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ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY

40 CFR Parts 63 and 429
[OAR-2003-0048, FRL-7634-1]
RIN 2060-AG52

National Emission Standards for
Hazardous Air Pollutants: Plywood and
Composite Wood Products; Effluent
Limitations Guidelines and Standards
for the Timber Products Point Source
Category; List of Hazardous Air
Pollutants, Lesser Quantity
Designations, Source Category List

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA).
ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: This action promulgates
national emission standards for
hazardous air pollutants (NESHAP) for
the plywood and composite wood
products (PCWP) source category under
the Clean Air Act (CAA) and revisions
to the effluent limitations, guidelines
and standards for the timber products
processing source category under the
Clean Water Act (CWA).

The EPA has determined that the
PCWP source category contains major
sources of hazardous air pollutants
(HAP), including, but not limited to,
acetaldehyde, acrolein, formaldehyde,
methanol, phenol, and
propionaldehyde. These HAP are
associated with a variety of adverse
health effects. These adverse health
effects include chronic health disorders
(e.g., damage to nasal membranes,
gastrointestinal irritation) and acute
health disorders (e.g., irritation of eyes,
throat, and mucous membranes,
dizziness, headache, and nausea). Three
of the six primary HAP emitted have
been classified as probable or possible
human carcinogens. This action will
implement section 112(d) of the CAA by
requiring all major sources subject to the
final rule to meet HAP emission
standards reflecting the application of
the maximum achievable control

technology (MACT). The final rule will
reduce HAP emissions from the PCWP
source category by approximately 5,900
to 9,900 megagrams per year (Mg/yr)
(6,600 to 11,000 tons per year (tons/yr)).
In addition, the final rule will reduce
emissions of volatile organic
compounds (VOC) by 13,000 to 25,000
Mg/yr (14,000 to 27,000 tons/yr).

The EPA is also amending the effluent
limitations, guidelines and standards for
the timber products processing point
source category (veneer, plywood, dry
process hardboard, particleboard
manufacturing subcategories). The
amendments adjust the definition of
process wastewater to exclude certain
sources of wastewater generated by air
pollution control devices expected to be
installed to comply with the final PCWP
NESHAP.

The EPA is also amending the list of
categories that was developed pursuant
to section 112(c)(1) of the CAA. The
EPA is delisting a low-risk subcategory
of the PCWP source category. This
action is being taken in part to respond
to comments submitted by the American
Forest & Paper Association (AF&PA)
and in part upon the Administrator’s
own motion, pursuant to section
112(c)(9) of the CAA. This action is
based on EPA’s evaluation of the
available information concerning the
potential hazards from exposure to HAP
emitted by PCWP affected sources, and
includes a detailed rationale for
removing low-risk PCWP affected
sources from the source category list.

DATES: The final NESHAP and the
amendments to the effluent guidelines
are effective September 28, 2004. The
incorporation by reference of certain
publications listed in the final NESHAP
is approved by the director of the Office
of the Federal Register as of September
28, 2004.

ADDRESSES: Docket numbers OAR—
2003—-0048 and A-98—44, containing
supporting documentation used in
development of this action, are available
for public viewing at the EPA Docket

Center (Air Docket), EPA West, Room
B-108, 1301 Constitution Avenue, NW.,
Washington, DC 20460. These dockets
also contain documentation supporting
the amendments to 40 CFR part 429.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For
further information concerning
applicability and rule determinations,
contact the appropriate State or local
agency representative. If no State or
local representative is available, contact
the EPA Regional Office staff listed in
40 CFR 63.13. For information
concerning the analyses performed in
developing the final rule, contact Ms.
Mary Tom Kissell, Waste and Chemical
Processes Group, Emission Standards
Division (C439-03), U.S. EPA, Research
Triangle Park, North Carolina 27711,
telephone number (919) 541-4516,
electronic mail (e-mail) address

kissell. mary@epa.gov. For information
concerning test methods, sampling, and
monitoring information, contact Mr.
Gary McAlister, Source Measurement
Analysis Group, Emission Monitoring
and Analysis Division (D243-02), U.S.
EPA, Research Triangle Park, North
Carolina 27711, telephone number (919)
541-1062, e-mail address
mcalister.gary@epa.gov. For information
concerning the economic impacts and
benefit analysis, contact Mr. Larry
Sorrels, Innovative Strategies and
Economics Group, Air Quality Strategies
and Standards Division (C339-01), U.S.
EPA, Research Triangle Park, North
Carolina 27711, telephone number (919)
541-5041, e-mail address
sorrels.larry@epa.gov. For information
concerning the effluent guidelines,
contact Mr. Donald Anderson,
Engineering and Analysis Division
(4303T), U.S. EPA, 1200 Pennsylvania
Avenue, NW., Washington, DC 20460,
telephone number (202) 566—-1021,
anderson.donaldf@epa.gov.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Regulated
Entities. Categories and entities
potentially regulated by this action
include:

Category Rule Cgé%ﬂ '(\310A£§ Examples of regulated entities
Industry .....ccccceeeee NESHAP .............. 2421 321999 | Sawmills with lumber kilns.
2435 | 321211 | Hardwood plywood and veneer plants.
2436 | 321212 | Softwood plywood and veneer plants.
2493 | 321219 | Reconstituted wood products (particleboard, medium density fiberboard, hard-
board, fiberboard, and oriented strandboard plants).
2439 | 321213 | Structural Wood Members, Not Elsewhere Classified (engineered wood prod-
ucts plants).
Effluent Guidelines | ....ccccccceviieneiciennns 2436 | 321212 | Softwood plywood and veneer plants.
2493 | 321219 | Reconstituted wood products (particleboard, medium density fiberboard, hard-
board, fiberboard, and oriented strandboard plants).

aStandard Industrial Classification.

bNorth American Industrial Classification System.
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This table is not intended to be
exhaustive, but rather provides a guide
for readers regarding entities likely to be
regulated by this action. To determine
whether your facility is regulated by this
action, you should examine the
applicability criteria in §63.2231 of the
final rule. If you have any questions
regarding the applicability of this action
to a particular entity, consult the person
listed in the preceding FOR FURTHER
INFORMATION CONTACT section.

Docket. The EPA has established an
official public docket for this action
including both Docket ID No. OAR-
2003-0048 and Docket ID No. A-98—44.
The official public docket consists of the
documents specifically referenced in
this action, any public comments
received, and other information related
to this action. All items may not be
listed under both docket numbers, so
interested parties should inspect both
docket numbers to ensure that they have
received all materials relevant to this
rule. Although a part of the official
docket, the public docket does not
include Confidential Business
Information or other information whose
disclosure is restricted by statute. The
official public docket is available for
public viewing at the EPA Docket
Center (Air Docket), EPA West, Room
B-102, 1301 Constitution Avenue, NW.,
Washington, DC. The EPA Docket
Center Public Reading Room is open
from 8:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m., Monday
through Friday, excluding legal
holidays. The telephone number for the
Public Reading Room is (202) 566—1744,
and the telephone number for the Air
Docket is (202) 566—1742.

Electronic Access. You may access
this Federal Register document
electronically through the EPA Internet
under the Federal Register listings at
http://www.epa.gov/fedrgstr/. You may
also access a copy of this document
through the Technology Transfer
Network (TTN) at http://www.epa.gov/
ttn/atw/plypart/plywoodpg.html. An
electronic version of the public docket
is available through EPA’s electronic
public docket and comment system,
EPA Dockets. You may use EPA Dockets
at http://www.epa.gov/edocket/ to view
public comments, access the index
listing of the contents of the official
public docket, and access those
documents in the public docket that are
available electronically. Although not
all docket materials may be available
electronically, you may still access any
of the publicly available docket
materials through the docket facility
identified above. Once in the system,
select “search,” then key in the
appropriate docket identification
number.

Judicial Review. Under section
307(b)(1) of the CAA, judicial review of
the standards and limitations of the
final rule is available only by filing a
petition for review in the U.S. Court of
Appeals for the District of Columbia
Circuit by September 28, 2004. Under
section 307(d)(7)(B) of the CAA, only an
objection to the final rule that was
raised with reasonable specificity
during the period for public comment
can be raised during judicial review.
Under section 509(b)(1) of the CWA,
judicial review of today’s effluent
limitations guidelines and standards is
available in the United States Court of
Appeals by filing a petition for review
within 120 days from the date of
promulgation of those guidelines and
standards. In accordance with 40 CFR
23.2, the water portion of today’s final
rule shall be considered promulgated for
the purposes of judicial review at 1 p.m.
Eastern time on August 13, 2004.
Moreover, under section 307(b)(2) of the
CAA and section 509(b)(2) of the CWA,
the requirements established by the
final rule may not be challenged
separately in any civil or criminal
proceedings brought by EPA to enforce
the requirements.

Outline. The information presented in
this preamble is organized as follows:

L. Introduction

A. What Is the Source of Authority for
Development of Today’s Regulations?

B. What Criteria Are Used in the
Development of NESHAP?

C. How Was the Final Rule Developed?

D. What Are the Health Effects of the
Pollutants Emitted From the PCWP
Industry?

E. Incorporation by Reference of NCASI
Test Methods

F. Incorporation by Reference of ASTM
Test Method

II. Summary of the Final Rule

A. What Process Units Are Subject to the
Final Rule?

B. What Pollutants Are Regulated by the
Final Rule?

C. What Are the Compliance Options?

D. What Operating Requirements Are in
the Final Rule?

E. What Are the Work Practice
Requirements?

F. When Must I Comply With the Final
Rule?

G. How Do I Demonstrate Initial
Compliance With the Final Rule?

H. How do I Demonstrate Continuous
Compliance With the Final Rule?

I. How Do I Demonstrate That My Affected
Source Is Part of the Low-risk
Subcategory?

III. Summary of Environmental, Energy, and
Economic Impacts

A. How Many Facilities Are Impacted by
the Final Rule?

B. What Are the Air Quality Impacts?

C. What Are the Water Quality Impacts?

D. What Are the Solid Waste Impacts?

E. What Are the Energy Impacts?

F. What Are the Cost Impacts?

G. What Are the Economic Impacts?

H. What Are the Social Costs and Benefits?

IV. Summary of Responses to Major

Comments and Changes to the Plywood
and Composite Wood Products NESHAP

A. Applicability

B. Overlap With Other Rules

C. Amendments to the Effluent Guidelines
for Timber Products Processing

D. Existing Source MACT

E. New Source MACT

F. Definition of Control Device

G. Compliance Options

H. Testing and Monitoring Requirements

1. Routine Control Device Maintenance
Exemption (RCDME)

J. Startup, Shutdown, and Malfunction
(SSM)

K. Risk-Based Approaches

V. Statutory and Executive Order Reviews

A. Executive Order 12866: Regulatory
Planning and Review

B. Paperwork Reduction Act

C. Regulatory Flexibility Analysis

D. Unfunded Mandates Reform Act

E. Executive Order 13132: Federalism

F. Executive Order 13175: Consultation
and Coordination With Indian Tribal
Governments

G. Executive Order 13045: Protection of
Children From Environmental Health &
Safety Risks

H. Executive Order 13211: Actions That
Significantly Affect Energy Supply,
Distribution, or Use

I. National Technology Transfer and
Advancement Act

J. Congressional Review Act

1. Introduction

A. What Is the Source of Authority for
Development of Today’s Regulations?

Section 112(c) of the CAA requires us
to list categories and subcategories of
major sources and area sources of HAP
and to establish NESHAP for the listed
source categories and subcategories. The
PCWP source category was originally
listed as the plywood and particleboard
source category on July 16, 1992 (57 FR
31576). The name of the source category
was changed to plywood and composite
wood products on November 18, 1999
(64 FR 63025), to more accurately reflect
the types of manufacturing facilities
covered by the source category. In
addition, when we proposed the PCWP
rule on January 9, 2003 (68 FR 1276), we
broadened the scope of the source
category to include lumber kilns located
at stand-alone kiln-dried lumber
manufacturing facilities or at any other
type of facility. Major sources of HAP
are those that have the potential to emit
9.1 Mg/yr (10 tons/yr) or more of any
one HAP or 22.3 Mg/yr (25 tons/yr) or
more of any combination of HAP.

Section 112(d) of the CAA directs us
to adopt emission standards for
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categories and subcategories of HAP
sources. In cases where emission
standards are not feasible, section
112(h) of the CAA allows us to develop
design, equipment, work practice, and/
or operational standards. The collection
of compliance options, operating
requirements, and work practice
requirements in today’s final rule make
up the emission standards and work
practice standards for the PCWP
NESHAP.

We are promulgating the amendments
to 40 CFR part 429 under the authority
of sections 301, 304, 306, 307, 308, 402,
and 501 of the CWA.

Section 112(c)(9) of the CAA allows
us to delete categories and subcategories
from the list of HAP sources to be
subject to MACT standards under
section 112(d) of the CAA, if certain
substantive criteria are met. (The EPA
construes this authority to apply to
listed subcategories because doing so is
logical in the context of the general
regulatory scheme established by the
statute, and is reasonable since section
112(c)(9)(B)(ii) expressly refers to
subcategories.) To delete a category or
subcategory the Administrator must
make an initial demonstration that no
source in the category or subcategory:
(1) Emits carcinogens in amounts that
may result in a lifetime cancer risk
exceeding one in a million to the
individual most exposed; (2) emits
noncarcinogens in amounts that exceed
a level which is adequate to provide an
ample margin of safety to protect public
health; and (3) emits any HAP or
combination of HAP in amounts that
will result in an adverse environmental
effect, as defined by section 112(a)(7) of
the CAA.

B. What Criteria Are Used in the
Development of NESHAP?

Section 112(d)(1) of the CAA requires
that we establish NESHAP for the
control of HAP from both new and
existing major sources. Section 112(d)(2)
of the CAA requires the NESHAP to
reflect the maximum degree of
reduction in emissions of HAP that is
achievable. This level of control is
commonly referred to as the MACT.

The MACT floor is the minimum
control level allowed for NESHAP and
is defined under section 112(d)(3) of the
CAA. In essence, the MACT floor
ensures that the standard is set at a level
that ensures that all major sources
achieve a level of control at least as
stringent as that already achieved by the
better-controlled and lower-emitting
sources in each source category or
subcategory. For new sources, the
MACT floor cannot be less stringent
than the emission control that is

achieved in practice by the best-
controlled similar source. The MACT
standards for existing sources can be
less stringent than standards for new
sources, but they cannot be less
stringent than the average emission
limitation achieved by the best-
performing 12 percent of existing
sources in the category or subcategory
(or the best-performing 5 sources for
categories or subcategories with fewer
than 30 sources).

In developing MACT under section
112(d)(2) of the CAA, we must also
consider any control options that are
more stringent than the floor. We may
establish standards more stringent than
the floor based on the consideration of
cost of achieving the emissions
reductions, any non-air quality health
and environmental impacts, and energy
requirements.

C. How Was the Final Rule Developed?

We proposed standards for PCWP on
January 9, 2003 (68 FR 1276). The
preamble for the proposed standards
described the rationale for the proposed
standards. Public comments were
solicited at the time of proposal. The
public comment period lasted from
January 9, 2003, to March 10, 2003.
Industry representatives, regulatory
agencies, environmental groups, and the
general public were given the
opportunity to comment on the
proposed rule and to provide additional
information during the public comment
period. We also offered at proposal the
opportunity for a public hearing
concerning the proposed rule, but no
hearing was requested. We met with
stakeholders on several occasions.

We received a total of 57 public
comment letters on the proposed rule
during the comment period. Comments
were submitted by industry trade
associations, PCWP companies, State
regulatory agencies, local government
agencies, and environmental groups.
Today’s final rule reflects our
consideration of all of the comments
received during the comment period.
Major public comments on the proposed
rule, along with our responses to those
comments, are summarized in this
preamble.

D. What Are the Health Effects of the
Pollutants Emitted From the PCWP
Industry?

The final rule protects air quality and
promotes the public health by reducing
emissions of some of the HAP listed in
section 112(b)(1) of the CAA. The
organic HAP from PCWP process units
that have been detected in one or more
emission tests include acetaldehyde,
acetophenone, acrolein, benzene,

biphenyl, bromomethane, carbon
disulfide, carbon tetrachloride,
chloroform, chloroethane,
chloromethane, cresols, cumene, ethyl
benzene, formaldehyde, hydroquinone
methanol, methylene chloride,
methylene diphenyl diisocyanate (MDI),
methyl ethyl ketone (MEK), methyl
isobutyl ketone (MIBK), n-hexane,
phenol, propionaldehyde, styrene,
toluene, xylenes, 1,1,1-trichloroethane,
bis-(2-ethylhexyl phthalate), 4-methyl-2-
pentanone, and di-n-butyl phthalate.
Many of these HAP are rarely detected
and occur infrequently. The
predominant organic HAP emitted (i.e.,
those most likely to be emitted in
detectable quantities and with high
mass relative to other HAP) by PCWP
facilities include acetaldehyde, acrolein,
formaldehyde, methanol, phenol, and
propionaldehyde. Exposure to these
compounds has been demonstrated to
cause adverse health effects when
present in concentrations higher than
those typically found in ambient air.
This section discusses the health effects
associated with the predominant HAP
emitted by the PCWP industry, as well
as the health effects of the HAP
contributing the most to cancer and
noncancer risks associated with these
PCWP facilities (organic HAP and some
metal HAP) that must be included in
any demonstration of eligibility for the
low-risk subcategory of PCWP sources.

We do not have the necessary data on
each PCWP facility and the people
living around each facility to determine
the actual population exposures to the
HAP emitted from these facilities and
the potential health effects. Our
screening assessment, conducted using
health-protective assumptions, indicates
that potential noncancer health impacts
were negligible to target organ systems
other than the central nervous and
respiratory systems. Furthermore, only
acrolein and formaldehyde showed the
potential for acute exposures of any
concern. Therefore, noncancer effects
other than those effecting the central
nervous or respiratory systems are not
expected to occur prior to or after
regulation, and are provided below only
to illustrate the nature of the
contaminant’s effects at high dose.
However, to the extent the adverse
effects do occur, today’s final rule
would reduce emissions by sources
subject to the standards and subsequent
exposures to such emissions.

1. Acetaldehyde

Acetaldehyde is ubiquitous in the
environment and may be formed in the
body from the breakdown of ethanol
(ethyl alcohol). In humans, symptoms of
chronic (long-term) exposure to
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acetaldehyde resemble those of
alcoholism. Long-term inhalation
exposure studies in animals reported
effects on the nasal epithelium and
mucous membranes, growth retardation,
and increased kidney weight. We have
classified acetaldehyde as a probable
human carcinogen (Group B2) based on
animal studies that have shown nasal
tumors in rats and laryngeal tumors in
hamsters.

2. Acrolein

Acute (short-term) inhalation
exposure to acrolein may result in upper
respiratory tract irritation and
congestion. The major effects from
chronic (long-term) inhalation exposure
to acrolein in humans consist of general
respiratory congestion and eye, nose,
and throat irritation. Acrolein is a strong
dermal irritant in humans. We consider
acrolein to be a possible human
carcinogen (Group C) based on limited
animal cancer data suggesting an
increased incidence of tumors in rats
exposed to acrolein in the drinking
water.

3. Formaldehyde

Both acute (short-term) and chronic
(long-term) exposure to formaldehyde
irritates the eyes, nose, and throat.
Limited human studies have reported an
association between formaldehyde
exposure and lung and nasopharyngeal
cancer. Animal inhalation studies have
reported an increased incidence of nasal
squamous cell cancer. We consider
formaldehyde a probable human
carcinogen (Group B2).

4. Methanol

Chronic (long-term) exposure of
humans to methanol by inhalation or
ingestion may result in blurred vision,
headache, dizziness, and nausea. No
information is available on the
reproductive, developmental, or
carcinogenic effects of methanol in
humans. Birth defects have been
observed in the offspring of rats and
mice exposed to high concentrations of
methanol by inhalation. A methanol
inhalation study using rhesus monkeys
reported a decrease in the length of
pregnancy and limited evidence of
impaired learning ability in offspring.
We have not classified methanol with
respect to carcinogenicity.

5. Phenol

Oral exposure to small amounts of
phenol may cause irregular breathing
and muscular weakness. Anorexia,
progressive weight loss, diarrhea,
vertigo, salivation, and a dark coloration
of the urine have been reported in
chronically (long-term) exposed

humans. Gastrointestinal irritation and
blood and liver effects have also been
reported. No studies of developmental
or reproductive effects of phenol in
humans are available, but animal
studies have reported reduced fetal
body weights, growth retardation, and
abnormal development in the offspring
of animals exposed to relatively high
doses of phenol by the oral route. We
have classified phenol in Group D, not
classifiable as to human carcinogenicity.

6. Propionaldehyde

Animal studies have reported that
inhalation exposure to high levels of
propionaldehyde results in anesthesia
and liver damage. No information is
available on the chronic (long-term),
reproductive, developmental, or
carcinogenic effects of propionaldehyde
in animals or humans. We have not
classified propionaldehyde for
carcinogenicity.

7. Arsenic

Chronic (long-term) inhalation
exposure to inorganic arsenic in humans
is associated with irritation of the skin
and mucous membranes. Human data
suggest a relationship between
inhalation exposure of women working
at or living near metal smelters and an
increased risk of reproductive effects.
Inorganic arsenic exposure in humans
by the inhalation route has been shown
to be strongly associated with lung
cancer. We have classified inorganic
arsenic as a Group A, human
carcinogen.

8. Beryllium

Chronic (long-term) inhalation
exposure of humans to beryllium has
been reported to cause chronic
beryllium disease (berylliosis), in which
granulomatous (noncancerous) lesions
develop in the lung. Inhalation exposure
to beryllium has been demonstrated to
cause lung cancer in rats and monkeys.
Human studies are limited, but suggest
a causal relationship between beryllium
exposure and an increased risk of lung
cancer. We have classified beryllium as
a Group B1, probable human
carcinogen, when inhaled; data are
inadequate to determine whether
beryllium is carcinogenic when
ingested.

9. Cadmium

Chronic (long-term) inhalation or oral
exposure to cadmium leads to a build-
up of cadmium in the kidneys that can
cause kidney disease. Cadmium has
been shown to be a developmental
toxicant at high doses in animals,
resulting in fetal malformations and
other effects, but no conclusive

evidence exists in humans. Animal
studies have demonstrated an increase
in lung cancer from long-term
inhalation exposure to cadmium. We
have classified cadmium as a Group B1,
probable human carcinogen when
inhaled; data are inadequate to
determine whether cadmium is
carcinogenic when ingested.

10. Chromium

Chromium may be emitted from
PCWP facilities in two forms, trivalent
chromium (chromium III) or hexavalent
chromium (chromium VI). The
respiratory tract is the major target organ
for chromium VI toxicity. Bronchitis,
decreased pulmonary function,
pneumonia, and other respiratory effects
have been noted from chronic high
concentration exposure. Limited human
studies suggest that chromium VI
inhalation exposure may be associated
with complications during pregnancy
and childbirth, while animal studies
have not reported reproductive effects
from inhalation exposure to chromium
VI. Human and animal studies have
clearly established that inhaled
chromium VI is a carcinogen, resulting
in an increased risk of lung cancer. We
have classified chromium VI as a Group
A, human carcinogen by the inhalation
exposure route.

Chromium III is much less toxic than
chromium VI. The respiratory tract is
also the major target organ for
chromium IIT toxicity, similar to
chromium VI. Chromium III is an
essential element in humans, with a
daily oral intake of 50 to 200
micrograms per day (ug/d)
recommended for an adult. Data on
adverse effects of high oral exposures of
chromium III are not available for
humans, but a study with mice suggests
possible damage to the male
reproductive tract. We have not
classified chromium III for
carcinogenicity.

11. Manganese

Health effects in humans have been
associated with both deficiencies and
excess intakes of manganese. Chronic
(long-term) exposure to low levels of
manganese in the diet is considered to
be nutritionally essential in humans,
with a recommended daily allowance of
2 to 5 milligrams per day (mg/d).
Chronic inhalation exposure to high
levels of manganese by inhalation in
humans results primarily in central
nervous system (CNS) effects. Visual
reaction time, hand steadiness, and eye-
hand coordination were affected in
chronically-exposed workers. Impotence
and loss of libido have been noted in
male workers afflicted with manganism
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attributed to high-dose inhalation
exposures. We have classified
manganese as Group D, not classifiable
as to human carcinogenicity.

12. Nickel

Nickel is an essential element in some
animal species, and it has been
suggested it may be essential for human
nutrition. Nickel dermatitis, consisting
of itching of the fingers, hands, and
forearms, is the most common effect in
humans from chronic (long-term) skin
contact with nickel. Respiratory effects
have also been reported in humans from
inhalation exposure to nickel. No
information is available regarding the
reproductive or developmental effects of
nickel in humans, but animal studies
have reported such effects, although a
consistent dose-response relationship
has not been seen. The forms of nickel
which might be emitted from PCWP
facilities include soluble nickel, nickel
subsulfide, and nickel carbonyl. We
have classified nickel refinery dust and
nickel subsulfide as Group A, human
carcinogens, and nickel carbonyl as a
Group B2, probable human carcinogen,
by inhalation exposure. Human and
animal studies have reported an
increased risk of lung and nasal cancers
from exposure to nickel refinery dusts
and nickel subsulfide. Animal
inhalation studies of soluble nickel
compounds (i.e., nickel carbonyl) have
reported lung tumors.

13. Lead

Elemental lead may cause a variety of
effects at low oral or inhaled dose
levels. Chronic (long-term) exposure to
high levels of lead in humans results in
effects on the blood, CNS, blood
pressure, and kidneys. Children are
particularly sensitive to the chronic
effects of lead, with slowed cognitive
development, reduced growth, and
other effects reported. Reproductive
effects, such as decreased sperm count
in men and spontaneous abortions in
women, have been associated with lead
exposure. The developing fetus is at
particular risk from maternal lead
exposure, with low birth weight and
slowed postnatal neurobehavioral
development noted. Human studies are
inconclusive regarding lead exposure
and cancer, while animal studies have
reported an increase in kidney cancer
from lead exposure by the oral route.
We have classified lead as a Group B2,
probable human carcinogen.

14. MDI

The MDI has been observed to irritate
the skin and eyes of rabbits. Chronic
(long-term) inhalation exposure to MDI
may cause asthma, dyspnea, and other
respiratory impairments in workers. We
have classified MDI within Group D, not
classifiable as to human carcinogenicity.

15. Benzene

Chronic (long-term) inhalation
exposure has caused various disorders
in the blood, including reduced
numbers of red blood cells. Increased
incidence of leukemia (cancer of the
tissues that form white blood cells) has
been observed in humans
occupationally exposed to benzene. We
have classified benzene as a Group A,
known human carcinogen.

E. Incorporation by Reference of NCASI
Test Methods

Today’s final rule amends 40 CFR
63.14 by revising paragraph (f) to
incorporate by reference two test
methods developed by the National
Council of the Paper Industry for Air
and Stream Improvement (NCASI): (1)
Method CI/WP-98.01, “Chilled
Impinger Method for Use at Wood
Products Mills to Measure
Formaldehyde, Methanol, and Phenol’;
and (2) NCASI Method IM/CAN/WP-
99.02, “Impinger/Canister Source
Sampling Method for Selected HAPs
and Other Compounds at Wood
Products Facilities.” These methods are
available from NCASI, Methods Manual,
P.O. Box 133318, Research Triangle
Park, NC 27709-3318 or at http://
www.ncasi.org. They are also available
from the docket for the final rule
(Docket Number OAR-2003-0048 and
Docket Number A—98—44). These
documents were approved for
incorporation by reference by the
Director of the Federal Register in
accordance with 5 U.S.C. 552(a) and 1
CFR part 51.

F. Incorporation by Reference of ASTM
Test Method

Today’s final rule amends 40 CFR
63.14 by adding paragraph (b)(54) to
incorporate by reference a test method
developed by the American Society for
Testing and Materials (ASTM), ASTM
D6348-03, “Standard Test Method for
Determination of Gaseous Compounds
by Extractive Direct Interface Fourier
Transform Infrared (FTIR)
Spectroscopy.” This test method is
available from ASTM, 100 Barr Harbor
Drive, Post Office Box C700, West

Conshohocken, PA 19428-2959; or
ProQuest, 300 North Zeeb Road, Ann
Arbor, MI 48106. This document has
been approved for incorporation by
reference by the Director of the Federal
Register in accordance with 5 U.S.C.
552(a) and 1 CFR 51.

II. Summary of the Final Rule

A. What Process Units Are Subject to
the Final Rule?

The final rule regulates HAP
emissions from PCWP facilities that are
major sources. Plywood and composite
wood products are manufactured by
bonding wood material (fibers, particles,
strands, etc.) or agricultural fiber,
generally with resin under heat and
pressure, to form a structural panel or
engineered wood product. Plywood and
composite wood products
manufacturing facilities also include
facilities that manufacture dry veneer
and lumber kilns located at any facility.
Plywood and composite wood products
include (but are not limited to)
plywood, veneer, particleboard,
oriented strandboard, hardboard,
fiberboard, medium density fiberboard,
laminated strand lumber, laminated
veneer lumber, wood I-joists, kiln-dried
lumber, and glue-laminated beams.
Table 1 of this preamble lists the
process units at PCWP facilities and
indicates which process units are
subject to the control requirements in
today’s final rule. “Process unit” means
equipment classified according to its
function such as a blender, dryer, press,
former, or board cooler.

The affected source for the final rule
is the combination of all PCWP
manufacturing operations, including
PCWP process units, onsite storage of
raw materials, onsite wastewater
treatment operations associated with
PCWP manufacturing, and
miscellaneous coating operations
located at a major source facility. One of
the implications of this definition of
affected source is that the control
requirements, or “floor,” as defined in
section 112(d)(3), are determined for the
entire PCWP facility. Therefore, except
for lumber kilns not otherwise located at
PCWP facilities, the final rule contains
the control requirements that represent
the MACT level of control for the entire
facility. For lumber kilns not otherwise
located at PCWP facilities, the final rule
contains the control requirements that
represent the MACT level of control
only for lumber kilns.
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TABLE 1.—PROCESS UNITS THAT ARE SUBJECT TO THE FINAL CONTROL REQUIREMENTS

For the following process units . . .

Does today’s final rule include control require-

Softwood veneer dryers?; primary tube dryers; secondary tube dryers; rotary strand dryers; | Yes.
conveyor strand dryers; green rotary dryers; hardboard ovens; reconstituted wood prod-
uct presses; and pressurized refiners.
Press predryers; fiberboard mat dryers; and board COOIEIS .........cccoovuiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeiee e No.
Dry rotary dryers #; veneer redryers #; softwood plywood presses; hardwood plywood press- | No.

es; engineered wood products presses; hardwood veneer dryers3; humidifiers; atmos-
pheric refiners; formers; blenders; rotary agricultural fiber dryers; agricultural fiber board
presses; sanders; saws; fiber washers; chippers; log vats; lumber kilns; storage tanks;
wastewater operations; miscellaneous coating operations (including group 1 miscella-
neous coating operations2); and stand-alone digesters.

ments for . . .
Existing affected 2
sources? New affected sources?
Yes.
Yes.
No.

aThese process units have work practice requirements in today’s final rule in addition to or instead of control requirements. Group 1 miscella-
neous coating operations include application of edge seals, nail lines, logo (or other information) paint, shelving edge fillers, trademark/grade-
stamp inks, and wood putty patches to PCWP (except kiln-dried lumber) on the same site where the PCWP are manufactured. Group 1 miscella-
neous coating operations also include application of synthetic patches to plywood at new affected sources.

B. What Pollutants Are Regulated by the
Final Rule?

The final rule regulates HAP
emissions from PCWP facilities. For the
purpose of compliance with 40 CFR part
63, subpart DDDD, we defined “total
HAP” to be the sum of the emissions of
six primary HAP emitted from PCWP
manufacturing. The six HAP that define
total HAP make up 96 percent of the
nationwide HAP emissions from PCWP
facilities and are acetaldehyde, acrolein,
formaldehyde, methanol, phenol, and
propionaldehyde. Other HAP are
sometimes emitted and controlled along
with these six HAP, but in lower
quantities. Depending upon which of
the compliance alternatives you choose,
you could be required to measure
emissions of total HAP, total
hydrocarbon (THC), methanol, or
formaldehyde as surrogates for
measuring all HAP. For the purpose of
determining whether your facility is a
major source, you would have to
include all HAP as prescribed by rules
and guidance pertaining to
determination of major source.

C. What Are the Compliance Options?

Today’s final rule includes a range of
compliance options, which are
summarized in the following
subsections. You must use one of the
compliance options to show compliance
with the final rule. In most cases, the
compliance options are the same for
new and existing sources. Dilution to
achieve compliance is prohibited, as
specified in 40 CFR 63.4.

1. Production-Based Compliance
Options

Today’s final rule includes
production-based compliance options
(PBCO), which are based on total HAP
and vary according to type of process

unit. Total HAP emissions are defined
in today’s final rule as the total mass
emissions of the following six HAP:
acetaldehyde, acrolein, formaldehyde,
methanol, phenol, and
propionaldehyde. The PBCO are in
units of mass of pollutant per unit of
production. Add-on control systems
may not be used to meet the production-
based compliance options. For
pressurized refiners and most dryers,
the PBCO are expressed as pounds per
oven-dried-ton of wood (Ib/ODT). For
presses, hardboard ovens, and some
dryers, the PBCO are expressed as
pounds per thousand square feet of
board (Ib/MSF), with a reference board
thickness. There is no PBCO for
conveyor strand dryers.

2. Add-On Control System Compliance
Options

If you operate a process unit equipped
with an add-on control system, you may
use any one of the following six
compliance options. “Add-on control
system” or “control system” means the
combination of capture and control
devices used to reduce HAP emissions
to the atmosphere.

(1) Reduce THC emissions (as carbon,
and minus methane if you wish to
subtract methane) by 90 percent.

(2) Reduce methanol emissions by 90
percent.

(3) Reduce formaldehyde emissions
by 90 percent.

(4) Limit the concentration of THC (as
carbon, and minus methane if you wish
to subtract methane) in the outlet of the
add-on control system to 20 parts per
million by volume, dry basis (ppmvd).

(5) Limit the concentration of
methanol in the exhaust from the add-
on control system to 1 ppmvd (can be
used only if the concentration of

methanol entering the control device is
greater than or equal to 10 ppmvd).

(6) Limit the concentration of
formaldehyde in the exhaust from the
add-on control system to 1 ppmvd (can
be used only if the concentration of
formaldehyde entering the control
device is greater than or equal to 10
ppmvd).

In the first three options ((1) through
(3)), the 90 percent control efficiency
represents a total control efficiency.
Total control efficiency is defined as the
product of the capture efficiency and
the control device efficiency. For
process units such as rotary strand
dryers, capture efficiency is not an issue
because the rotary strand dryer has a
single exhaust point which is easily
captured by the control device.
However, for presses and board coolers,
the HAP emissions cannot be
completely captured without installing
an enclosure. If the enclosure meets the
criteria for a wood products enclosure
as defined in §63.2292 in today’s final
rule, then you would assign the
enclosure a capture efficiency of 100
percent. You must test other enclosures
to determine capture efficiency using
EPA Test Methods 204 and 204A
through 204F (as appropriate) found in
40 CFR part 51, appendix M, or the
alternative tracer gas procedure in
appendix A to today’s final rule. For the
three concentration options ((4) through
(6)), you must have an enclosure that
either meets the criteria for a wood
products enclosure or achieves a
capture efficiency greater than or equal
to 95 percent.

The six compliance options are
equivalent ways to express the HAP
control levels that represent the MACT
floor. Because the compliance options
are equivalent for controlling HAP
emissions, you are required to meet only
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one of the six compliance options for
add-on control systems. However, you
must designate in your permit which
one of the six options you have selected
for the affected process unit. If you plan
to operate a given process unit under
different conditions, you may
incorporate multiple compliance
options for the add-on control system
into your permit, as long as each
separate operating condition is
identified along with the compliance
option that corresponds to that
operating condition.

3. Emissions Averaging Compliance
Option

Emissions averaging is a means of
achieving the required emissions
reductions in a less costly way.
Therefore, if you operate an existing
affected source, for each process unit
you could choose to comply with the
emissions averaging provisions instead
of the production-based compliance
options or add-on control system
compliance options.

Emissions averaging is a system of
debits and credits in which the credits
must equal or exceed the debits. ‘“Debit-
generating process units”’ are the PCWP
process units that are required to meet
the control requirements but that you
choose to either not control or under-
control. “Credit-generating process
units” are the PCWP process units that
you choose to control that are not
required to be controlled under the
standards. When determining your
actual mass removal (AMR) of HAP, you
may include partial credits generated
from debit-generating process units that
are under-controlled (e.g., you may
receive credit for 25 percent control of
a debit-generating process unit). Control
devices used for credit-generating
process units may not be assigned more
than 90 percent control efficiency.

Under the emissions averaging
provisions, you would determine the
required mass removal (RMR) of total
HAP from debit-generating process units
for a 6-month compliance period. Total
HAP is defined in today’s final rule to
include acetaldehyde, acrolein,
formaldehyde, methanol, phenol, and
propionaldehyde. The RMR would be
based on initial total HAP
measurements for each debit-generating
process unit, your process unit
operating hours for a 6-month period,
and the required 90 percent control
system efficiency. One hundred percent
of the RMR for debit-generating process
units would have to be achieved or
exceeded by the AMR of total HAP
achieved by credit-generating process
units. The AMR is determined based on
initial performance tests, the total HAP

removal efficiency (not to exceed 90
percent) of the control systems used to
control the credit-generating process
units, and your process unit operating
hours over the 6-month period.

There are some restrictions on use of
the emissions averaging provisions in
today’s final rule. You must limit
emissions averaging to the process units
located within your affected source.
Emissions averaging may not be used at
new affected sources. You may not
include in an emissions average those
process units that are not operating or
that are shut down. Only PCWP process
units using add-on control systems may
be used to generate credits.

D. What Operating Requirements Are in
the Final Rule?

The operating requirements in today’s
final rule apply to add-on control
systems used to comply with the final
rule and to process units meeting the
final production-based compliance
options or emissions averaging
provisions without an add-on control
device (e.g., debit-generating process
units). For incineration-based control
devices and biofilters, the final rule
specifies that you must either monitor
operating parameters or use a THC
continuous emission monitoring system
(CEMS) to demonstrate continuous
compliance. The final operating
requirements are summarized below:

e If you operate a thermal oxidizer,
such as a regenerative thermal oxidizer
(RTO), you must maintain the firebox
temperature at a level that is greater
than or equal to the minimum
temperature established during the
performance test. If you operate a
combustion unit that accepts process
exhaust into the flame zone, you are
exempt from the testing and monitoring
requirements described above for
thermal oxidizers.

o If you operate a catalytic oxidizer,
such as a regenerative catalytic oxidizer
(RCO) or thermal catalytic oxidizer
(TCO), you must maintain the average
catalytic oxidizer temperature at or
above the minimum temperature
established during the performance test.
You must also check the activity level
of a representative sample of the catalyst
at least every 12 months.

e If you operate a biofilter, you must
maintain the average biofilter bed
temperature within the range you
develop during the initial performance
test or during qualifying previous
performance tests using the required test
methods. If you use values from
previous performance tests to establish
the operating parameter ranges, you
must certify that the biofilter and
associated process unit(s) have not been

modified subsequent to the date of the
performance tests.

¢ If you operate an add-on control
system not listed in today’s final rule,
you must establish operating parameters
to be monitored and parameter values
that represent your operating
requirements during the performance
test, subject to prior written approval by
the Administrator.

¢ If you operate a process unit that
meets the production-based compliance
options or a process unit that generates
debits in an emissions average without
an add-on control device, you must
maintain on a daily basis the process
unit controlling operating parameter(s)
within the ranges established during the
performance test corresponding to the
representative operating conditions
identified during the performance test.

e As an alternative to monitoring the
operating parameters specified above for
thermal oxidizers, catalytic oxidizers,
biofilters, other control devices, and
process units that meet compliance
options without add-on control systems,
you may monitor THC concentration in
the outlet stack with a THC CEMS. If
you select this option, you must
maintain the outlet THC concentration
below the maximum concentration
established during the performance test.
You may choose to subtract methane
from the THC concentration measured
by the CEMS if you wish to do so.

E. What Are the Work Practice
Requirements?

The work practice requirements in
today’s final rule apply to softwood
veneer dryers, dry rotary dryers, veneer
redryers, hardwood veneer dryers, and
group 1 miscellaneous coating
operations. For softwood veneer dryers,
the work practice requirements require
you to minimize fugitive emissions from
the veneer dryer doors (by applying
appropriate operation and maintenance
procedures) and from the green end of
the dryers (through proper balancing of
hot zone exhausts). For group 1
miscellaneous coating operations, the
work practice requirements specify that
you must use a non-HAP coating. The
work practice requirements also specify
parameters that you must monitor to
demonstrate that each dry rotary dryer,
veneer redryer, and hardwood veneer
dryer continuously operates in a manner
consistent with the definitions of these
process units provided in today’s final
rule, as follows:

¢ If you operate a dry rotary dryer,
you must maintain the inlet dryer
temperature at or below 600°F and
maintain the moisture content of the
wood particles entering the dryer at or
below 30 weight percent, on a dry basis.
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e If you operate a veneer redryer, you
must maintain the moisture content of
the wood veneer entering the dryer at or
below 25 percent, by weight.

e If you operate a hardwood veneer
dryer, you must process less than 30
percent, by volume, softwood species
each year.

F. When Must I Comply With the Final
Rule?

Existing PCWP facilities must comply
within 3 years of September 28, 2004.
New sources that commence
construction after January 9, 2003, must
comply immediately upon initial
startup or on September 28, 2004,
whichever is later.

Existing sources that wish to be
included in the delisted low-risk
subcategory must receive EPA approval
of their eligibility demonstrations no
later than 3 years after September 28,
2004, or be in compliance with the final
rule. New sources that wish to be
included in the delisted low-risk
subcategory must receive EPA approval
of their eligibility demonstrations no
later than initial startup or on
September 28, 2004, which ever is later,
or be in compliance with the final rule.

G. How Do I Demonstrate Initial
Compliance With the Final Rule?

The initial compliance requirements
in today’s final rule vary with the
different compliance options.

1. Production-Based Compliance
Options

If you are complying with the PBCO
in today’s final rule, you must conduct
an initial performance test using
specified test methods to demonstrate
initial compliance. You must test the
efficiency of your emissions capture
device during the initial performance
test if the process unit is a press or
board cooler. The actual emission rate of
the press or board cooler is equivalent
to the measured emissions divided by
the capture efficiency. You must test
prior to any wet control device operated
on the process unit. During the
performance test, you must identify the
process unit controlling parameter(s)
that affect total HAP emissions; these
parameters must coincide with the
representative operating conditions you
describe in the performance test. For
each parameter, you must specify
appropriate monitoring methods and
monitoring frequencies, and for
continuously monitored parameters,
you must specify averaging times not to
exceed 24 hours. You must install
process monitoring equipment or
establish recordkeeping procedures to
be used to demonstrate compliance with

the operating requirements for the
parameters you select. During the initial
performance test, you must use the
process monitoring equipment or
recordkeeping procedures to establish
the parameter value (e.g., maximum,
minimum, average, or range, as
appropriate) that represents your
operating requirement for the process
unit. Alternatively, you may install a
THC CEMS and monitor the process
unit outlet THC concentration and
establish your THC operating
requirement during the performance
test.

2. Add-On Control System Compliance
Options

If you use the compliance options for
add-on control systems, you must
conduct an initial performance test
using specified test methods to
demonstrate initial compliance. With
the exception of the 20 ppmvd THC
concentration option, you must test at
both the inlet and the outlet of the HAP
control device. For HAP-altering
controls in sequence, such as a wet
control device followed by a thermal
oxidizer, you must test at the functional
inlet of the control sequence (e.g., prior
to the wet control device) and at the
outlet of the control sequence (e.g.,
thermal oxidizer outlet). If you use a wet
control device as the sole means of
reducing HAP emissions, you must
develop and implement a plan to
address how organic HAP captured in
the wastewater from the wet control
device is contained or destroyed to
minimize re-release to the atmosphere
such that the desired emission
reduction is obtained. If you use any of
the six compliance options for add-on
control systems, and the process unit is
a press or a board cooler without a wood
products enclosure, you must also test
the capture efficiency of your partial
wood products enclosure. Prior to the
initial performance test, you must
install control device parameter
monitoring equipment or THC CEMS to
be used to demonstrate compliance with
the operating requirements for add-on
control systems in today’s final rule.
During the initial performance test, you
must use the control device parameter
monitoring equipment or THC CEMS to
establish the parameter values that
represent your operating requirements
for the control systems. If your add-on
control system is preceded by a
particulate control device (e.g.,
baghouse or wet electrostatic
precipitators (WESP)), you must
establish operating parameter values for
the HAP control system and not for the
particulate control device. If your
control device is a biofilter, then you

may use values recorded during
previous performance tests for the
biofilter to establish your operating
requirements as long as you were in
compliance with the emission limits in
today’s final rule when the data were
collected, the test data were obtained
using the test methods in today’s final
rule, and no modifications were made to
the process unit or biofilter subsequent
to the date of the performance tests.

3. Emissions Averaging Compliance
Option

If you elect to comply with the
emissions averaging compliance option
in today’s final rule, you must submit an
Emissions Averaging Plan (EAP) to the
Administrator for approval. The EAP
must describe the process units you are
including in the emissions average. The
plan also must specify which process
units will be credit-generating units
(including under-controlled, debit-
generating process units that also
generate credits) and which process
units will be debit-generating units. The
EAP must also include descriptions of
the control systems used to generate
emission credits, documentation of the
total HAP measurements made to
determine the RMR, calculations and
supporting documentation to
demonstrate that the AMR will be
greater than or equal to the RMR, and
a summary of the operating parameters
that will be monitored.

Following approval of your EAP, you
must conduct performance tests to
determine the total HAP emissions from
all process units included in the EAP.
The credit-generating process units
must be equipped with add-on control
systems; therefore, for those process
units, you must follow the procedures
for demonstrating initial compliance as
outlined above for add-on control
systems. For debit-generating process
units without air pollution control
devices (APCD), you must follow the
same procedure for establishing your
operating requirements as outlined
above for process units meeting the
PBCO. The emissions averaging
provisions require you to conduct all
total HAP measurements and
performance test(s) when the process
units are operating under representative
operating conditions. Today’s final rule
defines “‘representative operating
conditions” as those conditions under
which the process unit will typically be
operating following the compliance
date. Representative conditions include
such things as using a representative
range of materials (e.g., wood material of
a typical species mix and moisture
content, typical resin formulations) and
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operating the process unit at typical
operating temperature ranges.

4. Work Practice Requirements

The work practice requirements in
today’s final rule do not require you to
conduct any initial performance tests.
To demonstrate initial compliance with
the work practice requirements for dry
rotary dryers, you must install
parameter monitoring devices to
continuously monitor the dryer inlet
operating temperature and the moisture
content (dry basis) of the wood furnish
(i.e., wood fibers, particles, or strands
used for making board) entering the
dryer. You must then use the parameter
monitoring devices to continuously
monitor and record the dryer
temperature and wood furnish moisture
content for a minimum of 30 days. If the
monitoring data indicate that during the
minimum 30-day demonstration period,
your dry rotary dryer continuously
processed wood furnish with an inlet
moisture content less than or equal to 30
percent, and the dryer was continuously
operated at an inlet dryer temperature
less than or equal to 600°F, then your
dryer meets the definition of a dry
rotary dryer in today’s final rule. You
must submit the monitoring data as part
of your notification of compliance status
report.

To demonstrate initial compliance
with the work practice requirements for
hardwood veneer dryers, you must
calculate the annualized percentage of
softwood veneer processed in the dryer
by volume, using veneer dryer
production records for the 12-month
period prior to the compliance date. If
the total annual percentage by volume
of softwood veneer is less than 30
percent, your veneer dryer meets the
definition of hardwood veneer dryer.
You must then submit a summary of the
production data for the 12-month period
and a statement verifying that the
veneer dryer will continue to process
less than 30 percent softwoods as part
of your notification of compliance status
report.

To demonstrate initial compliance
with the work practice requirements for
softwood veneer dryers, you must
develop a plan for minimizing fugitive
emissions from the veneer dryer green
end and heated zones. You must submit
the plan with your notification of
compliance status report.

To demonstrate initial compliance
with the work practice requirements for
veneer redryers, you must install a
device that can be used to continuously
monitor the moisture content (dry basis)
of veneer entering the dryer. You must
then use the moisture monitoring device
to continuously monitor and record the

inlet moisture content of the veneer for
a minimum of 30 days. If the monitoring
data indicate that your veneer dryer
continuously processed veneer with a
moisture content less than or equal to 25
percent during the minimum 30-day
demonstration period, then your veneer
dryer meets the definition of a veneer
redryer in today’s final rule. You must
submit the monitoring data as part of
your notification of compliance status
report.

To demonstrate initial compliance
with the work practice requirement for
group 1 miscellaneous coating
operations, you must submit a signed
statement with your notification of
compliance status report stating that
you are using non-HAP coatings. You
must also have a record (e.g., material
safety data sheets) showing that you are
using non-HAP coatings as defined in
today’s final rule.

H. How Do I Demonstrate Continuous
Compliance With the Final Rule?

The continuous compliance
requirements in today’s final rule vary
with the different types of compliance
options.

1. Production-Based Compliance
Options

If you comply with the PBCO, then
you must monitor and/or record the
controlling operating parameter(s)
identified as affecting total HAP
emissions from the process unit(s) in the
performance test. For each parameter,
you must use the monitoring methods,
monitoring frequencies, and averaging
times (for continuously monitored
parameters not to exceed 24 hours)
specified in your performance test and
Notification of Compliance Status. For
each operating parameter, you must
maintain on a daily basis the parameter
at or above the minimum, at or below
the maximum, or within the range
(whichever applies) established during
the performance test.

Instead of monitoring process
operating parameters, you may operate
a CEMS for monitoring THC
concentration to demonstrate
compliance with the operating
requirements in today’s final rule. If you
choose to operate a THC CEMS in lieu
of a continuous parameter monitoring
systems (CPMS), you must demonstrate
continuous compliance, as described in
the following subsection.

2. Add-On Control System Compliance
Options

For add-on control systems, you must
install a CPMS to monitor the
temperature or install a CEMS to
monitor THC concentration to

demonstrate compliance with the
operating requirements in today’s final
rule. If you operate a CPMS, you must
have at least 75 percent of the required
recorded readings for each 3-hour or 24-
hour block averaging period to calculate
the data averages. You must operate the
CPMS at all times the process unit is
operating. You must also conduct
proper maintenance of the CPMS and
maintain an inventory of necessary parts
for routine repairs of the CPMS. Using
the data collected with the CPMS, you
must calculate and record the average
values of each operating parameter
according to the specified averaging
times.

For thermal oxidizers, you must
continuously maintain the 3-hour block
average firebox temperature at or above
the minimum temperature established
during the performance test. For
catalytic oxidizers, you must
continuously maintain the 3-hour block
average catalytic oxidizer temperature at
or above the minimum value established
during the performance test. You must
also check the activity level of a
representative sample of the catalyst at
least every 12 months and take any
necessary corrective action to ensure
that the catalyst is performing within its
design range.

For biofilters, you must continuously
maintain the 24-hour block average
biofilter bed temperature within the
operating range you establish during the
performance test. You must also
conduct a repeat performance test using
the applicable method(s) within 2 years
following the previous performance test
and within 180 days after each
replacement of any portion of the
biofilter bed with a different media or
each replacement of more than 50
percent (by volume) of the biofilter bed
media with the same type of media.

If you choose to operate a CEMS for
monitoring THC concentration instead
of operating a CPMS, you must install,
operate, and maintain the CEMS
according to Performance Specification
8 in 40 CFR part 60, appendix B. You
must also comply with the CEMS data
quality assurance requirements in
Procedure 1 of appendix F of 40 CFR
part 60. You must conduct a
performance evaluation of the CEMS
according to 40 CFR 63.8 and
Performance Specification 8. The CEMS
must complete a minimum of one cycle
of operation (sampling, analyzing, and
data recording) for each successive 15-
minute period. Using the data collected
with the CEMS, you must calculate and
record the 3-hour block average THC
concentration for thermal or catalytic
oxidizers. For biofilters, you must
calculate and record the 24-hour block
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average THC concentration. You must
continuously monitor and maintain the
24-hour block average THC
concentration at or below the maximum
established during the performance test.
You may use a CEMS that subtracts
methane from the measured THC
concentration if you wish to do so.

If you comply with today’s final rule
using an add-on control system, you
may request a routine control device
maintenance exemption from the
Administrator. Your request for a
routine control device maintenance
exemption must document the need for
routine maintenance on the control
device and the time required to
accomplish the maintenance, describe
the maintenance activities and the
frequency of these activities, explain
why the maintenance cannot be
accomplished during process
shutdowns, describe how you plan to
make reasonable efforts to minimize
emissions during these maintenance
activities, and provide any other
documentation required by the
Administrator. If your request for the
routine control device maintenance
exemption is approved by the
Administrator, it must be incorporated
into your title V permit. The compliance
options and operating requirements
would not apply during times when
control device maintenance covered
under your approved routine control
device maintenance exemption is
performed. The routine control device
maintenance exemption may not exceed
3 percent of annual operating uptime for
each green rotary dryer, tube dryer,
rotary strand dryer, or pressurized
refiner controlled. The routine control
device maintenance exemption is
limited to 0.5 percent of the annual
operating uptime for each softwood
veneer dryer, reconstituted wood
product press, reconstituted wood
product board cooler, hardboard oven,
press predryer, conveyor strand dryer,
or fiberboard mat dryer controlled. If
your control device is used to control a
combination of equipment with
different downtime allowances (e.g., a
tube dryer and a press), then the highest
(i.e., 3 percent) downtime allowance
applies.

3. Emissions Averaging Compliance
Option

To demonstrate continuous
compliance with the emissions
averaging provisions, you must
continuously comply with the
applicable operating requirements for
add-on control systems (described in the
previous subsection). You also must
maintain records of your operating
hours for each process unit included in

the EAP. For each semiannual
compliance period, you must
demonstrate that the AMR equals or
exceeds the RMR using your initial (or
most recent) total HAP measurements
for debit-generating units, initial (or
most recent) performance test results for
credit-generating units, and the
operating hours recorded for the
semiannual compliance period.

4. Work Practice Requirements

To demonstrate continuous
compliance with the work practice
requirements for dry rotary dryers and
veneer redryers, you must operate all
dry rotary dryers and veneer redryers so
that they continuously meet the
definitions of these process units in
today’s final rule. For dry rotary dryers,
you must continuously monitor and
maintain the inlet furnish moisture
content at or below 30 percent and the
inlet dryer operating temperature at or
below 600°F. You must also calibrate
the moisture monitor based on the
procedures specified by the moisture
monitor manufacturer at least once per
semiannual compliance period to verify
the readings from the moisture meter.
For veneer redryers, you must
continuously monitor and maintain the
inlet veneer moisture content at or
below 25 percent.

To demonstrate continuous
compliance with the work practice
requirements for softwood veneer
dryers, you must follow the procedures
in your operating plan for minimizing
fugitive emissions from the green end
and heated zones of the veneer dryer
and maintain records documenting that
you have followed your plan. For
hardwood veneer dryers, you must
continue to process less than 30 percent
softwood veneer by volume and
maintain records on veneer dryer
production.

To demonstrate continuous
compliance with the work practice
requirements for group 1 miscellaneous
coating operations, you must keep
records showing that you continue to
use non-HAP coatings as defined in the
final rule.

I. How Do I Demonstrate That My
Affected Source Is Part of the Low-Risk
Subcategory?

For your affected source to be part of
the delisted low-risk subcategory, you
must have a low-risk demonstration
approved by EPA, and you must then
have federally enforceable conditions
reflecting the parameters used in your
EPA-approved demonstration
incorporated into your title V permit to
ensure that your affected source remains
low-risk. Low-risk demonstrations for

eight facilities were conducted by EPA,
and no further demonstration is
required for them. They will, however,
need to obtain title V permit terms
reflecting their status. (We will provide
these sources and their title V
permitting authorities with the
necessary parameters for establishing
corresponding permit terms and
conditions.) These facilities are listed in
Table 2 to this preamble. Other facilities
may demonstrate to EPA that their
PCWP affected source is low risk by
using the look-up tables in appendix B
to 40 CFR part 63, subpart DDDD or
conducting a site-specific risk
assessment as specified in appendix B
to subpart DDDD. Appendix B to
subpart DDDD also specifies which
process units and pollutants must be
included in your low-risk
demonstration, emissions testing
methods, the criteria for determining if
an affected source is low risk, risk
assessment methodology (look-up table
analysis or site-specific risk analysis),
contents of the low-risk demonstration,
schedule for submitting and obtaining
approval of your low-risk
demonstration, and methods for
ensuring that your affected source
remains in the low-risk subcategory. If
you demonstrate that your affected
source is part of the delisted low-risk
subcategory of PCWP manufacturing
facilities, then your affected source is
not subject to the MACT compliance
options, operating requirements, and
work practice requirements in the final
PCWP rule (subpart DDDD).

1. Low-Risk Criteria

We may approve your affected source
as eligible for membership in the
delisted low-risk subcategory of PCWP
sources if we determine that it is low
risk for both carcinogenic and
noncarcinogenic effects. To be
considered low risk, the PCWP affected
source must meet the following criteria:
(1) The maximum off-site individual
lifetime cancer risk at a location where
people live is less than one in one
million for carcinogenic chronic
inhalation effects; (2) every maximum
off-site target-organ specific hazard
index (TOSHI) (or, alternatively, an
appropriately site-specific set of hazard
indices based on similar or
complementary mechanisms of action
that are reasonably likely to be additive
at low dose or dose-response data for
your affected source’s HAP mixture) at
a location where people live is less than
or equal to 1.0 for noncarcinogenic
chronic inhalation effects; and (3) the
maximum off-site acute hazard
quotients for acrolein and formaldehyde
are less than or equal to 1.0 for
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noncarcinogenic acute inhalation
effects. These criteria are built into the
look-up tables included in appendix B
to subpart DDDD. Facilities conducting
site-specific risk assessments must
explicitly demonstrate that they meet
these criteria. Facilities need not
perform site-specific multipathway
human health risk assessments or
ecological risk assessments since EPA
performed a source category-wide
screening assessment which
demonstrates that these risks are
insignificant for all sources.

2. PCWP Affected Sources Delisted in
Today’s Action

Eight PCWP affected sources are being
delisted today as part of the low-risk
subcategory. They are listed below in
Table 2 of this preamble. If your affected
source is part of the low-risk
subcategory and you do not wish it to
remain in the subcategory, you may
notify us, in writing, and we will
remove your affected source from the
low-risk subcategory. Any affected
sources removed from the low-risk
subcategory are subject to the
requirements of subpart DDDD, as
applicable. Please address your written
notification to Ms. Mary Tom Kissell
(see FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT
section).

TABLE 2. — Low - RISK AFFECTED
SOURCES IN THE Low-Risk PCWP
SUBCATEGORY

Name of Affected Source Location

Georgia-Pacific Plywood
Plant.

Georgia-Pacific—Haw-
thorne Plywood Mill.

Monroeville, AL.

Hawthorne, FL.

Oregon Panel Products Lebanon, OR.
(Lebanite).

Hardel Mutual Plywood Chehalis, WA.
Corporation.

Hood Industries, Incor- Wiggins, MS.
porated.

Plum Creek Manufacturing, | Kalispell, MT.
LP.

Potlatch Corporation—St. St. Maries, ID.
Maries Plywood.

SierraPine Limited, Rocklin | Rocklin, CA.

MDF.

We performed a risk assessment to
determine the magnitude of potential
chronic human cancer and noncancer
risks and the potential for acute
noncancer risks and adverse
environmental impacts associated with
the sources in the PCWP source
category. The risk assessment was
performed for 181 of the 223 major
PCWP affected sources. Affected sources
where available location data were
ambiguous or where all of their site-

specific information was requested to be
treated as confidential were excluded
from the analysis, leaving a total of 181
affected sources in the assessment. For
the risk assessment, we used our
baseline emission estimates (developed
using average emission factors and, if
available, site-specific process
throughput data) and model PCWP
emissions release characteristics as
inputs into our Human Exposure Model
(HEM) to generate cancer and non-
cancer risk estimates for the 181 PCWP
affected sources. The risk assessment
methodology is explained in detail in
the supporting information for this final
rule.

Because our risk estimates include
model emissions release information,
they are not as rigorous as the risk
demonstrations we are requiring PCWP
affected sources to perform. Therefore,
to ensure the affected sources listed in
Table 2 of this preamble meet the low
risk criteria in appendix B to subpart
DDDD, we subjected them to more
stringent standards than required for
risk demonstrations based on better (i.e.,
site-specific) data. First, we increased
the level of protection to human health
by a factor of 10. Instead of using the
criteria established in appendix B to
subpart DDDD of one in 1 million risk
for cancer and TOSHI of less than or
equal to 1.0, PCWP affected sources
with cancer risk greater than 0.1 in 1
million or a TOSHI greater than 0.1
were excluded. For the remaining PCWP
affected sources, we estimated emission
factors based on the highest emissions
test data we had. We remodeled these
PCWP affected sources using worst-case
(i.e. highest) emission factors and the
January 2004 IRIS cancer URE for
formaldehyde. From this analysis,
affected sources with hazard index
values greater than 0.2 or cancer risks
greater than one in 1 million were
excluded. Of the remaining affected
sources, we eliminated those that are
closed, have pending enforcement
actions, and that did not submit or
claimed as confidential site-specific
throughput data. We also consulted
with an industry trade association and
they removed various affected sources
from the list for various reasons.

3. Determining HAP Emissions From the
Affected Source

You must include in your low-risk
demonstration every process unit within
the PCWP affected source that emits one
or more of the following HAP:
acetaldehyde, acrolein, arsenic,
benzene, beryllium, cadmium,
chromium, formaldehyde, lead, MDI,
manganese, nickel, and phenol. You
must conduct emissions testing using

the methods specified in appendix B to
subpart DDDD. For reconstituted wood
product presses or reconstituted wood
product board coolers, you must
determine the capture efficiency of the
capture device. If you use a control
device for purposes of demonstrating
that your affected source is part of the
low-risk subcategory, then you must
collect monitoring data and establish
operating limits for the control system
using the same methods specified in
subpart DDDD.

4. Low-Risk Demonstrations

Once you have conducted emissions
testing, you may perform a lookup table
analysis or site-specific risk analysis.
Regardless of the type of risk analysis
used, you must use the most recent
EPA-approved dose-response values as
posted on our Air Toxics Website at
http://www.epa.gov/ttn/atw/toxsource/
summary.html to demonstrate that your
affected source may be part of the low-
risk subcategory. If you can demonstrate
that your affected source is low-risk
based on the look-up table analysis,
then you need not complete a site-
specific risk analysis. If your affected
source is not low-risk based on the look-
up table analysis, then you may elect to
proceed with site-specific risk analysis.
Appendix B to subpart DDDD specifies
what your low-risk demonstration must
contain.

Look-up table analysis. You may use
the look-up tables (Tables 3 and 4 to 40
CFR part 63, subpart DDDD, appendix
B) to determine if your affected source
may be part of the low-risk subcategory.
Table 3 to appendix B to subpart DDDD
provides the maximum allowable
toxicity-weighted carcinogen emission
rate, and Table 4 to appendix B to
subpart DDDD provides the maximum
allowable toxicity-weighted
noncarcinogen emission rate that your
affected source can emit. To use the
look-up tables, you must determine your
toxicity-weighted carcinogen and
noncarcinogen emission rates using the
equations in appendix B to subpart
DDDD; the average stack height of all
PCWP emission points at your affected
source; and the minimum distance from
any emission point to the nearest
property boundary. If the total toxicity-
weighted carcinogen and noncarcinogen
emission rates for your affected source
are less than or equal to the values in
both look-up tables, then EPA may
approve your affected source as part of
the low-risk subcategory of PCWP
affected sources.

Site-specific risk assessment. You
may use any scientifically-accepted
peer-reviewed risk assessment
methodology to demonstrate to EPA that
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your affected source may be low risk.
An example approach to performing a
site-specific risk assessment for air
toxics that may be appropriate for your
affected source can be found in the “Air
Toxics Risk Assessment Reference
Library.” However, this approach may
not be appropriate for all affected
sources, and EPA may require that any
specific affected source use an
alternative approach. You may obtain a
copy of the “Air Toxics Risk
Assessment Reference Library, Volume
2, Site-Specific Risk Assessment
Technical Resource Document” through
EPA’s air toxics website at
www.epa.gov/ttn/atw.

For EPA to approve your low-risk
demonstration, you must demonstrate
that: (1) The maximum off-site
individual lifetime cancer risk at a
location where people live is less than
one in one million for carcinogenic
chronic inhalation effects; (2) every
maximum off-site TOSHI at a location
where people live is less than or equal
to 1.0 for non-carcinogenic chronic
inhalation effects; and (3) the maximum
off-site acute hazard quotients for
acrolein and formaldehyde are less than
or equal to 1.0 for noncarcinogenic
acute inhalation effects.

5. When Must I Submit Risk
Demonstrations to EPA?

You must submit your low-risk
demonstration to EPA for approval. If
you have an existing affected source,
you must submit your low-risk
demonstration no later than July 31,
2006. To facilitate the review and
approval process, EPA encourages
facilities to submit their assessments as
soon as possible. If you have an affected
source that is an area source that
increases its emissions or its potential to
emit such that it becomes a major source
of HAP before the effective date of
subpart DDDD, then you must complete
and submit for EPA approval your low-
risk demonstration no later than July 31,
2006. If you have an affected source that
is an area source that increases its
emissions or its potential to emit such
that it becomes a major source of HAP
after the effective date of subpart DDDD,
then you must complete and submit for
approval your low-risk demonstration
no later than 12 months after you
become a major source or after initial
startup of your affected source as a
major source, whichever is later.

If you have a new or reconstructed
affected source you must conduct the
emission tests upon initial startup and
use the results of these emissions tests
to complete and submit your low-risk
demonstration within 180 days
following your initial startup date. If

your new or reconstructed affected
source starts up before the effective date
of subpart DDDD, for EPA to find that
you are included in the low-risk
subcategory, your low-risk
demonstration must show that you were
eligible for the low-risk subcategory no
later than the effective date of subpart
DDDD. If your new or reconstructed
source starts up after the effective date
of subpart DDDD, for EPA to find that
you are included in the low-risk
subcategory, your low-risk
demonstration must show that you were
eligible for the low-risk subcategory
upon initial startup of your affected
source.

Affected sources that are not part of
the low-risk subcategory within 3 years
after the effective date of subpart DDDD
must comply with the requirements of
40 CFR part 63, subpart DDDD.
Facilities may not request compliance
extensions from the permitting authority
if they fail to demonstrate they are part
of the low-risk subcategory or to request
additional time to install controls to
become part of the low-risk subcategory.
All approved low risk sources must then
obtain title V permit revisions including
terms and conditions reflecting the
parameters used in their approved
demonstrations, according to the
schedules in their applicable part 70 or
part 71 title V permit programs.

6. Remaining in the Low-Risk
Subcategory

You must ensure that your affected
source is low risk by periodically
certifying your affected source is low
risk, monitoring applicable HAP control
device parameters, and by maintaining
certain records. You must certify with
each annual title V permit compliance
certification that the basis for your
affected source’s low-risk determination
has not changed. Your certification must
consider process changes that increase
HAP emissions, population shifts, and
changes to dose-response values. If your
affected source commences operating
outside of the low-risk subcategory, it is
no longer part of the low-risk
subcategory. You must notify the
permitting authority as soon as you
know, or could have reasonably known,
that your affected source is or will be
operating outside of the low-risk
subcategory. You must be in compliance
with all of the applicable requirements
of 40 CFR part 63, subpart DDDD
beginning on the date when your
affected source commences operating
outside the low-risk subcategory if you
had a process change that increases
HAP emissions. If you are operating
outside of the low-risk subcategory due
to a population shift or change to dose-

response values, then you must comply
with all of the applicable requirements
of 40 CFR part 63, subpart DDDD no
later than three years from the date your
affected source commences operating
outside the low-risk subcategory.

III. Summary of Environmental,
Energy, and Economic Impacts

A. How Many Facilities Are Impacted by
the Final Rule?

Facilities with estimated potential to
emit 25 tons or more of total HAP or 10
or more tons of an individual HAP are
major sources of HAP and are subject to
the final rule. Approximately 223 PCWP
major source facilities nationwide are
expected to meet the applicability
criteria defined in today’s final rule.
These major source facilities generally
manufacture one or more of the
following products: Softwood plywood,
softwood veneer, medium density
fiberboard (MDF), oriented strandboard
(OSB), particleboard, hardboard,
laminated strand lumber, and laminated
veneer lumber. However, only 212 of
these facilities have equipment that is
subject to the control requirements of
the final rule. In addition, there are
approximately 34 major source sawmill
facilities that produce kiln-dried
lumber; although these major source
sawmill facilities meet the applicability
criteria in the final rule, there are no
control requirements for any of the
equipment located at the sawmills.

The number of impacted facilities was
determined based on the estimated
potential to emit (i.e., uncontrolled HAP
emissions) from each facility, whether
each facility has any process units
subject to the compliance options,
whether or not the facility already
operates control systems necessary to
meet the final rule, and whether or not
the affected source is currently eligible
(or may later demonstrate eligibility) for
inclusion in the delisted low risk
subcategory. Of the 223 major source
facilities, an estimated 162 are expected
to install add-on control systems to
reduce emissions. The remaining
facilities already have installed add-on
controls, do not have any process units
subject to the compliance options, are
expected to comply with work practice
requirements only, or are one of the
eight facilities currently eligible for
inclusion in the delisted low-risk
subcategory. We estimate that
eventually as many as 147 of the 223
major source PCWP facilities may
demonstrate eligibility for the low-risk
subcategory, leaving 58 facilities
expected to install add-on control
systems to reduce emissions. Some of
the 147 facilities expected to eventually
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be included the low-risk subcategory
were not expected to install controls to
meet MACT because they either already
have the necessary controls or do not
have process units subject to the
compliance options in today’s final rule.

The environmental and cost impacts
presented in this preamble represent the
estimated impacts for the range of
facilities, from 58 facilities estimated to
be impacted following completion of
eligibility demonstrations for the low-
risk subcategory, to 162 facilities
estimated to be impacted today. The
impact estimates were based on the use
of RTO (or in some cases a combination
WESP and RTO) because RTO are the
most prevalent HAP emissions control
technology used in the PCWP industry.
However, technologies other than RTO
could be used to comply with today’s
final rule. For a facility that we feel
already achieves the emissions
reductions required by today’s final
rule, only testing, monitoring, reporting
and recordkeeping cost impacts were
estimated.

B. What Are the Air Quality Impacts?

We estimate nationwide baseline HAP
emissions from the PCWP source
category to be 17,000 Mg/yr (19,000
tons/yr) at the current level of control.
We estimate that today’s final rule will
reduce total HAP emissions from the
PCWP source category by about 9,900
Mg/yr (11,000 tons/yr). In addition, we
estimate that today’s final rule will
reduce VOC emissions (approximated as
THC) by about 25,000 Mg/yr (27,000
tons/yr) from a baseline level of 45,000
Mg/yr (50,000 tons/yr). Depending on
the number of facilities eventually
demonstrating eligibility for the low-risk
subcategory, these emission reductions
could change to 5,900 Mg/yr (6,600
tons/yr) for HAP or 13,000 Mg/yr
(14,000 tons/yr) for VOC.

In addition to reducing emissions of
HAP and VOC, today’s final rule will
also reduce emissions of criteria
pollutants, such as carbon monoxide
(CO) from direct-fired emission sources
and particulate matter less than 10
microns in diameter (PM;o). We
estimate that today’s final rule will
reduce CO emissions by about 9,500
Mg/yr (10,000 tons/yr). We also estimate
that the final rule will reduce PM,o
emissions by about 11,000 Mg/yr
(12,000 tons/yr). Depending on the
number of facilities eventually
demonstrating eligibility for the low-risk
subcategory, these emission reductions
could change to 7,600 Mg/yr (8,400
tons/yr) for CO and 5,300 Mg/yr (5,900
tons/yr) for PMq.

Combustion of exhaust gases in an
RTO generates some emissions of

nitrogen oxides (NOx). We estimate that
the nationwide increase in NOx
emissions due to the use of RTO will be
about 2,100 Mg/yr (2,400 tons/yr). This
estimated increase in NOx emissions
may be an overestimate because some
plants may select control technologies
other than RTO to comply with today’s
final rule. Depending on the number of
facilities eventually demonstrating
eligibility for the low-risk subcategory,
the estimated NOx emission increase
could fall to 1,100 Mg/yr (1,200 tons/yr).
Secondary air impacts of today’s final
rule could result from increased
electricity usage associated with
operation of control devices. The
secondary air emissions of NOx, CO,
PM, 0, sulfur dioxide (SO2) depend on
the fuel used to generate electricity and
on other factors. The EPA believes SO2
emissions may not increase from
electric generation since that the
requirements of the Acid Rain trading
program will keep power plants from
increasing their SO2 emissions.
Furthermore, we believe that NOx
emissions increases from power plants
may be limited. The EPA expects the
emissions trading program that is part of
the NOx SIP call will likely keep NOx
emissions in the eastern United States
from increasing as result of additional
power generation to operate RTOs.

C. What Are the Water Quality Impacts?

Wastewater is produced from WESP
blowdown, washing out of RTO, and
biofilters. We based all of our impact
estimates on the use of RTO (with or
without a WESP upstream depending on
the process unit). We estimate that the
wastewater generated from WESP
blowdown and RTO washouts will
increase by about 100,000 cubic meters
per year (m3/yr) (27 million gallons per
year (gal/yr)) as a result of today’s final
rule. Depending on the number of
facilities eventually demonstrating
eligibility for the low-risk subcategory,
the wastewater impacts could fall to
90,000 cubic meters per year (m3/yr) (24
million gallons per year (gal/yr)).
According to the data in our MACT
survey, this nationwide increase in
wastewater flow is within the range of
water flow rates handled by individual
facilities. Facilities would likely dispose
of this wastewater by sending it to a
municipal treatment facility, reusing it
onsite (e.g., in log vats or resin mix), or
hauling it offsite for spray irrigation. In
addition, we are amending the effluent
limitations, guidelines for the timber
products processing point source
category to allow facilities (on a case-by-
case basis) to obtain a permit to
discharge wastewaters from APCD

installed to comply with today’s final
rule.

D. What Are the Solid Waste Impacts?

Solid waste is produced in the form
of solids from WESP and by RTO or
RCO media replacement. We estimate
that 4,500 Mg/yr (4,900 tons/yr) of solid
waste will be generated as a result of
today’s final rule. Depending on the
number of facilities eventually
demonstrating eligibility for the low-risk
subcategory, the solid waste increase
could change to 2,800 Mg/yr (3,000
tons/yr). Some PCWP facilities have
been able to use RTO or RCO media as
aggregate in onsite roadbeds. Some
facilities have also been able to identify
a beneficial reuse for wet control device
solids (such as giving them away to
local farmers for soil amendment).

E. What Are the Energy Impacts?

The overall energy demand (i.e.,
electricity and natural gas) is expected
to increase by about 4.3 million
gigajoules per year (GJ/yr) (4.1 trillion
British thermal units per year (Btu/yr))
nationwide under today’s final rule. The
estimated increase in the energy
demand is based on the electricity
requirements associated with RTO and
WESP and the fuel requirements
associated with RTO. Electricity
requirements are expected to increase
by about 711 gigawatt hours per year
(GWh/yr) under today’s final rule.
Natural gas requirements are expected
to increase by about of 44 million m3/
yr (1.6 billion cubic feet per year (ft3/
yr)) under the final rule. Depending on
the number of facilities eventually
demonstrating eligibility for the low-risk
subcategory, these energy estimates
could fall to 2.3 million GJ/yr (2.2
trillion Btu/yr) for overall energy
demand, 378 GWh/yr for the increase in
electricity requirements, and 24 million
m3/yr (0.9 billion ft3/yr) for the increase
in natural gas requirements.

F. What Are the Cost Impacts?

The cost impacts estimated for today’s
final rule represent a high-end estimate
of costs. Although the use of RTO
technology to reduce HAP emissions
represents the most expensive
compliance option, we based our
nationwide cost estimates on the use of
RTO technology at all of the impacted
facilities because: (1) RTO technology
can be used to reduce emissions from all
types of PCWP process units; and (2) we
coul