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ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION Hazardous Air Pollutants” (EPA—450/ 112(d) standard by achieving early
AGENCY 91-013, July 1991); emission reductions of HAP’s. The
(b) “Questions and Answers about compliance extension would be
40 CFR Part 63 Early Reductions Program** (EPA-45 obtained and authorized in accordihce
3-02-005, January 1992); and with section 112(i}(5) of the CAA
[AD-FRL—4534-3] En(x‘;) "Proc?dures for Establishing Section 112(i)(53dallc:ws an exigiing
tandards asions for Early Reduction source to be granted a 6-year extgision
mmiméﬂ?ﬁhm' c«:::llane. Compliance Extensions’ (EPA-4508¥ of compliance with otherwise
Extansions for Early Reductions 91-012a, February 1992). applicable section 112(d) stand 48
Docket. Dockst No. A-90-47, upon demonstration by the owrlie or
AGENCY: Environmental Protection containing supporting informatiqifused  operator of the source that s S0flercent
Agency (EPA). in developing the promulgated reduction in HAP's (95 percenfibr more
ACTION: Final rule. standards, is avulablo for publid in the case of particulates) hagifeen
inspection and copying betweegih:30 achieved. An enforceable altefifative
SUMMARY: Regulations governing a.m. and 3:30 p.m., Monday th@llugh emission limitation reflectinglihe

Friday, at EPA’s Air Docket Sofifion,

compliance extensions for sarl
Waterside Mall, room M~150081st

reductions of hazardous air pollutants source by a permit issued

(HAP's) were proposed in the Federal Floot, 401 M Street SW., Waslin g:on, of the CAA.

Register on June 13, 1991. This action DC 20460. A reasonable fee gy The 90 (95) percent emis

promulgates these regulations and charged for copying. reduction must be achievedibefore
implements the provisions of section EOR FURTHER INFORMATION CEIRTACT: For  proposal of an applicable siction 112(d)
112(i)(5) of the Clean Air Act (CAA) (as information concgmmg thal.s ]y standard in mOﬂ cases. H@ivever, a
amended in 1990). This rule establishes Reductions Program reguldlens, contact Source achieving the redulfion after
requirements and procedures for source  Mr. David Back, telephongl919) 541~ proposal of a standard bulihefore
owners or operators to obtain 5421, or Mr. Richard Colylf, telephone  January 1, 1994, may qualfy for a

compliance extension fi

compliance extensions from section (919) 541-5262. The addjilfss for is

112(d) standards and for reviewing Emission Standards Divillon (MD-13),  112(d) standards by majiihg an
agencies to follow in evaluating requests U.S. Environmental Profiction Agency, enforceable commitmeglifibefore
for extensions. Ressarch Tﬁafx:)gle Parkforth Carolina, E‘;:%mg the standaniifto achieve such
DATES: Effective Date. December 27711. For informationgfoncern:
1992. 4 Method 301, contact N&. Tony \:Vgusyne. smc? or wliotg"lriat'l: vV ::in control

Judicial Review. Under sectiog telephone (919) 541-3976, Emission 38:; ” will NV: u‘ ‘l;ting
307(b)(1) of the CAA. judicial rgilew of Measurement Branchiifechnical au "i‘;"y lications operating
the actions taken by this notica Support Division (MJ-19), U.S. m ilPP Tcl: ons By um.u
available only by the filing of fibetition  Environmental Protgition Agency, t:fn?:" ] oy ‘:;‘ ssue permi
for review in the U.S. Court offAppeals  Research Triangle Hitk, North Carolina l?;ll:itati ga “ﬂlln :uumon
for the District of Columbia (lifcuit 27711, eving oanl reltions i st of
within 60 days of today’s puflication of SUPPLEMENTARY INJIFRMATION: Th secti 181;?;) ) oni; ex“ld:n
this rule. Under section 3028)(2) of the  information presefifed in this preamble wlthoan roved pedit T mund:re
CAA, the requirements the the is organized as follows: Title Vpgfthe The EPA Regional
subject of today's notice oy not be . General Requiregints Offices will reviell permit applications
chr;(lieerzfed later in civil ofifriminal 0. Sumsmary of Ciilges and Impacts of the <11 d issue Title srmits for sources
P ings brought by JA to enforce Final Rule located in Statoslihat do not have
these requirements. oL Suﬁﬂ:rung Difuments approved Title Jipermit p
ADDRESSES: Backgroun 'nformation v'sp"‘ rticgution States will assuflfe the review and
Document. The ba d information V- Sigaificant Cighments and Charges to the

Pro e . permitting actififties upon approval of

document (BID) for thiloromulgated A tiogi§f Source their Title V pfimit programs, or may be
standards may be ob ad from the U.S. B Base Yeaflfmissions granted delegglion of the Early
EPA mery (MD.-3 Research Tﬁansle C. Enforcs: p Commitments deucuom Paligram prior to .ppmv‘l of
Park, North Carolingl# 7711, telephone D. Allowsbilf Emission Reductions their Title V ffrmit program.
number (919) 541-J77. Please refer to E. Demongiition of Early Reductions
“National Emissioflf Standards for F. High-RjgK Pollutants IL s of Changes and Impacts of

Hazardous Air Pojiitants: Compliance G. State Aghhority

gxgnsionsdf?; E ‘lj!.adufgtions— Pm A m&n SE:%%X :;zua)m thBased onflomments received during
ackgroun ofihation for Modiflfations e commejit period on the proposed
Promulgated Stgiidards” (EPA-450/3- J. Interfilfe With Title [ Provisions rule, few simificant changes have been
92-006b). The J¥D contains (1) a K. Tesgilethods and Procadures made to thl regulation. The significant
summary of aljihe public comments L. Othllf Changes to the Proposed anges o8 listed below.

made on the gibposed standards and Regigation The mgit significant change to the
EPA's resporgiPs to the comments; and Vl;\“ ' i't““"' Requirements rule has Jhen to the high-risk list of

(2) a summagl of the changes made to B. Pillerwork Reductions Act ollutargll. Seventeen pollutants have -
the standarglf since proposal. Also ¢ dlhcutive Order 12291 n adjipd to the list and five
available fjifn the EPA Library are three D. Jgulatory Flexibility Act m:l‘lut have been deleted. Weighting
additionallipporting documents. These . orsjibr seven pollutants have been
documenjifare: L. Gaeral Requirements adjust@ll. A provision was added to

day's rule applies to any existing ens hat there are no increases in
ce that seeks a 6-year compliance radiogihclides as a result of the emission
bnsion from an applicable section redudiion demonstration. Another

; g Document for
ifAs Governing Compliance 8o
s for Early Reductions of e

SL 063349
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F. High-Risk Pollutants
1. Summary L]

Section 112(i)(5)(E) specifies that with
respect to pollutants for which high
risks of adverse public health effects

may be associated with exposure to
small quantities, the Administrator shall
limit the use of offsetting reductions in
emissions of other HAP's from the
source as counting towards the 90 (5)
percent reduction in such high-risk

pollutants. In the final rule, the number
of poliutants on the high-risk list is 47,
rather than 35 as proposed. The
additional pollutants are listed in Table
1,

‘TABLE 1. LIST OF POLLUITANTS ADOED TO HiaH-Risk LisT

- - il

Thesa pollutants have been addad to
the list since proposal for a number of
reasons including changes to the
methodology EPA used to select the
pollutants and updated health effects
information. Five pollutants which were
proposed for the high-risk list have been
deleted, These are benzotrichloride;
chloroprene; 1,1,2,2-tetrachloroethane;
2,4-toluene diizocyanate; and
vinylidene chloride. The final list of

high-risk pollutants and their weighting
factors are shown in Table 2.
TABLE 2. LiST OF HIGH-RISK POLLUTANTS
CAS No. Chemical Weightrg
100
100
10
10
10
00
100
10
1000
10
1000
10
10
100
532274 2-Comacetophenone 100
[+ B Cheomyum compounds .. 100
107302 ... hommetiyl methyl 10
[ i
[+ R Cone oven emissns ... 18
..... [ 1
132649 ..... (0001 g £ VT T 10
96128 ....... 1,2-Ditwomo-3- 10
111444 ..., Drchiorosthyl e 10
(Bu{2-
chiomoethyl)
7447 ... Dimethyicarbamoyl  chio- 100
noe.

TABLE 2. LisT OF HiGH-FiaK

POLLUTANTS-~Continued

CAS No. Chemical Witgnang
1226687 ... | 1.2 - 10
106934 ..... | Ethrylens dbromide ......_ 10
151584 ... Ettvyhaniring (Azividing) . 100
75218 ... | Ettylene onde 10
76448 ... | Heptachlor ... 100
118741 .. | Hexachiorobenzene ... 100
TIATA ....... | Hexachiorocyciopents- 10

diene.
A2N2 . | HEIRTINE e 100
[ p—— ", ) . 10
20.1.;.6..... Mercury compounds —.._.. 1(118
T vmocyenase (MDY,
60344 ... | Moty hydmzine ... 10
624838 ..... | Mt isocyanate ... 10
0. e | NiciM COMOOUNDS ...r..—. 10
62758 ....... | N-Nitrosocmethytaming . 100
GB4835 ..... | N-NIFOsO-N-mathyiures . 1000
55382 ... | Parstheony .. 10
7S4S ...... | PROSOOIOD o 10
7803512 ... | Phosphing .....e.ccme— 10
7723140 ... | PhoOSORONS ..o e 10
75538 ....... | 1,2-Propvieriming .......... 100
1740018 ... | 2,3.7.8-Tevmchworod- 100,000
8001382 ... | Toxaphene (chioninated |, 100
7SO ... Vieyl crionion ........... 10
The specific changes made to the
methodology and the rationale for
specific pollutants being added to or
deleted from the list are described
below,
2. Methodology for Selecting Pollutants
for the High-Risk List
The methodology used to formulate

the list of high-risk pollutants, the list
itself, and the weighted offsettin
scheme are a direct response to the

mandate in section 112(i)({S)(E) of the '
Act. The high-risk list and the tod
offsetting scheme may not be applicable
to, or appropriate for, othear sections in
Title Il of the Act. Other isions of
section 112, such as establi lesser
quantity emission rates under section
112(a) and identifying the relative
hazards to human health from emissions
of each of the listed hazardous air
pollutants under 112(g) may also require
the ranking of pollutants. llrpmch
for identifying the high-risk g utants
may or may not be found to
appropriate for these or other
ptovisionsf;”'ntn; selection of ftodn_\r'a
approach 8 purposes of section
112(i){5)(E) is not intended to establish
a pracedent for other provisions or
preclude the considaration of other
alternative methodologies.

As presented in the preambla to the
proposed rule, EPA used a number of
criteria for salecting pollutants for the
high-risk list. First, as specified by the
CAA, chlorinated dioxins and furans (as
listed in section 112(b)) were included
on the high-risk list. Second, pollutants
classified by EPA as Group A
carcinogens (known human
carcinogens) were judged to ba of
sufficient concern to be listed as high-
rigk. Third, as & way to systematically
screen the remaining HAP's listed in
section 112(b), EPA employed a three-
tiered screening analysis for selecting
high-risk pollutants.

In the first tier, health effacts data
were examined to rank pollutants based
solely on health effects. The health
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endpoints considered were
carcinogenicity, reproductive and
developmental toxicity, acute lethality,
and systemic effects other than acute
lethality (e.g., neurologic disorders).
Consideration of health effects alone,
however, was judged insufficient to
address section 112(i)(3)(E) which
describes high-risk pollutants as those
for which high risks of adverse public
health effects mal be u;gcint with
exposure to small quantities.
Accordingly, tier 2 of the analysis was
exposure modeling using EPA's Human
Exposure Model (HEM). The HEM
provided an estimate of the ambient
concentrstion 500 meters from a source
emitting 10 tons per year at an average
height of 10 meters under median
meteorological conditions. As described
in the preamble to the proposed rule,
the ambient concentration predicted b
the HEM was compared to selected ri
levels to screen for pollutants likely to
have an adverse effect at the exposure
level that was modeled. For
carcinogens, the modeled ambient
concentration was compared to the
concentration of sach carcinogen that
would result in an increase in cancer
risk of one in ten thousand to the most
exposed individual. For
noncarcinogens, the modeled ambient
concentration was compared ta either
(1} a level one order of magnitude
greater than & verified inhalstion
refarence concentration or oral referenice
dose, (2) a lowest observed effect level
(LOEL) divided by an uncertainty factor
of 100, or (3} the dose or concentration
of a chemical that causes death in 30

percent of the exposed population (LD
o; LCso) divided by an uncertainty factor
of 1000.

Tier 3, which considered actual
pollutant emissions as reported to the
TRI, was intended to determine whether
the pollutants were actually emitted at
levels that could reasonably be expected
to adversely affect public health.
Pollutants with a low potential
were consequently eliminated from the
high-risk list.

Several commenters stated that it was
inappropriate to eliminate pollutants
from the high-risk list on
emissions data. The commenters
contended that uss of the TRI is
inappropriate because not all pollutants
are reported, only large facilities in the
manufacturing sector report to the
inventory, and not all types of source
categories are covered. The commenters
felt that EPA should not eliminate
substances because they are not
currently in common use and that the
tiar 3 screen should be dropped from
the analysis,

The EPA agrees with the commenters’
concerns regarding use of the TRI and
has consequently dropped tier 3 from
the mzmu. The EPA also agrees that
chemicals not currently in common use
should still be listed as high risk in cass
production of that chemical is resumed
at a later date, The EPA now believes
that tiers 1 and 2 adequately identify
those pollutants that could reasonably

ad to adversely affect public
health and thus limited the offsetting of
these poll_;n_htnnts in the fEnrly Reductions
Program. The impact of dropping tier 3
is that the following pollutants have
been added to the high-risk list: 2-
acstylaminofluorene; 1,2 diphenyl
hydrazine; toxaphene; nickel
compounds; N-nitrosodimethylamine;
sthylene imine (aziridine);
dimethylcarbamoyl chloride;
phosphorus and %azomethme.

Many commenters recommended
changes to the parameters chosen for the
tier 2 exposure analysis. Several
commenters felt that the
assumptions were not conservative for
saveral reasons including the
metearological data, the stack
parameters, and the limitations of the
HEM. One commenter stated that one
year of meteorological data is not
representative and that downwash was
nat considered. Two commenters
suggested a shorter stack height of 3.5
meters and a 20 meter distance to the
nearest residence. Another commenter
recommended that the modeling use
more realistic assumptions about the
pollutants and emission soutces. One
commenter contended that the HEM is
too simplistic because it does not
consider actual e , short-term
exposures or population activity

. Other commenters made

ons which would make the

ysis less conservative. Two

commenters felt that the 500 meter
distance to- the nesrest residence was
too close. One of these commenters
suggested a distance of 3000 meters and
a 10 year population residence timeé
(rather than the 70 lifetime
expasure associated with the cancer
potency factor). .

The second tier of the screening
ln:llysil to select the high-risk
pollutants was a generic exposure
modeling exercise. The EPA intended
that the modeling results be used to
determine which pollutants merited
further analysis based on
potential. The EPA did not use the
modeling results to estimate actual risk
levels, but did use the modeling results
to differentiate between pollutants. The
EPA still considers the usa of gemeric
modeling parsmeters appropriate for
this analysis because a wide range of

emission release and exposirs scenarios
across many varied source catagories are
anticipated under the Early Raductions

Prgfam.

e HEM was used to estimate a
theoretical downwind concentration of
a typical HAP. Because the pollutants
are released from various types of
sources with varisble stack parameters
(stack height, emission velocity,
distance to nearest residence, etc.) there
was no attempt made to model site-
specific conditions. Meteorological data
used were representative of between 2
and 10 years of data from the selected
meteorological station. A 10 meter stack
height was chosen to represent a
chemical plant. For the proposed rule,
the modeling parameters also assumed a
70-year continuous exposure and a 500
meter distance to the nearest residence.
Upon re-evaluation, EPA has made
changes to these two eters.

First, the assumption that exposure to
a pollutant occurs continuously over a
70-year period has been changed to 33
years for the purposes of this
rulemaking. Thirty-three isa
duration re tative of the 95th

tile for the number of an

dividual would remain at the same
residence, based on data on papulation
mobility and mortality. The 33-year
duration was selected for use in this
analysis as representative of a
reasonable worst case approach to
assessing exposure duration. Second,
EPA reconsidered the choice of 500
meters to the nearest residence and has
revised the analysis using a 200 meter
distance. The 200 meter distance to the
nearest residence is the distance that
has been most often used by EPA for
analyses estimating exposure t0
emissions from point sources. This
distance represents a reasonable worst
case for point source and is judged to
represent a reasonable worst case for
facilities that are anticipated to
participate in the Early Raductions
Program. The net im of these
changes was the addition of
hexachlorocyclopentadiene, phosphine,
parathion, and manganese compounds
to the list,

Four commenters disagreed with the
one in ten thousand presumptive risk
benchmark for carcinogens, stating that
it was not conservative en . One
commenter recommended that EPA
include every carcinogen with a potency
factor greater than 1.35 x 10* (ug/m?}
based on modeling a 3.5 meter stack.
Another commenter argued that
Con intended that sources with risk
lavels of one in one million be
controlled. In contrast, one commenter
recommended the bénchmark be
lowered to one in one thousand. This
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commenter beliaves that the one in ten
thousand risk benchmark is inconsistent
- with the “Savings Provision" in section
112(q)(1), where standards promulgated
under section 112 in effect prior to the
1960 amendments are to remain in force
unless revised by EPA. :

The exposure modeling exercise
conducted as of tier 2 of the
screening ysis was used as s tool to
identify pollutants that could

otentially cause a high risk to public

ealth (under the exposure scenario that
was modeled). The EPA has decided
that for carcinogens a one in ten
thousand presumptive risk level is
appropriate for this analysis. This
decision is based primarily on guidance
concerning acceptable risk discussed in
the benzene NE&-IAP promulgated on
September 14, 1989 (54 FR 38044). In
the preamble to the benzene decision,
the use of the one in ten thousand

is described—""EPA will

consider the extent of the estimated risk
were an individual to the
maximum level of pollutant for a
lifetime. The EPA will y
presume that if the risk to that
individual is no higher than -
approximately one in ten thousand, that
risk level is considerad acceptable and
EPA then considers the other health and
risk factors to complete an overall

judgment on acce mz‘m
gmmumpﬁva level provides a

chmark for judging the acceptability
of maximum individual risk, but does
not constitute a rigid line for
that determination.” In the case of
screening analysis for -risk
pollutants under the Early Reductions
provisions, EPA believes the one in ten
thousand presumptive risk level has
been used appropriately. The
commaenters are reminded that the
generic exposure analysis was not
meant to estimate the actual risk from
m&eone type of source ca , but
rather was used to differentiate between
pollutants based on relative taxicitine.

The EPA that other

modeling assumptions couid have been
used that would have resulted in eitber
more or fewer pollutants exceeding the
presumptive risk level. However, EPA
does not agree with the commenter's
suggestion that every carcinogen with a
potency fsctor greater than 1.35 x 10-*
(p&m’)“ should be considered high

ri
With respect Jgd thuo:. comment that
Congress inten t sources posin,
risks of one in one million be 8
controlled, the commenter is referring to
section 112(f)(A), the so-called “residual
risk™ provisions. In this provision it is
stipulated that additional emission
standards must be promulgated if a

source's emissions a rigk groater
than one in one million after application
of control technology (as stipulated in
section 112(d)). The commenter is
reminded that the Early Reductions
Program provides an extension of the
compliance time for appl control
technology that is stipulated by
standards promulgated under section
112(d). Anmﬂmmpun;m tirnein he
extension, ] ting

Early Reductions iy ?n‘ult still -
apply the required techno if their
emissions exceed ls. In
addition, facilities that participate in the
Early Reductions Prnsnm are not
exempted from a residual risk test under
section 112(f), so the commenter's
concern that the intent of Congress is
not being fulfilled is unwarranted.

With to the Sa Provision
of section 112(q)(1) the commenter is
reminded that today’s rule is not an
emission standard, but procedures for
obtaining an Early Reductions
compliance extension. The use of the
presumptive risk benchmark of one in
ten thousand in the screening analysis
for selecting high-risk pollutants has no
bearing on NESHAP that have alresdy
been promulgated.

Two commenters oned the
benchmarks chosen for health sffects
other than cancer. These commenters
felt that neither the LOEL divided by a-
safety factor of 100 nor the LDy, di
by a safety factor of 1000 were
conservative enough. The commenters
also thought that using a value one
order of magnitude above the reference
concentration was not consetrvative

enough.

As stated in the preambls to the
pro rule, uncertainty factors were
applied to the health effects benchmarks

the LOEL and LD, valuse

represent levels at which health effects
are known to occur. Thess uncertainty
factors were meant to account for
variables such as interspecies variations

and sensitive tons, but do
ot gk 1 s

used in

concentrations. The uncertainty factors
used to develop an inhalstion reference
concentration are typically applied to a
lowest obeerved sffect level
(LOAEL) or no observed adverse affacts
level (NOAEL). The resulting reference
concentration represents a level at
which the tial for adverse public
hm{ithelﬂecuileondg:ndmbo £ this
negligible. However, the purpose o
analysis was to identify pollutants
whose emissions could potentially
present a high risk, not a de minimis
risk. Therefore, the uncertainty factors

used in this analysis were not meant to

account for all the factors typically used

in developing an inhalation reference
concentration. For this analysis, EPA
made a judgment that if a source's
emissions were such that a LOEL or
LDsg could potentially be exceeded
(after application of the uncartainty
factors and under the modeling scenario
used) then the pollutant could be
considered risk. In this application,
EPA beliaves uncertainty factors of 100
and 1000 ta be appropriste. Similarly,
with respect to using a value ane

of magnitude above the reference
cancentration, EPA believes this to be
an appropriate estimate of a lavel at
which health effects could potentially
be %cmt encugh to be regarded as
high 7i

commenters y urged EPA
to confine the selection of carcinogens
for the high-risk list to considerstion of
carcinogenic and not make use
of the weight-of-evi classification.
Three commentars objected to the
addition of four Group A carcinogens
the list after the pollutants had been
excluded by the 3-tiered process. On the
other hand, two other commenters
recommended that EPA prioritize the

to

factors
e

ogenic potency of s pollutant.
D A ety Sl
as

mthohctthltmmmmknmumm
amlni‘g?&knmhumm
are of sufficient concern that use of
e ents motar

ous under an
limited. Three of the pollutants

(bmzidino,bds(dnlmmnh)yl)«hu. and
Cxtremely potent cariacgene and
extreme ogens and were
mludodv m 3-tiered process at
tier 3, This means that, sccording to the
::?“’ld'lub.’theu pollutants were ni:t

an " :
quantities médm to axceed the risk
benchmark level EPA.In
mofmmmmu t to list

high-risk list, EPA has gmm
eliminate tier 3 from the

analysis. As a result, even if EPA
decided not to use weight of evidence
as a criterion, these carcinogens would
still be listed as high-tisk pollutants.
Benzene was also included on the list
aven though the risk benchmark level
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was not exceeded when s 10 tons per
year emission rate was modeled. The
rationale for this decision was that in
addition to being a known human
carcinogen, benzene is a very high
volume chemical and smissions in
excess of 10 tons per year are not
uncommon. The EPA believes that
offsetting emissions of this known
human carcinoﬁan with less hazardous
pollutants should also be limited.

Two commenters that EPA
revise the selection criteria to include
only known human carcinogens (Group
A), probeble human carcinogens (Group
B1), and noncarcinogens for which
chronic human health effects can be
expected to occur at extremely low
levels of exposure.

In selecting pollutants for the N?h
risk list, EPA considered weight-of-
evidence, potency and exposure
potential of the poliutant. As described
above, a weight-of-evidence
classification of Group A (known
human carcinogen) was deemed
sufficient to list a pollutant as high-risk.
The EPA does not agree with the
commenters on that Group B2
and Group C carcin should not be
considered for or included on the high-
risk list. In order to be listed, however,
carcinogens other than Group A had to
pass tier 2 of the analysis which
considered potency and exposure
potential.

The EPA also disagrees with the
commenters suggestion that only
chronic human health effects should be
considered. Section 112(b) of the CAA
describes HAP's as those pollutants
which present, or may t, s threat
of adverse human health effects
including substances which are
carcinogenic, mutagenic, teratogenic,
neurotoxic, which cause reproductive
dysfunction, or which are acutely or
chronically toxic. Thus, EPA believed it
appropriate to assess (and include on
the high-risk list, where appropriate)
pollutants that are acutely as well as
chronically toxic.

3. Weighted Index for High-Risk
Pollutants

In the proposed rule, EPA described
an indexed offsetting system based on
the toxicity of the high-risk pollutants
relative to each other.

Several commenters believe that the
weighted index system conflicts with
the CAA becauss it allows offsetting of
high-risk pollutants with non-high risk

llutants. The commenters state that
igh-risk pollutants should not be
allowed to be offset by non-high risk
pollutants, or only be allowed when
high-risk pollutants are emitted in trace

amounts, Other commenters agreed with grounds. If trading

the weighting factor concept and the
abilit&to offset high-risk pollutants,

In the final rule, a number of
waighting factors have been adjusted as
described below, but the weighting
factor system as a whole is essantially
unchanged. Cantrary to several
cormmenters contentions, the high-risk
pollutant strategy does not canflict with
section 112(i}{5){E). That provision
requires the Administrator to limit, by
;giulution. the use of offsetting

uctions of other HAP's in counting
towards the 80 (95) per cent reduction
of high-risk pollutants. The statute does
not say or even imply that the regulation
must prohibit such offsetting
reductions.

In responsa to the comment that these
offsets should only be aliowed whan
these pollutants are emitted in trace
amounts, EPA notes that the weighting
system effectively restricts the ofisetting
of emissions of the high-risk pollutants,
Such a large reduction of a non-
risk pollutant is needed to offset a -
risk poliutant (up to 100,000 to 1) that
only relatively trace amounts could be
traded. Even in situations where tha

llutant concentrations are relatively
mge (i.:i.. not u-aoe.n mm. it hlong
appropriate to allow o g a8 as
ﬂl;a weighting factor system is followed.
If one ton of s HAP with a weighting
factor of 100 is offset with & 10 ton
reduction in a pollutant with a
waeighting factor of 10, the offsst
gammlly should provide a similar

egree of risk reduction. uently,
EPA belisves such offsets should not
prohibited. Note that these relative
trades deal with decreases in the high-
risk pollutants. It is not envisioned that
any successful Eatly Raduction .
submittal will include any increase in
high-risk pollutants ather than
incidental trace amounts.

mu] mmmoﬁtan dethhdafﬁa
tra among pollutants with different
types of ho:ﬁi effacts is inappropriate.
The commenters recommernd using
critical health effects and toxic potency
infﬁrmatio?n to place otge lismt.'lh ding
pollutants into categories, with tra
allowed within s uotﬁgry Trnodlw::g
across categories w be all only
for categories based on similar health
effects. Weighting factors based on
relative cies would be used in
such tradeaffs.

The development of the weighting
system and the decision to allow trading
between carcinogens and
noncarcinogens is intended to provide
flexibility to the participating facilities
in achieving their emission reduction
goals. As such, it is a policy decision
and not cne based %:'mly on scientific

tween pollutants

with different health endpoints was
restricted, this could potentially exclude
some facilities from participating in the
Early Reductions Program. The EPA
feals that such restrictions would not
benefit the goals of the Program as a
whole.

Several comment letters made
referenca to the development of
weighting factors for the high-risk
pollutants. One commenter
recommendad the weighting factors be
based on weight of evidence
classification. On the other hand, three
commenters recommended the
weighting factors be based only on
potency as described by the cancer

otency factor. Ancther commenter
gmher suggested that the cancer
potancy factor be multjiplied by one
million to arrive at the weighting factor.
Finally, one commenter suggestad a
combination approach where both
weight-of-evidence and potency would
be considered. In this approach,
pollutants with the same weight-of-
evidence classification and
potency factors within an order
magnitude would be grouped together.

Ry
e 8 y -
was In the final rule,
carcinogens, with a Group €
classification (possible human
carcinogens) have been assigned a lower
weight. Greater uncertainty exists
regarding the evidence for a Group C
classification than that existing for
chemicals classified as Group A (known
human carcinogen) or B (progqbly
carcinogenic to humans). A Group C
classification {s ic::aﬁr«ad by positive
carcinogenicity in a single experiment,
a tumor response of marginal statistical
significance, or finding benign tumors
only. A Group B classification, whereas,
is defined by carcinogenicity in two or
more ani species, strains, or
experiments, esither with or without
limited human evidence. Group A is
reserved for known human carcinogens.
The greater uncertainty a
Group C classification is reflected in a
lower weighting factor. As a result, (wo
Grou&lc carcinogens (1,1,2,2-
tettachloroethane and vinylidene
chloride) have been assigned weighting
factars of 1 rather than 10 as proposed.
The EPA does not feel, however, that
chemicals classified in Group B should
necessarily be weighted lower than
those classified as Group A. With
respect to Group B chemicals, a sound
foundation exists regarding
carcinogenicity in snimals, but the
human data are sithar inconclusive or of
limited value, most likely reflecting the
difficulty of obtaining quality :
epidemiologic data. For this weighting
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system then, chemicals classified as bicaccumulation, as discussed below.  facilities throughout the Nation. The
Group A or B are combined and ranked  Afer a review of the scientific data, two  EPA prefers that for consistency in
by potency. other noncarcinogens (acrolein and 2- ngmm xmtglemenu_hon the weighting
I}::r carcinogens, the sctual weighting  chloroacetophenone) have been actors for the high-risk pollutants not
factors are based on the potency of the  assigned weighting factors of 100 rather be customized for each cipating
high-risk carcinogens relative to than 10 in the final rule to provide an facility. In addition, such customizing
carcinogens not on the high-risk list. adequate margin of safety from adverse  can greatly complicate the application
This approach is the same as was health effects. This decision is Fre%u-aﬁon and review process:
roposed. Multiplying the potency explained fully in a memorandum to the facilities and reviewing agencies may
Factors by one million as one commenter docket entitled “Need for Additional not have the expertise or resources to
suggested to calculate weighting factors  Weighting of Two Chemicals”. either perform or review site-specific
would result in the same relative Four commenters believe EPA should modeling analyses and determine
ranking of the pollutants, but higher establish more weighting factor appropriate weighting factors.
weighting factors. The EPA believes that categories to reflect more accurately the 'our commenters
basing the weighting factors on the different toxicity levels of the various pollutants that persist in the
differences between the potency of the  pollutants. On the other hand, two environment and/or bicaccumulate.
high-risk carcinogens and the geometric commenters believe more pollutants These commenters recommended that
mean potency of the group of should be grouped together so that there any pollutants identified as persistent or
carcinogens not on the high-risk listis  is not such a wide range in weighting bicaccumulative be added to the list.
more justifiable. factors. The commenters further suggested that
Three commenters questioned EPA's The EPA has reviewed the weighting  an additional weighting factor of 10 be
policy decision concerning the factor categories and still finds four applied to these pollutants. After
weighting factors for noncarcinogens. separate categories to be appropriate. As  consideration of public comments, EPA
The commenters believe that EPA must  described in the comment above has decided to adjust the weighting
assess many additional factors when concerning weighting factors there were factors far chiordane, heptachlor,
ranking the hazards of noncarcinogens.  some adjustments made to the hexachlorobenzene, mercury
These factors include the severity of placemant of certain pollutants. compounds, and toxaphene from 10 to
effect, its reversibility, and chemical However, the general categaries with 100 B:lod on in the .
properties such as the half-life of weighting factors of 100,000; 1000; 100;  environment and biosccumulation. The
volatile compounds in air, vapor and 10 are still belisved to be weighting factors for these particular
ressure, persistencs, and appropriate. The difference between the pollutants were increased based on
icaccumulation potential. most toxic carcinogen and the least persistence and bioaccumulation data
In assigning weighting factors tothe  toxic carcinogen with a weighting factor compiled for EPA in support of the CAA
gﬁ-gskfpollutnnudlﬂ’l\l attemg:;gi 10 of 10 is abouta fact?lr of 35 (with th& Great Waters Study.
e factors on the relative t ty  exception of one pollutant), Given the
of the compounds. For the carcinogens, uncertainties inhg:;nt in the health ziAddiﬂondDolmm to the High-Risk
the cancer potency factor is a . data, EPA does not feel that this is st
straightforward measure of relative enough of a difference to warrant . Inaddition to the changes to the high-
toxicity and was used in conjunction another weighting factor ca . risk list described above, EPA added
with the weight of evidence Another commenter that four pollutants to the list and deleted
classification to develop the weighting  the weighting factor coul three pollutants on the basis of heaith
factors. For the noncarcinogens, customized for each facility by relating  effects data. Methyl hydrazine, 2-
however, there is not a comparable the weighting factor to the degree to chloroacetophenone, and 1,2-dibromo-
measure of toxicity that can be used which a reference concentration is 3-chloropropane were added based gn
consistently for pollutants with different exceeded. The commenter believed that newly available or revised RICs. N-
health effects. In the absence of sucha  this approach would emphasize nitroso-N-methlyurea was added
measure, EPA profoaed to assign a reductions in cases where reference ~ because a unit risk estimate is available
weighting factor of 10 to the concentrations may be exceeded and in a health assessment document.
noncarcinogens on the high-risk list. assigns less weight to high-risk Benzotrichloride was deleted from the
Many of the carcinogens were also poliutants in cases where the referennce  list because an inhalation potency factor
assigned a weighting factor of 10, The concentrations are not likely to be was unavailable. Further review of the
EPA chose a weighting factor of 10 for exceeded. studies supporting the listing of
the noncarcinongens in tion that  There are several reasons why EPA chloroprene led to the determination
noncancer health effects can be as prefers that weighting factors not be that the study was not
seriously debilitating as cancer. Another customized for each participating acceptable and, therefore, chioroprene
alternative would have been to assign facility. The primary reason is that the  was removed from the list. The RiC for
these pollutants a weighting factorof 1  weighting factors reflect the differences  2.4-toluene diisocyanate is undergoing
because other indices were not in the toxicity of the pollutants review based on new data and,
available, The EPA rejected this option  regardless of emission rates. For therefors, 2.4-toluene diisocyanate was
because only by assigning a weighting example, if facility X emits 50 tons of removed from the list.
factor greater than 1 is offsetting limited  benzidine, a 1000 to 1 trade is necessary  Two commaenters stated that when
between these noncarcinogens and other with a HAP not on the high-risk list. f  pollutants are added to the list, a source
pollutants not on the high-risk list. In facility Y emits 1 ton of benzidine, a should not be exempt from further
the final rule, three noncarcinogens 1000 to 1 offset is also required. The reduc'm&thm pollutants, but the
wera assigned weighting factors greater  EPA believes this will emphasize source should be given up to three years
than 10. The rationale for increasing the reductions in the high-risk pollutants to adjust its emissions to continue to
weighting factor from 10 to 100 for even if these emissions are small. In qualify for the Early Reduction
mercury is based on consideration of addition, participation in the Early extensian or else comply with the
persistence in the environment and Reductions Program is available to all emissions standard under section
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112(d). Other commenters believe the
changes to the high-risk pollutant list
should not affect the status of a
previously submitted commitment or
application.

‘Fhe EPA has decidsd that-sources
with an approved emforcsable
commitment, or an approved permit
specifying an alternative emission limit,
will not be affected when a HAP is
either added to the list in section 112(b),
or is newly designated as a high-risk
poliutant. The EPA @ to update
the list of high-risk pollutants as the
science requires, It is conceivable that a
source would have to revise a post-
reduction demonstration with each
revision of the list. This requirement
could add significantly to
administrative burden for both the
source and the reviewing agency. Given
that the source will be in full
compliance with the emission standards
under section 112{(d) at the end of the
six yoar extension, EPA feels this
additional administrative burden is

unnecessary.
§. Comments on Specific High-Risk
Pollutants

The EPA received one comment
asking why lead was not listed as a
high-risk pollutant,

Airborne lead emissions are currently
regulated by a National Ambient Air
Quality Standard (NAAQS). The EPA is
currently reviewing the data the
NAAQS is based on and expects to
make a decision on revising the
standard in the near future. Given this,
and other policy considerations
regarding identifying a criteria pollutant
as high risk, at this time EPA believes
it is appropriate to leave lead
compounds off the high-rigk list.

One commenter urged EPA to add
radionuclides to the high-risk list.

The EPA did not add radionuclides to
the high-risk list baecause radionuclide
emissions are measured in terms of
activity rather than mass and it would
be extremely difficult to equate the two
for the purpose of offsetting. The EPA
recognizes however, that radionuclides
could potentially be present in trace
amounts from same combustion
sources. To account for this, language
has been added to the final rule that
stipulates that if a radionuclide source
is included in the emissions pool, EPA
will not allow increases in radionuclide
emissions under any post-reduction
scensrio.

Numerous commenters requested that
specific pollutants be removed from the
high-risk list. Most of the commenters
took issue with the scientific basis of
EPA potency factors or other specifics of
the scientific studies that document the

health effects. As stated above, three
chemicals were deleted from the list
because of health effects data and two
were assigned weighting factors of one
because of their Group C cancer
classification. All other
delete pollutants from the list were
denied. The rationale supporting the
specific determinations are addressed in

G. State Authority

A number of commenters
recommended that States be deleg
authority for implementing the
Reductions Program even

rmitting authority
&: CAA

The EPA specifically solicite
comment on whether this Prog
should be delegated to the Stagis. Based
on the comments received, EPlN i
Fetogeing Lhe Harly Raducicls Progr
delegating the Ear uctiges m
to t;%:oa Sgtatos Lhntyuak dels
advance of having a title V gilerating
permit program. Section 11j#) of the
CAA authorizes the Admingitrs
approve a State
implementatio .
omission standards and of
requirements of the sactigll, including
partial delegation of the Jogrs
is, EPA anticipates that
50 desires, delegate to a
authority to develop
Early Reductions Prog
anticipates that it wil
delegation guidance i

time as a State

isglP a title V permit,
See CAA section 1J§(1)(9). Therefore,
the Administrator i
authority to issue

permit establishing
an alternative emjikion limit under

specified in tiff rule.
sfites in section 112(i)}(5)(A)
that “Nothinfiin this paragraph shall
¢ from requiring
pxcess of those specified
¥ sgraph as a condition of
bxiension * * *. Although
lly stated, it is implied that
sl:ductions can only be
a condition of the State
p extension. The CAA,
g mplies that when the State is
ting authority, the State may
eater than 90 {95) percent

reduction as s condition for granting
extension. As long as EPA (adminis
through the Region} remains the
permitting authority, the CAA spe
90 (95) t reduction.
Finally, two commenters conte
that States should have the optio
allowing facilities in their States
participate in the Program or de
alternative emission limits.
ghe Einrly Raducu'onds P:ggra ;
national program mandated by,
through li
not have the authority to disalifiw
participation. However, State
the power to impose additio
stricter State standards or re

its

complisnce extensions tdibe in the form

of a title V permit. Sincelihere is a
chance that the regulatigiisfor operating
permits will not be finsizad until aftar
the first set of section J2(d) standards
are p . the comflenter believed
that it may be too late

by standards propogit prior to January
1, 1994, to submit s wpﬁ::rmble
commitment prior §§f pro of the
standard. The souniih is allownd
until January 1, 104, to achieve the ..
reductions and m@# submit a permit
application as latjfilas Decamber 1, 1993.
tSh:'urc:m which hilke already achieved
required re ion prior to proposal
of an spplicablgile onpuz(d) standard
must submit a nit application
containing the duction demonstration
prior to such gibposal; or if a Federal or

State permittiflk program is not yet in
place, the periliit application for the
s source may be
submitted ugifc 120 days after the

ing sl hority has established a
l:emimng ogram under title V. In the
atter situafién, even though the permit
applicatiogiwould have to be submitted
1, the source owner or

gioposal of the applicable
(d) standard. In the event

gmvid , the source’s Early Raductions
amo A

ce would have to meet the
12(d) standard.

become apparent recently that
prehensive title V permitting
nism, either a federal rule for
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