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1.0 SUMVARY

On August 27, 1997, the U.S. Environnental Protection
Agency (EPA) proposed amendnents to 40 CFR Parts 60, 61, and
63 to reflect m scellaneous editorial changes and technical
corrections throughout the parts in sections pertaining to
source testing or nonitoring of em ssions and operations and
added Performance Specification 15 (PS 15) to Appendi x B of
Part 60. In addition, the test nethods in Appendi x A of Part
60, Appendix B of Part 61, Appendix A of Part 63, and the
performance specifications in Appendix B of Part 60 were
restructured in the format recomrended by the Environnmental
Moni t ori ng Managenent Council (EMVC) to achieve uniformty and
consi stency between Agency nethods (62 FR 45369). EMVC s
nmet hods format is outlined in Appendix A of this sunmary. On
Novenmber 18, 1997, EPA announced, in the Federal Register, the

reopeni ng of the public comrent period to allow the affected

public sufficient time to review and comment on the proposed
action (62 FR 61483). Public coments on the proposal were
requested at the tinme the amendnments were proposed in the

Federal Reqgister. There were 28 comment letters (see Table 1-

1) submtted by facility owners and operators, trade

associ ations, State and | ocal air pollution control agencies,
envi ronnental consultants, and private citizens. Sunmmaries of
the coments that were submtted, along with EPA’s responses

to these comments, are presented in this docunent. This
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comment summary and the Agency’s responses serve as the basis
for the revisions made between proposal and pronul gati on.
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2.0 GENERAL

2.1 STATEMENT OF BASI S AND PURPOSE

Comment : Several commenters stated that the preanble
| anguage for this proposal was inadequate. Section 307(d) of
the Clean Air Act, which applies to this rul emaking, requires
that the Agency provide a “statenent of basis and purpose” for
its proposal. One purpose of this provision is to provide
adequate notice to potential comenters regardi ng the content
of and rational e underlying the proposal. Comenters stated
that, in this proposal, EPA did not provide an adequate basis
and purpose statenment and m sled the readers into thinking
t hat the proposal contained no substantive changes to the test
met hods. To inply that were are no substantive changes being

made, and then not even include the text of the changes in the

Federal Reqgister, violates the spirit and intent of Section
307(d). Based on the nunber of substantive changes in this
proposal, and in |ight of the Section 307(d) requirenents, the
comenters feel that EPA nust address these issues in a new
proposal, before it may go final with the proposal it has
published. If EPAis interested in going forward with the
proposal, EPA should repropose the changes with an adequate
preanbl e di scussi on sunmari zi ng the proposed changes and
adequately explaining the Agency’ s basis for the proposed
changes. (1V-D-05, IV-D-20, IV-D-21)

Response: We agree that the preanble to the proposed
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rule may not have given adequate public notice for some of the
revisions. The revisions to the continuous instrunental
met hods (Met hod 3A, 6C, 7E, 10, and 20) may be consi dered
substantive, but were not enunerated in the preanmble nor was a
supporting rationale given. To renmedy this, the revisions to
Met hods 3A, 6C, 7E, 10, and 20 will be reproposed as a
separate rul e subsequent to this final rule. The comments on
t hese nethod that were received under the proposal of this
rule will be addressed after the reproposal with any
addi ti onal comments that may be received.

Comment: One commenter stated that all of the 40 CFR Part
60 Appendi x A test nethods should be updated to nore current
technol ogy without creating restrictions that limt the
ability to measure the specific pollutants. The current
percent tolerance allowed by the calibration error,
calibration drift, bias and/or interference check for Methods
3A, 6C, and 7E should remain the sane for the proposed
nodi fications to the specific nmethods. Method 10 should be
nodified to require the sanme performance specifications as
Met hods 3A, 6C, and 7E. Method 25 should be nodified to all ow
direct sanple interface with the newer nmethane/ nonnet hane
anal yzers avail able from gas anal yzer manufacturers. Method
25 should also be nodified to have fixed performance
specifications for the analyzer/sanple interface simlar to
Met hods 3A, 6C, 7E, and 10. (1V-D-03)

Response: The coments on Methods 3A, 6C, 7E, and 10
wi Il be addressed in the future reproposal of these revisions.
The performance specifications for these nethods are too
stringent to be applied to Method 25. It is doubtful that the
newer net hane/ nonnet hane anal yzers are capable of neeting the

performance requirenments of Method 25, and their use in direct
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sanple interface would not satisfy the current sanpling
requi renents.

2.2 AMERI CAN SCCI ETY OF TESTI NG AND MATERI ALS ( ASTM
STANDARDS REFERENCES

Comment : Several commenters stated that EPA needs to
update the references to ASTM Standards to i nclude the nobst
recent versions of the Standards. Sonetinmes, however, there
are substantive changes when an ASTM standard i s updat ed.
Therefore, it is critical that the version of the standard in
use when a subpart was pronul gated continues to be avail abl e
as a basis for determning conpliance. A list of the nost
recent ASTM Standards is included in this sumary docunent as
Appendi x A.  (IVv-D-07, IV-D-11, I1V-D-12, |1V-D 20)

Response: The ASTM standards cited in the test nethods
and associ ated subparts were updated in the proposed rule to
i nclude the nost recent versions. These nore recent, non-
cited versions were evaluated to ensure that the updates did
not alter the intent of their original application. The ol der
versions of the standards cited when the subparts were
promul gated will still be allowed.

Comment: One commenter stated that the new nomencl ature
used to reference ASTM standards shoul d be explained clearly
in the regulatory | anguage. The comenter recomends addi ng
| anguage to 860.17, 861.18, and 863.14 to state that “the
nomencl ature ASTM XXXX - Y, Z nmeans ASTM Standard XXXX - Y or
ASTM St andard XXXX - Z may be used at the owner or operator’s
di scretion.” (I1V-D-12)

Response: The General Provisions to the appropriate parts

wi |l be anmended to add this | anguage.
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Comrent : One commrenter strongly encourages the EPA to
clearly state in the preanble to the final revisions that the
i ntent of updating ASTM standards is to all ow use of any of
the listed versions of the standard. (1V-D12)

Response: This will be stated in the preanble to the

final rule.

2.3 ENGLI SH METRI C CONVERSI ONS

Coment: One commenter recommends that the EPA clarify
that conpliance with either the nmetric or English conpliance
limts given in the rule is allowed. (IV-D12)

Response: Qur policy is that, under normal situations,
either netric or English conpliance limts may be used. The
standard should be given in 2 or 3 significant figures.
Whenever rounding off results in a discrepancy in the
conpliance status between the netric and English units, the
metric units govern. This is an Agency enforcenent policy.

Comment: One commenter stated that changes in the
exi sting English unit emssion limts should not be nmade in
this rul emaki ng, but should be separately proposed as changes
in the requirenments of the inpacted subpart so that affected
sources can be given adequate notice. Therefore, the
comrent er reconmmends EPA wi t hdraw and repropose under nore
appropriate titles, and with full publication in the Federal
Reqgi ster, the foll owi ng proposed changes and any ot her changes
in the English unit em ssion limts - Part 60 Proposed
Revi si ons 37, 51, 58, and 548. (IV-D-12)

Response: The intent of the revisions in this rule is
not to change any em ssion standard but to add customary

alternative units where they were | acking. Since these
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revi sions are considered m nor and conformto already
est abl i shed Agency conventions, we feel a reproposal wth
addi tional public review is not necessary.

Comrent: Due to the large nunber of errors in the
English/nmetric conversions, one comenter reconmmended a
t horough QA/ QC of these values. (1V-D12)

Response: We are not aware of |arge nunbers of errors in
the English/nmetric conversions. The revisions in this rule

have been eval uated for accuracy.

3.0 40 CFR PART 60

3.1 PART 60 PROPOSED REGULATORY REVI SI ONS

3.1.1 Gener al

Comment: One commenter stated that while useful
i nprovenents to heat capacity and flare velocity fornulas are
proposed in the Part 60 revisions, they include errors and are
not consistently proposed. The commenter recomends extending
the changes to the flare and heat capacity |anguage in Part 60
Proposed Revisions 442 through 446 to all flare and heat
capacity requirenents in the three parts (after making
corrections to the errors). Also, revise 860.18 and 863.11 to
match the changes in this proposal. Finally, change and
correct Part 60 proposed revisions 341 through 344, 485, Part
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61 proposed revision 120, etc., to have identical content to
those in 442 through 446, and search parts 60, 61, and 63
subparts to locate all other places that flare and heat
capacity requirenments occur and revise themto match (i.e.,
same nunmber of significant figures, sanme units, etc.). (IV-D
12)

Response: The intent of these revisions is to inprove
and correct a |large portion of the heat capacity and flare
velocity formulas throughout the Parts 60, 61, and 63 rules.
However, due to time constraints and evol ving rules, nost of
t he useful suggestion extending these revisions to other rules
wi Il have to be made at a | ater date.

Coment: Throughout Parts 60, 61, and 63 “tenperature
moni tori ng devices” are required (860.563, 860.613, 860.663,
860. 703, 861.303, and 863.111) to have an accuracy of “z%1
percent of the tenperature being nmeasured, or =0.5EC,
whi chever is greater.” One comrenter noted that, in a few
cases, a change is proposed in the wording of this requirenent
(revision 551). The commenter pointed out that common
t hernmocoupl es cannot neet this specification. All subparts
need to have the exact sane specification for this frequently
used nonitoring device. The comrenter recomends changi ng the
tenperature nonitoring accuracy requirenents throughout the
three parts from“£1 percent of the tenperature being neasured
or =0.5EC, whichever is greater” to “£0.75 percent of the
t enperature being nmeasured or +2.5EC, whichever is greater,”
which is the standard specified in sone subparts (e.g., Part
60 proposed revisions 286 and 353) and is consistent with the
common J and K thernocoupl e specifications. (I1V-D-12)

Response: The changes the comenter recomended nay

change the stringency of the requirenents in sone cases and is
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beyond the scope of this mnor rul emaking. The
recommendati ons woul d add consistency to the tenperature
devi ce requirenments but would be better addressed under a

separate proposal notice.

3.1.2 Subpart A-General Provisions

Comment: Two commenters noted that the revisions to
860.13(g) (1) may require some utilities to revise report
generation procedures and software. The comenters felt that,
since reporting requirements vary between States, utilities
shoul d not be required to nmodify their current procedures or
software. They also felt that this issue should be addressed
in 860.7, as opposed to 860.13, with possible exceptions
di scussed in specific subparts. (I1V-D-05, |1V-D 20)

Response: To preclude utilities having to nodify their
current procedures or software, the revision requiring the
subm ttal of one report of the excess em ssions and nonitoring
system performance has been dropped.

Comment: One commenter noted that in 860.13(g)(2), EPA
appears to be adding a requirenent to install flow nonitors
for utilities that measure opacity separately fromnultiple
exhaust ducts that are being combined into a common st ack.

The commenter felt that requiring flow nonitors will create an
enor nous burden on industry and constitutes a very significant
change in the regulations. The commenter suggested that
source owners be allowed to neasure and report opacity val ues
separately for each source when different standards apply.

Al so, for CEMS (other than opacity nonitors), when conbi ned
exhausts have different standards, Section 60.13(g) should
permt the use of apportioning nmethods or the use of

determ nations by difference. (1V-D 05)
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Response: It is not the intent of this amendnent to
860.13(g)(2) to require any equi pnment beyond that currently
used. The intent is to clarify the rule by explicitly stating
the requirements of an emni ssion nmeasurement configuration that
was not addressed in the general nonitoring provisions.

Comrent: One commenter noted that in 860.13(j)(2), the
word “alternative” appears to have been omtted. (1V-D05)

Response: This was an unintentional om ssion. The word
“alternative” has been added.

Comment: One commenter stated that, in Revision 5,
proposed 860.13(g)(1) is inconplete and establishes a new and
different requirement fromthe pronul gated | anguage because a
sentence fromthe old 860.13(g) was left out. The sentence
“When the effluent fromone affected facility is released to
t he at nosphere through nore than one point, the owner or
operator shall install an applicable continuous nonitoring
system on each separate effluent unless installation of fewer
systens is approved by the Adm nistrator” is mssing. This
sentence should be added to the proposed 860.13(g)(1). If it
was the intent to change the requirenment, then inadequate
public notice was provided by not discussing the change and
its basis in the preanble to the rule. In such a case, this
change should be renmobved fromthis package and reproposed with
adequat e explanation and justification. (I1V-D12)

Response: Om ssion of this sentence was unintentional;
it has been added to 860.13(g)(1).

3.1.3 Subpart D- Standards of Performance for Fossil - Fuel
Fired Steam Generators for Wiich Construction is
Comrenced After August 17, 1971

Comment: One commenter stated that, in 860.43c(a)(1),
0.051 Ib/mlIlion BTU should be used for the English equival ent
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of the emssion limt. (IV-D-05)

Response: We agree with the commenter. Em ssion
st andards should contain at |east two but no nore than three
significant figures. However, updating all em ssion standards
to reflect the desired significant figures is beyond the scope
of our updating the testing provisions. Such an update woul d
have to be made under a separate proposal that coul d assess

and address any resulting inmpacts of such revisions.

3.1.4 Subpart Da- Standards of Performance for Electric
Utility Steam Generating Units for Which
Construction is Comenced After Septenber 8, 1978

Comment: One commenter noted that, in Revision 63 for

860. 48c(b), the word “CEMS” in the current rule should be

changed to “CEMS and/or COMS,” not to “continuous nonitoring

system” The latter is defined to include paranmeter nonitors
as well as CEMS and COMS and the | ess precise | anguage of the
proposed change woul d be confusing. (IV-D12)

Response: We agree, and this change has been made.

3.1.5 Subpart Ea- Standards of Performance for Minici pal
Wast e Combustors

Comment: One commenter stated that, in Revision 67 for
860. 51a, the proposal to replace the CEM definition with a CMS
definition is unworkable, since CEMS are referred to
t hr oughout 860.58a and 59a. Rather, the commenter recomends
adding the CMS definition in addition to the current CEM
definition and then revising 860.58a and 59a, as needed, to
refer to the correct definition. (IV-D12)

Response: W agree and have made the recomended

revi si ons.
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3.1.6 Subpart J-Standards of Perfornmance for Petrol eum
Refineries

Comment: In Revisions 78 and 81, one commenter stated
t hat changing the required span setting for the oxygen (O)
anal yzer required by 860.105 from 10% to 25% reduces the
accuracy of the O, reading and can prevent use of existing
anal yzers. The existing analyzers frequently are set at 10%
span in order to nonitor the conbustor’s O, | evel for energy
efficiency and control purposes. Were O |levels are kept
low, to reduce fuel consunption and em ssions, an O, anal yzer
set at 10%is preferable. Since O, analyzers are able to
cover the entire range (they are normally calibrated with air)
and the proposal noves to the | owest accuracy span, the
comment er recomends del eting the span setting requirenment
altogether. As long as an O, reading is required, the needs
of the rule are met. (1V-D-12)

Response: We agree. The span setting requirenment for
the O, anal yzer has been dropped.

Comrent : Revision 82, proposes to revise
860.105(a)(6)(ii) to read as foll ows:

“The performance evaluations for this reduced sul fur (and

O,) nonitor under 860.13(c) shall use Performance

Specification 5.7
One commenter feels that the proposed revision to
860. 105(a)(6)(ii) should be revised to the follow ng for

clarity: “The performance eval uations for this reduced
sul fur (and G) nonitor under 860.13(c) shall
use Performance Specification 5 of Appendi x B of
this Part (and Performance Specification 3 of
Appendi x B of this Part for the O analyzer).”
(I'V-D-12)
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Response: Thi s recommendati on has been made to add
clarity.

3.1.7 Subpart GG Standards of Performance for Stationary
Gas Tur bi nes

Comment : One commenter suggested revising 860.335 so that
the use of 29.92 in. Hg is acceptable for P, and the
baronmetric pressure for the date of the test for P, in the I SO
standard NQ, equation. (IV-D 23)

Response: The commenter’s suggestions appear feasible.
However, the Agency needs to study the matter further before a
deci sion can be made. This suggested revision to 60.335 wil
be handled in a separate future rulemking to give the public
opportunity for conment.

Comrent : One commenter suggested that the NQ nonitor span
val ue of 300 ppm required when testing Subpart GG gas turbines
shoul d be renpved or revised to state that a “nmaxi nrum span
val ue of 300 should be used.” The commenter felt that EPA
shoul d also elimnate the need to test at four | oads when
steaminjection is not used. Testing should be required at
peak |l oad only, if no controls are enployed and at | ow and
hi gh I oads only, if dry lowNQ, controls are being used. (IV-
D- 05)

Response: Language has been added to Subpart GG
all owing a nonitor span values |ess than 300 ppm provi ded al
collected data is within the instrunent calibration range.

We disagree with the commenter’s desire to elimnate the
test at four |oads when steaminjection is not used. This
requi rement remains unchanged.

Comrent: One commenter noted that in 860.335, the NQ

synbols used in the revised text for this section are

3-7



identical. The comenter stated that the second synbol should
be NO, (IV-D-05)
Response: We agree, and the correction has been made.

3.1.8 Subpart VV- Standards of Performance for Equi pnent
Leaks of VOC in the Synthetic Organic Chem cal s
Manuf acturing I ndustry

Comment: Revision 322 for 8§860.481, states:

“I'n 860.481, under the definition In vacuum servi ce,
beginning in line 3, revise the words “5 kil opascal s

(kPa)” to “5 kilopascals (kPa) (19.7 in. HO.”
One commenter recommends changi ng the proposed revision as
follows to match Part 61 proposed revision 113 and to use a
nore conmon unit of process nmeasurenment, psia:
“I'n 860.481, under the definition for In vacuum service,
beginning in line 3, revise the words ‘5 kil opascal s
(kPa)’ to ‘5 kilopascals (kPa) (0.7 psia).”” (IV-D-12)
Response: This change has been made.
Comment: One commenter stated that, in Revision 342 for
860. 485 in proposed new paragraph (4), the constant K should
be 1.740 x 107 not 1.740 x 107, the English unit version of
t hat constant should be 1.029 x 108 and C should say
“concentration on a wet basis of ...”. (I1V-D12)

Response: These corrections have been made.

3.1.9 Subpart DDD- St andards of Performance for Vol atile
Organi ¢ Conmpound (VOC) Em ssions Fromthe Pol yner
Manuf acturing I ndustry

Comment: One commenter stated that, in Revision 422 for

860. 560, there is an error in the revised table that should be
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changed from“0.05 (1.10)>" to “0.05 (0.11)%M " (1V-D-12)

Response: This correction has been made.

Comment: One commenter noted that, in Revision 442 for
860.564, there is an error in the equation that should be
corrected by changing the heat conmbustion termto “H” from
“J;” for consistency with other equations and the |ist of
ternms bel ow the equation. There is also an error in the
second parenthetical expression in the definition of the HT
term The expression should be “(77EF and 30 in. Hg)” not
“(68EF and 30 in. Hg)”. The new English unit version of Kj
shoul d al so be corrected to 1.029 x 108  The val ue proposed
for K; is 4.67 x 10°¢ (1/ppm (| b-nol e/ scf)(Btu/kcal). (IV-D-
12)

Response: These corrections have been made.

Comment : One commenter stated that, in Revision 446 for
860. 564, EPA should correct the units of the metric version
and the value and units of the English version of constant K,
to match the correct values presented in proposed revision 341
for the sanme constant, |abeled K, there. (IV-D12)

Response: This correction has been nade.

3.1.10 Subpart I11-Standards of Performance for Volatile
Organi ¢ Conmpound (VOC) Em ssions Fromthe Synthetic
Organic Chem cal Manufacturing Industry (SOCM) Air
Oxi dation Unit Processes

Comrent : One comrenter suggested that, in Revisions 483
for 860.614, rather than changing “4 inches” to “10
t hese paragraphs shoul d be changed

centinmeters (4 inches),’
from“smaller than 4 inches in dianmeter” to “with a nom nal
di anmeter of 10 centineters (4 inches) or less.” Pipe

di aneters are not precise and there can be confusion over
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whet her inside or outside diameter is being specified. (IV-D
12)

Response: The convention is to give the netric dinmension
foll owed by the English dinmension. The note that this is a
nom nal dianmeter will be inserted.

Comrent: In Revision 485 in proposed newly redesignated
860.614(e)(4), one commenter stated that EPA should correct
the new English unit version of K, to 1.029 x 108 The K;
val ue proposed is 1.01 x 10 (1/ppm (I b-nol e/ scf) (Btu/kcal).
Also, inthe C term revise “ASTM D1946-77" to “ASTM D1946-
77,90,94" to match revisions el sewhere. (I1V-D-12)

Response: These corrections have been nmade.

Coment: In regard to Revision 487 for proposed newy
redesi gnated 860.614(f)(1)(i), one conmenter noted there is an
error in the second parenthetical expression in the definition
of the HT term The expression should be “(77EF and 30 in.
Hg)” instead of “(68EF and 30 in. Hg).” (IV-D-12)

Response: This correction has been made.

Comment : One commenter noted that, in Revision 489 for
the proposed newy redesignated 860.614(f)(1)(ii), there is
an error in the second parenthetical expression in the
definition of the HVAL term The expression should be “(77EF
and 30 in. Hg)” instead of “(68EF and 30 in. Hg).” (IV-D-12)

Response: This correction has been nmade.

Comment: One commenter noted that, in Revision 490 for
t he proposed newly redesignated 860.614(f)(2), there is an
error in the second parenthetical expression in the definition
of the HT term The expression should be “(77EF and 30 i n.
Hg)” instead of “(68EF and 30 in. Hg).” (IV-D12)

Response: This correction has been nade.
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3.1.11 Subpart NNN- St andards of Performance for Volatile
Organi ¢ Conpound (VOC) Em ssions From Synt hetic
Organi ¢ Chem cal Manufacturing Industry (SOCM )
Distillation Operations

Comment: One comment er suggested that, in Revisions 525
for 860.664, rather than changing “4 inches” to “10
centinmeters (4 inches),” these paragraphs shoul d be changed
from*“smaller than 4 inches in dianmeter” to “with a nom nal
di ameter of 10 centineters (4 inches) or less.” Pipe
di anmeters are not precise and there can be confusion over
whet her inside or outside dianeter is being specified. (I1V-D-
12)

Response: The convention is to give the nmetric di nension
foll owed by the English dinmension. The note that this is a
nom nal diameter will be inserted.

Coment: In Revision 528 for the proposed newy
redesi gnated 860.664(e)(4), one comenter noted that there is
an error in the new English unit version of K; that should be
corrected to 1.029 x 108  The K; value proposed is 1.01 x 10
L (2 ppm (I b-mol e/ scf)(Btu/kcal). (IV-D12)

Response: This correction has been made.

Comment: I n Revision 532 of the proposed newly
redesi gnated 860.664(f)(1)(i), one comenter noted that there
is an error in the second parenthetical expression in the
definition of the HT term The expression should be “(77EF
and 30 in. Hg)” instead of “(68EF and 30 in. Hg).” (I1V-D-12)

Response: This correction has been made.

Comrent: In Revision 535 of the proposed newy
redesi gnated 860.664(f)(2), one commenter noted that there is
an error in the second parenthetical expression in the

definition of the HT term The expression should be “(77EF
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and 30 in. Hg)” instead of “(68EF and 30 in. Hg).” (1V-D12)
Response: This correction has been nmade.

3.1.12 Subpart RRR- St andards of Performance for Volatile
Organi ¢ Conpound (VOC) Em ssions from Synt hetic
Organi ¢ Chem cal Manufacturing Industry (SOCM )
React or Processes

Coment: One commenter noted that many changes are
included in the proposal for New Source Performance Standards
(NSPS) Subpart 111, Standards of Perfornmance for Volatile
Organi ¢ Conmpound (VOC) Emi ssions Fromthe Synthetic Organic
Chem cal Manufacturing Industry (SOCM) Air Oxidation Unit
Processes, and Subpart NNN, Standards of Performance for
Vol atil e Organi c Conpound (VOC) Em ssions From Synthetic
Organi ¢ Chem cal Manufacturing Industry (SOCM) Distillation
Operations, but the related Subpart RRR is not addressed.

Due to the interactions of these subparts (e.g., conpliance
wi th Subpart NNN is considered conpliance with Subpart RRR for
appl i cabl e vents), the comenter recomrends revising Subpart
RRR to match the changes in Subparts IIl and NNN. (1V-D 12)

Response: Subpart RRR will be revised to match the

changes being made in Subparts Il and NNN in a future

rul emaki ng.

3.1.13 Subpart WAV St andar ds of Performance for Muinici pal
Solid Waste Landfills

Comment: One commenter feels that it would be helpful if
English units were added to Subpart WA After netric
nunbers, the commenter would |like to see the equival ent anount
in English units in parentheses. (IV-D-22)

Response: The English units have been added to Subpart
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VWA

Comment: I n Subpart WA one commenter noted that there
is no nention of various nodels to determ ne gas
generation/flow rates. One report nentions a “nodified Schol
Canyon Landfill Gas Em ssion Mdel.” The commenter asked if
this nmodel is acceptable for the maxinumflow rate to be in
accordance with 860.755(a)(1). |If it is acceptable to use
this nodel (or other nodels, e.g., Landfill Air Em ssion
Esti mati on nodel referenced in AP-42) to determ ne the maxi mum
gas generation flow rate (see 860.759(c)(2)), then the
comenter feels that it should be added to Subpart WAW (I V-
D-22)

Response: W did not endorse a specific nodel in Subpart
WAV because we wanted to all ow sources the maximum flexibility
in choosing nodels. We do not feel that this flexiblity
shoul d be jeopardized by listing specific nodels.

Comrent: One commrenter noted that, in Subpart WAW
860. 759(c) (2) references 860.755(a) (1), which says to use the
“k” and “Lo” factors fromthe nost recent AP-42. The nost
recent AP-42 is dated January 1995, which says to use the
default factors for “k” and “Lo” that will come out in the
final rule. The comenter feels that it would be easier to
reference 860.754(a)(1l) in 860.755(a)(1l) and use the default
val ues of 0.05 per year for “k” and 170 cubic neters per
megagram for “Lo.” (1V-D22)

Response: The recommended change is one we are
considering in future technical correction notice. This

revision may be made at that tinme.

3.2 PART 60, APPENDI X A- TEST METHODS
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3.2.1 Instrumental Test Methods - Methods 3A, 6C, 7E, 10, and
20

The follow ng coments were received fromthe proposal of
t he anmendnents to Methods 3A, 6C, 7E, 10, and 20. Because the
public was not given adequate notice of the method changes in
the preanble, the method revisions will be reproposed in the
near future as a separate notice. The comments are listed
here wi thout responses. The questions and responses will be
in the final rule to the reproposal so that future public
comments to the reproposal can be consi dered.

Comrent: Commenters stated that EPA should not proceed
with the proposed changes to Reference Methods 3A, 6C, and 7E.
The commenters feel that the preanble did not provide adequate
notice of the substantive changes proposed to these nethods.
(I'v-D-20, IV-D21)

Coment : Several comenters feel that the proposed
revisions to the instrunental test nmethods will make them nmuch
| ess applicable in situations where there is no established
em ssion limt because of their repeated reference to and
dependence upon “the concentration corresponding to the
em ssion standard.” The commenters noted that, fornerly,
qual ity assurance depended upon the instrunment’s neeting
criteria determ ned by the span (full-scale range) of the
instrunent itself. Under the proposed revisions, there would
be no basis for quality assurance criteria when no em ssion
standard exists for the source under test. The commenters
recommend anmendi ng the proposed revisions in order to
facilitate use of these methods where no standard exists or
actual em ssions may be substantially different fromthe
appl i cabl e standard. (1V-D-05, IV-D-21, IV-D-24, 1V-D 25, |V-
G 01)
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Comrent : Several comenters requested clarification on
how t o proceed when the applicable standard is not a sinple
concentration or mass em ssion limt, as is the case for power
pl ants, where these nmethods are nost frequently applied. The
comenters would like EPA to clarify what is “the
concentration corresponding to the em ssion standard” when the
[imt is inposed in terns of pounds of pollutant per mlIlion
BTU of heat input (Ib/MVBTU) as in 40 CFR Part 60 Subpart D.
The comrenters noted that an infinite conbinati on of poll utant
and di luent concentrations could result in the same | b/ MVBTU
em ssion | evel, yet the proposed revisions offer no gui dance
as to what concentration of either pollutant or diluent to use
to establish quality assurance criteria. (IV-D-19, 1V-D 21
| V- D- 25)

Comrent : Several comrenters noted that proposed nethods
3A, 6C and 7E require analyzer calibration gas selection to be
chosen based on pollutant concentration. The comrenters feel
that it is often not possible to identify poll utant
concentrations prior to testing and the proposed w de range of
acceptabl e calibration gases would all ow gases to be used that
coul d conprom se the accuracy of em ssions data. Although the
current calibration gas selection criteria my need to be
st andardi zed, the commenters feel that the span concept should
be retained and the selection of calibration gases should be
based on anal yzer span. The comrenters would also |ike
clarification on the thought process behind the elimnation of
the notion of span in the CEM nmet hods. Several commenters
noted that newer instrunents which do not have a span
sel ection but perform across a very broad range of
concentrations are not readily subject to the concept of span.

The comrenters suspect that it was this devel opnent that
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prompted the reference to “the concentration corresponding to
the em ssion standard.” The commenters recommend that, where
such an instrunment is enployed, the recent historic data be
used to determ ne an expected concentration and the choice of
calibration gases and quality assurance criteria be based on
this gas concentration. The comenters suggested that, if the
proposed changes are adopted anyway, they should be stated
nore clearly. They recommend that the analyzer be ranged so

t hat em ssions readi ngs average between 10 and 90% of span
(Iv-D-18, 1V-D-21, IV-D-24, 1V-D27, V-G 01)

Comrent: One commenter requested clarification on how the
revised definitions of bias and calibration limts can be
appl i ed when actual em ssions differ fromthe standard by nore
t han one order of magnitude to assure reliable data. (IV-D
25)

Comment: One commenter stated that the unnecessarily
conpl ex bias correction procedure in the proposed revisions
may | ead to expensive repetition of testing because bias
corrected data will not be imediately avail able and a fal se
conpliance determ nation could be nade on-site and have to be
reversed | ater after bias correction cal cul ati ons have been
performed. (IV-D-25)

Comrent : Several comrenters stated that they object to
the revision of the nmethods to require the use of high-Ievel
concentration gas for all system bias checks. Bias checks
shoul d al ways be performed with the calibration gas cl osest to
t he actual stack concentration. The comenters feel that EPA
shoul d require use of the calibration gas that is closest to
t he neasured concentration. (I1V-D-03, IV-D-18, IV-D-21, |IV-D
24, 1V-D-25, 1V-G01)

Comment: Several commenters stated that the zero and
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calibration drift requirenment should be retained in the
revised test nethods. The elimnation of a requirenent that
zero and calibration drift be determ ned follow ng each test
run reduces the chance that erroneous data caused by
instrument mal function will be detected and corrected quickly.
(I'v-D-03, IV-D-18, IV-D-25, 1V-G01)

Comrent: One commenter supported deleting the calibration
drift requirement. The comenter feels that omtting the
calibration drift test will not significantly affect the
accuracy of the data and should make reporting easier. (IV-D-
06)

Comment : One commenter stated that EPA should retain the
original calibration error, calibration drift, bias, and/or
interference check for Methods 3A, 6C, and 7E. (1V-D-03)

3.2.1.1 Method 3A-Determ nati on of Oxygen and Carbon Di oxi de
Concentrations in Em ssions From Stationary Sources
(I'nstrunmental Analyzer Procedure)

Coment: One commenter stated that many sections of
Met hod 3A reference Method 6C. Therefore, all of the conmments
on Method 6C in the referenced sections are also applicable to
Met hod 3A (see Section 3.2.1.2). (IV-D-05)

Comment: One commenter noted that there is no CO, or O
em ssion standard for any source. Therefore, the interference
test for this nethod cannot be done as witten. (I1V-D 05)

Comment: One commenter requested clarification on which
anal yzer error and bias error requirements would be applicable
for Method 3A for O, and CO,, since Method 3A refers to the
quality control limts of Method 6C. The commenter feels that
anal yzer calibration error and sanple systembias limts

wi t hout reference to a specific emssion limt would be
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hel pful when the EPA test methods are used for purposes other
t han show ng conpliance with NSPS. (IV-D-24)

Comment: One commenter noted that in Section 12, the old
gas concentration equation is retained rather than using the
new sl ope and intercept equation from Method 6C. The
commenter would like clarification as to the reasoning behind
this. (1V-D05)

3.2.1.2 Method 6C-Determ nation of Sul fur Di oxide Em ssions
From Stationary Sources (lnstrunmental Analyzer
Procedur e)

Comrent: Two commrenters reconmended del eting all
references to “the concentration corresponding to the em ssion
standard.” The applicable standard nmay not be conpatible with
t he nmethod, and the nmethod nmay be applied where no standard
has been established. 1In regard to Section 1.2, one commenter
suggests deleting “only when specified in an applicable
subpart of the regulations.” This will require that States
explicitly qualify their adoption by reference of these
nmet hods to assure that they apply to other sources as well.
(1V-D-05, |V-D-25)

Comment: One commenter noted that if the reference
met hods are being utilized for a relative accuracy test to
certify a CEM the additional error allowed by the proposed
revisions may greatly conproni se the data which is generated
by the CEM The comenter recomends that EPA fully exam ne
the relationship between PS-2 (and ot her perfornmance
specifications) and the proposed changes to the instrunental
met hods. (1V-D-18)

Comment : Several commenters stated that Section 3.3.1

shoul d be revised with reference to instrunment span or
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hi storic concentration. The comrenters suggest del eting
references to NSPS because such standards are stated in

| b/ MMBTU and do not specify a concentration standard. A
second reconmendation is to revise this section to read
sonething simlar to the foll ow ng:

“The high-1level gas shall be such that the em ssion
standard is not |less than 20 percent of the high-1evel
gas and none of the sanple concentrations exceed the

hi gh-1evel gas.” (1V-D-03, IV-D-21, IV-D-25, |V-G 01)

Comrent: One commenter noted that high-level calibration
gas is now defined in terns of the “concentrations of
interest” and it is stated that the “concentrati ons of
interest” should be 20-80 percent of the high-level gas val ue.
The “concentration of interest” is defined as the
“concentration corresponding to the em ssions standard.” The
comenter feels that this creates confusion as to the correct
sel ection of high calibration gas value. Also, the comrenter
feels that using the “concentration of interest” term nology
| eaves the anal yzer span val ue undefined. By not defining
anal yzer span with respect to the | evel of measurenents to be
made (as was previously done), EPA is encouraging the use of
non- opti mum anal yzer ranges (spans). Another conmmenter
suggests that neasurenments up to 100% of the concentrations of
interest be allowed. By restricting the nmeasurenment to 80%
the commenter feels that EPA is forcing the use of
artificially high calibration gases. This proposed
termnology will lead to nore confusion about calibration gas
val ues, which may | ead to decreased accuracy of nonitors and
potentially nore failed RATAs. (1V-D-05, |V-D 20)

Coment: In regard to Section 6.1, one comenter stated

t hat any neasurenment systemis inconsistent with Section 2.1.
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The comrenter asked if this nethod is |imted to the three
types of instruments nmentioned in the summary, or if it is
truly any nmeasurenent system (IV-D-08)

Comment: One commenter noted that Sections 6.1.1, 6.1.2,
and 8.2.2.1 state that the sanpling probe nust be heated. The
commenter feels that it is unclear whether the probe nmust be
electrically heated, or whether a hot stack can be sufficient
to heat the probe. The comenter recomrends clarifying these
par agraphs to provide that the exit tenperature of the
sanpling probe should be naintained to at |east 95EC to
prevent condensation if the stack tenperature is greater than
95EC or to at | east 5EC greater than the stack gas tenperature
for stacks with tenperatures |ess than 95EC. (IV-D- 21)

Comrent: In regard to Sections 6.1.2 and 6.1.5, one
comment er suggests including tenperatures in EF as well as EC
Many instrunments only provide tenperature data in English
units and personnel are nore famliar with this system The
comment er noted that Method 5 specifies a probe tenperature of
120EC +14EC (248EF +25EF) to prevent condensation. The
commenter feels that this tenperature may be nore appropriate.
(1V-D-25)

Comrent: In regard to Section 6.1.10, one commenter
requested clarification of the statenent “whichever is |ess
restrictive.” The commenter requested that, if this neans
whi chever requires fewer sanples, EPA clarify why nore rather
t han fewer sanples is required. (IV-D25)

Coment: In regard to Section 8.1, one comenter
suggested that EPA specify a m nimum nunber of sanpling points
to be used when there is no applicable regulation. Another
comment er suggested including the follow ng description of the

sanpling site and sanpling points:
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“The sanpling site nust conformto EPA Method 1 criteria.
The sanme criteria specified in an applicable regul ation
must be used to determ ne the nunmber of sanpling points.
O herwi se, if the nunmber of sanple points is not
specified in an applicable regulation then a single
sanpl e point may be sanpled provided that the gas in the
stack is not stratified. The sanple point should be near
the centroid of the stack or at least 1 nmeter fromthe
stack inside wall, whichever is less restrictive.” (IV-
D-03, |V-D-25)

Comrent: In regard to Section 8.2.3, one comenter
recommends that EPA replace “high-level gas” with “gas cl osest
to stack concentration.” (1V-D-25)

Comrent: In regard to Section 8.2.3.2, nmany comenters
suggested that EPA retain the original bias check
specification of 5% instead of the newly proposed 10% of the
em ssion standard. The comenters feel that, if the bias
exceeded 5% of the span, there nust be a significant problem
with the sanple conditioning systemthat nust be fixed. The
comment ers suggest the sanpling system bias be calculated in
ternms of percent of span. One commenter noted that, aside
fromthe fact that the bias check calculation will not work
due to the em ssion standard dependence, the change could
result in a tighter or | ooser specification, depending on the
rel ati onship of the measurenments being nade to the high-Ievel
calibration gas. (IV-D-03, IV-D-05, IV-D-06, IV-D-19, 1V-D
27)

Comment: One commenter stated that, in Section 8.3, the
interference check procedures should be revised. The
commenter feels that developing interference data is the
responsibility of the instrument supplier, not the tester.
The comenter stated that this requirenment is excessive and

will lead to sloppy work or actual falsification of
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interference data and will Iimt the range of sources where
t he method can be used. (IV-D 25)

Comment: One commenter noted that the definition of
interference check that the Agency has proposed states that
Met hod 6 sanples are acquired at the sanple bypass vent. The
comment er recomends that the Method 6 sanple should be taken
i ndependently fromthe stack and not fromthe bypass vent.
(1V-D 21)

Coment: One commenter noted that Section 8.3 requires
that the interference check nmust be run with the initial field
test. The commenter reconmends that EPA provide nore
flexibility in this paragraph by allow ng interference checks
to be run during or before an initial field test. (IV-D21)

Comment: Two commenters noted that Section 8.3 states
that the interference check should be conducted for at |east
three runs during the “initial field test on a particul ar
source category.” The comenter would like EPA to clarify if
this nmeans that the tester is obligated to conduct
interference checks during the first sanpling event for a
boiler, or if source category neans that it is for gas
boilers, oil boilers, coal boilers, etc. The comenter would
also like to know if it is the first sanpling event in a state
or region, or the first sanpling event of a cal endar year.

Al so, the comenter would like to know if it nmust be repeated
i f an anal yzer undergoes significant maintenance. One
commenter noted that an interference check is required to be
conducted at each source category. The comenter recomrends
t hat EPA consider nodifying this requirement by stating that
once an interference check by a conpany (e.g., an auditor or
consultant) is perfornmed on a certain make or nodel of a

sul fur di oxide analyzer, that additional interference checks
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on that conpany’s sanme nodel analyzers need not be perforned.
(1V-D-18, |V-D- 27)

Coment: In regard to Section 8.4, one comenter
suggested that EPA specify a mninmum sanpling time to use when
there is no applicable regulation. (IV-D25)

Comrent: In regard to Section 8.5.2, two commenters
suggested elimnating the proposed conplex statistical
procedure and retaining the original bias correction fornula.
The comrenters also feel that if this does beconme the nmeans to
correct the raw data, the proposed | anguage in this section is
not sufficient to explain howto correctly apply this
procedure. (IV-D-19, |V-D-25)

Comment: In regard to Section 8.6, one commenter noted
t hat EPA perforned a study on the neasurenent of | ow-Ievel
concentrations and concluded that an absolute limt (i.e., ppm
SO, rather than percent) be set when neasuring | ow1Ieve
concentrations. The commenter feels that the same needs to be
done for the interference checks. When neasuring
concentrations down at the 10-50 ppmlevels, it is difficult
to neet the 7 percent of the nodified Method 6 result. The
comment er suggests including some of the guidance information
found in Em ssion Measurenent Technical Information Center
(EMTI C) Technical Information Docunent (TID) 012, “Test Method
6C - Cuidance.” The commenter suggests specifically including
the identification of source category and the difference of 7
percent or 5 ppm whichever is less restrictive. (IV-D 03,
| V- D- 08)

Comrent: One commenter noted that the proposed net hod
states that if the analyzer and the Method 6 results differ by
nore than 7% of the Method 6 results, the run is invalidated.

The commenter stated that it is not clear what is meant by the
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word “run.” The commenter requests that EPA retain the
current | anguage in Paragraph 8.6 or provide further
clarification on the proposed revision. (IV-D-21)

Comrent: In regard to Section 10.2.2, several comenters
stated that EPA should retain the original calibration error
specification of 2% The commenters stated that the original
val ue was easily nmet and, if not net, indicated an equi pment
mal function. The calibration error specification of 4% of the
concentration equivalent to the em ssion standard | oosens the
quality assurance criteria, which can only produce |ess
accurate em ssion data. Also, comenters stated that many
enmi ssion units are not subject to unit-specific em ssion
[imts, but operate under a bubble in conbination wth other
units. The comenters would like clarification on how
calibration error limts can be established for these units
and for units that are subject to an em ssion limt expressed
as a percent reduction across a control device. The
comment ers suggest that calibration error be calculated in
terms of percent of span or as percent of the high-level gas,
if the calibration standard sel ection revisions are made.
(I'v-D-03, 1V-D-05, IV-D-06, IV-D-19, 1V-D27)

Comrent : One commenter suggested that Section 12.0 should
provide the fornulae for |east-squares |line, y-intercept, and
slope to facilitate devel opnment of spreadsheets for data
cal cul ati on and eval uation. (IV-D-25)

Comment: In regard to Section 12, several comenters
noted that the proposed Equation 6C-1 is incorrect and gives
erroneous results. The comrenters suggest retaining the
promul gat ed Equation 6C-1. One comenter provided the
following two alternative forms for Equation 6C1

1) If the final bias and initial bias |lines described in
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Section 12 of EPA restructured Test Method 6C are defined
wi th known concentration of calibration gas as the

i ndependent variable and the anal yzer response as the
dependent variable, the slopes and y-intercepts are the
foll owi ng expressi ons and Equati on 6C-1 should be
expressed as bel ow

G - 4
m = b =272
Ccal I I
G - 4
m = — b = Z
Ccal f f
and:
b, + b;
c _ Cavg - T
gas ~ m o+ m Eq. 6C1
2

2) Or Equation 6C-1 can be witten directly in terns of the
bi as check results:

{ Z +Z } C
C = Ic _ i fhx cal
gas ave 2 C, + C Z. + Z Eq. 6C 1A
2 2
wher e:
m = Sl ope of the initial bias check 2-point |ine
m = Sl ope of the final bias check 2-point line
b, = Y-intercept of the initial bias check 2-point
line
b; = Y-intercept of the final bias check 2-point |ine
Coi = Anal yzer response for initial bias check with
cal i bration gas
Cot = Anal yzer response for final bias check with
cali bration gas
Z = Anal yzer response for initial bias check with
zero gas
Z; = Anal yzer response for final bias check with zero
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gas

Cavg = Aver aged response of analyzer for stack gas

Chas = Anal yzer response C,,4 for stack gas, corrected
for sanple system bias

Cat = True concentration of calibration gas.

(I1V-D-03, IV-D-06, |V-D-08, IV-D-21, IV-D-24, IV-D-27, IV-G
01)

Comment: One commenter requested clarification on the
statement in Section 12.3, “whichever is |less restrictive.”
The comenter asked that, if this means whi chever requires
fewer sanples, EPA clarify why nore rather than fewer sanples
is required. (1V-D 25)

Comrent: In regard to Section 13, one commenter woul d
li ke EPA to provide criteria for evaluating nmethod performance
when the applicable standard is not conpatible with the
met hod, or where no standard has been established. (I1V-D 25)

3.2.1.3 Method 7E-Detem nation of N trogen Oxi des Em ssions
From Stationary Sources (lnstrumental Analyzer
Procedur e)

Comment : One comrenter stated that, in all cases where
Method 7E is identical to or references Method 6C, the Method
6C comments al so apply to Method 7E. (1V-D-05)

Comment: In regard to Section 8.2.3.1, one commenter
stated that the described NO, to NO conversion efficiency test
is an inadequate procedure for determ ning the NO, to NO
conversion. The comenter feels that followi ng the steps of
t he procedure does not assure that the conmbi ned NO gas and
purified air convert to NGO, in the Tedl ar bag. The comenter
suggests that the NGO, to NO converter be tested annually by
conpl eti ng gas phase titration. (1V-D-03)
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Comrent: In regard to Section 12.1, one comrenter noted
that the interference response equation is incorrect. The
equation that was proposed is as foll ows:

- Anal yzer output response . 49

%of anal yzer range —
Em ssion standard

The commenter feels that anal yzer output response divided by
em ssion standard times 100 cannot equal % of anal yzer range.
The interference response test is only done once, prior to
initial field use. After that initial test, the analyzer can
be used on a variety of sources with many different em ssion
standards. The commenter would like to know, even if the
equation in Section 12.2 worked, which em ssion standard one

woul d choose as the divisor in the equation. (I1V-D 05)

3.2.1.4 Method 20-Determ nation of Nitrogen Oxides, Sulfur
Di oxi de, and Diluent Em ssions From Stationary Gas
Tur bi nes

Comment: One commenter stated that the primary dil uent
measur enent should be deleted. This procedure was used to
account for stratification due to dilution in one type of gas
turbine. The mpjority of the gas turbines today have little
or no stratification. An EPA study determ ned that using
three traverse points on a line that runs through the centroid
of the duct is sufficient to account for any stratification
that m ght be present. The commenter recommended that this
procedure be revised to use this approach. (1V-D-08)

Coment: One commenter noted that maintaining a probe,
filter, and heated unbilical tenperature of 95EC will not
ensure the absence of condensate. The commenter recommends
t hat, depending on the source, tenperatures should be between
250EF (121EC) and 350EF (177EC). (1V-D-05)
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Comrent: In regard to Section 8.1.2.1, one commenter
recommends limting the nunber of traverse points to 24 or 25.
Requiring up to 48 or 49 traverse points is unnecessary froma
technical viewpoint and is often a burden to the source
operator. (1V-D-05)

Comrent: One commrenter stated that the system bias and
interference limts should be 5% and 2% respectively, and EPA
shoul d add absolute limts for “low NQ” measurement. (IV-D-
05)

Comment: One commenter noted that the revised Method 7E
still only allows the use of chem | um nescent nonitors. The
commenter feels that, consequently, in Method 20, the
di scussion regarding interference check procedures for other
types of nonitors is unnecessary and should be deleted. (IV-
D- 05)

3.2.2 O her Test Met hods

3.2.2.1 Method 1-Sanple and Velocity Traverses for
St ationary Sources

Comrent : The proposed Section 11.3.1.2 is as follows:

“For particul ate traverses, one of the dianmeters nust
coincide with the plane containing the greatest expected
concentration variation (e.g., after bends); one dianeter
shall be congruent to the direction of the bend. This
requi renment becomes less critical as the distance from

t he di sturbance increases; therefore, other dianeter

| ocati ons may be used, subject to the approval of the
Adm ni strator.”

One commenter stated that the proposed | anguage, especially
t he confusing usage of the term “congruent,” does not clarify
the | ocation requirenents, and in fact, does the opposite.
(1'v-D-19)

Response: For particul ate traverses, one of the
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di ameters nmust coincide with the plane containing the greatest
expected concentration variation (e.g., after bends); one

di ameter (port) shall be |located in the plane of the bend and

the second dianeter (port) 90 degrees or perpendicular to the

bend. This requirenment becones less critical as the distance

fromthe di sturbance increases; therefore, other diameter
| ocati ons may be used, subject to the approval of the

Adm ni strator.

3.2.2.2 Method 2-Determ nation of Stack Gas Vel ocity and
Vol unetric Flow Rate (Type S Pitot Tube)

Comrent : One commenter recomended including the
alternative procedure “Sinplified Thernmocouple Calibration
Procedure” in the method. (IV-D-13)

Response: Current plans are to revise Method 2 to
i nclude this recomended information. Method 2 will be
revised in a future rulemaking to include this informtion.

3.2.2.3 Met hod 2E-Determ nation of Landfill Gas Producti on
Fl ow Rat e

Comrent: One commrenter stated that English units should
be added to the nmethod. (I1V-D 22)

Response: English units will be added to the nethod.

Comrent: One commenter stated that the promnul gated
| anguage in former Section 3.2 (proposed Section 8.2) states
“6 meters fromthe cover.” The commenter would |ike
clarification on if this neans 6 nmeters fromthe top or bottom
of the cover. (1V-D 22)

Response: Section 8.2 has been clarified to note that
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perforations shall not be closer than 6 neters to the bottom
of the cover.

Comment: One commenter noted that, in Figure 4, the 15
net er pressure probes are not to scale in the figure. The
comenter stated that they appear to be approximtely 7.5
meters fromthe extraction well. (IV-D22)

Response: Figure 4 is not drawn conpletely to scale.
This was done to keep the figure size manageabl e whil e show ng
t he needed inner detail of the shallow pressure probes and
extraction well.

Comrent: In regard to Figure 5, one commenter would |ike
clarification on whether backfill material is acceptable as
“cover material or equivalent.” [|f not, the comenter woul d
like clarification on where the specifications for “cover
material” can be found. Also, the commenter would like to

know how hi gh the pressure probe can extend above grade. (I V-

D-22)
Response: Backfill or other materials are acceptable for
filling the remai nder of the pressure probe holes as |ong as

the material is of equal pernmeability to the existing
material. For the purposes of Method 2E testing, “cover
material” is the material used at the specific site to cover
t he wastes fromthe atnosphere.

Coment: One commenter noted that, in the pronul gated
version, Section 3.4 (proposed Section 8.4) refers to Section
4.1. This section is not in the promul gated nethod. (IV-D
22)

Response: The referenced Section 4.1 in the fornmer
pronmul gat ed version should have read Section 4. This error
has been corrected in the newly pronul gated net hod.

Comrent: In regard to Section 8.6.1, one commenter stated
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t hat the promnul gated | anguage for this section (former Section
3.6.1) is unclear as to whether to average P, or P,. (IV-D-22)

Response: P, is averaged. This has been noted in Section
8.6.1.

Coment: In regard to Section 8.7.4 (former Section
3.7.4), one comenter noted that the average (P;,) should be
t he average of the “final absolute pressure of the deep
probe.” (1V-D-22)

Response: This has been noted in Section 8.7.4.

Coment: In regard to Section 8.7.5 (former Section
3.7.5), one commenter noted that the | anguage in the
promul gated version of this nethod calls for a deep pressure
probe at 3 m The commenter stated that the x-axis should
only have 15, 30, and 45 neter distances. Also, the comenter
stated that the maxi mnum radi us of influence should be R, not
RO as in the pronul gated | anguage. (1V-D-22)

Response: These changes have been made to Section 8.7.5.

Coment: In regard to Section 8.9.2 (fornmer Section
3.9.2), one commenter recommended adding a statenment that P
needs to be recorded so that P,, can be determ ned in the next
section. (IV-D22)

Response: A statenment has been added to Section 8.9.2 to
record the gauge pressure of each deep probe.

Comrent: In regard to Section 8.9.3 (fornmer Section
3.9.3), one comenter noted that the first sentence of the
pronmul gat ed | anguage references the wong section. The
comment er al so suggested that, after the sentence “..
stabilized radius of influence,” add “(R)” for clarity and
consi stency. (IV-D-22)

Response: Section 8.9.3 cites the correct section. The

noted addition for clarity has been made.
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Comment: One commenter noted that, in Section 12.1
(former Section 5.1), definitions of C, and C, are m ssing from
t he promul gated version. The comenter stated that P, R, and
t, are not used in Method 2E and should be renpbved fromthe
definitions list. The commenter also noted that t;, i s not
appropriately subscripted in the equation for Q. The
commenter noted that the definition given in the pronul gated
version for V, is not the sane as found in the nethod text.
(1'V-D22)

Response: C, and C, were defined in Section 3.5 instead of
Section 5.1 of the promul gated version. P, and R, have been
inserted in the the texts where they are used. T, is not used
and has been renoved, and t; has been corrected. The
definition of V, has been changed to be consistent with the
promul gat ed ver si on.

Comment: In regard to Section 12.5 (former Section
3.7.3), one comenter stated that the equation is incorrect in

the promul gated version. The equation should be:

P, =P, +P

bar

The commenter also noted that the P should be Py. (IV-D22)
Response: These correcti ons have been nmade.

Comment: In regard to Section 12.10 (forner Section 5.3),
one commenter thought that “1” should be “ B?” in the equation
for V, in the pronul gated nethod. (IV-D-22)

Response: This correction has been made.

Comment : One comenter noted that, in Section 12.12

(former Section 5.1), the revised nethane generation potenti al
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should be L, instead of L, in the pronul gated | anguage. The
comenter added that L, is not discussed anywhere in Method
2E. The commenter feels that the nmethod should say what it is
and give it a value. (1V-D-22)

Response: L, has been corrected to read L,/ , and the
nuneri cal value for L, has been added to its definition.

Comrent: In regard to Sections 12.13, 12.14, and 12.15
(former Sections 5.6, 5.7, and 5.8), one commenter stated that
it is unclear in the pronul gated version the origin of these
equations. The commenter noted that the units for the
constant 5.256 x 10° should be stated in the pronul gated
version. In Section 12.15 (former Section 5.8), the comenter
feels that it is unclear in the promul gated versi on what the
exponent should be. (1V-D-22)

Response: The errors and confusion created by the
publ i shed equati ons have been corrected.

3.2.2. 4 Met hod 5-Determ nation of Particul ate Em ssions From
Stationary Sources

Comment : One commenter reconmends an anmendment to the
exi sting | anguage of Method 5 (and Met hods 201 and 202 as soon
as possible) clearly limting the application of Method 5 to
non-1C engi ne stationary sources. The only exception would be
the option to use Method 5 for existing stationary | C engines
that were put into service before this rule change. The

comment er recomrends specifying dilution-based nethods for PM
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measurenment and certification for all classes of new IC
engi nes. The comenter provided the foll ow ng recommended
wor di ng:

“Not e: 40CFR60 Appendix A Methods 5 - 5H, inclusive,

contain requirenents for particulate matter em ssions

test equi pment and protocol which are inappropriate for

determ nation of particulate matter from stati onary

reci procating internal conmbustion engine (1C) sources.

Therefore, Methods 5 - 5H, or any derivative thereof,

i ncluding Modi fied Method 5 with Back-Half Wash, are not

recommended by the Agency for |IC particul ate em ssions

guantification at site. Particulate matter test methods

and equi pment requirenents suitable for use with IC

engi nes can be found in I1SO 8178-1 and 8178-2.”" (I1V-D-16)

Response: The recomrendati on nust be consi dered by the
Agency before a determ nation can be made. It is beyond the
scope of this rul emaking, which addresses m nor changes to
met hods, to nake the requested change at this tine.

Comment: One commenter requests including the alternative
Met hod 5 Post-Test Calibration in the nethod. (1V-D 13)

Response: Current plans are to revise Method 5 in the
future to include this information recomrended during the
comment period. The Subsection 5.3.2 “Calibration After Use”
under “5.0 Calibration” will be revised to include the
Recomrended Al ternative Method for Post-Test Calibration.

Comment: In regard to Section 6.1.1.4, one commenter
noted that, for the pitot tube, electronic manonmeters shoul d
be the standard. The comenter al so recomrended i ncl udi ng
gui delines on how to check calibration. (I1V-D13)

Response: Electronic manoneters are acceptable

alternatives to inclined manoneters, especially at |ow fl ow
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rates. At this tine, they appear to be best suited as
alternatives to inclined manoneters, rather than the standard.
Due to time constraints, the Agency would prefer to add

gui deli nes on checking el ectronic nmanonmeter calibration in a
future rul emaking rather than at this tine.

Comrent: In regard to Section 6.2.4, one commenter
requested clarification on whether containers other than petri
di shes can be used. (1V-D-13)

Response: The use of other chem cally-resistant
containers will be evaluated and addressed in a subsequent
rul emaki ng.

Comrent: In regard to Section 7.1.2, one commenter noted
t hat common practice is to mx the indicating type with non-
indicating type. The comenter recomends that this practice
be allowed in the nethod. (IV-D13)

Response: Method 5 will be revised to allow m xing of
i ndicating and non-indicating silica gel up to a 50/50 m x.

Comment: In regard to Section 7.1.3, one comenter asked
i f EPA has checked the necessity of specifying the different
types of ASTM deionized distilled water. The comenter asked
i f deionized water can be used wi thout distillation if blank
anal yses result in | ow blank values. (1V-D 13)

Response: W do not feel this change is justifiable
since an analysis of the back half can include neasurenents
for condensible particul ate and/ or organi c conmponents.
Condensi bl e particulates require distilled water while
organi cs require deionized water.

Comrent: In regard to Section 7.1.5, one commenter stated
that, with the new types of connectors, the use of stopcock
grease should not be allowed. (IV-D13)

Response: W feel the tester should retain the option of
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usi ng stopcock grease.

Comment: In regard to Section 8.1.3, one comenter noted
that the alternative of oven drying the filters at el evated
t enperatures nmay cause errors when sanples cannot (or shoul d
not) be oven dried after they are taken. The comenter
recomends including a cautionary statenent on this matter.
(1'V-D-13)

Response: In the oven-drying procedure, the tenperature
shoul d not be allow to exceed the filter tenperature specified
for sanple collection. After drying, the filters should be
allowed to cool to ambient tenperature before wei ghing.

Comrent: In regard to the Note in Section 8.5.8, one
coment er reconmends defining (giving tol erance for)
“identical nozzles.” Also, the commenter stated that the
ti me-wei ghting approach should be allowed if different nozzle
sizes are used. (IV-D-13)

Response: We will evaluate acceptable tol erances and add
themto Method 5 in a future rul emaking. Tinme-weighting is
al l owed when the sanme nozzle size or “identical size” nozzles
are used.

Comment: In regard to Section 10.3.2, one commenter
suggests using duplicate runs that agree within 4% (2% from
average) rather than triplicate runs. The commenter stated
that the difference in accuracy between two runs and three
runs, especially when one is conparing the average val ue
against a pre-test value, is negligible. (1V-D13)

Response: We disagree with the commenter and feel the
increased certainty in three runs over two justifies the
requirement.

Coment: In regard to Section 12.3, one comenter noted
t hat the K, should be 17.65 rather than 17.64. The |atter
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woul d be correct if 459.69 is consistently used in the field
rat her than 460. The commenter stated that the equations
specify 460. (IV-D 13)

Response: W agree and have made the change.

3.2.2.5 Method 18- Measurenment of Gaseous Organi ¢ Conpound
Em ssi ons by Gas Chronat ography

Coment: One commenter noted that many of the recent
requi renments applicable to their facilities, which specify
Met hod 18 analysis, apply to small vents and em ssion points
and it is not always clear how to apply the method, which was
clearly witten for large, vertical stacks and ducts. The
comment er suggests revising the nethod to cover sanpling of 4-
inch and smaller vents. (1V-D-12)

Response: Method 18 applies to the determ nation of
gaseous pollutant concentration in stationary sources; it does
not require isokinetic sanmpling or the utilization of other
stack nmodifications. Method 18 sanpling involves placing the
probe in the centroid of the stack and sanpling at a single
poi nt. For sources conplying with em ssion rate standards,
fl ow measurenents can be nmade according to the method cited in
t he applicable standard (either Method 2, 2A, 2C or 2D, 40 CFR
Part 60, Appendix A).

Comment: One commenter stated that this nethod is
difficult to follow. The comenter suggested that, to
sinplify organi zation of this nethod, divide the nmethod into
five categories. Each title would begin “Measurenent of
Gaseous Organi ¢ Conpounds by Gas Chromat ography” with the
follow ng differences:

18A - Evacuated contai ner sanpling procedure.
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18B - Bag sanpling procedure.

18C - Direct interface procedure.

18D - Dilution interface procedure.

18E - Adsorption tube sanpling procedure. (IV-D14)

Anot her comment er suggested dividing the nmethod into two

di fferent nmethods, one for the direct extractive technique,
and the other for sanple collection into bags, flasks, or
adsorbents. (I1V-D-09)

Response: The Agency notes that the nethod is currently
di vided according to the various sanpling procedures; for
exanpl e, Section 8.2.2 is the Direct Interface Sanpling and
Anal ysis Procedures, Section 8.2.3 is Dilution Interface
Sanpling and Anal ysis Procedure, and so on. The Agency does
not agree that the nmethod should be divided into separate
nmet hods, since separating this method into several nethods
wi Il provide the source with less flexibility in ternms of
applying multiple sanmpling procedures to the sanme source.

Comrent: One commenter stated that many sections contain
contradictory statenents such as described for Section 8.1.3.1
bel ow. The comenter stated that the nethod al so makes
reference to |liquid sanples; indeed, the solid sorbent
desorbates are all liquid solutions, but the only sanple
i ntroduction techni que discussed is via a gas sanpling | oop.
(1V-D-10)

Response: The Agency thanks the comrenter for pointing
out the contradiction and has addressed the problemin Section
8.1.3. The presurvey section has been nmade optional, to be
used only by those sources with no know edge of stack gas
constituents.

Comment: One commenter feels that many of the draft

revisions to this nmethod are overly prescriptive and
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contradictory. The note immedi ately before Section 1.0 states
t hat the nmethod should not be performed “by those persons who
are unfamliar with source sanpling.” However, the comrenter
noted that the method contains very specific and restrictive
details such as the “6-mm OD borosilicate sanpling probe,

enl arged at one end to 12-mm OD” in Section 8.1.3.1.1 and the
“64-mm OD Tefl on® tubing” specified in Section 8.2.3.1.3. The
commenter feels that these details may have been included to
be exanples of a way to acconplish the task; however, they

wi ||l becone requirenents in the field. (1V-D10)

Response: As nentioned previously, the Presurvey
Sampling Section (8.1.3) is optional. The prescriptive
requi renments for equi pnent have been addressed by renoving
t hem or maki ng them suggesti ons.

Comment: One commenter stated that ternms critical to the
anal yti cal method, such as m ni mum detectabl e concentrati on,
limt of quantitation, or practical quantitation limt should
be described statistically with confidence limts and
acceptance criteria. The commenter also feels that the nunber
of points required for a calibration curve, the field and
| aboratory bl ank frequency, and replicate analysis of sanples
shoul d al so have a statistical basis so that all test results
are of a known quality. (I1V-D10)

Response: The Agency does define these terns in other
nmet hods, where specific pollutants from specific sources are
bei ng neasured. However, Method 18 is a generic nethod; any
nunmber of hundreds of organic conmpounds, utilizing four
di fferent sanpling procedures, any anal ytical gas
chr omat ography colum, with any commercially avail abl e
detector may be carried out with this method. Therefore,

maxi mum fl exi bility has been given to the source in terns of
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detection limts, etc. (it would be inpractical to define
detection limts for this nmethod, since they can vary fromthe
| ow parts per billion to several parts per mllion, depending
on the sanpling and anal ytical technique chosen by the
source). This nmethod is self-validating, in that the source
may use any of the options nmentioned above as | ong as the
recovery study procedures are carried out and the criteria for
recovery are net. The Agency believes that this approach
provi des the source with maxinmum flexibility while al so
provi di ng assurance of data quality to the regulatory
authority.

Comrent: One commenter noted that the proposed net hod
requires triplicate injections for analysis of the calibration
standards for preparation of the pre-test calibration curve,
triplicate injections of the test sanples, and triplicate
i njections for construction of the post-test calibration
curve. The commenter would |ike to know how much additiona
accuracy is expected to be obtained for the extra hours spent
in sanple analysis and calibration while in the field
conducting a source test, conpared to the current method which
requires two consecutive analyses for pre- and post-test
cali bration and sanple analysis neeting the sane criteria for
acceptance. (I1V-D-19)

Response: The Agency has tightened its quality assurance
procedures in the nmethod by requiring triplicate instead of
duplicate injections. Triplicate injections are comonly used
procedures which are prevalent in the analytical community, as
well as in other Agency nethodologies. It is difficult to
establish precision and accuracy with duplicate injections,
while triplicate injections provide a reasonabl e neasure of

anal ytical precision without being overly burdensone.
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Comrent: In regard to Section 4.0, one comrenter suggests
addi ng an additional section, Section 4.5, to state that the
GC run tinme nmust be of sufficient time to clear all eluting
peaks fromthe colum before proceeding to the next subsequent
GC run in order to prevent carryover. (1V-D-09)

Response: The Agency agrees with the comenter and a
Section 4.5 has been added to the method.

Comment: In regard to Section 8.1, one comrenter suggests
that this section be deleted fromthe test nmethod and be
pl aced in a guideline docunent. The commenter feels that this
part is not a requirenment and adds unnecessary clutter to the
entire nethod. (I1V-D 14)

Response: As nentioned previously, this section has been
made optional to the source. However, the Agency believes the
section should stay in the nethod in order to provide guidance
to sources that need to carry out a presurvey.

Comment : One commenter noted that Section 8.1.3.1 states
that the flasks should be pre-cleaned with nethyl ene chloride.
The comrenter noted that this conpound is frequently a target
anal yte, and has been identified as a ubiquitous contam nant
in field blank sanples, |aboratory blank sanples, and nethod
bl ank sanmples in numerous testing prograns enploying nmethods
18 and TO-14. The commenter feels that the cleaning procedure
shoul d be conducted using heat and hum dified air or another
means to prevent the possible contam nation of the sanpling
equi pnment. (IV-D-09)

Response: The Agency agrees with the comenter and has
nodi fied the wording in this section to allow alternative
cl eani ng procedures.

Comrent: In regard to Section 8.1.3.1, one commenter

noted that the instruction for use of grease in this procedure
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is contradictory. The comrenter noted that this section
states that “Teflon® stopcocks, w thout grease, are preferred”
and then details a cleaning procedure that includes renoving
the grease fromthe stopcocks and finishes the instructions
with “grease the stopcocks with stopcock grease and return
themto the flask receivers.” (IV-D-10)

Response: This contradiction has been addressed.

Comment: One commenter noted that Section 8.2.1.1.2
states to, when possible, performthe analysis within 2 hours
of sanple collection. The commenter requested clarification
on procedures to use when it is not possible to performthe
analysis within 2 hours. The comrenter suggested that this
requi rement perhaps should be based on the tinme determ ned
fromthe sanple stability or sanple recovery study. (IV-D 14)

Response: The Agency has addressed this issue in Section
8.2.1.1.2 by renoving the wording for 2 hour analysis, and
replacing it with a reiteration of the recovery study
requi renents. The Agency believes the recovery study, which
is conducted using the same hold tine as for the field
sanples, is sufficient to prove the absence of sanple
degradati on.

Comment: One commenter noted that Section 8.2.1.4.2
states “verify the dilution factors periodically through
di lution and anal ysis of gases of known concentration.” The
commenter would like clarification on what is neant by
“periodically.” The commenter suggested that the frequency
shoul d depend on the stability of the dilution device. The
commenter feels that, if the flow netering devices are stable,
the dilution factor needs to be checked but once. (1V-D 14)

Response: The Agency agrees with the comenter and has

nodi fied this section to require dilution verification before
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sanpling each bag.

Comment: In regard to Section 8.2.1.5.2.1, one comenter
would like EPA to verify that the use of triplicate anal yses
significantly increases the accuracy over duplicates for
calibration curves. (1V-D-14)

Response: As stated earlier, the Agency has tightened
its quality assurance procedures in the nethod by requiring
triplicate instead of duplicate injections. Triplicate
i njections are conmmonly used procedures which are prevalent in
the anal ytical comunity, as well as in other Agency
met hodol ogies. It is difficult to establish precision and
accuracy with duplicate injections, while triplicate
i njections provide a reasonabl e measure of analytical
preci sion wi thout being overly burdensone.

Comment: One commenter noted that Section 8.2.2.2 states
that for the direct sanpling and anal ysis procedure,
cal i bration should be conducted using gas standards that have
been prepared in Tedl ar bags. The commenter feels that it
seens contradictory to calibrate a direct interface anal yzer
with standards contained in a bag. The commenter feels that a
provision is necessary to allow use of direct analysis of
gaseous standards froma dynamc flow Additionally, the
commenter stated that the sanple pressure at the inlet to the
GC i ntroduction val ve should be the same (or simlar) during
calibration as during actual sanple analysis. (IV-D-09)

Response: The Agency agrees with the comenter and has
nodi fied the nethod to require cylinder gases, as well as the
wor di ng changes suggested by the comrenter.

Comment: One commenter noted that Section 8.2.2.2
requi res conparison of a pre- and post-test calibration curve.

The commenter feels that the post-test calibration procedure
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is excessive. Calibration needs to be conducted only once
each day in the field for typical gas chromat ographic-based
anal ysi s using non-specific detectors. The commenter stated
that calibration before and after each run al so nakes the
direct interface technique overly burdensonme for the testers,
decreases the amount of actual sanpling tinme avail able during
the field test, and increases the test cost for the affected
facility relative to sanple collection on adsorbent tubes with
off-site analysis. (I1V-D09)

Response: The nethod requires only pre- and post-test
cali brations, not post-run calibrations. Gas chromatographs
tend to drift during a day’s operations, thus making it
i nperative to conduct pre- and post-test calibration in order
to ensure data quality.

Comrent: In regard to Section 8.2.2.2, one conmenter
would like clarification on the need for five sanples per run.
The commenter feels that, if sanples are taken at regul ar
intervals, three sanples are sufficient to calculate an
average over that period of time. The comenter stated that,
when EPA eval uated how many traverse points would be necessary
to obtain a reasonabl e average, EPA determ ned that it would
take three points. This conclusion was incorporated with the
RATA test. The commenter feels that, since tenporal and
spatial changes are simlar, three sanples ought to be
sufficient. (IV-D14)

Response: The Agency disagrees with the commenter. In
order to provide an accurate characterization of a source,
particularly a variable source, it is necessary to obtain as
many points as possible. Mst other Agency nethods require
t hat each run consist of at |east an hour’s worth of data.

Si nce nost GC runs last 10 minutes or less, five data points
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could be carried out in under one hour. The Agency does not
believe this requirenent poses an unusual or unreasonable
requirenment in order to provide adequate data quality.

Comrent: In regard to Section 8.2.2.2, one conmenter
noted that a conparison of the pre- and post-test calibration
curves is required. The comrenter requests clarification on
t he procedure for acconplishing this. Each conpound will have
a calibration curve and is calibrated at three points. The
commenter would |ike EPA to define what is nmeant by the mean
value of a calibration curve. The commenter would like to
know what the suspected success rate is for this criterion
especially at |low concentrations, and if EPA has data to
support this criterion. |If these data do exist, the comenter
woul d i ke to know where and from whom t hey can be obtai ned.
(1'V-D-14)

Response: The Agency agrees with the comenter that the
wording in this section needs to be clarified, and has thus
addressed the issue. In terns of the success rate for this
criterion, pre- and post-test calibration of gas
chromat ographs is good | aboratory practice that should be
carried out by reputable | aboratories, since gas
chromat ographi c detectors (particularly the nost commonly used
detector, the flanme ionization detector) tend to drift
el ectronically, thus making routine calibration a necessity.

Comment: One commenter noted that Section 8.2.3.2.1
states “verify the operation of the dilution system by
anal yzing a high concentration gas of known conposition
t hrough either the 10:1 or 100:1 dilution stages, as
appropriate.” The commenter feels that the use of flow
calibrators in the field gives better verifications, and

anal yses add anal ytical error. (1V-D 14)
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Response: The Agency agrees with the comenter and has
clarified the wording in this section.

Comrent: In regard to Section 8.4.1, one commenter would
like to know if it is acceptable for the difference to be
greater than 10% as long as a consistent recovery can be
docunmented. (IV-D 14)

Response: The recovery study for direct
interface/dilution interface is basically a | eak check; there
is no other recovery denonstration procedure. |If the
difference in value is greater than 10 percent, a leak is
present in the sanpling system which nust be addressed before
sanpling can begin.

Comment: In regard to Section 8.4.2.1, one commenter
woul d like clarification on how to determ ne the
concentrations of the known m xtures in the spiked bag. The
comenter noted that the sanple volume in the bag is not
measured during sanpling and to determ ne the known
concentration when the bag is spiked, one nust sonmehow neasure
the volunme. (1V-D14)

Response: The Agency notes that the sanple volune is one
of the paranmeters to be recorded during sanpling, as stated in
Section 8.2.1.1.2 (the volume can be cal culated by nmultiplying
the sanple flow rate by the sanpling tine).

Comment: One commenter stated that, in Section 8.4.3.1,
the recovery criteria proposed are unrealistic. The comrenter
noted that the highly variable nature of batch processes
adversely affects the ability of a test programto
successfully satisfy the “Recovery Study for Adsorption Tube
Sanpling” criteria specified in 8 4.3. The commenter feels
that satisfying the 0.70#R#1. 30 recovery criteria under these

conditions is based on luck, not science. (I1V-D10)
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Response: The Agency does not agree that a 30 percent
bias is unrealistic or unreasonable. Since the spiking of the
adsorbant is carried out before sanpling, conducting the test
on a batch operation or on a highly variable source does not
affect the recovery procedure nor the recovery study results,
assum ng that the source has chosen the appropriate adsorbant
for the pollutants of interest.

Comrent: One commenter stated that the sanpling procedure
specified in Section 8.4.3.1 will be inpossible to achieve in
many processes. The commenter noted that the specifications
preclude the use of this test protocol on horizontal ducts and
vents or on any duct or vent that is not vertical. Many of
the ducts and vents associated with batch processes are as
small as 2 inches in dianeter and can be as small as 3/4 of an
inch in continuous processes. The commenter recomends t hat
EPA revise the method to require | aboratory recovery studies
over the entire sanple concentration range determ ned for the
source. This approach is simlar to the sanpling bag spiking
protocol in 8.4.2.1 except that the spiking would be required
at three levels, low, mddle, and high, instead of the one
| evel required for the bag sanples. (1V-D-10)

Response: Method 18 in general, and the adsorbant tube
procedure in particular, does not require isokinetic sanpling.
As stated earlier, a gaseous sanple is being extracted from
the stack, thus not requiring isokinetic sanpling (in which
stack diameter and port |ocation would be nore problemtic).
As for requiring nultiple spiking concentrations, the Agency
does not deemthis necessary, since adsorbant tube sanpling is
an integrated sanmpling technique which results in the
measurenment of a single concentration over the testing period.

Thus, there is no need for the added expense of nultiple
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recovery studies.

Comment: One commenter noted that Section 9.2 states that
“verification is conplete and acceptabl e when the independent
anal ysis concentration is within 5 percent of the gas
manuf acturer’s concentration.” The comenter would I|ike
clarification on whether a tester can obtain certified
concentrations within 5% accuracy of tag value. (1V-D 14)

Response: Due to changes in the audit program the audit
gas requirements have been nodified in this section (the 5
percent verification requirement no | onger applies).

Comment: One commenter noted that Section 9.2 requires
successful analysis of an audit gas to within 10% Many gases
are certified by the manufacturer to only 5-10% accuracy
because of their physical and chem cal properties, and the
difficulty of conducting the |aboratory certification. The
commenter feels that provisions need to be included for errors
associated with the audit gas certified value. (I1V-D09)

Response: The audit procedure in Section 9.2 requires
the analysis of an audit gas when it is available fromthe
Agency. Agency audit gases are prepared and certified to be
accurate to within 1 percent accuracy.

Comment: One commenter noted that Section 10 states that
cylinder gases certified to 1% are preferred, although
prepared standards are allowed. This section also provides
for the use of dilution of high concentration |evels of
cylinder gases using Method 205. The commenter feels that it
seens contradictory to place such a high |evel of known
accuracy on those testers using cylinder standards relative to
t hose standards prepared by other neans. Additionally, the
comenter feels that the requirenments of Method 205 are overly

burdensome to testers using dilution of certified cylinder
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st andards, increase greatly the cost of testing by requiring
addi ti onal analyzers (such as a NQ, anal yzer) to be brought
into the field to verify the dilution, and create a

di sincentive to use cylinder gas standards for calibration.
(1'V-D-09)

Response: Due to various comments received by the
Agency, the method now requires the use of certified gas
cyclinders, preferably certified to 1 percent accuracy, but
also allowing 2 percent certified gas when necessary. The
Agency al so believes that Method 205 is a reasonabl e nmeans of
proving the accuracy and precision of gas dilution systens,
and notes that the use of these systens is optional to the
source. The best option in terns of data quality is to obtain
mul tiple certified cylinder gases, but the Agency does all ow
t he use of gas dilution systens as |ong as these systens have
been denonstrated to nmeet the quality assurance criteria of
Met hod 205.

Comment: In regard to Section 10.1, one commenter
requests clarification on what is acceptable, if *1% cyli nder
gases are preferable. The commenter would also |ike to know
what the percent value for prepared standards is. Method 205
requires 2% accuracy, which nay not be achievable with a GC
analyzer. (I1V-D14)

Response: Section 10.1 has been changed for the sake of
clarity and in response to comments. As for Method 205, it
does not require denonstration with a GC anal yzer; any
anal yzer, at the discretion of the source, may be used to
denonstrate the precision and accuracy of the gas dilution
system accordi ng to Met hod 205.

Comrent: In regard to Section 10.1, one comenter

recommends nodifying the restrictive sanple dilution ratios in
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order to increase the versatility of the technique. The
commenter feels that restriction of sanple dilution ratios to
10: 1 and 100:1 needlessly restricts the versatility of this
techni que. Many sources require dilution ratios greater than
100:1 to prevent colum and detector overl oadi ng, and

i nstrument contam nation. The conmmenter noted that dilution
t echni ques can al so be used to reduce the water content of a
sanple to prevent condensation at the sanpling interface, and
to reduce the tenmperature of the source gases and inprove the
capacity of the sanpling nedia. (1V-D10)

Response: This section has been nodified in response to
comments, and that requirenment has been renoved.

Comment: One commenter noted that the use of dilution
systens is also discussed in Section 8.2.3 and inplied in
Section 9.2 since the audit gases nust be analyzed in a manner
identical to the calibration gases and source gases. Section
9.2 of the draft discusses the use of audit gases as tools to
assure the accuracy of the anal ytical equipnent and as aids
for the analytical chem st. The commenter suggests that audit
gases be used to tune the test apparatus before the test in
order to obtain accurate data. This section also describes
the use of commercially obtained gases for audit purposes.

The commenter feels that this would require the testing firm
to procure the audit cylinders well in advance of the test and
could significantly increase the cost of testing. (IV-D10)

Response: The audit requirenent has been nodified, and
the source is no longer required to obtain audit gases if they
are not available fromthe Agency. Tuning of the analytical
instrunments with audit gas is not necessary, since the
cal i bration procedures are in place for that specific purpose.

Comrent: One commrenter requests clarification on Section
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10.1.2.1 including what the accuracy of this procedure is, if
EPA has any docunentation on its precision, and, if so, where
t he docunentation can be obtained. (IV-D 14)

Response: As noted earlier, this section has been
renmoved in order to inprove quality assurance procedures in
the nmethod as a response to public comment.

Comrent: One commenter requests clarification on Section
10.1. 2.2 including what the accuracy of this procedure is, if
EPA has any docunentation on its precision, and, if so, where
t he docunentation can be obtained. (IV-D-14)

Response: As noted earlier, this section has been
renoved in order to inprove quality assurance procedures in
the nethod as a response to public comment.

Coment: In regard to Section 13.1, one comrenter noted
that Method 18 is not a nethod in the general sense, but is
nore of a guideline on how to devel op and docunent a test
met hod. Therefore, the commenter feels that the final method
should be witten up and submtted along with the proper
docunent ati on including the recovery study results. (IV-D 14)

Response: The Agency di sagrees with the commenter.

Met hod 18, which has been cited and utilized for many years,
is a specific gas chromat ography nmethod with strict
restrictions as to sanpling, analysis, and data quality
requirenents. Due to the |arge nunber of possible target
conpounds and source matrices which this nethod addresses, the
source has been given nore options in terns of the sanpling,
separation, and anal ytical systens to be utilized for
denonstration of conpliance.

Comment: One commenter noted that Section 13.1 states
“Gas chromat ographi c techni ques typically provide a precision

of 5 to 10 percent relative standard deviation (RSD), but an
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experienced GC operator with a reliable instrunent can readily
achieve 5 percent RSD.” The comenter requests clarification
on the sanple size that corresponds to 5% RSD. (1V-D-14)

Response: The Agency notes that 5 percent RSD has been
achi eved by the Agency in its testing, by sources who have
foll owed this nethod for nmany years, and in the literature,
within the confines of the nethod requirenents, nanely
triplicate injections of a calibration gas standard.

Comrent: In regard to Section 13.1(a), one commenter
requests clarification on, for the precision, how the 5% of
the nean value of triplicates conpares with the 5% RSD. (I V-
D- 14)

Response: The Agency notes that this section is
referring to the requirenent that triplicate injections of
calibration standard fall within 5 percent of their nmean
value. The values presented in Section 13.1 are theoretical
performance val ues for gas chromat ographic systens in general,
whil e the precision, accuracy, and recovery criteria presented
in Sections 13.1(a), (b), and (c), respectively, are specific
requi renments of Method 18.

Coment: In regard to Section 13.1(b), one conmmenter
requests clarification on what the accuracy of the audit
sanples is. (I1V-D14)

Response: Section 13.1(b) specifies the accuracy which
must be achi eved by the source analyzing the audit gas sanmple,
which is within 10 percent of the certified val ue.

Coment: In regard to Section 16.0, one comenter feels
that this section should be revised to allow the use of
i npinger/liquid absorption material as well as non-commrerci al
adsor bent and absorbent materials. The comenter feels that

this section could be nore widely usable and versatile by
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all owi ng the use of inpinger/liquid absorption based sanpl e
coll ection and the use of non-comercial adsorbent and
absorbent materials as long as they neet the nethod quality
assurance criteria. The commenter noted that the entire

di scussi on of adsorption tube sanpling also inplies that the
only anal ysis techni que that can be used for these sanples is
gas chromat ography. Many other separation techniques are
avai l able that will provide inproved qualitative and/or
guantitative accuracy. (IV-D-10)

Response: The Agency does allow the use of a water
i mpi nger with the use of adsorbants in Method 18. However,

t he use of non-comercially avail abl e adsorbents has not been
studi ed by the Agency in application to this nethod. The
Agency agrees that many ot her separation techniques are
avail abl e, but notes that Method 18 is a specific gas

chromat ography techni que. Sources wi shing to utilize other
sanpling and/ or separation techniques may do so upon
val i dation of the technique according to the procedures in
Met hod 301, 40 CFR Part 63, Appendix A

Comrent: In regard to Section 16.1.4.3, one comrenter
requests clarification on whether the 10% of audit
concentration considers the accuracy with which the audit was
prepared. (I1V-D 14)

Response: The Agency has conducted an in-house audit
program for many years, including one for Method 18. The
audit accuracy requirenments are based on past experience and
the certified accuracy of the prepared audit sanples.

Comment: One commenter noted that Section 17.0 contains
many references which are from 16 to nore than 30 years ol d
and may contain procedures and work practices that are no

| onger used in nost nodern anal ytical |aboratories. The
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conmment er recomends revising this section to reflect the nost
current references. (1V-D-10)

Response: The Agency agrees that sonme of the references
nm ght be dated, but these references were used in devel opi ng
the method, and therefore nust remain. The method itself,
however, is still relevant, as the quality assurance practices

and requirenents are still being utilized.

3.2.2.6 Method 25-Deterination of Total Gaseous Nonnet hane
Organi ¢ Em ssions as Carbon

Comment: One commenter noted that Method 25 has
l[imtations due to conditions that may exist in stack gas
characteristics. |If such conditions exist, then it is
recommended to interface a nonnmet hane anal yzer directly to the
source or use Method 25A or 25B to neasure the em ssions. The
comment er recomended nodi fying Method 25 to all ow i nstrunents
that are able to determ ne the nethane and nonnet hane portions
usi ng conmponents different fromthose described by Method 25
when the analyzer is directly interfaced to the source. The
commenter feels that Method 25 would be nore practical for
det erm ni ng met hane/ nonnmet hane em ssions at the field site if
the method could be nodified to all ow these ot her anal yzers.
The commenter feels that it will also be necessary that fixed
performance specifications be defined in the method, such as
t hose for Method 6C. (1V-D03)

Response: These comments address net hod changes that are
beyond those covered in the proposal notice and are,
t herefore, beyond the scope of this action. The commenter is
encouraged to pursue these nethod changes through ot her
appropri ate channel s.
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3.2.2.7 Method 25C-Determ nati on of Nonnet hane Organic
Conpounds (NMOC) in Landfill Gases

Comment: One commenter stated that the tank | eak-check
requirenents in Section 8.1 are not stringent enough,
especially for Method 25C. The commenter recommends either no
change within 30 m nutes or 1 nm Hg change in one hour if the
requi renment needs to be adjusted for field | eak-check ease.
(1V-D-26)

Response: We agree that the proposed requirenent can
potentially allow for too nuch anmbi ent air inleakage. The
original tank | eak-check requirenments have been reinstated.

Comrent: In regard to Section 8.3, one conmmenter noted
t hat when Section 4.3 of the pronul gated version was converted
to Section 8.3 of this proposed version, a very inportant step
was deleted. The commenter stated that the flush with helium
to renove nitrogen and the pre-charging of the canister is
m ssing. The amount of nitrogen remaining after the
evacuation for |eak check may not be significant, but it could
be inferred that the tank should be evacuated to the 10 nm Hg
| evel prior to sanpling. The commenter stated that, without
the pre-charge of heliumto 325 nm Hg prior to sanpling, the
sanple is a hazardous shi pment under DOT regul ations. None of
the currently used sanple containers neet the DOT 4-G
regul ati ons for hazardous shipnents. The comenter noted that
ei ther new cani sters would have to be found or some type of
ext ernal package neeting the shipping requirements found. The
only other remedy would be to limt the sanple tank volunme to
less than 2.5 L. The comenter feels that none of the
alternatives seemto be appealing froma shi pping cost
standpoint. (1V-D- 26)

Response: The helium flush and prechargi ng step was
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i nadvertently left out of the proposed nethod. This was not
our intent, and this step has been added to reformatted Method
25C.

Comrent : One commrenter suggested that the definition of
P.; should be changed from “gas sanple tank pressure after
evacuation” to sonmething |ike "gas sanple tank pressure before
sanpling.” The commenter feels that the current wording could
confuse people with the | eak check evacuation and not the
val ue recorded prior to sanpling as specified in Section 8. 3.
(1 V- D 26)

Response: We agree that the proposed wording may add
confusion. The definition of P,; will not change fromthe
promul gated version which is “gas sanple tank pressure before
sanpling.”

Comment : One comrenter stated that there is no
determ nation of what constitutes a valid conposite sanple as
referenced in the NSPS regul ations. The commenter reconmended
wording simlar to the foll ow ng:

“A sanple taken froma gas collection systemw || be

considered a valid conposite sanple for the area

i ncorporated by said system” (1V-D 26)

Response: Criteria for valid conposite sanples will be
given in the nethod.
3.3 PART 60, APPENDI X B- PERFORMANCE SPECI FI CATI ONS
3.3.1 Performance Specifications (PS) - General

Comrent : One commenter suggested that, in order to
facilitate low | evel nonitors, an absolute difference
specification could be added to each PS, as in PS-4A. The
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addition of the confidence coefficient in the determ nation of
the absolute difference relative accuracy cal culation in PS-4A
woul d make the idea applicable to each of the PS. (IV-D 27)

Response: This idea appears plausible and we are

considering it. However, it is best addressed in a separate
rul emaki ng where the public will have the opportunity to
comment .

3.3.2 Performance Specification 1-Specifications and Test

Procedures for Opacity Continuous Em ssion
Monitoring Systens in Stationary Sources

Comment: One commenter noted that a letter was sent to
M. Anthony Wayne of the Em ssion Measurenent Branch of the
USEPA on Decenber 7, 1992, which included a nunber of comments
in regard to RM 203 with many references to PS-1. The
comment er does not feel that these coments were adequately
addressed in the current revisions. (IV-D27)

Response: The nmentioned comments are bei ng eval uat ed
under a separate action to amend Met hod 203 and PS-1 which
wi Il be published in the future. They are beyond the scope of

the m nor nmethod revisions addressed in this rule.

3.3.3 Performance Specification 2-Specifications and Test
Procedures for SO, and NQ, Continuous Em ssion
Monitoring Systens in Stationary Sources

Comment: One commenter noted that this PS requires that
t he nonitored process be operating at 50% of normal | oad for
determ ning calibration drift or for conducting a RATA.
Operating a 50% 1 oad or greater for extended periods of tinme

may not be possible or appropriate at sone facilities (i.e.,
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sl udge incinerators, peaking units, etc.). The comenter
recommends that the definition of normal | oad be expanded to
include a provision for sources which operate intermttently
(refer to EMII C Gui deline Document GD-017). (I1V-D-27)

Response: A definition of normal |oad which acconodates
facilities which operate intermttently has been added to PS-
2.

Comment: One commenter noted that, in Section 8.1.3.2, a
stratification test procedure has been added. The comrenter
feels that EPA should not attenpt to describe stratification
test procedures in a one-half paragraph wite up. The
comment er recomends elinmnating this discussion, and make the
source owner and test crew responsible for collecting
representative data. (IV-D-05)

Response: The stratification procedure added to PS-2 is
only a suggested procedure. O her procedures nore appropriate
to special situations are allowed and encouraged. The source
owner and test crew are responsible for collecting
representative data, but they do have flexibility in how they
det erm ne whether stratification is present.

Comment: One commenter noted that, in Sections 8.4.3.1
and 8.4.3.2, the original wet chem stry reference nethods are
the only ones nentioned. Since the instrunental nethods have
been around for a nunber of years, the comenter suggests they
be added. (I1V-D-05)

Response: Methods 6 and 7 are only nentioned in Sections
8.4.3.1 and 8.4.3.2 as exanples of integrated and grab sanple
met hods. It is not the intent of this section to list all of
the nmethods that are acceptable for the RA test. Acceptable
RA test nethods are listed in the applicable subparts to the

regul ations that apply to a regulated facility.
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3.3.4 Performance Specification 15-Performance
Specification for Extractive FTIR Continuous
Em ssions Monitor Systens in Stationary Sources

Comment: One commenter noted that the statenent of
applicability for the denonstration is limted to the criteria
herein. The commenter stated that, with performance based
measur enent systens, the focus is on data quality objectives
(DQO) where the PS is coupled with the DQO. (I1V-D-04)

Response: The purpose of reference nethods and, in
this case PS, is to provide standard procedures for sources to
follow in order to provide the public with quality em ssion
data. However, the Agency provides |atitude to sources by
publ i shi ng perfornmance-based net hods and PS whenever possible.
This PS is one such procedure; as long as it neets the
requi renents of the PS, any FTIR sanpling system can be used
for any regul ated pollutant.

Coment: One commenter requested that EPA define method
detection limt (MDL) and practical quantitation limt (PQ)
for this continuous em ssion nonitoring application. The
commenter feels that the Agency mnust distinguish clearly
bet ween spectral noise and neasurabl e signals for conpliance
determ nation. (1V-D-04)

Response: Since this PS may be applied to any nunber
of pollutants using any nunmber of sanpling systens, we cannot
define MDL and PQL. The MDL and PQL depend on nmany factors
related to the em ssion source, the instrunment’s optical
configuration, and the target anal ytes.

Comrent : One commrenter recommends that the ability to
pass calibration, calibration drift tests, and RATAs serves as
a final proof that PS-15 is net. The comenter noted that

extractive IR, UV is used today wi thout a concentration-
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pat hl engt h specification. The commenter feels that the
requi renents being witten into the rule are not necessary.
(1V-D 17)

Response: The PS does not contain a concentration-
pat hl ength specification. It provides guidance to the source
for choosing and eval uating an optical configuration, which
i ncl udes selecting a suitable pathlength.

Comrent: In regard to Section 3.0, one commenter noted
that the MDL and PQL for each conpound are dependent on the
design of the hardware, the potential and |evel of background
interference, and the infrared spectra of the species of
interest. Meteorol ogical conditions (tenperature, pressure,
hum dity) will affect the MDL and PQL. The commenter feels
that specific goals for these quantities should be guidance
only. (IV-D17)

Response: The PS addresses how the target anal yte,
optical design, and other factors affect MDL and PQL.

Met eor ol ogi cal conditions, except pressure, have no effect on
extractive closed-cell measurements. Pressure effects are
accounted for in extractive nmeasurenents by follow ng the PS-
15 requirenment for recording the anbient pressure and by

equi librating the sanple pressure with the anbi ent pressure.

Comment : One comrenter stated that the method needs to
consider the effect on the output of a gas entering the system
t hat has an additive absorption in the area of interest,
whet her it is considered a pollutant or not. (1V-D-17)

Response: The PS addresses this issue in the discussion
of spectral interferences. The source should design the
anal ytical software to subtract all interferences, which nmeans
that the source to be nonitored nust be well-characterized.

Comrent: In regard to Section 3.10, two comenters stated
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that the Agency shoul d consi der deviations greater than 5%
accept abl e upon Agency review. There may be applications
where the background devi ati on specification becones
technology limting. The comrenters strongly recomrend that
the Agency test this PS prior to proposing a change to 860.100
rules. (IV-D-04, IV-D-17)

Response: W have utilized extractive FTIR systens for
source nmeasurenents since 1992 and have becone very
experienced with the technology. Upon reflection on the
comment er’ s suggestion, the background devi ati on all owance has
been expanded to +10 percent.

Comment: One commenter noted that Section 6.1 states
that installation of the sanpling equi pment should followthe
requi rements of EPA Test Methods contained in References 1 and
3, and the EPA FTIR protocol. These references are to Method
318 (an FTIR instrunmental test nethod). The commenter
suggests using the criteria outlined in PS 2, Section 3. (IV-
D- 15)

Response: W agree with this comment and have nodified
the PS accordingly.

Comment: One commenter noted that Section 6.2 makes
statenents that seemto inply that an operator wll be
interpreting the spectra, and conducting analysis on a run by
run basis. The commenter feels that it has no bearing on the
conti nuous operation of an FTIR nmeasurenment system (IV-D-15)

Response: Section 6.2 deals with the FTIR system set-up
and not its continuous, ongoing operation. This section wl
hel p the instrument operator evaluate the suitability of the
optical configuration.

Coment: In regard to Section 6.3, one comenter noted

that Part A of this section states that one interferogram per
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sanpling run or per hour nust be saved. The comenter feels
that this inplies that this is an instrumental test nethod,
not a performance specification for a continuous em ssion
nmonitoring system Part E of this section states that al
data nust be stored for at |east 2 weeks, after which the
requirenents are | essened. The commenter requests
clarification of the requirenents for spectral exam nation of
the 2 week data files. The commenter also feels that this
section should require recording the baronetric pressure on a
daily basis. (I1V-D-15)

Response: W agree that this section is confusing, and
have clarified the data storage requirenents of this PS.

Comment: In regard to Section 7.0, two commenters
recommend greater guidance on standards and reagents including
Anmerican Chem cal Society reagent standard designations and
National Institute for Standards and Technol ogy (NI ST)
standards, reference material or N ST traceable reference
material. (IV-D-04, 1V-D17)

Response: We did not provide nore specific requirenents
for the reagents and standards due to the fact that this PS
may be applied to any of hundreds of pollutants, some of which
are not available in certified cylinder form

Comment: One commenter stated that, in Section 8.0,
gui dance is needed on sanple collection, preservation,
storage, and transport. In particular, the commenter feels
that the Agency shoul d address the general use and
applicability of Tedl ar bags and Sunma cani sters for
reference, calibration, and source sanples. (IV-D-04)

Response: Since this PS is an on-line, continuous
i nstrunental procedure, sanple collection, preservation,

storage and transport are not applicable. The FTIR Protocol
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provi des gui dance on reference preparation.

Comment: One commenter noted that Section 10.1 states
that the CTS neasurenents made at the beginning of each 24-
hour period nust agree to within 5 percent. Verification of
the instrument frequency response and absorbance intensity of
the CTS is also required. The comrenter requests
clarification on the corrective action if the 5 percent
criterion is not nmet and the corrective action if the
frequency has shifted. (IV-D-15)

Response: We agree that the wording in this section
requires clarification, and have nodified Section 10.1
accordingly. W have found that, over many years of testing
experience with FTIR, in practice, the spread in CTS
measurenents over several days is usually less than 1 percent.
Because many things can cause CTS failure, the corrective
action will depend on the nature of the malfunction, we cannot
provide instructions for every contingeny. Furthernore, only
testers famliar with FTIR technol ogy shoul d be conducting the
testing for this PS (as with any anal ytical instrument), and
t hus shoul d not need instructions on how to operate and
mai ntain an FTIR instrunent.

Comment : One commenter noted that Section 10.3 states
that the systemcalibration results nmust be equal to the
absorbance for the analyte calibration. The comenter
requests clarification on whether this neans that the results
have to be identical and what the specification is for
acceptance for the systemcalibration. Additionally, the
commenter feels that the procedure should state that the
system cal i bration standard nust be introduced upstream of the
particul ate filter (if used). (1V-D15)

Response: Upon further deliberation, we have renpved the
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system calibration requirement fromthe PS. Since both a
system cal i bration and the CTS neasurenent basically test

i nstrunment function, having both these requirenents in the PS
woul d be redundant.

Comment: In regard to Section 10.4, one commenter stated
that the Agency needs to consider the practicality of analyte
spi king for applications where the sanple probe is not readily
accessed without serious safety inplications. The comrenter
feels that the sanpling system bias needs to be addressed,
however, this requirenment should be addressed on a site-
specific basis. (IV-D04)

Response: Automat ed sanpling val ves are avail able for
spi ki ng when testing in |ocations where safety hazards are an
i ssue of concern.

Comment : One comrenter noted that Section 10.5 states
that the SINis defined as the “RMS noise |evel of a
conti guous segnent of spectrum..A loss of S/N may indicate a
| oss in optical throughput, or detector or interferoneter
mal function.” The comenter requests clarification on the
corrective action for a loss of S/N and at what percent | oss
of S/Nis the corrective action taken. (IV-D-15)

Response: Because many things can cause loss of S/N, the
corrective action will depend on the nature of the
mal function, and we cannot provide instructions for every
contingency. Furthernore, only testers famliar with FTIR
t echnol ogy should be conducting the testing for this PS (as
with any analytical instrument), and thus should not need
instructions on how to operate and maintain an FTIR
i nstrunent.

Coment: In regard to Section 10.7, one comenter feels

that the requirements for detector linearity are unclear.
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(1'V-D-15)

Response: Section 10.7 contains two procedures for
checking the linearity of the detector over a range of power
incidents. Detector response for FTIR is generally |inear at
| ower incident power and becomes non-|linear as the incident
power is increased. W believe that instrument linearity is
crucial as a quality assurance procedure, and that an operator
famliar with FTIR should, as a routine conponent of
i nstrunent operation, conduct a linearity check over a range
of power incidents.

Comment: One commenter noted that Section 11.1 states
that the FTIR CEM can be certified upon installation using
Met hod 301. The commenter noted that Method 301 does not
determ ne the ruggedness of a CEMS or its ability to operate
conti nuously over an extended period of tinme. The comenter
feels that provisions for an extended evaluation (such as the
7-day drift test contained in PS-2) should be included. (IV-
D- 15)

Response: The CTS test provides an ongoi ng test of
instrunent drift, and since it is conducted daily, the Agency
believes this requirement is a nore rigorous check of drift
than a 7-day test.

Comment : One commenter reconmmended that a met hod
val i dation plan be used that incorporates a Method 301 type
val i dation or other statistically acceptable protocol. The
commenter noted that this approach is consistent with
performance based neasurenment systens and recogni zes the site-
specific validation issues. (IV-D-04)

Response: Method 301 is a validation procedure for test
met hods, not performance specifications. W believe the

anal yte spiking procedure in the PSis a rigorous check of
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system bi as.

Comment: One commenter recommended the requirenent for
ni ne runs be considered gui dance, or that |anguage be added
that the “nunber of runs be selected consistent with
performance based neasurenment systens and data quality
obj ective requirenment.” Further, the commenter stated that
this same concept should apply to Section 11.1.1.4.3 where 10
runs shoul d be consi dered guidance simlar to coments in
11.1.1.4. The commenter stated that, in sumary, the required
nunmber of runs should be “guidance” rather than prescriptive.
(1V-D-04)

Response: The requirenent for nine runs (when conparing
the FTIR to a reference nmethod) and 10 runs (when conpari ng
the FTIR to a reference nonitor) is standard for performance
specifications. The Agency notes that this PS also allows
anal yte spiking as an option, and thus believes that a
revision of the PS on this point is not necessary.

Comment: One commenter noted that Section 11.1.1.4.3
states “if the reference nethod is a CEM synchronize the
sanpling flow rates of the RMand the FTIR CEM” The
comenter noted that instrunental analyzers are used for
reference nmethods. EPA Methods 6C, 7E, 3A and 10 neasure SO,
NQ, O, CO, and CO on a continuous basis for a short period
of tinme that is defined as a test. The continuous operation
of instrumental analyzers over |long periods of tinme is not
defined as reference nethods. The commenter feels that
statenments such as this reflect the fact that this performance
specification is actually a formof an instrunmental test
met hod, not a specification for the use of an FTIR anal yzer
over an extended period of tinme. (IV-D-15)

Response: We disagree with the comenter’s
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interpretation of the purpose of test nmethods versus PS. A
test nmethod is a short (usually consists of 3 runs)
denonstration of conpliance with the regulation, while a PSis
a procedure for validation and operation of a CEMS for use in
conpliance with the nmonitoring provisions of a regulation. As
an exanpl e, Method 25A (40 CFR Part 60, Appendix A) is a test
met hod which utilizes a flanme ionization analyzer (FIA) for
denonstrating conpliance while PS-8 (40 CFR Part 60, Appendi x
B) is used when utilizing a FIA as a CEMs.
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4.0 40 CFR PART 61

4.1 PART 61 PROPOSED REGULATORY REVI SI ONS

Comment: One commenter stated that, in Revision 120 in
the revised definitions of HT and H, the parenthetica
expressi ons need to be changed from*“(77EF and 14.7 psi)” to
“(77EF and 30 in. Hg)” for consistency with the Part 60
revisions. Also, EPA needs to correct the K constant to 1.740
X 107 (not 1.740 x 107), and the English unit version of that
constant to 1.029 x 108  The English unit version of that
constant was proposed as 4.674 x 108 [(g-nole)(Btu)/ (ppm scf-
kcal)]. Also, the G definition should be corrected to say
“concentration on a wet basis of ...”. The G definition
shoul d be revised to cite ASTM D1946-77, 90, 94 rat her than
D2504- 67, 77,88,93 for consistency with all the other flare
requi rements. (1V-D-12)

Response: These nunerical corrections have been nmade.

Citing ASTM D1946 is beyond the scope of this rul emaking.



APPENDI X A

ENVI RONMENTAL MONI TORI NG MANAGEMENT COUNCI L* S METHODS FORMAT

The test nethods and performance specifications in 40 CFR

Parts 60, 61, and 63 were restructured in the format

recommended by EMMC. Only in a few instances were there any

deviations fromthis recommended format. The following is an

outline of this reconmended formmt:

XN OTH LN
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11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
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Scope and Application.
Summary of Met hod.
Definitions.
I nterferences.
Saf ety.
Equi pnrent and Suppli es.
Reagents and St andards.
Sanpl e Col l ection, Preservation, Storage, and
Transport.
Quality Control.
Cal i bration and Standardi zati on.
Anal yti cal Procedures.
Cal cul ations and Data Anal ysis.
Met hod Performance.
Pol l uti on Preventi on.
WAst e Managenent .
Ref er ences.
Tabl es, Diagrans, Flowcharts, and Validation
Dat a.



APPENDI X B

NUMBERS OF MOST CURRENT OF ASTM STANDARDS

The followng |ist was provided in Docket No. |1V-D-07 and

provi des the nunmber of the npbst current ASTM standards.

A99- 82 (There is no 87 version - it was reapproved in
1987.)

A100- 93

A101-93

A482-93

A483-64 (There are no 74 or 88 versions. It was
reapproved those years.)

A495- 94

D86- 96

D129- 95

D240- 92

D270 was wi t hdrawn and replaced by D4057-95 and D4177-95.

D323- 94

D388- 95

D396- 97

D975- 97

D1072-90 (There is no 94 version. It was reapproved

in 1994.)
D1137-53 (There is no 75 version. It was reapproved
in 1975.)

D1193-91

D1266- 91

D1475-90

D1552- 95

D1835-91

D1826- 94

D1945- 96



D1946- 90 (There is no 94 version. It was reapproved
in 1994.)

D2013- 86

D2015- 96

D2016 was wi t hdrawn and eplaced with D4442-92 and D444-

88.

D2234- 96

D2369- 97

D2382-88 was wit hdrawn and replaced by D4809- 95.

D2504- 88 (There is no 93 version.)

D2584- 94

D2622- 94

D2879- 97

D2880- 96

D2908- 91

D2986- 95a

D3031- 81

D3173-87 Disconti nued.

D3176- 89

D3177- 89

D3178- 89

D3246- 96

D3370- 95a

D3431-80 Disconti nued.

D3792-91

D4017-96a

D4057- 95

D4084- 94

D4177- 95

D4239- 94

D4442-92

D4444-92

D4457-85 (There is no 91 version.)

D4809- 95

D5403- 93

E168- 92

E169- 93

E260- 96
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