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ENVI RONVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY

Nat i onal Em ssion Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants
(NESHAP) : Publicly Owmed Treatnent Wrks
Background Information for Promul gated Standards -
Summary of Public Comrents and Responses

The standards regul ate organi ¢ hazardous air poll utant
(HAP) em ssions from Publicly Owmed Treatnent Wrks
(POTW. Publicly Owmed Treatment Wrks include

wast ewater treatnment units thensel ves, as well as
intercepting sewers, outfall sewers, sewage collection
systens, punping, power, and other equipnent. Any of
these types of facilities which are publicly owed may
be a POTW Only those POTWtreatnent plants that are
consi dered maj or sources under section 112(d) of the
Clean Air Act (Act) wll be regul ated.

For additional information contact:

M. Robert B. Lucas

Wast e and Chem cal Processes G oup

Em ssion Standards Division (M>13)

U S. Environnental Protection Agency
Research Triangle Park, North Carolina 27711
Tel ephone: (919) 541-0884

Facsimle: (919) 541-0246

e-mai |l : |ucas. bob@panuail . epa. gov

Paper copies of this docunent nay be obtained from

U. S. Environnmental Protection Agency Library (M 35)
Research Triangle Park, North Carolina 27711
Tel ephone: (919) 541-2777

Nat i onal Technical Infornmation Service (NTIS)
5285 Port Royal Road

Springfield, VA 22161

Tel ephone: (703) 487-4650

El ectronic copies of this docunent nmay be obtained from
the EPA's OAR Technol ogy Transfer Network web site
( TTNWéb) .

The TTNWeb is a collection of related web sites
containing informati on about many areas of air
pol I uti on science, technol ogy, regul ati on, neasurenent,
and prevention. The TTNWeb is directly accessible from
the Internet via the World Wde Wb at the foll ow ng
addr ess:
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ACRONYM AND ABBREVI ATI ON LI ST

ACRONYM TERM

ANMBA Associ ation of Metropolitan Sewerage Agencies

CFR Code of Federal Regul ations

FOTW Federal |y Omed Treat nent Works

GAC G anul at ed Activated Carbon

GACT CGenerally Avail able Control Technol ogy

HAP Hazardous Air Pol |l utant(s)

HON Hazardous Organi c National Em ssion Standards for
Hazardous Air Pollutants

MACT Maxi mum Achi evabl e Control Technol ogy

NESHAP Nat i onal Em ssion Standards for Hazardous Air
Pol | utants

POTW Publicly Owmed Treatnment Wrks

PTE Potential To Emt

VOC Vol atil e Organi ¢ Conpounds

ABBREVI ATION UNIT OF MEASURE

nmgd mllion gallons per day

t py tons per year

Viili



1.0 SUWARY

The EPA proposed National Em ssion Standards for Hazardous
Air Pollutants (NESHAP) from Publicly Owmed Treatnent Wrks
(POTW in 40 CFR Part 63, subpart VWV on Decenber 1, 1998. The
pur pose of this docunent is to present a summary of the public
coments received on the proposed NESHAP and t he responses
devel oped by the EPA. This summary of comrents and responses
serves as the basis for revisions nade to the standards between
proposal and pronul gati on.

The EPA received 19 public comment |etters on the proposed
rule. The commenters represent the followng affiliations:
Federal governent (1), State governnment (2), |ocal governnent
(counties, cities, and sanitary districts) (10), trade
associations (3), universities (1), and private citizens (2).
Thi s docunent incorporates all the coments in the docket. Table
1-1 presents a listing of all persons submtting witten
comments, their affiliation, and their docket nunmber. No public
heari ng was requested therefore no conmments were received froma
publ i ¢ heari ng.
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TABLE 1-1. LIST OF COMVENTERS ON THE PROPOSED SUBPART VW
Nunber 2 Comment er, Addressee, Title or Description, etc.
|V-D-01 ([B. Mathur, Chief, Bureau of Air, Illinois

Envi ronnental Protection Agency, Springfield, IL
IV-D-02 |T. Godar, Private Citizen, Wodbridge, VA
IV-D-03 |G M Adans, Assistant Departnental Engi neer,

O fice Engineering Departnent, County Sanitation
Districts of Los Angeles County, Wittier, CA

IV-D-04 |[D. Brown, General Manager, Qulf Coast Waste
Di sposal Authority, Houston, TX

IV-D-05 [J. D. Thornton, Section Manager, Major Facilities
Pl anni ng, Policy and Pl anning D vision, Mnnesota
Pol I uti on Control Agency, St. Paul, M

IV-D-06 [R C. Steidel, Environnental Mnager, Hopewel |
Regi onal Wastewater Treatnent Facility, The City
of Hopewel |, VA

IV-D-07 |E. J. Canpobenedetto, Deputy Director, Institute
of Clean Air Conpanies, Washington, DC

IV-D-08 |G Garner, Executive Director, Louisville and

Jefferson County Metropolitan Sewerage District,
Loui sville, KY

IV-D-09 [T. A Pfeifer, Industrial Waste Coordi nator and
R A Eich, Senior Industrial Waste Specialist,
Metro Wastewater Reclamation District, Denver, CO
IV-D-10 |[J. A WIlson, Director, Bureau of Sanitation,

Departnent of Public Wrks,
CA

City of Los Angel es,

| V-D- 11

Associ ati on of
Washi ngt on, DC

K. Kirk, Executive Director,
Met r opol i t an Sewer age Agenci es,
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TABLE 1-1.

LI ST OF COMVENTERS ON THE PROPCSED SUBPART VW

Nunmber 2

Comment er, Addressee, Title or Description, etc.

IV-D-12 (R E. Adanski, Deputy Comm ssioner, New York City
Departnent of Environnental Protection, Director,
Bureau of Wastewater Pollution Control, New York,
NY

IV-D-13 |G A Brinsko, Director, Pima County Wastewater
Managenment Departnent, Tucson, AZ

IV-D-14 [R L. Corsi, Associate Professor, University of

Texas at Austin, Austin, TX

| V-D- 15

R J. Flood, Manager, Environnental Conpliance
Section, Environnmental Planning and Eval uation
Department, Metropolitan Council Environnental
Services, M nneapolis-St. Paul Metropolitan Area,
VN

| V-D- 16

T. X. Wiite, Associate Vice President,

Manuf acturing and Quality Control, Scientific and
Regul atory Affairs, Pharmaceutical Research and
Manuf acturers of Anerica, Washi ngton, DC

IV-D-17 [E. L. Munsell, Deputy Assistant Secretary of the
Navy (Environnment and Safety), Departnment of the
Navy, Washi ngton, DC

IV-D-18 [B. H Litzsinger, Cvil Engineer, Departnent of

Envi ronnent al Conpliance, Metropolitan St. Louis
Sewer District, St. Louis, MO

| V-D- 19

Private Ctizen, E-mail Received From
sam@onenai |l . com

a The docket nunber for this rulemaking is A 96-46.
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2.0 SIGNFI CANT COMVENTS AND CHANGES SI NCE PROPOSAL

In response to comments received on the proposed
standards for the POTW source category, several changes have
been made to the final rule. While several of these changes
are clarifications designed to nmake the EPA s intent
cl earer, a nunber of them are significant changes to the
requi renents of the proposed standards.

A sunmmary of the substantive coments and/ or changes
made since the proposal are described in the foll ow ng
sections. Additional information on the final rule is
contained in the docket for this rule (Docket A-96-46).



3.0 MAJOR SOURCE DETERM NATI ON

3.1 MODELS AND DI RECT SOURCE TESTI NG

Comment: A nunber of comments were received on the EPA' s
reliance on the WATER8 nodel in cases of anbiguity when
determ ning maj or source status. In general, the comenters
bel i eved that the WATER8 nodel overesti mates hazardous air
pol lutant (HAP) em ssions from POTWtreat ment processes, and that
other currently avail able nodel s provide a nore accurate
estimation of em ssions. Comenter |V-D-03 believed that use of
WATER8 is problematic, and reiterated the Associ ation of
Met ropol i tan Sewer age Agenci es' (AMSA) concerns, as set forth in
their letter to Bruce Jordan of the EPA on Novenber 20, 1998.
Comrenter IV-D-06 stated that section 63.1595 of the proposed
rule should be nodified to delete the references to WATER8 and
only use the term "approved fate nodel”. Commenter |V-D 08
di sagrees that WATER8 be used exclusively to settle any anbiguity
concerning the POTWs status as a major source of HAP em ssions,
and believes that other approved fate nodels such as TOXCHEM+ or
BASTE shoul d al so be considered equal to WATER8. Comenter |V-D
10 believed that nodeling and em ssion factors should be used
only for conservative em ssions estimates and that alternative
air nodel s such as BASTE and TOXCHEM+ shoul d be all owed for
conservative estimtes. Commenter |V-D 11 recommended that POTW
be allowed to use any of several nethods to estinmate HAP
em ssions, including peer reviewed nodels such as TOXCHEM+ and
BASTE, and these nodels should not be limted for use as
screening tools only. Commenter |1V-D 11 believed the term
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"anbi guity" as used in section 63.1595(b)(3) of the proposed rule
has the net effect of requiring that WATER8 be used as the sole
basis of a major source determ nation. Commenter |V-D 12
believed that the use of a conservative em ssions nodel (WATERS)
with very conservative wastewater analyses (Method 25D or 305) to
estimate HAP emissions for the treatnent plant is too
conservative and unrealistic and recormmended that TOXCHEM+ and
BASTE be approved for use in estimating em ssions for major
source determ nation. Commenter |V-D 13 believed that the fina
POTW maxi mum achi evabl e control technol ogy (MACT) standard shoul d
allow the use of all appropriate, scientifically peer-revi ened
nodel s, to predict HAP em ssions from POTW Comenter |V-D 15
suggest ed expanding the list of nodels which can be used for
estimating facility em ssions to include other nodels which have
al ready been approved by permtting authorities around the
country and have been used for permtting and em ssion
inventories. Comenter |1V-D 18 believed that exclusive reliance
on WATER8 is nore restrictive than all owed el sewhere in Part 63
regul ations (e.g., in Appendix Cto Part 63, the BASTE nodel and
TOXCHEM nodel s are approved for use).

Comrenters IV-D-03, IV-D-08, IV-D-10, IV-D-11, and IV-D-18
believed that direct testing nore accurately estimtes HAP
em ssions from POTWtreatnent processes and should be used as the
met hod of choice for determ ning major source status rather than
t he use of WATER8 nodel i ng.

Comrenters IV-D-03 and |1 V-D-11 believed that the tiered
approach for determ ning nmajor source status, as discussed in
section 63.1595(b) of the proposed rule, is confusing and
suggested that it may be nore clear to just |list the options.

Commenters |1V-D-03 and |V-D- 11 questioned how t he EPA pl ans
to address concerns by sone | ocal governnents about em ssions
nmodel s and testing used to determ ne area source status.
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Commenter |V-D-11 believed that the only way to conply with
the requirenents in section 63.1595(c)(1) of the proposed rule
that requires POTWto collect sanples of the influent waste
streamthat represents the conplete range of HAP concentrations
during the entire averagi ng period, would be by continuous
monitoring. The comenter believed continuous nonitoring to be
i npossi ble, and requested that the word "conpl ete" be del eted
fromthe sentence.

Commenter |V-D- 15 disagreed with the EPA specifying an
anal ytical nmethod (Test Methods for Evaluating Solid Waste,
Physi cal / Chem cal Met hods, EPA Publication No. SW846) for POTW
that is not listed in 40 CFR 136 (contains the test nethods
requi red under the NPDES progran) and suggested including the
met hods of 40 CFR 136 as acceptable nethods for determ nation of
the concentration of |isted organics, rather than as additional
i nformati on under section 63.1595(c)(2) of the proposed rule.

Response: The EPA continues to believe that the WATERS
nodel provides a reasonable estimation of em ssions from
wast ewat er treatnment processes. The EPA al so believes that due
to Title V, Part 70 determ nations, a POTWand its local air
pol lution regulatory authorities should have agreenment on the
met hods by which the POTWestimates em ssions from wast ewat er
treatment operations. Therefore, the EPA has renoved procedures
for major source determnation, and has referred to 40 CFR Part
63, subpart A - General Provisions for the definition of a major
sour ce.

The procedures that were renoved fromthe regul ati on, al ong
wi th additional guidance, will be included in a future docunent
on estimating em ssions fromPOTW The EPA will continue to
provi de assistance on the use of the WATER8 nodel. Requests for
gui dance on em ssions estimation for the purpose of nmjor source
determnation will be addressed on an "as-needed" basis, and may
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be obtained by consulting the person listed in the FOR FURTHER
| NFORMATI ON CONTACT section of the pronul gated rule.

Comrent: Commenter |V-D-16 believed that the proposed
regul ati on shoul d address the situation where an existing POTW
may be a mmjor source when the rule is promul gated, but would
| ose that status when a new NESHAP rule is issued for the
i ndustrial user(s) that is causing it to exceed the HAP em ssion
thresholds. This issue should be specifically addressed by
allowng a POTWto identify the major industrial contributors
that are causing themto be a major source, and to determne if
the contributors are to be regulated by an industrial MACT
regul ation that will becone effective after pronul gation of the
POTW NESHAP. |If the industrial contributors that are causing
such POTWto be nmmjor sources are expected to reduce their HAP
| oadings to the extent that the POTWwoul d no | onger be a nmjor
source, the POTWshoul d be exenpted from Subpart VW and exenpted
fromobtaining a Title V permt. To obtain this exenption, the
POTWwoul d be required to obtain certifications fromthe
i ndustrial users contributing the HAP that they will be in
conpliance with their applicable MACT rule(s) by the applicable
conpl i ance deadline and estimating the reduction in HAP | oadi ngs
sent to the POTW The POTWwould file with the State air
pol lution control agency and/or the EPAits own certification
that it will be a mnor source once its industrial contributors
are in conpliance with their MACT regul ati ons.

Response: The EPA disagrees with the comenter. There are
no assurances that the industrial |loadings wll be effectively
reduced within a specific tinme frame in the future by the
promul gati on of additional NESHAP. In addition, the future MACT
rules may allow the industry to treat their regul ated wast ewat er
at the POTW and thus the POTWcould be a major industrial POTW
treatnment plant as a result of accepting those waste streans for
treat ment.
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3.2 TEST METHODS

Comrent: Commenter |1V-D-03, IV-D-11, IV-D-12, and |IV-D-18
bel i eved that use of the 600 and 8000 series nmethods are nore
appropriate than Method 305 and requested their use be acceptable
Wi t hout any corrections.

Response: The EPA has renoved the | anguage that provides
gui dance for estimating em ssions from POTWtreatnent processes.
Requests for guidance on em ssions estimation will be addressed
on an "as-needed" basis, and may be obtained by consulting the
person listed in the FOR FURTHER | NFORVATI ON CONTACT secti on of
the regul ati on.

3.3 CO LOCATI ON

Comrent: Commenter |V-D-10 recomrended that the overal
em ssions should be based on actual em ssions fromthe wastewater
treatment portion of the POTW and shoul d not include em ssions
fromco-|located sources (e.g., portable internal conbustion
engines). Commenter |V-D-12 and |IV-D-17 believed that if a POTW
treatment plant is not a major source, then it should not be
considered a major source if it is co-located with another major
source. Commenter |V-D-13 requested that the EPA provide a neans
for an area source of HAP em ssions at a non-industrial POTW
treatnent plant to not be inappropriately inpacted by a najor
source determ nation of unrelated HAP at the sane site.

Comrenter IV-D-12 noted that a POTWnmay be a major source as
a result of em ssions fromsources other than wastewater
treatnent processes (e.g., internal conbustion engines, boilers,
sl udge incinerators) at the facility even though em ssions from
wast ewat er treatnment processes are substantially |less than 25
tons per year (tpy). Thus if parts of the facility other than
the wastewater treatnent processes (e.g., internal conbustion
engi nes, secondary treatnent, sludge handling processes) were
reconstructed and exceed the 50% fi xed capital cost threshold,

t he covering/venting/controlling requirenment in the proposed
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regul ati on woul d apply even though the headworks and primary
clarifiers were not involved in the reconstruction project and
were not significant sources of HAP em ssions. The commenter
believed that, in such cases, inplenentation of the MACT proposed
in the regulation is not a |ogical and cost-effective solution.
The commenter believed that this regul ati on shoul d provide
flexibility on MACT inplenmentati on where the major source
determ nation was primarily based on HAP em ssions from sources
ot her than wastewater treatnent processes. This is especially
true when there will be forthcom ng MACT standards for these
sour ces.

Commenter |V-D- 17 believed that the EPA intended the
proposed rule to apply only to POTWtreatnent plants and
ancillary sources the POTWtreatnent plant that are ngmjor
sources, as stated in section 63.1580(a)(2) of the rule "Mjor
source nmeans the stationary sources at your POTWtreatnent plant

emt... This would Ilimt the applicability of the proposed rule
to only POTWtreatnent plants and ancillary sources that are
t henmsel ves nmj or sources, and woul d not cause the POTWtreat ment
plant to be a major source due to co-location with another major
source. However, in section 63.1595(a), the EPA states that if a
POTWtreatnment plant is co-located with another major source of
HAP em ssions then the POTWtreatnent plant (and the other
source) are subject to the rule. Further, under section 112 of
the Cean Air Act as anended, in the definition of major source,
if facility-wi de HAP em ssions exceed the thresholds, all sources
| ocated at the facility (i.e., contiguous area under conmon
control) are considered and regul ated as maj or sources of HAP
The commenter believed that the EPA should clarify the |anguage
in sections 63.1580(a)(2) and 63.1595(a) to ensure that the rule
applies to POTWthat are, in and of thensel ves, mmjor sources.
Response: The EPA has renoved procedures for major source
determ nation, and has referred to 40 CFR Part 63, subpart A -
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Ceneral Provisions for the definition of a nmajor source.

Requests for guidance on em ssions estimation will be addressed
on an "as-needed" basis, and may be nade by consulting the person
listed in the FOR FURTHER | NFORVATI ON CONTACT section of the
final rule.

3.4 SPECI FI CATI ON OF METHODOLOGY

Comrent: Commenter |V-D-11 opposed incorporating | anguage
speci fyi ng any net hodol ogy for nmmjor source determ nation; stated
that this approach is inconsistent with previous NESHAP where the
EPA has left this process up to the States; and requested that
section 63.1595 of the proposed rul e be del et ed.

Response: The EPA has renoved procedures for major source
determ nation, and has referred to 40 CFR Part 63, subpart A -
Ceneral Provisions for the definition of a nmajor source.

3.5 POTENTIAL TOEMT

Comrent: Commenter |V-D-17 recomrended that the EPA nodify
section 63.1595 of the proposed rule to clarify that potential to
emt (PTE) is calculated based on actual em ssions from
wast ewat er operations plus PTE fromancillary sources at the
pl ant .

Response: The EPA has renoved procedures for major source
determ nation, and has referred to 40 CFR Part 63, subpart A -
Ceneral Provisions for the definition of a major source.



4.0 LEGAL | SSUES

4.1 HAMVER DATE

Comrent: Commenter |V-D-03 believed that POTW are not
subject to a "hammer" date and that nore tine should be made
avai l abl e to resol ve outstandi ng technical issues. The hamer
section, 112(j)(2) of the Act, references standards pursuant to
112(e)(1) and (3); POTWare referenced in 112(e)(5), which is a
st and- al one secti on.

Response: The EPA disagrees with the commenter. 1In a
Federal Register notice on May 14, 1999, Hazardous Air
Pol l utants: Regul ati ons Governi ng Equi val ent Em ssion Limtations
by Permt, appearing in 64 FR 26311, the EPA del ayed the section
112(j) permt application deadline for 7-year source categories
listed in the regulatory schedule until Decenber 15, 1999. The
POTW source category was included in the notice.
4.2 COWPLI ANCE DATES

Comment: Commrenter |V-D-06 stated that existing industria
POTWtreatnent plants with wastewaters subject to either the
Hazar dous Organi ¢ NESHAP (conpliance date of April 22, 1999) or
the Pul p and Paper NESHAP (conpliance date of April 16, 2001)
w Il have less than three years to conply with the applicable
requi renents when the POTWNESHAP is final. The commenter
proposes that the EPA nodify section 63.1585(a) of the proposed
rule to allow industrial POTWthree years fromthe date of the
final NESHAP to conply with industrial users NESHAP with a
conpliance date prior to three years fromthe pronul gati on date
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of the POTW NESHAP. Existing industrial POTWnust conply with
i ndustrial user NESHAP on the conpliance date when it is three
years or nore after the final date of the POTW NESHAP

Response: The EPA di sagrees with the commenter. Regardless
of the requirenents in the POTW NESHAP, the requirenents of the
specific industrial NESHAP(s) (e.g., Hazardous O gani c NESHAP)
regul ating the treatnent of the wastewater nust be net by the
date(s) specified in the industrial NESHAP(S).
4.3 ALLOMNCE FOR USE OF ALTERNATI VE CONTROL METHODS

Comrent: Commenter |V-D-17 believed that section 63.1596(b)
of the proposed rule requiring the Admnistrator to amend the
subpart for every alternative neans of controlling HAP w || cause
unreasonabl e delays in the regul ated community and di scour age
devel opnent of new technol ogies to control em ssions from POTW
The comrenter recomended the EPA nodify section 63.1596(b) of
the proposed rule to allow the Adm nistrator to approve
alternative control nethods w thout anending the regul ation.

Response: The EPA has included in the final rule an
alternative performance standard in the formof an em ssion
[imtation. A POTWmay use any conbi nation of pretreatnent,
wast ewat er treatnent plant nodifications, and control devices to
achi eve this performance standard.
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5.0 APPLICABILITY

5.1 FEDERALLY OANED TREATMENT WORKS

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-17 believed that including
federally owned treatnment works (FOTW in the list of potentially
regul ated entities in the preanble of the proposed rule is not
consistent wwth the definition of POTWtreatnent plant in section
63. 1597 of the proposed rule. The definition states that "...a
treatment works...is owned by a State or nunicipality..."” FOTW
are not owned by a State or nmunicipality, are not, by definition,
a POTW and thus woul d not be subject to the proposed rule. The
commenter reconmmended that the EPA revise the list of potentially
regul ated entities in the preanble of the proposed rule to
elimnate the inplication that FOTWare subject to this
regul ation.

Response: The EPA believes that FOTWand POTW ar e
essentially the same in design, in operation, and in the types of
wastewater that are treated. Regul ations devel oped under the
Cl ean Water Act require FOTWto neet the sane requirenments as
POTW In addition, the EPA believes that the inclusion of FOTW
wi thin the POTWsource category is consistent with the intent of
the Federal Facility Conpliance Act of 1992. Therefore, the
definition of POTWhas been revised to clarify that FOTWare
regul ated by this rul emaking.

5.2 STATUTORY REQUI REMENTS

Comrent: Commenter |V-D-07 believed that the proposed rule
did not neet the requirenents of section 112 of the Clean Ar Act
that requires "...standards to reflect the maxi num degree of
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reduction in HAP em ssions.” It did not reflect a strategy to
meet maxi mum achi evabl e control and basically disregarded the
entire POTWsource category conprised of about 15,600 facilities,
many of which are | ocated in or near densely popul at ed urban
areas. The commenter believed that any rule establishing MACT
requi renents for the POTWsource category should al so consi der
the requirenents of, and the inpact on, the overall Uban Air
Toxics Strategy al so currently under devel opnent.

Response: The EPA believes that the requirenents of section
112 of the Clean Air Act were nmet. Based on "data available to
the Adm nistrator” the EPA determ ned the average of the best
controll ed sources, that average being no control. Further, the
EPA recogni zes that POTWare |listed as a category for regulation
under the Urban Air Toxics Strategy, and will be addressed under
that authority.
5.3 HAZARDOUS Al R POLLUTANTS OF CONCERN

Comrent: Commenters IV-D-10 and I1V-D-11 stated that the 76
HAP of concern, listed in Table 1 of the proposed rule, should be
determ ned on a case-by-case basis, and the EPA should defer to
the local inplenmenting agencies to establish the Iist of HAP of
concern. In addition, Commenter |V-D-10 opposed the inclusion of
napht hal ene in the list of 76 HAP of concern and request that it
be deleted. Commenter |V-D- 18 believed that the list of 76 HAP
of concern for POTWis excessive and contains nany chem cal s
(e.g., PCBs, heptaclor) which do not contribute significantly to
air em ssions and believed that the AMSA |ist of 29 HAP of
concern, identified in their analysis of the EPA's Presunptive
MACT for POTW dated June 8, 1995, should be the HAP of concern
inthe rule. Commenter |1V-D-16 believed that regulation is
potentially confusing for POTWthat agree to accept
pharmaceuti cal affected wastewater containing nmethanol for
treatnent as authorized by section 63.1256(a)(5) of the
phar maceuti cal producti on NESHAP. Because nethanol is not
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included in Table 1 of the proposed POTW MACT, the comrenter
believes that even if the POTWs potential to emt nethanol is
greater than 10 tpy, Subpart VW would not apply to the plant at
all. However, the description of an industrial POTWin the
proposed rule, (section 63.1583(a)) states that "Your POTW
treatnment plant is an industrial POTWtreatnent plant if

wast ewater treatnent at your POTWtreatnent plant enables an

i ndustrial user to conply with the treatnent requirenents of its
own NESHAP." Thus, a POTWaccepting an affected pharmaceuti cal
wast ewater to provide treatnent of nethanol could m stakenly
believe that it was subject to Subpart VWV because the definition
of an industrial POTWappears to be all-enconpassing.

Response: The EPA believes that due to Title V, Part 70
determ nations, a POTWand its local air pollution regulatory
authorities should have agreenent on the nethods by which the
POTW esti mat es em ssions from wastewat er treatnent operations
including identification of HAP of concern for a POTW
Therefore, the EPA has renoved the |list of HAP of concern from
the rule.

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-07 believed that in the final
regul ati on, the EPA should consider the application of covers and
vents by segnenting the various stages of treatnent at the
facility to evaluate the feasibility and cost effectiveness of
HAP control on an individual process basis. The commenter
believed that it is also possible that the final HAP control
equi pnent could be designed to treat nultiple streans comng from
the various vents within the treatnent facility.

Response: No supporting data or information were provided
with the comments, therefore the EPA is unable to address the
comments at this tine.

Comrent: Commenter |V-D-08 believed the proposed rule is
not cl ear regardi ng what existing POTWs nust do if they are
determ ned to be a nmj or source.
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Response: The EPA believes that the requirenents for
exi sting major sources are clear. |If a POTWis unclear of its
responsibilities under this rule they should contact their
regul atory authority for technical guidance, as described in the
FOR FURTHER | NFORMATI ON CONTACT section of the preanble to this
rul e.

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-17 believed that since the EPA
stated, in Note 2 to section 63.1580(a) of the proposed rule,
that a POTWwhich treats nostly high-strength industrial
wast ewater can be a major source with a daily flowrate as | ow as
4.0 mllion gallons per day, then the EPA is thus suggesting that
POTWwW th an average flow as lowas 4.0 mllion gallons per day
are not likely to have sufficient em ssions to trigger major
source status. The commenter suggested anendi ng section
63.1580(a) (1) of the proposed rule to state "You own or operate a
new or existing publicly owned treatnent works (POTW that has an
average permtted capacity of nore than 4.0 mllion gallons per
day; and..."

Response: The EPA limted the applicability criteria in the
final rule to POTWthat are required to devel op and inplenent a
pretreatnment program as defined by 40 CFR 403.8. This
effectively elimnates all POTWwW th a total design flow greater
than 5 mllion gallons per day (ngd), unless special
ci rcunstances, as defined in 40 CFR 403.8, require a POTWwW th a
total design flowof 5 ngd or less to inplenment a pretreatnent
program

Comrent: Commenter |V-D-19 believed that the proposed POTW
NESHAP, as written, would achi eve no HAP em ssions reduction, and
that the EPA should re-eval uate the rul emaki ng process for the
proposed POTW NESHAP. The comrenter believed that if POTW
em ssions are insignificant, then no standards are needed, but if
POTW em ssions are significant enough to pronul gate a standard,
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then the standard shoul d achi eve a neasurabl e HAP em ssions
reducti on.

Response: The EPA believes that the rule, as witten, wll
achi eve em ssions reductions fromnew and reconstructed sources.
These em ssions reductions may be achi eved by pollution
prevention, by the addition of control devices, or by the design
and operation of a POTWto keep it under the major source
criteria.
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6.0 MAXI MUM ACH EVABLE CONTRCL TECHNOLOGY FLOOR

6.1 NUMBER OF MAJOR SOURCES

Comrent: Two Commenters, |V-D-03 and | V-D- 11 questioned the
EPA' s conclusion that there are 6 maj or sources. The commenters
requested del etion of the sentence stating that only 6 POTW
facilities have been identified as potential major sources
because they believe the statenent is incorrect.

Response: The EPA based its determ nation of the 6 major
sources on information available to the Adm nistrator,
engi neering judgenent, and net hodol ogi es described in the
preanbl e of the proposed rule. The EPA acknow edged that there
were uncertainties in the estimation of em ssions from POTW and
thus the determ nation of nmajor sources. |In addition, the EPA
has never disputed the |ikelihood of additional major sources.
However, the EPA maintains that its determ nation was correct,
given the information avail abl e.
6.2 MACT FLOOR

Comrent: Commenter |V-D-19 believed that nost POTWin
metropol i tan areas have covers and vent the undercover air
through air pollution control systens that, although are in place
for odor control, reduce HAP em ssions, especially if operated
correctly. The commenter believed these cover and odor control
systens coul d be considered as a generally avail able control
technol ogy (GACT), applicable to POTWarea sources as stipul ated
in subsection 112(d)(5) of the 1990 Cean Air Act Anendnents, and
gquestioned why the proposed MACT is less stringent than the GACT
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Response: Based on data available to the Adm nistrator the
EPA determ ned the average of the best controlled sources to be
no control. The average was based on em ssions control in place
at the best performng facilities. Further, the EPA was unable
to identify any information that indicated that covers vented at
a high airflow to odor control devices (including granul ated
activated carbon adsorbers operated as odor control devices) were
effective at HAP em ssions reduction. On the contrary, all the
information available to the Adm nistrator indicated that such
control devices were not effective at HAP em ssions reduction.

No additional information was provided by the conmenter to

i ndicate that such control devices are effective at HAP em ssions
reduction. Therefore, the EPA maintains that their determ nation
of the MACT floor of no additional control for existing POTW
treatnment facilities was correct.

Comrent: Commenters IV-D-08 and 1V-D-17 believed that since
there are "no control requirenents for an existing non-industrial
POTWtreatment plant” (section 63.1587 of the proposed rule),
then the EPA shoul d exclude themfromthe proposed regul ation.
Commenter |V-D-01 supported the EPA's conclusion that contro
measures for existing non-industrial POTWare not appropriate.

Response: The EPA believes that it is necessary to include
exi sting, non-industrial POTWtreatnent plants in the regul ation.
Exi sting POTWthat reconstruct nust conply wth the control
requi renents for new and reconstructed sources.
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7.0 BEST- CONTRCLLED SOURCES

7.1 GENERAL PROVI SI ONS

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-03 and |V-D-13 believed it is
I nappropriate to cause carbon adsorption systens used at POTWto
be subject to sections 63.693 through 63.697, since the best-
controlled facility in the proposed NESHAP on which the EPA based
its MACT floor for new and reconstructed facilities can not
conply with these standards (e.g., 95%recovery of total organic
HAP, continuous nonitoring, tight-fitting covers).

Response: The EPA has included in the final rule an
alternative performance standard in the formof an em ssion
[imtation. A POTWnmay use any conbi nation of pretreatnent,
wast ewat er treatnent plant nodifications, and control devices to
achi eve this perfornmance standard.

7.2 EQUI VALENT BEST- CONTROLLED SOURCE

Comment: Commrenter |V-D-04 believed that the em ssions
control system (biological) at its facility should be recogni zed
as equivalent to the emssion control systemat the POTWthe EPA
has sel ected as the best-controlled non-industrial facility, and
shoul d be noted in the preanble and included in the description
of the new source MACT fl oor.

Response: Based on the information submtted by the
commenter, their facility provides treatnent necessary to conply
wi th the Hazardous Organi ¢ NESHAP for several industrial
custoners in the synthetic organic chem cals manufacturing
i ndustry. As such, the commenter's facility neets the definition
of an industrial POTW and woul d not be considered a non-
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i ndustrial POTW Maxi mum achi evabl e control technol ogy fl oor
determ nations are nade separately for each subcategory, and the
EPA does not consi der equival ency between subcategories. Thus
the em ssions control systemat the commenter's industrial POTW
treatment plant woul d not be considered as equivalent to the
em ssion control systemat the POTWthe EPA has selected as the
best-controll ed non-industrial facility.
7.3 BASI S FOR NEW SOURCE CONTRCLS

Comrent: Commenters I1V-D-08, IV-D-10, 1V-D-11, and IV-D 12
believed that it is inappropriate for the one treatnent plant in
California that has installed controls to reduce benzene
em ssions to be used as the basis for the new or reconstructed
source standard. They believed that the plant is unique inits
operation, is financed by the refineries that discharge the
benzene-cont ai ni ng wastewater, and is not representative of other
plants in the industry. They further believed that GAC
adsorption units as used at POTWare not effective at reducing
HAP em ssions and shoul d never becone the MACT floor for HAP
control

Response: The controls in place at the best-controlled
facility are the MACT floor for new and reconstructed sources,
regardl ess of the reason that the controls were installed. The
controls at the one identified best-controlled facility are
effective at HAP em ssions reduction, as evidenced by the fact
that they are nonitored for benzene breakthrough, and changed out
(or regenerated) when breakthrough occurs. Therefore, the EPA
mai ntains that this facility is the best-controlled facility, and
that new and reconstructed facilities nmust be covered and vented
to an equivalent control device. |In addition, the EPA has
included in the final rule an alternative performance standard in
the formof an emssion limtation, and allows a POTWto use any
conbi nation of pretreatnent, wastewater treatnent plant
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nodi fications, and control devices to achieve this performance
st andar d.
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8.0 | NDUSTRI AL SOURCES

8.1 WRI TTEN CERTI FI CATI ON

Comrent: Several comrenters expressed a concern that it is
i nportant for the proposed rule to contain a requirenent for
i ndustries intending to di scharge wastewater, regul ated under
anot her NESHAP, to a POTWfor treatnent to provide a witten
certification of their intent to use the POTWto conply with the
wast ewater treatnment requirenents of their industrial NESHAP.
This formal certified agreement woul d prevent regul ated POTW
treatment plants from being designated as industrial POTWw t hout
their know edge. In addition, Comrenter |V-D 05 suggested the
EPA anmend existing and future NESHAP wi th wast ewater provisions
to require the industry to notify the affected POTWof their
pl ans to discharge to the POTW

Response: Most NESHAP (e.g., the Hazardous O gani c NESHAP)
regul ati ng wastewat er em ssions contain, or will contain,
requirenents that the industries notify the POTWif they intend
to use themfor conpliance. The Benzene Waste QOperati ons NESHAP,
the first NESHAP to address off-site em ssions, does not require
notification. Though the EPA is aware of only one POTW providi ng
off-site treatnent of benzene wastes, if the EPA dedides to anend
t he Benzene Waste Operations NESHAP, the EPA will consider adding
a notification requirenent.
8.2 | NDUSTRI AL POTW | DENTI FI ED

Comment: In the preanble of the proposed rule, the first
sentence of the fourth paragraph under section IIl states that
"...the EPAis not at this tine aware of any instance where an
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i ndustrial user uses a POTWtreatnment plant to conply with
em ssion reductions required by any other NESHAP..." Conmmenter
|V-D-04 identified their facility as an industrial POTW providi ng
treatnent necessary to conply with the Hazardous O gani ¢ NESHAP
(HON) for several custonmers. The regul ated wastewater is
conveyed to the facility in a closed sewer system and the
facility uses enhanced biological treatnent to provide renoval of
HAP.

Response: No response necessary.
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9.0 NEW AND RECONSTRUCTED SOURCES

Comrent: Commenter |V-D-11 believed that the term"new
source" as used in the definition of "reconstruction" in section
63. 1597 of the proposed rule could be interpreted to nean a new
process unit rather than an entire new plant. Thus, if a POTW
reconstructs or replaces a process unit and the cost exceeds 50%
of the cost to construct a new conparable process unit then the
facility would be required to inplenent new source MACT. The
coment er suggested that reconstruction be viewed froma
facility-w de basis rather than an equi pnment or a process unit
basi s.

Response: The term "new source" is not defined in this
rule, rather the rule references 63.1(a)(1) of the General
Provisions to define terns not defined in this rule, including
"new source."” In 40 CFR 63 "new source" neans "any affected
source the construction or reconstruction of which is conmenced
after the Adm nistrator first proposes a relevant em ssion
standard under this part." The term"affected source" is defined
inthis rule as "the group of all equi pnment that conprise the
POTWtreatnent plant." Thus by definition new source neans the
POTWtreatnment plant rather than an individual process unit.



10. 0 REPORTI NG AND RECORDKEEPI NG REQUI REMENTS

Comment: Commrenter |V-D-01 recomended that the EPA anend
t he NESHAP for POTW and correspondi ng provisions in regul ations
pronul gated under the Cl ean Water Act (e.g., NPDES, Conbined
Sewer Overflow and Pretreatnent prograns) to allow existing major
source POTWto incorporate their Title V reporting requirenents
with their reporting requirenments pursuant to the C ean Water
Act, leaving it up to the States to coordinate the necessary
exchange of information internally.

Response: Though the comment appears to have nerit,
revisions to the Title V permt programare outside the scope of
t hi s rul emaki ng.

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-03 requested clarification of
whet her the notification of conpliance status, in section
63. 1591(a) of the proposed rule, applies to all major source
POTW just to those whose mmjor source status is determ ned by
means ot her than WATER8, or just to those whose mmjor source
status is determ ned solely by WATERS.

Response: The notification of conpliance status applies to
all major sources of HAP em ssions.

Comment: Commrenter |V-D-08 believed that, although it is
clear that a POTWnust notify the State or the EPAthat it is a
maj or source, it is not clear how this information woul d be used.

Response: No response i s necessary.

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-10 believed that the statenent in
the preanble of the proposed rule "You do not have to apply for a
title Vpermt..." is not universally correct. A facility may
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be a title V facility because of criteria pollutant em ssions.
Response: The referenced statenment has been renoved from
the regul ati on.
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11.0 ECONOM C | MPACTS

11.1 RECORDKEEPI NG AND REPORTI NG

Comment: Commenters |V-D-01 and 1V-D-03 believed that the
cost of reporting and recordkeepi ng woul d exceed the EPA' s
estimate of 41 hours per year per facility.

Response: There are no reporting or recordkeeping
requi renents for existing non-industrial POTWtreatnent plants.
Any reporting and recordkeeping requirenents for industrial POTW
treatnment plants are those that are required by the industri al
NESHAP, thus this rule requires no additional reporting and
recordkeepi ng requirenents. Based on information available to
the Adm nistrator, it is likely that no new or reconstructed POTW
treatment plants will neet the definition of major source, thus,
it islikely that there will be no reporting or recordkeeping
requi renments for new or reconstructed sources. Further, the
commenters did not provide any additional information that
supports their claimthat the cost of reporting and recordkeeping
woul d exceed 41 hours per year per facility. Thus the EPA
believes that its reporting and recordkeepi ng cost estinmates are
correct.
11.2 COSTS OF CONTROL

Comment: Commenter |1V-D-03 stated that the benzene contro
programat the facility in the proposed NESHAP on whi ch the EPA
based its MACT floor for new and reconstructed facilities costs
$750, 000 per year shared anong nmultiple refineries. Costs per
ton of benzene controlled range between 1.2 and 1.5 mllion
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dollars per ton renoved. Commenter |1V-D-03 is concerned that the
MACT anal ysis for non-industrial new or reconstructed POTW never
considered the cost of control using GAC, potentially in excess
of 1 mllion dollars per ton HAP renoved. Comenter |V-D- 10
stated that investigations regarding nore cost-effective
alternative control options nust address the benefits and costs
of the potential MACT standards being considered for the

wast ewat er coll ection system including review and consi deration
of consuner products. Commenter |1V-D-10 stated that to instal
and operate GAC for the purpose of reduci ng HAP em ssi ons woul d
cause the technology to be cost-prohibitive for reduci ng HAP

Response: The EPA is bound by section 112(d)(3) of the
Clean Air Act that states "The maxi mum degree of reduction in
em ssions that is deened achi evable for new sources in a category
or subcategory shall not be less stringent than the em ssion
control that is achieved in practice by the best controlled
simlar source, as determned by the Admnistrator.” In
addition, the EPA has provided an alternative control neans in
the final rule that allows the POTWto use any neans available to
achi eve the required em ssions reduction.

11.3 RECONSTRUCTI ON REQUI REMENTS

Comrent: Commenter |1V-D-12 believed that the aggregate
reconstruction requirenments for one of its POTWnmay wel|l exceed
the $100 million threshold for triggering the requirements of the
Unf unded Mandates Act. The commenter's consultants have
prelimnarily estimted the cost of reconstruction of one of its
POTWto be in tens of mllions of dollars if the plant is
required to inplenent the proposed MACT requirenent.

Response: The commenter did not provide sufficient
supporting data to substantiate their claimthat the cost of
reconstruction as a result of the requirenents of this rule would
exceed the threshold for triggering the requirenents of the
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unfunded mandates. The EPA continues to believe the Unfunded
Mandat es Act do not apply to this action.

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-12 stated that it is likely that
reconstructions (exceeding the EPA's 50% capital cost threshold)
of several of the commenter's POTWw || occur over the next 5
years. The commenter is planning a major upgrade to one of its
plants that may likely fall under this category. Moreover, it
has been the commenter's experience, over the last 30 years, that
every 15-20 years mmjor reconstruction of POTWhas been necessary
to keep up with population, conmmunity, and industrial demands as
wel |l as federal Clean Water Act requirenents. The statenent that
i ndustrial user fees would likely cover the costs of the air
pol lution controls presunes that the najor source of the HAP are
fromindustrial users. In New York City, the magjority of HAP is
not the result of industrial sources. Thus, at least with
respect to New York City, the commenter believed that charging a
smal | nunber of industrial users who are not the prinmary source
of HAP mllions of dollars to recover the cost of the MACT is not
a reasonabl e proposal.

Response: The EPA has renoved the | anguage that refers to
user fees fromthe regul ation.
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12.0 MAJOR SOURCE DECLASSI FI CATI ON AND EXEMPTI ON

12.1 DECLASSI FI CATI ON

Comment: Commrenter |V-D-11 stated that there are no
provisions in the proposed rule that would allow a POTWto seek
decl assification as a major source if its HAP em ssions potenti al
fell below the major source threshold. The comrenter believed
that the potential to be declassified as a major source woul d be
a powerful incentive to reduce HAP em ssions. Commenter |V-D11
recommended that the final rule provide a nechanismfor a major
source to apply for declassification as a major source once the
facility's emssions fall below the major source criteria.

Response: The criteria for major source determnation is
very clear in 40 CFR 63, subpart A - General Provisions. If a
POTWthat is a major source falls below the major source
threshold, then it is, by definition, no | onger a nmjor source.
12. 2 EXEMPTI ON FOR | NDUSTRI AL WASTEWATER SOURCES

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-04 requested that the EPA include a
provision that will exenpt a POTWfromthe POTW MACT standards if
the POTWs industrial users are achieving the applicable MACT
standards at their plants and the contributions fromthese
control |l ed sources are the reason that the POTWis a nmjor
source. The comenter noted that Part 63 Subpart DD (Of-site
Wast e and Recovery QOperations NESHAP) incorporates provisions for
these facilities that are identical to those the commenter is
requesting for the POTWNMACT rule. The commenter requested that
not only should simlar |anguage be included in the POTW MACT,
but that it should be extended to include other applicable MACT
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rules with wastewater provisions including Part 63 Subparts S,

CC, DD, JJJ, and GGG The commenter requested that the exenption
shoul d be nore generic than what is currently in Subpart DD
because of the forthcom ng m scel |l aneous organi c chem cal s NESHAP
and other simlar rules so that it does not have to be anended in
the future.

Response: The EPA disagrees. |f a POTWhas HAP em ssi ons
sufficient to cause it to be a nmjor source, regardless of the
origin of the HAP that are emtted, then it nust neet the
requi renents of this rule.

12.3 REQUESTED EXEMPTI ON FOR SOVE | NDUSTRI AL POTW

Comrent: Section 63.1584(b) of the proposed rule states
that "The em ssion points and control requirements for a new or
reconstructed industrial POTWtreatnment plant...are...specified
in the appropriate NESHAP(s) for the industrial user(s), or in
section 63.1587 of the proposed rule, whichever is nore
stringent.” Comenter |V-D-04 requested that the POTW MACT
regul ation include provisions for control options for new or
reconstructed industrial POTWthat either have no primary
treatnment units or that bypass such units (e.g., by piping
directly to the activated sludge units in closed sewers) with
i ndustrial wastewater regul ated by anot her NESHAP, rather than
require cover and control of primary treatnent units which do not
receive or treat the HAP-containing wastes and therefore are not
the potential nmjor source em ssion sources at the facility. The
coment er proposed an addition to the POTW MACT that woul d exenpt
a POTWfromthe cover and control requirenents of section 63.1587
of the proposed rule "if the wastewaters that are the cause for
the POTW bei ng a naj or source of HAP are sent directly to
bi ol ogi cal treatnent."

Response: The EPA has included in the regulation
alternatives to the requirenments for new industrial POTW
treatnent plants. These alternatives allow a POTWto conply by
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denonstrating, for all units up to the secondary influent punping
station, or the secondary treatnment units, that the overal
fraction emtted does not exceed 0.014. The POTW nay use any
conbi nation of pretreatnent, wastewater treatnent plant

nodi fications and control devices to achieve this performance
standard. One wastewater treatnent plant nodification could be
to bypass the prinmary treatnment units so that the HAP-bearing
wastewater is introduced directly into the secondary treatnent
units.
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13.0 CLARI FI CATI ONS AND DEFI NI TI ONS

13.1 CLARI FI CATI ONS

Comrent: The preanble of the proposed rule states that
"...volatilization of HAP may occur in the wastewater collection
systemprior to reaching the POTWtreatnent plant." Comenter
| V-D-03 advised that, in addition to volatilization of HAP in the
wast ewat er collection system biodegradation and adsorption of
organics onto solid particles in sewage al so occurs, albeit to a
| esser degree due to the | ower biota concentrations.

Response: The referenced | anguage has been renoved from
the preanble to the regul ation

Comrent: Commenter |V-D-02 believed that in section
63. 1595(a) (1) of the proposed rule the parenthetical statenent
"e.g., a sewage sludge incinerator” incorrectly inplies that al
sewage sludge incinerators are nmgjor sources of HAP

Response: The referenced statenment has been renoved from
the regul ati on.

Comrent: Commenters IV-D-03 and 1V-D-11 stated that the
word "waste" in sections 63.1587(a) and (b) of the proposed rule
shoul d be changed to "wastewater".

Response: The term "waste" has been renoved fromthe
referenced sections.

Comrent: Commenter |V-D-03 stated that in addition to
processes that renove nutrients such as nitrogen and phosphorous,
as stated in the description of POTWin the preanble of the
proposed rul e, "advanced treatnent” can also refer to enhanced
sol i ds renoval
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Response: The referenced | anguage has been renoved fromthe
regul ati on.

Comrent: Commenter |1V-D-10 stated that rather than "The HAP
emtted by POTWoriginate in wastewater streans di scharged by
i ndustrial, comrercial, and other facilities to the POTWf or
treatnent,"” as stated in the preanble of the proposed rule, the
statenent "The primary function of a POTWis to treat suspended
solids, BOD, etc. in wastewater. Any beneficial renoval of HAP
is incidental." should be used.

Response: The EPA disagrees with the comenter. The
referenced | anguage in the preanble describes the origins of HAP
that nay eventually be emtted from POTW not the function of a
POTW

Comment: Commrenter |V-D-02 stated that "POTW shoul d not be
followed by the words "treatnent plant”, as it is redundant.
Conversely, Comrenter |V-D-03 believed that the definitions
contained in section 63.1597 of the proposed rule for POTW
Treatnment Plant and POTWare clear, and indicated that the focus
of the proposed regul ation was on em ssions fromthe confines of
t he sewage treatnent plant.

Response: The EPA disagrees with the belief that the term
"POTWtreatnent plant” is inappropriate. The term was
specifically crafted to provide a distinction between a specific
set of wastewater treatnent processes at a POTWand the entire
POTW The ternms "POTW and "POTWtreatnment plant” are clearly
defined in the regul ation.

Comrent: Commenters I1V-D-03 and 1V-D-11 stated that the
term"separator wall" in section 63.1587(a) of the proposed rule
has no neaning in the wastewater industry.

Response: The regul ati on now uses the term "supporting
wal | " rather than "separator wall."

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-05 suggested elimnating the term
"secondary influent punping station" and replacing it with the
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term"through primary treatnent” which nmay be a nore generally
under st andabl e equi val ent descri ption.

Response: The regul ation now reads “for all units up to the
secondary i nfluent punping station, or the secondary treatnent
units.”

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-11 requested that the EPA clarify
its intentions on whether the headworks of a new plant woul d have
to be simlar to the best-controlled plant, identified in the
proposed rule, in order to incorporate covering of bar screens,
wet wells, etc.

Response: The EPA did not define headworks in the proposed
rule. The regulation specifies that the "em ssion points are
treatnent units that include, but are not limted to, influent
wast e stream conveyance channels, bar screens, grit chanbers,
grinders, punp stations, aerated feeder channels, primary
clarifiers, primary effluent channels, and primary screening
channels.” It is the EPA's intention that the prelimnary waste
wat er treatnent and handling processes (typically grit chanbers,
bar screens, wet wells, etc.) are covered and controlled in the
sanme manner as the best-controlled plant. The EPA does not
believe any further clarification is necessary in the regul ation.
13.2 DEFI N TI ONS

Comrent: Commenter |V-D-01 recomrended that pass-through be
redefined in the regul ations pronul gated pursuant to the C ean
Water Act, particularly in the Pretreatnment program to include
air emssions as well as inpacts on POTWand effl uent.

Response: The General Pretreatnent Regul ations for Existing
and New Sources of Pollution (40 CFR 403) define the term "Pass
Through” to nmean "a di scharge which exits the POTWinto waters of
the United States in quantities or concentrations which, alone or
in conjunction with a discharge or discharges from other sources,
is a cause of a violation of any requirenent of the POTWs NPDES
permt (including an increase in the magnitude or duration of a
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violation)." The EPA does not believe it is necessary to
redefine the term

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-02 believed the term"Industrial
POTW shoul d be replaced with the term"a POTWwhich treats waste
for an industry which would be subject to a Part 63 Standard is
al so subject to that (the Part 63) standard.”

Response: The EPA di sagrees with the comrenter and believes
that the term"Industrial POTW as defined in the regulation
sufficiently and accurately descri bes an industrial POTW
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14.0 NEW AND RECONSTRUCTED SOURCES

Comment: Commenter |1V-D-19 believed that it is unlikely
t hat any new POTWwoul d be | arge enough to trigger the major
source thresholds or that any expansi on of existing POIWwould
trigger the reconstruction threshold, since POTWtypically start
smal | and then expand gradually as the population in their
service area grows. The commenter believed that the standard for
a new source should be applicable to any addition of new
trains/tanks in the existing maj or POTWand shoul d i ncl ude sone
numeri cal performance requirenents.

Response: The definition of reconstruction is consistent
with the 40 CFR 63 Subpart A Ceneral Provisions. In addition,
section 63.693, which applies to new and reconstructed sources,
requi res specific nunmerical performance requirenments for control
devi ces at new and reconstructed sources. The EPA has al so added
an alternative, performance-based, nunerical standard by which a
POTW may denonstrate conpliance with the standards.

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-07 agrees with the EPA s finding
that the granul ated activated carbon (GAC) adsorption units
currently in use at POTWfor odor control are ineffective at HAP
em ssions reduction, and that they could be properly designed and
operated to serve a nultiple function of both odor and HAP
control. Further, comenter |V-D-07 believed that within the air
pol lution control industry, the technol ogy exists to collect,
concentrate, and oxi dize HAP em ssions from POTWfacilities, and
that the EPA acknow edged this in the preanble of the proposed
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rule by stating that properly designed and operated GAC are
effective at HAP em ssions reduction.

Response: No response necessary.

Comrent: Commenter |V-D-19 believed that the proposed
standard would not result in any HAP em ssions reduction from new
or reconstructed facilities because it only required themto
install sone covers and control system and does not inpose any
per f ormance requirenents.

Response: The regul ation requires that control devices used
to control HAP em ssions fromnew or reconstructed non-industrial
POTWtreatnment plant conply with section 63.693, which places
performance requirenents on the control device.

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-18 stated that, wth regard to the
MACT and covering of the primary clarifiers, their nodeling
determned that the primary clarifiers represented a snal
percentage of the total em ssions. At their facilities where
trickling filters are present, those units are the highest single
source of emssions. Due to the high cost and m ni ma
effectiveness associated with covering primary clarifiers, the
commenter stated that the EPA shoul d make provisions to control
HAP em ssions from areas which are nost effective and nost
econom cal

Response: The commenter did not provide sufficient data for
the EPA to address the comment. During the MACT fl oor
determ nation, no controls were identified at trickling filters
at maj or source POTW

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-08 believed the treatnent nethod
shoul d depend specifically on whether a plant is dealing with a
single HAP or a conbi nati on of HAP, because the effectiveness of
treatnent or control technologies (e.g., activated sludge
diffusion, biofilters, ozone scrubbers, pretreatnent at the
source, or GAC) will depend on the physical/chem ca
characteristics of the specific HAP. Commenter |V-D 10 requested
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that the EPA continue to investigate the factors which result in
substantial differences between facilities, such as discharge
profiles, benefits of existing environnental regulations (i.e.,
air quality controls, pretreatnent prograns, water quality

regul ations, etc.), treatnent capacity, etc., in establishing a
MACT f 1l oor.

Response: The MACT fl oor was based on information avail abl e
to the Admnnistrator at the tinme of this rul emaking. The
i nformati on was provided by the primary organi zation representing
the POTWindustry (AMSA). The commenter provided no data to
suggest the MACT fl oor would be different.

Comment: Commrenter |V-D-12 believed that the use of
granul at ed activated carbon adsorption devices to achieve a 95%
control efficiency for the | ow concentrations of organic
conmpounds will not be cost-effective and technol ogically
feasible. |f GAC adsorption control devices are required as a
MACT fl oor for new and reconstructed POTW the comrenter
recommended that the EPA allow, as an alternative to the 95%
total HAP renoval requirenents, a site-specific operation-based
standard and/or a technol ogically achievable total HAP em ssions
st andar d.

Response: The EPA has included in the regulation an
alternative performance standard in the formof an em ssion
limtation. A POTWnmay use any conbi nation of pretreatnent,
wast ewat er treatnent plant nodifications, and control devices to
achi eve this performance standard.

Comment: Comrenters |V-D-03 and IV-D-11 stated the
requi renment for mnimal ventilation (e.g., at or near zero) at
new and reconstructed POTWtreatnent plants, as stated in section
63. 1587(c) of the proposed rule, was contrary to the way nany
POTW ar e desi gned and operated. Routine maintenance requires
frequent personnel entry and, if the units were not highly
ventilated, entry by personnel would constitute a confined space
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entry. The comenters believed that section 63.1587(c) of the
proposed rul e should be renoved or changed to read: "If a
treatment unit is not equipped wth a closed-vent system and
control device, it nust be designed to operate with m ni nal
ventilation of the air space under the cover to reduce air
em ssions while still providing adequate ventilation to conply
with other regulatory requirenents that govern ventilation of the
process and provi de safe access to the process for plant
per sonnel . "

Response: The referenced | anguage has been renoved fromthe
regul ati on.

Comrent: Commenter |V-D-12 believed that the definition of
a reconstructed source is not clear and that the rule should
speci fy what constitutes the beginning of construction. The
definition does not establish a tinme frame in which the 50%
repl acenent cost nust occur (e.g., 0-5 years after promul gation
of the rule) and the criteria to be used to evaluate techni cal
and economc feasibility. Also, if the reconstruction consists
of various phases and tasks over several years, howis the 50%
repl acenent cost determ ned? Are different phases of
construction on different em ssion sources considered separate
reconstruction projects subject to the 50% repl acenment cost
determ nation? The commenter believed that the tine frane and
feasibility nmust be clearly defined so that a POTWcan determ ne
whet her MACT is applicable for present and future upgrades at its
POTW treat ment plants.

Response: Reconstruction is clearly defined in 40 CFR 63
General Provisions which are incorporated by reference in the
regul ati on.
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15.0 | NDUSTRI AL PUBLI CLY- OANED TREATMENT WORKS

Comment: Commrenter |V-D-11 stated that section 63. 1584 of
the proposed rule states that the em ssion points and control
requirenents for an existing industrial POTWtreatnent plant are
those specified in the appropriate NESHAP(s) for the industrial
user, and questioned what happens if the em ssions points which
are defined in the specific NESHAP are not conparable to the
em ssion points in the POTWtreatnent plant, and recommended t hat
the issue be clarified by the EPA

Response: The EPA believes that the em ssion points and
control requirenments specified in industrial NESHAP all ow ng off-
site treatnent of wastewater will be conducive to conparison to
treatment processes at POTW In the event they are not, the
| ocal regulatory agency will have the authority to determ ne the
appropriate em ssions points and control requirenents.
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16.0 SOLI Cl TATI ON OF COMVENTS

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-01 noted that the definition of
POTW does not include the collection systemwhere the collection
systemis a conbined system and recommended that sone | anguage
qgual i fying that the exclusion applies only where the definition
i ncludes the collection system

Response: The definition of POTWdoes not exclude conbi ned
col | ection systens.

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-03 submitted information on the
desi gn of sewers. The commenter also believed that if the EPA
considers including collection systens in the final regul ation,
then the EPA should be aware that in many cases the POTWand the
associ ated col l ection systens may not be owned by the sane
political entity. Commenter |V-D-03 also believed that the
sel ective absorption of the volatile organic conpounds (VOC) into
the oils and greases that are an integral part of sewage and the
resulting attenuation of VOC em ssions are significant and shoul d
be subject to further evaluation. Comenter |V-D-06 provided
information on industry trends to reduce or elimnate HAP
em ssions and Commenters |IV-D-06 and |V-D-09 provided information
on industry trends in industrial HAP discharges via wastewater.
Commenter |V-D-10 believed that it is premature for the EPA to
propose MACT standards for wastewater collection systens due to a
| ack of HAP em ssions data and evaluation of the feasibility and
cost-effectiveness of controlling HAP em ssions from col |l ection
systens. The commenter believed that the EPA nust investigate
the benefits of regional environnmental regulations, such as
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aggressive pretreatnent prograns or the California South Coast
Air Basis's transition to water-based solvents as an air quality
control neasure, on reduci ng HAP em ssions from wast ewat er

coll ection systens. The commenter urged the EPA to work with
AVMBA to assess the technical feasibility and cost-effectiveness
of avail able control technologies. Commenter |V-D 11 believed
that it is premature for the EPA to propose MACT eni ssions
standards for wastewater collection systens due to a | ack of HAP
em ssions data and eval uation of the practicality of such
standards. Commenter |1V-D 11 stated that source control is the
best nethod for reduci ng HAP em ssions from sewers. Conmenter

| V-D-11 al so nade the foll ow ng points concerning pretreatnent:
(1) since the proposed MACT for existing sources is no control,
pretreatnment should not be considered as a control for existing
sources but could be used as a control option in |ieu of covers
at new sources; (2) pretreatnent is a pollution prevention
measure, and as such, is a higher order control technol ogy than
add-on control devices; (3) the estimated efficacy and cost of
pretreatnment can vary significantly anong facilities due to
facility-specific conditions; and (4) many facilities’
pretreatnment prograns are advanced and very effective, thus there
may be little or no potential for further em ssions reduction.
Commenter |V-D- 14 agreed with the EPA that HAP em ssions from
wast ewat er col |l ection systens could be significant, and that for
certain POTW pretreatnent could reduce HAP em ssions from both
the collection systemand the POTWtreatnent plant. Comenters
| V-D-12 and |1 V-D 18, although unable to provide sufficient data
to denonstrate the effectiveness of pretreatnent as an
alternative control for HAP em ssions supported the pretreatnent
concept and believed that it could be an additional neans of
control to reduce HAP em ssions from POTW |n addition,
Commenter |V-D-08 believed that pretreatnent or pollution
prevention at the source are the preferred nmethods for reducing
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HAP em ssions from POTWtreatnent plants. Comenter |V-D- 14
believed there is nore evidence regardi ng HAP em ssions from
sewers than is reflected in the proposed rul e package, and that

t he evidence indicates that |large fractions of volatile HAP are
emtted fromwastewater upstreamof treatnment plants. Comenter

| V-D-14 provided a |ist of publications generated by his research
teamto support any future assessnment of nunicipal sewers as
sources of HAP em ssions.

Several commenters provided information on pretreatnent, as
requested in the proposal. Comenter 1V-D-09, IV-D-11, and |IV-D
15 supplied quantitative data and/or qualitative information on
their pretreatnment prograns. This information included
hi storical HAP influent nonitoring data; details of pretreatnent
prograns that were successful at reducing HAP | oadi ngs to POTW
actual costs of inplenenting and operating effective pretreatnent
prograns; data on observed trends in industrial HAP di scharges
via wastewater; and estimated costs of controlling HAP em ssions
through pretreatnment. This information generally indicated that
pretreatnment prograns were effective at reduci ng HAP | oadi ng to,
and presumably HAP em ssions from POTW |In addition, Comrenter
| V-D- 03 expressed interest in designing, with the EPA' s
cooperation, a pilot study to gauge the effectiveness of
addi tional pretreatnent so that neasurable paraneters can be
obt ai ned.

Response: Sufficient information is not currently avail able
to the Admnistrator to require MACT controls on HAP em ssions
fromcollection systens. The infornmation supplied by the
comenters has been placed in the docket, and will be consi dered
at such tine as the EPA decides to devel op regul ations for
col | ection systens.

Comment: Commrenter |V-D-05 recomrended that the EPA adopt
pretreatnment limts to reduce HAP em ssions at POTW and bel i eved
that by using the existing pretreatnent program of the C ean
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Water Act the EPA could direct its efforts upstream at the
original source of the HAP and nore effectively reduce HAP

em ssions from POTW Comenter |V-D-05 urged the EPA to add this
objective to the current |ist of objectives found in the General
Pretreat ment Regul ations (40 CFR 403). Commenter |1V-D-09 stated
that the responsibility for HAP em ssions should remain with the
i ndustrial discharger by NESHAP requiring zero or mnim

di scharge of HAP to the sanitary sewer system and not regul ated
by the industrial pretreatnment prograns at POTW

Response: Sufficient information is not currently avail able
to the Admnistrator to require pretreatnment as a HAP em ssions
control nethod for POTW Information submtted in response to
solicitation in the POTW proposal has not provided sufficient
data to allow pronulgation of a rule requiring pretreatnent as a
control nethod.

Comment: Commrenter |V-D-07 believed that, although the EPA
stated in the preanble to the proposed regul ati on that AMSA
recomended pretreatnment as the preferred nmethod for reduci ng HAP
em ssions from POTW the EPA should devel op cost anal ysis
information to create guidelines for determ ning the economc
viability of add-on control technol ogy vs. pretreatnent for
facilities within this source category.

Response: The EPA is not requiring pretreatnent to control
HAP em ssions from POTWtreatnent plants, rather it is nentioned
as an exanple of a possible alternative control nethodol ogy. The
EPA does not devel op cost anal yses for all possible control
alternatives

Comrent: Commenter |V-D-10 provi ded general exanples of
pretreatnment prograns that they have instituted and, although the
overall effectiveness of these prograns in reduci ng HAP | oadi ng
to POTW has not been eval uated, they believe such prograns are
effective at HAP em ssions reduction. The comenter believed
that the benefits associated with existing prograns such as these
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shoul d be recogni zed and accommopdat ed by any MACT standard
proposed for collection systenms. Further, commenter |V-D 10
(1) recomrended that the EPA investigate HAP source reduction
prograns at the consuner |evel, such as educating the public
about consuner products which contain HAP and reducing their
uses; (2) requested that the regulation of VOC content of
products discharged into the collection system be considered as
an alternative control strategy to establishing a MACT standard
for wastewater collection systens; and (3) reconmended that the
EPA consult wth the California Air Resources Board which has
promul gated regul ati ons for consuner products.

Response: Under the alternative performance standard, new or
reconstructed POTW can reduce em ssions using source reduction.

Comment: Commrenter |V-D-19 believed pretreatnent of
i ndustrial wastewater to mnimze HAP prior to discharging to the
sewer would be the nost sensible and effective neasure for
controlling toxic em ssions fromboth sewer collection systens
and POTWtreatnent plants. However the commenter did not believe
that the industry would provide sufficient data on pretreatnent,
and that the EPA should request all POTWto report their existing
pretreatnment |limtations on industrial dischargers of any of 118
HAP. The commenter believed that, fromthese data, the EPA could
establish the MACT fl oor and em ssions standards for the POTW
pretreat ment program

Response: The EPA agrees with the commenter that
pretreatnment woul d be an effective nmeans for controlling HAP
em ssions fromboth collection systens and POTWtreatnment plants.
The EPA has reviewed all avail able data and was unable to
determ ne a MACT fl oor based on pretreatnment permt |limtations.
I f sufficient data characterizing HAP em ssions reduction as a
result of pretreatnent prograns becone avail able, the EPA w |
review the data and anend the rule as necessary and appropri ate.
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17.0 M SCELLANEQUS COMMVENTS

Comrent: Commenter |1V-D-02 |iked the "plain | anguage”
format of the proposed rule.

Response: No response necessary.

Comment: Comrenter |V-D-10 recomended that the rul e use
the units "I b/yr" or "ton/yr" rather than "negagrans/year".

Response: The EPA is required to use netric units.
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