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I. INTRODUCTION

A. BACKGROUND

The Clean Air Act has recognized the national need for a com-
prehensive program to reduce air pollution in the United States and -
provides for extensive research and enforéement activities to meet
this goal. A vital part of this program is the accumulation of basic
data for a qualitative and quantitative evaluation of air pollution
emissions from point sources. This basic information is being used to
determine the sources 6f emissions in a given area and their impact

on air quality. Examples of relevant uses of this information are:

® Emission inventories for modeling of Air
Quality Control Regions (AQCRs);

® Recognition of point sources that are not
in compliance with the requirements of
State Implementation Plans (SIPs);

e Enforcement activities; and

Augmentation of state programs.

'The_evaluatién of individual sources of air pollution must con-
sider fundamental operating procedures. This area of concern requires
the knowledge of specific process data such as product, flow rates,
both typés and‘quah;ities of input materials, fuel usage, time of
operation, seasbnal operating time and details of air pollution control -
systems design and operation. Without this type of information, the
reliability of the baée line data would be greatly reduced and false

starts in curtailment efforts may be caused.

B. BRIEF HISTORY OF THE AIR POLLUTANT EMISSIONS REPORT (APER) FORM

‘The APER form and data collecfion Syétem was designed by EPA to
be used to gather data for development of State Implementation Plans,
determine complianée with these plans, and carry out emergency powers
pursuant to Sections 110, 111, 112, 113, 114 and 303 of the Clean Air
Act. After apﬁroval of the form by the Office of Management Budget
(OMB) 'in early 1972, it was initially used by the Office of Air and
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Water Programs (OAWP). When this system became available, requests

for permission to use the APER were initiated by the Regional Offices
and by the Division of Stationary Source Enforcement (DSSE). As a
result of these reduests, ground rules for the use of the form &ere
prepared establishing NADB as the group to manage its distribution.

A major concern was the duplicate use of the form. EPA wanted to avoid
situations where more than one operating unit would send the same
request to a source. The approach to avoiding this problem is detailed

in the following communications:

® Figure 1 - letter from Robert E. Neligan

® TFigure 2 - letter from Richard D. Wilson to
Regional Enforcement Division Directors,
Region I - X
These procedures stressed the importance of reviewing previous

communications with a company to determine that a current request was

not a duplication of data asked for at an earlier time.

To date APER hés been used with some measure of success as a
method for acquifing essential emission and operational data for use
in inventories, enforcement actions and compliance evaluations. In
many instancés, hoWéver; supplemental data were re@uested either be-
cause the individuai completing the form was not diligent in its pre-
paration or the questions were misunderstood. The shortcomings of the
system may best be characterized as trying to use a form for purposes

other than those for which it was designed.

C. SCOPE OF PROJECT

. " The primary purpose of this project was to conduct a study of the
uses of the APER form and to prepare a report regarding the areas of,
and requirements for improvement in the form.“The scope of the pro-
ject was augmented during the initial stage of investigation to con-
sider the applicability of a computer based system for requesting
emission, operational and compliance data with a simplified procedure

for information update. The investigation included interviews with



COoOPY

Procedures for Using EPA/OMB Approved Questionnaire (OMB
Nr. 158-R75) to Acquire Data From Individual Sources

Mr. William Megonnell
Stationary Source Enforcement Division

Early this year the attached questionnaire was approved by OBM for
use by EPA in acquiring emissions-related information directly from
facilities discharging air pollutants into the atmosphere. Originally.
it was intended that the questionnaire would only be employed by OAWP
personnel, however, we are now receiving numerous requests from EPA
Regional Offices and DSSE personnel for questionnaires to acquire
emissions-related data for sources now being constructed. Moreover, we
expect an increasing use of this questionnaire as various groups within

. EPA require source data to carry out their responsibilities in monitoring
and evaluating pollution control activities and progress.

Due to the potential political complications that could arise from
needlessly contacting private sources for information, it is mandatory
that duplicate usage of these questionnaires be strictly avoided and
that all information received be routinely incorporated into the A
National Emissions Data Bank (NEDB). To insure this, the National Air
Data Branch (NADB) is managing distribution of the questionnaires.
Strict control procedures are necessary to prevent unauthorized use of
these questionnaires until EPA personnel are well aware of the potential
political hazards. A list of those persons authorized to receive
questionnaires is now being constructed by NADB. Please advise NADB
(John Bosch: FTS 919-688-8491) of the name of one DSSE representative
authorized to order and receive questionnaires. The two NEDS/SAROAD
representatives in each EPA Regional Office will also be included on
this list, together with the emission inventory contact in each
Regional Office.

Administrative rules for using the questionnaires to solicit data
directly from sources are specified in the attachment. These procedures
shall be followed by all persons employing the questionnaire for data

Figure 1: ESTABLISHMENT OF NADB AS MANAGER OF APER DISTRIBUTION

I-3



I-4

Y

o
|
|+

-2 -

acquisition. It must be emphasized that authorization for requiring
sources to complete these questionnaires is needed in each instance
and is the sole responsibility of those persons initiating the data-
gathering program,

Robert E. Neligan
Director
Monitoring and Data

Analysis Division

Enclosures

cec:

John A.S. McGlennon, Region I
Gerald M. Hansler, Region II
Edward W. Furia, Jr., Region IIL
Jack E. Ravan, Region IV
Francis T. Mayo, Region V
Arthur W. Busch, Region VI
Jerome H, Svore, Region VII
John A. Green, Region VIII
Paul DeFalco, Jr., Region IX
James L. Agee, REgion X

Ken Berry, SIB

EIU:JBosch:fh:rm 647:Mutext 491:12:19:72

Figure 1 (continued)
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Required Procedures for Using EPA/OMB Approved Questionnaire

(OMB Nr. 158-R75) for Acquiring Emissions-Related Data
From Individual Sources

To avoid duplication of effort and to insure that all collected

data are systematically entered into the National Emission Data Bank

(NEDB), the following procedures must be followed by all EPA personnel

who utilize the OMB Nr. 158-R75 questionnaire for soliciting emissions-

related data from private sources:

1.

Prior to sending out any questionnaires, the project manager
must access the National Emissions Data Bank (NEDB) to
determine precisely what is already known by EPA about the

_ sources to be interrogated. This query to NEDB must be

made within 10 working days of questionnaire mailing due to

regular changes in the data base. Questionmnaires should not

be sent to sources for which information is already available
in the NEDB data bank. '

After the questionnaires are returned by the sources, the
project manager should detach the green copy and transmit
it to the NEDS/SAROAD representatives in the appropriate ‘
EPA Regional Office.

The asSigned NEDS/SAROAD representative in each Regional
Office shall maintain a current '"green copy" file of all
questionnaires uéed within his regional jurisdiction.
Within three weeks of receipt, the data must be transferred

to the National Air Data Branch (NADB) for inclusion into

_the data bank using normal data flow procedures between

regional offices and NADB that have been established.

Until remote interactive and batch terminals are fully
operational in the Regional Offices for this purpose,
inquiries regérding NADB should be directed to John C.

Bosch whose address is listed below:

Figure 2: GROUND RULES FOR APER USES
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John C. Bosch
Chief, Source Inventory Unit
National Air Data Branch
Room 650, Mutual Building
Research Triangle Park, N. C. 27711
FTS (919) 688-8491

The list of process codes attached to OMB Nr. 158-R75 is

‘different than the NEDS Source Classification Coding System

only because OMB Nr. 158-R75 was developéd prior to
finalization of NEDS. The National Air Data Branch is
édrrectiﬁg this situation by recontacting OMB for approval
to use SCC Codes in lieu of the present listing. in the

interim, the coding list presently attached to the form
should be used. '

Figﬁre 2 (continued)



users of APER, the evaluation of the use of APER in conjunction with
"Section 114" letters requesting compliance related data; and a solici-
tation of any special requirements that could be inbedded in a new
system to reduce the need for multiple requests to sources that must

supply pertinent data.

D. TECHNICAL APPROACH

The approach to analyzing the existing method of gathering data
for emission inventories and compliance evaluation embodied in the
APER procedure began with an evaluation of the form. Among the fac-
tors considered were its original intended use, subsequent uses, data
elements needed and the shortcomings of utilizing this form in a
. general, all encompassing, data gathering procedure. This task was
accomplished by polling and interviewing frequent users of the APER
form, obtaining descriptions of ongoing state systems, and drawing upon
in-house experiénce.. The users contacted were EPA personnel in several

Regional Offices and in the Division of Stationary Source Enforcement;

the state systems investigated are being used in Texas and Wisconsin;
and the in-house experience related to previous project work conducted by
the staff of Pacific Environmental Services, Inc. (PES) in the following

areas:

Emission inventories;

Compliance status evaluation;
Preparation of "114" letters;
Compliance Data Systems (CDS) analysis;

Field inspections for enforcement activities; and

Source testing.

All data obtained from these sources were organized in tabular form
to enable determination of the areas of ambiguity, places where more
specific details were necessary, and information that was redundant.

The results of this evaluation process formed the basis for the con-

clusions and recommendations set forth in this report.
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Questionnaire

In order to quickly acquire pertinent data for
this project, a questionnaire was designed and
sent to a representative number of individuals

in the EPA Regional Offices who have relied upon
the APER as a means of accumulating air pollution
emission data and process operational factors.
The questionnaires were followed by interviews
either in person or by telephone. The transmittal
let;er and questionnaire utilized are shown in
Figures3 and 4, respectively. A discussion of
the design of the questionnaire is detailed in

Section II.

Interviews

With the questionnaires serving as a stimulus for
gathering opinions relative to modification or
redesign of the APER process, a series of interviews
were conducted with regional personnel to organize
the positive and negative aspects qf this approach
to data acquisition. The intent of these inter-
views was to collect general as well as specific
suggestions or complaints pértaining to the system.
It was also suggested that the individuals inter--
viewed discuss areas of the system that were not

covered in the questionnaire. All of the EPA

' personnel contacted were anxious to cooperate in

this program and provided PES with meaningful input

and suggestions.

Review of Other Systems.

In interviews with the EPA personnel, several emission

inventory data gathering systems developed by state

air pollution offices were discussed. Two of these



Pacific Environmental Services (PES) is under contract to EPA and NADB,
Durham, to evaluate the Air Pollution Emission Report (APER) commonly
referred to as the OMB form. As a subtask of this evaluation, PES will
‘'be conducting interviews in several EPA Regional offices with individuals
who have had experience in the reduction of data from these forms.

In preparation for these interviews, the enclosed list of pertinent
questions is being forwarded for your comments. Please enumerate the
problems encountered in the use of the OMB questionnaire so that more
efficient use of the interview time may be provided.

A convenient time.and place for your interview will be arraﬁged as soon as
possible. The interview may be conducted in your offices, in PES
offices or by telephone. » ' :

Thank you for your cooperation, and if you have any questions, please

feel free to contact me.

Very truly yours,

Arnold Stein .
Executive Vice President
Director of Engineering Applications

Figure 3: TRANSMITTAL LETTER TO ACCOMPANY QUESTIONNAIRE
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1)
2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

QUESTLQNNAIRE FOR THE EVALUATION OF THE OMB FORM

How extensive has your use of the OMB form been?

For what type of projects has the OMB form been used to gather

information (i.e. NEDS, compliance evaluation)?

Are you aware of any.more efficient methods of data collection

.used by state and local agencies in your region?

What comments can you make concerning the instructions which

accompany the OM3 form to aid plant personnel in its
completion? Would it be helpful to have a separate set of
instructions for each section of the form?

It has been proposed to design a set of forms which would be

used for information gathering from individual industries.
Each form would acquire specific information for a particular
industry. Whould this type of form be useful in ycur projects?

If you have found the OMB form to be insufficient for the needs of

2)

3)

5)

your projects, what alternative methods have been used for
information gathering?

' What problems have you encountered in the use of the OMB form?

Im particular, what information should be added or deleted?
Please comment on the following specific problem areas.,

Units - Often, footnotes are ignored or overlooked and the
quantity of material processed or burned is not
determinable. '

Operating hours - Operating schedules are required for each
general section of the report. These operating hours may
‘not pertain to all of the souxces within a section however.

Pracess Descriptions - Footnotes pertaining to process codes are
ignored or overlooked. Plants have sometimes used SCC
codes or have been given verbal descriptions of processes. -

Pollutant Emissions - Plants don't often heed footnote (e) on Page 7
which requires an estimation method to be shown.

Combining Sources — Data is sometimes given for each of the
individual sources or sometimes for the entire combined source.

Figure 4.



systems were highly recommended and were investigated By the

PES project staff.

The Texas Emissions Inventory Questionnaire was reviewed

as an example of an industry specific data gathering system.

In the Texas system, a specific questionnaire can be sent
to any one of 76 different industrial sources. This type
of vérsatility is helpful in obtaining very detailed infor-
mation fdr emission inventory purposes and eliminates some
of the need for sending 114 letters after the initial

questionnaire to ask for additional information.

The other state system studied was the Wisconsin Emission
.Invéntory System. The advantages of this system included
the ability to directly code the data gathered into a com-
puter useable form. This process reduces the need for com-
plex data conversion by an engineer. Wisconsin's system
facilitates data updating by providing a computer produced

report which lists the information currently known about a

source. Company personnel modify this data as required. An

example of a typical computer produced report from the Wis~-

consin system is included in Appendix A.

EVALUATION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The criticisms and recommendations of the regional personnel combined
with PES' own'observations, formed the basis for generating the alternatives
for modifying APER and the recommendation of the option selected. Briefly

stated the goals are the development of a system to:

Provide the software to update NEDS. These programs

would be limited to producing a computer generated

form to be completed by the company requested to supply

I-11
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the revised data. There would be no actual
mechanical interface between this system and NEDS.
However, after manual review of the form by EPA
personnel, the data could be directly keypunched
for inclusion into the NEDS update program. A

Forms design for new source data. Special forms
and instructions fbr completion of the forms will
be prepared so that the companies questioned can
provide the necessary_information for each new
source. These forms will also be compatible with

direct keypunching requirements.

Validation procedure. After the software has been
tested, several validation runs will be performed

on actual information received by a Regional Office
to validate the system and to correct any anomalies

that may be uncovered.



II. SOURCES OF DATA

A. PREPARATION OF REGIONAL QUESTIONNAIRES

Directors of emission inventory projects in seven 6f the ten
EPA regions and several individuals in the Division of Statiohary
Source Enforcement were contacted for information regarding their
experiences with the form's use. A preliminary questionnaire was
sent out followed by personal interviews. The purpose of the pre-
v liminary questionnaire was to allow the EPA contact to gather data
relative to the use of the APER form and to give him an opportunity

to formulate opinions regarding the problems associated with its use

before the interview.

The first part of the questionnaire was designed to assess the
uses of the APER form. Initially, it was desired to determine how much
of a background the individual contacted had in the form's use and
the type of projects for which the form was employed. This information
was primarily required to assess the present uses of the APER form.
Also, it was hoped that possible misuses of the form could be revealed
in projects for which it was not intended. Conceivably, this type of

misuse could bias the user's viewpoint.

The most important function of the preliminary questionnaire
and interview was to discuss any problems which had been encountered
by the users of the form. Comments were requested pertaining to
general problem areas as well as specific items on the form. Each
EPA contact was asked to comment on items to be added to or deleted
from the form as indicated by his particular uses. Recommendations for
modifications to the form were then based on remedying these problem

areas.

In addition, possible changes in the structure of the form were
proposed to the users and comments were requested. EPA personnel con-
tacted were aéked to propose their own recommendations for alteratioms to
the form. The evaluation procedure employed in. Section III of this
report has taken this information into account, and in this way, the

needs of the potential users of the form have been considered.

I1-1
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B. DATA FROM QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSES

All data obtained from EPA sources in response to the regional
questionnaires is summarized in Table 1. This table shows the type of

project for which the form has been utilized and the problems which have

been encountered by each region.

1. Uses of the Existing APER Form

The APER form has been or is being used in most EPA Regional Offices
as a convenilent means of gathering data for emission inventory and enforce-
ment projects. However, most regions have resorted to the use of the form
only when the data gathered by these more localized entities proved unrelia-

ble or inadequate.

In a few casés, notably in Montana, the state agencies have requested
sources in their area to complete APER forms and have subsequently forwarded
the completed forms to the EPA Regional Office for evaluation. In most
other instances, state and local agencies have developed their own forms and

these are generally used for data gathering at this level.

As a source of raw data needed for completion of emission inventories
(particularly NEDS), the APER form has been used by Region II, Region III,
and Region VIII. Region II has found the form particularly unsuitable for
gathering NEDS type data from the steel industry and incinerators. Region
VIII is currently using data from APER forms supplied by the State of Montana

Air Quality Bureau to perforﬁ an update of NEDS and perform compliance analy-

ses. A few new minor sources (<100 tons per year) are also being coded for

the first time from the Montana forms. In the majority of cases in these
regions, it has been found necessary to clarify or complete the information
supplied in the APER forms by sending additional Section 114 letters. '
Examples of supplements to typical Section 114 letters are shown in Appendix
c.

The largest use of the APER form has been to determine the compliance
status and relative significance of sources in a particular area. The
information supplied on the form is often compared with information supplied

by NEDS or a state agency. Region VI resorted to the use of APER forms in
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Table 1.

DATA FROM EPA SOURCES

Region Nawme of Persons Form Usage Problem Areas Comments on Use of Ceneral Comments
Contacted (Number of forms sent) Encountered an Industry-Specific
NEDS Enforcement System
11 A. Salpeter 0 150 I1. 1) Sources don't have II. Doesn't like the con- I1. Thinks that fors
necessary informa- cept. - Thinke that {e fairly good.
tion. each form should be The key is proper
2) Prefers verbal accompanicd by a cover use - aot the
process descriptions letter giving detafled form itself.
to SCC codes. instructions for that
3) Porm does not provide particular source.
sufficient cross-
referenclag.
4) Estimates of emissions
are not piven.
5) All emission points
aren't identified.
111 L. Marshall [+] 33 I111. 1) Have often had to IIXI. Would like to see a JIX. They think the
R. Seraydarian send out "114" letters specific form for each form should be
E. Skernolis after the APER, industry and an instruc- more complete and
2) Data trausfer to NEDS tion sheet to accompany wore specific.
is too complicated. ic. Specifically, thoy Besides being
3) Prefer a written descrip- wvould like to see forus industry speciftc,
tion of process to SCC. for the steel induscry, the form should be
4) Sourcos don't got incinerators, volatile expanded to include
units straight. organic storage and visible emissioo
5) Opcrating hours should loading facilities. . readiugs. - They
be listed separately stated that Pennsyk
by point. vania had developed
a good system.
v B. Bolka 200 125 V. 1) Source codes are con- V. They have already V. They have had exten
D. Wallgren fusing and crose- developed special forms sive successful use
referencing between for steel mille. Would of the form when
sections of form is like to see forwms devel- sent with a modified
difficulc. oped for other industries. set of instructions,
They also have devel-
oped supplementary
reactive hydrocarbon
forms
VI J. Dion 100 VIII. 1) Cross-referencing between - VIII. Special forus for V11I. They think the
contrul equipment and conical wood vaste incineras- form can be used suc-
basic ejuipment was dif- tors were developed for use cessfully for scurces
ficule to follow. in Montana. These were used vhich employ experienced
2) Sources didn't report all successfully and they would personnel in eavirun-
‘pollution generating like to -see forms developed wental matters. Prob-
processcs. for other industries. The lems arise when the
3) Reported emission esti- Texas syetem wis recommended form is sent to small
mates were not refcrenced as a working exarple of this sources which do not
as to how they were type of system. employ this type of
determined. : ’ personnel.
4) Units of quantities re-
ported wure not designated.
X T. Stumpf [} . 400 IX. 1) Sources use parts of the IX. They think a system of IX. They stated that,

present form to circumvent re-
porting detailed information. For

example, in the pollutant emission
estimate section of the APER, they
would like to delete the statement,
"If unknown, plcase do not complete

these colums...” because sources
. use this to avoid completing the

form.

this type would be helpful

for small industries such as as
asphalt batch plants, lumber

mills, and cotton gins.
They suggest that special
forms be designed for the
cages where there there
are many small companies
in an industry.

in general, the data
elements requested in
the existing APER are
sufficient, and mo
additiocnal dats ele-
ments are necessary
for this type of
systes.




Louisiana when the information available from other sources proved to be
inadequate. Its use, however, was limited to those sources which had not
previously received the form. Region IX indicated that the APER form has
been used for the compliance analysis of approximately 400 sources from
which no data had previously been received. 1In a majority of these cases,

it has also been found necessary to follow up the APER form with a section
114 letter. Many individuals from the Regional Offices regard the data
received on the APER form to represent a company's "official position" and to

be the firmest basis from which legal action can be taken.

2. Statuatory Authority for Gathering Data

Section 114 of the Clean Air Act provides the Administrator of the
Environmental Protection Agency or his authorized representative with authority
to enter, conduct inspections or monitor emissions from any source covered
by the New Source Performance Standards (NSPS). This authority has been used
by the Regional Offices to obtain compliance information, by the National
Air Data Branch (NADB) to secure emission inventory data and by headquarters

to develop SIPs,

The APER states that:

"A. This report is to be used to obtain information for the purpose:
1) of developing or assisting in the development of any State Implementation
Plan under § 110 or 111 (d) of the Clean Air Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. 1857
et seq), any standard of performance undér(§ 111 of the Clean Air Act, or any
emission standard under § 112 of the Clean Air Act; 2) of determining whether
‘any person is in violation of any such standard or any requirement of such a

plan; or 3) of carrying out § 303 (emergency powers) of the Clean Air Act.

B. Response on all applicable sections of this report is required under
8 114 of the Clean Air Act, as amended. Compliance may be enforced under
§ 113 of the Act by an administrative order or a civil suit by the Environ-

mental Protection Agency.

C. Information provided to the Environmental Protection Agency in
this report will be available to the public, except that upon a showing

satisfactory to the Agency by any person that such information or a

II-4



parficular part thereof (other than emmission data), if made public, would
divulge methods of processes entitled to protection as trade secrets of

such person, the Agency will consider such information or particular portion
thereof confidential in accordance with the purpose of Section 1905 of title
18 of the United States Code, excépt that such information may be disclosed
to other officers, employees or authorized representatives of the United
States concerned with carrying out the Clean Air Act or when relevant in

any proceeding under the Act."l

One class of data requested is used as the basis for material balance
calculations to evaluate emissions but the request may also take the form
"of a requirement for a company to submit source test results. Compliance
data needs may include certified copies of construction contracts or pur-
chase order for new process, equipment or air pollution control systens

along with plot plans and other discipline material.

Under the provisions of this section it is also possible for ‘the
Administrator to désignate individuals to make on-site inspections to
verify any of the statements submitted by the "source" in response to a
request for emissions or compliance related data. This authority may be
delega;ed to the state if the procedures for carrying out this section
of the Clean Air Act are approved by the Administrator. The Act further
states that '"Nothing in this subsection shall prohibit the Administrator

from carrying out this section in a State."2

3. Problems With The Form As Presently Used

Problems encountered when using the APER form may vary depending
on the type of broject and on the type of source for which data is being
gathered. During personal interviews, EPA regional personnel were able
to cite many specific problems which they had encountered. In-house
users of the form also enumerated problems they had encountered in their
use of the form.A Each user of the form described specific problems
but several general problem areas were noted from all of the users.
These‘problém areas were ranked in importance and the areas most in

need of correction are described first in the following discussion:

1Environmental Protection Agency Air Pollutiom Emissions Report, OMB No.
158-R75, p.l1.

2Clean Air Act, Section 114, June 24, 1974, (printed in Environmen; Reporter,
the Bureau of National Affairs, Inc. p.16).
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e Two of the most difficult problems were the interpretation
of the process description in Section IV and the type of com-
bustion unit in Section II. In the instructions which
accompany the APER form, the company is directed to choose
an appropriate identification number (SCC code) which des-
cribes its process or combustion unit. The company is told
to use this code instead of a word description. However,
despite the instruction's warning not to use the code
unless it specifically describes the process, many companieé
list "other not classified" or "general/other" type codes
and do not supply written descriptions of the process.
Although the codes are designed to include all of the
typical processes at a facility, most plants have some

| operations which are unique to that particular piant, and

the SCC codes alone are inadequate for these., Small companies
especially have problems interpreting code descriptions and
hence, usually use general codes which do not accurately
describe the process. Without a complete and specific
description of a process, including flow charts, analysis

can be very difficult.

® Another problem area related to process description codes
is the confusion between source codes and process codes. Each
item in Sections II, III, and IV of the form should be given
a unique section source code, such as item IIa (Section II,
first unit) or item IVc (Section IV, third process). The

purpose of the section source code is to allpw the company to

relate the data in Sections V and VI to the appropriate processes

or fuel burning units in Sections II, III and IV. Many com-

panies, however, supply process identification numbers instead
of section source codes and have no means of cross-referencing
the data in the six sections of the form. In these situations,
it is impossible to match air cleaning equipment and stack and

pollutant emission data to the basic equipment source.



® A category of problem areas can be defined which is related
to the.lack of experience in dealing with emission invehtory
data on the part of company bersonnel completing the APER
form. For instance, the concept of a point source 1s difficult
for company personnel to define. The aétual source of .
emission could be the unit of basic equipment or the associated
control equipment or the exhaust stack. Multiple sources
exhausting to a common.stack are especially troublesome. Not
only is it difficult to mechanically decide which sources
should be included in the data supplied, but confusion exists
about the distinction between ''basic'" and "control" equipment.
For example, a CO Boiler on a cracking unit at a refinery could
be coded as control equipment because it limits CO emissions,
or it could be coded as basic equipment because it burns fhel

to produce heat.

Most emission inventory systems have provisions to deal with
these problems, but, unless a company employs a trained environ-
mental engineer, the person completing the form is not aware

of these provisions and cannot complete the form correctly.

® The definition of input process weight can cause some companies
mofe problems than others. 1In a rock crushing and screening
operation, for insfance, the input material is well defined
and easily measurable. However, in the oil refining process,
a fluid catalytic cracking unit can be interpreted as having V
input products consisting of oil, make-up catalyst, circulating
catalyst, ‘air, or any combination of the above. Also, in a
paint spraying operation where hydrocarbons are emitted due
to solvent evaporation, solvent, paint, or the-item5~being
applied can be interpreted as the inlet products. The ultimate
decision as to what materials should be included in the
process weight must be made by the particular agency gathering
the data. Unless specifically directed to what materials to
include, the company will usually not provide the correct

information.
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® In a few problem areas, the APER form does not ask for
information which is necessary for emission inventory
projects. It is ﬁarticularly difficult to provide informa-
tion about the storage and loading of organic liquids in the
current state of the form. The form is very difficult to use

for any unconfined process.

It is difficult to specify operating hours for individual
processes. The form does not specifically ask that units be
given for process weight and other production figures. This
is one of the most frustrating problems facing the inter-

preter of the data presented on a completed form.

® Finally, some of the data requested on the form cannot
realistically be expected to be known by the company. The
company is asked to predict future operating levels if they
know in advance that the current data will change in a short
time. However, companies, are not prepared to make definite
predictions about their future operations until the changes»

are actually implemented.

Most of the problems encountered in the use of the APER form center
around the inability of company personnel to understand the instructions
accbmpanying the form and their subsequent inability to correctly complete
the form. Except for a lack of requesting specific operating hours for
each process and data fdr tanks and other unconfined processes, a properly
completed form would provide all the information necessary for emission

inventory purposes.

Larger companies usually employ environmental specialists who have
an understanding df emission inventory needs. These organizations can
usually be expected to complete APER forms which can be interpreted with
few problems. Small companies, on the other hand, tend to be confused by the
complexity of the form and hence, the data on the form is unreliable and often

impossible to interpret.
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Table 2 summarizes the deficiencies found in the existing APER

system and the problems encountered in its use.
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" Table 2: DEFICIENCIES FOUND IN EXISTING APER SYSTEM

Doesn't provide for accurate process descriptions.

Cross-referencing between bésic and control equipment is difficult.
Doesn't provide for a precise definition of all emission sources.
Operating hours cannot easily be specified for individual processes.

Units are not easily specified for process weight and other production
figures. -

Data transfer to NEDS is too cémplicated.
Emission estimation methods cannot easily be defined.
Parts of the form can be used for circumvention.

The system does not specifically define what materials are included in
process weight.

Data for unconfined processes is difficult to report.

(Page II-11 blank)



III. SYSTEM REQUIREMENTS

Headquarters and Regional Offices of EPA have a need for a
systematic means of obtaining information from facilities which emit
pollutants into the atmosphere. The basic use of such a system 1is the
maintenance of accurate and current emission inventory data. This data
will in turn be employed by various branches within EPA and by state and
local pollution control agencies for enforcement activities, modeling

work and program evaluation.

A. CHARACTERISTICS

The system must be capable of performing two general functions:

@ Collection of data for sources for which no emission
inventory data exists; and

® Periodic updating of existing emission inventory data.

In order to achieve these objectives the system should consist

of the following components:

Questiqhnaire type forms to be completed by plants.

Review procedures for validating data submitted by plants
and adding the codes and identifying numbers required by
"NEDS.

3. Keypunch instructions which facilitate data entry directly
from the forms after review.

4. Computer programs which can produce "completed" fascimiles
-of the form containing data which currently exists in NEDS
and which the plant can readily update.
A system which embodies these characteristics will meet the goal
of providing current emission inventory data at minimum cost to EPA and

to the sources.

B. USES OF THE SYSTEM

The user of the system will be personnel in the Surveillance and
Analysis and Enfofcement branches of EPA Regional Offices. They will

use the system to obtain emission inventory and operational data. Re-
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gardless of the specific purpose of a particular request to a source for

information, the data reported on the form will be used to update the
NEDS data base.

l.

Surveillance and Analysis

Surveillance and Analysis personnel will be using the system
to facilitate their responsibilities for maintaining the NEDS
data base. The APER form will be sent to sources identified
as potential large emitters for which no data currently exists
in NEDS. Surveillance and Analysis personnel may make use

of the form for periodic updating of NEDS data in situations
where the state and local agencies are not adequately

maintaining the NEDS data base,

Enforcement

Enforcement Branch personnel frequently reqﬁire data to deter-

mine compliance status of plants. A first step in gathering

the necessary information is the examination of emission in-

ventory data. . The questionnaire will be used either to obtain
information on a source not in NEDS or to get more current
information. In either case data will be entered into NEDS

as well as utilized by the Enforcement personnel. It should
be emphasized that the APER form will not replace the '114"
letter currently utilized by the Enforcement Branch. Fre-
quently information of a more detailed nature than that re-
quired by NEDS is necesséry to make compliance determinations.
This information is specifically related to a particular plant
and could not be covered in a generalized procedure. Hence,
some use of "114" letters is still envisioned. However, the
basic emissibn inventory data will be obtained via the APER

form.



C. REQUIRED DATA ELEMENTS

The process of determining or defining data elements runs counter
to the flow of information generally depicted in an information accumu-
lation system. The objectives and data files needed musﬁ first be
established in order that the elements of information which are necessary
can be enumerated. That appears to be the principle problem with the
APER form as used for emission inventories and for compliance evaluation.
The form was designed to be employed in developing State Implementation
Plans and found subsequent uses in several other programs. If properly
- completed the form will provide a significant amount of pertinent data
for inventories and compliance evaluation. The problems arise in a lack
of specificity in instructions, the need for simplified forms for indus-
trial categories where the numbers of facilities are large but the equip-
ment is mechanically simple, i.e. wood waste burners, and in a require-

- ment for industry specific forms.

Data elements for compliance and inventory needs fall into several

basic categories. These are:

® Descriptive
® Operational
° Operatihg times - hrs/day, days/wk, wks/yr - seasonal

Descriptive elements of data for processes which may emit or control
the emission of air contaminants pose an intricate problem. Names and
codes have been devised by many agencies to simplify the descriptive
process but the success of these efforts have been limited. 1In any
cpmpiicated chemical process or mechanical system, the fundamental piece
of data is the equipment location drawing which doesn't lend itself to
ready storage in most automated data retrieval systems. .This is one
informational document which probably will be stored in a filing cabinet
but which is part of the descriptive data base for most facilities that
are of interest to the data system to be designed. 1In a large facility
the precise location of a stack may be essential for land-use planning

and air quality modeling studies. Other descriptive data elements include:
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. SIC code
SCC code

Company identification designator, i.e. "xyz" boiler No. 3.

SN

. Basic equipment description including modifiers to more closely
define a process. For example, a natural gas fired reverberatory
furnace, 20' x 40' overall dimensions, 6' x 8' hearth, 3' dia-
meter stack 40' high used for secondary smelting of brass.

5. Air pollution control system description, stating specifically
the ‘operations, equipment and processes (cross-referenced to the
company identification system) served by the control device.

6. If applicable, the name and model number of the company that
built the system or equipment should also be stated.

7. In-plant designator to identify the specific boiler, incinerator,
or process unit to which the NEDS record applies. '

Operational factors affect the use, anticipated emissions, efficiency
and expected life of systems of interest to this study. Required data must

include:

1. Fuel usagé

a. Rate of consumption (hourly, daily, weekly, annual)
b. Type of fuel (solid, liquid, gaseous, combination)

¢. 'Chemical and physical characteristics (grade or
quality, sulfur content, ash content,etc.)

d. iFiring details (types of burners, stokers, preheat
requirements, % excess air, firing point on burner
locations, etc.)

2., Process weight

This area of data acquisition has proven to be very complicated.
Questions which have arisen include: where does a process begin
and end; is intermittent storage or a surge tank the end of a
process; is there such a thing as completely closed integrated
system; how do you treat parallel and series operation; and are
several systems venting to one stack considered a single or
multiple operation? These questions must be realistically
dealt with in a system for storage, retrieval and manipulation
of air pollution emissions data. The only sound approach seems
to be the setting of ground rules considering these and many
more options and fitting as many situations as possible into
the prescribed form. However, the basic information required
to evaluate process weight is:
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‘a. Type and quantity (exclusive of fuel and air) of all
materials introduced into a process.

b. Rate of introduction of the materials.

3. Continuous or intermittant process

Hours of operation

b:. Explanation of why the operation may either be continuous
or intermittant (batch loading and product removal, 24-hour
per day continuous operation as in a refinery, etc.)

4. ‘Measured or calculated emission

" a. Source test data
b. Material balance calculations
c. Observation of visible emissions by a trained observer

d. . Appiicable state or local air pollution control regulations.

5. Anticipated modifications to equipment or change of product

may affect emissions.

Operating times; whether daily or seasonal, are important data for
air pollution control programs. These programs may contain requirements
for'supplementary control strategies, emergency shut-down operations or
other-curtailment plans which specify a need to know when a facility or
system is in operation. Therefore, the hourly, daily, weekly and sea-

sonal operating times for sources of interest are mandatory.

The data described will be broken down into the finest detail
necessary to suppdrt’the requirements of the system.to be designed. It
is also recognized that cross-referencing isvessential to avoid con-
fusion among the systems reported-in large intricate facilities and for

ease in handling inventory data.
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IV. ALTERNATIVE APPROACHES

There are several alternative approaches to satisfying the require-

ments set forth above. Each alternative is described bélow._

A. NEW DATA

A clear cut sentiment expressed by EPA personnel surveyed was that

the current APER questionnaire was a difficult form for data entry.

Accordingly, the new questionnaire will be designed in a fashion consistent

with modern data entry requirements. The form will embody the following

features:

® Verbal data to be filled in, such as name, address, plant
contact, etc. will be entered in boxes preprinted on the
form. Below these boxes, keypunch column numbers will be
printed. Hence, this data will be keypunched directly.

® Numeric data which does not require interpretation by the
reviewing engineer, such as telephone number or hours of
operation, will be handled in the .same manner as the verbal
data described above.

e Data elements to be added by the reviewing personnel, such
as plant and point ID numbers, SCC codes, etc., will be
placed below a broad line on the form (or in a separate
box) clearly marked "For EPA Use Only."
‘Many of these features were incorborated in the Wisconsin Emission

Inventory System as shown in Appendix A.

The design of the form will be such as to make it readily com-
prehendible to the plant and EPA user and will combine the source document
and keypunch form on the same physical record. This procedure will result
in reduced data entry coéts, simpler review and control procedures, more
rapid NEDS update, and more accurate data reporting. This method of formé

design will be utilized in the entire proposed questionnaire.
The types of questionnaires which have been proposed by PES staff
and by EPA personnel can be summarized into four following alternatives:
® Generalized form with genefalized instructions;

® Generalized form with specific instructions for classes
of industries;
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® Generalized form with specific sections tailored to
classes of industries;

) .Simple specific forms for specific industries.

Each of these alternatives is examined in detail below.

1. General Form With General Instructions

This type of form would essentially involve restructuring
the existing APER form to include the defined data elements
and redesigning the form to facilitate data entry. A
generalized form simplifies EPA's work in that only one
form would be used. The resulting questionnaire would
suffer from some of the same problems of interpretation

that the existing APER form elicits.

2. General Form With Industry Specific Imstructions

The form utilized in this approach would again be a re-
structured APER type form. The significant differences
would be a set of instructions and examples particularly
tailored to a class of industry. This approach overcomes
many of the objections to the APER form involving inter-
pretation of processes and throughput. However, it
creates an additional burden on the part of EPA personnel
in ensuring that the correct sets of instructions are sent
to sources. Also, where one plant is engaged in multiple
operations, many sets of instructions would be required.
This could present an overly complex appearance to the

plant engineer.

3. General Form With Specific Sections

This approach would, in principle, be similar to the Federal
Income Tax form, where everyone completes the basic form,
and additional sections are completed as required. By
utilizing this approach, the forms would reflect the jargon
of a particular industry. For example, the section for

grain loading would request data about tons of grain conveyed,
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rather than '

'process weight." This approach facilitates
completion of the questionnaire by the source. However,
EPA's responsibilities are greater in that the correct
"package' of forms must be sent to each source. Also,
if an incorrect section is sent, the source would not

be able to make sense of it (e.g., a section for grain

loading could be sent to a chemical plant).

Simple Specific Forms For Classes Of Industry

In this approach, completely separate questionnaires would
be designed for each identifiable class of industry.

In some cases, such as a lumber mill, the form would be
very short and simple, whereas questionnaires for oil
refineries would be Quite complex. A specific set of
forms for sources in the steel industry has been developed
and used in the EPA Region V offices. Examples of these
forms are shown in Appendix B. This approach greatly
simplifies completion of the questionnaire by the source.
However, the problem of sending the right questionnaire

to the right source could be difficult. Also, if diverse
processes are operated by the-same plant, more than one
questionnaire would be required. This would force the

source to repeat some common identifying information..

B. PERIODIC UPDATE.

Updating data presents a somewhat different problem than the ori~
ginal data collection process.
of data changes, while in other
In addition, the update process
be followed. This involves the correct combination of Add, Change, and

Delete cards. Three approaches to the update process are examined below:

1.

Use of Same Form As Original Data Collection

This is the simplest method. No matter which alternative

is selected, the form, or collection of forms would be sent

to plants on a regular basis. The sources would be required

In some cases, nothing except the date
cases entirely new processes are added.

requires that the NEDS update procedures
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to complete the entire form. 01d NEDS data would be
deleted, and the data resulting from the new form would be
added to NEDS. This is the least satisfactory approach,
since it demands redundant work on the part of EPA and

the source.

Use of Computer Produced Facsimile

In this approach a computer program would print a facsimile
of the original form. O01ld NEDS data would be printed or.
oufput by the system and blank spaces would be printed
where the plant could fill in current data. Boxes would
be printed where sources could indicate closed facilities.
Additionally, blank forms would be included for use when
new processes are added to plants. This approach would
reqﬁire the EPA reviewer to determine the required NEDS
action code (A,C, or D) when a card is to be punched. The
source's efforts are minimized, particularly where no
changes have occurred. The data entry load is minimized,

since cards are punched only when a change is indicated.

Automated Facsimile

This approach embodies 2 above. However, it further simpli-
fies EPA's procedures by automatically determining the NEDS
action code. It would require a computer program to compare
cards punched from the questionnaire with the existing NEDS
data base. This comparison will indicate whether a card

should have an A,C, or D code.



- V. APPRATSAL OF ALTERNATIVES

In order to appraise the alternatives and select the most desirable
one, the technique of additive weighting is being employed. Addlitive
weighting is a procedure that encourages the user to logicélly choose
among his alternatives. The process involves defining independent
evaluation criteria and evaluating the alternatives relative to the
criteria. The user defines the criteria and assigns a weighting factor
to each. The weighting factors should describe the relative importénce

of each criteria.

Values are assigned to each alternative for each of the criteria.

These values have a relative importance for each alternative and criterion.

If the alternative appears favorable under the criterion it should be. awarded

a high value, and vice versa for an unfavorable assessment.

The evaluation process begins with a definition of the criteria.

A. CRITERTA DESCRIPTION

1. Comprehendibility by Plant Personnel

The plant engineer or maﬁager must be able to readily under-
stand what data are desired and how to report them correctly.

' This is considered to be the most important criteria for jud-
ging the alternative strategies because in many cases, the
plant personnel have the desired information available but
are noﬁ able to report it because of confusion over the wording
and/or structure of the reporting forms and their accompanying
instructions. The wording of the form and the instructions
can be especially helpful to the plant personnel if jérgon
from the particular iﬁdustry is used. Examples of correctly
reported data can also be very helpful to individuals who are

not familiar with emission inventory data.

With these factors in mind, the grading of the alternatives and



the existing APER was performed with respect to the cri-
terion of comprehendibility by plant personnel. The existing
APER was given a grade of 1 corresponding to a very poor
evaluation. The APER suffered from the inherent drawbéck

of a general form with general instructions. Its wording
was required to address all sources and could not use |
specific terms. Instructions which accompanied the APER were
void of éven general examples of correctly reported data.
Also, footnoted instructions printed on the forms were un-
successful in helping the plant personnel and caused more

confusion.

The first alternative replacement, a redesigned general form
with rewritten general instructions, would suffer from the

same inherent drawbacks as the APER. However, the addition of
generalized examples and a clear deséription of the desired
data elements would improve the comprehendibility of the system,
so this alternative was given a slightly below-average grade of
4,

Comprehendibility by the plant would be gfeatly enhanced in the
remaining alternatives since they all would make use of industry—
specific language to request the desired data. Of the three
élternatives, the general forms with industry-specific sections
would be slightly less comprehendible than the other two al-
ternatives. Since these forms would be accompanied by general
instructions, no specific examples of correctly reported forms
would be supplied. Also, if the plant was sent specific sections
which were not applicable to the processes being reported, the
added clarity of this alternative would be lost and comprehen-
dibility would be reduced. This alternative was assigned a

grade of 7 which is equivalent to very good comprehendibility

by plant personnel.

Alternatives 2 and 4 were both given grades of 8. They were

rated slightly higher than alternative 3 but were still not



given excellent grades in comprehendibility.: The.genéralized

form with specific instructions would contain specific

examples of correctly completed forms for the particular in-
dustry. Some of the confusion caused by a generalized form

would still be inherent in this system; The entirely

specific forms would be the most comprehendible by plant managers
unless an inappropriate form was sent. In this case, the source
personnel would be very.confused and not able to provide any

pertinent information.

Process Description

One of the most important tasks in the compilation of an emission
inventory is the estimation of pollutant emissions. Detailed
process'information is important to the completion of this task
and an exact process description is the most critical piece of
-information required. The need for the information is twofold.
Firstly, the process description must provide enough data to
allow the EPA reviewer to determine emission factors for the
process so that emission estimates may be calculated. Secondly,
for NEDS purposes; the EPA reviewer must be able to cbrrectly
detefﬁine an SCC code for the process. For enforcement pufposes,
a precise pfocess description is necessary to determine applicable
air pollution control regulations for a process. This criterion
is givenfa slightly higher weighting factor than the other
emission estimate criteria because clear process descriptions
allow the EPA reviewér to have a good understanding of exactly

what is being done at the plant.

In the grading of the alternatives, the APER received a very
poor gréde of 1. The existing system required the plant to
supply an SCC code description for each process. This was an
unrealisﬁic request for most plants, and the resulting process

descriptions were often impossible to interpret.

A revised general system should not require SCC codes, and

therefore, would be graded higher than the existing APER. How-



ever, without specific examples of complete process descrip-
tions, the plant could supply incomplete or confusing des-
criptions. This alternative was given a slightly below

average grade of 4.

The system of general forms with industry specific sections
and the system of entirely specific forms both suffer from the
inability to allow the source to supply process descripfions.
In the construction of specific forms, typical processes are
assumed, and data is requested for these typical processes.

The plant is not given the opportunity to describe any pro-

cesses which are not typical. Therefore, these alternatives

were both graded as slightly below average.

The_élternative of using general forms and industry-specific
instructions provides the best opﬁortunity for complete and
clear process descfiptions. Examples of typical descriptions
would be included in the instructions, but the general form
would allow the source to give descriptions of atypical
processes. This latter alternative provides the best oppor-
tunity for the source to provide accurate process descrip-

tions and was rated as very good.

Definition of Process Weight

Another piece of ngceésary information supplied by plant
personnel fbr the determination of emission estimates is a
reasonable approximation of the applicable process weight for
each source. Using the process weight and emission factors,
the EPA reviewer can make reasonable emission estimates for

each source. Process weight is defined in most SIP regula-

. tions as the material introduced to a process which causes

emissions. In a specific process, however, many varied
interpretations can exist as to what materials are included
in process weight. It is therefore very important that

in cases where ambiguous interpretations may occur, an



approved definition of process weight is presented to the

plant personnel.

Since novexplanations of this kind can be provided in a general
form, the existing APER and the revised generalized system
were both given poor grades of 2. Industry-specific systems,
on the other hand, are capable of defining these ambiguous
areas and providing accepted interpretations of what materials
should be included in process weight. The alternative of
generélized fofms with specific instructions would be able

to clarify what is meant by process weight for typical pro-
cesses but would not provide this guideance for atypical
processess which could be reported on the general form. The
industry specific forms would not request data on these a-
typical processes so any ambiguous definitions in the normal
process would be clarified in the construction of the form.
The two industry specific form systems received grades of 9,
and the system utilizing industry specific instructions was
given a slightly lower, but still very good grade of 8.

Definition of Required Units

It is obvious that any numerical information, including
process weight, is meaningless unless units are clearly identi-=
fied. This piece of information is particularly critical when
the preparation of emission inventory data base information is
considered. Since a standard set of units is understood for
numerical - information in the data base, all reported infor-
mation must be convertible into that standard set. The
weighting factor for this criterion is no higher or lower

than any of the other emission estimation criteria since all

are needed to complete the critical inventory categories.

The specification of units in a specific system of forms is

straightforward in that the required data units are defined

on the form. The only disadvantage occurs when the source must



convert data units from their .recorded units to the system's

required units.

In specific instructions accompanying general forms, suggested
units can be indicated and the general form can pfovide space

for the source to specify the units of the data reported. This
system would be‘graded as high as the two specific form systems
except for the fact that the company's sfecified uﬁits may not

be convertible to the required units without further information.

The generalized system suffers from the drawbacks inherent with
general forms as presented above. Also, specific examples of
industry units would not be available to the source, so this

alternative was graded well below the other alternatives.

In the existing APER, little specification of units is requested,

so the reported numeric data is often meaningless. The existing

system is given a very poor grade based on this criterion.

Specification of Hours of Operation

The final emission estimation criterion is the specification of
operating hours for each piece of basic equipment or process.
This data is necessary for the completion of the NEDS hours

of operation.category. Also, in many enforcement regulations,'
emission limits are based on hourly operating rates, so the
operating hours are necessary to convert yearly rates to hourly
rates. Emission estimates may sometimes be given in hourly
rates and yearly estimates for NEDS may be calculated if opera-
ting hours are known. The weighting factor for this criterion
is the same as the previous emission estimation criteria since
all are equally important in the calculation of emission esti-

mates.

The grading of the proposed alternatives does not differentiate
between the four systems since all could equally satisfy the
requirements of this criterion. Whether the system is general

or specific, operating hours must be requested for each process



which is reported. The existing APER system does not
request this information specifically so this system was

given a very poor grade of 1.

Cross—-Referencing Between Basic and Control Equipment

This criteria also relates to the task of making accurate
estimates of pollutant emissions from equipment and processes.
Emission factors may be determihéd from process descriptions
and uncontrolled emissions may be estimated in this manner.

If pollution control equipment is associated with the equipment
or process, the emissions will be reduced. Therefore, it is
important that the source be able to readily report any pollu-
tion control equipment and associate it with the basic equip-
ment or process controlled. This criterion is weighted slightly
below the other emission estimation criteria since estimates

of uncontrolled emissions can be made without control informa-

tion.

In a generalized system, cross-referencing is established be-

tween the sections of the form which relate control equipment
to basic equipment. In the APER system, this was especially
confusing and difficulties arose when control equipment served
multiple sources. In a revised generalized system, control and
process information would still be reported in separaté sections
and a cross-referencing scheme would have to be utilized. Any
such scheme would be confusing to source personnel so this
alternative was assigned a poor grade of 3. The addition of
specific instructions could hélp alleviate some of this con-
fusion but the inherent drawbacks of the géneral form would
still be present. This alternative was given a score of 5

corresponding to an average evaluation in this criterion.

A special section of a generalized form would address specific

control devices on particular processes or basic equipment.

" This would require cross-referencing between sections, but



since only specific data would be associated, confusion
would be reduced. This alternative was given a very good

score of 8 with respect to this criterion,

Specific forms would be designed to allow the source to

report pollution control equipment in the same section as

the associated basic equipment information. This would

eliminate the need for a confusing cross-referencing scheme and
would be the mosﬁ accurate method of relating data items. There-

fore, it was given a score of 9.

Complete Identification of All Points

Ih order to compile a complete emission inventory, the system
used must allow the source to provide data for all pollutant
emission points. The data gathering system should include
instructions addressing the definition of a point source and
should allow plant personnel to report data for all the pro-
cesses which are in operation at his facility. In the weighting
of this criterion, its importance was regarded as being slightly
lower than the emission estimation criteria. The reasoning

for this decision was that correctly coded information for the
reported processes was more desirable than incomplete data for

all processes.

The grading of the specific form alternatives reflected an
inability of these forms to allow for complete reporting of all
emission points. 1In these alternatives, certain processes which
are typical to the particular industry are investigated and data
for atypical processes are not requested. The general form with
specific sections would allow some ability to report data for
these other processes, but these data could not be expected to

be complete. The entirely specific system was assigned a poor
grade of 2 while the general form with industry-specific sections

was given a slightly below-average grade of 4.



The generalized system provide a better opportunity for data
reporting for all processes. These systems range in effec-
tiveness from the existing APER, which was graded as average
to the general form with specific instructions which received
a high score of 9. The industry-specific instructions could
be very effective in pointing out the particular processes
which should be included in the data report. Somewhat less
effective would be generalized instructions containing general
definitions of required point sources so this alternative was

given a score of 7.

Unconfined Process Data

Certain processes cannot readily be defined as having specific
emission points. These processes are identified as unconfined
processes and include such operations as storage and loading
facilities for volatile organics. Although these processes
cannot be easily defined, they may contribute significant
pollutant emissions and therefore should be inéluded in the
emission inventory. The weighting of this criterion is signi-
ficant in relation to the other criteria, but is not as high
as the emission estimation criteria. The rationale for this
is similar to that used in assigning a weighting factor for
the "complete identification of all points' criterion-- com~
plete data for reported processes is more desirable than

incomplete data for all processes.

Since unconfined processes would be determinable for parti-
cular industries, the specific systems were graded high with

respect to this criterion. Also, since these processes are

‘very difficult to define, less responsibility given the source

corresponds to greater success in receiving complete data. For
this reason, the entirely specific system was given a 9, the
highest grade with respect to this criterion. The systém of
forms &ith specific sections was graded slightly lower at 8

and the .general forms with specific instructions received a
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grade of 7.

Neither the existing APER or the revised generalized system
could provide sufficient guidance to allow the plant to report
complete data relative to unconfined processes., Therefore,

both of these systems were assigned poor scores.

EPA Review

Another criterion for evaluating the alternatives is the amount
of review which will have to be performed by EPA personnel
when the completed form is received. This review will mainly
consist of analyzing the data elements reported and converting
them into suitable emission inventory data elements. Included
in the analysis will be such tasks as determining process SCC
codes and converting reported units to standard system units.
This criterion is not regarded as being as critical to the
quality of data compiled as were the previous criteria. .
Accordingly, the associated weighting factor is significantly

lower than the other criteria.

The use of the entirely specific form would require the least
amount of EPA review. Since the form would request data in
standard system units, no conversion would be necessary. And
since only typical processes would be reported, SCC codes for
these processes would be previously determined. The EPA per-
sonnel would be required to check the reasonableness of the
data and so would have to be familiar with each of the specific
forms and the associated industry. This alternative received

a grade of 7.

Increasingly general systems would require more EPA review.

This is reflected in the grades of the remaining alternatives.
The generality and the confusing nature of the existing APER
make it the most difficult to review so a grade of 2 was given

to this system.
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Implementation

In order to satisfy the emission inventory needs of EPA,

‘the alternative system must be able to be implemented in

a reasonable length of time. Additionally, the system
should cause minimal amounts of internal disruption to the
existing EPA data gathering activities. Although these are
necessary characteristics of an alternative system, this is
considered to be one of the least important of the evalua-

tion criteria.

The grade given to each alternative is a function of the

~ development which must preceed the use of the system. Naturally,

‘no furthér development would be required if the existing APER

were still used. Small éhanges resulting in a revised general
system would require very little development time. The
remaining systems are successively more specific and in turn are

less compatible with the existing system.

Ease of Data Entry

This criteridn strictly refers to the ease with which data can
be keypunched from the forms. After EPA review, tﬁe data on
the forms would: be keypunched into emission inventory records
which would -be suitable for computer input. Thé.weighting of
this cfiterion reflects that while this is a desirable charac-
teristic, it is not critical to the quality of the data and is

the least important of the evaluation criteria.

The more general alternatives were graded higher'with respect
to this criterion since a simple set of keypunch instfuctiohs
could éuffice for keypunching from one general form. More
complex instructions would be needed as the forms become more

specific.
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B. EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES

Table 3 illustrates the application of the additive weighting process to
the APER situation. The criteria are listed in the first column with their
associated relative weighté in the second column. The columns headed I, II,
III, IV and APER contain the evaluations for each alternative and for the
current procedure. The first number gives the relative value for the alter-
native in terms of the criterion in the same row. The number in parenthesis
is the raw score for each matrix element (criteria weight multiplied by the al-
ternative value for that criterion). The row marked TOTAL shows the sum of

the raw scores.
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Table 3:

ADDITIVE WEIGHTING MATRIX

ternatives Weight I* I1* II1* IV* APER
Criteria
1. Comprehendibility 12 4 (48) 8 (96) 7 (84) 8 (96) 1 (12)
2. Process Description 10 4 (40) 8 (80) 4 (40) 4 (40) 1 (10)
3. Process Weight 9 2 (18) 8 (72) 9 (81) 9 (81) 2 (18)
4. Units Specification 9 5 (45) 8 (72) 9 (81) 9 (81) 1 (9)
5. Hours of Operation 9 8 (72) 8 (72) 8 (72) 8 (72) 1 9
6. Basic and Control 8 3 (24) 6 (48) 8 (64) 9 (72) 1 (8)
7. All Points 7 7 (49) 9 (63) 4 (28) 2 (14) 5 (35)
8. Unconfined Process 6 3 (18) 7 (42) 8 (48) 9 (54) 2 (12)
- 9. EPA Review 3 4 (12) 4 (12) 6 (18) 7 (21) 2 (6)
10. Implementability 2 9 (18) 2 (&) 5 (10) 3 (6) 10 (20)
11. Data Entry 2 7 (14) 7 (14) 5 (10) 4 (8) 1 (2)
TOTAL 358 575 530 545 141

*ALTERNATIVE DESCRIPTIONS

1 Generalized form with

IT - Generalized form with
I1T
IV

Generalized form with

generalized instructions

specific instructions for classes of industries

specific sections tailored to classes of industries

Simple specific form for specific industries




VI. FINAL RECOMMENDATIONS

NEW SOURCES

Application of tﬁe technique of additive weighting to evaluate the
four alternative systems using eleven criteria previously described
indicates that Alternative II, the use of a generalized questionnaire
with specific instructions and examples appropriate to the operation
being investigated, is thé'mbst satisfactory. It should be noted
that Alternatives II, III, and IV are all relatively close.

The one criterion which was not included thus far is cost; each
alternative's "score" was determined strictly by technical criteria.

There are two costs associated with each alternative:

1. Development Costs

Develophent costs for Alternatives II, III, and IV would be
approximately equivalent, since the same in-depth understanding
of specific industry operation would be required. Alternatives
III and IV would involve more work in forms design, but this is
relatively minor when compared with the technical investigation
necessary to understand a variety of different industries. While
the development costs of Alternative I are significantly lower
than the others, the lack of instructions and examples specific
.to a partigular operation make this alternative unacceptable,

in our opinion.

2. oOperational Costs

Continuing costs incurred by using each alternative system
include time spent in deciding which forms and instructioms
are to be ﬁsed for each specific case, reviewing responses,
and keypunching relevant data. Again; Alternative I has the
lowest cost, because of its simplicity. Operational costs _
of Alternatives III and IV would be similar since both involve

selectibn of specific forms, review of specific forms, and

VI-1



keypunching from a variety of different forms. Alternative

II exhibits lower operational costs, since data entry pefsonnel
would be dealing with the same form in all cases, and the
decision concerning instfuctions to be sent to a specific'
source is easier to make than a decision regarding épeéific

questions to ask particular source personnel.

Viewing technical and cost factors, it is clear that Alternative
II represents the best approach to emission inventory data
gathering &ifectly from sources. While it is not the leasf
expensive approach, it is the least expensive alternative
consistent with the level of detaill necessary to achieve accurate
results. Additionally, the added clarity provided by specific
instructions should allow smaller coﬁpanies to report data in a

useable form.

B. PERIODIC UPDATES

Recdmmendations for periodic updating of emission inventory data

are intimately related to the recommended procedure for gathering
data from new sources. The proposed method involves printing a
computer-produced facsimile of the generalized form Qith data
currently existing in the NEDS data base printed in the appropriate
blanks on the form. Sources would be asked to revise existing data
and add data for any new points. In.the review process, EPA _
personnel would supply the appropriate NEDS action codes for updating
the NEDS. data base. This method could be utilized for any of the
proposed alternatives. Use of Alternative II's generalized form

simplifies programming and review requirements.

VI-2
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STATE OF WISCONSIN EMISSION INVENTORY SYSTEM
FACILITY UPDATE COMPUTER PROGRAM
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CFLUEL mEAT counTenT ® (ccceo) 2490 mMILLION BTU'S PcR_TONS . L .
A3 CONTENT (dAa=avs) * (oae) BeUs MAX (oo} 7e7% AVG . . ¢COL CODE_. W
SULFUK CONTENT (MAA=AVG) o (_e__) 1505 MAX (_eoo) 10308 AVG . . .
TrpE OUF PaxTICLE CULLECTORe ) NO DiUST CULLECTOR . . eEST EFF CeU3
culitClunm EFFICIEACLIES [ QPN | UeUs DESIGN (moel) JeUs PRESENTe L4 . [
) . . SPAGE .1 OF 2
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® Jooyud PAGE 7
158
BUILER NO 2) SPACE HEATING RELUIRES (_..) 848 OF HEAT GUTPUT. RATED CAPACITY IS (cwcaeai 500 MILLION BTU'S PER HOUR
NEw FUEL TYPE INFORMATION
FUEL TYPE NO. 2 - o ® 86 OIL TANGENTIAL . -
pulLER YYPE . e jivcUSTLAL SIZE . .
AtiNUAL FUel CulsuePTION ® (mvmmnol 2b5eU GAL3 PER YEax . .
DAYS THIS FutL ySEw ® (-l 30 DAYS PER YtAR [ Y
VAN AJURLY (usdSubpTIon ® (o ) QesU4 GAL3 PEK H,LURs mAKIKUN s . eee0G NOT USEe
AVG HOURLY CUASUnrpTIOnN ® (oo _.) Ue250 GAL3 PER HOURy AVERAGE e . ® ONR USE ONLY
FUEL HEAT CUNTELT ® {emnr.) 1546y MILLION BTU®*S Pikh GAL3 . . L4
ASH CONTENT (MAx=Ava) ® (eme.) Oels MAX faoe.) Gelz AVG . [ eCUL CUDE_. ©
SULFUR CONTENT (~aa=AvG) o (_e__) 1e538 MAX (os_) 1e¢53% AVG [ . .
TYet OF PARTICL: cCLLECTU~e | } NU DuST ¢cOLLECTOKR ° . ¢EST EFF  UeU3%
CULLECTOR EFFICIE..CIES LI N | Ce03 LeSlon | QU | CoeuUb PRESENTe » . —— e
. [ ePAGE _2 COF _2
Sodosshsenteen
= = = =2 = = = = = = = = = - 3 = = = = = - = = = = = = = = = = = = = E § = = = = = = = = = = = s = =2 - = = = = = - = = = = = = = = =
16V )
BOTLER NG 22 SPACE EATING KEGQUIRES (a...) 8448 OF HEAT QUTPUI. RATED CAPACITY IS (emcaae.) 5Ce0 MILLICGI. BTU'S PER HOUR
NEnw FUEL TYPE INFORMATION
FUEL TYPE wOe | - = o glTumli..OoUS COAL . .
SCILER TYPE - v PULVERJZED GENEgAL . -
ANUAL FUEL CouivdunPTIlui ® (ccmmas) 36uleU TUNS PER YEwk . .
DAYS TwI3 FURL uSED ¢ (.a.) DAYS PER YEAR ) [
PAX RoURLY CuitSynnTlon ® (s ) 6bQ TYNS PER MCURY MAXIMUM = . so900 NGV USES»
AVG NUURLY CUNSuMPTION L2 S | 6000 TUNS PER HoUKs AVERAGE o - e Livk USE ONLY
FufL meAT CONTENLT LI P | 2%e¢u MILLION BTU®'S PER TONS . 0 .
ASr CUNTENT (hx=aV¥G) ® (ome,) B8e0s MAX { e} 7e7%_AVG L) . ¢COL CUDE_ . U
SULFUx CURTENT (MAX=AVG) o (_e__) 1e5SUx MAX {oe..) 1e3G3 AVG L4 L4 L
TYPE OF PARTICLE COLLECTORe ¢ } NO DUST COLLECTOR » . eEST LFF Ce0%
ciltaCToR EFFICIENCIES LI ey g | O«0n DESIGHN ( e ) Gel% PHESENTS . . o
’ . . eFAGE _1 OF _2
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ILER U 272 SPACE HEATING RELUIRES (___) B84» UF HEAT OUTPUT. KRATEULU CAPACITY IS (. o e ) 50¢0 MILLIUN pTU'S PER HUUR
) NE# FUEL TYPE INFORMATION

Fuil TIPE MNUe 2 - == ® 86 UIL TAwwEwWT1laAL [ »

JUILEx TYFE —. ¢ INUUSTGIAL SI¢e . .

ANNUAL FUEL CChdunPTION ® (cocmenta) 28540 GAL3 PER YE&R . .

JAYS TrlS FUEL ouSEL * (cao). 90 UVAYS PER YEAR . .

MAX HLURLY CUNDUMPTION ¢ (wmae.__) D.5V4 GALI PER HUuRs MAXIMUM o . eeeDU NOY USE

A¥G MOURLY CunSumpTIOH ® (emos__.) . Ue250 GAL3 PER WGURs AVERAGE o . e DNR USE ONLY

Futbk neaAl CLHTonT ® (cecseo) 15440 MILLICN bTU*S FPER GALS3 [ L [

ASA CUNTERT (AAx=AVG) ® (e ) UsOon MAX (ecea) LeDB AVG . . eClL C(UDE.. U

SuLFuR CONTENT (MAK=AVG) o (_e__) 14535  Max feeoo) 1453% AVG . . -.

TYPE UF PARTICLE CULLECTORs { } O DUST COLLE(TOK . . sEST EFF L.03

CULLECTIOUR EFFICIENCIES * (ome.) Oe0% OVESIGN (__e.) 0Qed% PRESENTe . . aw®a
. . ePAGE _2 OF _2

([ X XXX X322 XXX R

165 : . .
STACK NQ 14 SERVES ( ) BCILERS () PROCESSES ( ) Gi INCINERATORS THE ID NUMBERS ARE 40
i helGHT « ) 23 FEET pIAMETER ¢ } 2.0 FEET CPERATES () U8 HOURS PER pPAY AND } 260 OAyS PER YEAR
tAnAUST GAS VOLULUME IS (- ) UNKNUwik ACTUAL CublcC FEET/MINUTE AND TEMPERATURE 1S ) DEGREES FANRENAELT
= =

170
ASTE hG &C buri.1nG TYPE(_) G wASTE THAT IS (_.) 99 % COnMduUusTibLE
Artier, AMUUNT EURMUD (oo o } 9,6 TONS [{ ) INDUSTRIAL MULTICHAMBER
fTAE sunNIio RNATEL CAPACITY In | ST 1000 POUNDS PER HCURe
MAxe AlMdunT ACTLALLY bURNEU IS (oo__a.) 16U0 POUNDS PER niiLRe
SPERATING SCHESLLE (__) 7 HWQUR PE: DAYs(___) 260 GCAY PER Y:iie
PAnTICiL Colidvlun ) w0 DUST CuLLECTUN sevcecsense UNR LSE UNLY eecsescens
(o_e_) 9540 8 DESIGN EFFICIENCY e iC CC inR  Eu FAC
{__o.) 98,3 % P.ESENT EFFICIENCY * 2 & GoeL |
* - - - o - ® o
CHTGTES GAD FlmEV - - ss0%seeve [Nk LSC UiNLY essseesses
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J0LD0! PAGE 9

TOXIC SCURCE _a 60 w_a R ® ANTIMUNY & COMPDS . NEw TOXIC SOURCE
Q00 [ ] N .
TUuxiC 30unCe VESCRIPTION ® ALLUY PREPARATION L)
TuxlC SOURCE OPERATES * (._.) 260 DAYS PER YEAR AND (_.) 24 HUURS PER DAY o
. - *
NAKE UF SUSSTAGCE AS USED . { ) CAapmlumM .
PIUNDS OF SuoSTANCE USED . ) 24 pOUNDS PER YEAR s
405 hd : ) *
PrjlAfY CULLECTUR TYPE .« { ) BAGH USE .
SECUUARY CULLECTOK TYPE LA ] .
V.ERALL COLLECTuR EFFJCIENCY L ) 999 PERCENT .
- L]
twamE GF SUuSTANCE AS ENITTED & } CALUMIUM .
PLUbus JF 3ubSTanCE EMITTED . { ) 0 pOUNDS PER YEAR .
610 h . .
CHEMICAL FOURM OF EMISSION L } LARGE SETTLEABLE PARTICLES OR DROPLETS .
: } ® (Xxx) 2 SMaLL SUSPENDED PARTICLES Ok DRUPLETS .
. ) 3 GASEUUS FORHM L
LI ) 4 PARTICULATES OR DROPLETS AND GASES .
' . L4
EFISSIUN W AS DETERMINED BY: - { )} L NOT APPLICABLE (D :nMISSIONS) L
® (XaX) 2 STACK TEST oOR CTHER rEASUREMENT .
¢ { )} 3 MATEKiIAL BALANCE [
. ) 4 CALCULATED BY EMISSIUN FACTOR .
.y } S ESTINMATIUN METHOD .
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CALCULATED 5Y BH4ISSICN FACTOR
ESTIMATION METHID

TLIC SuwCE _o 61 ——— 1 o ANTISUNY & COMFOS . NEW TOXIC SCURCE
. ®
Toall SuvCE veSCerirFTIVY ¢ ALLOY PREPAXATION . .
Toxle 5hexCe GPLRATES * (o__) 26U URYS PER YEAK AND (..) 24 HOGURS PER DAY e
. *
NAnE GF SUBSTANWCE AS udel . ") COFPER .
PLUUNUS OF SUSSTANZT USED CI ) 89310705 FOUNLS PER YEAR $
L ] . [ ]
PrlsAnY CeLLECTur TYFE e ) BAGHOUSE [
SELUNDARY (CLLECTun TYPE e ) .
GvERALL CullecTurx EFFICIE LY @ ) 999 PEKCENT . .
. *
LabE GF SUULSTANCE A3 EMITTeD o | ) COrFER *
elyuneS CF SusSTaN(e EmIYTED . ) ) 3206 pOyNpSs PER YEAR [
= - - ;
CrEvilCAL FCOikM GF €11SSIGH s | ) 1 LARGE SETTLEABLE PARTICLES OK ORCFLETS .
¢ (Xyx) 2 SrALL SuSPELLEY PARTICLES Ok CROPLETS .
e ( } 3 GASEUUS FUre .
L § ) 4 PARTICULATES OR CROrLETS AND GASES L
[ [
EM[SSIUN . AS DETERMINEU BY: * NOT APPLICABLE (10 eriSSIORS) .
* lkax STAIK TEST un GThER rbASUREMENT .
. MATERXRTAL BALANCE 6
»
L

L 4
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TEXIC SGURCE __ 62 a—u- |

AT I™Ghy & CUMPDS

NER TOX]C 3Uvi(E

s40 .
TUxIC SUURCE uwtsSCRIPTIUN ALLCY FREPARKATION
TOXIC SOURCE OPERATES (-_.) 260 DAYS PER YEAR AND (..} 24 HOURS PER DAY
NAME UF SUUSTANCE AS udeD ( } Lial
PCUNDS OF SUBSTANCE USED ¢ } 1509725 PGunyuy PER YEAR
Hu5
PrimARY COLLECTuUR TYPE ( ) BAGnIULSE
SECOUARY COLLECTCR TYPE ( )
OVERALL COLLECTUx EFFICIENCY { } 9949 PERCENT
NAME OF SubSTanCE AS ENMETTED { ) LE:LS & LEAD CGXILE
PUUNDS UF SUsSTanNcE EITTEY ( ) 15 POUNES PER YERAR
‘8L

CHEMICAL FCRM OF EMISSION

LARGE SETTLEABLE PA«TICLES Ok DKGPLETS
SMALL SUSPENDED PARTICLES OR DRGPLETS

£ N e

GASEUUS FORM
PARTICULATES OR DROPLETS AND GASES

EXISSION 4AS DETERMINED BY:

NOT APPLICABLE (RO £215S10nS)
STACK TEST QR CTAER MEASUREMENT
HATERIAL Sal ANCE

|

.i“QOOCQOOC.“CO.C..I..I.

£ N -

CALCULATED &Y EMISSiuN. FACTOR — -

ESTIMATION METHOD
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TEMISSION wAS VETERHINED bYS

NOT APPLICABLE (NO EnISSIUnS)
STACK TEST OR OTHER KEASUREMENWT
MATERIAL B84y ANCE

CALCULATED BY EMISSIUN FACTOR

ToxlC SUURCz L. 63 .. 1 e ANTIHMOMNY & CUMPUS . NEW TOAIC SOGURCE
e bi) . .
TUalC SUURCe UbuCunlpTlUN ® ALLOY FrREPARATION .
TOxIC SO0URCe CPERATES ¢ (o_.) 260 UAYS PER YEAR AdD {__.) 24 ndunS FER DAY e
* L
NAME OF SuossTAKCE AS ubcw * | ) MALGANESE °
POUNDS UF SUSSTANCE USED * ) 73743 POUNDS PER YEARK S
865 ’ - . .
FRIMARY CulLeCTOKk TYPE L } BAGHLULSE .
5eCUhvany CULLLECTOR TYPE LN § ) .
CvEnALL CoLLbCTur EFFICIENCY & ( ) 99«9 PERCENT L
. . -
nAME CF SuBSTANCE AS EMITTHD e | ) MALGANESE LIOXIDE 4
PUUNLS UF SUBSTANCE EmITTEL e ( ) ) 2 POUNDS PER YEAR [
87¢C : . ’ - L]
CHENRICAL FURM UF EmlSsIiob * ) 1 LARGE SETVLEABLE PAxTICLES OR DROPLETS d
: * (Kax) 2 JALL SUSPENVEU PARTJCLES Ur OKOPLETS .
LI § ) 3 GASEOUUS FUxnM .
v } 4 PARTICULATES UR UROPLETS AND GASES .
. Ld
L L ]
[ ] L
-» [
[ .
[ d L ]

ESTIMATION.METHOD
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PAGE |2

TOXIC S5CUrCE _. 64 _——— 1 * ANTIMNONY & COMPDS NEw TOXIC SUUKCE
EX:18 M
TUx1C SUURCE LesCwlpPTIun ALLUY PabkPanatlon
TCxIC 50UxCE OPERATES {a_.) 260 VAYS PER YELAR ANU (_.) 24 HOURS PER DAY
NAME UF SUBSTANCE AS ubL) ( ) NiokEL
PUUNUS GF SUBSTANCE USEVD { ) 3067796 POYNLS PER YEAR
18Y
PRIMAKY CulLECTUK TYPE ( ) BAGHLULSE
SECUivDAXY COLLECTOR TYFE (
OVERKALL COLLECTOR EFFICIENCY { ) 99+9 PERCENT
wAME UF SUBSTANCE AS ENMITTED ( ) WICAEL
POy,wL> OF SUBSTANCE EmITTED ( ) 1 POUNDS PER YEAR
399

CHEMICAL FuaM UF EMISSION

LARGE SETTLEABLE PAKTICLES CR DROPLETS
StiAil SUSPE . UELU PARTICLES On URUOUPLETS

£ WIN -

GAScUUS FOrn

PARTICLLATES Or OKOrLETS AND GASES

EnISSION L AS DETERMNINEU BY:

NOT APPLICABLE (5iC eriSSIUNS)

STACK TEST UKk GTHER iEASUREMENT

MATERTAL Bal ANCE

» o] & B8 & #|% & 2]2 & 4| 2 gje 9 v® &

[P 3y PURY XEE S

CALCULATED 8Y EMISSION FACTGR
ESTIMATIUN METHOD
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AT [lRONY & (OMPOS NEw TUX1C SOURCE

m

T9£4C SUuRCE o 6L alw 1

Tuail 58unCt utaCalPTILL
TexIC Suux{e IPLRATES

ALLOY PREPARATIUN
feacld 26U LAYS PEZR YEAK ANG (_.) 2% HOURS PER DAY

inAME UF SUBSTANCE AS USED
POUNDS OF SUBSTANCE USED

{ } PHULFAORUS
{ ) 3900 POUNDS PER YEAR

PrldAKY CULLECTUR TYPE
SECONCARY COLLECTOR TYPE
LvERALL COLibCTon EFFICIENCY

) BAGhyusE
( )
[ ) 999 PERCENT

~iME UF SUBSTANCE #S EMITTED t ) PHCSPHURUS

POUNDS GF SybsSTatict emlIVTTES

{ ) J pOuynDs PErR YEAR

a ¢|le 8 ajc & ol ¢ 2]|® &+ x> @
-

CHEMICAL FORM CF e®ISSIiON LArRoE SETTLEABLE PARTICLES OR LRUPLETS

Swmall SJUSPEADED PARTICLES Ox QROPLETS

GASEOULS FlOinn
PARTICULATES Ok CROPLETS AL GASES

-
-
W N

E4ISSIUN LwAS OETERMINES BY: nCT APFLICASLE (NO ErRISSIONS)
STACK TEST GR GTHER HEASUREMENT

MATERTAL oAl ANCE

CALCULATED uY Er]SSION FACTOR
ESTINATIUN wETHOD

o oo s s s nfe e ojo s e o el viele o oo s
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PALE |5

TOXIC SOURCE .. 66 .. 1

ANTIMONY & CUMPDLS

NEw TOXIC SUurCE

L] *

920 . L4
TualC SCUrCE DESCRIPTIUN * ALLOY FPREPARATION Y

TOUXIC SOURCE OPERATES ® (a..) 260 TaYS PER YEAR ANp (_.) 2% HOURS PER DAY e

* L]

Aol ur BupSTan(et AS USED LI Yy Y. »

FUiihis GF SubsTAnCE USED LS ) 564617 POUius PER YEAR S

$25 . . .
ExioaanY CoLLeClux [YPL * ) BAorLSE .
SulUtivmanY CULLe(Tut TyPE L § ] .
UvehkALL CCLLECTuR EFFICIE..CY o ({ ) 999 PEKCENT L3

- *»

tar E OF SuusTANMCE k&S EMITTRED * ) Tlau OXIDE b

POUhUS OF SuybsT.auck E=ITTED . ( ) 3 pOU~US PER YEAKR *

G0 * . -
CHEJCARL FUKF UF EnMISSIuN e { ) 1 LARoE SETTLEABLE Pa<TICLES QR ULRCPLETS .

® (XxX) 2 SMALL SuUSPEUtU PAXRTICLES OR DSROPLETS .

L ) 3 GASEGUS FORM .

* }) 4 PARTICULATES ORrR UROSLETS AND GASES .

» -

EMISSIUrn AS SETE=MINEG EY L ) 1 N7 APFLICARLE (.0 £nI53106mS) .

® (xaX) 2 STALKR TE>3T7 9R UTHEW LERSUREMHENT .

e { ) 3 MATERTAL bBal &NCE .

st ) 4 CALCULATED Y E8I3SIuN FACTOR .

. 3} S ESTINATIUN mMeTrHOD .




e — a9t e Wetes it o

N e

= P - B SRUDRPFEE SR —
Jcedul PAGE |6
TCALIC BUoSTANCE SUnMaRY = TUTAL FACILITY

PCUWDS/YR  SUBSTA-CE CATEGURY Couk
338 ANTIMC.Y & COMPLS 1

U _ ARSENIC & CLiiPOS 2

7] ASOESTLS (24

U BARlum & CUMPULS 3

0 QERYLLIUM & COMPUS 4

0 oRunlne . 5

0 CADMIuUn ¢ COnFLS ]

G CHLURINE 7

U CHRUMATES & ACIL 8

¢ CHROnIuM ¢ COMPLS 9

v COBALT FounE & DUST 1u

9] CUpPPon FoniE & OUST il

u CYAim]lvoLS 12

U FLulnsl.. & 13

J  mYOLKULen CnLORIDE 14

U nYcRUwenw FLUurlbe 15

U 1kOhy5uy, S TS 15

¥ LtAu & Lo_NFP0S 17

U rANGANESE & CUMPUS 16

U MURCLRY (ALKYL) 19

U HERCURNY o CUMNPUS 2V

C rMOLYCEDEnULN & CONMPOS 21

J  HICREL ChAingUYL 22

] BICREL & S0L CLmPus 43

O Tl C ACiD & AlNMYD 24

U FHebiiC ACIu & ANLNMYD 25

U PAC3FM0IUS (YELLUW) 26

18] PFLAT UMy SOL SALTS 27

U Stitbeium 4 CORPOS 28

U SULFu=iC w~Clu & ANHY 29

U ThabtLisMy SUL SALTS 30

G Tln e Luurus 31

¥ UAL U & CUnPLS 32

U vAliAsiuim ¢ ConPDS 33
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APPENDIX B

EXAMPLES OF SPECIFIC INDUSTRY FORMS FOR
THE STEEL INDUSTRY



'ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
AIR POLLUTANT EMISSIONS REPORT

Plant Name:

-1 of 4

Plant Address:

(street)
(city) : (state) (zip code)
Person to contact regarding this report: V '
Title
Telephone
Mailing address:
(street or box number)
(éity) . (state) (zip cpde)



Basic Oxygen Prgcess (each furnace).

1.

Average heat capacity - : tons/cycle
Maximum heat capacity .tons/cycle
Raw material used in furnace 1b/nr.
Final product generated by. process 1b/hr;

Following information for one complete furnace cycle.

a. Time taken in charging

b. Time for oxygen blow

c. Time for furnace tap

d. Time for testihg and misc.

e. Total time of furnace cycle

Percent yield of average heat ' %

Percent slag of average heat %

Peréent loss due to other factor (i.e. oxidation, refractory losses,
material handling - not including amount collected by control

devices) %

Effluent gas flow rate scfm

minutes

minutes
minutes
minutes

minutes



10.

11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.

3 of 4 -

Types of control equipment and collection efficiency (design and actual).

(Specify Process Controlled)

(BOF Vessel)

(Reladling Station)

(Track Hopper)

(Flux Bin)

(Slag Skimmer)

Pressure drop across collection device

Inlet loading of control device

design
actual

design

actual

design

actual

%

%

9

g

design

actual

design

actual

%

%

1b/hr

Outlet loading of control device

1b/hr

Total waste product collected by each control device

Number of furnaces in melt shop

(inches of water)

Melt shop size (average length, width, and height - in feet)

tons/day



BOF Mass Balance

17.

4 of 4

Hot metal 1b/hr + scrap 1b/hr +

additives 1b/hr + others 1b/hr
steel Ib/hr + slag losses 1b/hr

+ oxidation losses 1b/hr +

refractory losses 1b/hr +

material handling losses

1b/hr + losses from

charging and tapping emissions

1b/hr +

ladle emissions 1b/hr




COKE BATTERY QUESTIOUNAIRE

TTEM UNITS

1. Annual Average Rate of Coal Input Tons/Year

2. Design Hourly Rate of Coal Input . Lbs/Hr,

3. Maximum Hourly Rate of Coal Input Lbs./Hr.

4. Annual Average Coke Production Rate Tons/Year

5. "Design Hourly Coke Production Rate Lbs./Hr.

6. Maximum Hourly Coke Production Rate Lbs./Hr.

7. Normal Operating Schedule Hours/Year

8. Number of Ovens ‘Number

9. - Normal Coking Time Hours/Cycle
10. Annual Average Coking Time Hours/Cycle
11. Is Staged Charging Used Yes /No

12. Does Quench Tower Have Baffles Yes/No

13. Date of Last Battery Rehabilitation Month/Yr.

14. Age of Battery Years -

15. Type of Door Sealing Mechanism -

16. Stack Height Ft.

17. Stack ID At Top Ft.

}8. Stack Gas Velocity Ft./Sec.

19. Stack Exit Gas'Temperature of.
20. Stack Exit Gas Fiow Rate - Average ACFM

21. " " e "~ Maximum .
22. Fuel Used in Underfiring -

23. Sulfur Content in Underfiring Fuel Weight %

24. Annual Average Underfiring Fuel Use As appropriate
25. Sulfur Content in Coking Coal Weight % ]
26. Sulfur Content in Coke Oven Gas Weight % ”




SCARFING QUESTIONNAIRE

" ITEM UNITS

1. Rated capacity | Tons/hr
2. Maximum capacity as percent

of rated capacity %
3. Effluent gas flow rate SCF/min
4. Type of control device used

onscarfer | m=-ee=—-a--
5. Operating efficiency of above %
6. Is stack tesi déta évai]abIé

for the above control device

(if "yes" enclose a copy of

most recent test report) yes/no
7. Elevations above grade of

stack outlets and other

discharge points feet
8. Inside diameter of each stack feet
9. Temperature of effluent gas

stream from each stack °F

0. Exit velocity of each stack
effluent feet/sec




BLAST TFURNACES (PER FURNACE) QUESTIONNAIRE

ITEM

UNITS
1. Maximum Hourly Product1on Rate Lbs./Hr.
2. Naily Product1on Rate Tons/Day o
3. Normal ﬂperat1nq Schedule Hours/Year
4. Average Heat Time Hours/Minutes
5. Average Slag Content )
6. Average Ladle Capacity |Tons
7. Number of Ladles Transferred to -
Melt Shop Daily #/Day
8. Average Hot Metal Supply to Me]t -
Shop Tons/Day
9. Is Any Hot Metal Lost in Cast | :
House . Yes/No
10. If Above is "Yes" Estimate This o
Amount Tons/Day
11. Is Cast House Enclosed For This
: Furnace Yes/No
12. Type of Control Device at Cast
" House Hot Metal Transfer Station  |-==cecccecvcc--
13. Operatina Efficiency of- Above %
14. 1Is Stack Test Data Available For
Control Device Specified in Item
12 (If "Yes" Enclose A Copy of .
Most Recent Test Report) Yes/No
15. Date of Last Furnace Rebuild Month/Year i




SINTER PLANT QUESTIONNAIRE

ITEM UNITS
1. Annual Averaae Sinter Production
- Rate Tons/Year
2. Normal Operating Schedule Hours/Year

3. Type of Control Device on
Main Windbox End [eeemeeeae-

4.. Operating Efficiency of Above %

5. Is Stack Test Data Available for -
the Above Control Device (If .
"Yes" Enclose A Cogy of Most

Recent Test Report Yes/No
6. Type of Control Device on _
Discharge Ed - |ee==-- ———
7. Operating Efficiency of Above 1%
8. Is Stack Test Data Available for
Control Nevice in Item 6 (If
"Yes" Enclose A Copy of Most
Recent Test Report) Yes/No
9. Rated Capacity Tons/hr
10. Maximum capacity as percent of
rated capacity ‘ %
11. Effluent gas’fTow rate from main o
- windbox. . SCF/min
12. Effluent gas flow rate from sinter . | _
discharge end " {SCF/min

13. Elevations above grade of stack
outlets and other discharge points feet

14. Inside diameter of each stack feet

15. Temperature of effluent gas stream
from each stack _ °F

16. Exit velocity of each stack effiuent feet/sec

17. Enc]oée a ducting and process flow
diagram for the plant
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ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
AIR POLLUTANT EMISSIONS DATA

Plant Name:

Plant Address:

(street)

(city)' (state) (zip code)

Person to contact regarding this data:

Title:

Telephone:

Mailing address:
_ (street or box number)

i(CitY) -~ (state) (zip code)
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Electric-Arc Furnace (each furnace).

“1. Average heat capacity _ tons/cycle
2. Maximum heat capacity tons/cyc]e
3. Raw material used in furnace 1b/hr
4. Final product generated by process. lb/hf

5. Following informatidn for one complete furnace cycle.

a. Time taken in qharging : minutes
b. Time for melt & refjning | Aminutes
c. Time for furnace tap | : minutes
d. Time for testing and misc. ' minutes
e. Total time of furnace cycle minutes
6. Percent yield of average heat %
7. Percent slag of average heat | %

8. Percent loss due to other factors (i.e. oxidation, refractory losses

material handling-not including amount collected by control devices)

%

9. Effluent gas flow rate scfm




10.

11.
12.
13.
14,
15.
16.

3of 4

Types of control equipment and collection efficiency (design and actual).
(Specify Process Controlled) _

(Electric-Arc Direct Evacuation) design %
-actual : %
design ' %

(Hood or Building Evacuation)(Specify Type)

actual %
: design. %
{Other) < '
actual , %
Pressure drop across each collection device (ihches of water)
Inlet loading of control device 1b/hr
‘Qutlet 1oéding of control device _1b/hr
Total waste product collected by each control device tons/day

Number of furnaces in melt shop

Melt shop size (average length, width, and height - in feet)

Electric-Arc Méss Balance

17.

18.
19.

Scrap Ib/hr + additives _ 1b/hr +

others ]b/hr steel 1b/hr

slag losses ‘ 1b/hr + oxidation losses 1b/hr
refractory losses 1b/hr + material handling |
losses ’ 1b/hr + losses from charging'and tapping

emissions B 1b/hr + Ladle emissions | 1bs

Type of steel manufactured

Maximum transformer capacity , KVA
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20. Oxygen Useage CU FT/TON

21. Power Consumption KW/TON
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APPENDIX C

EXAMPLES OF SUPPLEMENTS
TO TYPICAL SECTION 114 LETTERS
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Draft Second "114" letter

Date:

CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Company Name:
Company Address:
Company Contact:

Dear Sir:

The U.S. Environmental Protection AGency is currently updating the

air pollution inventory for the State of Montana. We have been evalua-
ting the possible sources of air pollution associated with your company's
operations and find that we need additional information to complete this
evaluation. If you would supply us with replies to the enclosed questions
this will allow us to complete our analysis,

Please submit your replies as soon as possible.

Information gathered from this survey will not be used contrary

to the confidentiality provisions in Section 114(c) of the Clean Air
Act Amendments of 1970 concerning the divulgence of methods of processes
entitled to protection as trade secrets.

Pursuant to the authority granted in Section 113 and 114 of the Clean Air
Act, as amended, 42 U.S.C. 1857e¢-9, we hereby require you to provide the
information to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency at the following
address, within twenty (20) days of the receipt of this letter.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region VIII

1860 Lincoln Street

Denver, Colorado 80203

If you have any questions concerning this matter please contact Mr.
Jonathan Dion, Project Officer, at (303) 837-4261.

Sincerely,
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In reference to the Air Pollutant Emissions Report (OMB form 158-R75)
that you submitted on January 14, 1975:

1.

In section V of the form (enclosed) you refer to a "Bailey
Smoke Density Transmissometer and Fuel Control."

a. Is the Bailey meter installed on the Seattle Boiler
Works boiler, the York Shipley boiler or the Lausmann
incinerator?

b. Explain briefly how its efficiency of 85-95% was determined.

c. When you refer to "Fuel Control" does this refer to the
wood shavings or to any auxiliary fuel (i.e. No. 6 fuel 0il)?

Is the No. 6 Fuel o0il used solely in the York Shipley boiler?

If not, state how much is used in a) the York Shipley boiler
b) the Lausmann incinerator

¢) the Seattle Boiler Works boiler

Apart from . the Bailey meter and the Lausmann incinerator, are there
any other air pollution control devices (e.g. cyclones, scrubbers,
etc.) in use at your facility? If there are, state:

a. the type

b. the equipment it operates in conjunction with

¢. 1its control efficiency. Explain briefly how this value was obtained
d. 4its installation date.

Give stack data for the Seattle Boiler Works boiler and for the York
Shipley boiler. For each, state:

a. Stack height above grade
b. Stack exit diameter

c. Stack exit temperature (OF)

Cc-3
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d. Volume of exit gas in actual cubic feet per minute.
If exact information is not available, please make your best estimate.
A simple schematic diagram, showing equipment and points of air pollutant

. emissions can be drawn, if necessary, to clarify any of your responses
to these questions.



Name and Address

Attention: Responsible Individual

Facility: Name of Plant

1.

10.

11.

12.

In the Air Emissions Inventory, dated October 1974, on pages 12-14,
is given an explanation on the product in boiling ranges. A further
description of the product (Butane, Toluene, etc.) is necessary.

What are the units on the vapor pressure listed in the tables
(PSIA, PSIG, etc)?

What is the type (floating roof, fixed roof, etc.) of each of the
tanks listed? What is the compliance status, in reference to LACC
Regulation A22.3, for each tank?

What is the throughput, in gal/day, of the loading facilities?
Are provisions made to prevent splllage during attachment or
disconnection of filling lines? 1Is the loading facility equipped
with vapor collection and disposal system or an equivalent means
as stated in LACC Regulations A22.57

In reference to OMB Form 158-R75, dated November 19, 1974, pages 2
& 3, what are the units that should be applied to the quantities
of fuel given as the annual and hourly consumption rates? Does
source code CH75 consume 20,126 CF or 20,126,000 CF of natural gas
per hour? Do all combustion units burn the same amount of fuel?

Are the operating hours of each combustion unit (as given 8520 Hr/yr)
the same?

Do numerous units have a common stack? (For example, do the 8
units classified as CH74 have a common stack or do the 6 units
classified as DH74 have a common stack, etc.?)

Which of these combustion units are boilers and which units are
process heaters?

Are there any controls on the vacuum distillation unit? What is the
capacity of the distillation unit?

What is the capacity, in barrels, of the refinery?
What other refimery facilities (cooling towers, process drains,
catalytic crackers, etc.) are located at Cotton Valley Solvents Co.?

Supply operating and emission data for each.

State the name and mailing address of the chief executive officer of
the corporation or of the owners of the enterprise.

C-5
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Name and Address

Attention: Responsible Individual

Facility: * Name of Plant

A. In

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

reference to the power boiler:

Supply the averege and maximum amount of fuel burned per hour.
~For bark fuel state if the fuel usage is on a dry or wet basis
and - supply the percent moisture of the bark.

Supply the BTU content of the fuel used. For bark fuel state if
this is on.a dry or wet basis.

On subpage 6 of 11 of your April 18, 1975 permit request to the
Louisiana Air Control Commission, you submitted emission data for
the stack servicing the power and package boiler. For the hourly
average and maximum emission rates for particulate matter and
nitrogen oxides you listed the emission estimation method as actual
stack test. Supply the stack test data and provide explanations
for any deviations in the method used from those noted in the
December 23, 1971 Federal Register.

The stack test data supplied for the April 5, 1973 test on the power
boiler showed considerable more particulate matter being emitted
than the emission data supplied in your permit request. Explain
this discrepancy.

For your April 5, 1973 test you stated, "Deviations from procedure
as noted in the December 23, 1971 Federal Register:

1. Sampled 12 locations rather than the 48 specified by
Figure 1-1.

2. Only 10' from each sample port was used.

3. Dried then desiccated samples rather than desiccating:
to dryness."

State the reasons for ycur deviations and give an explanation why
you considered the results valid.

What per cent reinjection do you employ in.your fly—ash reinjection
system (design and actual)7



7)

8)

E))

In
1)
2)
In

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

In

)
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Do you have any plans to conduct stack tests on the power boiler
in the near future? 1If so, when are they to be conducted?

During an EPA inspection on May 21, 1975, company personnel stated
that soot is blown in the power boiler for 20 minutes every hour.
Ringelmann numbers during this time range from number 1.5 to 2.

Do you still operate at these conditions? What are present typical
Ringelmann numbers during soot blowing? Does the smoke from the
power boiler ever exceed Ringelmann #1? If so, for what duration
does this occur?

What type of continuous Ringelmann monitor do you employ in the stack?

How and when do you recalibrate the instrument?

reference to the package boiler:

Supply the average and maximum amount of fuel burnea per hour.
What is the stack gas exit velocity servicing this stack?
reference to the recovery boiler:

What is your current average and maximum hourly natural gas and
black liquor consumption rates?

The stack test data supplied for the June 12, 1973 test on the
east and west precipitator outlets gave three deviations from the

stack testing procedures outlined in the December 23, 1971 Federal

Register. State the reasons for these deviations and give an
explanation why you considered the results valid.

When will the new electrostatic precipitator servicing the recovery
boiler be put into service? When will stack tests be performed

on the unit to verify compliance? What type of maintenance program
do you plan to employ with the new precipitator?

What is the current average and maximum hourly pulp production
rate for the recovery furnace in equivalent tons of unbleached
air-dry kraft pulp? How were these values derived?

What is the current average and maximum hourly pollutant emission
rates for the unit? Supply sample calculations and the latest
stack test data available. : '

reference to the lime kiln:

What is the current average and maximum hourly natural gas consumption -

rates?



2)

3)

4)

In

1)

2)

3)

In

1)

2)

3 of 3.

The stack test data supplied for the April 6, 1973 test on the
Peabody Scrubber servicing the lime kiln showed three deviations
from the stack testing procedures outlined in the December 23, 1971
Federal Register. State the reasons for these deviations and give
an explanation why you considered the results valid.

What is the current average and maximum hourly pulp production rate
for the lime kiln in equivalent tons of unbleached air-dry kraft
pulp? How were these values derived?

What is the current average and maximum hourly pollutant emission
rate for the unit? Supply sample calculations and the latest stack
test data for the emissions you supply. Do you plan,to run stack
tests on this unit in the near future?

reference to the smelt dissolver vent:

What is the current average'and maximum hourly pulp production -
rate for the smelt dissolver tank in equivalent tons of unbleached
air-dry kraft pulp? How were these values derived?

Particulate emissions shown on the April 18, 1975 permit request
and the particulate emissions shown in the February 6, 1973 stack
test data are different values. Explain this discrepancy. Supply
the current average and maximum hourly pollutant emission rate for
this unit. Supply sample calculations and the latest stack test
data for the emissions you supply. Do you plan to conduct stack
tests on this unit in the near future? If so, when?

For your February 6, 1973 stack test on the smelt dissolver vent
what deviations, if any, did you use from the procedures outlined

in the December 23, 1971 Federal Register? State the reasons for
any deviations and an explanation why you consider the results valid.

reference to the tall oil reactor:

.Supply a cémplete description of the tall oil reactor showing
maximum and average hourly material flow into and out of the unit.

Provide average and maximum hourly emission rates with sample cal-
culations.



Name and Address

Attention: Responsible Individual

Facility: Name of Plant

1.

10.

11.

12,

13.

14.

Supply a plot plan of the facility showing the location of all units
and emission points.

Provide process flow diagrams for the operations you employ.

List any revisions to the 11/19/73 OMB form 158-R75 submitted to EPA
which you may have.

Provide a short description of the blunger tank, ribbon and orbitél
mixer, asphalt blending unit, and the bulk clay loading operation.

Provide copies of quarterly (or monthly) fuel useage reports for the
last four quarters. Indicate the sulfur content of any fuel or
mixture of fuels as % sulfur by weight. Explain and provide data for
any sulfur averaging techniques used. :

List all units or control measures which are planned for service after
8/1/75. 1Include a brief description of the unit or control measure
and the anticipated date to be brought into service.

List all storage tanks over 40,000 gallons capacity storing organic
material. Provide the average and maximum daily throughput, true
storage vapor pressures, and vapor control devices employed.

Do any single or multiple compartment organic material water separa-
tors exist which receive effluent water containing 200 gallons of
organic material or more per day having a true vapor pressure of 1.5
psi or greater? 1If so, explain the system and the type of vapor
control device used. :

For any organic material loading operations list the material loaded,
true vapor pressure, total daily throughput, date of installationm,
and vapor control devices employed.

Provide stack test data and estimates of pollution emissions (as
outlined on OMB form 158-R75, page 7) for all emission sources.

Submit source test data available on any emission source.

List the procedures employed in controlling the emissions from the
asphalt oxidizers. If the emissions are burned in boilers or
heaters provide the gas composition, per cent sulfur by weight,
and the BTU content.

Describe any soot blowing procedures you employ.

.

Describe any procedures you employ during upset conditionms,



10.

11.

12.

13,

14.
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Supply a plot plan of the facility showing the location of all units
and emission points.

Provide process flow diagrams for the operatibns you employ.

List any rev1sions to the 11/19/73 OMB form 158~R75 submitted to EPA
which you may have.

Provide a short description of the blunger tank, ribbon and orbital
mixer, asphalt blending unit, and the bulk clay loading operation.

Provide copies of quarterly (or monthly) fuel usage reports for the
last four quarters. Indicate the sulfur content of any fuel or mixture
of fuels as 7 sulfur by weight. Explain and provide data for any
sulfur averaging techniques used.

List all units or control measures which are planned for service after
8/1/75. 1Include a brief description of the unit or control measure
and the anticipated date to be brought into service.

List all storage tanks over 40,000 gallons capacity storing organic.
material. Provide the average and maximum daily throughput, true
storage vapor pressures, and vapor control devices employed.

Do any single or multiple compartment organic material water separators
exist which receive effluent water containing 200 gallons of organic
material or more per day having a true vapor pressure of 1.5 psi or

greater? 1If so, explain the system and the type of vapor control device
used.

For any organic material loading operations list the material loaded,
true vapor pressure, total daily throughput, date of installation, and
vapor control devices employed.

Provide stack testvdata and estimates of pollution emissions (as out-
lined on OMB form 158-R75, page 7) for all emission sources.

Submit source test data available on any emission source.

List the procedures employed in controlling the emissions from the
asphalt oxidizers. If the emissions are burned in boilers or heaters
provide the gas composition, per cent sulfur by weight, and the BTU
content.

Describe any soot blowing procedures you employ.

Describe any procedures you employ during upset conditionms.



15.

16.

17.
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Describe any combustion control monitors on heaters and boilers, such
as oxygen analyzers and smoke alarms.

Describe any ground level monitoring equipment which exists at this
facility. Provide results of any monitoring for the past year.

List all units or control measures which are planned for service after
8/1/75. 1Include a brief description of the unit or control measure
and the anticipated date to be brought into service.
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Name and Address:
Attention: Responsible Individual
Facility: . Name of Plant

1. According to the Air Pollutant Emissions Report (OMB Form 158-R75),
the facility has two (2) combination natural gas and pitch boilers
(Source Code IIa). Is the information given (input in 10~ BTU/Hr,
annual and average fuel consumption) representative of each boiler
or does it represent the two boilers combined? Do these two
boilers use a common stack?

2. For each boiler listed on gMB form 158-R75, what is the maximum N
rated input capacity in 10 BTU/Hr?

3. What was the production rate in 1974 of each of the facility's
various products? '

4. Do any of the raw materials or finished products emit any hydro-
- carbons? If so, what type? Are they considered to be volatile

organic compounds by the Louisiana Air Control Commission? If
so, is the plant considered to be in compliance with LACC
Regulation 22.0 and A22.0? What steps have been taken and are
planned for the control of volatile organic compounds, if
applicable? Describe any air pollution control devices employed
for the control of hydrocarbons and the equipment they operate
in conjunction with.

5. Supply a flow diagram of the facility's processes. Show raw
materials in-put, air pollution control devices, loading
facilities, etc.

6. Supply best estimates of the emissions from each source within the
plant. This should include 1b/hr maximum and lb/hr average
enissions. Also supply stack data, i.e. height above grade,
inside diameter and exit gas velocity (ft/sec), temperature (OF)
and flow rate (CFM, average and maximum). If any air pollution
control equipment is used state the type, efficiencies (design
and operating), inlet gas temperature (9F) and flow rate (CFM),
and exit gas pressure (PSI)



Have the stack tests been performed on the boilers as stated

in your compliance schedule, dated November 29, 1972? If so,

supply a copy of this data.

Have you submitted your hydrocarbon compliance schedule? Does
this schedule contain data on all tanks, including volatility
of contents, size, working vapor pressure and type of tank?

If not, supply this data. '

State the name and mailing address of the chief executive

officer of the corporation or of the owners of the enterprise,

State also the name and mailing address of the person respon-
sible for the operation of this facility.

2 of 2
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