual
volumetric flow rate, the concentratlon of the constituents, say the
“metal,. the density of the stream and then the ‘calculated mass feed rate.

So the point is, in that situation do they have to record all four

LA
<

o« =
.

MS. CHOW: Again, if your units for the feed 901ng in does not lee
very well with your concentratlon, if one is in volume, the other one is
in mass, then you would have to have the demsity and in that case you
would have to¢/ record all four entrles we talked about yesterday That's
right. : .

QUESTION: .bo<you need a continuous recording of the mass flow
rate of constituents. You have a continuous recordxng of your feed rate
and you're controlllng based on concentratlon, do you have ' to have a strip
chart (inaudible)

MS. CHOW: OK. The question is whether you need to continuously
record the calculated mass feed .rate of  your constituents. This actually
is something that, as I mentioned yesterday, you should discuss with the
Regions. Some of the Regions will accept it ‘and I think if you have a
very good software program that can do the calculations quickly .and are
able to provide the ‘mass feed data to the inspectors when they're on site,
providing the Region and the State accept this mode of recordkeeping, then

I guess what's meant by a,boncentration

You-have-toc-
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it's fine with me. However, some Regions or States may be adamant about
having the facilities record the calculated mags feed rates as part of
their normal recordkeeping, then you will have to comply with that because
it is required by the BIF regulation. So, 1 personally do not have any
problems with it as long as the affected Region or the State accepts it,

QUESTION: I have one more question (inaudible)

(comments inaudible)

MR. RAUENZAHN: Use the detection limit.
X MR. HOLLOWAY: The comment was,
is present at a non-detect level and that
you get different detection limits. Let®
Do you have to assume that when you get a
constituent, is present at the higher level,
feed rates and everything,
probably correct.

what happens when a constituent
when you do subsequent testing
8 _say higher detection limits.
hard detection limit that the
which obviously affects your
and I think the answer ig what John gave us,
Yeah. I don't know how else to deal with it.
MS. SASSEVILLE: There's no technical basis for going with the
lower one. : '

MS..CHONel ° Put yourself in the sho
constituent conéedhrhtion is below the det
anything except the fact that it:
- don't know what the actual conce
* limits will be the most conservat

es of the regulator. If the
ection, it doesn‘t tell you
8 not above -a certain level. And we
ntration is, so, Using the detecting
ive approach.

(comment inaudible)

MS. CHOW:
to hear your suggesti
we'll consider it.

If You can come up to the microphone, we would Tike
ons. Really, come up and give us. your suggestion and

MR. HOLLOWAY: This sounds like it might be fairly extensive and
. complicated. I yohder if ‘maybe we could talk to her during the break, or
afterwards, or you could talk to your region or state.

MS. CHOW: If that's what you prefer,
to you afterwards. I am certainl
You may have regarding the prob
- considering. these suggestions i

Y interested to hear the suggestions that
lems that you are facing. We're open to
f they are appropriate. -

MR. RAUENZAHN: There’
it says that the Tier 1 eligibil
"a large body of watef‘such as a
know what's considered a large 1
" is but we'll,(laughter) -

S a second question from this person and
ity criteria references the. shore line of
n ‘ocean or a large -lake" and they want to
ake. I .know what the answer to that one

. MS. SASSEVILLE:  That'
really have-to ask a dispersion
answer, you'‘d have to ask an of
reallQ-know the answer.

s a disbersion’modeling qdestion?' We'd
modeler I guess to-get the official EPA
ficial EpA dispersion modeler.

" actually notice in the Federal Re

,Guidance, QAQC Guidance,. are available throf

- comments,

it is fine with me to talk

I don't

HR. HOLLOWAY: The first one where she probably looked
check the guideline on the air quality models whatever it*
it's not_in there, then contact Joe Tickmard or one of h

in Research Triangle Park, Horth Carolina.

at is
8 called and if
is cohorts down

’ EPAts dispersion modeling

experts.

MS. SASSEVILLE: Or else the Regional meteorologist. Each
Region has a meteorologist. So, talk to them too.

MR. RAUENZAHN: Last question from this person. Agency
notifications are required for a compliance certification test. Are
Agency notifications required for annual performance spec tests?

MR. HOLLOWAY: . Annual performance? I don't know what that is.

What's an annual performance test? For the CEM? No.
MR. RAUENZAHN: Next question is, where do you get a compliance
testing referernces or new guidance documents? '

They're listed here where we also talked about
after the workshop sending out to everybody a more complete list of
guidance documents, so that's basically it and for keeping up with
updates, just keep in touch with the Region and some things where you
gister, but the best way' is just to keep

MS. SASSEVILLE:

in touch with the Region.

MR. HOLLOWAY: Are these documents available through NT1S for
example . ’
They‘re most available through NTIS and some
nditions Guidance, we also have a Measurement
gh EPA Publications Office
So they're -available through there
hey'11l be available thought NTIS,

MS. SASSEVILLE:
of them like the Permit Co

in Cincinnati, and those are free,
until the supplies run out and then t

MR. RAUENZAHN: I'm not sure we can answer this without a little
clarification, but this one's addressed, to Sonya. It says, based on your
can we still use the surrogate for trial burns?

50
s not what you
As far as What‘wastes have to be used in '

MS. SASSEVILLE: People use the word surrogate differently,
I'll just try to answer what I think you mean and if that'
wanted, then please speak up.
trial burns, what we're tr

ying to do ‘is to get them td be as much as -
possible like the regular wastes. And that's easier to do for an on-site
facility, where you have a .reqgular ‘supply of those waste streams and

you're only going to be burning a few waste streams.

harder for say a commercial unit where wastes are going t
all over the ﬁlacq and it's harder
maximize,q lot of things at one tiné.
basically, what we're-saying is we'd 1lik
was -an actual waste that you're géing to
to spike up to reach maximum chlorine le
then it's OK. to spike.
to be an actual waste.

We realize jt'y
o be .coming frum
to predict and you're trying to,
That may not be easy Lo do.
e it at least if your base wasti
be burning and then if you meed
vels, for example, o1 whaat eueey |
But’ we would like to try to get the_ba:

ST
S,
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" compliance with the CO limit.

’ pPOplP and hopefully get an answer in the transcript.

call
to-do two

" Jow tefiperature’

‘Must EPA be.hotified when
conducted for state air permit requirements and that's

Hi . PRUENZAHMN Next question.

R NI BB
MH VHAGﬁEVILLE: That's up to the air program.

MP . RAUENZAHN : Are two sets of test condltlons required "to

#tahlish-a usable minimal combustion chamber temperature, espec1a11y when

nalwal gas and liquids are the only.fuels. Conditions that demonstrate

Mo combustiion chamber temperature are not likely to demonstrate

temperature . )

] muin.
minimal
_MS. SASSEVILLE: Yeah.:
where you have to demonstrate maximum temperathre for metals and minimum
trmperature for DRE and PICs. There's no way that you can set those from
the same test unless you want one temperature that you have to maintain
the time which of ¢ourse isn't feasible. So, you really would have
separate tests.
for metals in which’ case you don‘t need to do the maximum temperature

bid that answer the questlon’
QUESTION: I was referring to the minimum (inaudible)
" MS. SASSEVILLE: oh, you mean for -maintaining interim
status? = OK.

That 1 think we've generally allowed under a separate
‘T mean 1t s not a very compllcated

QUESTION: Regulatlon says that you can- use the lowest hourly
rolling.average but that's likely not to be a useful temperature because
You're pushing for maximum temperature. '

Exactly So you can run a separate test for your
. to establish low temperature that would apply durlng
the automatic waste\feed cut off.

MR. HOLLOWAY :

MS. SASSEVILLE: . It wouldn t have to be a wery compllcated test
since you're’ not testlng for DRE or anything, so - .

In fact, I guess all you'd have to show is
You don't need to worry about metals or
Or.even PM;:just CO.

MR. HOLLOWAY:

chlorine or whatever.

‘ - MR. RAUENZAHN: Next question is‘regarding one of the test
methods. The EPA method for HC1/Cl2 does not discriminate between HCl and
Cl in the HCl portion of the sampllng train. _is there anything being done
to addressithis? . R Lo

1 guess this is the first time I've heard of 1t I can get-to our
INOTE: We assume that the HOCl in question was sampled from the stack.
If this is the case, we would expect HOCl to be trapped -in the -acid
solution designed for HCl collection. We wish to measure all reactive
species of Chlorine, of which HOC1 is one. Therefore, we do not consider
this to be a problem with the method.) ‘ ’

_Unless of.course vou re complying with Tier i.

\

I suppose we're talklng about a permltw

"(inaudible)

. “{infpﬂt‘nﬂ rnrr\rncarﬂ-a one -diatemic-chlgs

Has it been brought to your attention that method 1057 has a
significant positive bias on the chlorine analysis? When Cl reacts with
the caustic hypochlorite, -something or other continuous to react and a
portion will form additional chloride. The bias is that IC analysis CLPIC
area ris multiplied by two for the reassumed half split. Larry Johnson of
EPA in RTP is aware of this. Is there any dialogue with the.BIF method
developers to resolve thls? ’ ’

" [NOTE: The caustic 1mp1nger designed .to trap diatomic chlorlne
does so by forming HC10 and HCI. in the impinger. The method can be biased
to higher Chlorine concentrations when the caustic - impinger is
contaminated with;a reducing agent. The reducing agent aids in the
formation of HCl, which is what the analytical method, 9057, measures.
If this is a concern for your facility, use the- ‘reducing, agent Thiosulfate
in the caustic impinger to ensure that all the chlorine forms HCL. If
this is done, make sure you change the calculation so that every two HCl

ayina -
wlarinegs

this as an acceptable alternative for their Method 23.
Technology Transfer Network for spec1f1cs on this alternatlve ]

MR. RAUENZAHN: How do you suggestradjusted Tier 1 boiler
you certify at maximum feed rates needed. . 1If you do not
accept extrapolation, should we spike, i.e, partlculate/ash
a specific ‘site problem. Many boxlers are dependent_on their processes
heat demands and cannot arbitrarily run at 100%.

MR. HOLLOWAY: Well,
irrespective of what level of metal you may be feedzng during your test
to demonstrate compliance with PM and M and whatever else. 1Is that the
questxon’ Do you have to splke metals under Tier 1? :

MS. SASSEVILLE: _Was it about spiking ash?

do. that to get a level that you can live with then yes. ¥ And that's not

. an uncommon thlng for trial burns to spike some ash’ matgrlal

QUESTION: .So you'd rather see sp1k1ng than ash (inaudible) you

would con31der that better for the’ envxronment’
) .-

MS. SASSEVILLE: - We would not necessarily consider an
extrapolation to be valid:

MR. RAUENZAHN:- The answer is yes.

MS- SASSEVILLE Because removal efficiencies change ‘as you
as the load on air pollutlon control dev1ce changes, so

MR. RAUENZAHN:-

Is recompliance, i.e., a new test burn required

three years after the last test burn, or three years after the last COC?
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MR. HOLLOWAY:
new certification of compliance, a revised certification or renewed,
whatever it is every three years, so that's-irrespective of when you do
the actual tests.

xhc air y;GgLam has endorsed -

Consult the OAQPS
This is not ~
. under Tier 1 you don't need to spike the

metals because your feed rate limits are the Tier 1 screening limits,

If you need to

I believe the regulation says you must submit a

Again, so you have to certify within three years of the -
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previous certification.

HS. SASSEVILLE: If you're talking about that you did a trial
burn in between there, then I mean, was that your question? If you‘re
collecting the same information ... if you have the right information, I
don't see why you couldn't put that information into a €OC and just
resubmit early and then use that to start your time frame.

{question inaudible)

MR. HOLLOWAY: That's correct. The comment was in the handout
or in the slide. It says that the ... you have to recertify within three
years of the prévious certification of pre-compliance. * You're right.
That'was a typo. It should have been certification of compliance.

.MR. RAUENZAHN: Next question. As EPA considers the no dioxin
testing scenario which I fully support, what chlorine levels will default
to no test?
doing to find out?

MR. HOLLOWAY: That's a really good question. One of the
concerns we have is whether somebody will use a test method that has very
high detection limits, frankly But if we can find a method or if we can
find an approach+that. ensures that a method with a good detection limit
is used for chlorine. . And, by the way, I should also say that we also may
be concerned about brominated dioxins and. other halogens but so, if
we feel comfortable. that no feed streams are being fed to a device that
contained detectable levels of halogens at good detection limits, then I

. think we will be prepared to say that dioxin testing isn't needed. . But,
again, I don't know how we're going to - we haven't gotten to ‘do that
.yet. We haven't finished deallng with that issue.

‘MR. RAUENZAHN: Next question. Somewhat related. How.do we
submit 'a Part B appllcatlon which must.include a dioxin test when there
is no offlcxal guldance on how to set it up.

~ MS. SASSEVILLE: As usual, talk to your Region. You can also,
I mean, we mentioned a little bit earlier, some of the ideas that need to
be incorporated as far as worst case and also which I mentioned earlier,
there will be a guidance document out probably at the -end of April which
should help you out w1th that

MR. RAUENZAHN: Next question.
Suggests that metal volatility is somewhat less than would be expected
based on uncertainties. Is EPA. collecting data and continuously analyzing
results of low/high temperature trial -burns to verify the need for these
tests? Is there some range that could be  acceptable for operating
temperatures to limit the need.for two trial burns?

MR. HOLLOWAY

rulemaking to see if there are ways we can simplify the regulations.

.So,
yes, we will be looking”into-it. We haven't yet. ’

And if EPA does not know the answer to thls, what are they"

EPA's own published data

That's an interesting point and the Agency will
be looking into the existing data base as we go through the upcoming -

.

" operations, - then you may want to go over a longer interval.

‘projector on back there, Andy?

.constituents in your residue.

the event that there was a. non-compliance,

MR. RAUENZAHN: Next question. if I submitted data from boiler
A in lieu of, I suppose a trial burn, Yor boiler B during the 720 howr
extension after August 1992, does that mean that I could not burn at all
in boiler B assuming I do not burn more than 720 hour total in both
boilers?

MR. HOLLOWAY: I have no idea what that says.

MS. SASSEVILLE: That does sound kind of site specific, too.
I don*t think it's something we can answer.

*  MR. RAUENZAHN: ... BIF only onk stream burns at a given time.
Given also 2) two of the streams do not have enough material accumulated
to perform six hours of compliance test and 3) given two streams are high
BTU greater than 12,000 BTUs per pound, is it acceptable to not perform
a compliance test on these two streams if they are analyzed I guess this
is two streams that do not have enough materials to perform six hour
compliance test. And that's it for compliance testing. I'm also lucky
enough to be the person giving the next discussion, so is the slide
There you go. OK.

Management of Residues

-~ MR. RAUENZAHN: What we have to discuss here is give guidance
in three points. The frequency of residue sample  on analysis; the
handling. and storage of bevel residues; a little bit about F039
constituents that first came out of the administrative study. You folks
also requested a review of what the requirements are and we hope to .go
over that by giving an example, finally at the very end.

Now, for a frequency of residue sample analysis we recommend that.

samplxng and analysis be done daily. Now, based on ‘John's dlscus510n
yesterday and the setting up of statistical models, you can,
certain site specific factors, gain enough information about the residue
to sample and ahalyze less frequently than daily. And some of those
factors are: historical data, . knowing the variability of toxic
If-they. don't vary a whole lot, you may
want to back off from daily. If you make changes in your operations that
may affect the-constituents in your residue then you may want to semple
and analyze more frequently. If you never make changes to your
Liability

factors. You have to remember as thxs Stuff accumulates, you're getting

‘more and more residue that you need to handle and you, need to deal with.

Obviously, if you sample and analyze over shorter periods of time you
don't have that much residue to deal with at any one particular time. In
if you're sampling daily,
there's not a whole lot of material and your 11ab111ty factor is a he. K
of lot lower then they would be if you had six months worth ¢f stuff witeh
is out of compliance. B&and finally, stoxage factors wh1ch I'm goan tu gut
to two slides from now.

Frequency of residue sample analysis. We recommend, as:a winimu,

weekly sampling and analysis assuming you-can justify less than darly

based on’




"7 -non-metals.

" everybody I imagine we mean the

" imagine now that's everything on the F039 list,

Sste again, hased on factors I just went over.

Revill Residues. What you need to do.is youkneed‘to
‘a hazardous waste rather than a Bevill residue and

Steyage of

T1eat thin waste as

thereo will be no problems as far as Bevill compliance is concerned. If
o the othey -hand, 1 know you folks wouldn*t do this, so let's say we have -
A eement kiln that-takes all.of its cement kiln dust, piles it into a
el of a quarry, tests once’ every six months, and God forbid it fails,

finds out that half of that residue is already thrown -into the -quarry, it
has A major compliance problem at that point in time The” only way you
~an aveid having a compliance problem as far as Bevill is concerned. is to
Agsume the stuff is a hazardous waste until you fipd out. otherwise, and

OK. Now, after you've determined the uppexr tolerance limits every . -
day ‘for some period.of time, you need to get h15tor1ca1 data. You need
to find out what's in the residue. ' That's one of the four factors I

- mentioned and that help you determine your sample and_analy51s.frequency

" month.

‘to the upper tolerance limits to make a Bevill determination.

And then you sample and analyze for these constituents and compare them

' Let's
assume for now everything goes well; everything passes; none of them fail;
and based on this historical data, you sampled and analyzed for say a“°
None of them have failed. They're all comfortably below your
upper tolerance limits or the FO39 limits. You decide to back off on that .
daily testing

“and dec1de once a week. That's acceptable

1 hen when 'you find out otherwise, go ‘ahead and dispose of ‘it as residue’

o i f you find out that 1t falls,

go ahead and treat is as a hazardous
wa°lp ¥ o ‘
,,,,, _. 'And you're. also going. to have to seoarate the residue. by :amnl1na
pn:]odﬂ. If you were to décide to sample dally, you would have to keep
your ‘daily residue separated. That way you can tell the difference
between one day's residue and the next day's residue. -If you test weekly,
you can tell the difference between one week and another week. Once
again, the rationale is, is that the sample fails,
-a hazardous waste and if you keep your residue separate, your -sampling
period separated,- you know what's the hazardous waste and what's not and
it keeps things nice and simple for you : :

F039 constituents. Now this came from the interim final rule.
I don't believe this is in your handouts. This is new late breaking news.
Basically what the interim final rule did’'is it stayed the Appendix 7 non-
metal residue limits. It set the F039 limits in lieu of those Appendix

What this means is that if the
the owner/operator need not test
" And we'll be sending ‘out communications to' everybody. By
egions first and I imagine you can get
the communication from the Regions from that point when that communication
comes out. -  OK. . - —~

chemicals not listed on the stayed list.
toxic constituent is not listed on F039,
for it.

Now this is the overview.. K If there's a boller and you re burning
‘at least 50% coal on.a total heat .input or-mass basis, then your facility
qualifies for the Bevill exemption. OK? If you don't burn coal, you burn
‘natural gas, you- don't have any residue, unless you're burnlng hazardous
waste, it's assumed that all the residue comes from the hazardous waste.
‘Point number 2 is héw you go about determining the first point of the two
peint test. You have to go out and you need to composite samples,,ten,
twenty-four hour residie samples to determine the upper tolerance limit
for each of the constituents you expect to find in your .residue. I
Now you can choose. not

«-wagteg in the corner of.a duarxy

it must be managed as"

. fac111ty

Unfortunately we did not replace the default value for -

99% confidence levels.

to do this and go directly to ‘and apply the [F039 limits and the metal -

limits in Appendix 7. -For some facilities that are doing that, it's more
stringent because your residue may ‘have naturally a concentration higher
than what 's published in FO39 but if this is too much of a bother for your
do, then ‘that's up, to the fac111t1es determination. .
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‘facilities are going weekly and that's the smart thing to do.

i

Next, after determlnlng the upper tolerance - 11m1ts, you. start
burning hazardous waste, ‘RCRA storage requirement comes into play. ".Once
again, you don't want to find yourself in a situation of piling all-these

fn:nr'f'iﬂn'lar'lu for the ceament ki Ing}

the dust is blowing everywhere and then he fxnds out later that’ it fails
the Bevill test and he should have been managing the whole thing as a- .
hazardous waste the whole time. For that reason, store it 'in a RCRA
storage facility pendlng the Bevill determlnatlons o

‘There's one more point. I would- like to make. Based on
historical data, you can relax your sampling frequency. Once again, it's
based on those four factors possibly others, depending on the type:of
" If you have fairly consistent residue and it is below the’
Appendlx 7 and F039° llmlts, you may decide to ‘reduce your sampllng
frequency.. You can relax ‘it more than weekly, even if you want. More
than our recomménded  amount, but it's been our experience that most
But if you
can handle that much residue and you don't care,.the only real compliance
problem you ¢an run into when it comes to Bevill is not properly handling
and managing hazardous waste. If you're storing it in a RCRA storage
facility and you dlspose of -it properly, you should never have a
violation. . i . T B

QUESTION: Most of your slides are not 'in’ the' new books, can you
pro@ide copies? ’ :

MR. RAUENZAHN: -We will include them in -the transcript.” OK?
For clarification, did you say that the default value for constituents not
oni- the F039 list were stayed and not replaced, therefore,fac111t1es are
only obligated to.test for constituents on the F039 list? That's what I
said.- ) ‘ SR

I'm not so sure we can answer this one, but 1tjsays, LDR analyses
are based on a 51ngle grab sample. Compliance levels and LDR are set at
Thus, per 10 to 20 samples, there is close to 100%
probability ‘of failing. Has EPA given any thought to changing the
procedures to allow for outliers and natural data varlablllty to enable
facilities to comply? .

MS. SASSEVILLE: That's an LDR question.
none of us works. on that rule here ’ [

Unfortunately, "..

and .
ang -
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MR. RAUENZAHN: And, well, let me give a stab at this. What I
think they're saying is the compliance levels that were set in LDR vere
based on some 99% probability limits and that the F039 numbers who are
bagsed on the 99% confidence interval, that should help you. OK? Because
the mean is standing at a 50%v confidence level. 99% should be over here
-- right?

(comments inaudible)

MR. RAUENZAHN: 1f there's a 99% ... I agree with what you're
saying but .... and if the residue you're analyzing is from the same
population of F039, I agree. OK? I think you're making a couple of bad
assumptions; your worst assumption is that Bevill residue is F039, which
it is not. - But to get to what I think is your point, yes you may fail
1% of the time due to statistics. That is one of the reasons why we're
telling you that you've got to handle this stuff in RCRA storage
facilities. Because 1 % of the time you may fail through no fault of your
own. Is that what you're asking? If that's a fact... that's statistics.
But remember that your assumptions are faulty. Bevill residue is not F039
and may have constituent concentrations widely different from F039.
That's why there is a first part of this two part test..- '

How often .ghould the base line upper tolerance level be updated?
Is an evergreen dpproach of random non-waste ... oh; I don't understand
that .. that's flot my repertoire, but every time you make a process
change, ydu have to update your upper tolerance limit.

i MR. HOLLOWAY: If you make any change in your desigd or
operation, that could affect the base line, the normal.levels of toxic

constituents .in the residue, then you “have to reestablish your upper

tolerance levels.

MR,. RAUENZAHN: You may want to do it every so often anyway
because there are situations where things that are‘beyond your control or
- things that you're not aware of may be going.on in your system that may
be affecting the concentration of the residue so it might be a smart thing
to update them perlodlcally Is it required to do Bevill for burning non-

- hazardous waste? . Bevill doesn't apply to non- hazardous waste. So

' -MS. SASSEVILLE: That determination doesn't need to be made
because it's clear that the residues would be exempt. ' There's only a
question when you're burning hazardous waste and trying to flgure out what
the effect of the hazardous waste has on the residue.

MR. RAUENZAHN: You mentlon that natural gas has no ash content,

then why must we-analyze our natural gas for BIF metals? Isn‘t this a

waste of time and resources which could be better spent on real issues?

I guess I was answering to what the-regulation said as far as Bevill was

' concerned. - That it's assumed that for these don't have any ash.. For.any
high quantities of ash and that at that point if you do start getting

quantltles of ash, let's assume that it came from your: hazardous waste,

you know. -

> [

MR. HOLLOWAY: . Yeah. . That's true Scott and it would

certainly be the appropriate I guess and good if we could, the Agency
could establish default values for .levels of metals or chlorine or
whatever that might be in natural gas. But X don‘t think we've looked
into that. 1I1f we have time, if you guys have data you'd like to provide
us on levels of metals and chlorine what else would be important?
Organics? Toxic organics that could be in natural gas, we'll certainly
congsider putting out some sort of guidance or interpretation that could
include default values. That could be zero or whatever.

MS. CHOW: Let me just make a comment on that. A while ago, I
received a copy of a document written by the Southern California Gas
Company regarding a study that this company conducted an its own product.
This report contains disucssions on the analytical methods the company
used to analyze their natural gas. They found that there were traces of
metals, such as mercury in their gas. Some of the contaminants may not
necessarily be in the product originally , but were .there as a result of
contaminations through the pipe lines. Sp, natural gas may not be as
clean as some of us like to think. From what 1 can recall, the levels
were not high, but they were there. Unfortunately, I don't have a copy '
here with me. Yes, I will see whether I can attach a copy with Lhe
transcript package. [The EPA is unable to obtain permission ‘to release
this document at the time of the transcript.]

2

MR. RAUENZAHN: 1'1l stop and say, personally speaking, I know
of ‘one problem in my home state of Pennsylvania as’ far as natural gas is
concerned. They're finding puddles of mercury under the gas meters-of old
homes, which indicates to me that there's at least some metals in natural-
gas.

You stated;that'if you burn liquid waste and natural gas, not
coal, you assume that all the residues come from the waste, OK, it's the
same point. 1Is this EPA policy? Could it be communicated to the Regional
offices who keep asking for natural gas analysis for metals, ash, etc.

MR. HOLLOWAY: There- are two separaté issues here. The EPA's
already stated either in the regulation- or Preamble to the Bev111
regulation that if you're co-firing hazardous waste with oil or gas, then
your residues are not eligible for the Bevill exclusion because we're
presuming that the residues are more characterized by the bazardous waste.
you're burning than anything . any residue coming from oil or gas. The
separate issue is in complying with the feed rate restrictions or the feed
rate limits under the BIF regulation. You need to know what's in all ot
your levels of metals and whatever that's in all of your feed strgams.
Including natural gas, if you're burning natural gas. So, that's a
separate ‘ entlrely separate issue. ‘ ]

- MR. RAUENZAHN: Next question séys why frequent and expensive
Bevill analysis if residues’ contaln levels of BIF elements less than that

found in, .hatural top 50115 we live with evezy day.. .

If your Bevill residue is that “clean, and you are assured that you

- can back off of .frequéent expensive testing, then that's certainly .

prerogative. But you need data. Do you have that data? ‘Then 1hiGU s

fine. .At other facilities, that may ot be tiue.




NP DOMBROWSK] : Just another point as
Gur inspectors (at least at cement kilns facilities) they do
1nd sample the ash and analyze and compare it to the data that you
they are checking it as well, so if you do make a
fetermination. like Scott said, document it and be sure of yourself.

wilth-ash,
ERRNTTE

l.|,|-~|.{n.] Ris)

MP. RAUENZAHN: - There's a. lot of things that factor into -that
You know, if you happen to be lucky to have an extraordinarily
[atge- RORA ,(oraqe facility and .you- can get away with storing a year's
cworth . of stuff in there now I don't know why you'd want to do that,

I don't see how you could be out of non- compliance as.- long as you
tieat that year's worth of stuff appropriately. So, once again, it's a
site specific call that you folks make, you know, based on your resources,
hriw expensive it is and what not. All those factors ‘get factored in.

also,

bt -

. . . Next question is addressed to you again, Sonya. You
ment ioned that ash extrapolatiom
'ﬂpoliuifon control device due to collection efficiency variability. ‘What
about- a facjility that does not have air pollution control device such as
natural gas boiler? .Is it allowed in this case? If not, why not?

MS. SASSEVILLE: ‘That's not something we've really talked about

a lot.

MR. HOLLOWAY:- Excuse me John
doeq not only effect on air pollution control collection efficiency but
it's the issue of partltlonlng How much of the ash is going to partition
to the combustion gas versus that stays in the bottom ash, or whatever.

is not ‘allowed if you_have an air.

far as Bevill's concerned

.would be a better for this type of information.

_‘that are going into fleets since the Clean Alt ‘Act” Amendments
—~they must have lots .of data alsgo: -

Ancther consideration we've had
‘maintenance,
-listed hazardous waste or if the wastes exhibit a characteristic. .

And we just don't have and neither do you have enough data to fully

understand partitioning for metals or ash or anything else. So, it's not
expenSLVe to run a PM test, so. you cannot extrapolate ash. You must run
a' new PM test. By the way,  let me just finish. Guys, if you're

complalnlng about PM testing, you re in for a rude awakening under the new .

regulatory regime. . We've been talking about dioxin ‘testing and much more
comprehensive testing than we've talked about today, so I wouldn't be
_worrylng about PM testing. .

(question inaudible)

. MS. - SASSEVILLE:
. gould answer here. We would have to think about whether there can be
anything else that influences it.

MR. HOLLOWAY: That ‘doegs sound more reasonable, but again,
“there's probably something that maybe we're not thinking about. Maybe we
can give it a try and try to deal with it in the transcrlpt but, have you
‘talked to the Region- about it? . -

\

(inaudible) n
Ali right. So 1-guess nething's'going‘to happen any time soon?

MS. SASSEVILLE: Actually another good p01nt that was brought
up is that there is, for things like this, a difference between.compliance

o ) ",

At the least I.don't think it's something we
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certifications and permits where the permit writer does have more

flexibility on the permitting process of what they accept whereas for

interim status where it was set up to be self implementing, ‘it is pretty.
prescriptive and so that Regions are really sticking to what's in the

regulations which doesn't allow for extrapolatlon So, if this idea does
hold merit then it could be cons1dered under a permlt but probably not
under the interim status. . . . -

Please include
Other sources

. ..MR. RAUENZAHN: Next question is more common.
references for obtaining natural gas test analysis data.
I imagine API
American Petroleum Institute] has a constituent llst of a what a natural
gas would be. From what I remember,. ‘though,
across the nation. So, your local gas ‘company may be a good source. -
[the Society of Automotive Engineers], with all the natural gas vehicles
of 1990,
‘There are Better places to ge is

kind of data_than from“us.

A Tier 1 BIF, I guess this relates to the previous issue. A tier
1 BIF burns hazardous waste that has a very low ash content. If repalrs
to the 1n31de of the boiler are necessary, is it required to treat any
thin film coatlng of re51due on-the equipment as hazardous waste°

MR. HOLLOWAY ) Any'residue that you generate, as a result of
has to be managed.as hazardous waste, if the BIF burns a

point 1. And if you're burning a listed hazardous waste, then the
residues based on the derived from rule are considered to be hazardous
waste, If you're not burning listed waste, then you need to see whether
the resxdue exhibit a characteristic.

MR. RAUENZAHN: Is there any means of obtaining some of these
guidance documents electronically, i.e. on bulletin boards?

MS. SASSEVILLE: . Not at this point. It mlght'be somethlng we
do sometime in the future, but at thls point, np, théy‘re not avallable
that way.

MR. RAUENZAHN:

You can get on their technology transfer network, as I said. There are
several resources and they're available to giving you validation of.test
methods and also some technical publications for problems people have had,
how they got around them and whatnot. So

. MR. RAUENZAHN: Thank you. ‘The ORQPS Technology Transfer Network
modem line is 919-541-5742. And there's also a number for help which I
don't know since I didn't know this one. '[NOTE The help line for TTN
is 919-541-5384.° For the Emissions. Measurement _Technical Informatlon
Center, EMTIC, the help number is 919 541-5222:] That's all

'MR. HOLLOWAY: Emily,
than waiting for 10:15, let's speed this up, all rlght’
start aga1n at 5 after 10?7

So, you want to

[the

natural gas varies a lot
SAE

piagces to get ti his = -

That's . . -

B OAQPS does have their technology transfer-
- network and we depend a lot on them for our sampling and analysis methods.

should we-start in 15 minutés from now rather
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HR. GIGLIELLO:
I have the copies in
additional nine copies
Ramos. ..

There are sixteen people that asked for the ERP.
the back for those sixteen people. I also have
for someone who wants it and I need to see Maryanna

[Bnd of proceedings as recorded.)

PROCEERDINGS .

MR, HOLLOWAY: I will go quickly on upgrading the technical
emission standards and we want to talk about the driving forces for
revising those standards and then give you some idea of our current
thinking on some of the key issues. But again .to put things in

. perspective, The waste minimization combustion strategy has a number of
components. * Let me give you a quick overview on where we stand on each
of these. With respect to public outreach, I think everybody knows that
we held a national roundtable back in November of '93, a forum of virtu-
ally all the stakeholders on these combustion regulationg, not just the
BIF rules but the incinerator rules as well. We had over 200 people
attending and as a follow-up we have Regional roundtables scheduled in San
Francisco, Chicagpy Houston and Atlanta. The one in San Francisco is the
first one scheduled for April 16th; the one in Houston will be second.
That's scheduled *for the 23rd and then Chicago is next and Atlanta is the
final one.
many local citizens and public interest groups attending as possible.

e

Waste minimization. The waste minimization piece of the
combustion strategy, we'ﬁe already provided guidance for what's called a
program in place back in May of *'93. What that really means is the
requirement for all generators  and treatment storage and disposal
facilities to develop a- waste minimization plan. ~And in last May we
developed a guidance to a system in developing those waste minimization
plans. Just recently in December we sent out letter8 to generators and
theéir CEOs advising them or requesting, recommending that they make those
waste minimization plans available to the public: And-finally, we're in
the process now of developing an overall waste minimization strategy.

Facility permitting. We discussed this yesterday. This is
another major feature of the strategy. I think we've already called in
all of the Part B applications, for commercial interim status facilities
and of course, we're giving top priority to permitting all of the interim
status facilities starting with the commercial guys and ‘then moving ‘to the
on site facilities as opposed to permitting new capacity.

They're a week apart on Saturdays, and we will try to get as

_ these.

public involvement in the permitting process. We are currently

developing a proposed regulation to help ensure public participation.

. That. regulation is.scheduled to be proposed in.the Federal Register some.
A couple examples. of the-

time in the window between this May and July. X
" requirements are. 1) each facility, any facility would have to conduct a
‘public hearing a public meeting before submitting their Part B
application.
availability of the trial burn plan..

Another requirement would be for a public notice of the
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Risk assessment is also a major part of the combustion strategy
with respect to upgrading the emission standards. The Agency's current
approach is to require a risk assessment for all new permits to insure
that the émissions in fact are safe. We've developed what's called an
addendum to indirect exposure ... to an existing indirect exposure
guidance document. By the way, this risk assessment is different from
the, as most of you know, it's different from the risk assessments that
we've conducted to date in the combustion program and much different than
is included in the BIF regulation. It involves multi pathway indirect
exposure assessment. And as I said, we've developed what amounts to an
update or a refinement to an existing guidance document that the Agency's
Office of Research and Development had developed back in I think it's 1989
or 1990. HWe've submitted that addendum to EPA's Science Advisory Board
for review. We've also asked for public comment on it. We've published
a notice in the Federal Register requesting public comment on the addendum
and we'xe in the process now of revising the addendum. I believe the
revised ... the addendum will be made public sometime will be ready
for public distribution in late spring or summer. In addition, we're
developing a guidance on how to conduct a risk screen so that you can
avoid the time and expense of conducting a comprehensive risk assessment
and I understand the guidance document- on how to conduct a screening
assessment will also be added roughly in that same time frame, by some
time ‘this summer. Of course the advantage- of a risk screen is that it's
quicker and cheaper than a comprehensive risk assessment but the downside
is the risk screens are conservative, very conservative-and because of
that you might fail. And if you fail the risk screen, of course, you
really don't have a choice but to get into’ the comprehensive assessment.

Enforcement. We probably don't need to disduss}that too much with'
this group. .I think you're pretty much aware of what we're doing in the
enforcement area. . -

Now let's focus on the emission standards .piece of the combustion
strategy. We really have a couple of phases that we're dealing with on
the emission standards. One is the rulemaking process that we're going:
through, just starting now. And secondly, however, we want to apply
upgraded ‘controls, particularly on dioxin and particulate mattet
immediately during the permitting process. So, let me talk about both of
First, with respect to the rulemakings, let me give you some idea
of why we're doing this, what the schedules are and what we're thinking
about doing on some of the key issues. 'Why are we doing it? The Adency
frankly is concerned that our -existing standards’ are not necessarily
protective, or don't ensure safe burning in every situation. For example, '
the existing regulations don't have limits on dioxins. . -Another example
is, as I've 'said before, a number of the BIF regulations for metals for
example and chlorine are purely. rigk based regulations based on site
specific risk assessment. Those risk assessments only consider direut
exposure through inhalation, don't consider multi pathway exposure. g0

. “for a number of reasons, those and other reasons, we're concerned_that the

existing regulations may not énsure safe burning. That's not.to say that
facilities out there,- that your emissions aie éctually;posing a risk  The
concern is that our regulations don't ensure that. your emissions are sate
The cement people in particular are fond of -standing up in pub]lf’muvllnqﬁ
and saying that they'‘'re Bnly emitting -a tenth ox one percent ot the




" - establish technology-based or risk-based standards.

emisnions, or the emissions: allowed by EPA's regulatlons and

somet hing that we want to put a stop to. Another issue is as a
of RIF litigation, we've entered into settlement agreements to
md promulgate revised standards for BIFs, and incinerators too,
matter . i :

vE ol
ot o e
IBOHINER
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What.'s the schedule? We've broken the rulemakings down into two

~

Now, having sa1d that we also are very concerhed about applying
reasonable technology baged standards, if in fact the technology based

 standards require emission levels that go well beyond what a risk

phases with the first phase * 1nc1ud1ng incinerators, .kilns and melt1ng,,A

smelking and refining furnaces and those regulatlons are scheduled to be
proposed by September of '95: We hope.to be able to beat that date, . at
least our ‘management does. We will be promulgatlng, we're obligated to
promulgate those reqularlons by the end of '96. The second phase will
include boilers and industrial furnaces. We've split them up 51mply
. because .we just don't have Pnough resources, don't have enough people to
deal with all source categories at once. ' We would prefer to do them all
‘at-once, we just can't handle the load. :
wﬁgomgwogughe key issues or current thinking on. kev,;Qquoq One,
" you've heard about this. We are con51der1ng whether 1t is appropriate to
And I-think it's
fairly clear that we will be estab11sh1ng standards that-reflegt the use
of best. operating practices.or technology-based standards. We will,
. however, certainly consider residual risks by one or more approaches. = The
options, that. we're now looklng at, one option is to use the approach as
’outllned in the Clean Air Act Amendments -which established which
requires the Agency to establish the MACT standards . ~the maximum
achievable control technology standards. And under the Clean Air Act, the
MACT process, the Agency has to revisit these source categories within
-seven yedrs of establlshlng the MACT standard to determine if the residual
risk is significant.

Agency would of course rachet down on the MACT standard. That's one

option. Another option is to use what we call a generic risk assessment
on the national standards. The national standards for d10x1n or PM for
example. And -here, what we can do is identify some reasonable worst case

scenarios; look at model facilities, assume a high emission rate, we'll
assume emigsion rates at the limits, assume some worst case scenarlos for
exposure, dispersion, whatever and show by generic risk assessment that
these performance standards, the regulations appear to be protective in
most cases. Another approach is to use site specific risk assessment.
Either a screening model, a comprehensive approach or maybe something even
simpler than a screening model where if we were to use a generic risk
‘assessment on the national basis, then maybe on A site specific basis all
we'd have to do-is determine whether the fac111ty s features meet the
conditions of the. generic risk .assessment. If so, no more questlons
asked. It should be protective. If not, you fall outside of the generic
risk Assessment assumptions, then maybe .you'd have to go ‘into either a
screening model-or a’ comprehensive risk assessment approach And there
may be others. I think we'll be using a combination.' I personally think
we'll be using both generic and site specific risk easements but we'll see
what happens. To the extent we use risk assessment, to the extent that
rigsk assessment affects the emission standards, the regulations, it's
llkely that the risk assessment will ‘only be used to rachet down on the
emission standards, not to back away from the technology-based emission
standards. .

¢

And if the.residual risk is unacceptable, then the:
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‘that earlier.

assessment would require. Again, if the risk assessment, let's say a risk
assessment -shows that a dioxin TEQ of one nanogram is just fine, yet our
technology-based standard would say that these facilities can e3511y meet
a technology based standard of .2 TEQ. Well, 'in applying .a ,2 TEQ, for
example,,we would certainly want to consider economic impacts on various
folks. Again, even under RCRA we would do this, again because we're going
beyond what the risk assessment calls for,” and as you know RCRA is
pr1mar11y a risk based statute. So, a couple of approaches and by the

way, these approaches also are very consistent as many of you know, with’

the Agency's mandate under the Clean Air Act, under the MACT standards.

The MACT standards or the MACT process clearly allows the Agency to’

consider, if not require, the Agency to congider or to develop different

standards. For example, for new facilities versus existing facilities and
~allows - us -to -consider differént‘ standards for 'small versus ‘large
facilities. Obviously we're talking about reduced standards, - less

-stringent ‘standards for small facilities and for existing fac111t1es
Again, it remains to be seen ‘how this plays out.

There s another major issue and that is whether we should
promulgate the regulatlons under the Clean Air Act Amendments or RCRA
authorlty or maybe even both authorities. And .the bottom line is we

obviously think it makes sense to promulgate these regulations under joint-

authority. We don't think it makes gense for two different agencies in
the office in EPA, two different offxces in EPA to be developing standards
separately for the same source categories. Cement kilns, intinerators,
boilers, whatever.  So, we hdve ... we are coordinating efforts with them,
We've had numbers of meetings at the staff level and the. office director
level to coordinate our efforts and again we think it makes sense because.
it avoids duplicative agency effort .and obviously it helps you guys
because it avoids pxecemeal regulation. We wouldn't be establishing for
example a PM standard:of .01 -and say a year from now amd then have the
Clean Air Act turn around and establish a standaxd of
later. Loae

Now, so. the current thinking is to promulgate regulations for all.

these source categories under authority of both statutes, Clean Air Act
and RCRA. 'But now, under RCRA, since RCRA is a risk based statute, we
need to ensure that when we apply the MACT. process and develop the MACT
standard, we need-to ensure that the MACT standards meet RCRA concerns.

And there are at least two concerns we would have under RCRA that might
go beyond, that might require somethlng maybe more stringent than the MACT
process would drive us toward. One issue the residual risk. I mentioned
Under the MACT process residual risk doesn't need to be
considered until seven years later. Under RCRA, frankly, we're
considering just what our options are for considering residual risk as I
mentioned earlier. Do we have to conduct a generic risk assessment? -Can
we rely on site specific risk assessments, or can we just wait, even under

RCRA, and deal with risk like it's going to be dealt w1th under the Clean'

Air Act. Wait'seven years later.
Another concern is, does the MACT process

us.always to do what we think are best operatlng practlce57

ig it going to drive

091 a year or two’

.In some cases '




in fact, the MACT process, which let me give you an example ... the MACT
process says you take the ... you look at a source category and if you
have more than thirty different sources, if you have .a data base for more
than thirty facilities, the MACT standard for existing facilities is based
on the average of the best 12t of the technologies. If in fact applying
that formula, and by the way there‘'s lots of flexibility as you might have
guessed into applying that formula, but if in applying that formula we
.determine that the average of the 12% percent of the technologies really
doesn't represent best operating practice because for example, maybe the
industry isn't doing a very good job of trying to control a given
pollutant and could in fact have done a lot better job with existing
technology that has a reasonable cost, if that's true, then we might
determine under RCRA that the MACT process isn't good enough, doesn't give
us what we think is best operating practices, we have to go beyond that.

An issue that we're looking at is whether we should establish
separate standards, emission standards for metals, dioxins, PM, whatever,
for each source category, boilers, cement kiln, smelters, whatever,
separately or whether we should establish generic emission limits and
generic standards for a source category that might be called hazardous
waste combustors. There's a lot of sentiment, frankly, for establishing
a generic emissiop-limits for hazardous waste combustors. The thinking
goes that hazardous waste should only be burned in devices that can do the
best job. If a’given source category such as Cement kilns or boilers
cannot burn hazardous waste as efficiently as other types of burners can
achieve, then maybe they shouldn't be burning hazardous waste.

On that point, let me back up. Current thinking is to establish
generic em1531on limits for all pollutants except posslble for particulate
matter. We're leaning vexry heavily -toward. generic standards for
everything but PM. On PM it's very much up in the air whether to go with
source category specific standards or generic standards for a couple of
reasons. Frankly, PM is a poor surrogate for metals emissions when you
look at what metals emissions you actually achieve for a given PM standard
across source categories, the metals emission levels can vary all over the
place at a. constant PM emissions rate. So one problem is PM, is'a poor
surrogate for metals emissions even though that's one.of the reasons ‘that
we're limiting PM. Another reason that we're considering, or “that it's
very much up in the air as to which way we'll way for PM, is that some
very preliminary data analysis indicates that the PM standards might be

_drastically different under the MACT process. Might be drastically
different for various source categories. So, -the economic impacts could
be really substantial if we .had a generic PM limit.

OK. 1I've talked pretty much about the rulemakings, the longer
term effort, now let's talk about what we are doing in the interim to
insure that as permits are awarded between now and the. time new rules are

”.promulgated and become effective, to be -sure those permits-ensure safe

burning. And what we want to do is use what's called the Omnibus Permit
Authority to ensure that permits are safe. As I think most of you heard
before, the Omnibus Permit Authority says that the EPA permit writer has
the authority and the responsibility to apply additional controls to the
permit beyond those that would be dictated by the regulatiors to ensure

- minimum establish the dioxin level as TEQs.

, earliest, sometime in the middle of May.

that the cmissions are protective of human health and the environment.
And since this is outside of the normal.rulemaking process, however, the
permit writers will explain what their concerns are on a case specific
basis and of course, listen to and respond to comments from the
facilities. It sort of amounts to a.mini-rulemaking, rulemaking on a
specific site as opposed to a national rulemaking. In order to help our
permit writers and also to give facilities an idea of where we're heading
with our dioxin and PM standards, we are now developing a technical
resource document called CETRED, that's the way we‘re pronouncing the
acronym, combustion emissions technical resource document, that is going
to take the available data base we have and apply the MACT pirocess to it
and.based on that preliminary analysis, it's preliminary because it's
based on available data and frankly, there are a number of things we don't
understand now, and it may be many months pefore we do understand. For
example with respect to dioxin formation. Anyway, we're taking the
existing data base, existing knowledge and applying it ... using the MACT
process and identifying what we believe would be reasonable MACT numbers
for dioxin and PM and again, our permit writers will be using this. This,
will be a public document. The schedule for making it available at the
And it might be a little later
than that, but my best guess would be it should be available in the middle
of May.

To give you some idea of where these numbers may be heading,
everybody's aware I'm sure that when the combustion strategy was announced
last May three were target levels given for PM and dioxin. The target
level for dioxin was 30 nanograms, total congeners. The preéliminary data
analysis shows that the MACT technology can achieve a total congener limit
level well below 30 nanograms. Well below. We're still looking at a lot
of issues. ‘One of which is whether to establish dioxin limits on TEQs or
total congeners or both. "The current thinking is that we will at a
As a TEQ on a TEQ basis and
we might also, in addition, establish'a total congener-level. The logic
for establishing limits on both would be our concern that health effects

‘data over time would show that some of the congeners we now think don't

- -MWCs, -

pose significant risk could in fact pose significant risk.. So, to be
conservative, there is some sentiment toward limiting both TEQ and total
congeners. By the way, the data indicate that a TEQ limit that might-
represent MACT technology would be close to the EC target level of a tenth
of a TEQ. Of course, our technology based dioxin limits, as opposed to
the European community target level, ‘would be a number never to be
exceeded. It's a number never to be exceeded while under the EC target
level of a tenth of a TEQ as I-understand it, meant to be an average
value, as is as you may know the dioxin limit for MWCs. The existing
Agency dioxin limit for municipal waste combustors is as I understand it
an-average level not necessarily a level never to be exceeded. So our
implementation approach would be more stringent than either what the EC's
looking at -or how the Agency currently regulates MWCs. With respect
let--me -also point. out -that .the Agency. is..reevaluating. the. MWC

to

. standards- and expects to propose in the Federal Register revised dioxin

limits arid PM limits for MWCs by. I believe this September. And  t e
preliminary analysis indicates that both the dioxin and the PM levels will
be substantially lower than they are right now. And in addition
dioxin, under the MWC, revised MWC standards, they will be establisbing,

(21 F
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thinking is 1Q’nstab1jsh dioxin limits on a TEQ basis-as opposed
the cnnent approach of total congeners. I believe that's 'it.
e, comment s

e
[

RLE TP
PRI “":l""l’w .

1 figured if I didn't get gquestions from this, they

i1 we obtain our Part B today for ‘BIFs, would we be shieided by

Mmit from the combustion stratééy changes? Do you have an idea, Sonya?
MS. SASSEVILLE:
bBe hard to get a permit for a BIF at this point without having many-or
most of the combustion strategy elements incorporated for any rule changes
thdt happen afterward. 1It's my understanding, if we're partially using
Clean Air Act autho?ity that there wouldn't be a permit as a shield. “That
“.the limits would have to take effect even before modification to the
primit.  We can recheck that for when do the send out the minutes.-
Abut” t'm pretty sure that's the case.

1.

"7 T MR. HOLLOWAY:
establishing regulations under joint authority.” No, .you're absolutely
vight. So, if we were to follow thfough and issue regulations under joint
authority Clean Air Act and RCRA, then I think you are right. ' Then I
think . the Clean Air Act requires compliance within, I think, three years
of the MACT standards, and I think you're right, it would be irrespective
‘of whether you already have a RCRA permit. You're right.

Where can you find a copy of the combustion strategy or the

. principal components of the strategy? The RCRA hot line has copies of the

- information, the press release.and accompanying documents that describe
the strategy. .

+ Who is the main contact to get information on the risk assessment
portion of the combustion strategy? - Contact within the Office of Solid
Waste, Alex McBride. ‘If you want talk to Alex about things such as
the . screening model and general application implementation of the-risk
assessment. If you have questions about nuts and bolts of the methods,

>VWe11, first of all, 1 thinkAit;s.going to-

We're talking about in the interim prior to

- widely so it would only be if there is some specific use of it that's not s
"pppropriate‘thap there may be ‘a problem.” : o

RCRA or Air Regulations or both?

" to it yet.

~might only have.a sihgle noncempl

certainiy the Permit. Appeals process’ is there, not that we want to
encourage people to appeal, but as far as legal checks and balances, there
is the appeals process.' One thing to keep in mind that there were a

‘number of appeals of metals limits that were set for incinerators under

the'Omnibus‘provisioq and most of those permits were upheld. So.as far
as just the idea of using the Omnibus provision, that has been upheld

Another question. Will the MACT rule be under
: The MACT rule, the MACT standards are’
a Clean Air Act Amendment standards, but what I was trying to point out
is that Agency intends to establish technology- based standards for your
industry under joint Clean Air Act and RCRA-authority. It goes on to say,
if MACT is duplicated under RCRA, how will EPA avoid the déuble jeopardy
of multiple program penalties and enforcement actions on a company who

MR. HOLLOWAY :

2 iance-identically covered by RCRA; MACT
and by a Clean Air Act {inaudible) . _Issues we have not yet even begun to
discuss with the Air people, the MACT people, is how we would implement

these regulations. And that's an important issue, we just haven't gotten

If limits are set on dioxin and furan emissions will this be done

‘using a scientific risk assessment or will it be done in an arbitrary

of the déta}inputs, whatever, the algorithms, then you should be talking .

to thé’office,of‘Research and Development and the contact there would be
John Schaum, but I'm sure he's in the locator. ' o

How does EéArplan‘to keep tabs on over zealous permit Qriters«who
Choose to over use or even abuse their Omnibus Permit Authority. What are
the checks and balances? . C : s :

I can't imagine that would ever happen.
writer has to explain to you, as we said, as our guidance documents, an
©old guidance document "says, the permit writer needs to explain to you what
his concern is with respect to dioxin, PM,  explain the, risk methodology
that he thinks is appropriate to use, if any, to identify more appropriate
Standards. He needs to explain where the dioxin and PM levels came from

- that are. going to " be presented in- CETRED. Using the supporting
flocumentation we'll provide he should be able to - answer all vyour
_ questions.

MS. SASSEVILLE: As ‘far as the offiéial_checks and balances,

fnjreality, the permit

manner, such as the German standard?

1 said before, we're leaning toward a
dioxin ‘standard and wé'll go through
looking at existing data as well as data’ we
several months both at the research level,
level as .well as full scale data.

Certainly, under the rulemaking, as
technology-based approach for the
it'1ll be scientific approach, .
intend to obtain over the next
lab gcale level, bench scale -

Research shows that 290 NMs, whatever that is, wave length UV
light from the sun destroys dioxin. This was shown in Sevaso ...
wherever it is Italy. Why fs‘the atmospheric distharge of small
amounts of dioxin the top priority.of emission concéyh§3

. .

Did many of you attend the dioxin seminar? The public dioxin
seminar, the EPA, ASME jointly sponsored dioxin seminar, when was it? - A
couple of weeks'ago down in the Research Triangle Park. There was a
speaker, Dr. Linda Birdbaum, an expert on dioxin toxicity and exposure,
whatever, was explaining the concerns. 1If you have a. question about that,
talk to Dr. Birdbaum.’

MS. SASSEVILLE: If the question was related to the idea that
maybe dioxin isn't persistent in the environment, that's certainly not

' correct based on our data which indicates that there are high levels of
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dioxin out there, especially in some areas that acts kind of sinks
like the Great Lakes, for example. So it is persistent in the environment
and the levels seem to be on a general increasing trend. So, they do seem
to be persistent. I think we hear that they've somewhat leveled off right
now, but there's no guarantee that that will persist.

COMMENT : A clarification of what you said was (inaudible) The
second point that was made here at the conference was that hazardous waste




consideration is (inaudible)

HR. HOLLOWAY: I think in summary the comment relates to why is
the Agency worried about or so concerned about dioxin emissions from
combustion sources. Aren't there greater things to worry about, more

prominent sources of dioxin emissions and the answer today is the same as
it was when you raised the question four times at the dioxin seminar. The
Agency has two separate Congressional mandates to control toxic emissions
from hazardous waste combustion units under the Clean Air Act as well
under RCRA and we're going to do that until the statute changes.

What is TEQ with respect to the dioxin discussion? That's a good
point. We use a lot of acronyms.. TEQ relates to a toxicity equivalence
approach where the toxicity of various dioxin and furan congeners are
related to the toxicity of the most toxic congener which is 2,3,7,8 TCDD.
Some tetra through octa congeners ... for some reason those are the only
congeners considered, I don't know why. Some of the congeners within that
band are considered to have zero toxicity compared to 2,3,7,8, while
others are considered to have a toxicity of a tenth of 2,3,7,8, and I
don't know what some of the other ratios are, but the idea is to have a
toxicity equivalent compared to the most toxic dioxin congener.

.

With the incxgasing tightening of requirements .and the possibility
that the number of viable outlets for waste treatment- "are .diminishing
coupled with the rea11zat10n that pollution preventlon will not likely get
us to zero, what is the Agency's current thinking on how industry will
handle its waste arid if site specific BIFs are closed,
BIFs are closed, is the Agency considering the increased risk associated
with transportation? Well, in the first place, based on the data we have,
it looks like it.will not be that dlfflcult to comply with the dioxin and
PM levels that we're considering and it 'is not that expengive. - I'm sure
you might have opposing vieéws on that- and you'll. have an opportunity
during the rulemaking process to give us your thoughts on that and
frankly, €éven earlier. So, with respect to’ shuttlng down the on-site

_facilities, one of the things as I tried to stress, we want to take into
account and that is the opportunity or the possibility of establishing
less stringent standards for small facilities to the-extent that you've

I guess on-site

v

got a small on-site facility, not all on-site facilities are small, but .

if you have a small on-site facility, then there certainly is some logic
to have a less stringent standard. The mass emission fates are lower from
a small “facility. Small combuster, and in addition the economics the
cost of a CEM is a greater portiom of the capital cost, for example, or
the cost of a retrofit to comply with the dioxin standard is a greater
cost of a greater portion of the capital cost for a small facility than
-a large facility. So, if in fact the technology -based standards drive us

Are there thoughts to lower the PH standards on BlFs? Yes. The
Administrator has publicly given some lower numbers such as lowering from
a .08 to .015 as her viewpoint. When the dust settles we'll have PH
standards that are ... let me slow down on PM. On PH, I'm not sure where
we're going to end up. Some of the ... the taxget level in the Combustion
Strategy was .015 grains; the current standard for all hazardous waste
combustors is .08. Some of our data indicates that some source categories
can get well can achieve levels well below .015. And as I said
before, the MWC standard that's now being revisited is going to end up
being ... there's a good possibility it will be well below .015. On the
other hand, there are other source categories that when you apply the MACT
process indicates their PM level would not be that low. So, X don't know
where we're going to end up on PM,

vos

.Where does the Agency currently stand on the allowable ambient
chlorine standard? It's my understanding that this value is being
revised, is that accurate? And.when will.it occur? I understand that
some of the, in fact, some of the CMA members have made available to the
EPA toxicologist at Research Triangle Park, North Carolina, some new ...
I guess it's not new now ... some health effect data that we didn't have
available when we wrote the BIF regulation that shows that the ambient
standard for chlorine ... that the acceptable ambient level for chlorine
should be substantially higher than we used in the BIF regulation. And
in the communications we've had with these people, I guess we said two
things. Primarily to the CMA reps. One, if the Agency toxicologists are
in fact convinced fhat new data exists such that the level should be
revised, we'll certainly take that into account in fixing the current.
number, but as a practical matter, unfortunately, we've got our hands tied
moving forward with the Combustion Strategy on all these schedules and I'm
not really sure how quickly we can move forward with some sort of
technical amendment or this would be more than a technical amendment '
gome sort of rulemaklng to provide notice and. comment on the new number
and then promulgate a new number

Just as an update, I haven't heard anyth1ng on this issue. I
forget who we we've been talking to. MWe've been - talking to some of your
members. . I haven't heard anything on this .issue in over two months and
1'a. practlcally forgotten about it until about last week when I -was trying
to think. about some of the questions I might be getting today. And it
occurred to me that nothing to my knowledge has happened on that. 1

‘haven't heard anything from a toxicologist yet as to whether they've been

convinced by you guys and until I do, I'm focusing on other things.

to levels to emission levels that are well below any risk-based
standard, then we will consider economic impacts as needed.
The. -question was, are. we  going to consider risk from .

transportation, I guess storage and transportation and then the perhaps
" it could be argued that when commercial off-site facilities take waste
from a number of generators, there's less certainty as to what they're
burning and possibility for uneven operation. All those are real concerns
and wve hope to be able to take those into account duang the rulemaklng
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- Yeah?
{comment inaudible)

MR. HOLLOWAY: All right. .I guess I asked for it. Al}l right.
O0X. Currently 60% plus of air borne aif pollution comes from mobile
sources. If headquarters doesn't know "the ‘answers to these questions,
what makes you. think that the Regions_ will prov1de better, it dnx
guldance° The point of us dlrectlng you ‘to” the Regions and the states is '
not because we don't necessarily know the answer. We can’ certainly come

up with an answer among ourselves, but we just... a lot of these issues,

especially the ones that we're trying to pass off deal with 3
We don‘t

ite specific

issues and we .don't know the issues.. have the tUime o gel
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Canede in,site specific issues: That:'s - what the Regions are for.

Lt e the Agency has Regxons 1t seems like a lot of people are
weerned thongh that the Rogxons may not have the time to provide the
Peen] of .

NI

‘stuff out to the Regions, more and more stuff out: to the states.

.level.

. a Headquarters standp01nt

I don't know how to deal’ w1th that other than I mentloned this to"

somebody at the break, if ‘you Lry to communicate with the Region and they

just don'l bave time to deal with you, and frankly, things are going to ;»

4rt. worse in that respect rather than better, maybe all’you can do is
dn(umnnt the. problem you're having and what action you ‘plan- to take
bacaise of that problem and justify that action. 'Justify why you think

just
“fine but I'11l tell you the reality of it is, you have to do it at a much

If yYou:
really feel this strongly that . you are not getting the input that you
need, OK, to be perfectly honest, there's not much that we can do at our.
I mean, we spend an enormous amount of time with the individual
Regions and enforcement cases and I feel we provide them with answers from
I personally have never been called by anyone
in a.regulated community saying, the Region is not giving me any kind of
answer. I haven't been called.. I don't know if Bob's been called. 1It° s
I haven't heard it and if (comment inaudible) well, that's

higher level than sending it to Bob and me.

‘It is very unlikely that we can provide the site specific kind of answers

that action meets the sp1r1t and the intent of the regulation, 1f not. the'»

rxact Jetter of the law.. Yeah Dennis?

’

- ThlS group. ofﬁoeonlewdpalq _with RCRA as a Cbhedy ..

L QUF”TION

the whole ‘of RFRA and we attend a lot of conferences here in Washington
on the ‘subject: of waste classification, land disposal restrlctlons, the
whole body that is RCRA. Do you know whether (inaudible) do we get the
kind of counsel that we in, the (inaudible) and, that is you go to the
Regions for the answer to a lot of these questions.  If all of RCRA,
submit all of RCRA was administered in this fashion, we wouldn't be able
to get along because we would be trying .to get interpretations .on
thousands of issues at the Regional -level.
think .carefully about the message-that you're getting from ‘this group that

the Regions are not being responsive to this sending .that you are.

undertaklng
their hands.

You're sending us to them and they're k1nd of throwxng up
- And this group is in the middle.

MR. HOLLOWAY: I understand exactly what you're sayxng I can
sympathize and really, what in effect I think we're saying is, although
©I don't like it is the process the way the process. I guess is
going to work, if it works at all, is that we send you back to the Region
then it's up to the Region to find-the time.to deal with all the site
specific issues and understand exactly what your facility looks like and
why you - what problem you have and why you think your fix _makes sense
and then often the Region would then turn and.check with Headquarters,
with other Regions to see if your approach or if their response- to your
Yequest makes sense. - All that takes an awful lot of time and the Reglons
just don't have the time to do that as _for the most part. So,
know what the answer is. 1 understand the problem, Something, I guess
we need to work on. : ’ :

) COMMENT : I was going to address this issue finally in March. The
. thing. that people have to realize is that number one, we deal with the
] Regions on a routine basis on the phone an enormous amount.of time. OK?
(1naud1ble) (tape stopped) :

¢
«

MR.’ GIGLIELLO: the reality of the situation is that I
think the Agency is going to be a decentralized organization in the near
future. Our reorganization basically is empower, empower, empower. And
1'11 tell you, the reality of it 1s,'we are trying to farm more -and more

that you want from Headquarters. We're a flnlte number of people and we .

just don't have the resources to do it.

Somethlng to add to that is that, you know, we
athetic to your concerns, but just td eXplain ‘the position that
in, sthere have. been times occasionally,” when someone from
Headquarters has tried to work with the facility on a site specific issue,

MS. SASSEVILLE:

e
H

|, either because’ they weren't aware of the policy or weren't thinking .about

T

We really think you need to-

. going to be able to do the nat1ona1 work.

it.. And inevitably we end up answering the questlons wrong and the reason
is because the Regions always know'some site specific.fact that we
weren't familiar with just because the Regions are out at the facilities;
they are in more regular contact with the facilities and so it's not just
an’ issue’ of not having time but we frankly just can't do as good a job
unless we spend so much time with one ‘individual facility that we're not
So, that's a big part of it
too. . . o : . .

MR. HOLLOWAY: Another question.. Will generlc standaxds- for all
combustors be acceptable under the Clean Air Act? That's a good_questlon
I should have mentioned that. Generic standards would be acceptable under
the Clean Air Act prov1ded that the generic standards were at Ieast as
stringent as the MACT standard would be for each individual source
category. Th1nk1ng further about that, I don't know hhgt case we would

- have to make, if any, to justify going beyond the, MACT standard for source

. beyond the MACT floor or above the: MACT floor, as they call .it,

I don't

" Whenever we do any seminars like this, we really need the input,
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category to require compliance with the generic with, ‘say the RCRA generic
emission limit. I'm not sure whether we'd have to make a case to go
for that
source category.

Let's 'see, what's next on the agenda? Did we ....since Houston
is going to be signing off ... are they like gone or did we " well, I
was going to say, I don't know whether Emily or Ken might have had a few
words of wrap up, but if we've already lost them, then we can decide here
what we want to do. Do you .guys want to try that? ’

Wrap-up (CMA & EPA Parties)

‘MR. GIGLIELLO: I'll. try to make this quick. The first thing
I want to do'is try to get everybody to fill out the evaluation forms.
so I'd




»

1ike people to fill out those evaluation forms, give them to Cindy, give
them to whoever, so we could have those.

The other thing I wanted to say about the workshop. One thing
that would have probably made this more useful for all of us is if these
questions came in before the workshop. As you've noticed, we've probably
gotten about, and I think my last tally, over 250 questions on our little
3 x 5. And we really tried hard over the last eight months, getting a
list of questions and trying to answer these questions that you had. And
in all honesty, and be very frank, I think we answered every single one
of the questions that you gave us beforehand, in a thoughtful manner and
we really researched it. Some of the answers that we gave to you that
were impromptu, it wasn't fair to us at EPA to have to answer those, to
be honest. But we did try our best and I think we've answered most of
them. Maybe they weren't the answers that you wanted to hear, but we did
answer them to the best of our- abilities. OK? And we really didn't
expect that mdny questions to be perfectly honest. We thought we had most
of your questions and we thought we were going to answer those in the way
that we did.

wWhat are the next steps? The next steps are, we're going to take
these audiotapes and trangcribe it, edit it, if necessary, if there are
minor changes or changes where we just made some mistakes up there from
the podium. -‘We'Ze °going to make those changes, if need be, and we're
going to send that to CMA and other interested parties. There are some
questions that we are outright not going.to answer. I want to make that
perfectly cleax.. If there were any site specific questions, and there are
a number of them, we are not answering them. If there are -any questions
that we felt were off the topic totally, and there are a couple of those,
we're not going to-answer them. Some of those.questions, you will not see
"in the transcript. What we will do with those questlons is compile that
list and have that attached to the transcript ‘and send it out to you and
" the other interested parties so you know what questions we recelved today
But there will be some that we will not answer.

We'll also compile a list of the guidance documénts and guidance
document numbers which we'll send out to you with the transcripts. I've
given out the ERP to everybody.” I have four copies left.  If anybody
wants them, come and grab them. 'Two other things We really hope to
learn from this workshop in order to improve future workshops like this
In the new office of compliance that I'm going to be in, I think we're
going to be doing a fair number of thesé types of workshops both at the
Headquarters level and hopefully at the Régional level. .And maybe even
the states once we get them on board with thiSvprocess But what we need
from you is how to make these more beneficial. Is the process of getting

" the questions beforehand, trying to answer.them better? 1Is it better to
have more of a free for all? what format really helps and how can we
.improve these work shops? We really need to know.

_ The last thing I want to do is to thank everybody. You'vé been
reaIly good from the standpoint’ of being engaged, - asking questions,
staying awake; I know it's hard after a day and half of Just listening to
a lot of EPA people talk about a lot of'regulatlon$ ‘to” actually stay
awake. You've bene very good from that standpoint You've asked a lot
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of good questions, and I want to thank all the participants because you
really did a good job from that standpoint. I also want to put in a plug
for the people that worked on the workshop, Emily Chow, Bob Holloway and
his staff, Sonya, and the other people from EPA, who had spent a lot of
time and a lot of energy putting this workshop together. Cindy from CMA
spent a lot of time and I appreciate her help as well. Houston, you're
probably gone by now, but if you're still orbiting out. there, thank you
for participating and we really hope to see you in more 3eminars like this
So we can have more dialogue. Thanks a lot. (applause)

{End of proceedings as recorded.]




March 29L~199¢

Time

ATTACHMENT A

CMA/EPA BIF WORKSHOP
REVISED AGENDA

Topic

8:30 - 9:00
19:00 - 9:30

9:30 - 10:00

10:00 - 10:15
10:15 - 11:15
) 11:15 - 12:15

H
[§]
H
(8]
I
[N
S
m

Introductlon ) ,
" * CMA & EPA Representatlw

RCRA Overv1ew o o " .
* Brief Overview of the RCRA Program

General BIF Overview '* ' _
* Brief overview of the BIF regulatlons

and available resources\to a551st in

1mplement1ng the regulatlons

Break o " B

‘Sampling & Analysis of Feed streams

* Waste aha]ysis & Waste analy51s plans
* Frequency of sampllng &! analy51s
Monltorlng Requlrements & Aufomatlc Waste
- ‘ Feed Cut-0Off L
* What is required for measurement of:
- Feed rates
~. Production rates
- Temperature
- Emissions
“* Calibration of monltorlng equlpment

Lunch ‘
Owner/Operator Inspections
Subpart BB Inpsections

Break

Recordkeeping
* Types of records 1
* Special issues :
* Format of records

Tralnlng for Fac111ty Personnel
'* Who should receive tralnlng
* What type of training: !

I .

Wrap Up for the Flrst Day

Adjourn o S |




March 30, 1994

Time

CMA/EPA BIF WORKSHOP
REVISED AGENDA

Topic

8:30 =~ 9:15

9:15 - 10:00

1°‘°°~f 10:15
10:15 -~ 10:45

10:45 - 11:00

11:00

.Compllance Testing:

* Establishing operating condltlonazg
- Feed rate limits , .
- Recertifying, retestlng, &
revisions .

Management of Residues
* Applying the Bev1ll 'Exclusion:
- Sampling requirements
- Constituents for sampling
- Applicability of the two part' test
Break | -
Regulatory Development Up-date

Wrap-up - ' '
* CMA & EPA Representatlves(

Adjourn
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ATTACHMENT ‘B

0T & Ag_ QN wASTE ANALYSIS

t
t

1) What pnrcnntaqo of BIFs utl]l?P the exemptlons contained in the
R 1nunat10n“’

). Poqxon VI provides practically no guidance for BIF-they avoid
the questions. Who else besides .Reuben Cassc should we ask a
question? : - )

1) We do nef have such information available to us.
2) Besides the permit writers, a Specialized Hazardous Waste
Combustion InspecLOLS Workgroup was established -and each Region
has one or more representatives on -this workgroup. For Region VI
t he xepzeqentatlvee are Teena Wooten [(214) 665-2279] and Ken
Cooper ((713). 983- 2148] ' i

1. A batch tank is analyzed before burnlnq and then wh11e burnlng
The concentrations of BIF constituents are higher (say 2x) before

buyrning then during burn. 'which analysis should be used?

Use the. higher results. Sampling & analysie protocol should be
checked. Sounds like -there is a problem occurring with the
current sampllng & analysis procedures “

"1f there is w1de varlablllty of data, low values cause. the upper

confidence limit to be higher than 1f the low values were not
there. This seems unfair. Why should low values hurt when low
is better? : : - )

-In reference to concentrations of constituents, the higher values
.of the upper confidence limit will require a-lower feed rate which
is more conservative.

Suggest ‘using the statistical methodology
of “"upper tolerence limits", therefore, the lowere values should

" not increase the upper limit. -

"Re: SW-846 Sample holdingptemperature?

Why must a sample be1ng tested for metals be held at 4°,
when the material being sampled is liquid at temperature
in excess of 100° (at which it is stored), and solid at
holding temperature specified by SW-846. .

This.
storage. - You may want to try to ask the "Region for a variance in
the sampllng & ana1y51s plan if you can demonstrate ‘that it has
no effect on the results.

Is a‘database (for statlstlcal analy51s) requ1red when you fall
into case by case sampllng

Case-by-case sampllng and ana1y51s is for a sampling scheme for

a facility that cannot use batch or statistical analysis., ' A
database may be appropriate far other reasons.for a particular

I

is a regulatory "requirement for sample ‘collection- and.-

Q.

‘boiler, why can't the point of measurement

analysis as once a‘year.

"How many'

case-by-case situation.

A waste is a 'waste, it is often subject to trace level of
analytical variations in BIF metals, .Cl and ash. If a BIF
constituent's content in waste is insignificant compared to .feed
rate limits established in the complianceé certification, is
statistical sampling and analysis still a meaningful thing to do?"
Or is this a case-by- case sampling candidate to determine
frequency issue.

If there is variation, then statistical analysis does have meaning

for on-site generated wastes. Case-by-case may or may not be an
option. : : : -
If a facility mixes all waste streams before imputing into the
li.e. the: sample to
__demonstrate comnliance) bha the mixture of the R

Batch optlon could be’ approprlate as long as the sample is’
Tepresentative of what is going to be fed into the' BIF and no
additional materials are added to the batch after the. sample-has
been obtained or while burning the mixture. This w1ll ensure your
knowledge ‘of the concentrations before feeding.

Are sampllng frequencies greater than one year accept:a}:’le'J
process generatlng waste & data supports thls

The Agency is currently asking for comments on the dpaft‘BIF Waste
Analysis Guidance regarding minimum requirement for sampling and
| We suggest that frequencies less than
this sheuld be worked out with the appropriate state or’ Reglonal
offlces glven the - supportlng data.

Is an on901ng waste analy31s program requ1red for an Adjusted Tler
I fac111ty burning a llsted waste? . e

An ongoing waste analysis program is reqhired for all facilities
regardless of what tier they are operating under and whether they
are burning a listed or non-listed hazardous waste. The concern
is not necessarily with the listed waste; rather, we are concerned

* with the constituents in the waste and other feed streams. A

listed waste may contain constituents of concerrdi that are’
different. than_ the -constituents contained in the listing
description. '

Please’provide a copy of your exampleAelides.to Cindy nych of CMA’
so copies can be made and distributed to attendeeé. If you have
a hard copy - on paper of these few slides, we can make copies
today .

Included in response.
states“

are RCRA authorized? Are
authorized? . )

they also BIF

Assume



" to establish different

o
"

At the time of this workshop, only 4 states and 4 territories are
not authorized for RCRA and they are Alaska, Hawaii, Hyoming,
Iowa, Puerto Rico, America Samoca, Virgin Islands, and Guam. Only
1 state is authorized for BIF and that is Arkansas. {[As of
December 1994, 3 more States are authorized.])

How specific does the routine analysis have to be for an on-site
chlorinated organic waste? For instance: Full characterization
has been done and there are no heavy metals.. Is analysis for
chlorine only for routine ‘analysis sufficient?

We recommend that the full range of parameters be characterized.
However, it may be plausible to work with the Regions or states
testing frequencies for different
constituents based on analytical data and statistical analysis.

How is non-normal distributed data handled to calculate upper
confidence limit?

Use normal distribution for most cases. If you can prove
statistically that a log-normal distribution, is more appropriate

then it should ,be. allowed. Arc sign and square root
transformations are out. They are basically ‘playing with numbers.
- v o .

~For,g¥g;¥§ng of the samples obtained for any of the types (batch,

SA, or case-by-case) does the full range of parameters have to be
run or can only a: few parameters by chosen, using process
knowledge td determine which ones are more  important?

We recommend that the full range of parameters be characterized.
However, it may.be plausible to work .with the Regions or states
to establish different testing frequencies for different
constituents based on analytical data and statistical analysis.

If an off-site waste is batch analyzed to eeteblish a database,’

can stat1stica1 analyses be-used to establish a reduced sampling
frequency or must each load be analyzed?

We recommend that each batch be fully characterized for off-site

. wastes

. Does blending with fuel oil trigger use of batch analysis?

Yes, the batch analysis is recommended for off-site wastes and
blended wastes. Statistical analy51s is only recommended for on-
site "as- generated" wastes.

Phased Sampllng

.'SW-846 -uses an 80% confidence 1nterval --You-have glven -an
example of 95-97.5% is this requlred or just an ‘example?

Mater1a1 presented at this workshop is only recommended guldance
by EPA Reglonal and Headquarters staff.

No, after the. trial burn‘you are not required to use>the

Batch Sampling -
Full metals analysis to be tested and verified by QA/QC
protocol can take 4-5 Days. How can waste be effectively
burned without masgsive tankage increase or can preliminary
{unaudited) analysis be used.

The facility can use data from a preliminary {unaudited) analysis
at it's own risk.

A lot of the compliance requirements under RCRA are based on grab
samples. Does a facility have to be in compliance on every grab
sample? Since mgst standards are based on longer term risk
exposures, shouldn't the compliance strategy be geared toward
demonstrating compliance in average over a period of time, say
hourly or daily?

Not for sampling and analysis. ‘' Case-by-case may allow for
compositing but this should be worked out with the appropriate
Regional or state office. )

Sampllng/AnalySLS
Can process knowledge be used for non-hazardous feed
streams, such as process vaporous air emissions or
combustion cooling water belng burned in a BIF unit,
instead of sampllngv

Generally no, we recommend process knowledge in combination with
analytical data be used.

How often is confidence limit established? It is revaluated with
each new. data- point? If so a high valve; even -when below
confidence limit, can drastically raise it, especially if database
is small. o :

The confidence limit is reevaluated every time the database is
updated, i.e., every-addition of a new data point.

Do you plan to allow - some period of time to utilize "new
guidance"for those who have used 1984 guidance in designing theiy
waste analysis plan? ‘ Is "new guidance" being applied now?

There is no ‘implementatiOn period associated with guidance
documents. This new guidance document was developed to assist
facilities in updating their existing waste ana1y51s plans which
they are currently using.

Do daily test methods have to be performed exactly as the test
methods conducted during 'a trial -burn test? Are the QA/QC
requirements the same for daily testing as during.a trial buin?

SW o8
method 185
1t he

Method promulgated for the trial burn unless the

promulgated as the regulatory operatlonal zequtzement ulr -
permit.




-9 vWhat are ﬂlqnxilcanr dlfferences between new waste analysis- draft
quidance "and the old 1984 waste analysis/waste analysis plan

guidance? 1s the ‘presentation discussion of sampllng (phased
nmpllnq based on the draft gu1dance° k
A The qlgnlfxcant dlfferences between the two versions are that the

new version is in a more user friendly format,
"include new. regulatory requirements (e.g., LDR), examples -are
provided; "it is more comprehensive. . The material for this

presentation is not solely based on information from this guidance.

manual. This material is more specific for BIFs and was developed
in comblnatlon with the Regions.

0. Can samplan methods be evaluated before being 1mp1emented to gain
going from

approval to avoid an” N.O. v. upon inspection? - i.e.

batch to phased sampling w/statlstlcal analysis.

We recommend that a fac111ty consult w1th the approprlate state
or Regional Office when selecting a sampling & analysis option.
However, due to lack of resources, it may not always be p0551b1e
to recelve approval prlor to an inspection,.

0. if .a feed stream is non- detect for a metal durlng the compllance
test should feed rate limits be set using non detect value or
"zero"’ :

A, At this time, we recommend using the non-detect values, however

it is -nat spec1f1cally required by the regulations. Keep in mind
that it may not always be below or at the non- detect value

Q. . Then, durlng interim operatlons if a non detect value occurs do you
use ND valve or'zero for feed rate calculation?

Al At this time, we recommend using the\detectionAlimits, however it
is not specificdally required by the regulations. Keep in mind
that it may not always*be below or at the non-detect value.

Q. If a sample result in above the 95% confidence 1nterva1 and you

resample, and the resample result 1s within 95% CI then do you use
lower numbers 1 average of two or sample agaln Any guidance
avallable on thls°

A. If a data point is above the 95% CI, this data point should be
evaluated as discussed’for outliers using the - -appropriate QA/QC
procedures.
a resample shows you have returned within the 95% CI, use the
lower 95% value. However, we recommend that you use. the higher

- value until this data point can-be disqualified or resampllng
. shows that you are w1thmn the 95% CI .

Q. Why is phased approach only approprlate for as- ‘generated wastes

and not blended? .

A. The chances for'irregular variability are much higher with as-

it is updated to’

Also, the sampllng frequency should be verified. If.

A. 1.

blended wastes (i. ., the waste stream will not be con81stent
" The phased approach ig to show consistency.

Q. Confldence 11m1t‘

Where in the regulations or gu1dance ‘does EPA get the 95-

97.5% confidence limit? SW-846 only requires. 80%.
A. The material presented for the workshop is only recommended
gu1dance from the Regional and Headquarters personnel.

Q. Waste Analysls -
If a waste stream does not change,
. analyzed once per year.
"sampllng even when we know. that the waste does not change.

,where in the regulations doeg it say that annual sampllng‘

T is requlred’

I N - o R E g

A. We recommend that sampling & analysis be conducted at. least once"

a year. Frequenc1es less than this should be worked out with the
_approprlate state or Regional offices given the supportlng data.

Q. In establishing sampling frequency under phased sampllng, should
all parameters be analyzed at the same frequency, or.is it proper
for the facility to determine sampling/analysis frequency.on a
parameter specific basis. Example: Feed stream may only contain
2 BIF metals consistently show up below detection limits at low
MDL. B . R ' . -

. A, We recommend that the full range of parameters be characterized.

However, "it may be possible to work with the Regions-or states to
establish different testing frequenczes for different constituents
based on analytxcal data and statistical analysxs

Q. 1. Where does the requ1rement to ‘develop a statistical database
come from - not in rule or a BIF technical gufdance’
2. Can you address sampllng frequency where a parameter 15 not
detected?
3. Can process knowledge alone be used for pon RCRA feeds (natural
gas, combustion air, either gas streams)
4. Is appendix VIII required under interim status? What guidance
can you give for "excluding" constituents on the basis that they
not reasonably expected to be in the waste? 1Is process knowledge
acceptable? Do non-SW-846 methods need EPA approval?
5. Are there guidelines for demonstrating that mu1t1p1e waste
streams, generated at' different points in a. process, are similar
{so sampllng one is representative of all)?

Statistical analysis is not a requirement, it is just an
option presented at this workshop. However, waste analysis is a
requlrement ) '
2, 3, & 4. Ve ‘recommend that the full range of parameters be
characterized. However,
Regions of states to establish different testing frequencies for
different constituents based on analytical data and statistical

3

‘does it-have to be.
EPA seems to want. once per year .

it may be possible to work with the

N
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analysis. Process knowledge in combination with analytical data
to determine constituent concentrations for feed rate calculations
or exclusion should be used. HNon-SW-846 Methods may be used if
a SW-846 Method is not required by.the regulations. Keep in mind
that if a non-SW-846 Method is selected it will be evaluated by
EPA during an inspection.

5. There is no guidance available in this area. EPA expects that
each individual generated waste stream be fully characterized
independent of other waste streams.

I have heard repeatedly to “work it out with the Regions*. 1In the
context of a part “B" this will likely work and ‘result in permit
conditions. Wwhat is the mechanism to "work it out with the
Regions" during interim status. Do you just discuss it and
document it with the Region? Reach a. formal agreement signed by
both EPA and Operator? °“or What? Regions are often too busy to
give written documentation/interpretations of the issues.

First, it is true the Regions do not have the resources available
to develop a formal document or agreement on all the issues for
every facility. However, the facility should try to contact the
appropriate state Qr Regional Office to arrange for a meeting on
specific areas they need to work out. At a minimum the facility
should estaBlish contact with the appropriate personnel via
telephone?’ Documentation should be kept of all contact and
discussions. A common mistake facilities make, especially during
interim status, is they contact only permitting personnel. The
_facility should always try to contact enforcement personnel
" discuss Lssues as well as permitting personnel

wered:

Contrary to Ken's comment, sites have brought up the questioﬁ to
EPA on how too sample and analyze gas streams. EPA has not
identified a course of action.

Why can't’ a site use general data for metal content of stream like
Natural Gas when most metals are not present 1nstead of site
spec1f1c statistical Data°

Regarding outliers:

when performing statistical sample a metal comes up below
detection levels always (greater that 50-60 samples).
Then one sample shows detectable quantities of the metal
which if not used in the process or equipment material of
i construction. The outlier cannot be explained. I5 this
then a violation if the waste was burned in a‘BIF? )
In our process product goes out. the .top - of a diseillation column,
. and the waste to the BIF goes out the bottom. Can product quality
analysis change in waste stream characterlzatlonV

. Has EPA determined the’ cost of waste analysis per the

statements just made ? -unrealistic in cost believe > $1,000,000
1yrx. !

Has EPA, in its “New®" guidance on waste analysis plans considered
the cost of complying with the *"Daily" frequency recommended.
Estimated cost to comply for my company would be about $50 million
dollars per year for this approach.

»

Your recommendations go way beyond the regulations of 40 CFR
265.13.

.
.

At dur facility, for RCRA waste characterization, several classes
of similar waste streams were characterized in detail.

For BIF, we felt it necessary to further break down the
characterization to specific streams, but only for BIF
constituents (metals, ite., ash). 1Is this now a problem-will EPA
now require complete characterization including, for example
herbicides, viscosity, etc? Even if these streams are a subset
of originally characterized wastes?

Sampling/Analysis
Is an "outlier"® analy51s considered a violation ({assume
it's a wvalid analysis)? Given that statistical

reliability is always < 100%, should not "valid" outliers
occasionally be- expected? ’

There seems to be a lot of confusion about how mon-detect values:
are to be treated. Does the Agency have any guidance?

Not analyzing vent streams (burned in BIFs) has been the basis for
complaint process. Is the EPA currently developing analysis
methods for metals and ash for vapor streams?

Site-Specific . .
Having multiple RCRA stacks may force a limit to near or

below normal organic matrix detection limits for metals.

Analysis in" this situation is nearly impossible. Can

process knowledge be used° Options? What to do with

false positive that will result with pushing the low

detection limits?

Since Chrome from pipe i§ Cr+3 and; not the.carcihogen Cr+6 does

. EPA intend to exempt this form of chrome as it does for waste-

disposal. If not, why the inconsistency?

We have had issues in finding laboratories» that can meet
reproducibility and repeatability analys sis as detailed .under SW

846. 1s EPA reviewing test methods espec1ally for ash and wetals

I1f'a site is.psingra StatiStical,approach and gets a CRELY st
it also legitimate to switch to batch sampling until comfortabie
again that the.wéste is.stavistically unchanged?

N

‘Waste analysis plans - During ~ inspections of  on site
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ey oer

- BW. 846 Chapter 9-80% confidence interval-Now 95%?
Cfor all

What methods are to be used?

B

deneratar/Rutnerg
yoear,

EPA has stated that wastes be’ analyzed at least
what is the sraturory/Regu]atory basis
Many of - these qtream have been burned longer than EpPA
‘around.” There is more than '20. yrs. data available on
jroductjon processes that have not changed? 1Is the new guidance
’ tule this? Your phased sampling obviously didn't include
A typical plant i.e., 30 days x 6000/sample X 6 streams.
Analytical Cost of waste streams = 1,080,000. What-happened to
Do‘you analyze
subset? dependent upon waste stream.

e pey
Connmeent,
hase hroon

[RIEY<3

appendix VIII or a

What is the purpose of the ash test (ASTM methods).
is run at temperatures lower than the minimum boiler temperature,

What, information is to be derived from this .test to determine that
the waste  feed to the BIF unit w1ll not, result in an exceedance
of partlculate emissions? -

i ~

Could dara which .wag collected for a recycllng permlt be used tow
demonstrate consistency of an extremely stable process if data was’

collected quarterly for about six years, but not all parameters
tested-under BIF were deserved. The tested data did show little
to no variation of observed parameters

Could you give us a reference for a method for metals,‘chlorldes,

and ash in gas? (since we're required to analyze all feed streams
and we'ré been unable to find a method) .

Is analytical data required for flue gas and procggs went gas feed
to boilers if. so, does EPA have. protocol method or recommended
methods to sample and analyze these gas streams, if not. Wwhat is
EPA s recommendation?

We know of no SW-846 methods that
apply for metals analysis of gas (in the feedstream). or any
other methods either. Depending on answer, is it really necessary
to analyze a natural gas stream?

where .are the states 901ng to get a531stance' on the Rlsk

) Assessment requirements?

if a required'monitor‘fails, you stated you must not operate the
unit. Later you state that all.contréls must be in place for
24hrs. after H.W. feed stops.  If a monitor fails and you stop

" hazardous waste feed immediately are you allowed same period of

time to shut down the boiler (in order to do it with’ equ1pment
change) or 1s thigs a non-compliance 51tuatlon77

1." Susan' s description of her new office's direction - to work
with industry and to help better educate the regulated communlty
provide good. Will EPA consider providing more up-front training
before new regulations go into effect? Can the first one or two
inspections, after a new regulation goes -into effect,

The ash test -

- Current BIF testing is
done quarterly with 1nclus10n of all parameters ‘

) be ‘more-
-oriented to identifying and correcting start-up problem (with the

1.

.

new regulatlons) recognlzlng that there is a learning curve for -
any new regulation rather than using hard-hammer enforcement .

actlons rlght off the bat?

' Queations on RCRA Overview

1. How do I get a.copy of the Enforcement_Response’Poiicy?' .

Why is an "Ignitable" only material considered a RCRA Hazardous
Waste? Shouldn't these materials be regulated by’ OSHA regs
instead of RCRA?

Questions on AWFCO | o o

N -

Do _all of the parameters durlndwaufomar1r _wagted fged cut-off
test1ng need to-be tested or can one parameter fulfill -the

.requ1rement°

-Question on AWFCO testing parameters 566.109'and 266.110 allows

for BIF units operating under certain conditions to be considered
as satisfying -the low-risk wasté and DRE waiver requirements. For
units operating in this manner, does the weekly AWFCO procedure
still have to test for-minimum combustion temperature?-

Some regulatlon allow programmlng systems to use the and logic-to V'

prevent unneeded trips. Can this be used for BIFS.

Most of the AWFCO paraimeters has an HRA valve as well as an
instantaneous maximum .value i.e. co HRA of 100 ppm and
instantaneous max value of 3000ppm. It is enough that when the
AWFCO is checked electronically, that the signal for 300ppm will
sufflce for both parameter HRA as well as 1nstantaneously°

LAY

Does this 24 hx! burn out apply to llquld feed- only BIF's where_

‘there is no ash, generated'>

What is ekpected from the»7‘day waste stream cut-off test and the
30—day cut-off test be done on a monthly basis?

When redundant’ instruments which one is the liquid to be trxpped

from and when is it allowable to be swapped to the other?

What exactly is a WFC for a unit burning "solidﬁ wastes?

i.e. "a charge is introduced every 5 ‘minutes. A charge is
introduced the unit goes out of compliance but is back -in to
compliance. before the next charge is dntroduced
occurred? )

I understand that minimum combustion chamber temperature be

.monitored after an AWFCO but most of be physically recorded on a

strip chart or data acqu131t10n system’ : )

n’

has a WFC:




10.

11.

12,

13.

14.
15,

16.
17.

“18.

19.

20.

21.

22:

23.

24.”W-.

Is CO >100 ppm HRA a violation by itself, even if the AWFCO has
worked? .

Residues which are removed during maintenance are HW.
Do you mean only if the BIF was burning listed waste
characteristic waste would not leave hazardous derived from waste.

How quickly does the feed valve need to be close if & BIF limit
is exceeded?

In many cases, when CO levels are rising above standard, the total
instantaneous closure of the AWFCO will cause a much more
catastrophic upset then a controlled cascading closure e.g. 15%
every ten seconds. )

This has been discussed with some Regions but will HQ prefer
specific guidance?

Is the Agency planning to limit the number of waste feed cut-offs
and why? .

Where/How do we meqsure'combuetion temp. in a boiler?
LT
Do you want to -see outlet gas temp, flame temperature?

24 hour re51dua1 burn out- If BIF flows a tube- 1mmed1ate shut down

‘required for safety - how apply thlS residual burn out in ‘this

case?

What~ig_ an under burden for 7 to 30 day?‘

When a BIF unit is not burning hazardous waste. can one turn off

CEM & AWFCO devices? What about when on BIF unit is only burning
non-hazardous waste-and another is burning hazardous waste?

Does the liquid need to be cut-off when you have redundant demand

one .is calibrating and the other shows a callbratlon out of 1:ange'J

Must cutoff be “instantaneous” or can waste fuel be ramped out
ovér a defined perlod of time (to prevent b011er upset or
shutdown) ?

State 1nspectors use the terms “lag time" and "length of cutoff".
Please define and dlscuss their 51gn1f1cance

wWhat does instantaneously mean in terms of cutoff of hazardous

waste flow? Some systems cannot shut off instaneously without
creating safety problems for the operation of the BIF.

Waste Feed Cert offs - Must value be physically closed, evén if’

waste stream by passed? Regulators have stated the -value must be
closed and show that no waste is leaking thru value - yet guidance
suggested using by pass- so unit won't shut down. How do you show
valve has closed completely?

25. dhat location is preferable to measure the combustion chamber
temperature.
26. You now say burnout reg wi£e8’4 hours.

-1s that new information today?

-If a device like a CO, monitor or fuel rate monitor fails,
hazardous waste feed stops.

-Does that mean boiler must be shut down?

--If so, how can you finish burnout

27. During an AWFCO test, how do you show that the valve has closed
completely? This assumes that the AWFCO valve is tested only when
there is no HW flow. .

28. What is the testing frequency for the AWFCO VLV for leak-by and
to what percentage of the operating pressure do you hydrostatical
test to?

Quesgtions on Training

1. I understand how personnel training is important for a facility.
Likewise, I would like to know how EPA trains its personnel, and
specifically its BIF inspectors.
our Region has had experience :with a BIF 1nspector who is

" extremely unknowledgeable about the RCRA program and BIF
requirements. .

2. -Does HAZWORER training suffice for contractor training? I.E. non-
employee personnel who work m-site. . '

3. 7 How far “up the ladder" isg tralnlng required?
Technician handling waste
Technician supervisor
staff Engr. of generating unit
Dept. head of generating unit
Plant manager
Offsite company manager

4. What is meant by twritten job dese}iption"?
" What does the job description need to say?

5. What is the 8-hour requirement you mentioned-when discussing)thw

annual review training?

K

6. Who is a qualified trainee?

7. - How far up the line in management is RCRA training required?
"Theoretically, this could be 1nLerpxeted as lequleng Lhu hlqhvul
levels to have tralnlng '

o

8. " Does a person - who walks through a "permitted tdvllily'lu‘
training? 1If so what about sit upecxfxc lzaxnlng xequxxemunn 5ot
Agency: 1n9peCtorb°




S ) wh\l was thp training frequency of sampllng and. analysis that was
umnd in the BIF ¢/a?

R Annual ieview-on 165d basis or once ‘per calendar year? - (Regions

and States are vpl1t on thls 1ssue)

LI nny SpPleiC training content REQ‘D?

12 If we obta1n our Part B today for our BIFs," would we be shlelded»'

by permit from the combustlon strategy changes°

12, © The training requxrements spelled out in RCRA are pretty general.
Does EPA have any additional guidance on the type of training it
would like to see for BIF operators? Could EPA work with ASME or
others to deévelop a tra1n1ng program that could be endorsed by
-EPA? : K

Questions on Subpart BB . - ;

1. . The permltted fac111t1es exemptlon to BB applies to facilities (a)
pelmltted before Dec. '90
" (b) where the permit covered the relevant ‘accumulation tank and
piping.
other requrrements?

2. .. BB.would applv to -such “permltted exempt" facilities are of

(a) date of class 1 permlt mod request (b) date of ‘class 3 peamit
travel request.or (3) of class of 3 permit approval. -
3. © o owill Subpart BB leak definition be modified to reflect. the leak

' definition used by other regulations? ex: How, air permits This
would ellmlnate the need for. calibration records at 500 and 10;000
ppm .

C 4. " 1) With regard to 266.103 (h) (Fugitive Emissions). Ts this where

' ‘ subpart BB is pertinent .to the BIF regs? 1If so, why doesn't it
state that? How does, 266.103 (h) relate to 266.103 (a) (4) (VIII)
(thls is where subpart BB is referenced) if at all?

2) - If a fugitive leak is found in the combustion zone, how soon"

must 1t be repaired? _ s

5. Is scurbbing medium from a control device installed on a less than
90 day accumulation tank for a listed waste also a listed waste?
If so, why? 1It's not derived from TSD o the waste, and it's not
a mixture. ) - ) ’

6. The hazardous waste fuel tanks that supply. hazardous waste fuel

to the BIF units are operated as 90- -day-or-less hazardous waste
tanks under the generator regulations. The BIF units and
associated egq 1pment are monitored under subpart BB and the tanks
systems are monltored under after fugltlve emission monltorlng

s B

10.
11.

12.”

13.

Questions on ggcordkeeping

1.

. requirements.

+

Where does Subpart BB begin? - If
_waste. by truck from one pracess

compression etc°

‘ . . . v

It this correct?

Supart BB - appl1cab111ty flow chart did not 1nc1ude waste gas
(not H.W.). wWhat is. regulatory definition for waste geses? 1Is -
process vent gas containing fuel: value still called waste. gas?
1f not, - does BTU determing gas to be fuel? What is the cut-off
BTU? : .

\

How do you define CERCLA identified In References pumps, values,

L

In ‘other words are activity required or and detalled 1nventory

lists adequate’

are transporting hazardous
vou. RTE. nn1 Q-

nracans
-ig--the process

you
to

i

unit’ subject to Subpart BB?

Can samples be taken through an open ended one that meets the
requirements of subpart BB, or must a spec1a1 sampllng connectlon,»

system be 1nsta11ed°

Please elaborate on "equ1pment deSLgned not to. leak“- examples of"-
please.

What ig thef boundary _limit  for subpart: BB monitoring

-applicability?

gtorage facilities? . LA

Are the subpart BB requxrements and the upcoming STDs for- tanks
contalners, and surface 1mpoundment dupllcatxon of CAA STDs? Do
we need both’

For example, does
apply to production unit waste

What is the compliance boundary for a BIF unit.
subpart BB (fugitive emission)

‘o - <
.

Does chrome 1nc1ude Cr+3 as well as Cr+6 for BIF recordkeeplng

Cr+3 is exempt for other hazardous waste considerations. -Cr+3 can
be. present due. to low level corrosion of equ1pment such as pipes
and tanks.

1. Will strip charts need to be kept for the lite of unit under
264 if records are also kept via computer means?

Are strip ‘charts to be kept for life under 265 1f computer kept
data?

Is there a way to store or use an electronic form for inspection
records? What about signature requirements?

Is the facility required to record/report mass feed rates of




i0.
11.
12.

13.

14.

15,

16.

17..

20 or 30 years.

constituents that are determined to be non-detect in the waste
stream?

Can "keys" be used for strip charts instead of physically losing
each chart as long as scape, etc. don't change?

If your computer system fails to record the info. unknowingly what
action(s) will be taken by the regulatory Agency?

What is the purpose of life of facility recordkeeping under BIF,
and will it be changed to RCRA type time limits (3 years)?

For CO, where limit is on rolling average, checked every minute,
does planet have to archive every 15 -second (or less)
determination. Or cain they sort and back off to record just the
average -- each minute.

We track waste feed rates in pounds 1lhr rather than gram/hour
because our air permit (which is more stringent than the BIF regs
would allow) is written in pounds/hr. is there.any problem with
this from an inspegtibn/enforcement perspective?
2.

Because not 411 operating records can be kept on computer disk -
for instahce, inspection logs signed by operators the amount of
hard copies information will soon become very large. Will
microfiche be acceptable?

Aré records that are placed on microfilm or microfiche acceptable
if the film/fiche is available'at the site w/a reader and printer?

Is it 0.K. to electrohically scan an inspection sheet including
signature? Also, once this-.is done, can the original be
discarded? '

Why was the retention time for operating data and inspection logs
changed - from 3 years is adequate for compliance checks. This
creates a big problem in how to keep records of thls magnitude for

If you are measuring CO parameters on an instantaneous basis where

do you set the AWFCO for CO?
rolling average basis?

The regs say 100ppm or hourly

Why is it necessary to record the minute averages every minute as
well as the hourly rolling average? .

Is it necessary to record two values for each parameter every
minute? a 60 sec. avg. and an hourly rolllng average:

Why - are you just\now {after 3 years) defining how often the
instantaneous limits must- be monitored and recorded.-  We have
already purchased and installed equipment based on one minute

18.

19.

20,

21.

22.

averages.

Are mass federate records required for constituents that are not
defected? If so, why? How should rxecords be handled if an
erroneous 1 minute data point gets into the hourly rolling average
calculation?

What is record retention time for daily calibration of CO + 02
monitors daily system audits (appendix IX). .

We have documented required RCRA inspections with these
guidelines: use of an inspection form, must be in ink, form must
be signed, and forms must be hold for Agency insgpection. During
inspections these have been considered deficiencies if not
followed. VYesterday it was stated that all the above are not
required. Please clarify.

I know that EPA is interested Recordkeeping in responding to the
publics interest in knowing about operation of BIFs incinerators,
etc. Industry is also interested in-responding.to legitimate
interests that the public has, But it seems that a lot of things
that are requlred to satisfy public interest groups are rarely
actually used? In our company, the BIF correspondence file is a
good example. Nobody ever asks to see it. Does EPA make any
attempt to find out if such requirements'are actually beneficial?
If a facility records its data electronlcally is it permissible
to use data compression techniques for the stored information?
The compression would record 1 data point for every 15 minutes of
data provided the data did not vary I2.5% (PPM or GPM). The
reconstructed data would be a straight line for thle time period.

Records for Records that are maintained by computer (Distribute
Control Systems) How quickly must the records be retrieved during
an ingpection? By: Records seed rates., ’

Questions on 0/0 Inspection

1.

In the information Collection Request (10/21/94) on page 134, 6th

bullet, it ‘states that daily "inspections are performed each
working day 260 tlmes/year Does that mean only Monday thru
Friday? :

’Is“there any means of obtaining some of these guidance documents ~

electronically (i.e. bulletin boards}?

Are inspections requlred on days when hazardous waste is not
burned? - - i : SR - R I

How far upstream of combustlon unit do you inspect (i.e. liom
p01nt of genexatlon)°
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11,

12.

13,

14,

- by.a permit ot CERCLA,

. -compared

‘Yo _spoke

Unﬁ" RCRA require a facility'to self-report RCRA violations. Is
theye any ad¢antaqe in doing so’ ‘Assume reporting is not required
CWA or.CAA. )

‘Instead of using a definitive approach’to nationai'regulatlons,

Headquarters has elected to allow and force the Regions to. sort
out their own interpretations. This has led to confusion in the
regulatory. community -and in the perception of non- compliance.

Why is HO reluctant tq prov1de clear direction to the Reglons’
Is this the beet approach° N )

Why are some EPA- Reg]ons calllng the BIF perm1ts whlle others are
not? .

What kind of permlttlng ‘priority will be giver to BIF unlts

-compared w/commercial incinerators _undergoing permit renewals?
w/capture-site incinerators and undergoing permit

renewals? Lo o )

How- far "up the pipe! in a factory does RCRA/EIF extend? E.G.

does an intermediate stream FED into a cracking furnace which is

an integral part of ‘manufacturing process cause the furnace to

become 4_BIinf it meets a hazardous ‘waste definition?

¢

Ts an 1ntermed:.ate stream a waste?

How will the- "Omnibus Authority"
permlttlng , Or not at all?

be applied? Only durlng
Case by case, or generic?

when will BIF facilities start moving from 1nter1m status to being
perm1tted7

If my attendance at.this semlnar wlll be counted against me if a
violation is found at my facility, I'm 1eav1ng rlght now.

about "Prlorlty setting based on Environmental
51gn1f1cance" how does this apply to clean fuels where sometlmes
the waste is actually cleaner than the original fuel??!

Will BIF NOV's result 1n an automatic enforcement action°

Is it enforcement policy to ‘write NOV's before a civil complaint
is filed in court? : :

Is there a publication or-guidance that discusses each and every
generator reqt,

If the primary goai of EPA compliance monitoring is to return a
facility to compliance why -does the administration' use. press
releases to notlfy the facilities rather than giving the facility

and includes terms that the generator needs to
fill-out and submit? :

15.

16.

" 17,
18.

19. .

s an_opbortunitj’to correct deficiencies.

You spoke about - "priority setting based on env1ronmental
Y

significance" how does this apply to clean fuels where. sometlmes .

the waste is actually cleaner than the orlglnal fuel”'

-Will BIF NoV's result in an automatic enforcement actionl

" How will the

200

21.

What actions areibeing taken to gain consistency among. regions?

‘Has EPA had training for its various region inepectdrs?

agency. work to eliminate Region-to- Region
1ncon51stenc1es in 1nterpretat10n’» It makes ‘giving direction for
compliance very difficult for multi- state companies.

Why ate some Reglons (i e.
report? This 1s not a con51stent Reglon to Reglon

approach.

Susan's description of her new office's direction - to work with
1ndustry and to help better educate the regulated community
provide good " Will EPA consider providing more up-front training
before new regulatlons go. into effect? Can the first one or two
inspections, after a new regulation goes into effect, be more
oriented to identifying and correcting start-up problem (with the
new regulatxons) recognizing that' there is a learning curve for
any new regulatzon rather than using hard- hammer enforcement
actions rlght off. the bat?

Regidues/Bevil]l "

1.

i

The EPA method for HCL/CIZ will not d19cr1m1nate~HC1 and HOC1 in
the HC1 portion of the sampllng train. Ls anything belng done to
address th1s°

Why. frequent. and expensive bevill analysis if residues .contains

level of bif elements less than natural top soils we live with.

every day?

You stated that7if_you,burn.iiquid waste and natural gas (not
coal) you can assume .all residue comes from the waste. - If this
is an EPA policy, could this be communicated to the

regional offers who keep asking for not gas. analyses for metals,
C1l-ACN?’

You mentioned that natural gas has no ash content. Then, why must
we analyze our natural -gas for the 10 BIF metals? Isn't this a
waste of time and resources which could be better spent or real
issues.

Reg) 3007 1nformat10n request monthly




o

For clarification, did you say that the default valuers for
constituents no on the F039 list were stayed and not replaced,
therefore, facilities are only obligated to loot for constituents
on the F039 list? .
Most of your slides are not in notebooks.
copies?

Will you provide

LDR analyses are baged on a single grab sample. Compliance levels
in LDR are set ©99% confidence levels. Thus offer 10-20 samples
there is close to 100% probability of failing.  Has EPA given any
thought to changing its procedures to allow for outliers and
natural data variability to enable facilities to be able to
comply.

How are we expected to- submit a part B application which must
include a dioxin test when there is no o£f1c1a1 guidance on how
to set it up.

266.103 {cX8Xd) says period recertification within 3 years of 3
years of previous certifications. Your slide says within 3 years
of the certificatipn of precompliance which is it? '

A tier I éiF burns HW that has very low ash contént (no APCD. no
soot blow1ng etc). If repairs to the inside of the boiler are
necessary is it required to treat any thin film/canting of residue
on the equipment as a HW?

Is it requires to do Bevill for burning non-hazardous waste?
How often should the base 11ne ‘UTL be updat:ed'J

Is an evergreen approach of Random non-waste data perlodlcally
added to the original data base a sound method?

Where -to get compliance testing references’ on new guidance
documents?

what is the status of omnibus authorlty vs particulate std 0.015

.vs. 0. 08)
why is a PM test required'fof Adj. Tier I compliance? If you
assume worst case scenario, i.e. ash in equals aSh not, that the

same logic used for the metals and chloride! - (There is no APCD

in this case)

Must EPA be notified when testing is conducted for state air

permit requ1rements°

Are 2 sets of test .conditions required to establlsh a usable]

m1n1mum combustion chamber temperature?

Especially when natural gas & liquids are the only fuels - -

. Conditions that demonstrate maximum combustion chamber temperature
are not likely to demonstrate minimum temperature.

-~

19.

20.

21.

22,

23.

24.

25,

26.

27.

28.

29.

"3. wWhat to spike:

"that the 3-year compliance test and trial burn were

Sonya, Based on your comments, can we still use a surrogate for
trial burns? .

As ‘EPA considers the *no dioxin testing scenario--which I fully
support, what chlorine levels will default to "no test™.

If EPA ‘does not know the answer to this what are they dolng to
find and?

Is recompliance (new test burn? 3 year after cert. of compliance?
How do you suggest adj.

feed -rates needed.
spike?

tier I boiYer owners certify at maximum
1f you do not accept extrapolation, should we
(i.e. particulate/ash). '

This is not site specific, because many boiler are dependent on
their process heat demand and cannot arbitrarily run at 100%. You
said data maybe acceptable in lieu of trial burn when observed by

EPA/regularly Agency, but we have been hold there are no funds for
EPA Region to travel for test observation-any advice?

We would like to modify our boiler alter the combustion chamber-
what steps must we take part A , class 3 ~permit mod,
recertification of compliance? If our compliance test fails, must
we 1n1t1at§ glosure? . - ’

What test/operatlng condltlons is - dioxin trial burn to be run
under?: E.g. 1. Max. or Min Temp. :

2. Max. or Min Velocity

a. metals

b. Pohc c. Federates

4. Boiler lead (production rate) Max. or Min. .
Are the answers in any EPA document that a chlozlnated pohc be
requlred_for a dioxin or DRE trial burn?

If it is required during a dioxin test and the BIF doé€s not burn
any chlorine containing waste, the dioxin. emissions duxlng test
likely could be artificially. hlgh -

EPA has been invited to test but will not attend. Can their data
be used for identical unit? ; )

Although you suggest working with the Regioné and States they arc
not 1like to accept minor modifications. to method without
significant trlals/proofg~any guggestlons on how to overcome thesc
difficulties? .

Given the .EPA..(or state; whoever is supposed .to). calls. in the.puard
B,- and the 3-year deadline for the compliance test will occur ”
before the trial barn plan -is approved (only EPA/state knows

- schedule) a) Will it be necessary to perform the compliance test,

or can it wait-until the trial burn is performed? b)), Assusing

:3"11::{111 Leed




31 .

33

i4.

35.

1.

‘testlng

‘iess than would be expected.

within -3 months of eacn‘other,-could the trial burn be done be
hefore it is approved. : ) .

1. 1s a concentration limit (i.e. detectlon limit) acceptable
instead of a q/hr feed rate 'limit for constituents which can't be
detected? If a concentration limit is acceptable are mass feed
rate records required? If so, why?

2. The thr I eligibility crlterla references the. shorellne of "a

large body of . waste’ lake".
what is con91dered "A large lake"?

3. Agency notifications are requ1red for compliance certication
spec test?

Whv can't "Aqh" hp qnalaa up kol the - li”'ts'whenfaf%ow~1avei

Thls should be a

—
—
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BTF dnit has no APCD

EPAs own publlshed data suggest that metal volatility is somewhat
Based on these uncertainties, is EPA
collecting data + continuously, analyzing results of low/high temp
trial burns to verify the need for these test? 1Is there some
range that could be acceptable for operatlng temperatures to limit
the need for two trial burns’ e
.Given that you have more. “than one waste stream to burn of a given
time), 2} Two of the streams do not . have ‘enough material
accumulation to perform 6 hours of compliance test 3) These 2
streams are high BTU (>12000 BTU/1b. Is it acceptable to not
perform a compliance test with. these 2 streams if they are
analyzed? | : :
Senya, You mentioned that "ash" extrapolation is not allowed if
‘you have an_ APCD. due to collectlon eff1c1ency variability. But
what about facility that does not have APCD such as "natural gas"
boiler is 1t allowed in this case’\ If not, why not! 2

Has it been brought- to your attention that method 9057 has' a
significant positive bias on the chlorine analysis. When (1

reacts with consitic the hypochlorlte that burns continues to

react and a portion will form additional chloride. This biases
the IC analysis since the (1 peak area is multiplied by 2 for the
assumed 1/2 split. Larry Johnson SPA RTP is aware of this. Is
‘there any dlalogue with the BIF method developers to resolve thls

Questions on Regulatorx Development Evaluations

1 understand that Environmental Justice will be on add1t10na1

top1c to the waste min. & combustion strategy. Reglonal roundtable-

Are agency notifications requ1red for annual performance

10.

11,

“Two -of my feelrngs are:\”

" situation.

- stringently limited as metals.

the permit writers.

will.

won't this dilute the focus--éven overshadow—-the purpose of the
roundtable’

Will MACT Rule be under éCRA or Air Regulations,-or Both?

If MACT is dupllcated under RCRA & Air. How will EPA Audio the

. double jeopardy of multiple program penalties & Enforcement

Actions on a tompany who might only have a single noncompllance
identically covered by a RCRA MACT & by a CAA MACT?

,Currently, 60% of urban air pollution comes from mobile sources.

As MACT standards implemented, will the EPA eventually look ‘at
actual improvements in local air quality instead of contlnu1ng to.
ratchetlng down on' industry?

A. Combustion strategy seems to_be in large part "Regulatlon“ by

press conference news release,

B. Enforcement initiatives seems to be enforcement by ambush.
Seems there could be a better way. Comments on .above??

Strongly Encourage EPA to base particulate limit on site, specific
“For instance, NaCl part1cu1ate should not be a

If part B permits are issued under joint authority of CAA & RCRA
will the permlt shield provisions of the CAA apply. To both CAA
and RCRA?

Omnlbus authorlty is trlggered by response to th;ggt gg HHTE,
Yet you say- the CETRO would use preliminary MACT analyses to guide

Technologqy based, Lsn't there legal conflict
here? :

EPA argued in court that current standards do protect HHE
(Horsehead) . .- Is there new information that says standards don't
do this If not’what‘is the rationale for new strategy?

What kind of time frame a chemical plant's .BIF ‘unit as to be
called for part B permit? Expect how many units may be called in
one year, and what is EPA Reglon s permit calling criteria on
m1nor1ty7 - -

If a BIF pact B application has submitted under current regulation
adn it isn't acted upon prior to the new BIF regs. in 1998 & 1999,
a fac111ty have to start over? How will that be handled?

i

Are they thoughts to. lower PM STd's on BIF?
.08-0.02

Ms.. Browner -has publicly given some lower #'s
dg(SCF) as her viewpoint.

(from




The compliance process under RCRA has changed. Enforcement seems
to be the only interest EPA has under BIF in developing compliant
programs. What plans does the new office of ‘compliance assurance
have to re-focus on good permit development first-thin follow with
enforcement? .

Are proposal being considered for stack emissions only, or are
liquid emissions also being considered for Dioxin and furans?

-

Further explain the meaning of “never" exceéding the dioxin &
furan emissions that are currently an average value in germany?
Research shows that 290 nm wavalangenth OV light from the sun
destroys TCDD (dioxin). This was shown in Seveso Italy. Why is
the atmospheric discharge of small amounts of dioxin the top
priority of emission concerns?

- Will vopneric* standards for all combustors be ggceptable undex
-CAA? -

Halogen Acid Furngce (HAF) is defined as a unit producing >3%°
Halogen Aglid. During the development of .the rule, this part of-

the definftion started out as 6%-20%-then 3%-20% and ultimately
the upper*20% bound was dropped. 1) What happened to the 20% upper
limit? 2) Did EPA intend to include non-acid halogen production
such as gaseous anhydrous hydrogen’ chloride product manufacturing
as part of the HAF definition? :

What is TEQ with respect to the. dioxin discussion?
If Headquarterxr doesn't know the- answers to these questions, what
makes you think that the Region will provide better, if any
guidance? Typically Region (especially VI) provides little or no
guidance! : : ‘ )

Where can you find a copy of the "combustion strategy" or .the
principle components.of this strategy {(i.e., Federal register,
internal correspondence...)? ) -

Who is the main contact(s) to-get information ‘on the risk

. assessment portion of the combustion strategy?

.How does EPA plan to keep tabs on over-zealous permit writers who
choose to overuse or even abuse their omnibus permit authority?
Where are the checks & balances? * -

Will RA guidance document be similar to those used for CERCLA
(RI/FS)  and RCRA' (RFI)? - : -

Will facilities in interim states be required to perform RA? When’

will EPA complete generic RA for national standard?

The last one I léoked at are Horséhgad settlement, industrial

K
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27.
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30.
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32.
33.

furnaces are in the firat of review rules for P4, Dioxins & furans
at least. . '

If limits are set on dioxin and furan emissions, will this be done
using a scientific risk assessment or will it be done in an
arbitrary manner such as the german standard?

Yesterday, it was indicated that , public disclosure of waste
information is required and so claiming certain waste information
as confidential is not appropriate. Our company is very concerned
about the lack of sensitivity & understanding apparent in the
agency about this issue. Industrial espiorage does exist and is
very vanpant in the global economi¢ community. As EPA delves into
more process information (i.e., waste generation points upstream
of disposal for permitting pruposes, RFA review and waste
minimization activities) these concerns increase. Considering the
vrevolving door" to private industry, many regulators take
advantage of and the number of individuals reviewing the waste
info. submitted to the agency, what specific procedures are in
place to protect sensitive information designated confidential?
How does EPA assure the procedures are adhered to?

Where does the Agency currently stand on the allowable ambient
chlorine standard? It is my understanding that this value is
being revised. Is that accurate and when will it occur?

I thought EPA back backéd down from using omnibus authority to
tour when technical standards after CKRC sued you last year, and
ask use of omnibuis authority was to be limited to case-by-case,
ag . determined by side-specific risk assessment. Also, since
omnibus authority is restricted to that necessary to protect human
health and the environment, how can ERA justify using MACT (a
technology-based approach) to determine omnibus-based limits?

increasing heightening of

With the requirements and the

possibility that the number of viable outlets for waste treatment

diminishing, coupled with the realization that pollution

The. Agency's “concern" over combustion units seems to be based on
-pretty soft reasoning. Where is the epidemiological study, eal
data to show that exclusive BAgency effort and cost to the
regulated community are justifiéd-compared to other places efforts
resources could be applied. )

‘Have we créated a politicall v“frenzy" "based on limited and

_ inadequate data that is attacking a non-problem-considering the

high level of Prevention will hot likely get us to zero, what is

-the. Agency's current. thinking on how industry will handle it's
s wastes?
. consider the increase Risk associated with transportation.

and if site specific-BIF's are closed,. is the Agency

regulations that already apply to BIF's
Seems like a lot. of issues about _the BIF rules are still up. 1 L he




¢

iy yet FPA is planning on proceeding with permitting shouldn't
the rules be finished before we have to permit?

The BRIF iegulatiohs include very comprehensive interim status .
standards. The reqs are still pretty new. Facilities have spout

a .lot of energy and money trying to comply with the BIF
‘tegulations. :Now we are talking about completely rewriting the
‘BIF regs. " What new evidence/information doed EPA have that really

burns into question-.whether the current regs are not adequate to .

profect»hUMan health and the environment? -




ATTACHMENT C

LIST OF EPA SPEAKERS AND PHONE NUMBERS

Please contact the appropriate Regions and States for.
questions concernlng hazardous waste combustion. 1In the event
‘that any non-site specifie questions cannot be resolved by the
Regions or States, then contact the following persons at EPA |
Headquarters. Difficult issues brought to the individuals listed
below will be discussed by EPA Headquarters and the Reglons

1. Sampling & Analysis of Feed Streams - John Dombrowskl
4 o (202) 564-7036

2. Monitoring Requirement,? Mark Mercer
, (703) 308-8652°

3. DAutomatic Waste Feed Cut-off - Dwight Hlustick
: (703) 308-8647

4. Owner/Operator Inspectlona &
Training for Facility Personnel - Kate Anderson
(202) 564-4016 °

5. Subpart BB Inspectlons - Glnger Gotliffe
(202) 564- 7072

6. Recordkeeping -~ Emlly Chow
(202) - 564-7071

7. Compllance Testing & Management of Re51dues - Scott Rauenzahn
c (703) 308-8477

- 8. Regulatory Development Up- date - Bob Holloway
(703) 308-8461

9. Panellst - Sonya Sasuevzlle
(703) 308-8648

- Ken Gigliello
(202) 564-7047

!

L o

T




ATTACHMENT D

_Hazardous Waste Combustioﬂ,Guidance and Resource Documents
. | B

-
-

Hazardous Waste Incineration Guidance Serles o
_———-—_‘—-—-—_—_—_ Lt

|

Volume I:
‘ Inc1nerator Permltd, July 1983 | .

Volume II: .. Guidance on Setting Permit = o
S . . Conditions and Reportlng Trial

Burn Results, Jan. 1989 :
Volume III: Hazardous Waste Incinerators '?

Measurement Guidance Manual
June 1989

Ocher EPAkguidange and Rgggg;cg,gggumgngg'
" Quality Assurance/Quallty Control (QA/QC)

Procedures for Hazardous Waste Inc1neratlon,
“January, 1990 .
-Engineering Handbook for Hazardous Waste S
Inc1neratlon, Sept., 1981 (currently belng rev1sed)

Trlal Burn Observatlon Gulde, 1988 :

-

Technical Implementatlon Document Eor EPA’s
Boiler and Industrlal Furnance Regulatlons,
March 1992 :

Combustlon EmlSSlonS Technlcal Resource Document :
(CETRED) , May 1994 , ) _

'Exposure Assessment Guldance for RCRA Hazardous

Waste Combustlon Pacilitles, Draft, April 19%4 -

Memorandum on Trial Burns

(Trial Burn.Fallure"
Guldance), July 1994 . S

Addendum: - Methodology for Assessing Health RlSkB
Associated with Indlrect Exposure To Combustor
Emissions o -

Public Information xggg;iglg
Hazardous Waste Inc1neratlon. Questlons
and Answers, Apr11 1988

40

Permlttlng Hazardous Waste Inc1nerators
(Fact Sheet), April, 1988

Guldance Manual for a Hazardous Waste

NTIS .

PB84-100577
CERI ‘
EPA/625/689/019v‘

[

CERI
EPA/625/6 89/021

" CERI

EPA/625/6-89/023

'NTIS -

PB89-179543

' NTIS o
- PB89-179543

. EPA/530-R-92-011

PB92-154-947

RCRA/SF Hotline
. EPA/530-R-94-014

 RCRA/SF Hotline
' EPA/530-R-94-021

RCRA/SF Hotline .
ERA/SBO-Ff947023

RCRA/SF Hotline

'RCRA/SF Hotline

EPA/530-SW-88-018

'RCRA/SF Hotline

EPA/SBO-SW?88~024




Various information materials on Hazardous Waste - i RCRA/SF Hotline
Minimization and Combustion Strategy, 1993 to present : '

Obsolete Documents . g !

-

Volume IV: Guidance on Metals and Hydrogen *see below
Chloride Controls for Hazardous ’
Waste Incinerators, Draft

‘Volume V:' © Guidance on PIC Coritrols for © | *gee below
. Hazardous Waste Incinerators,.’ :
Draft
Volume VI: »Proposéd'Methods for Measurement oOf **see below

'Co, 02, THC, HCL, and Metals at
Hazardous Waste Incinerators

* Refer to the BIF Rule. These documents need to be flnalized/updated
=% Refer to 40 CFR PArt 266, Appendix IX or the Methods Manual for
: Regulatlng BIFs (NTIS #PB91- 120006)

" NTIS: (703) 487-4650
CERI: (513) 569-7562 N
RCRA/Superfund Hotline: tcll free (800) 424-9346; L o

local (703) 412-9810

January 1995

e,




