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Practical Application of
Broken Bag Detector
Technology for Compliance,

Operation and Maintenance
Under the Steelmaking EAF NSPS and the
Iron and Steel Foundry NESHAP

()11 Oct. 16, 2002, the TS, Environmental
S Protection Agency (USEPA) published a
proposal to  modify the New Source
Performance Standards (NSPS) for electric
arc furnaces to allow for the use of bag leak
detection systems to be used in place of con-
tinuous opacity monitors on EAF baghouses
with single stacks. While the TUSEPA has never

This article discusses the practical installation of

broken bag detection technology for cost-effective

compliance with the

latest emission standards. A

review of the current status of these rules and their

application to EAFs and melting furnaces is provided.
I ——

*Auburn Note:

The Standard of
Performance Update
was finalized, effec-
tive February 22,
2005

http://www.epa.gov/f
edrgstr/EPA-

AIR/2005/February/
Day-22/a3360.htm

finalized this rule*they have made other pro-
posals to utilize bag leak detection systems for
meonitoring baghouse performance. On April
22, 2004, the USEPA published a final rule
promulgating a National Emission Standard
for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) for
iron and steel foundries. While this rule, com-
meonly known as the Foundry MACT, address-
es a number of hazardous air pollutants from
several different operating practices, this arti-
cle will focus only on the proposal to include
bag leak detection for monitoring the filter
fabric baghouses at these operations.

Iron and steel foundries uiilize filter fabric
baghouses for controlling the particulate-
laden fume generated during melting opera-
tions. This particulate is composed primarily

Authors

of iron oxides; however, it does contain some
metal oxides thar are considered hazardous
air pollutants, depending on the nature of the
scrap charged to the furnace. In the final
NESHAP rule for iron and steel foundries, the
USEPA states their conclusion that control-
ling particulate matter (PM) is the most effec-
tive way of controlling metal HAPs, with the
possible excepton of mercury, and that it is
appropriate to use PM as a surrogate for metal
HAPs. While steelmaking electric arc furnaces
are not subject to MACT requirements, this
industry has a long history of installing and
updating large filter fabric baghouses for con-
trolling the PM generated by the scrap melt-
ing process. This has resulted in an opacity
limit of 3 percent from the baghouses, one of
the most stringent opacity standards applied
to any industrial operation.

In the authors’ opinion, it is clear that a
properly designed and maintained baghouse
is an extremely efficient method o control
PM from the melting operations in hoth of
these indusuy sectors. [t also appears that the
USEPA feels that utilizing bag leak detection
svstems is the most effective method o pro-
vide continuous compliance monitoring for
these baghouses.

This article compares the bag leak detec-
tion system requirements contained in the
Oct. 16, 2002, proposed NSPS rule and the
April 22, 2004, final NESHAP rule. In addi-
tion, this article discusses realavorld experi-
ence with leak detection systems at two elec-
tric arc furnace facilities operated by IPSCO
Steel in the TLS.
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Regulatory Requirements

It is important to note at the outset that these
two rules are very different in their scope. The
proposed EAF NSPS rule is very narrow in
scope, addressing only the use of broken bag
detectors as an alternative to continuous opac-
ity monitors and only on single-stack baghous-
es. The Foundry NESHAP rule is broad in
scope, covering a variety of pollutants at mul-
tiple emission sources located at an iron and
steel foundry. For the purposes of this discus-
sion, only the requirement for use of broken
bag detectors contained in the Foundry
NESHAP will be evaluated and compared to
the proposed EAF NSPS rule.

Both the proposed NSPS rule and the final
NESHAP rule have three basic requirements
related to the installation and use of a broken
bag detection (BBD) system. They are: (1) a
minimum set of system design requirements;
(2) a requirement to develop an operation
and maintenance plan for the BBD system;
and (3) corrective action requirements to
respond to alarms generated by the broken
bag detector. The similarity between the basic
requirements outlined in both rules provides
a good indication of what the USEPA believes
is necessary to provide continuous compliance
monitoring for baghouses used in the metals
industry.

System Design Requirements

In defining a broken bag detection system, the
USEPA recognizes that there are several dif-
ferent technologies that could be used. They
include but are not necessarily limited to sys-
tems that operate based on triboelectric
effect, electrodynamic effect, light scatter or
light transmittance. Neither rule dictates
which system to use, but both rules set as a
minimum the requirement to be capable of
continuously monitoring the relative particu-
late matter loadings in the exhaust from bag-
houses. The intent is to be capable of measur-
ing changes in the relative particulate load-
ings to identify damaged bags or other types
of upset conditions that occur in a baghouse.
The following points are some of the basic
design criteria that are listed in both the pro-
posed NSPS rule and the final NESHAP rule:

® The system must be certified by the
manufacturer to be capable of detect-
ing particulate matter concentrations
of 10 mg/cm? (0.0044 grains per actual
cubic foot) or less.

® The system must provide an output of
the relative particulate loading, and this
output information must be continu-
ously recorded by electronic or other
means.
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¢ The system must be equipped with an
alarm system to detect increases in the
relative particulate loadings above a set-
point. This setpoint is to be established
in accordance with the site’s operation
and maintenance plan. Additionally,
the alarm must be located so that it is
audible by the appropriate plant per-
sonnel.

* When broken bag detection systems are
installed on either positive- or negative-
pressure baghouses with a stack, the
broken bag detector system sensor must
be located downstream of the baghouse
and upstream of any wet scrubber.

* When multiple detectors are required,
the system instrumentation and alarms
may be shared among detectors.

Operation and Maintenance Plan
Contents

Both rules include the requirement to devel-
op assite-specific monitoring plan. These plans
are subject to review and approval by the
administrator or the delegated regulatory
authority. Both rules also include a reference
to a USEPA guidance document, “Filter Fabric
Bag Leak Detection Guidance” (EPA-454/R-
98-015), for assistance in developing the site-
specific monitoring plan. However, the rules
also require that the plans, at a minimum,
address the following:

® Details on the installation of the broken
bag detection system.

* A description of the operation of the
broken bag detection system.

® A description of the maintenance pro-
cedures, including routine mainte-
nance schedules and a spare parts list.

¢ A description of the method for record-
ing and storage of the broken bag
detection system outputs.

¢ A description of the initial and periodic
adjustment of the broken bag detection
system, including the method used to
determine the alarm setpoint.

There are requirements referenced in both
rules that set minimum specifications for the
initial setup of the broken bag detection sys-
tem. The initial setup must establish a base-
line output utilizing the averaging and sensi-
tivity of the system, creating set alarm levels
and alarm delay times if applicable. Changes
to this initial setup cannot be made without
the approval of the administrator or the dele-
gated regulatory authority. There is an excep-
tion to this in both rules that allows for
changes to the initial setup to account for sea-
sonal variations in temperature and humidity.
These are allowed quarterly and must be
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described in the site-specific monitoring plan.
The proposed EAF NSPS rule has another
adjustment requirement that is driven by a
separate requirement to conduct Method 9
visual opacity readings on the baghouse stack.
The rule states that if a Method 9 reading indi-
cates opacity greater than zero for more than
1 minute without a corresponding broken bag
detection alarm, adjustments must be made to
lower the alarm setpoint.

Corrective Action Requirements
While both rules require corrective actions be
taken in response to a broken bag detection
system alarm, there are some differences in
the two rules that are related to record keep-
ing and reporting requirements. These differ-
ences are primarily due to the different regu-
latory scope of the rules. Therefore, these dif-
ferences will not be included in this evalua-
tion. Both rules, however, do include discus-
sions about response times to alarms generat-
ed by the broken bag detection system, and
those actions that would be considered cor-
rective actions to be taken in response to
alarms. These requirements are the focus of
this evaluation.

Response time to alarms is different in the
two rules. The proposed EAF NSPS rule
requires initiation of action to address the
alarm within 30 minutes, and that the cause of
the alarm be alleviated within 3 hours. Any
time beyond the 3 hours will require notifica-
tion of the administrator or the delegated reg-
ulatory authority. In the Foundry NESHAP,
the operator must initiate corrective action to
determine the cause of the alarm within 1
hour and initiate corrective actions to correct
the cause of the alarm within 24 hours, com-
pleting these corrective actions as soon as
practicable. Both rules have a list of what the
USEPA believes are the minimum actions that
must be included in any facility corrective
action plan. They are as follows:

EAF and Baghouse General Specifications

Parameter

EAF type

EAF size
Baghouse type
Air volume (acfm)
Compartment no.

Cleaning mechanism

Montpelier Mobile

Twin shell
AC electrodes

Twin shell
DC electrode
165 ton 175 ton

Negative pressure Positive pressure

980,000 1,600,000
28 16
Pulse jet Reverse air
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¢ Inspecting the baghouse for air leaks,
torn or broken bags or filter media, or
any other condition that may cause an
increase in particulate emissions.

¢ Sealing off defective bags or filter
media.

® Replacing defective bags or filter
media, or otherwise repairing the con-
trol device.

¢ Sealing off a defective baghouse com-
partment.

¢ Cleaning the bag leak detection probe,
or otherwise repairing the BBD system.

e Shutting down the process producing
the particulate matter emissions.

® The Foundry NESHAP lists making a
process change as a corrective action.
This action is not listed in the EAF
NSPS rule.

The following sections of this article
describe the practical application of BBD
technology to meet these regulatory require-
ments. The application guidelines are based
on IPSCO’s experience with both negative-
and positive-pressure baghouses.

Facilities and Fume Control

Systems Used by IPSCO

IPSCO has two EAF shops located in the U.S.
that use BBD systems to monitor the integrity
of the fabric filters in the respective emission
control baghouses. One EAF shop is located
near Montpelier, Iowa, and the other is locat-
ed near Axis, Ala. (north of Mobile). The
Montpelier Works EAF shop uses a negative-
pressure baghouse (fans located after the bag-
house), and the Mobile Works EAF shop uses
a positive-pressure baghouse (fans located
ahead of the baghouse). The respective EAF
and fume control system basic specifications
are outlined in Table 1.

The general configuration of the two EAF
baghouses is described in Figures 1 and 2. The
Montpelier Works baghouse (Figure 1) is a
negative-pressure baghouse with a stack (con-
tinuous opacity monitor, or COM, required
on a stack — EAF NSPS). The Mobile Works
baghouse is a positive-pressure baghouse with
a stack (COM required on a stack — EAF
NSPS). A positive-pressure baghouse does not
typically have a stack; rather, the exhaust is
discharged through a ridge vent of some type.
The particular circumstance at Mobile Works
is associated with local regulations unique to
Alabama. Both plants produce steel plate (dis-
crete and coil) as the finished product.

To simplify the diagrams, the location of
the fans is not illustrated. The location and
design of the BBD system probes is discussed
in a later section of this article.
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BBD System Specifications

The BBD systems installed by IPSCO use the
DC-energized type of probes. Table 2 summa-
rizes the BBD system specifications for the two
facilities. Specific locations for detector
probes in the respective types of baghouses
are discussed in the System Application sec-
tion later in this article. The BBD system locat-
ed at Montpelier Works was installed in
August 2000, and the BBD system at the
Mobile Works was installed in March 2001.
Both facilities are greenfield installations, with
Mobile Works being the more recent, having
begun operations in November 2000.

Triboelectric Monitoring Principle
The measurement principle of a triboelectric
BBD system is based on measuring the small
changes in electrical charge of an energized
probe placed within the exhaust gas stream.
Generally, there are two types of probe sys-
tems presently marketed in the U.S.
Depending on the manufacturer, the system
will use either DC or AC power for energizing
the detector probe. AC-powered systems claim
to have the triboelectric field affected by both
particles striking the probe and those passing
close to the detector. On the other hand, DC-
powered systems claim that the majority of tri-
boelectric effect is related to the particles
striking the probe. In either case, it is the pres-
ence of particles that causes the triboelectric
changes.

The probes are generally made of stainless
steel or other metallic material that is ener-
gized with either AC or DC electrical voltage.
The particulate present in the gas stream
strikes the probe (or passes close enough to
affect the probe), and the particles act to
change the electric field of the probe. This
mechanism is similar to the release of static
electricity that has been accumulated in a per-
son’s clothing or on the skin. The
small changes in the electric field
associated with the passage of parti-

Table 2

East Compartments I

B-2 Digilink Location

A-2 Digilink Location

West Compartments \

281 4 | 8 |12 (16| 20|24 /
Plenum ‘
27|13 | 7 |11 [15 [19 |23
26|12 | 6 |10 (14 [18 |22
Plenum
2511 |59 [\13[17 |21

COM
Location

A-1 Digilink Location

B-1 Digilink Location

General arrangement of the Montpelier Works baghouse.

North Compartments

#2 4 #6 #8 #10 | #12 | #14 | #16
| _Lo—e L_“ L p—e L'—wvr—o
MEL LY L

e I I L B T

#1 #3 #5 #7 #9 #11 | #13 | #15

\\

South Compartments \ Stack

COM
Location

8 -Digilink Locations

General arrangement of the Mobile Works baghouse.

cles are measured in pico-amps.
These pico-amp changes are the
measurements that quantify the tri-
boelectric signal.

The triboelectric signal is an ana-
log output that is displayed as a per-
cent of scale. The absence of impact-
ing or passing particles is measured
as 0 percent, with the relative
increase of particle presence (strikes
or near passes) measured up to 100
percent of the scale. Because of the
sensitivity of the measurement mech-
anism, the triboelectric BBD can
detect particles as small as 2 microns
in diameter.? These particles are

BBD System Specification Summary

Parameters Montpelier
Manufacturer Auburn Systems LLC
Model Tribolink™

Number of detector locations 4

Number of probe rods/location 2

Detector material of construction 316 stainless steel

Mobile

Auburn Systems LLC

Tribolink™

8
4

316 stainless steel

Probe temperature range —60 to 400°F —60 to 400°F
Input/output interface PC PC
Operating system platform Windows 98 Windows 98
April 2005 + 151
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Triboelectric signals: normal cleaning spikes in a positive-pressure baghouse.

is a measurement of the pico-amp
e changes affecting the probes. When
the pico-amp effect of the particles
is greater, the scale factor can be set
17 lower and correspondingly adjusted
if the effect is lower. The output
measurement is a percent of the
50 scale factor.

As an example, the scale factor for
the Montpelier Works is 1,500 pico-
e amps (100 percent of scale = 1,500

pico-amps), while the scale factor at
i the Mobile Works is 250 pico-amps
i B, (100 percent of scale = 250 pico-

: | amps). Both facilities produce the
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same type of steel product and have
similar sources of raw materials;
however, the design of a positive-
pressure baghouse compared to a

invisible to the human eye and a continuous
opacity monitor (COM).

The particle characteristics of size, shape
and structure, as well as the quantity of parti-
cles present in the gas stream, affect the rela-
tive change in triboelectric signal. These fac-
tors have nothing to do with directly measuring
the density or mass of the respective particle.

The BBD systems used by IPSCO employ
the DC-based electrical power supply for the
probes.

Emission Source and Effect on

Triboelectric Signals

Since the triboelectric effect is dependent on
changes in an electrical field, the base materi-
al composition of the particles has an effect
on this measurement. Certain materials, such
as metals, will have a greater effect propor-
tionately on the triboelectric change than
nonconducting materials. Since the measure-
ments being tracked are relative (percent of
scale), the output signal can be adjusted to fit
a range that provides a signal that the opera-
tor can adjust to track the particles being
removed by the control device at his location.
Iron oxide particles, the majority portion of
fume from EAF steelmaking and foundry fur-
naces, are a good triboelectric material.
However, as noted earlier, there are several
factors that affect the triboelectric signal.
These include: shape, size, structure, quantity,
velocity and chemical composition of the par-
ticles. These factors are independent variables
that are unique to each emission source and
fume control system.

The emission variability between sources is
compensated for by adjusting the scale factor
of the triboelectric system. Each detector
(group of probes) sends a variable signal that
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negative-pressure baghouse affects
the velocity and quantity of particles
passing the probes during normal
operation. Even though the particles have the
same basic chemistry, other independent vari-
ables affect the triboelectric system measure-
ments at these locations. Correspondingly,
each operating facility will have a unique tri-
boelectric signature that will need to be evalu-
ated in setting up the operating and alarm lev-
els for the BBD system at that facility.

Figures 3 and 4 illustrate examples of real-
time tracking of triboelectric signals for a
probe detector on a positive- and negative-
pressure baghouse, respectively. The negative-
pressure baghouse signal in Figure 4 repre-
sents on-line cleaning, and the positive-pres-
sure baghouse is off-line cleaning. The spikes
shown on each of the signals are referred to as
cleaning spikes and are associated with the
release of dust that initially passes through a
recently cleaned bag until the cake re-estab-
lishes on the surface of the fabric. In the case
of the on-line cleaned row of bags (Figure 4),
this spike is immediate and trails off over a
short period of time. In the case of the off-line
cleaned compartment (Figure 3), the spike is
more discrete and drops off quickly. These fig-
ures illustrate the difference between signals
of systems that are cleaned on-line (negative-
pressure system) and off-line (positive-pres-
sure system). However, the signals and the
respective scale factors will vary from source to
source, but the cleaning spike will be present
in all systems. Monitoring of signal level and
cleaning spikes will be discussed in a later sec-
tion.

BBD System Application

Considerations
Several factors should be evaluated when
designing a BBD system to monitor a specific
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fume control system and emission source. The
previous section explained the relative tribo-
electric uniqueness of each emission source.
However, the successful and effective installa-
tion and operation of a BBD system needs to
consider these additional factors:

® The basic type of baghouse system ven-
tilation: positive or negative airflow
through the collector.

¢ The mechanism for cleaning the filter
media (bags).

® Whether cleaning is done off-line or
on-line.

e The degree of broken bag
detection/identification: identification
of the bag row or only the compart-
ment.

® The location and number of probes.

e Environmental effects of temperature
on the probes and the detectors.

e Signal output monitoring and control:
use of PLC and HMI interfaces.

¢ Establishing the scale factor: determin-
ing what is a normal signal.

e Establishing the alarm levels: permit
conditions that are reportable viola-
tions.

¢ Operator training.

Each of these considerations is discussed in
more detail in the following sections.

Positive and Negative Flow Systems —
Generally, the clean side airflow from the bag-
house compartments is monitored by the tri-
boelectric probes. A negative flow system dis-
charges the air into a relatively small cross-sec-
tion plenum that collects air from a line of
compartments, and a positive-pressure system
discharges air into a relative large cross-sec-
tion plenum or directly to a ridge vent. The
velocity of the particles in the negative-pres-
sure plenum is typically much higher than
that of particles discharging into a penthouse
on top of a positive-pressure compartment.
With higher velocity, the number of probes
needed to monitor a given gas stream tends to
decrease. A number of compartments in a
negative-pressure plenum can be monitored
by a single probe location, as indicated in
Figure 1. In the case of a positive-pressure sys-
tem, the individual compartments can dis-
charge directly to the atmosphere through a
relatively large cross-section (low-velocity)
pathway. Figure 5 illustrates a typical positive-
pressure baghouse compartment and the loca-
tion for a monitoring probe(s).

Cleaning Method — The cleaning methods
for a metal fume baghouse generally use

09:18.45

09:19.00 09:13:15 09:19:30
Triboelectric signals: normal cleaning spikes in a

negative-pressure baghouse.

shaking is not typically used because of the
abrasion created in bag folds that develop
when the bag tensions are not kept tight.
Reverse-air cleaning requires that the com-
partment being cleaned is isolated from the
offgas stream so the compartment airflow can
be reversed. Pulsejet-cleaned units can be
cleaned without isolating the compartment
from the offgas. Alternatively, the pulse-jet
baghouse can be cleaned off-line. This alter-
native for compartment isolation during
cleaning will affect how the BBD system mon-
itoring is set up. The operator of a pulsejet-
cleaning baghouse must determine whether
his system will use compartment isolation or

A

|
Ridge Vent

Clean Air Compartment /

——— e — - —— —

Tribolink
Probe Location

N a—

T e
—

Inlet Valve T

| __il\/

/'—
Dust Hopper

— - ’\

Inlet Plenum

Bag Suspension

Grating

._____..-- Bag Filters

Tube Sheet
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either pulse jet or reverse flow. Mechanical Positive-pressure baghouse compartment probe location.
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not during cleaning. The BBD system can be
configured to meet either operating scenario.

On-line or Offline Cleaning — As noted
under the previous item, the mechanism of
bag cleaning will to a great extent determine
whether the baghouse can be operated on-
line or off-line. The reverse-air-cleaning bag-
house can be operated only in an offline
method. The pulsesjet method of cleaning
uses a pulse of high pressure shot into the bag,
and as the pulse travels the length of the bag,
the collected dust is shaken from the bag sur-
face as the pulse passes by. This is typically
done a row at a time in the respective com-
partment. When on-line cleaning is used, sev-
eral compartments can be set to have a partic-
ular sequence of rows fire at the same time. As
an example, a baghouse with 10 compart-
ments, 12 rows of bags per compartment, can
clean compartments 1 and 3 on-line at the
same time, provided that these compartments
deliver offgas to a different plenum in order
to avoid having mixed cleaning signals strik-
ing a probe during the cleaning cycle.

Off-line cleaning of a pulse jet baghouse
generally reduces the number of probes need-
ed to monitor the system. The ability to iden-
tify single rows with broken bags is not lost;
however, the programming must be modified
to make such determinations if desired by the
operator. This consideration is discussed in
the next section.

The number of probe groups for a reverse-
air-cleaned baghouse (off-line cleaning
required) can also be zone configured.
However, the total number of compartments
in the baghouse will directly affect how many
zones can be established.

Degree of Broken Bag Location Detection —
Ideally, it would be desirable if a BBD system
could identify the specific bag that is leaking
or broken. However, even though this could
be done, the cost to accomplish it would be
prohibitive. More cost-effective detection can
be accomplished using a select number of
locations, depending on the type of baghouse
at the particular facility attempting to install
BBD technology.

A facility with a reverse-air-cleaning, posi-
tive-pressure baghouse must use the off-line
compartment cleaning method for this type of
unit. Since the BBD system will be monitoring
the exhaust characteristics of the compart-
ment when it is returned to service after clean-
ing, it is monitoring the contribution of all the
bags in that compartment. The system can
identify the compartment containing a leak-
ing bag or bags. It will require isolation of the
compartment and entry by an operator to
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visually identify the bag or bags that need
replacement or repair.

As noted in the previous section, a pulse-jet
baghouse can be cleaned using either the on-
line or offline method. When cleaning on-
line, the baghouse PLC cleaning information
can be coordinated with the BBD signals to
identify the particular row that contributed to
an alarm signal at that probe location. This
data can be sent to an alarm file for operator
reference. An operator reading the alarm file
can identify the particular row containing the
broken bag or bags, thereby reducing the
number of bags requiring visual inspection to
only that row. In a compartment with 10 rows
of 10 bags per row, the operator would need
to inspect only 10 bags when the row is known.
If only compartment identification were
known, then all 100 bags would need to be
visually inspected.

A pulse jet baghouse that cleans off-line can
still identify the row of suspected leaking bags.
However, this would require programming in
the PLC to flag the compartment when it
returned to service with an early warning
alarm level, and designate this compartment
for on-line cleaning during the next scheduled
cleaning cycle. The method of row identifica-
tion would be part of the programming dur-
ing the on-line cleaning cycle. Once the row
has been identified, the operator could make
the visual inspection to locate the leaking bag
or bags.

Probe Locations and Number — Location:
Probe locations are determined by the num-
ber of zones into which a baghouse can be
subdivided while detecting individual com-
partment offgas triboelectric signals during
operating and cleaning cycles. The factors of
on-line and off-line cleaning were discussed
previously.

In a pulsejet, negative-pressure baghouse,
multiple compartments can be on-line cleaned
in the same plenum, provided the plenum has
multiple detector locations that can distin-
guish between the compartments being
cleaned. In the case of the Montpelier Works
baghouse, the two exhaust plenums have been
divided into four zones. One compartment in
any of these four groupings could simultane-
ously clean the following compartments: (1, 2,
5, 6,9, 10, 25, 26); (13, 14, 17, 18, 21, 22); (4,
3,7,8,11, 12, 27, 28); and (15, 16, 19, 20, 23,
24). As an example, compartments 1, 13, 4 and
15 could be on-line cleaned and be effectively
monitored by the BBD system. However, two
compartments in the same group could not be
cleaned on-line, since the triboelectric probe
could not distinguish between the output from
compartments 1 and 2.
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For a baghouse that will be cleaning on-
line, the number of compartments simulta-
neously cleaning will directly affect the num-
ber of detector zones installed in the BBD
system. Generally, the more cleaning zones
there are, the more detectors are needed for
the baghouse.

For positive-pressure baghouse systems, the
design of the ridge vent will determine how
many zones can be established. Baghouses can
generally have two types of vents, either a con-
tinuous ridge vent (CRV) running along the
centerline of the structure or a series of circu-
lar vents along the centerline, combining the
exhaust gas from groups of compartments. As
noted previously, only whole compartment
exhaust gas can be monitored on positive-
pressure baghouses.

In the case of circular vents, each of the
compartments under a vent can be combined
into a zone, since their exhaust gas will direct-
ly affect the visibility of the emissions from
that vent. The actual number of probes will be
determined by the geometry of the individual
compartment exhaust to the vent plenum. For
example, Figure 6 illustrates a four-compart-
ment exhaust under a circular ridge vent. A
total of four probes are combined in this zone.
However, since the probes are linked in series
to the triboelectric signal origination device
(signal detector), the output is seen as a single
signal. The baghouse PLC tracks which com-
partment is cleaning and identifies the clean-
ing spike alarm so the information can be sent
to a data file for operator reference, or the
compartment can be isolated until it is manu-
ally inspected and returned to service by the
operator. This minimum programming will
optimize the number of zones needed in the
BBD system.

The CRV design of exhaust configuration
can be optimized in a similar manner as the
circular vent arrangement. The maximum
number of compartments comprising a moni-
toring zone can be established by the
owner/operator. However, the number of
compartments contributing exhaust to a given
length of CRV should be used to set the num-
ber of compartments per zone.

Each facility will need to be independently
evaluated to meet the objectives of the
owner/operator while developing a BBD sys-
tem design that is effective and provides the
lowest installation cost.

Number of Probes: The geometry of the
exhaust plenum in a negative-pressure bag-
house and the exhaust port geometry of a
positive-pressure compartment will establish
how many actual probe detector rods are
installed. Since the probe rods are connected
in series, the triboelectric signal detector sees
the effect of each rod as a cumulative tribo-
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electric change. The change of each rod is
added to the next rod in the series, until the
total change is measured by the triboelectric
signal detector and transmitted as a relative
4-20 mA signal to the input/output board of
the PLC.

For example, the configuration of probe
rods illustrated in Figure 6 contains a total of
four probe rods. However, the PLC sees only
a single probe signal (the sum of the four
probe rods’ individual triboelectric changes)
from the triboelectric signal detector for this
zone.

Figure 7 illustrates the typical probe rod
geometry in the plenum of a negative-pres-
sure baghouse. The figure is a cross-section of
the plenum duct. The probe’s length should
reach to the midpoint of the duct and be
located on the centerline of the section.

Figure 8 illustrates the location of probe
rods across the exhaust port of the clean room
into the plenum beneath the CRV or circular
vent. The figure is a cross-section looking back
into the clean room of the compartment.
Exhaust gas would be flowing from the page
toward the reader. Generally, the lower veloc-
ity associated with the larger cross-section of
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the exhaust port requires several probe rods
located across the port. The probe rods would
be linked in series, and as noted previously,
their triboelectric change is seen as a common
signal.

These illustrations are not hard design
parameters, but are presented to act as guide-
lines that can be used for the selection of the
probe rod locations. Probe rod lengths are
generally limited to 6 feet when using stan-
dard 316 stainless steel. Probe rods of greater
length require special construction and mate-
rials to ensure that the rod does not flex
under the air loading and its own weight.
Alternative detector designs using other than
probe rods are being developed by some man-
ufacturers.

Temperature Effects on the Probe Rods and
Detector Locations — The probe rods are
generally not affected by temperature
extremes. The ambient temperature range
listed for the probe rods is —60 to 400°F. Most

baghouses have offgas temperatures below
270°F, the upper temperature limit of poly-
ester bags.

The triboelectric detector, on the other
hand, is much more sensitive to temperature
extremes. The operating range for the hard-
ware of the detector is +20 to 160°F. Since the
coaxial signal length from the last probe rod
location to the detector is limited to 150 feet,
the detector cannot be located at ground level
on larger baghouses. Generally, the detector
equipment is located at the penthouse or bag
maintenance level of the baghouse. The
detectors for multiple zones can be located in
a central cabinet that can be either heated or
cooled as necessary to maintain the equip-
ment within the specification temperature
range.

The location of the detectors on the sheet
metal walls of the compartments, although a
typical location, can present a temperature
problem during summer in the warmer lati-
tudes. An offgas temperature of +200°F can
conduct a significant amount of heat through
the sheet metal wall, especially when the ambi-
ent outside temperatures can exceed 100°F
heat index on a daily basis. Cooling of the cab-
inet containing the detectors can present
more of a challenge than heating. A small
radiant heater or 100-watt light bulb in an insu-
lated cabinet can provide sufficient heat dur-
ing cold months, while chilled air will be nec-
essary to cool the cabinet in seasonally high
temperatures.

It is important to identify the manufactur-
er’s temperature specification for the detector
hardware, and plan to protect the equipment

from the extremes in temperature
that might be present in the bag-

(%)

house environment. The output sig-
nal from the detector will not be

o W reliable when it is operating outside
a0 a0 of its temperature envelope. Figure
9 illustrates a triboelectric signal
B0 - that has been affected by heat inter-
Py ference. The spikes in the illustra-
tion do not correspond to cleaning

eor- e spikes.

a0t 50

Signal Output Monitoring — The
10 740 triboelectric signal is generated on a
e e " real-time basis; typically two meas-
A A My i H urements per second are generated
of-f * \ / Yoo }.’"” 1, El from the detector. This quantity of
S U S— s b —_— o data is quite large, and real-time
L/ N RIS, bk VPN o \ tracking is generally set at intervals
0 = - Sur‘|0? - =l that are based on fractions of a
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Effect of heat interference on triboelectric signals.

minute. The detector output varies
and can be set to monitor only for
an alarm level, or a real-time track-
ing of a 4-20 mA signal. The signal
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can be received by a PLC or directly by a PC
using proprietary software. A human machine
interface (HMI) that uses the PL.C or a PC can
interface with the baghouse PLC to track com-
partment cleaning.

An interface between the BBD system and
baghouse PLC can be set up to provide auto-
matic visible emission protection by directing
isolation of a compartment that exceeds a pre-
set alarm level. This compartment would be
returned to service only after the operator had
made the necessary bag repairs and manually
returned the compartment to service.

Determining Normal Signals and Scale Factor
— As noted previously, each facility will have a
unique triboelectric signal related to a num-
ber of variables. The identification of the nor-
mal triboelectric signal pattern can be estab-
lished within a few hours of operation. The
scale factor used to generate the real-time
tracking and historic trend recording will be
the same, and it is set to produce a signal pat-
tern that has sufficient amplitude so that an
operator observing the signals can readily
identify cleaning spikes from the normal sig-
nal pattern. The normal cleaning spikes
(those associated with no bag damage) should
not exceed the 50-60 percent range of the
scale. This will provide for sufficient visual
amplitude while still keeping the signals on
the scale. The scale factor applied to the sig-
nals will determine how this data is visually dis-
played.

The scale factor will also determine the
amplitude of the normal on-line operating
signal for each zone of the baghouse. The nor-
mal signal will have variability but should be
set so that the signal is at least 10 percent of
the scale. It is not useful to have the scale fac-
tor set so high that the normal signal is at 0
percent of the scale. Once the scale factor has
been set to identify the normal operating tri-
boelectric signature of the facility, the alarm
levels can be established.

Even a system that provides only an alarm
signal to the operator and does not track or
record real-time data must establish the scale
factor for normal operation.

Establishing Alarm Levels to Prevent Permit
Condition Violations — Each facility construc-
tion or operating permit will establish some
level of visual emissions (percent opacity) that
cannot be exceeded without causing a viola-
tion of the permit. For a steelmaking EAF, the
opacity level is set as low as 3 percent, and
other sources can have the opacity set as high
as 20 percent. This opacity level standard is a
6-minute average of visual observations by a
trained observer or measurements made by a
COM located on a discharge stack. Work done
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by the authors, and published previously,
determined that the BBD systems using tribo-
electric signals were able to detect changes in
particulate emissions at levels well below visi-
bility, as detected by an observer or a COM.3
As such, a BBD system is able to provide an
operator with data that allows preventive
maintenance to take place long before bag
leaks develop into visible emission violations.

Each operator can select the type and level
of alarms used in his system. The alarm levels
used by IPSCO at its two facilities include a
cleaning spike alarm, a caution level and an
alarm level. Each of these signal levels was
established as a result of regression analysis
done on surrogate particle introduction test-
ing performed at the respective facility. The
visible emission observations and COM data
were correlated to the triboelectric signals,
and the resulting regression functions were
used to set protective alarm levels during nor-
mal operation. These normal operating alarm
levels track the real-time data during on-line
operation of the baghouse, and they log the
events to a data file for operator reference.

The Caution and Alarm Levels: The percent
of scale ranges established by the regression
function was set with the caution level at
25-29 percent and the alarm level at > 30 per-
cent. The duration of the signal at the respec-
tive level was set at 1 minute as the basis for
triggering the alarm. Periodic signals that
reached these levels for less than a minute
were ignored by the system. The rolling time
period allowed for noise signals (an operator
walking on the plenum, etc.) to be generated
without creating false alarms.

Cleaning Spike Alarm: This alarm level was
developed by evaluating the amplitude of the
normal cleaning spikes associated with the
return of a recently cleaned bag to online serv-
ice. During the initial return to service, there
is a brief interval of small particle passage
(invisible to the COM or human eye) while
the filtering cake layer is reestablished on the
surface of the bag. By tracking the duration
and amplitude of this spike, it was observed
that weakened or partially penetrated bags
could be detected well in advance of visible
emission problems. This cleaning spike alarm
level was created in the software and was set at
80 percent of scale. This refinement has been
very helpful in maintaining a proactive pro-
gram for early identification of broken bags.
Figure 10 illustrates a triboelectric screen sig-
nal, with the alarm levels indicated for refer-
ence.

The signal screen in Figure 10 is from a neg-
ative-pressure, pulsejet baghouse that is clean-
ing on-line. Depending on the individual
operator’s permit conditions and maximum
level of opacity that determines a violation,
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for maintenance and operation of
the baghouse system need to be
trained to use the system. This will
typically require both classroom and
on-thejob training to provide the
necessary information to establish
operator confidence in the system.
It is also important to assess opera-
tor feedback over time. Adjustments
and improvements in the system can
be made to enhance the BBD sys-
tem’s usefulness and reliability.

/

\

Alarm Level

Caution Level

BBD system alarm levels.

Quality Control and Quality
Assurance Program

A written QC/QA program needs to
be developed for the BBD system at
a particular facility. This program

surrogate testing can be done to establish pro-
tective alarm levels below the violation stan-
dard. However, this is not always necessary.
Alarm levels can be set based on observation
of the normal patterns and events that do
result in exceedances.

The caution level is intended to give the
operator an advance warning of rows or com-
partments that have begun to increase their
signal from the normal baseline. This condi-
tion generally is an indication that a bag or
bags have begun to leak at some small level.
The operation program at IPSCO requires the
operator to respond to the caution alarm as
soon as possible and make the necessary inves-
tigation and corrective actions.

At the alarm level, the baghouse PLC sends
an alarm signal to the alarm record file and
triggers an alarm on the baghouse HMI
screen and the EAF operator’s HMI screen at
the same time. The alarm level requires imme-
diate operator response and corrective action.

A cleaning spike alarm is logged to the
alarm file and announced on the baghouse
operator’s HMI screen. Investigation of the
cleaning spike identified row or compartment
is generally part of the maintenance “to do”
list during the next scheduled outage for the
meltshop. This proactive investigation and
corrective action for cleaning spike alarms has
identified problem bags long before a visible
emission violation can occur.

It should also be noted that signal patterns
can change over time, necessitating changes
in the alarm levels. A change in the type or
manufacturer of the bags used in the bag-
house, and the age of the bags, will affect the
normal signal characteristics.

Operator Training — Once the BBD system
alarm and normal operating parameters have
been established, the employees responsible
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should include the following consid-
erations, at a minimum:

¢ The inspection frequency and cleaning
of the probe rods.

* Visual inspection of the cables/conduit
of the BBD system.

e Klectrical calibration/verification of
the system components at intervals rec-
ommended by the manufacturer.

¢ Backup hardware for the historic signal
file records.

® The period of time that historic records
should be maintained. Permits can con-
tain minimum record retention
requirements.

¢ Annual review of the BBD system by the
manufacturer or a consultant engineer
to determine whether changes need to
be made in alarm levels or the system
scale factor.

® The method of QC/QA record keep-

mng.

A QC/QA program is a requirement of the
standards, and specific facility permits may
require specific actions. It is important to
review the facility permit to ensure that any
such requirements are included in the written
QC/QA plan for the facility.

Operation and Maintenance

Program

Several basic considerations should be deter-
mined by the owner/operator of the bag-
house before finalizing the BBD system pro-
gramming and interface with the baghouse
PLC. These include the following:

* BBD system manufacturers provide
dedicated software for application to a
PC as the HMI interface. The BBD sys-
tem can be effectively operated without
this software; however, the decision of
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whether to apply this software should
be made before programming of the
system is begun.

Will the BBD system operate from the
baghouse PLC or have a dedicated
PLC? The HMI software provided by
manufacturers will typically provide a
signal to interface with the baghouse
PLC. If the decision is made to operate
the BBD system from the baghouse PLC
or provide a dedicated PLC to interface
with the baghouse PLC, a consultant
experienced in the PLC programming
of the BBD PLC should be retained to
write the necessary programs.

The owner/operator will need to iden-
tify how many alarm levels will be part
of the BBD system and how these levels
will be interfaced with the baghouse
PLC. The baghouse PLC can be pro-
grammed to respond to an alarm level
by isolating the alarmed compartment
until repairs are made.

If the identification of leaking rows in a
pulse-jet baghouse is desired, it will be
necessary to interface with the bag-
house PLC to cause this identification
to be made. This interface program-
ming will be different for on-line and
off-line cleaning methods, but the
cleaning data from the baghouse PLC
must be integrated with the BBD system
signals.

Manufacturers provide a modem inter-
face with their equipment that can be
used for diagnostic analysis of the
equipment. The owner/operator will
need to determine whether to use this
option if it is available.

The data generated by the BBD system
can be made available to a plant
Ethernet system. A decision as to who
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should have access to this data internal-
ly will need to be made.

Record keeping of the historic data is
done electronically. The owner/opera-
tor should determine whether hard-
ware backup is needed and the method
of accomplishing such backup. IPSCO
has installed dual hard drives for data
storage.

The historic data can be recorded at
the level of measurements (two per sec-
ond); however, that amount of data is
quite large and not necessary. IPSCO
has set a b-second increment for track-
ing this data.

Conclusions

The mandatory use of a BBD system has
become a requirement for iron and steel
foundry operators, and it has been proposed
as an option for EAF steelmaking operators.
The application of this technology can pre-
vent permit violations and optimize the per-
formance of baghouse emission control sys-
tems, provided that the equipment design
maximizes the technology to the type of sys-
tem operated at the facility. Cost-effective
equipment installation and control design can
be accomplished using the considerations dis-
cussed in this article.
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are available electronically. The nmaterials in Docket No. A-79-33 are
in hard copy formand are publicly available through the docket
facility as set forth below. Although listed in the index, some
information is not publicly available, i.e., confidential business
informati on or other infornmation whose disclosure is restricted by
statute. Certain other information, such as copyrighted materials, is
not placed on the Internet and will be publicly available only in hard
copy form Publicly available docket materials are avail abl e either
electronically in EDOCKET or in hard copy format the New Source
Performance Standards for Electric Arc Furnaces Docket, Docket | D No.
OAR- 2002- 0049 (or A-79-33), EPA/DC, EPA Wst, Room B102, 1301
Constitution Ave., NW, Washington, DC. The Public Reading Roomis open
fromB8:30 a.m to 4:30 p.m, Mnday through Friday, excluding |egal
hol i days. The tel ephone nunber for the Public Reading Roomis (202)
566- 1744, and the tel ephone nunber for the Air Docket is (202) 566-1742.

FOR FURTHER | NFORMATI ON CONTACT: M. Kevin Cavender, Em ssion Standards
Division, Ofice of Ailr Quality Planning and Standards (C439-02),

Envi ronnmental Protection Agency, Research Triangle Park, NC 27711,

t el ephone nunber (919) 541-2364, electronic nmail (e-mmil) address,
cavender . kevi n@pa. gov.
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A. Does This Action Apply to Me?

Categories and entities potentially regulated by this action
i ncl ude:

Exanpl es of regul ated
Cat egory NAI CS code \ 1\ entities
Industry............ .. ......... 331111 Steel manufacturing
facilities that
operate electric arc

f ur naces.
Federal governnent............. ... .. ... ..... Not af fect ed.
State/local/tribal government.. ............... Not af fect ed.

\1\ North Anmerican Industry C assification System

This description is not intended to be exhaustive, but rather
provi des a guide for readers regarding entities likely to be regul ated
by this action. To deternine whether your facility is regulated by this
action, you should exami ne the applicability criteria in 40 CFR 60. 270
(for electric arc furnaces constructed after COctober 21, 1974, and on
or before August 17, 1983) or 40 CFR 60.270a (for electric arc furnaces
and argon-oxygen decarburization vessels constructed after August 7,
1983), as applicable. If you have any questions regarding the
applicability of this action to a particular entity, consult the person
listed in the precedi ng FOR FURTHER | NFORVATI ON CONTACT secti on.

B. Where Can | Get a Copy of This Docurment and Ot her Related Information?

In addition to being available in the docket, an el ectronic copy of
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today's final rule anmendnents will also be available on the Wrl dwi de
Web (WWN through the Technol ogy Transfer Network (TTN). Follow ng the
Adm nistrator's signature, a copy of the final rule amendnments will be
pl aced on the TTN s policy and gui dance page for proposed or

promul gated rules at http://ww. epa. gov/ttn/oarpg. The TTN provi des

i nformati on and technol ogy exchange in various areas of air pollution
control. If nore information regarding the TTN is needed, call the TTN
HELP |ine at (919) 541-5384.

C. What Are the Judicial Review Requirenments?

Under section 307(b)(1) of the Clean Air Act (CAA), judicial review
of the final rule amendnents is available only by filing a petition for
reviewin the U S

[[ Page 8524]]

Court of Appeals for the District of Colunmbia Circuit by April 25,

2005. Under section 307(d)(7)(B) of the CAA only an objection to the
final rule that was raised with reasonabl e specificity during the

period for public conment can be raised during judicial review Under
section 307(b)(2) of the CAA the requirenents that are the subject of
today's final rule anendnments may not be chall enged separately in civil
or crimnal proceedings brought by the EPA to enforce these requirenents.

D. How Is This Docunent Organized?
The information in this preanble is organi zed as fol |l ows:

1. Background

A. What |Is an Electric Arc Furnace?

B. What Are the Current Requirenments of the New Source
Per f ormance Standards for Electric Arc Furnaces?

C. Wy Are W Arendi ng the New Source Performance Standards?
I11. Summary of the Final Anendnents

A. Wiat |s the New Alternative Mnitoring Option?

B. What Editorial Corrections Are W Making?
I'V. Response to Comments
V. Statutory and Executive Order Reviews
Executive Order 12866: Regul atory Pl anni ng and Revi ew
Paperwor k Reduction Act
Regul atory Flexibility Act
Unf unded Mandat es Ref orm Act
Executive Order 13132: Federalism
Executive Order 13175: Consultation and Coordi nation Wth
I ndi an Tribal Governnents

G Executive Order 13045: Protection of Children From
Environnmental Health & Safety Ri sks

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

I. National Technol ogy Transfer Advancenent Act

J. Congressional Review Act

TmooOm>

1. Background
A VWiat |Is an Electric Arc Furnace?

An electric arc furnace (EAF) is a netallurgical furnace used to
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produce carbon and alloy steels. The input material to an EAF is
typically 100 percent scrap steel. Cylindrical, refractory |lined EAF
are equi pped with carbon el ectrodes to be raised or |owered through the
furnace roof. Wth el ectrodes retracted, the furnace roof can be
rotated to pernit the charge of scrap steel by overhead crane. Alloying
agents and fluxing materials usually are added through doors on the
side of the furnace. Electric current is passed between the el ectrodes
and through the scrap, generating arcing and the generation of enough
heat to nelt the scrap steel charge. After the nelting and refining
periods, inpurities (in the formof a slag) and the refined steel are
poured fromthe furnace.

The production of steel in an EAF is a batch process. Cycles, or
heats, range fromabout 1\1/2\ to 5 hours to produce carbon steel and
from5 to 10 hours to produce alloy steel. Scrap steel is charged to
begin a cycle, and alloying agents and slag fornmng materials are added
for refining. Stages of each cycle normally are charging, nelting,
refining (which usually includes oxygen bl owing), and tapping.

Al of those operations generate particulate matter (PM enissions.
Emi ssion control techniques involve an em ssion capture systemand a
gas cl eaning system Em ssion capture systens used in the industry
i nclude direct shell (fourth hole) evacuation, side draft hoods,
conbi nati on hoods, canopy hoods, scavenger ducts, and furnace
encl osures. Direct shell evacuation (DEC) consists of ductwork attached
to a separate, or fourth hole, in the furnace roof which draws
em ssions to a gas cl eaner. The DEC system works only when the furnace
is up-right and the roof is in place. The side draft hoods coll ect
furnace off gases fromaround the el ectrode holes and the work doors
after the gases | eave the furnace. The conbi nati on hood i ncorporates
elenents fromthe side draft and direct shell evacuation systens.
Canopy hoods and scavenger ducts are used to address chargi ng and tapping
enm ssions. Baghouses are typically used as the gas cl eani ng system

B. What Are the Current Requirenents of the New Source Performance
Standards for Electric Arc Furnaces?

The new source perfornmance standards (NSPS) for EAF constructed
after October 21, 1974, and on or before August 17, 1983 (40 CFR part
60, subpart AA) were first pronul gated on Septenber 23, 1975 (40 FR
43850). The NSPS for EAF constructed after August 17, 1983 (40 CFR part
60, subpart AAa) were first promul gated on Cctober 31, 1984 (49 FR
43845). Both subparts limt the allowable PM concentration in the
exhaust of an EAF eni ssion control device to 12 milligranms per dry
standard cubic neter (ng/dscm or 0.0052 grains per dry standard cubic
foot (gr/dscf). In addition to the PMenission limt, both subparts
limt visible em ssions fromthe EAF control device (typically a
baghouse) to less than 3 percent opacity, as determ ned by EPA Met hod 9
of 40 CFR part 60, appendix A

In both subparts, if the control device is equipped with a single
stack, the owner or operator is required to install, calibrate,
maei ntai n, and operate a continuous opacity nonitoring system (COVS).
The owner or operator nust report each 6-m nute average COMS readi ng of
3 percent or greater as an excess em ssion. A COMS is not required on
any nodular or nultiple-stack fabric filter if opacity readings are
taken at | east once per day during a nelting and refining period, in
accordance with EPA Met hod 9.

The subparts al so contain requirements for the EAF capture systens.
However, those requirenents are not being anended by today's action. As
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such, we do not discuss the capture system requirenents here.
C. Wy Are W Arendi ng the New Source Performance Standards?

We are anending the NSPS in response to a petition to reopen the
NSPS filed by the Anrerican Iron and Steel Institute (AISI), the
Speciality Steel Industry of North Anerica (SSINA), and the Steel
Manuf acturers Association (SMA) (" "the Petitioner''). In the request to
reopen, the Petitioner argues that COVE are not capabl e of accurately
nonitoring opacity em ssions froman EAF shop at the 3 percent excess
em ssion threshold | evel, and that the EAF NSPS shoul d be anmended to
address the technol ogi cal shortcom ngs associated with COVS. | n making
this argunent, the Petitioner points to our recent revision (65 FR
48914, August 10, 2000) to perfornmance specification 1 (PS-1) for COVS
(40 CFR part 60, appendix B) in which we acknow edge that there is
potential for neasurenent error associated with COVS readi ngs. On
Cct ober 16, 2002 (67 FR 64014), in response to the petition, we
proposed anmendnents to the NSPS that woul d all ow bag | eak detection
systens as an alternative nonitoring option. Mre information on the
i ndustry petition can be found in the preanble to the proposed amendnents.

Today's final rule amendnments reflect our full consideration of the
petition, including all of the public coments received. The petition
to reopen is granted to the extent provided in today's final action
adding an alternative to COMS for nonitoring em ssions from EAF control
devices. The petition is denied in all other respects. For the reasons
stated in the response to coments bel ow, we have deternined that the
alternatives suggested by the Petitioner are inappropriate, and that
ot her nmeasures, including the bag | eak detection system nonitoring
alternative finalized today, adequately address its concerns about
potential measurenent error.

[[ Page 8525]]
I11. Summary of the Final Anendnents
A. What |s the New Alternative Mnitoring Option?

The final rule amendnents allow plants to use a bag | eak detection
systemon all single stack fabric filters as an alternative nonitoring
option to COM5. Omers or operators are required to develop a site-
specific nmonitoring plan describing how the systemw || be sel ected,
installed, and operated, including howthe alarmlevels will be
established. In the event a bag | eak detection systemalarmis
triggered, the owner or operator nust initiate corrective action to
determ ne the cause of the alarmwithin 1 hour of the alarm and
alleviate the cause of the alarmwi thin 3 hours. An approved site-
specific nonitoring plan may allow nmore than 3 hours for alleviating a
specified condition where an explanation is provided justifying a
| onger tinme period.

The owner or operator al so nmust conduct an opacity observation at
| east once per day when the furnace is in the nelting and refining
period, in accordance with EPA Method 9 (40 CFR part 60, appendix A).
Al'l opacity observations greater than 3 percent opacity nust be
reported as a violation of the opacity standard. In addition, if the
alarmon the bag | eak detection systemwas not alarmng during the tinme
the opacity was observed to be greater than 3 percent, the alarmon the
bag | eak detection systemnust be |lowered to a point that an alarm
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woul d have occurred during the observation.
B. What Editorial Corrections Are W Making?

Two typographical errors are corrected in the amendnments. In 40 CFR
60. 274(c) and in 40 CFR 60. 274a(c), the references to paragraphs (b) (1)
and (2) are corrected to refer to paragraph (b). The paragraphs (b) (1)
and (2) of 40 CFR 60.274(c) and 40 CFR 60.274a(c) were incorporated
into paragraph (b) during the last revision to the NSPS (64 FR 10105,
March 2, 1999). In 40 CFR 60.274a(b), the reference to paragraph (d) is
corrected to refer to paragraph (e).

In addition, 40 CFR 60.274a(d) and 40 CFR 60.274a(e) are revised to
clarify that owners and operators may petition the Administrator to
approve alternatives to the nmonitoring requirenents specified in 40 CFR
60. 274a(b), as well as alternatives to the nmonthly operational status
i nspections specified in 40 CFR 60. 274a(d). These revisions do not
change the rul es requirements because owners and operators are
currently allowed to petition for alternative nonitoring requirenents
under 40 CFR 60. 13(i) of the NSPS General Provisions (40 CFR part 60,
subpart A).

I'V. Response to Comments

We received a total of 20 coment letters on the proposed
amendnents fromrepresentatives of three industry trade associations,
one State agency, one steel maki ng conpany, the steelworkers | abor
uni on, three equipnment vendors, and two private citizens. We offered to
provide interested individuals the opportunity for oral presentations
of data, views, or argunents concerning the proposed anendnents, but a
public hearing was not requested. Today's final rule anmendnents reflect
our full consideration of all the comments received.

Comment: We received comments supporting bag | eak detection systens
as an alternative to COVMs fromtwo equi pnent vendors, representatives
of three industry trade associations, and one steel maker. Two vendors
express support for bag | eak detection systens based on conparative
study results and the | ower operation and nai ntenance costs. The
i ndustry comrenters express support for this alternative nonitoring
syst em because of a reported potential for nmeasurenent error associated
with COVMS at |evels below 10 percent opacity, which they believe is
evi denced by the revisions to PS-1 for COV5 (65 FR 48914, August 10, 2000).

W received comments opposing bag | eak detection systens as an
alternative to COVS from 11 nenbers of one equi pnent vending firm two
private citizens, one State environnental agency, and representatives
of the steelworker's union. These commenters do not agree that the
proposed alternative is necessary because revisions to PS-1 (40 CFR
part 60, appendix B) in EPA' s 2002 " Conditional Perfornmance
Speci fication for Measurenent 0-10% Opacity'' (designed specifically
for EAF) ensure accurate COVS neasurenents bel ow 10 percent opacity.
The conditional performance specification addresses the linitations of
PS-1 and the technical problens described in the industry's study. In
addition, a lowopacity COMS that neets PS-1 and the conditi onal
performance specification has been installed and certified on EAF. The
| ow opacity COMS costs only 15 percent nore than a standard COVE and is
easy to use. One comenter also contends that EPA has not shown in the
adm nistrative record that steel mni-mlls have been inproperly
burdened by enforcenment actions based on erroneous opacity readi ngs
bel ow 10 percent. Another stated that allow ng the proposed alternative
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will increase enissions and nonconpli ance.

The comenters argue that plants cannot use bag | eak detection
systens to certify continuous conpliance because they are not accurate
enough and do not actually neasure PMor opacity. In addition, Method 9
(40 CFR part 60, appendi x B) cannot provide a reasonabl e check of bag
| eak detection systens because: (1) The method is good only at opacity
levels of 7 to 8 percent; (2) COVS are necessary for sone facilities
where Method 9 is not applicable or accurate due to factors such as
baghouse orientation or extrene southern |atitudes, (3) the periodic
readi ngs are taken only once daily for 18 minutes during daylight hours
and not during the operations that generate the nost em ssions, or (4)
are subject to nmanipul ation.

Response: W disagree with commenters that bag | eak detectors are
i neffective or inappropriate. W have required bag | eak detection
systens as nonitoring systens in nunmerous national enission standards
for hazardous air pollutants (NESHAP) devel oped under section 112 of
the ean Air Act (CAA). W are not aware of any States or EPA Regions
wi th concerns about certifying continuous conpliance for the numerous
existing rules that utilize bag | eak detection systens, and the
comenters did not provide any specific information in support of their
assertions. These systens have been denonstrated to be very effective
at detecting | eaks and bag failures on a continuing basis in many
different applications. The systens provide tinely information that can
be used to reduce excess em ssions that occur when unexpected | eaks or
failures occur.

Bag | eak detection systenms offer a viable and effective alternative
to COVME for nonitoring the performance of baghouses. Wil e bag | eak
detection systens do not directly measure PM or opacity, they sense any
increase in PMconcentration at very |low levels before em ssions rise
to a level that would result in observable opacity. G ven the
sensitivity of bag | eak detection systens to changes in PM
concentration, along with the daily Method 9 observations to verify the
performance of the bag | eak detection systens, allow ng bag |eak
detections systens as an alternative to COVS will not increase
eni ssions or nonconpliance. In fact, the opposite is true. By requiring
owners and operators to identify |leaks quickly and to nake pronpt
repairs, we expect facilities that elect to use the bag | eak detection
alternative will reduce eni ssions.

[ [ Page 8526]]

Upon further review of the appropriateness of bag | eak detection
systens for the final rules, we becane aware that the proposed m ni num
sensitivity of 10 mlligrans per actual cubic neter (0.0044 grains per
actual cubic foot) was near the level of the PMstandard (12 ng/dscm or
0. 0052 gr/dscf). However, based on consultation with vendors of bag
| eak detections systens, it was determned that standard bag | eak
detections systens are easily capable of nmeasuring baseline em ssions
of 1 milligramper actual cubic neter or lower. As a result, we are
|l owering the mninmumsensitivity to 1 mlligramper actual cubic neter
(0.00044 grains per actual cubic foot). This change does not represent
a significant departure from our proposed anmendnents because it does
not affect the selection or cost of the bag | eak detection systens
available to owners or operators, but nerely provides a nore accurate
representation of the minimumsensitivity of existing bag |eak
det ection systens.

We di sagree that Method 9 observations are inadequate to verify the
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performance of the bag | eak detection systens. Although the human eye
may not be able to distinguish opacity to the nearest 1 percent
opacity, Method 9 observations were used as a basis for the 3 percent
opacity limt. Method 9 involves 15 second opacity readings that are
recorded at discrete values to the nearest 5 percent opacity, i.e.,
val ues of either 0, 5, 10, or 15 percent, etc. Over a 6-ninute period,
Met hod 9 produces 24 readings that are used to develop the 6-m nute
average val ues. Method 9 readi ngs were used to develop the original 3
percent opacity standard and continues to be the perfornance test

met hod for determi ning conpliance identified for these final rules as
well as many others for neasurenent of opacity. As such, the proposed
daily Method 9 observations are directly applicable and appropriate for
the verification of the performance of the bag | eak detection systens
(as well as their direct use to assess conpliance).

We do not agree that the conmenter's concerns about limtations on
the tinmes that Method 9 may be conducted necessitate the use of COVS.
Met hod 9 and 40 CFR 60.273(c) and 40 CFR 60. 273a(c) specify the
conditions under which the tests are to be conducted. Omers and
operators mnmust schedul e and conduct the daily Method 9 readi ng such
that these conditions are nmet. W do not know of any EAF facility that
woul d be unable to neet the Method 9 requirenents due to baghouse
orientation and extrene southern latitude, and the commenter did not
provide any specific information in support of their assertions. Al so,
the requirement to performthe Method 9 observation during nelting and
refining is consistent with the existing requirenments for Method 9
observati ons on EAF stacks that are not equipped with COVMS (40 CFR
60.273(c), 60.273a(c), 60.275(i) and 60.275a(i)).

The availability of |ow opacity COVB al so does not warrant
wi t hhol di ng bag | eak detection systens as an alternative nonitoring
option. Although the installation and certification of new | owopacity
COMS technol ogy and t he devel opnment of the conditional perfornance
speci fication appear prom sing, additional steps are needed in the
process before we can require their application. The conditi onal
performance specification still nust be approved as an alternative
method or a revision to PS-1 before a source may use it to neet Federa
requi renents under 40 CFR part 60, 61, or 63. During that process, the
specification is potentially subject to change based on the revi ew of
addi tional validation studies or on public comments as part of the
process for adoption as an EPA test nmethod or as a revision to PS-1
Nonet hel ess, an owner or operator who would prefer to use a | owopacity
COMS could install a |lowopacity COMS and certify it using PS-1, or
apply to certify the | ow opacity COVS based on the conditional
performance specification as an alternative nmonitoring option as
al | oned under the NSPS Ceneral Provisions (40 CFR part 60, appendix A).

Based on a review of public comrents, we nmaintain that the bag | eak
detection systens provide a reasonable alternative to the COVS
requirenents.

Comment: Two industry conmenters state that the bag | eak detection
system al ternative does not resolve the potential neasurement error
associated with COM5 readings at the 3 percent opacity level and thus
does not resolve the petition to reopen the NSPS. The comenters cite
statenents in the rul emaking for PS-1 regarding the technol ogi cal
limtations of COVB, including a cooment by an Anerican Society for
Testing and Materials (ASTM representative that the ASTM standard for
COVS (ASTM D6216-98), which is incorporated in PS-1, ensures accurate
COVSB neasurenents only at sources with opacity linmts of 10 percent or
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greater. They also cite EPA's estinmate of the upper range of potenti al
measurenent error of 4 percent opacity, and an industry study finding
that COMS conmplying with PS-1 requirenents have a potential error band
of 7.5 percent.

The comenters stated that inaccurate data results in negative
| egal inplications, such as exposure to inappropriate enforcemnment
actions, hurdles to certifications of continuous conpliance in the
title V permtting program and the triggering of additional excess
em ssions reports for false positive COVS readi ngs. One comrenter adds
that fal se positive readi ngs from COVM5 have occurred, as evidenced by
si mul taneous information fromboth COV5 and Method 9 readings. The
commenters stated that the proposed option does not resolve the
industry's petition because it does not address the COV5 error band
issue. Not all facilities affected by the error band issue can repl ace
COMS with bag | eak detection systens due to costs, permt requirenents,
and the reluctance of EPA Regional Ofices to approve the change. They
request that EPA raise the excess reporting threshold to account for
the error band, acknow edge that the COVS data within the error band
are not credible evidence of opacity violations, or elinmnate the COVB
requirenent in its entirety.

One comment er suggests that EPA retain the COMS requirenents but
require plants to report only the data that exceeds 10 percent opacity
to address the error band issue. Opacity data | ess than 10 percent
shoul d not be recorded or reported.

Response: The alternatives suggested by the comenters do not
provi de adequat e assurance and docunentation that the opacity standard
i s being continuously maintained. Raising the excess reporting
threshol d woul d preclude the permtting authority and the public from
obtaining informati on on any opacity exceedances falling bel ow the new
hi gher threshold (as high as 10 percent under the commenters' view) and
t hus underm ne accountability to the 3 percent opacity standard.
Elimnating the COVS requirenment would result in the whol esal e | oss of
conti nuous opacity neasurenents, even where exceedances are far above
the potential error band.

The revisions to PS-1 explained that it was not appropriate to
limt the applicability of PS-1 based on the | evel of the enission
limt that woul d be nmeasured. W deternined that PS-1 shoul d
acknowl edge the uncertainty associated with COVS neasurenents bel ow 10
percent opacity and allow for consideration of the potential error
(through statistical procedures or otherw se) when eval uati ng conpliance
Wi th opacity standards bel ow 10 percent. As commenters acknow edge,

[ [ Page 8527]]

EPA conducted a very conservative analysis of the upper range of
potential neasurenent error that may be associated with COVS neeting
PS-1 and found the upper range of potential measurenent error to be
about 4 percent. W also noted that a " “properly operating and aligned
COMS shoul d experience neasurenent error significantly less than this
magni tude.'' Thus, instead of broadly limting the applicability of
COMS, any uncertainty should be addressed on a case-by-case basis.

We note that while COVMS is the required nonitoring nmethod (in the
absence of a source choosing the alternative nonitoring option
finalized today), Method 9 remains the perfornance test nethod and, as
such, is the benchmark agai nst which other data are conpared in
determ ni ng source conpliance.\1\ |If the conpany believes the COVS data
are not credible evidence of an opacity violation, it may dispute the
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materiality of such data in its conpliance certification or excess

enmi ssions report.\2\ It may al so challenge the rel evance and accuracy
of the COVE data in a judicial or adnministrative tribunal.\3\ Thus, it
is not necessary or appropriate to make a broad determi nation that COVS
data within the potential error band are not credi bl e evidence of
opacity violations.

\1\ See Credible Evidence Revisions (62 FR 8314, February 24,
1997) (" "the reference tests remain the benchmark agai nst which * *
* other information will be evaluated.'').

\2\ See Natural Resources Defense Council v. EPA 194 F.3d 130,
138 (D.C. Cir. 1999) (" '[N othing precludes an owner from adding a
caveat to its certification to the effect that, while it is
provi di ng ot her evidence which EPA might find material, the
subnmitter disputes its materiality and reserves the right to
chal l enge the use of the evidence in court.'').

\3\ See 62 FR at 8322; Grand Canyon Trust v. Public Serv. Co. of
New Mexi co, 294 F. Supp. 2d 1246 (D.N.M 2003).

In addition, the bag | eak detection systemalternative provides
owners or operators who are concerned with the accuracy of COVB
measurenents the option to use bag | eak detection systens instead of
COVB. Case-by-case approval of this alternative nonitoring nethod by
EPA Regional Ofices will no | onger be necessary after the alternative
is incorporated into the NSPS t hrough today's final rule anendnents.

Conment: Comments fromthe industry trade associ ati ons support the
proposed alternative but oppose certain provisions. They suggest that:
(1) Facilities should be allowed 1 hour (rather than 30 mnutes) to
initiate procedures to deternine the cause of an alarm (2) the
proposed 3-hour linmit for alleviating the cause of an alarm be repl aced
with “~“as soon as practicable'' or "“within a reasonable tinme'' to
account for scenarios that may take longer than 3 hours to identify and
fix, and (3) facilities should not have to receive advance approval of
their site-specific nonitoring plan.

Response: A key and necessary conponent of the bag | eak detection
systemalternative is the requirenment to initiate corrective action and
al l eviate the cause of alarns as soon as possible. Providing specific
time requirenents makes the standard nuch clearer for both the
regul ators and the regulated community. Based on our experience with
baghouses, bag | eak detectors, and the various corrective actions that
may be required, we determned that the 30-minute period to initiate
corrective action was insufficient and should be revised to 1 hour.
This change is consistent with the bag | eak detection requirenments we
have pronul gated in other rules.

We agree that the cause of the alarmshould be alleviated as soon
as practicable; however, the 3-hour linit is reasonabl e and necessary
to ensure that corrective action needed to alleviate the cause of the
alarm be taken to ensure tinely action and to protect the environnent.
Most causes of an alarmcan be fixed within the 3-hour limt. For
exanpl e, nodern baghouses have multiple conpartnents so that one
conmpartnent can be quickly isolated (i.e., taken out of service) to
perform mai ntenance or to isolate a | eaking bag without requiring the
process to be shut down. Nonethel ess, we have added a provision to the
final rule anendnents stating that, as part of the site-specific
moni toring plan, the Admnistrator or del egated authority may approve
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such additional tine as necessary to ensure corrective action as
expeditiously as practicable where the owner or operator identifies the
condition that could lead to an al arm and adequately expl ains why the
3-hour limt for the condition is not feasible. This adequately
addresses those few scenari os where nore than 3 hours is necessary to
all eviate the cause of the alarm

We are retaining the requirenment to receive advance approval of
site-specific nonitoring plans. Pre-approval of the nonitoring plans
serves several purposes. First, it provides EPA an indication of which
monitoring nmethod the facility will use. Second, it ensures that the
monitors will be properly installed for all applicable em ssion points.
In addition, it provides the owner or operator some assurance that the
proposed nonitoring approach will be satisfactory and may avoid
unnecessary expenditures if the nonitoring approach was found to be
i nadequate after it was inplenented.

Conment: One comenter proposed a change to 40 CFR
60. 723(e)(6)(ii), which reads: "“opacity over zero percent woul d
requi re an adjustnment of the bag | eak detection systemalarmlevels.'
The commenter stated this should read "~“over three percent.'

Response: As di scussed above, a Method 9 opacity observation is
conmposed of 24 individual, 15 second opacity readi ngs. Each individua
reading is recorded in 5 percent increnents. As such, any visible
eni ssions woul d be recorded as 5 percent opacity or greater. Baghouses
in good working condition control emissions to below the |evel that
would result in visible em ssions (i.e., zero percent). If visible
eni ssions are observed froma baghouse, it is an indication that a | eak
has occurred, and the bag | eak detection system should be adjusted to
ensure the alarmsounds at that point or bel ow

Conment: One comenter stated the proposed anmendrment inproperly
rel axes nonitoring requirenments by allow ng excursions from bag | eak
detection system operational paraneters for up to 3 percent of facility
operating hours. The comenter stated that this provision does not ensure
continuous conpliance with the opacity and particulate emssion limts.

On the other hand, comments fromindustry trade associations oppose
the 3 percent limt on alarns because: (1) It underm nes the purpose of
bag | eak detection systens, which is to detect em ssions before they
becone exceedances; and (2) the limt assunes that alarns equate to
exceedances or that the alarns indicate poor operation. The nunber of
alarms nay reflect only howlowa facility sets the alarmlevel, and
the operating limt serves to increase the stringency of the enission
limt. Instead, the conmenter suggests that EPA adopt an al arm
t hreshol d above which plants would be required to inplement a quality
i nprovenent plan or adopt a threshold of 5 percent as it has done in
other rules. The proposed anmendments shoul d al so describe nore clearly
how operating time is to be cal cul ated and confirm what operations
woul d constitute a startup, shutdown, or nmal function.

Response: W reconsidered the 3 percent linit on alarns for
baghouse | eak detection systemalarns as applied to EAF. W have no
data indicating that the 3 percent Iimt on alarns has been applied to
these operations, and we have no firmbasis for determ ning what |evel,
if any, mght be appropriate for these operations. W agree that the

[[ Page 8528]]

pur pose of bag | eak detection systens is to detect emi ssions before
t hey becone exceedances. For these reasons, we have dropped the 3
percent limt on alarnms. However, it is inportant that corrective
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action be initiated pronptly; consequently, we require that corrective
actions be initiated within 1 hour of an alarmto ensure baghouses are
wel | mai ntai ned and operated properly on a continuing basis. Excessive
alarnms are effectively limted by the general duty under 40 CFR
60.11(d) to maintain and operate air pollution control equiprment in a
manner consistent with good air pollution control practices for

m ni m zi ng emi ssi ons.

In response to the commrents, we have not included the follow ng
proposed provisions in the final rule amendnments: (1) The definition of
““operating time'' in 40 CFR 60.271(p) and 60.271a, (2) the proposed
operating limt in 40 CFR 63.273(g) and 63.273a(g), (3) associated
provisions in 40 CFR 63.273(h) and 63.273a(h) for determ ning how to
cal cul ate the percentage of tine the alarm sounds, and (4) associ ated
recor dkeepi ng and recording requirenments in 40 CFR 63.276(e) and (f)
and 40 CFR 63. 276a(h)(4) and (i).

Comment: One comrenter asks EPA to specify whether bag | eak
detection systemrecords nust be reported according to the requirenments
in 40 CFR 70.6(c) and 71.6(c) and whether the records may be used to
establish violations under the NSPS credible evidence requirenents in
40 CFR 60.11. Should EPA renpve the 3 percent all owance for operation
of the EAF and fune collection systemwhile the bag | eak detection
system i ndi cates bag | eaks or pressure |oss, the anendnents shoul d
clarify that any system failures that cause an alarm are evi dence of a
viol ati on.

Response: Wth regard to recordkeepi ng and reporting requirenents
under 40 CFR part 70, 40 CFR 70.6(c) and 71.6(c) clearly require that
title V permts include recordkeeping and reporting provisions covering
the bag | eak detection systemrecords in this NSPS (40 CFR 60.273(c),
60. 273a(c), 60.276(e), and 60.276a(h)). The part 70 regulations state
that title V permits nust contain recordkeeping and reporting
requi renments consistent with 40 CFR 70.6(a)(3) and 71.6(a)(3),
respectively. Those provisions further provide that the permt nust
incorporate ~“all applicable recordkeeping requirenments, including
"“[r]ecords of required nonitoring information,'' and "~“all applicable
reporting requirenments.'' They also require ~“[s]Jubmttal of reports of
any required nonitoring at |east every six nonths.'

Whet her such records establish violations of the opacity limt wll
vary dependi ng on the circunstances presented. As stated previously,
the purpose of bag | eak detection systens is to detect emi ssions before
t hey becone exceedances. Whether a particul ar alarm or exceedance can
be used as credi bl e evidence of such a violation depends upon the facts
presented in each case. Additionally, as we stated in the preanble to
the credi bl e evidence rule, “~“what evidence is credible and adm ssi bl e
will be determined by * * * taking into account how t he evi dence was
gathered and the specifics of the em ssion standard and any associ ated
reference nethod.'' (62 FR 8314, 8323, February 24, 1997).\4\

\4\ The Agency further explained that it would not issue lists
of presunptively credible evidence, explaining that ~“both judicial
and administrative tribunals routinely rmake determ nations
concerning the adm ssibility and wei ght of evidence on a case-by-
case basis.'' (See 62 FR 8316.) Such case-by-case eval uati ons woul d

apply to data generated by bag | eak detection systens.

| ndependent of whether a particular alarmor exceedance is credible
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evidence of a violation of the opacity limt, sources have a duty to

comply with the baghouse | eak detection system nonitoring requirenments

where a source chooses such nonitoring as an alternative to COVS, and

failure to conply with the nonitoring requirenents could give rise to

an enforcenment action under section 113(a)(3) or section 304(a) of the CAA
Comment: Commrents fromindustry trade associati ons do not oppose

the editorial corrections to 40 CFR 60.274(c) and 60.274a(c), but the

coment er questions why the proposed wordi ng of the regulatory text

differs fromthe existing rule. The existing rule was anmended on

Cctober 17, 2000, to read:

(c) When the owner or operator of an affected facility is required
to denonstrate conpliance with the standards under Sec.
63.272(a)(3) and at any other tine that the Adm nistrator may
require (under section 114 of the CAA, as anended) either * * *,

The proposed regul atory text reads ~“at any other tinme the
Adm nistrator may require that''. The industry comrenters believe the
| ocation of the word “~“that'' could change the neaning of the
par agraph. The paragraph could be interpreted as allow ng the
Adm ni strator to choose which of the three nonitoring options a
facility nust follow To clarify this issue, the word ““that'' should
follow " “at any other tine.'

Response: W did not intend to alter the placenent of the word
““that'' in 40 CFR 60.274(c) and 60.274a(c). W have revised the
pl acenent of the word ““that'' in the final rule amendrment to follow
““at any other tinme,'' as suggested by the commenter, to clarify that
t he Admi ni strator does not choose which of the three nonitoring options
a facility must use.

V. Statutory and Executive Order Reviews
A. Executive Order 12866, Regul atory Pl anning and Revi ew

Under Executive Order 12866 (58 FR 51735, Cctober 4, 1993), the EPA
must determ ne whether the regulatory action is “~“significant'' and
therefore subject to review by the O fice of Managenent and Budget
(OVMB) and the requirenments of the Executive Order. The Executive O der
defines a "“significant regulatory action'' as one that is likely to
result in a rule that nay:

(1) Have an annual effect on the econony of $100 million or nore or
adversely affect in a material way the econony, a sector of the
econony, productivity, conpetition, jobs, the environment, public
health or safety, or State, local, or tribal governments or comunities;

(2) Create a serious inconsistency or otherwise interfere with an
action taken or planned by another agency;

(3) Materially alter the budgetary inpact of entitlenent, grants,
user fees, or | oan progranms or the rights and obligations of recipients
t hereof; or

(4) Raise novel legal or policy issues arising out of |egal
mandates, the President's priorities, or the principles set forth in
t he Executive Order.

It has been determined that the final rule anendnments are not a
““significant regulatory action'' under the terns of Executive Order
12866 and are, therefore, not subject to OVB review.

B. Paperwor k Reduction Act
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The information collection requirenents in the final rule
anendnents have been subnmitted for approval to OVB under the Paperwork
Reduction Act, 44 U S.C 3501 et seq. The information collection
requi renents are not enforceable until OVB approves them

The information requirenents in the final rule anendnents are based
on notification, recordkeeping, and reporting requirements in the NSPS
General Provisions (40 CFR part 60, subpart A), which are mandatory for
all operators subject to NSPS. The records and reports required by
these rul e amendnments are necessary for EPA to: (1) ldentify new,
nmodi fied, or reconstructed sources subject to the

[ [ Page 8529]]

rule; (2) ensure that the rule requirenents are being properly applied;
and (3) ensure that the em ssion control devices are being properly
operated and nai ntai ned on a continuous basis. Based on the reported
i nformati on, EPA can deci de which plants, records, or processes should
be inspected. The recordkeeping and reporting requirenents are
specifically authorized by section 114 of the CAA (42 U S.C. 7414). A
informati on submitted to the EPA pursuant to the recordkeeping and
reporting requirenments for which a claimof confidentiality is nade is
saf eguarded according to Agency policies in 40 CFR part 2, subpart B.

The annual increase to nonitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting
burden for the final rule anendnents are estimated at 1, 750 | abor hours
at a total cost of $96, 145 nati onwi de, and the annual average increase
in burden is 175 | abor hours and $9, 615 per source. The estinmate of the
increase in annual nonitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting annual cost
in the final rule anendnent is higher than the estimate nmade in the
proposal by $34,878, which is due to the use of a higher cost of |abor
estimate ($26.16/hr, $54.94/hr including overhead) than was used in the
proposal ($16.67/hr, $35.01/hr including overhead). W estinate that
there will be no increase in the annualized capital costs due to the
final rule anendnents. W estimate that the annualized costs associ ated
with purchasing and installing a bag | eak detection systemare equal to
the offsetting annualized cost savings associated with the discontinued
use and periodic replacenent of a COVS. In nmaking the estimates, it was
assuned that ten existing facilities currently required to install and
operate COVS woul d el ect to use the proposed alternative nonitoring
option. The cost estinmates reflect increased costs associated with the
installation and operation of a bag | eak detection systemand with
daily opacity observations partially offset by the cost savings fromno
| onger having to operate and naintain a COVSB

Burden neans the total tine, effort, or financial resources
expended by persons to generate, maintain, retain, or disclose or
provide information to or for a Federal agency. This includes the tine
needed to review instructions; develop, acquire, install, and utilize
technol ogy and systens for the purpose of collecting, validating, and
verifying information, processing and maintaining informtion, and
di scl osing and providing infornmation; adjust the existing ways to
comply with any previously applicable instructions and requirenents;
train personnel to respond to a collection of information; search data
sources; conplete and review the collection of infornation; and
transmit or otherw se disclose the infornmation.

An Agency may not conduct or sponsor, and a person is not required
to respond to a collection of information unless it displays a
currently valid OVB control number. The OMB control nunber for EPA's
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regulations in 40 CFR part 60 are listed in 40 CFR part 9. Wen this
ICR is approved by OB, the Agency will publish a technical amendment
to 40 CFR part 9 in the Federal Register to display the OVB control
nunber for the approved information collection requirenents contained
in these final rule anmendnents.

C. Regulatory Flexibility Analysis

The EPA has deternmined that it is not necessary to prepare a
regulatory flexibility analysis in connection with the final rule
anendments. For the purposes of assessing the econom c inpact of
today's final rule amendments on small entities, small entity is
defined as: (1) A small business according to U S. Small Business
Adm ni stration size standards for NAICS code 331111 having no nore than
1,000 enpl oyees; (2) a small governnent jurisdiction that is a
government of a city, county, town, school district or special district
with a population of |ess than 50,000; and (3) a snall organization
that is any not-for-profit enterprise which is independently owned and
operated and that is not dominant in its field.

After considering the econonic inpacts of today's final rule
amendnents on small entities, EPA has concluded that this action wll
not have a significant econonic inpact on a substantial nunmber of snal
entities. In determning whether a rule has a significant econonic
i mpact on a substantial number of small entities, the inpact of concern
is any significant adverse economic inpact on small entities since the
primary purpose of the regulatory flexibility analyses is to identify
and address regulatory alternatives " “which mnimze any significant
econom ¢ i npact of the proposed rule on small entities'' (5 U S.C. 603
and 604). Thus, an agency nmay conclude that a rule will not have a
significant econom c inmpact on a substantial nunber of snall entities
if the rule relieves regulatory burden, or otherwi se has a positive
econonic inpact on all of the small entities subject to the rule.

The final rule amendnments provide a new conpliance option for al
facilities (large or small) that is designed to increase flexibility.
We have, therefore, concluded that today's final rule amendrments will
relieve regulatory burden for all small entities.

D. Unfunded Mandates Reform Act

Title Il of the Unfunded Mandates Reform Act of 1995 (UMRA), Public
Law 104-4, establishes requirenents for Federal agencies to assess
effects of their regulatory actions on State, local, and tri bal
governnents and the private sector. Under section 202 of the UWRA, the
EPA general ly nmust prepare a witten statenent, including a cost-
benefit analysis, for proposed and final rules with " Federal
mandates'' that may result in expenditures by State, local, and tri bal
governments, in the aggregate, or by the private sector, of $100
mllion or nmore in any 1 year. Before promul gating an EPA rule for
which a witten statenent is needed, section 205 of the UVRA generally
requires the EPA to identify and consider a reasonabl e nunber of
regul atory alternatives and adopt the |east costly, nost cost-
effective, or |east-burdensone alternative that achi eves the objectives
of the rule. The provisions of section 205 do not apply when they are
i nconsistent with applicable | aw. Moreover, section 205 allows the EPA
to adopt an alternative other than the |east-costly, nost cost-
ef fective, or |east-burdensone alternative if the Adm nistrator
publishes with the final rule an explanation why that alternative was
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not adopted. Before the EPA establishes any regulatory requiremnents
that may significantly or uniquely affect small governnents, including
tribal governnents, it nust have devel oped under section 203 of the
UVRA a snal |l government agency plan. The plan nust provide for
notifying potentially affected small governnments, enabling officials of
af fected small governnents to have neani ngful and timely input in the
devel opnent of EPA regul atory proposals with significant Federal

i ntergovernnent al mandates, and inform ng, educating, and advi sing
smal | governnents on conpliance with the regulatory requirenents.

The EPA has determined that the final rule amendnents do not
contain a Federal nmandate that may result in estimated costs of $100
mllion or nore to either State, local, or tribal governnments, in the
aggregate, or to the private sector in any 1 year. The maxi mumt ot al
annual i zed costs of the final rule anendnents for any year is estimted
at less than $97,000. Thus, today's final rule anendnents are not
subj ect to sections 202 and 205 of the UMRA. The EPA has al so deterni ned
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that the final rule anendnents contain no regulatory requirenents that
m ght significantly or uniquely affect small governnments because they
contain no requirenents that apply to such governnments or inpose

obl i gati ons upon them Thus, today's final rule anmendnents are not
subject to the requirements of section 203 of the UWMRA

E. Executive Oder 13132: Federalism

Executive Order 13132 (64 FR 43255, August 10, 1999) requires EPA
to devel op an accountabl e process to ensure "~ ~“neaningful and timely
input by State and local officials in the devel opment of regul atory
policies that have federalisminplications.'' "~“Policies that have
federalisminplications'' is defined in the Executive Order to include
regul ati ons that have " “substantial direct effects on the States, on
the rel ationship between the national governnent and the States, or on
the distribution of power and responsibilities anong the various |evels
of governnent.''

The final rule anmendnments do not have federalisminplications. They
wi Il not have substantial direct effects on the States, on the
rel ati onshi p between the national government and the States, or on the
di stribution of power and responsibilities anong the various |evels of
governnent, as specified in Executive Oder 13132. None of the affected
facilities are owned or operated by State governnents, and the
requirenents of the final rule anendments will not supersede State
regul ations that are nore stringent. Thus, Executive Oder 13132 does
not apply to the final rule anmendnents.

F. Executive Order 13175: Consultation and Coordination Wth I ndi an
Tri bal Gover nnents

Executive Order 13175 (59 FR 22951, Novenber 9, 2000) requires EPA
to devel op an accountabl e process to ensure "~ “neaningful and timely
input in the devel opnent of regulatory policies on matters that have
tribal inplications.'

The final rule anmendnents do not have tribal inplications, as
specified in Executive Order 13175. They will not have substanti al
direct effects on tribal governments, on the relationship between the
Federal governnent and Indian tribes, or on the distribution of power
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and responsibilities between the Federal governnment and Indian tribes.
No tribal governnents own or operate an affected source. Thus,
Executive Order 13175 does not apply to the final rule amendnents.

G Executive O der 13045: Protection of Children From Environnent al
Health & Safety Risks

Executive Order 13045 (62 FR 19885, April 23, 1997) applies to any
rule that: (1) Is determined to be " “econonmically significant,'' as
defined under Executive Order 12866, and (2) concerns an environment al
health or safety risk that EPA has reason to believe may have a
di sproportionate effect on children. If the regulatory action neets
both criteria, the EPA nust evaluate the environnental health or safety
effects of the planned rule on children and explain why the planned
regulation is preferable to other potentially effective and reasonably
feasi ble alternatives consi dered by the Agency.

The EPA interprets Executive Order 13045 as applying only to those
regul atory actions that are based on health or safety risks, such that
the anal ysis required under section 5-501 of the Executive Order has
the potential to influence the regulation. The final rule amendments
are not subject to Executive Order 13045 because they are based on
control technol ogy and not on health or safety risks. No children's
ri sk anal ysis was perforned because the action only provi des EAF owners
and operators with an alternative nonitoring option. Furthernore, the
final rule anendnents have been deternm ned not to be "~ “econonically
significant'' as defined under Executive O der 12866.

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

The final rule amendments are not subject to Executive Order 13211
(66 FR 28355, May 22, 2001) because they are not a significant

regul atory action under Executive Order 12866.
I. National Technol ogy Transfer Advancenent Act

Section 12(d) of the National Technol ogy Transfer and Advancenent
Act (NTTAA) of 1995 (Pub. L. No. 104-113; 15 U . S.C. 272 note) directs
EPA to use voluntary consensus standards in its regulatory activities
unl ess to do so would be inconsistent with applicable | aw or otherw se
i mpractical. Voluntary consensus standards are technical standards
(e.g., materials specifications, test nethods, sanpling procedures,
busi ness practices) devel oped or adopted by one or nore voluntary
consensus bodi es. The NTTAA directs EPA to provi de Congress, through
annual reports to the OVB, with explanati ons when the Agency deci des
not to use avail able and applicable voluntary consensus standards. The
final rule amendnents do not involve voluntary consensus standards.

J. Congressional Review Act

The Congressional Review Act, 5 U S.C. 801 et seq., as added by the
Smal | Busi ness Regul atory Enforcenment Act of 1996, generally provides
that before a rule nay take effect, the agency pronulgating the rule
must submit a rule report, which includes a copy of the rule, to each
House of the Congress and to the Conptroller General of the United
States. The EPA has submitted a report containing the final rule
anendnments and other required information to the U S. Senate, the U S
House of Representatives, and the Conptroller General of the United
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States prior to the publication of the final rule amendnments in today's
Federal Register. The final rule amendnents are not a ~“mgjor rule'' as
defined by 5 U S.C. 804(2).

Li st of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 60

Envi ronnmental protection, Adm nistrative practice and procedures,
Air pollution control, Intergovernnental relations, Reporting and
recor dkeepi ng requiremnents.

Dat ed: February 14, 2005.
St ephen L. Johnson,
Acting Adm nistrator.

» For the reasons set out in the preanble, title 40, chapter |, part 60
of the Code of Federal Regulations is anmended as foll ows:

PART 60- - [ AVENDED]
e 1. The authority citation for part 60 continues to read as foll ows:
Subpart AA--[ Anended]

Authority: 42 U S.C. 7401, et seq.

e 2. Section 60.271 is amended by addi ng new paragraph (o) to read as
fol |l ows:

Sec. 60.271 Definitions.

* % *x * *

(o) Bag |l eak detection system neans a systemthat is capabl e of
continuously nonitoring relative particulate matter (dust) |oadings in
t he exhaust of a baghouse to detect bag | eaks and ot her conditions that
result in increases in particulate |oadings. A bag | eak detection
systemincludes, but is not limted to, an instrunment that operates on
triboelectric, electrodynamc, |ight scattering, light transmttance,
or other effect to continuously nmonitor relative particulate matter
| oadi ngs.

« 3. Section 60.273 is anmended by revising paragraph (c¢) and addi ng new
[[ Page 8531]]
paragraphs (e), (f), and (g) to read as foll ows:

Sec. 60.273 Emi ssion nonitoring.

* % *x * %

(c) A continuous nonitoring systemfor the nmeasurenent of the
opacity of emi ssions discharged into the atnosphere fromthe contro
device(s) is not required on any nodul ar, nulti-stack, negative-
pressure or positive-pressure fabric filter if observations of the
opacity of the visible em ssions fromthe control device are perforned
by a certified visible enission observer; or on any single-stack fabric
filter if visible enissions fromthe control device are perforned by a
certified visible em ssion observer and the owner installs and
continuously operates a bag | eak detection systemaccording to
paragraph (e) of this section. Visible em ssion observations shall be
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conducted at | east once per day for at |least three 6-m nute periods
when the furnace is operating in the nelting and refining period. Al

vi si bl e eni ssions observations shall be conducted in accordance with
Met hod 9 of appendix Ato this part. If visible enissions occur from
nore than one point, the opacity shall be recorded for any points where
vi si bl e enissions are observed. Were it is possible to determ ne that
a nunber of visible enission sites relate to only one incident of the
visible emi ssion, only one set of three 6-m nute observations will be
required. In that case, the Method 9 observations must be nmade for the
site of highest opacity that directly relates to the cause (or

| ocation) of visible em ssions observed during a single incident.
Records shall be maintai ned of any 6-minute average that is in excess
of the emssion limt specified in Sec. 60.272(a).

*x * % * *

(e) A bag leak detection systemnust be installed and continuously
operated on all single-stack fabric filters if the owner or operator
elects not to install and operate a continuous opacity nonitoring
system as provided for under paragraph (c) of this section. In
addition, the owner or operator shall neet the visible em ssions
observation requirenents in paragraph (c) of this section. The bag | eak
detection system nust neet the specifications and requirenents of
par agraphs (e) (1) through (8) of this section.

(1) The bag | eak detection system nust be certified by the
manuf acturer to be capable of detecting particulate nmatter emi ssions at
concentrations of 1 mlligram per actual cubic neter (0.00044 grains
per actual cubic foot) or |ess.

(2) The bag | eak detection system sensor nust provide output of
relative particulate matter | oadi ngs and the owner or operator shal
continuously record the output fromthe bag | eak detecti on system using
el ectronic or other means (e.g., using a strip chart recorder or a data
| ogger.)

(3) The bag | eak detection system nust be equi pped with an al arm
systemthat will sound when an increase in relative particul ate |oading
is detected over the alarm set point established according to paragraph
(e)(4) of this section, and the alarm nust be |ocated such that it can
be heard by the appropriate plant personnel

(4) For each bag | eak detection systemrequired by paragraph (e) of
this section, the owner or operator shall develop and subnit to the
Administrator or delegated authority, for approval, a site-specific
nonitoring plan that addresses the itens identified in paragraphs (i)
through (v) of this paragraph (e)(4). For each bag | eak detection
systemthat operates based on the triboelectric effect, the nonitoring
pl an shall be consistent with the recomendati ons contained in the U S
Envi ronnmental Protection Agency gui dance docunent "~ Fabric Filter Bag
Leak Detection Quidance'' (EPA-454/R-98-015). The owner or operator
shal |l operate and maintain the bag | eak detection systemaccording to
the site-specific nonitoring plan at all tinmes. The plan shall descri be:

(i) Installation of the bag | eak detection system

(ii) Initial and periodic adjustnent of the bag | eak detection
systemincludi ng how the alarmset-point will be established;

(iii) Operation of the bag | eak detection systemincluding quality
assurance procedures;

(iv) How the bag | eak detection systemw Il be naintained including
a routine maintenance schedul e and spare parts inventory list; and

(v) How the bag | eak detection system output shall be recorded and
st ored.
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(5) The initial adjustnent of the systemshall, at a m ni num
consi st of establishing the baseline output by adjusting the
sensitivity (range) and the averagi ng period of the device, and
establishing the alarmset points and the alarmdelay tine (if applicable).

(6) Following initial adjustnent, the owner or operator shall not
adj ust the averaging period, alarmset point, or alarmdelay tine
wi t hout approval fromthe Administrator or del egated authority except
as provided for in paragraphs (e)(6)(i) and (ii) of this section.

(i) Once per quarter, the owner or operator nay adjust the
sensitivity of the bag | eak detection systemto account for seasonal
effects including tenperature and hunmidity according to the procedures
identified in the site-specific nonitoring plan required under
par agraphs (e)(4) of this section.

(ii) If opacities greater than zero percent are observed over four
consecutive 15-second observations during the daily opacity
observations required under paragraph (c) of this section and the alarm
on the bag | eak detection system does not sound, the owner or operator
shall lower the alarm set point on the bag | eak detection systemto a
poi nt where the alarmwoul d have sounded during the period when the
opacity observations were nade.

(7) For negative pressure, induced air baghouses, and positive
pressure baghouses that are discharged to the atnosphere through a
stack, the bag | eak detection sensor nust be installed downstream of
t he baghouse and upstream of any wet scrubber.

(8) Where nultiple detectors are required, the systenis
instrunmentation and al arm may be shared anong detectors.

(f) For each bag | eak detection systeminstalled according to
paragraph (e) of this section, the owner or operator shall initiate
procedures to determne the cause of all alarnms within 1 hour of an
alarm Except as provided for in paragraph (g) of this section, the
cause of the alarmnust be alleviated within 3 hours of the tine the
al arm occurred by taking whatever corrective action(s) are necessary.
Corrective actions may include, but are not limted to the foll ow ng:

(1) Inspecting the baghouse for air |eaks, torn or broken bags or
filter media, or any other condition that nmay cause an increase in
particul ate em ssions;

(2) Sealing off defective bags or filter nedia;

(3) Replacing defective bags or filter nedia or otherw se repairing
the control device;

(4) Sealing off a defective baghouse conpart nent;

(5) Ceaning the bag | eak detection system probe or otherw se
repairing the bag | eak detection system or

(6) Shutting down the process producing the particul ate em ssi ons.

(g) In approving the site-specific nonitoring plan required in
paragraph (e)(4) of this section, the Adm nistrator or del egated
authority may all ow owners or operators nore than 3 hours to alleviate
specific conditions that cause an alarmif the owner or operator
identifies the condition that could lead to an alarmin the nonitoring
pl an,
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adequately explains why it is not feasible to alleviate the condition
within 3 hours of the time the alarm occurred, and denonstrates that
the requested additional time will ensure alleviation of the condition
as expeditiously as practicable.
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e 4. Section 60.274 is amended by revising the first sentence of
paragraph (c) to read as foll ows:

Sec. 60.274 Monitoring of operations.

* * % * *

(c) When the owner or operator of an affected facility is required
to denonstrate conpliance with the standards under Sec. 60.272(a)(3)
and at any other tine that the Admi nistrator may require (under section
114 of the CAA, as amended) either: the control system fan notor
anperes and all danper positions, the volunetric flow rate through each
separately ducted hood, or the volunetric flow rate at the control
device inlet and all danper positions shall be determ ned during al
periods in which a hood is operated for the purpose of capturing
enmi ssions fromthe affected facility subject to paragraph (b) of this
section. * * *

* % *x * *

e 5. Section 60.275 is anmended by revising paragraph (i) to read as foll ows:

Sec. 60.275 Test nethods and procedures.

* * % * *

(i) I'f visible enissions observations are made in lieu of using a
continuous opacity monitoring system as allowed for by Sec.
60. 273(c), visible em ssion observations shall be conducted at |east
once per day for at least three 6-mnute periods when the furnace is
operating in the nelting and refining period. Al visible emssions
observations shall be conducted in accordance with Method 9. |If visible
em ssi ons occur fromnore than one point, the opacity shall be recorded
for any points where visible em ssions are observed. Were it is
possible to determne that a nunmber of visible emission sites relate to
only one incident of the visible enm ssion, only one set of three 6-
m nut e observations will be required. In that case, the Method 9
observations nust be nade for the site of highest opacity that directly
relates to the cause (or location) of visible enissions observed during
a single incident. Records shall be nmintained of any 6-m nute average
that is in excess of the emission linmt specified in Sec. 60.272(a).

* * *x * *

* 6. Section 60.276 is anended by addi ng new paragraph (e) to read as
fol |l ows:

Sec. 60.276 Recordkeeping and reporting requirenments.

* % * * *

(e) The owner or operator shall maintain the follow ng records for
each bag | eak detection systemrequired under Sec. 60.273(e):

(1) Records of the bag |eak detection system output;

(2) Records of bag |eak detection system adjustnents, including the
date and tine of the adjustnment, the initial bag | eak detection system
settings, and the final bag | eak detection system settings; and

(3) An identification of the date and tine of all bag | eak
detection systemalarns, the tine that procedures to deternine the
cause of the alarmwere initiated, if procedures were initiated within
1 hour of the alarm the cause of the alarm an explanation of the
actions taken, the date and time the cause of the alarmwas all eviated,
and if the alarmwas alleviated within 3 hours of the alarm
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Subpart AAa--[ Arended]

e 7. Section 60.271a is anended by adding, in al phabetical order, a
definition for "~ "Bag | eak detection system' as follows:

Sec. 60.271a Definitions.

* * *x * %

Bag | eak detection system nmeans a systemthat is capable of
continuously nmonitoring relative particulate matter (dust) |oadings in
t he exhaust of a baghouse to detect bag | eaks and ot her conditions that
result in increases in particulate |oadings. A bag | eak detection
systemincludes, but is not limted to, an instrunent that operates on

triboelectric, electrodynamc, |light scattering, light transmttance,
or other effect to continuously nmonitor relative particulate matter
| oadi ngs.

* k% *x * *

« 8. Section 60.273a is anended by revising paragraph (c) and addi ng new
paragraphs (e) and (f) to read as foll ows:

Sec. 60.273a En ssion nonitoring.

* * *x * %

(c) A continuous nmonitoring systemfor the nmeasurenent of the
opacity of emi ssions discharged into the atnosphere fromthe contro
device(s) is not required on any nodul ar, multi-stack, negative-
pressure or positive-pressure fabric filter if observations of the
opacity of the visible enissions fromthe control device are perfornmed
by a certified visible enission observer; or on any single-stack fabric
filter if visible enm ssions fromthe control device are perforned by a
certified visible em ssion observer and the owner installs and
continuously operates a bag | eak detection system according to
paragraph (e) of this section. Visible em ssion observations shall be
conducted at | east once per day for at |east three 6-m nute periods
when the furnace is operating in the nelting and refining period. Al
vi si bl e eni ssions observations shall be conducted in accordance with
Met hod 9. If visible em ssions occur fromnore than one point, the
opacity shall be recorded for any points where visible enissions are
observed. Were it is possible to determine that a nunber of visible
em ssion sites relate to only one incident of the visible emssion,
only one set of three 6-m nute observations will be required. In that
case, the Method 9 observations nust be nade for the site of highest
opacity that directly relates to the cause (or |ocation) of visible
em ssi ons observed during a single incident. Records shall be
mai nt ai ned of any 6-minute average that is in excess of the enission
limt specified in Sec. 60.272a(a).

* * % * *

(e) A bag leak detection systemnust be installed and continuously
operated on all single-stack fabric filters if the owner or operator
elects not to install and operate a continuous opacity nonitoring
system as provided for under paragraph (c) of this section. In
addition, the owner or operator shall neet the visible emssions
observation requirenents in paragraph (c) of this section. The bag | eak
detection system nust neet the specifications and requirenents of
par agraphs (e) (1) through (8) of this section.

(1) The bag | eak detection system nust be certified by the
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manuf acturer to be capable of detecting particulate matter em ssions at
concentrations of 1 milligram per actual cubic nmeter (0.00044 grains
per actual cubic foot) or |ess.

(2) The bag | eak detection system sensor nust provide output of
relative particulate matter | oadings and the owner or operator shal
continuously record the output fromthe bag | eak detection system using
el ectronic or other neans (e.g., using a strip chart recorder or a data
| ogger.)

(3) The bag | eak detection system nust be equi pped with an al arm
systemthat will sound when an increase in relative particul ate | oadi ng
is detected over the alarmset point established according to paragraph
(e)(4) of this section, and the alarmnust be |ocated such that it can
be heard by the appropriate plant personnel

(4) For each bag | eak detection systemrequired by paragraph (e) of
this section,

[[ Page 8533]]

the owner or operator shall devel op and subnmit to the Admi nistrator or
del egated authority, for approval, a site-specific nonitoring plan that
addresses the itens identified in paragraphs (i) through (v) of this
paragraph (e)(4). For each bag | eak detection systemthat operates
based on the triboelectric effect, the nmonitoring plan shall be
consistent with the reconmendations contained in the U S. Environnental
Protection Agency gui dance docunment "~ Fabric Filter Bag Leak Detection
GQui dance'' (EPA-454/R-98-015). The owner or operator shall operate and
mai ntain the bag | eak detection systemaccording to the site-specific
nmonitoring plan at all tines. The plan shall describe the follow ng:

(i) Installation of the bag | eak detection system

(ii) Initial and periodic adjustnent of the bag | eak detection
systemincluding how the alarmset-point will be established;

(iii) Operation of the bag | eak detection systemincluding quality
assurance procedures;

(iv) How the bag | eak detection systemw Il be maintained including
a routine mai ntenance schedul e and spare parts inventory list; and

(v) How the bag | eak detection system output shall be recorded and
st or ed.

(5) The initial adjustment of the systemshall, at a mininum
consi st of establishing the baseline output by adjusting the
sensitivity (range) and the averagi ng period of the device, and
establishing the alarmset points and the alarmdelay tinme (if applicable).

(6) Following initial adjustment, the owner or operator shall not
adj ust the averaging period, alarmset point, or alarmdelay tine
wi t hout approval fromthe Adm nistrator or del egated authority except
as provided for in paragraphs (e)(6)(i) and (ii) of this section.

(i) Once per quarter, the owner or operator may adjust the
sensitivity of the bag | eak detection systemto account for seasonal
effects including tenmperature and hunm dity according to the procedures
identified in the site-specific nonitoring plan required under
par agraphs (e)(4) of this section.

(ii) If opacities greater than zero percent are observed over four
consecutive 15-second observations during the daily opacity
observations required under paragraph (c) of this section and the alarm
on the bag | eak detection system does not sound, the owner or operator
shall lower the alarmset point on the bag | eak detection systemto a
poi nt where the alarmwoul d have sounded during the period when the
opacity observati ons were nade.
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(7) For negative pressure, induced air baghouses, and positive
pressure baghouses that are discharged to the atnosphere through a
stack, the bag | eak detection sensor nmust be installed downstream of
t he baghouse and upstream of any wet scrubber.

(8) Wiere nmultiple detectors are required, the systems
instrumentation and al arm may be shared anobng detectors.

(f) For each bag | eak detection systeminstalled according to
paragraph (e) of this section, the owner or operator shall initiate
procedures to deternine the cause of all alarnms within 1 hour of an
al arm Except as provided for under paragraph (g) of this section, the
cause of the alarmnust be alleviated within 3 hours of the tine the
al arm occurred by taking whatever corrective action(s) are necessary.
Corrective actions may include, but are not limted to, the follow ng:

(1) Inspecting the baghouse for air |eaks, torn or broken bags or
filter media, or any other condition that may cause an increase in
particul ate em ssi ons;

(2) Sealing off defective bags or filter nedia;

(3) Replacing defective bags or filter nmedia or otherw se repairing
the control device;

(4) Sealing off a defective baghouse conpartnent;

(5) deaning the bag | eak detection system probe or otherw se
repairing the bag | eak detection system and

(6) Shutting down the process producing the particul ate em ssi ons.

(g) In approving the site-specific nonitoring plan required in
paragraph (e)(4) of this section, the Adm nistrator or del egated
authority may all ow owners or operators nore than 3 hours to alleviate
specific conditions that cause an alarmif the owner or operator
identifies the condition that could lead to an alarmin the nonitoring
pl an, adequately explains why it is not feasible to alleviate the
condition within 3 hours of the tinme the alarmoccurred, and
denonstrates that the requested additional tinme will ensure alleviation
of the condition as expeditiously as practicable.

e 9. Section 60.274a is anmended by revising the first sentence of
paragraph (b), revising the first sentence of paragraph (c), revising
the first sentence of paragraph (d), and revising paragraph (e) to read
as follows:

Sec. 60.274a Monitoring of operations.

* % *x * *

(b) Except as provided under paragraph (e) of this section, the
owner or operator subject to the provisions of this subpart shall check
and record on a once-per-shift basis the furnace static pressure (if
DEC systemis in use, and a furnace static pressure gauge is installed
according to paragraph (f) of this section) and either: check and
record the control systemfan notor anperes and danper position on a

once-per-shift basis; install, calibrate, and maintain a nonitoring
device that continuously records the volunetric flow rate through each
separately ducted hood; or install, calibrate, and maintain a

nmonitoring device that continuously records the volunetric flow rate at
the control device inlet and check and record danper positions on a
once-per-shift basis.* * *

(c) Wien the owner or operator of an affected facility is required
to denonstrate conpliance with the standards under Sec. 60.272a(a)(3)
and at any other tine that the Adm nistrator may require (under section
114 of the CAA, as amended) either: the control system fan notor
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anperes and all damper positions, the volunetric flow rate through each
separately ducted hood, or the volunetric flowrate at the control
device inlet and all danper positions shall be deternined during al
periods in which a hood is operated for the purpose of capturing
enissions fromthe affected facility subject to paragraph (b) of this
section. * * *

(d) Except as provided under paragraph (e) of this section, the
owner or operator shall perform nonthly operational status inspections
of the equipnment that is inportant to the performance of the total
capture system (i.e., pressure sensors, danpers, and danper sw tches).
* * %

(e) The owner or operator may petition the Administrator to approve
any alternative to either the nmonitoring requirenents specified in
paragraph (b) of this section or the nonthly operational status
i nspections specified in paragraph (d) of this section if the
alternative will provide a continuous record of operation of each
eni ssion capture system

* k* *x * *

« 10. Section 60.276a is anended by addi ng new paragraph (h) to read as
fol |l ows:

Sec. 60.276a Recordkeeping and reporting requiremnments.

* * *x * *

(h) The owner or operator shall maintain the follow ng records for
each bag | eak detection systemrequired under Sec. 60.273a(e):

(1) Records of the bag | eak detection system out put;

(2) Records of bag | eak detection system adjustnents, including the
dat e
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and tinme of the adjustment, the initial bag | eak detection system
settings, and the final bag | eak detection system settings; and

(3) An identification of the date and tine of all bag | eak
detection systemalarns, the tine that procedures to deternine the
cause of the alarmwere initiated, if procedures were initiated within
1 hour of the alarm the cause of the alarm an explanation of the
actions taken, the date and time the cause of the alarmwas all eviated,
and if the alarmwas alleviated within 3 hours of the alarm
*x * * * *
[ FR Doc. 05-3360 Filed 2-18-05; 8:45 an
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