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OPINION AND ORDER OF THE BOARD (by A.S. Moore):

The Board today adopts amendments to its air pollution regulations. On March 7, 2011,
the Illinois Environmental Protection Agency (Agency or Illinois EPA) originated this
proceeding by filing a rulemaking proposal under provisions including the “fast-track” authority
of Section 28.5 of the Environmental Protection Act (Act). See 415 ILCS 5/10, 27, 28, 28.5
(2010). Responding to comments by the United States Environmental Protection Agency
(USEPA), the Agency proposed amendments to recently-promulgated rules controlling emission
of volatile organic material (VOM) from the following Group Il and Group IV Consumer and
Commercial Product Categories: industrial cleaning solvents, flat wood paneling coatings,
flexible packaging printing materials, lithographic printing materials, letterpress printing
materials, miscellaneous metal and plastic parts coatings, auto and light-duty truck coatings,
miscellaneous industrial adhesives, and fiberglass boat manufacturing materials.

On March 17, 2011, the Board adopted its first-notice opinion and order without
commenting on the substantive merits of the Agency’s proposal. See 35 Ill. Reg. 4887 (Apr. 1,
2011); see also 5 ILCS 100/5-40(b) (2010); 415 ILCS 5/28.5(e) (2010). On June 16, 2011, the
Board adopted its second-notice opinion and order.® See 415 ILCS 5/28.5(n) (2010). At its
meeting on August 12, 2011, the Joint Committee on Administrative Rules (JCAR) issued its
Certificate of No Objection to the Board’s proposal. JCAR made a limited number of non-
substantive changes, which are not specifically addressed in this opinion and which are reflected
in the order below. The Board today adopts its final order in this rulemaking.

1 Also on June 16, 2011, the Board opened a subdocket A in order to address a small container
exemption in Sections 218.208 and 219.208, neither of which was included in the Board’s first-
notice opinion and order. Reasonably Available Control Technology (RACT) for Volatile
Organic Emissions from Group Il and Group IV Consumer and Commercial Products: Proposed
Amendments to 35 Ill. Adm. Code 211, 218, and 219, R11-23(A) (June 16, 2011); see 35 IlI.
Reg. 10189, 10207 (July. 1, 2011).




In this opinion, the Board first provides the procedural history of this rulemaking. The
Board then briefly summarizes the statutory and regulatory background of VOM regulation. The
opinion next addresses sources addressed in this rulemaking and VOM emissions from them.
The Board then considers the economic reasonableness and technical feasibility of the adopted
rules before summarizing them on a section-by-section basis. Finally, the order following the
opinion sets forth the text of the rules.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

On March 7, 2011, the Agency filed a proposal to amend Parts 211, 218, and 219 of the
Board’s air pollution regulations (Prop. 211, Prop. 218, and Prop. 219, respectively). A number
of documents accompanied the proposal, including a Statement of Reasons (SR), a “Technical
Support Document for Controlling VOM Emissions from Lithographic Printing, Letterpress
Printing, Flexible Package Printing, Flat Wood Paneling Coating, and Industrial Cleaning
Operations” (TSD Group 1) and a “Technical Support Document for Control of Volatile Organic
Material Emissions in Non-Attainment Areas from Miscellaneous Metal and Plastic Parts
Coatings; Automobile and Light-Duty Truck Assembly Coatings; Miscellaneous Industrial
Adhesives; and Fiberglass Boat Manufacturing Materials” (TSD Group 1V). The Agency also
filed a motion for waiver of copy requirements.

In an order dated March 17, 2011, the Board accepted the Agency’s proposal for hearing
and submitted the proposal to first-notice publication in the Illinois Register without commenting
on its substantive merits. See 415 ILCS 5/28.5(¢) (2010). In the same order, the Board also
granted the Agency’s motion for waiver of copy requirements.

In a letter dated March 17, 2011, the Board requested that the Department of Commerce
and Economic Opportunity (DCEQO) conduct an economic impact study of the Agency’s
rulemaking proposal. See 415 ILCS 5/27(b) (2010). The letter requested that DCEO determine
whether it would conduct a study and respond to the Board by April 6, 2011. On May 23, 2011,
the Board received a response from DCEO. In a letter dated May 5, 2011, DCEO Director
Warren Ribley stated that, “[a]t this time, the Department is unable to undertake such an
economic impact study. Therefore, | must respectfully decline your request.”

In an order dated March 18, 2011, the hearing officer scheduled three hearings: the first
beginning Wednesday, April 27, 2011, in Chicago with pre-filed testimony due on or before
Friday, April 15, 2011; the second beginning Wednesday, May 18, 2011, in Chicago with pre-
filed testimony due on or before Friday, May 6, 2011; and the third beginning Wednesday, June
1, 2010, in Chicago with pre-filed testimony due on or before Friday, May 20, 2011. See 415
ILCS 5/28.5(e), (f) (2010).

First notice of the proposed rules appeared in the Illinois Register on April 1, 2011. 35
I1l. Reg. 4887 (Apr. 1, 2011); see 5 ILCS 100/5-40(b) (2010) (establishing 45-day comment
period).

On April 14, 2011, the Agency pre-filed for the first hearing testimony by Mr. David
Bloomberg (Bloomberg Test.) and Mr. Yoginder Mahajan (Mahajan Test.). Both witnesses



included an Exhibit A, a letter from USEPA to the chief of the Agency’s air bureau (Exh. A).
Exhibit A included an attachment entitled “Required Corrections to Volatile Organic Compound
Reasonably Available Control Technology (RACT) Rules Submitted to U.S. EPA on July 29,
2010 by Illinois EPA” (USEPA Attachment).

On April 15, 2011, the Board received a public comment (PC 1) on the Agency’s
proposal from the Specialty Graphics Imaging Association (SGIA) and the Printing Industry of
Illinois/Indiana Association (P11).

On April 25, 2011, the Agency filed a motion to amend its rulemaking proposal (Mot.
Amend). The Board granted the motion in its second-notice opinion and order. Reasonably
Available Control Technology (RACT) for Volatile Organic Emissions from Group Il and Group
IV Consumer and Commercial Products: Proposed Amendments to 35 Ill. Adm. Code 211, 218,
and 219, R11-23, slip op. at 4 (June 16, 2011).

The first hearing took place as scheduled on April 27, 2011, in Chicago. Also on April
27, 2011, the Board received the transcript of the first hearing (Tr.1). During the first hearing,
the hearing officer admitted into the record two exhibits, the pre-filed testimony of Mr.
Bloomberg (Exh. 1) and the pre-filed testimony of Mr. Mahajan (Exh. 2).

In an order dated April 27, 2011, the hearing officer stated that the Board would hold
open the statutory seven-day period during which any person may request that the second
hearing be held. See 415 ILCS 5/28.5(f)(1) (2010). On May 3, 2011, Mr. James Sell filed a
request on behalf of American Coatings Association (ACA) that the second hearing take place as
scheduled.

On May 6, 2011, Mr. Sell pre-filed testimony (Sell Test.) on behalf of ACA for the
second hearing. On May 16, 2011, the Agency filed post-hearing comments (PC 2). On May
17, 2011, Mr. David Shanks of Boeing Environmental Policy Analysis filed comments on behalf
of The Boeing Company (Boeing) (PC 3).

The second hearing took place as scheduled on May 18, 2011. Also on May 18, 2011,
the Board received the transcript of the second hearing (Tr.2). During the second hearing, the
hearing officer admitted into the record two exhibits. The first was prepared by ACA and
compared the application of one coat and two coats of both solvent-based and water-based
coating (Exh. 3), and the second consisted of testimony by Mr. Scott Townsend, Vice President
of International Paint Yacht Division of Akzo Nobel (Townsend Test. or Exh. 4), who appeared
on behalf of Mr. Sell. Townsend Test. at 1.

On May 19, 2011, the Agency filed a “Request to Cancel Hearing.” In an order dated
May 20, 2011, the hearing officer cancelled the third hearing and set a deadline of June 1, 2011
to file post-hearing comments. Also on May 19, 2011, the Agency filed a motion to correct the
transcript of the second hearing. The Board granted the motion in its second notice opinion and
order. Reasonably Available Control Technology (RACT) for Volatile Organic Emissions from
Group Il and Group 1V Consumer and Commercial Products: Proposed Amendments to 35 Il
Adm. Code 211, 218, and 219, R11-23, slip op. at 4 (June 16, 2011).




On June 1, 2011, the Agency filed post-hearing comments (PC 4).

On June 16, 2011, the Board adopted its second-notice opinion and order. In e-mail
correspondence on June 20, 2011, counsel for the Agency addressed the substance of the Board’s
June 16, 2011 second-notice opinion and order (PC 5). At its meeting on July 11, 2011, JCAR
issued its certificate of no objection to the Board’s proposal.

STAUTORY AND REGULATORY BACKGROUND

The Agency stated that it intended its proposal to satisfy Illinois’ obligation to submit a
State Implementation Plan (SIP) addressing sources of VOM? emissions in areas designated as
nonattainment with respect to the National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) for ozone.
SR at 1-2, 6, citing 42 U.S.C. 88 7502, 7511a. The Agency reported that two Illinois areas,
Chicago and St. Louis/Metro East, have been designated as moderate nonattainment areas
(NAA) for the 8-hour ozone standard.®

These nonattainment designations trigger Clean Air Act (CAA) requirements “for
adopting regulations that reduce emissions sufficiently to demonstrate attainment of the
standard.” SR at 3, citing 42 U.S.C. § 7502(c)(1). The Agency claimed that the CAA requires
Illinois “to submit VOM regulations constituting RACT [reasonably available control
technology] for Group Il and Group IV Consumer and Commercial Product Categories in 0zone
NAA:s classified as moderate and above.” SR at 4, citing 42 U.S.C. 88 7502(c)(1), 7511a(b)(2);
see Mahajan Test. at 2. The Agency defined RACT “as the lowest emission limitation that a
particular source can meet by applying a control technique that is reasonably available
considering technological and economic feasibility.” SR at 3, citing 44 Fed. Reg. 53762 (Sept.
17, 1979); see Mahajan Test. at 2.

Specifically, the Agency stated that the CAA requires states to revise SIPs “to include
RACT for sources of VOM emissions covered by a control techniques guideline (CTG) issued
between November 15, 1990, and the date of attainment.” SR at 2, citing 42 U.S.C. 8
7511a(b)(2); see Mahajan Test. at 2. The Agency reported that, “[o]n October 5, 2006, the
USEPA issued final CTGs for Group 1l Consumer and Commercial Products.” SR at4. The
Agency also reported that, “[o]n October 7, 2008, the USEPA issued final CTGs for Group 1V
Consumer and Commercial Products.” 1d.; see Mahajan Test. at 2. USEPA required submission
of SIP revisions responding to the CTGs within one year. SR at 4, citing 73 Fed. Reg. 58484, 71
Fed. Reg. 58745-53.

2 The Agency stated that VOM “is effectively the same as volatile organic compounds” (VOC).
SR at 1.

® The Chicago nonattainment area includes the following lllinois jurisdictions: Cook, DuPage,
Kane, Lake, McHenry, and Will Counties, Goose Lake and Aux Sable Townships in Grundy
County, and Oswego Township in Kendall County. SR at 7, citing 40 C.F.R. 81.314. The St.
Louis/Metro East nonattainment area includes the following Illinois counties: Jersey, Madison,
Monroe, and St. Clair. SR at 7, citing 40 C.F.R. 81.31.



The Agency stated that, in response to the Group Il and Group IV CTGs, it submitted to
the Board proposed amendments to the VOM regulations. SR at 4, citing 35 Ill. Adm. Code 211,
218, 219. The Agency noted that the Board subsequently adopted amendments. Reasonably
Available Control Technology (RACT) for Volatile Organic Material Emissions from Group IV
Consumer & Commercial Products: Proposed Amendments to 35 Il. Adm. Code 211, 218, and
219, R10-20 (Sept. 2, 2010); Reasonably Available Control Technology (RACT) for Volatile
Organic Material Emissions from Group Il Consumer & Commercial Products: Proposed
Amendments to 35 Ill. Adm. Code 211, 218, and 219, R10-8 (June 17, 2010); see Mahajan Test.
at 2.

The Agency indicated that, on July 29, 2010, it “submitted the adopted rules to the
USEPA and requested that USEPA approve them as amendments to Illinois’ SIP.” SR at 4; see
Bloomberg Test. at 3, Mahajan Test. at 2; see also Tr.1 at 10. The Agency reported that the
USEPA determined “that the revisions were insufficient and that USEPA would not approve
them without additional amendments.” SR at 4; see Mahajan Test. at 2. The Agency stated that,
while the USEPA ultimately “agreed that several of its suggested revisions were not necessary,”
it insisted on a number of changes necessary for SIP approval. SR at 5; see Bloomberg Test. at
3; Mahajan Test. at 2, 3; USEPA Attachment.

In testimony pre-filed for the first hearing, Mr. Bloomberg and Mr. Mahajan noted that
USEPA specified deficiencies that it required the Agency to address. Bloomberg Test. at 3,
Mahajan Test. at 2-3; see Exh. A (USEPA letter to chief of Agency air bureau), USEPA
Attachment. Mr. Bloomberg listed the following general issues identified by USEPA:
“[i]nadequate recordkeeping requirements for exempt sources, insufficient VOM limitations in
certain categories, typographical errors, provisions requiring clarification, failure to include
definitions for certain terms, and failure to implement certain recommendations set forth in the
CTGs.” Bloomberg Test. at 3; see also Mahajan Test. at 2. Mr. Bloomberg’s pre-filed
testimony stated that the Agency’s proposal addressed the issues specified by USEPA in its
Attachment. Bloomberg Test. at 3; see Mahajan Test. at 3, USEPA Attachment. Mr. Bloomberg
also reported that the Agency proposed additional changes “in order to clarify and simplify some
sections of the rules that were found to cause confusion for affected sources.” Bloomberg Test.
at 3; see Mahajan Test. at 3.

The Agency stated that “Illinois is required to submit these SIP revisions before the
USEPA can re-designate the Chicago and Metro East NAAs to attainment of the 1997 ozone
NAAQS.” SR at 6, citing 42 U.S.C. 8 7407(d)(3)(E). The Agency noted that, on July 2, 2007, it
“submitted to the USEPA an attainment demonstration for the Metro East nonattainment area for
the 1997 8-hour ozone NAAQS.” SR at 7. The Agency further noted that it submitted an
attainment demonstration for the Chicago nonattainment area on March 19, 2009. Id. The
Agency argued that “[t]hese areas cannot be redesignated to attainment, however, unless and
until the Illinois EPA submits the additional USEPA-mandated amendments as SIP revisions and
the USEPA approves such revisions.” 1d. at 7; see Bloomberg Test. at 2, 3, Mahajan Test. at 3.



POTENTIALLY AFFECTED SOURCES AND PROJECTED VOM EMISSIONS

In proceeding to second notice on June 16, 2011, the Board adopted a 67-page opinion
followed by a 348-page order. This order adopting regulations does not substantively amend the
Board’s second-notice proposal. Accordingly, significant portions of the second-notice opinion,
including its review of the record concerning potentially-affected sources, support the Board’s
adoption of regulations in this order. The Board has not duplicated here today its earlier review
of the record on these potentially affected sources and instead refers the reader to the second-
notice opinion with regard to these issues. Reasonably Available Control Technology (RACT)
for Volatile Organic Emissions from Group Il and Group IV Consumer and Commercial
Products: Proposed Amendments to 35 Ill. Adm. Code 211, 218, and 219, R11-23, slip op. at 7-
20 (June 16, 2011).

Specifically, the Board’s second-notice opinion and order address the record regarding
potentially affected miscellaneous metal and plastic parts coatings at pages 7-8, industrial
cleaning solvents at pages 8-10, flat wood paneling coatings at pages 10-11, flexible packaging
coatings at pages 11-13, lithographic printing lines at pages 13-16, letterpress printing at page
17, automobile and light-duty truck assembly coatings at page 18, miscellaneous industrial
adhesives at pages 19-20, and fiberglass boat manufacturing materials at page 20.

TECHNICAL FEASIBILITY AND ECONOMIC REASONABLENESS

Review of Record on Feasibility and Reasonableness

The Agency indicated in its Statement of Reasons that “[t]he technology for controlling
VOM emissions from Group Il and Group IV product categories is both technically feasible and
economically reasonable.” SR at 8. The Agency stated that the TSDs filed in rulemaking
dockets R10-8 and R10-20, which it had incorporated by reference into this rulemaking,
“included a thorough discussion of the control techniques available to subject sources.” Id.; see
TSD Group Il, TSD Group IV.

In proceeding to second notice on June 16, 2011, the Board adopted a 67-page opinion
followed by a 348-page order. This order adopting regulations does not substantively amend the
Board’s second-notice proposal. Accordingly, significant portions of the second-notice opinion,
including its review of the record concerning technical feasibility and economic reasonableness,
support the Board’s adoption of regulations in this order. The Board has not duplicated here
today its earlier review of technical feasibility and economic reasonableness and instead refers
the reader to the second-notice opinion with regard to these issues. Reasonably Available
Control Technology (RACT) for Volatile Organic Emissions from Group Il and Group IV
Consumer and Commercial Products: Proposed Amendments to 35 Ill. Adm. Code 211, 218,
and 219, R11-23, slip op. at 20-38 (June 16, 2011).

Specifically, the Board’s second-notice opinion and order address the record regarding
technical feasibility of regulations for miscellaneous metal and plastic parts coatings at pages 21-
23, industrial cleaning solvents at pages 23-25, flat wood paneling coatings at pages 25-26,
flexible packaging coatings at page 26, lithographic printing lines at pages 26-28, letterpress



printing at page 28, automobile and light-duty truck assembly coatings at pages 28-29,
miscellaneous industrial adhesives at pages 29-31, and fiberglass boat manufacturing materials at
pages 31-33.

In addition, the Board’s second-notice opinion and order address the record regarding the
economic reasonableness and cost effectiveness of regulations for miscellaneous metal and
plastic parts coatings at pages 33-34, both industrial cleaning solvents and flat wood paneling
coatings at page 34, flexible packaging coatings at pages 34-35, lithographic printing lines at
page 35, letterpress printing at page 35-36, both automobile and light-duty truck assembly
coatings and miscellaneous industrial adhesives at page 36, and fiberglass boat manufacturing
materials at page 37.

Board Discussion of Technical Feasibility and Economic Reasonableness

In a letter dated March 17, 2011, the Board requested that DCEO determine by April 6,
2011, whether it would conduct an economic impact study of the rulemaking proposal. See 415
ILCS 5/27(b) (2010). On May 23, 2011, the Board received from the DCEO Director a response
dated May 5, 2011, and stating that, “[a]t this time, the Department is unable to undertake such
an economic impact study. Therefore, | must respectfully decline your request.”

Although the hearing officer during both hearings sought testimony on the Board’s
request to DCEO, no participant offered such testimony. Tr.1 at 23-24; Tr. 2 at 26-27.

In adopting VOM RACT regulations in docket R10-8, the Board based on its review of
the record found that the regulations were both technically feasible and economically reasonable.
Reasonably Available Control Technology (RACT) for Volatile Organic Material Emissions
from Group Il Consumer & Commercial Products: Proposed Amendments to 35 Ill. Adm. Code
211, 218, and 219, R10-8, slip op. at 17-18 (June 17, 2010). Similarly, in adopting regulations in
docket R10-20, the Board based on its review of the record, and particularly in light of
amendments proposed by the Agency, found that the regulations were both technically feasible
and economically reasonable. Reasonably Available Control Technology (RACT) for Volatile
Organic Material Emissions from Group 1V Consumer & Commercial Products: Proposed
Amendments to 35 Il. Adm. Code 211, 218, and 219, R 10-20, slip op. at 23 (Sept. 2, 2010).

During the course of this proceeding, the Agency moved to amend its proposal. See Mot.
Amend. The Board granted that motion, adopting amendments including, but not limited to, a
clarification of testing obligations for lithographic printing operations and a revision of a
definition pertaining to pleasure craft coatings. See id. at 2-3, 5. The Board notes that the
Agency proposed these amendments in response to regulated entities. See id. at 2, 5.

In addition, the Agency’s post-hearing comments recommended additional amendments
for the Board’s consideration. These recommendations included, but were not limited to, the
addition of an emission adjustment factor for solvent cleaning operations and amended emission
limits applicable to pleasure craft coating operations. See PC 4 at 5, 10-11. Again, the Board
notes that these recommendations stem from requests by regulated entities. See id. at 5, 10-11.



In all significant respects, the Agency’s recommendations are reflected in the Board’s order
below.

Having reviewed the record in this proceeding, and particularly in light of amendments
such as those described in the preceding paragraphs, the Board finds that the adopted regulations
are economically reasonable and technically feasible.

In the following section of its opinion, the Board summarizes the proposal on a section-
by-section basis.

SECTION-BY-SECTION SUMMARY OF BOARD’S SECOND-NOTICE PROPOSAL

Part 211: Definitions and General Provisions

“All terms defined in 35 Ill. Adm. Code 201 which appear in 35 Ill. Adm. Code 211
through 219 have the definitions specified by 35 Ill. Adm. Code 201.102. Otherwise, the
definitions specified in this Part shall apply.” 35 Ill. Adm. Code 211.121; see 35 Ill. Adm. Code
201.102 (Definitions). In its original proposal, the Agency sought to amend one definition and
add six new definitions in this Part. The Agency’s motion to amend addressed one other
definition. See Mot. Amend at 5. The Agency’s post-hearing comment recommended the
addition of one more definition to Part 211. PC 4 at 4-5. The following subsections of the
opinion separately address the adopted amendments to Part 211.

Section 211.493: Antifouling Sealer/Tie Coat

The Agency’s original proposal did not include a definition of this term. See Prop. 211.
In his testimony on behalf of ACA, Mr. Sell proposed a definition of “antifouling sealer/tie coat”
providing that the term means “a coating applied over Biocidal antifouling coating for the
purpose of preventing release of biocides into the environment and/or to promote adhesion
between an antifouling and a primer or other antifoulings.” Sell. Test. at 10; see Tr.2 at 25.

In its second post-hearing comments filed on June 1, 2011, the Agency noted ACA’s
request to adopt a definition of this term. PC 4 at 4. The Agency reported that USEPA had
approved that proposed definition, and the Agency recommended adding that language to its
proposal. Id. at 4-5. The Board has concurred with the Agency, and the definition is included in
its order below.

Section 211.2200: Extreme High-Gloss Coating

On September 2, 2010, the Board adopted a definition of “extreme high-gloss coating”
providing in its entirety that the term means

[flor purposes of 35 Ill. Adm. Code 218.204(q)(1) regarding metal parts and
products coatings, a coating that, when tested by ASTM D 523-80, incorporated
by reference in Section 211.101 of this Part, shows a reflectance of 75 or more on
a 60° meter,



[flor purposes of 35 Ill. Adm. Code 218.204(q)(5) regarding pleasure craft
coatings, any coating that achieves at least 95 percent reflectance on a 60° meter
when tested using ASTM D 523-89, incorporated by reference in Section 211.101
of this Part. 35 Ill. Adm. Code 211.2200; see Reasonably Available Control
Technology (RACT) for Volatile Organic Material Emissions from Group IV
Consumer & Commercial Products: Proposed Amendments to 35 Il. Adm. Code
211,218, and 219 R 10-20, slip op. at 37-38 (Sept. 2, 2010).

The Agency’s original proposal did not seek to amend this definition. See Prop. 211.

In its motion to amend, however, the Agency recommended an amendment to this
definition in response to a comment by an industry representative. Specifically, the Agency
proposed that the second element of the definition provide as follows: “[f]or purposes of 35 IlI.
Adm. Code 218.204(q)(5) regarding pleasure craft coatings, any coating that achieves greater
than 90atleast-95 percent reflectance on a 60° meter when tested using ASTM D 523-89,
incorporated by reference in Section 211.101 of this Part.” Mot. Amend at 5; but see Reasonably
Available Control Technology (RACT) for Volatile Organic Material Emissions from Group IV
Consumer & Commercial Products: Proposed Amendments to 35 Il. Adm. Code 211, 218, and
219, R 10-20, slip op. at 38 (Sept. 2, 2010) (declining to amend definition to 90 percent
reflectance).

On behalf of the ACA, Mr. Sell stated that “application of topcoats is undertaken in a
variety of environmental conditions that can have an effect on the final gloss level of the product
at the point of application. To manage this variation it is suggested that the gloss level stated in
the definition of the Extreme High Glass Topcoats category be lowered slightly. . ..” Sell Test.
at 7. He proposed that, for purposes of pleasure craft coatings, the definition means “any coating
which achieves greater than 90 percent reflectance on a 60° meter when tested by ASTM
Method D523-89.” Id. (emphasis in original); see Townsend Test. at 5; Tr.2 at 15.

In its first post-hearing comment filed May 16, 2011, the Agency acknowledged ACA’s
proposed revision of this definition. PC 2 at 10; see Sell. Test. at 7. Noting that it had proposed
the same revision in its motion to amend (see Mot. Amend at 5), the Agency stated that USEPA
accepted the language offered by the ACA. PC 2 at 10; PC 4 at 3. The Board has granted the
Agency’s motion to amend, and the amended definition is included below in the Board’s order.

Section 211.2358: Flat Wood Paneling

On June 17, 2010, the Board adopted a definition of “flat wood paneling” providing that
the term “means natural finish hardwood plywood panels, hardwood panels with Class Il
finishes, tileboard, exterior siding, and printed interior panels made of hardwood, plywood, or
thin particleboard.” 35 Ill. Adm. Code 211.2358; see Reasonably Available Control Technology
(RACT) for Volatile Organic Material Emissions from Group Il Consumer & Commercial
Products: Proposed Amendments to 35 I1ll. Adm. Code 211, 218, and 219, R10-8, slip op. at 19,
69 (June 17, 2010); 34 11l. Reg. 9090 (July 9, 2010).
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The Agency sought to revise this definition “by correcting a punctuation error.” SR at 9.
Specifically, the Agency proposed that “*[f]lat wood paneling” means natural finish hardwood
plywood panels, hardwood panels with Class Il finishes, tileboard, exterior siding, and printed
interior panels made of hardwood plywood or thin particleboard.” Prop. 211 at 15; see USEPA
Attachment at 2.

Section 211.2800: Hardwood Plywood

In its original proposal, the Agency sought to define the term “hardwood plywood,” to
which the existing definition of “flat wood paneling” refers. SR at 9; see 35 Ill. Adm. Code
211.2358. Specifically, the Agency proposed that “*hardwood plywood’ means plywood whose
surface layer is a veneer of hardwood.” Prop. 211 at 15; see USEPA Attachment at 2.

Section 211.3985: Natural Finish Hardwood Plywood Panel

In its original proposal, the Agency sought to define the term “natural finish hardwood
plywood panel,” to which the existing definition of “flat wood paneling” refers. SR at 9; see 35
I1l. Adm. Code 211.2358. Specifically, the Agency proposed that “‘natural finish hardwood
plywood panel’ means a panel whose original grain pattern is enhanced by essentially
transparent finishes frequently supplemented by filters and toners.” Prop. 211 at 15; see USEPA
Attachment at 2.

Section 211.4460: Panel

In its original proposal, the Agency sought to define the term “panel,” to which the
existing definition of “flat wood paneling” refers. SR at 9; see 35 Ill. Adm. Code 211.2358.
Specifically, the Agency proposed that ““panel” means a flat piece of wood or wood product
usually rectangular and used inside homes and mobile homes for wall decorations.” Prop. 211 at
15; see USEPA Attachment at 2.

Section 211.5062: Pretreatment Wash Primer

The existing definition of “pretreatment wash primer” provides that the term means,

[flor purposes of Subparts HH of 35 Ill. Adm. Code 218 and 219, the first coating
applied to bare metal if solventborne primers will be applied. This coating
contains a minimum of 0.5 percent acid, by weight, is necessary to provide
surface etching, and provides corrosion resistance and adhesion;

For purposes of Subparts F of 35 Ill. Adm. Code 218 and 219, a coating that
contains no more than 12 percent solids by weight and at least 0.50 percent acids
by weight, is used to provide surface etching, and is applied directly to fiberglass
and metal surfaces to provide corrosion resistance and adhesion of subsequent
coatings. 35 Ill. Adm. Code 211.5062; see Reasonably Available Control
Technology (RACT) for Volatile Organic Material Emissions from Group IV
Consumer & Commercial Products: Proposed Amendments to 35 Il. Adm. Code
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211, 218, and 219, R10-20, slip op. at 52 (Sept. 2, 2010) (re-numbering section
and adding definition applicable for purposes of Subpart F of Parts 218 and 219.)

In his pre-filed testimony on behalf of ACA, Mr. Sell argued that the definition derived
from South Coast Air Quality Management District regulations hinders the development of less
toxic materials. See Sell Test. at 11. He stated that products meeting the current definition
contain known carcinogens because those materials have “excellent anti-corrosive properties.”
Id. Mr. Sell elaborated that the CTG generally defines controls in terms of product attributes.
Id. He cites the definition of “high gloss topcoat,” which refers specifically to the product
attribute of gloss result. Id. In this definition, he claimed that “the approach has been to define
the category both in terms of the formulation parameters (acid content and solids content) and
the performance attribute of the product (surface etching).” 1d. He argued that this approach has
“tied industry to the current, well established but very toxic zinc-based etch primers.” 1d. Mr.
Sell concluded that the definition must be amended “to allow for the introduction of safer,
alternative etch systems which are not based on zinc tetroxy chromate.” 1d. (emphasis in
original).

Specifically, Mr. Sell proposed to amend this definition to provide that the term “means a
coating which contains no more than 25 percent solids by weight, and at least 0.1 percent acids,
by weight; is used to provide surface etching; and is applied directly to fiberglass and metal
surfaces to provide corrosion resistance and adhesion of subsequent coatings.” Sell Test. at 11.
He explained that increasing the “percent solids” would “allow for an increased quantity of safer
(non-carcinogenic) replacement pigment[,] which is required for equivalent coating
performance.” Id. He continued that “[t]hese replacement formulations require a reduced level
of acid to perform adequately[,] therefore it is also necessary to reduce the de minimus value
associated to “percent acids’ from 0.5 to 0.1.” Id. (emphasis in original).

In its post-hearing comment, the Agency indicated that USEPA might accept ACA’s
proposed revision but “needs more information regarding how the revision will impact VOM
emissions.” PC 2 at 10; PC 4 at 3. The Agency added that it “intends to work with the ACA and
USEPA regarding this issue.” PC 2 at 10; see Tr.2 at 21.

In its second post-hearing comments filed June 1, 2011, the Agency reported that the
ACA supplied additional information regarding its proposed definition of this term. PC 4 at 4.
The Agency reported that USEPA did not approve ACA’s amendment, “[a]s there is already an
existing definition for pretreatment wash primer, and the information provided by the ACA did
not indicate what impact the proposed revision will have on VOM emission.” Id. The Agency
stated that it “therefore recommends against revising the definition at this time.” Id. The Board
has concurred with the Agency and declines to include this amendment in its order below.

Section 211.5140: Printed Interior Panel

In its original proposal, the Agency sought to define the term “printed interior panel,” to
which the existing definition of “flat wood paneling” refers. SR at 9; see 35 Ill. Adm. Code
211.2358. Specifically, the Agency proposed that ““printed interior panel” means a panel whose
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grain or natural surface is obscured by filters and basecoats upon which a simulated grain or
decorative pattern is printed.” Prop. 211 at 15-16; see USEPA Attachment at 2.

Section 211.6587: Thin Particleboard

In its original proposal, the Agency sought to define the term “thin particleboard,” to
which the existing definition of “flat wood paneling” refers. SR at 9; see 35 Ill. Adm. Code
211.2358. Specifically, the Agency proposed that ““thin particleboard’ is a manufactured board
1/4 inch or less in thickness made of individual wood particles which have been coated with a
binder and formed into flat sheets by pressure.” Prop. 211 at 16; see USEPA Attachment at 2.

Section 211.6635: Tileboard

In its original proposal, the Agency sought to define the term “tileboard,” to which the
existing definition of “flat wood paneling” refers. SR at 9-10; see 35 Ill. Adm. Code 211.2358.
Specifically, the Agency proposed that “‘tileboard’ means paneling that has a colored waterproof
surface coating.” Prop. 211 at 16; see USEPA Attachment at 2.

Part 218: Organic Material Emission Standards and Limitations
for the Chicago Area
Part 219: Organic Material Emission Standards and Limitations
for the Metro East Area

Subpart A: General Provisions.

Section 218/219.105: Test Methods and Procedures.

Existing Section 218/219.105(e)(2) provides an equation for calculating the equivalent
overall efficiency of a capture system and control device, which is applicable to owners or
operators of coating lines complying with specified alternative emission limitations. 35 Ill. Adm.
Code 218.105(e)(2), 219.105(e)(2). The Agency sought to amend this provision by adding
references to Section 218.207(m) and (n) and Section 219.207(1) and (m) as alternative emission
limitations to which the equation applies. SR at 10; see Prop. 218 at 23, Prop. 219 at 22; see
USEPA Attachment at 2. Sections 218.207(m) and 219.207(1) address flat wood paneling
coating lines equipped with a capture system and control device. 35 Ill. Adm. Code 218.207(m),
219.207(1). Section 218.207(n) and 219.207(m) address miscellaneous metal parts and products
coating lines equipped with a capture system and control device. 35 Ill. Adm. Code 218.207(n),
219.207(m). The Agency stated that these references “were mistakenly omitted from the Illinois
EPA’s prior rulemaking.” SR at 10.

Subpart E: Solvent Cleaning.

Subpart E of Part 218/219 addresses solvent cleaning operations using VOM. 35 IlI.
Adm. Code 218.181-187, 219.181-187.



13

Section 218/219.187: Other Industrial Solvent Cleaning Operations. Section
218/219.182 addresses cold cleaning degreasing operations, Section 218/219.183 addresses open
top vapor degreasing operations, and Section 218/219.184 addresses conveyorized degreasing
operations. 35 Ill. Adm. Code 218/219.182-184. On June 17, 2010, the Board adopted Section
218/219.187, which addresses other industrial solvent cleaning operations. 35 Ill. Adm. Code
218/219.187; see Reasonably Available Control Technology (RACT) for Volatile Organic
Material Emissions from Group Il Consumer & Commercial Products: Proposed Amendments
to 35 Ill. Adm. Code 211, 218, and 219, R10-8, slip op. at 26-30, 77-89 (June 17, 2010); 34 .
Reg. 9111-25 (July 9, 2010).

Subsection (a). In subsection (a), which addresses applicability, the Agency proposed to
extend the compliance deadline from April 1, 2011, to January 1, 2012. SR at 10; Prop. 218 at
27; Prop. 219 at 27.

Subsection (a)(1). In subsection (a)(1), the Agency proposed to change the applicability
threshold from a daily standard of 15 pounds of VOM emissions to a monthly standard of 500
pounds. SR at 10; Prop. 218 at 27; Prop. 219 at 27; see USEPA Attachment at 1. In addition,
the Agency suggested adding to this subsection language “specifying that emissions from
cleaning operations identified in subsection (a)(2) are not included in the calculation to
determine applicability.” SR at 10; see Prop. 218 at 27; Prop. 219 at 27; USEPA Attachment at
1.

Subsection (a)(2). In subsection (a)(2), which provides various exemptions from the
requirements of this section, the Agency proposed to add “two references to subsection (e) [of
this Section] to specify that certain sources exempt from other requirements in this Section are
also exempt from recordkeeping and reporting requirements.” SR at 10; Prop. 218 at 27-28;
Prop. 219 at 27; see 35 Ill. Adm. Code 218/219.187(e).

Subsection (a)(2)(A). In this provision establishing exemptions for specified cleaning
operations, the Agency sought to delete from subsection (a)(2)(A)(iii) “exemptions for screen
reclamation activities, in response to a USEPA comment that the screen printing emission
limitation is sufficiently high to accommodate screen reclamation activities.” SR at 10; Prop.
218 at 28; Prop. 219 at 27; see USEPA Attachment at 1.

Subsection (a)(2)(B). This existing provision establishes exemptions for cleaning
operations within specified source categories. 35 Ill. Adm. Code 218.187(a)(2)(B),
219.187(a)(2)(B). During the first hearing, Mr. Alec Davis on behalf of IERG asked whether the
Agency intended “to exclude emissions from cleaning operations associated with the source
categories listed in Section 218.187(a)(2)(B) from being counted towards the 500 pounds per
calendar month applicability threshold contained in Section 218.187(a)(1)?” Tr.1 at 12; see
Prop. 218 at 27, Prop. 219 at 27 (subsections (a)(1)). Mr. Bloomberg responded “[y]es” and
indicated that the Agency’s proposal included such language. Tr.1 at 12. In response to an
additional question, Mr. Bloomberg clarified that facilities having only cleaning operations listed
in subsection (a)(2)(B) would not have recordkeeping and reporting obligations under subsection
(e) if the Board adopted the Agency’s proposal. Id. at 13. Mr. Davis further asked that, “[i]f a
facility has only cleaning operations associated with the source categories listed in Section
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218.187(a)(2)(B), what are that facilities’ obligations, if any, under the full Section 218.187?”
Id. at 12. Mr. Bloomberg responded that, if the Board adopted the Agency’s proposal, it would
have “[n]Jone.” Id. Mr. Davis also inquired about requirements applicable to non-exempt
facilities that include cleaning operations exempt under subsection (a)(2)(B). Id. at 14. Mr.
Bloomberg responded that the exempt operations would not trigger any additional requirements,
but he recommended that facilities maintain records demonstrating eligibility for an exemption.
Id.

Mr. Davis also addressed the issue of certification. Tr.1 at 14. Mr. Bloomberg indicated
that fully exempt cleaning operations such as those under subsection (a)(2)(B) “don’t need to
send in another certification.” 1d. at 15. He further indicated that most subject sources will need
to re-certify by January 1, 2012, for reasons including a change in the applicability threshold
from 15 pounds per day to 500 pounds per month. Id. He stressed that USEPA has insisted on
certifying exemptions. 1d.; see USEPA Attachment at 2.

Finally, in its second post-hearing comments filed June 1, 2011, the Agency noted that an
industry group had “indicated that the introductory language to Section 218/219.187(a)(2)(B)
should be amended to clarify that the exemptions in this subsection apply to emission units that
fall within the specified categories; such emission units need not be located at sources that, as a
whole, fall within such categories, and indeed sources may have operations that fall within
multiple categories at the same location.” PC 4 at 7. The Agency proposed simply to strike the
word “source” from the language of this introductory language. Id. at 8, 12. The Board has
concurred, and this amendment is reflected in its order below.

Subsection (a)(2)(B)(i). In this provision exempting cleaning operations at emission
units within specified source categories, the Agency sought to strike an exemption for aerospace
coatings “in response to a USEPA comment that the exemptions should not be included because
Illinois has no rules for such coatings.” SR at 10; Prop. 218 at 28; Prop. 219 at 27-28; see
USEPA Attachment at 1.

In his comment on behalf of Boeing, Mr. Shanks stated that Boeing had recently begun
its first Illinois manufacturing operation near Mascoutah in the Metro East 0zone nonattainment
area. PC 3 at 1. He indicated that Boeing’s operations in a nonattainment area ordinarily “would
be regulated by an Aerospace VOM RACT rule, usually based on the US EPA Control
Techniques Guideline (CTG) for Aerospace Manufacturing and Rework.” 1d. He added that,
“[o]n October 11, 1996, Illinois EPA submitted a negative declaration to US EPA, saying that an
Aerospace RACT rule was not needed at that time, because metro east did not have any
aerospace facilities with potential to emit greater than the Aerospace CTG applicability
threshold.” 1d.

Mr. Shanks noted that the Agency’s proposal sought to amend Section 219.187(a)(2)(B) ,
which exempts cleaning operations addressed by industry-specific RACT rules, by deleting an
exemption for “aerospace coating.” PC 3 at 1; see 35 Ill. Adm. Code 219.187(a)(2)(B); 35 Ill.
Reg. 5145 (Apr. 1, 2011) (first-notice publication). Mr. Shanks argued that, if the Board deletes
the exemption and Boeing increases “manufacturing activity to exceed the proposed 500
Ib/month solvent cleaning threshold, the Boeing facility would be subject to a rule that does not
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represent presumptive RACT, as described in the Aerospace CTG.” PC 3 at 2 (citation omitted).
Mr. Shanks briefly compared the aerospace rules based upon the CTG and in effect in most
nonattainment areas and those applicable under the Other Industrial Solvent Cleaning Operations
regulations. Id.; see 35 Ill. Adm. Code 219.187.

Noting that Boeing may increase its manufacturing in the state, Mr. Shanks stated that
Boeing in a separate proceeding intends “to petition Illinois to consider adopting an aerospace
RACT rule and/or amendments to existing rules to clarify applicability of metro east VOM rules
to aerospace.” PC 3 at 1. “Boeing requests that this deletion be deferred until such time that
aerospace solvent cleaning operations can be subject to a regulation that is RACT for aerospace
manufacturing.” PC 3 at 1; see id. at 2 (“Please retain the aerospace exemption. ...”). Mr.
Shanks stated that Boeing “will follow up with a separate rulemaking petition regarding an
Aerospace RACT rule for metro east and a request for interim determination of RACT rule
applicability, understanding that rulemaking does take some time to complete.” 1d. at 2.

In its second post-hearing comments filed June 1, 2011, the Agency acknowledged
Boeing’s request to retain an exemption for aerospace coatings. PC 4 at 5. The Agency reported
that it contacted Boeing and confirmed that Boeing’s facility is not subject to the industrial
cleaning solvents rule because its projected emissions do not exceed 15 Ib/day. Id. Boeing
indicated that its position stems from concern that future expansion may cause it to exceed that
threshold. Id. The Agency argued that USEPA requires removal of this exemption, “as the
exemptions listed in this subsection are reserved for emission units already governed by
regulations that contain their own set of cleaning requirements.” Id. at 5-6. The Agency argued
that the possibility of implementing the aerospace CTG in the future should have no effect on
adoption of the current proposal. Id. at 5. The Agency concluded that, until an aerospace
coatings rule is proposed, the Board should comply “with USEPA’s requirement that the
exemption be removed, particularly as the removal has no current impact upon the facility at
issue.” Id. The Board has concurred with the Agency and will not restore this exemption in its
order below.

Subsection (a)(2)(B)(x). In this provision exempting cleaning operations at emission
units within specified source categories, the Agency sought to strike an exemption for
shipbuilding and repair coating “in response to a USEPA comment that the exemptions should
not be included because Illinois has no rules for such coatings.” SR at 10; Prop. 218 at 28; Prop.
219 at 27-28; see USEPA Attachment at 1.

Subsection (a)(2)(C). In this provision establishing exemptions for cleaning operations,
the Agency proposed to amend “the exemption for medical device and pharmaceutical
manufacturing operations to be consistent with language used in other exclusions.” SR at 10-11;
Prop. 218 at 29; Prop. 219 at 28-29.

In their public comment filed April 15, 2011, SGIA and PII noted that subsection
(@)(2)(C) exempts specified cleaning operations from the requirements of subsections (b), (c), (f),
and (g) of this Section but not from the recordkeeping and reporting requirements of subsection
(e). PC 1 at 2;see 35 Ill. Adm. Code 218.187(a)(2)(C), 219.187(a)(2)(C). SGIA and PII argued
that the only recordkeeping and reporting requirement applicable to sources exempt under
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subsection (a)(2)(C) is subsection (e)(2)(vii), which requires a description of cleaning operations
and a listing of exempt emission units. PC 1 at 2. SGIA and PII claimed that, “[a]s this
information does not limit or reduce emissions in any way, it creates an unnecessary
recordkeeping burden for exempt sources and requires both exempt sources and the department
to dedicate time to a task that does not improve air quality.” SGIA and PII requested that Board
revise subsection (a)(2)(C) “to indicate that the listed cleaning operations are completely exempt
from Section 218.187(e).” Id. at 2, 3. As an alternative, SGIA and P11 proposed that subsection
(@)(2)(c) could be merged with subsection (a)(2)(B). Id. at 2.

In its post-hearing comment, the Agency noted this request to exclude specified cleaning
operations from recordkeeping obligations. PC 2 at 2. The Agency stated that USEPA *“has
advised, however, that exempting such cleaning operations from the recordkeeping requirements
in subsection (e) is not acceptable.” Id. The Agency “strongly opposes” the proposed change,
““as the USEPA could once again disapprove the rule if such changes are made.” 1d. at 3. The
Board has concurred and has not included this change in its order below.

During the first hearing, Mr. Davis on behalf of IERG noted that cleaning operations
listed in subsection (a)(2)(C) are not exempt from the recordkeeping and reporting requirements
at subsection (e). Tr.1at 15. Mr. Bloomberg accounted for this by stating that two of the
exemptions are based upon specific material use thresholds. 1d.; see 35 Ill. Adm. Code
218.187(a)(2)(C)(v, xiii); 219.187(a)(2)(C)(v, xiii). He noted USEPA’s position that exempting
the sources listed in subsection (a)(2)(C) from the recordkeeping and reporting requirements “is
not acceptable.” Tr.1 at 16, 21. In its first post-hearing comment, the Agency noted USEPA’s
position “that sources with cleaning operations subject to (a)(2)(C)(v) and (a)(2)(C)(xiii) must
comply with the additional recordkeeping/reporting requirements set forth in Section
218/219.187(e)(7) of the Illinois EPA’s proposal.” PC 2 at 2-3. Based on this position, the
Agency “strongly opposes” any change to its proposed language, “as the USEPA could once
again disapprove the rules if such changes are made.” 1d. at 3. The Board has concurred and has
not included this change in its order below.

Subsection (a)(2)(C)(v). This subsection exempts from the requirements of subsection
(b), (d), (f), and (g) of this Section the “[c]leaning of medical device and pharmaceutical
manufacturing operations if the facility uses no more than 1.5 gallons per day of solvents for
such cleaning. 35 Ill. Adm. Code 218.187(a)(2)(C)(v), 219.187(a)(2)(C)(v). In its second post-
hearing comments filed on June 1, 2011, the Agency proposed to amend this subsection only by
adding to the existing daily limit a metric equivalent “mistakenly omitted from the Agency’s
original proposal.” PC 4 at 7; see id. at 9, 13.

Subsection (a)(2)(C)(xiii). This subsection exempts from the requirements of subsection
(b), (d), (f), and (g) of this Section the “[c]leaning of sterilization indicating ink application
equipment if the facility uses no more than 1.5 gallons per day of solvents for such cleaning.” 35
I1l. Adm. Code 218.187(a)(2)(C)(xiii), 219.187(a)(2)(C)(xiii). In its second post-hearing
comments filed on June 1, 2011, the Agency proposed to amend this subsection only by adding
to the existing daily limit a metric equivalent “mistakenly omitted from the Agency’s original
proposal.” PC 4 at 7; see id. at 9, 14.
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Subsection (a)(2)(C)(xiv). In their public comment filed April 15, 2011, SGIA and PII
stated that subsection (a)(2)(C)(xiv) exempts from the requirements of subsections (b), (c), (f),
and (g) the “[c]leaning of metering rollers, dampening rollers, and printing plates.” PC 1 at 2;
see 35 Ill. Adm. Code 218.187(a)(2)(C)(xiv), 219.187(a)(2)(C)(xiv). SGIA and PII stated that
“these cleaning operations take place at lithographic printing operations.” PC 1 at 2. SGIA and
PII argued that subsection (a)(2)(B)(ii) exempts lithographic printing from the requirements of
subsection (b) through (g). Suggesting that it is unnecessary, SGIA and PII claimed that
subsection (a)(2)(C)(xiv) “should be deleted to avoid confusion regarding the applicability of
Sections 218.187(d) and (e) to cleaning of metering rollers, dampening rollers, and printing
plates.” PC 1 at 2.

During the first hearing, Mr. Bloomberg indicated that the Agency had discussed this
issue with USEPA and that this proposed change was “fine.” Tr.1 at 19-20; see PC 4 at 2. He
added that the Agency would further address this request in its response to the comments from
SGIA and PII. Id. at 20.

In its first post-hearing comments filed May 16, 2011, the Agency noted the request from
SGIA and P11 to remove this exemption. PC 2 at 2. The Agency acknowledged indicating
during the first hearing that it was likely to agree with this request. Id.; see PC 4 at 2. However,
the Agency stated that another industry group had since opposed this change. PC 2 at 2; see PC
4 at 2 (noting sources intending to utilize exemption). The Agency further stated that it “needs to
work with the other group and USEPA to determine the proper course of action, and thus does
not have a specific response to this issue at the present time.” Id.

In its second post-hearing comments filed on June 1, 2011, the Agency reported learning
“that can coating operations, and potentially other types of operations as well, utilize
lithographic-type presses that are not necessarily covered by the regulations governing
lithographic printing lines. . . .” PC 4 at 2, citing 35 Ill. Adm. Code 218.405-411, 219.405-411.
The Agency argued that these sources would not fall under the lithographic printing exemption
in Section 218/219.187, “as this exemption was intended to relieve only lithographic printers that
are already otherwise regulated from additional cleaning obligations.” PC 4 at 2; see 35 IlI.
Adm. Code 218.187(a)(2)(B)(ii). 219.187(a)(2)(B)(ii). As these other printers would be able to
rely on the existing exemption for metering rollers, dampening rollers, and printing plates, the
Agency argued that it is necessary to retain it and recommends against striking it. PC 4 at 2-3.
The Agency added that it “does not believe that the risk of confusion for lithographic printers is
great enough to justify depriving other sources of the benefit of this exemption.” Id. at 3. The
Board has concurred and declines to strike this provision from its order below.

Subsection (a)(2)(C)(xvii). In its second post-hearing comments filed June 1, 2011, the
Agency reported receiving “additional comments from an industry group regarding industrial
cleaning solvents.” PC 4 at 7. Specifically, the group “requested that an exemption be added for
cleaning performed with aerosol products if such use falls below a specified threshold.” 1d.
Having obtained USEPA’s approval of such a change, the Agency proposed to amend existing
Section 218/219.187(a)(2)(C), which provides that various cleaning operations are exempt from
the requirements of subsections (b), (c), (f), and (g) of this Section. 35 Ill. Adm. Code
218.187(a)(2)(C), 219.187(a)(2)(C). The Agency recommended adding the following language
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as an additional exempt category under subsection (a)(2)(C)(xvii): “[c]leaning with aerosol
products if the facility uses no more than 4.7 liters (1.25 gallons) per day of such products.” PC
4 at 10, 14. The Board has concurred, and this addition is reflected in its order below.

Subsection (a)(2)(C)(xviii). In their public comment filed April 15, 2011, SGIA and P1I
stated that “[t]he rule does not specifically address substrate cleaning for screen printing.” PC 1
at 2. SGIA and PII further stated that “[s]ubstrate cleaning is necessary to insure the ink will
properly adhere to the surface of the substrate, which frequently has residue on the surface of the
as-received that must be removed prior to printing.” Id. SGIA and PIl acknowledged that
material and control requirements at subsection (b)(1)(A) refer to product cleaning, but they
argued that those requirements address electrical and electronic components and medical and
pharmaceutical manufacturing. PC 1 at 2; see 35 Ill. Adm. Code 218.187(b)(1)(A),
219.187(b)(1)(A). SGIA and PII further argued that, although the exemption in subsections
@) (2)(A)(iv) and (a)(2)(C)(xvi) address pre-press cleaning operations and cleaning operations
associated with digital printing, no exemption addresses “substrate cleaning for screen printing
operations.” PC 1 at 2; see 35 Ill. Adm. Code 218.187(a)(2)(A)(iv), 218(a)(2)(C)(xvi),
219.187(a)(2)(A)(iv), 219.187(a)(2)(C)(xvi). SGIA and PII requested that the Board add a new
subsection (a)(2)(A)(v) providing an exemption from various requirements for “cleaning of
substrates prior to screen printing.” PC 1 at 2; see Tr.1 at 18-19.

In its first post-hearing comments filed on May 16, 2011, the Agency noted the request
that substrate cleaning for screen printing be exempted. PC 2 at 2. The Agency reported,
however, that “USEPA indicated that there is not currently a sufficient basis for the exemption,
and requested additional information in order to further evaluate the proposed amendment.” Id.
The Agency stated that, although it has sought this information and believes that SGIA and Pl
are preparing a response, it had not yet received one. Id. The Agency indicated that, “[u]nless
and until PII/SGIA submits the requested information and the USEPA approves the amendment,
the Illinois EPA opposes adding the exemption.” 1d.

In its second post-hearing comments filed on June 1, 2011, the Agency again noted the
request that substrate cleaning for screen printing be exempted. PC 4 at 1. The Agency
indicated that SGIA and PII supplied information supporting this proposed amendment. 1d. The
Agency reported USEPA’s response that SGIA and P1I “still did not provide sufficient
documentation to support their requested amendment. . ..” Id. at 1-2. USEPA also noted that
the CTG is based upon Bay Area Air Quality Management District regulations, which do not
include such an exemption. Id. at 2. The Agency stated that SGIA and PII ultimately requested
a limited exemption, which USEPA accepted. Id.

Existing Section 218/219.187(a)(2)(C) provides that various cleaning operations are
exempt from the requirements of subsections (b), (c), (f), and (g) of this Section. 35 Ill. Adm.
Code 218.187(a)(2)(C), 219.187(a)(2)(C). The Agency recommended adding the following
language as an additional exempt category under subsection (a)(2)(C)(xviii): “[c]leaning of
plastic-based or vinyl-based substrates for use in the screen printing process when using UV
curable ink and coating systems.” PC 4 at 10, 14. The Board has concurred, and this addition is
reflected in its order below.
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Subsection (a)(2)(C)(xix). In its second post-hearing comments filed on June 1, 2011,
the Agency noted that an “industry group recommended that an exemption be added to Section
218/219.187(a)(2)(C) for cleaning associated with performance testing conducted on production
lines.” PC 4 at 7. After USEPA requested and received information in support of this proposal,
it “approved a limited exemption.” Id. Existing Section 218/219.187(a)(2)(C) provides that
various cleaning operations are exempt from the requirements of subsections (b), (c), (f), and (g)
of this Section. 35 Ill. Adm. Code 218.187(a)(2)(C), 219.187(a)(2)(C). The Agency
recommended adding the following language as an additional exempt category under subsection

@)(2)(C)(xix):

[c]leaning conducted as part of performance tests on coatings, adhesives, or inks
that are in research and development and that are not yet commercially used for
the applications for which they are being tested. This exemption is limited to the
use of up to a total of 90.9 liters (24 gallons) of cleaning solvent per calendar
month and 416.3 liters (110 gallons) of cleaning solvent per calendar year for
such cleaning. Id. at 10, 14.

The Board has concurred, and this addition is reflected in its order below.

Subsection (b). In this subsection, which provides material and control requirements, the
Agency sought “to add USEPA-approved additional compliance alternatives” for sources that
manufacture coatings, inks, adhesives, or resins. SR at 11; Prop. 218 at 30-32; Prop. 219 at 30-
32; see USEPA Attachment at 1-2.

Subsection (b)(1). In this subsection, the Agency proposed to add a VOM limitation
applicable to the “[c]leaning of equipment used in the manufacture of coatings, inks, adhesives,
or resins.” Prop. 218 at 31; Prop. 219 at 30; see SR at 11, USEPA Attachment at 1. In addition,
because it proposed to remove an exemption for screen reclamation activities, the Agency
recommended “specifying that the VOM limitation for screen printing includes such activities.”
SR at 11; see Prop. 218 at 31; Prop. 219 at 30.

Subsection (b)(2). In its motion to amend the proposal, the Agency responded to a
request from an industry representative by recommending an addition to this compliance
alternative. Specifically, the Agency sought “to add the term “VOM’ to a reference to composite
vapor pressure.” Mot. Amend at 1-2. The Agency indicated that it had mistakenly omitted this
term from its original proposal. Id. at 1. Having granted the Agency’s motion to amend, the
Board includes this addition in its order below.

Subsection (b)(3). The Agency proposed to amend the add-on device compliance
alternative to address cleaning operations at sources manufacturing coatings, inks, adhesives, or
resins. Prop. 218 at 31; Prop. 219 at 30; see SR at 11; USEPA Attachment at 1.

Subsection (b)(4). The Agency proposed to add a new subsection establishing work
practice requirements “[f]or sources that manufacture coatings, inks, adhesives, or resins.” Prop.
218 at 32; Prop. 219 at 31; see SR at 11; USEPA Attachment at 1-2.
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Subsection (b)(5). The Agency proposed to add a new subsection providing that sources
manufacturing coatings, inks, adhesives, or resins may use solvents that do not meet VOM
content or composite vapor pressure requirements if they meet requirements including a material
use restriction. Prop. 218 at 32; Prop. 219 at 31-32; USEPA Attachment at 2.

Subsection (d). In this subsection providing operating requirements for subject sources,
the Agency proposed to add work practice requirements for the use of cleaning solvents for wipe
cleaning at sources that manufacture coatings, inks, adhesives, or resins.” SR at 11; see Prop.
218 at 32-33; Prop. 219 at 32, USEPA Attachment at 1.

Subsection (e). In this subsection providing recordkeeping and reporting requirements,
the Agency first proposed to change the compliance date from April 1, 2011, to January 1, 2012.
Prop. 218 at 33-39; Prop. 219 at 32-38; see SR at 11. The Agency also proposed to change the
applicability standard from a daily to a monthly limit. SR at 11; Prop. 218 at 33-34; Prop. 219 at
33. In addition, the Agency recommended “adding monthly recordkeeping requirements for
exempt sources.” SR at 11; see Prop. 218 at 34, Prop. 219 at 33, USEPA Attachment at 2. Ina
provision addressing sources changing the method of compliance, the Agency also recommended
adding cross-references to new compliance alternatives for sources manufacturing coatings, inks,
adhesives, or resins. SR at 11; Prop. 218 at 35, Prop. 219 at 34. Finally, the Agency also
proposed to add “recordkeeping requirements for sources complying pursuant to subsection
(b)(5) and for sources with cleaning operations subject to one or more of the exclusions in
subsection (a)(2)(C)(v) or (xiii) of this Section.” SR at 11; see Prop. 218 at 38-39, Prop. 219 at
37-38; see USEPA Attachment at 1.

In their public comment filed April 15, 2011, SGIA and PII stated that VOM regulations
do “not include a provision for retention of cleaning solvent in shop towels.” PC 1 at 3. SGIA
and P11 noted that the recordkeeping requirement applicable to lithographic printers “provides for
50 percent retention of cleaning solutions used with shop towels kept in closed containers that
have a vapor pressure of 10 mm Hg or less at 20 °C (68°F).” 1d. citing 35 Ill. Adm. Code
218.411(b)(1)(B)(iv). SGIA and PII cited USEPA documents to argue that “[t]he same VOM
retention factor should be included in this rule.” PC 1 at 3. Specifically, they proposed a new
subsection (e)(10) providing in its entirety that

[a]ll emission calculations required by this subsection () shall use an emission
adjustment factor of 0.50 in calculating emissions from used shop towels if the
VOM composite vapor pressure of each associated cleaning solution is less than
10 mmHg measured at 20°C (68°F) and the shop towels are kept in closed
containers. For cleaning solutions with VOM composite vapor pressure of equal
to or greater than 10 mmHg measured at 20°C (68°F) and for shop towels that are
not kept in closed containers, no emission adjustment factor is used. PC 1 at 3.

During the first hearing, Mr. Bloomberg indicated that the Agency was still discussing this
proposed language and would address it in written comments. Tr.1 at 21-22.

In its first post-hearing comment filed May 16,. 2011, the Agency noted the request to
include a retention factor “for cleaning solvents that have a vapor pressure of 10 mm Hg or less
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and that are kept in closed containers.” PC 2 at 3. The Agency stated that it “does not object to
the revision, but recommends that it be included in a different subsection . ..” Id. at 3-4
(proposing amendment to subsection (e)(1)(A)(ii)). The Agency added that “USEPA has
advised that the revision is acceptable, provided that sources must demonstrate that the vapor
pressure falls below the specified threshold.” Id. at 3; see Tr.2 at 22-23. Accordingly, the
Agency proposed to amend Section 218/219.187(e)(1)(A)(ii) as follows:

1)

The owner or operator of a source exempt from the limitations of this Section

because of the criteria in Section 218[/219].187(a)(1) of this Subpart shall comply with

the following:

PC 2 at 3-4.

By January 1, 2012, or upon initial start-up of the source, whichever is

later, submit a certification to the Agency that includes:

i) Calculations that demonstrate that combined emissions of VOM
from cleaning operations at the source, other than cleaning operations
identified in subsection (a)(2) of this Section, never equal or exceed 226.8
kg/month (500 Ibs/month), in the absence of air pollution control
equipment._An emission adjustment factor of 0.50 shall be used in
calculating emissions from used shop towels if the VOM composite vapor
pressure of each associated cleaning solution is demonstrated to be less
than 10 mmHg measured at 20°C (68°F) and the shop towels are kept in
closed containers. For cleaning solutions with VOM composite vapor
pressures of equal to or greater than 10 mmHg measured at 20°C (68°F)
and for shop towels that are not kept in closed containers, no emission
adjustment factor shall be used:;

During the second hearing on May 18, 2011, the Agency indicated that it would respond
in post-hearing comments to a question by the Board about any requirement to demonstrate
vapor pressure. Tr.2 at 22-23. The Agency’s comment stated that the proposal simply requires
“that sources be able to demonstrate, through recordkeeping, that their cleaning solutions satisfy
the criteria for use of the emission adjustment factor, i.e., that the solutions have a vapor pressure
below the applicable threshold.” PC 4 at 6. The Agency believeed that this proposed language
would not subject sources to additional requirements. Id. The Agency elaborated that existing
language requires exempt sources

to submit a certification to the Agency setting forth calculations that demonstrate
that the source does not exceed the applicability threshold. Complying with this
requirement necessarily entails maintaining sufficient records to support
emissions calculations, including those necessary to demonstrate that cleaning
solutions satisfy the criteria for use of the emission adjustment factor. Id.
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The Agency added that, even in the absence of this requirement, “sources are always required to
demonstrate compliance.” Id. at 6-7. The Agency argued that its amendment “simply clarifies
this obligation, as required by the USEPA.” Id. at 7.

Finally, in its second post-hearing comments filed June 1, 2011, the Agency reported that
USEPA required the addition of certain recordkeeping requirements to address the additional
exemptions added in response to industry comments. PC 4 at 7-8, 10-12, 14-16. The Agency
also noted USEPA’s “suggestion that the Illinois EPA amend references to cleaning operations
being ‘subject to’ exclusions, in order to avoid causing confusion.” 1d. at 8. The Agency
proposed to refer to sources that “fall under” those exemptions. See id. at 10-11, 14-15. The
Board has concurred in these revisions, which are reflected in its order below.

Subsection (). Existing Section 218/219.187(f) addresses monitoring requirements
applicable to the category of “other industrial solvent cleaning operations.” 35 Ill. Adm. Code
218.187(f), 219.187(f). In its second post-hearing comments filed June 1, 2011, the Agency
noted USEPA’s request to amend this subsection “regarding monitoring requirements for sources
subject to Section 218/219.187(b)(3).” PC 4 at 16; see 35 Ill. Adm. Code 218.187(b)(3),
219.187(b)(3). The Agency stated that, regarding industrial adhesives, USEPA had insisted upon
an amendment requiring the addition of continuous monitoring equipment when a carbon
adsorber is used to demonstrate compliance. PC 4 at 16, citing USEPA Attachment. The
Agency added that USEPA noted that industrial cleaning solvent provisions present the same
issue. PC 4 at 16. Accordingly, the Agency proposed to add a new subsection (f)(2) providing
in its entirety that,

[i]f a carbon adsorber is used to demonstrate compliance, the owner or operator of
a source subject to Section 218[/219].187(b)(3) of this Subpart shall use Agency
and USEPA approved continuous monitoring equipment which is installed,
calibrated, maintained, and operated according to vendor specifications at all
times the control device is in use. The continuous monitoring equipment shall
monitor the VOM concentration of each carbon adsorption bed exhaust or the
exhaust of the bed next in sequence to be desorbed. Id. at 17, 18.

The Agency stated that it does not expect this provision to have a negative effect on subject
sources, “as such sources are most likely already complying with these monitoring procedures.”
Id. at 16. The Board has concurred with the Agency’ recommendation, and this revision is
reflect dint he order below.

Subsection (g). In this subsection providing testing requirements, the Agency proposed
to add language clarifying that, “[i]n the event of any inconsistency between a Method 24 test
and the manufacturer’s specifications, the Method 24 test shall govern.” Prop. 218 at 40, Prop.
219 at 39; see SR at 11; see also 35 Ill. Adm. Code 218.112(d) (incorporating Method 24 by
reference), USEPA Attachment at 2.
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Subpart F: Coating Operations.

Subpart F of Part 218/219 addresses coating operations using VOM. 35 Ill. Adm. Code
218.204-219, 219.204-219.

Section 218/219.204: Emission Limitations.

Subsection (a). In this subsection addressing automobile or light-duty truck coating, the
Agency proposed to amend language regarding compliance with the VOM content limitation for
final repair coat operations by adding a definition of “occurrence.” SR at 12; see USEPA
Attachment at 5. The Agency recommended defining the term as “the application of the
combination of coatings that constitute a final repair coat for a single automobile or light-duty
truck.” Prop. 218 at 45-46; Prop. 219 at 44. The Agency also sought to add language providing
that Section 218/219.205 “does not apply to the final repair coat limitation.” Prop. 218 at 46;
Prop. 219 at 44; see SR at 12; see USEPA Attachment at 5; see also 35 Ill. Adm. Code 218.205,
219.205 (Daily-Weighted Average Limitations). Finally, the Agency also proposed in Section
218.204(a)(2) to extend the compliance date from May 1, 2011, to May 1, 2012. SR at 12; see
Prop. 218 at 43.

Subsection (g)(1). In this subsection addressing metal parts and products, the Agency
proposed to strike the definition of “marine engine coating.” SR at 12; Prop. 218 at 59; Prop.
219 at56. The Agency separately proposed to delete this category and limitations applicable to it
because “USEPA indicated that the extreme performance coatings category is sufficient to
address such coatings.” SR at 13; see Prop. 218 at 62; Prop. 219 at 59.

Subsection (g)(1)(A). In this subsection addressing general one component coatings, the
Agency proposed to delete subsection (q)(1)(A)(iii) providing limitations applicable to clear
coatings, effectively changing the limitations to those established by the CTG. SR at 12; see
Prop. 218 at 59; see USEPA Attachment at 5. The Agency noted that the Board had adopted
these limitations in rulemaking docket R10-20 in response to comments by Electro-Motive
Diesel. SR at 12; see Reasonably Available Control Technology (RACT) for Volatile Organic
Material Emissions from Group 1V Consumer & Commercial Products: Proposed Amendments
to 35 Il. Adm. Code 211, 218, and 219, R10-20, slip op at 66-67, 188 (Sept. 2, 2010). The
Agency noted USEPA’s position “that the limit must conform to the recommendations in the
CTG.” SRat12.

Subsection (q)(1)(H). In Section 218.204(q)(1)(H) establishing limitations applicable to
heat-resistant coatings, the Agency proposed “to delete the previously-applicable VOM content
limitation, which was inadvertently left in the rule.” SR at 12; see Prop. 218 at 60; see USEPA
Attachment at 5.

Subsection (q)(1)(1). In this subsection addressing high performance architectural
coatings, the Agency proposed to amend VOM limitations. The Agency stated that, although the
current limitations reflect the recommendations of the CTG, “USEPA has indicated that such
limits constitute backsliding, and that the proposed, stricter limits are therefore necessary.” SR
at 12; see Prop. 218 at 60; Prop. 219 at 57; see USEPA Attachment at 5.
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Subsection (q)(1)(Z). The Agency proposed to delete this subsection addressing steel
pail and drum interior coatings, “as such coatings fall within other categories contained in the
CTG.” SR at 12; see Prop. 218 at 62; Prop. 219 at 59; USEPA Attachment at 5; see also 35 IlI.
Adm. Code 218.204(q)(1)(Y), 219.204(q)(2)(Y).

Subsection (q)(1)(AA). The Agency proposed to delete this subsection addressing
marine engine coatings, “as the USEPA indicated that the extreme performance coatings
category is sufficient to address such coatings.” SR at 13; see Prop. 218 at 62; Prop. 219 at 59;
see USEPA Attachment at 5.

Subsection (q)(3)(E). In this subsection addressing automotive/transportation plastic
parts and products, the Agency proposed “to delete certain specialty coating categories that were
carried over from existing regulations, as they are encompassed by categories contained in the
CTG.” SR at 13; see Prop. 218 at 65-66; Prop. 219 at 62-63; see USEPA Attachment at 5. The
Agency reported that “USEPA determined that it had not been sufficiently demonstrated that
such coatings could not meet the limitations set forth in the CTG.” SR at 13.

In its motion to amend its proposal, the Agency noted that it had proposed to delete “the
specialty coating category and limit for texture basecoats” in response to a USEPA comment that
the limit lacked an adequate basis. Mot. Amend at 4. The Agency noted, however, that the
category and limit appeared in the first-notice version published in the Illinois Register. Id.,
citing 35 Ill. Reg. 4887, 5185. Citing USEPA’s position, the Agency recommended deleting the
term “texture basecoats” from this subsection. Mot. Amend at 4-5. Having granted the
Agency’s motion, the Board’s order below reflects this recommendation.

Subsection (q)(3)(F). The Agency proposed to amend this subsection addressing red,
yellow, and black coatings by correcting an error in a cross-reference. SR at 13; see Prop. 218 at
66; Prop. 219 at 63; see USEPA Attachment at 5.

Subsection (q)(4)(A). In this subsection addressing business machine plastic parts and
products, the Agency proposed “to increase the VOM content limitation for primers to the limit
recommended in the CTG.” SR at 13; see Prop. 218 at 66; Prop. 219 at 63; see USEPA
Attachment at 5. The Agency stated that “USEPA approved the higher limit in light of the
deletion of the specialty coatings categories in subsection (q)(4)(I). SR at 13.

Subsection (q)(4)(1). The Agency proposed to delete this subsection addressing specialty
coatings. SR at 13; see Prop. 218 at 67; Prop. 219 at 64; see USEPA Attachment at 5. The
Agency stated that “USEPA determined that it had not been sufficiently demonstrated that these
specialty coatings could not meet the limitations set forth in the CTG.” SR at 13.

Subsection (g)(5). Existing subsection (q)(5) establishes VOM emission limitations
applicable to pleasure craft surface coatings. 35 Ill. Adm. Code 218.204(q)(5), 219.204(q)(5).

Subsection (g)(5)(A). In comments submitted on behalf of the ACA, Mr. Sell stated that
the category of extreme high gloss coatings is a relatively small but very important element of
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pleasure craft coatings. Sell Test. at 7. He indicated, however, that low-VOM coatings
“available at this time do not provide the appearance and functionality required. . ..” 1d.
(emphasis in original). He stated that high solids topcoats have not been well-received and found
“to be inferior to traditional, higher VOC containing products.” 1d. He further stated that low-
VVOM coatings may be less durable and cost significantly more than higher-VOM products. Id.
Mr. Sell explained that the extreme high gloss topcoat accounts for less than 10% of total
coatings and less than 40% of overall VOM burden on an annualized basis. 1d. He also
emphasized that the SCAQMD regulations were adopted for a nonattainment area characterized
as “serious” and not as “moderate.” 1d.; see Townsend Test. at 3 (claiming regulations not
RACT for other areas); Tr.2 at 13. He added that the controlled application conditions available
to industries such as aviation and car refinishing are not possible in the pleasure craft industry.
Sell Test. at 7. Mr. Sell concluded by requesting that the limit for this subcategory be increased
to 600 g/l on a permanent basis, as industry does not foresee development of coatings that can
meet both the current standard and the expectations of the pleasure craft market. Id.

In its first post-hearing comment filed May 16, 2011, the Agency reported that USEPA
would allow amendments to the VOM limitations for pleasure craft surface coatings, “provided
that the existing averaging alternative for such coatings is eliminated.” PC 2 at 10-11; PC 4 at 3.
The Agency stated that “[t]he averaging alternative was intended to satisfy the pleasure craft
coating industry’s need for higher emission limitations.” PC 2 at 11. The Agency argued that,
“[i]f higher limits are instead implemented, there is no further need for an averaging option.” 1d.
The Agency reported that, “[b]ased on subsequent discussions with the ACA, in which the ACA
expressed a preference for high VOM limitations, the Illinois EPA proposes eliminating the
emissions averaging alternative and amending certain limits. . . .” Id.; but see Townsend Test at
4; Tr.2 at 14-15 (proposing consideration of averaging alternative).

Specifically, the Agency proposed to amend the limit for “extreme high gloss coating -
topcoat” from 0.49 kg/l (4.1 Ib/gal) coatings (35 Ill. Adm. Code 218.204(q)(5)(A),
219.204(q)(5)(A)) to 0.60 kg/l (5.0 Ib/gal) coatings. PC 2 at 11, 21. The Agency also proposed
to amend the limit from 1.10 kg/l (9.2 Ib/gal) solids to 1.88 kg/l (15.6 Ib/gal) solids. 1d. at 11, 21.
The Agency indicated that USEPA accepts this amendment, “provided that the existing
emissions averaging alternative for such coatings is eliminated.” PC 2 at 10-11. The Agency
reported that ACA prefers higher VOM limits to maintaining the existing averaging option. Id.
at 11. The Board has concurred with these revisions, which are reflected in its order below.

Subsection (q)(5)(D). In his testimony on behalf of the ACA, Mr. Sell claimed that
owners expect the finish of their boats to be durable, smooth, and glossy. Sell Test. at 6. He
indicated that these coatings may be applied by brush, roller, or spray and must flow out to
produce the desired finish. Id. He argued that these effects require products with higher solvent
content for primers and topcoats. Id. Mr. Sell claimed that low-VOM products require time to
develop and evaluate, may cost significantly more than high-VOM products, and often
necessitate changing work practices and increased labor costs. 1d. He proposed that, for a four-
year period, the limit for this subcategory be raised from 420 g/l to 600 g/I. 1d.

In its first post-hearing comment filed May 16, 2011, the Agency reported that USEPA
would allow amendments to the VOM limitations for pleasure craft surface coatings, “provided
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that the existing averaging alternative for such coatings is eliminated.” PC 2 at 10-11; PC 4 at 3.
The Agency stated that “[t]he averaging alternative was intended to satisfy the pleasure craft
coating industry’s need for higher emission limitations.” PC 2 at 11. The Agency argued that,
“[i]f higher limits are instead implemented, there is no further need for an averaging option.” Id.
The Agency reported that, “[b]ased on subsequent discussions with the ACA, in which the ACA
expressed a preference for high VOM limitations, the Illinois EPA proposes eliminating the
emissions averaging alternative and amending certain limits. . . .” 1d.; but see Townsend Test at
4; Tr.2 at 14-15 (proposing consideration of averaging alternative).

Specifically, the Agency proposed to amend the limit for “finish primer/surfacer”
applicable prior to January 1, 2014 from 0.42 kg/l (3.5 Ib/gal) coatings (35 Ill. Adm. Code
218.204(q)(5)(D), 219.204(q)(5)(D)) to 0.60 kg/l (5.0 Ib/gal) coatings. PC 2 at 11, 21. The
Agency also proposed to amend the limit applicable prior to January 1, 2014, from 0.80 kg/l (6.7
Ib/gal) solids (35 Ill. Adm. Code 218.204(q)(5)(D), 219.204(q)(5)(D)) to 1.88 kg/l (15.6 Ib/gal)
solids. PC 2 at 11, 21. Also in its post-hearing comment, the Agency proposed to amend this
subsection by setting the limit for “finish primer/surfacer” applicable on and after January 1,
2014 at 0.42 kg/l (3.5 Ib/gal) coatings and 0.80 kg/l (6.7 Ib/gal) solids. PC 2 at 11, 21.

The Agency stated that, on May 26, 2011, Mr. Sell again “requested that the stricter
VOM content limitations for finish primer/surface be delayed four years, as opposed to the
approximate two and a half year extension proposed by the Agency.” PC 4 at 4. Noting an
indication from USEPA “that extending the compliance date any further is unacceptable,” the
Agency “opposes this amendment.” Id. The Board has concurred with the Agency, and these
recommendations are reflected in its order below.

Subsection (q)(5)(G). In his testimony on behalf of the ACA, Mr. Sell stated that the
pleasure craft industry has invested significant time and effort in developing low-VOM
antifoulant coatings. Sell Test. at 8. He indicated that “[flormulations are currently registered
with the EPA on the basis of the percentage weight of biocide in the wet paint.” 1d. He argued
that, as the VOM content of the solvent is reduced, it “must be replaced with something non-
volatile, effectively reducing the percentage of biocide in the dry film.” Id. He further argued
that this substitution would reduce the performance and lifetime of the applied coating. Id. He
added that low-VOM antifoulant coatings may also result in a rougher surface and increase drag.
Id.

Mr. Sell noted that the Shipbuilding and Ship Repair NESHAPs limit antifoulant coatings
to VOM content of 400 g/l. Sell Test. at 9, citing 40 C.F.R. Part 63, Subpart 1. He argued that
“[i]ndustry believes this limit is more suitable to represent RACT for this coating category, given
the current state of the existing technology.” Id. He indicated that a limit of 400 g/l “is therefore
required.” Id.

In its first post-hearing comment filed May 16, 2011, the Agency reported that USEPA
would allow amendments to the VOM limitations for pleasure craft surface coatings, “provided
that the existing averaging alternative for such coatings is eliminated.” PC 2 at 10-11; PC 4 at 3.
The Agency stated that “[t]he averaging alternative was intended to satisfy the pleasure craft
coating industry’s need for higher emission limitations.” PC 2 at 11. The Agency argued that,
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“[i]f higher limits are instead implemented, there is no further need for an averaging option.” 1d.
The Agency reported that, “[b]ased on subsequent discussions with the ACA, in which the ACA
expressed a preference for high VOM limitations, the Illinois EPA proposes eliminating the
emissions averaging alternative and amending certain limits. . . .” Id.; but see Townsend Test at
4; Tr.2 at 14-15 (proposing consideration of averaging alternative).

Specifically, the Agency proposed to amend the limit for “other substrate antifoulant
coating” from 0.33 kg/l (2.8 Ib/gal) coatings (35 Ill. Adm. Code 218.204(q)(5)(G),
219.204(q)(5)(G)) to 0.40 kg/l (3.3 Ib/gal) coatings. PC 2 at 12, 21. The Agency also proposed
to amend the limit from 0.53 kg/l (4.4 1b/gal) solids to 0.73 kg/l (5.8 Ib/gal) solids. Id. at 12, 21.
The Board has concurred with this proposal, which is reflected in its order below.

Subsection (g)(5)(H). In testimony on behalf of the ACA, Mr. Sell suggested that the
SCAQMD regulations are outdated and do not fully reflect current pleasure craft coatings. Sell
Test. at 10. He specified that “[a] new category is required as a result of the International
Maritime Organisation Antifouling Systems convention. ...” Id. He stated that the convention
was ratified in 2007 and lists substances banned from use in antifoulings in an Annex 1. 1d. He
indicated that Tri Butyl Tin (TBT) is the first substance listed in Annex 1, and its use “in
antifoulings on the hulls of any marine vessels entering the waters of countries which are
signatories to the convention is controlled. . . .” Id.; see Townsend Test. at 3-4; Tr.2 at 15-16.
He added that “[a] specialized coating type is required to seal in old TBT containing antifoulings
and to promote adhesion of biocide-free, non-stick foul release coatings when applied to
vessels.” Sell Test at 10.

Mr. Sell argued that this subcategory should be entitled “antifouling sealer/tie coat” with
a VOM content limit of 420 g/l. Sell Test. at 10. He further argued that this limit is necessary
“in order to facilitate adequate penetration into an underlying paint film for maximum adhesion.”
Id. He added that, because these coatings contain a high degree of polymeric material, this limit
IS necessary to maintain appropriate application viscosity and “so the coating can form a flexible
yet complete barrier over an underlying paint film.” 1d.

In its first post-hearing comment filed May 16, 2011, the Agency proposed to add this
subsection in order to establish limits for “antifoulant sealer/tie coat.” The Agency proposed to
set these limit at 0.42 kg/l (3.5 Ib/gal) coatings and 0.80 kg/l (6.7 Ib/gal) solids. PC 2 at 12, 21.
The Agency also proposed to re-designate as subsection (q)(5)(1) the existing subsection
(9)(5)(H) addressing “all other pleasure craft surface coatings for metal or plastic.” 1d. at 12, 21.
The Board has concurred with these proposals, which are reflected in its order below.

Section 218/219.207: Alternative Emission Limitations.

Subsection (a). In its first post-hearing comment, the Agency proposed to strike
language providing that pleasure craft surface coating operations subject to Section
218/219.204(q)(f)(A-G) “may also comply with subsection (0) of this Section” rather than
Section 218/219. PC 2 at 12; see id. at 10-11, 22 (proposing elimination of emissions averaging
alternative for pleasure craft surface coating operations); see also 35 Ill. Adm. Code 218.207(0),
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219.207(n) (Emissions Averaging Alternative for Pleasure Craft Surface Coating Operations).
The Board has concurred and reflects this proposal in its order below.

Subsection (b). Section 218/219.206 addresses alternative emission limitations and
provides an equation for expressing limitations in terms of kg (lbs) of VOM emissions per 1 (gal)
of solids, or “S”. 35 Ill. Adm. Code 218.206, 219.206 (Solids Basis Calculation). Section
218/219.207(b)(2) addresses alternative add-on control methodologies and refers to this equation
in language regarding determination of overall efficiency. 35 Ill. Adm. Code 218.207(b)(2),
219.207(b)(2). The Agency proposed to amend this subsection “to clarify that, for coating lines
subject to an emission limitation in Section 218/219.204 that is already expressed in terms of
weight of VOM per volume of solids, *S’ is equal to such emission limitation.” SR at 13; see
Prop. 218 at 70; Prop. 219 at 66-67; see USEPA Attachment at 2, 5.

Subsection (n). In its first post-hearing comment, the Agency reported that USEPA
would allow amendments to the VOM limitations for pleasure craft surface coatings, “provided
that the existing averaging alternative for such coatings is eliminated.” PC 2 at 10-11. The
Agency stated that “[t]he averaging alternative was intended to satisfy the pleasure craft coating
industry’s need for higher emission limitations.” 1d. at 11. The Agency argued that, “[i]f higher
limits are instead implemented, there is not further need for an averaging option.” Id. The
Agency reported that, “[b]ased on subsequent discussions with the ACA, in which the ACA
expressed a preference for high VOM limitations, the Illinois EPA proposes eliminating the
emissions averaging alternative and amending certain limits. .. .” Id. at 11, 12-15 (Part 218), 22-
24 (Part 219). The Board has concurred with this proposal and reflects it in its order below.

Section 218/219.211: Recordkeeping and Reporting.

Subsection (c). The Agency proposed “to clarify that certain recordkeeping requirements
pertain to each coating applied each day on each coating line.” SR at 14; see Prop. 218 at 79, 81;
Prop. 219 at 76, 78; see USEPA Attachment at 3, 5. The Agency also proposed amendments
requiring “additional recordkeeping for sources subject to the final repair coating limitation set
forth in Section 218/219.204(a)(2)(E).” SR at 14; see Prop. 218 at 80-81; Prop. 219 at 77-78; see
USEPA Attachment at 6.

Subsection (d). In this subsection addressing compliance through daily-weighted
average limitations, the Agency proposed “to clarify that certain recordkeeping requirements
pertain to each coating applied each day on each coating line.” SR at 14; see Prop. 218 at 83-84;
Prop. 219 at 80-81; see USEPA Attachment at 3.

Subsection (f). In this subsection addressing primer surfacer operations, topcoat
operations, and combined primer surface and topcoat operations, the Agency proposed to add
language requiring “that sources collect and record all information necessary to demonstrate
compliance with the topcoat protocol referenced in Section 218/219.105(b).” SR at 14; see Prop.
218 at 87; Prop. 219 at 84; see USEPA Attachment at 6; see also 35 Ill. Adm. Code 218.105(b),
219.105(b) (Test Methods and Procedures).
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Subsection (]). In this provision addressing pleasure craft surface coating operations
complying through an emissions averaging alternative, the Agency proposed an amendment
specifying “that subject sources shall collect and record the coating category of each pleasure
craft surface coating used in each subject coating operation.” SR at 14; see Prop. 218 at 90;
Prop. 219 at 87; see USEPA Attachment at 6.

In its first post-hearing comment, the Agency reported that USEPA would allow
amendments to the VOM limitations for pleasure craft surface coatings, “provided that the
existing averaging alternative for such coatings is eliminated.” PC 2 at 10-11. The Agency
stated that “[t]he averaging alternative was intended to satisfy the pleasure craft coating
industry’s need for higher emission limitations.” 1d. at 11. The Agency argued that, “[i]f higher
limits are instead implemented, there is no further need for an averaging option.” Id. The
Agency reported that, “[b]ased on subsequent discussions with the ACA, in which the ACA
expressed a preference for high VOM limitations, the Illinois EPA proposes eliminating the
emissions averaging alternative and amending certain limits. . . .” 1d. The Agency proposed to
strike the entire subsection (j), which addresses recordkeeping and reporting requirements
applicable to the owner or operator of a pleasure craft surface coating operation complying
through an emissions averaging alternative. 1d. at 19-20, 29-30. The Board has concurred and
reflects this proposal in its order below.

Section 218/219.217: Wood Furniture Coating Work Practice Standards.

The Agency first proposed to correct an error in the title of this section in Part 218 by
referring to work practice standards for flat wood paneling coatings in addition to wood furniture
coatings. SR at 14; see Prop. 218 at 91. In addition, the Agency proposed to amend subsection
(d) “by adding an additional work product requirement regarding conveying coatings, thinners,
and cleaning materials, as recommended in the CTG.” SR at 14; see Prop. 218 at 92; Prop. 219
at 89; see USEPA Attachment at 3.

Subpart H: Printing and Publishing.

Section 218/219.401: Flexographic and Rotogravure Printing.

In subsection (b)(3) addressing a weighted averaging alternative, the Agency proposed to
amend certain terms in equations to refer only to units of weight. SR at 15; see Prop. 218 at 96-
97; Prop. 219 at 94; see USEPA Attachment at 3.

Section 218.402: Applicability.

In Section 218.402(a), the Agency proposed an amendment specifying “that the 25 tons
per year applicability threshold regards combined emissions from all flexographic and
rotogravure printing lines at the source.” SR at 15; see Prop. 218 at 101; see USEPA Attachment
at 3.

Section 218/219.404: Recordkeeping and Reporting.
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Subsection (b). In this subsection addressing exempt printing lines, the Agency first
proposed amending the compliance date to January 1, 2012. SR at 15; see Prop. 218 at 102-03;
Prop. 219 at 99-100; see USEPA Attachment at 3. The Agency also proposed to amend
subsection (b) “by requiring that exempt sources include in their certification calculations that
demonstrate that the source does not exceed the 25 tons per year threshold, and notify the Illinois
EPA of any record showing that the source exceeded the 25 tons per year applicability
threshold.” SR at 15; see Prop. 218 at 102-04; see USEPA Attachment at 3; see also Prop. 219
at 100.

Subsection (d). In this subsection addressing a weighted averaging alternative, the
Agency proposed to add a requirement “that sources identify in their certifications the method
used to calculate the weight of each coating or ink.” SR at 15; see Prop. 218 at 106; Prop. 219 at
102-03; see USEPA Attachment at 3.

Subsection (f). The Agency proposed to amend this subsection “to add more specific
recordkeeping requirements for sources that are exempt pursuant to the 15 Ib/day applicability
threshold.” SR at 15; see Prop. 218 at 109; Prop. 219 at 106; see USEPA Attachment at 3.

Section 218/219.409: Testing for Lithographic Printing.

The Agency proposed to amend subsection (a) “by clarifying that testing must be done by
the compliance date.” SR at 15; see Prop. 218 at 110; see Prop. 219 at 107; see USEPA
Attachment at 4.

In their public comment filed April 15, 2011, SGIA and PII stated that the Agency’s
proposal to require testing of oxidizers on heatset web offset presses by January 1, 2012, unless
they had been tested since January 1, 2010, “needs to be revised.” PC 1 at 4. They argued that
these presses have been required to obtain operating permits, which “rely on an oxidizer’s
operating temperature to gauge if the control device is operating within permitted emission
control limits.” 1d. SGIA and PII also cited the $10,000-15,000 cost of stack testing to
demonstrate compliance to claim that duplicate testing is not economically reasonable,
particularly when temperature monitoring data exists. Id. SGIA and PIl also argued that
USEPA documents support a revision. Id. (citation omitted). Finally, SGIA and PIl argued that,
“since the effective date of compliance with the proposed rule for new presses is the installation
date of the new press, the proposed rule needs to be revised to provide 180 days to demonstrate
compliance. ... * Id. They indicated that this additional time would allow owners and operators
to establish typical operating conditions for testing. 1d., citing 35 Ill. Adm. Code 218.409(b)(5).

Specifically, SGIA and PII proposed to amend subsection (a) as follows:
[t]esting to demonstrate compliance with the requirements of Section 218.407 of

this Subpart shall be conducted by January 1, 2012, unless sueh prior testing has
Ya RV.NT] i ALO) a) mmadi a) N 1 N ()

demonstrating compliance with the requirements of Section 218.407 has been
conducted in accordance with an existing operating permit.. Thereafter, testing
shall be conducted by the owner or operator within 90 180 days after a request by
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the Agency, or as otherwise specified in this Subpart. Such testing shall be
conducted at the expense of the owner of operator and the owner or operator shall
notify the Agency in writing 30 days in advance of conducting such testing to
allow the Agency to be present during such testing. PC 1 at 4-5.

In its motion to amend, the Agency responded to a comment by an industry
representative by recommending revision of this subsection. Mot. Amend at 2-3. Specifically,
the Agency sought “to specify that lithographic printing lines that conducted testing to
demonstrate compliance with the requirements in Section 218/219.407 on or after May 9, 1995,
and that satisfy certain other requirements, are not required to retest by January 1, 2012.” 1d. at
2. The Agency also sought to specify “that sources that conducted testing prior to May 9, 1995,
are also not required to retest if such sources submit specified information” to the Agency. Id.
The Agency proposed that subsection (a) provide in its entirety that

[t]esting to demonstrate compliance with the requirements of Section 218.407 of
this Subpart shall be conducted by January 1, 2012, unless such testing was
conducted on or after May 9, 1995, the test was conducted pursuant to a test
method approved by USEPA, the current operating conditions and operating
capacity of the press are consistent with the operation of the press during such
testing, and the test results were submitted to the Agencyhas-been-conducted
within-the-two-years-immediately-preceding-January-1,20612. If an owner or
operator of a printing line performed such testing prior to May 9, 1995, the owner
or operator shall either retest pursuant to this Section, or submit to the Illinois
EPA all information necessary to demonstrate that the prior testing was conducted
pursuant to a test method approved by the USEPA, and that the current operating
conditions and operating capacity of the press are consistent with the operation of
the press during prior testing. Thereafter, testing shall be conducted by the owner
of operator within 90 days after a request by the Agency, or as otherwise specified
in this Subpart. Such testing shall be conducted at the expense of the owner or
operator and the owner or operator shall notify the Agency in writing 30 days in
advance of conducting such testing to allow the Agency to be present during such
testing. Id. at 2-3.

The Board has concurred and reflects this language in its order below.

The Agency noted that SGIA and PII had proposed a revision “to eliminate retesting
requirements completely for printing lines that have previously tested “in accordance with an
existing operating permit.”” Mot. Amend at 3. The Agency reported that USEPA has indicated
“that the applicable ‘cut-off date’ for retesting requirements is May 9, 1995, the original effective
date of the requirements in Section 218/219.407.” 1d. The Agency also indicated that USEPA
“advised that other requirements must be met as well to ensure that prior tests still accurately
reflect the current operation of the press.” Id. Based on USEPA’s insistence upon and approval
of its proposed subsection (a) above, the Agency requested that the Board not adopt the language
proposed by SGIA and PII. Id.; see PC 2 at 1.



32

The Agency also noted that SGIA and PII had recommended increasing from 90 days to
180 days “the amount of time sources are given to conduct a test after a request by the Agency or
after startup of a new press/control device.” Mot. Amend at 3. The Agency stressed that the 90-
day requirement has been in effect “for many years” and argued that SGIA and PI1I have not
shown that an additional 90 days are warranted. Id. at 4. The Agency added that “it is unclear
whether this change would be acceptable to the USEPA.” PC 2 at 1-2. The Agency stated that it
“opposes this revision.” Id. at 3; see PC 2 at 1. The Board has concurred with the Agency on
these issues, and the proposed changes are not reflected in its order below.

Section 218/219.411: Recordkeeping and Reporting for Lithographic Printing.

Subsection (b). The Agency proposed to amend this subsection *“to add more specific
recordkeeping requirements for sources that utilize the material use threshold alternative to
demonstrate that they are exempt.” SR at 16; see Prop. 218 at 118; Prop. 219 at 115; see USEPA
Attachment at 4.

In their public comment filed April 15, 2011, SGIA and P11l argued that the Agency’s
proposed amendment to subsection (b)(1)(F) “creates a burden that contradicts the purpose of
allowing facilities to determine exemption based on material use thresholds.” PC 1 at 5. They
elaborated that requiring recordkeeping beyond the amount of materials used “creates a
significant recordkeeping burden while providing no additional benefit.” 1d. SGIA and PII
suggested that, if a facility must demonstrate that it has not exceeded the material use threshold,
then subsection (b)(1)(B) includes the calculations to do so. See PC 1 at5. SGIA and PII
requested that the proposal delete references to “the name, identification number, and VOM
content of each cleaning solvent and fountain solution additive used per calendar month.” PC 1
at 5.

In its first post-hearing comment, the Agency noted the recommendation by SGIA and
PII to “delete the requirement that sources’ material use records include the name, identification
number, and VOM content of each cleaning solvent and fountain solution additive used per
calendar month.” PC 2 at 4-5. The Agency stated that USEPA requires these records “in order
to determine whether the material use thresholds are exceeded.” 1d. at 5, citing USEPA Attach.
Based on the USEPA'’s position, the Agency opposed the recommendation by SGIA and PIl. PC
2 at 5. The Board has concurred with the Agency, and the order below does not reflect the
recommendation of SGIA and PII.

Also in its first post-hearing comment filed May 16, 2011, the Agency noted that it had
proposed to add an adjustment factor for industrial solvent cleaning operations “based upon a
similar provision in the existing rule for lithographic printing operations.” PC 2 at 5; see id. at 2-
4 (proposing amendment to Section 218/219.187(e)(1)(A)(ii)). The Agency stated that,

[t]Jo remain consistent with the language recommended by the Illinois EPA above
for industrial cleaning solvents, and in compliance with a recommendation by the
USEPA, the Illinois EPA proposes amending Section 218/219.411(b)(1) and (2)
to specify that lithographic printing sources wishing to utilize the emission
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adjustment factor for cleaning materials must demonstrate that the vapor pressure
falls below the specified threshold. PC 2 at 5-8; see Tr.2 at 23-24.

During the second hearing on May 18, 2011, the Agency indicated that it would respond
in post-hearing comments to a question by the Board about any requirement to demonstrate that
vapor pressure falls below a specified threshold. Tr.2 at 22-23. The Agency’s post-hearing
comment filed on June 1, 2011, stated that the proposal simply requires “that sources be able to
demonstrate, through recordkeeping, that their cleaning solutions satisfy the criteria for use of
the emission adjustment factor, i.e., that the solution have a vapor pressure below the applicable
threshold.” PC 4 at 6. The Agency believed that this proposed language would not subject
sources to additional requirements. Id. The Agency elaborated that existing language requires
exempt sources

to submit a certification to the Agency setting forth calculations that demonstrate
that the source does not exceed the applicability threshold. Complying with this
requirement necessarily entails maintaining sufficient records to support
emissions calculations, including those necessary to demonstrate that cleaning
solutions satisfy the criteria for use of the emission adjustment factor. Id.

The Agency added that, even in the absence of this requirement, “sources are always required to
demonstrate compliance.” Id. at 6-7. The Agency argued that its amendment “simply clarifies
this obligation, as required by the USEPA.” Id. at 7.

Subsection (g). The Agency proposed to amend this subsection “by adding
recordkeeping requirements for sources making use of the exclusions set forth in Section
218/219.405(c)(3).” Prop. at 16; see Prop. 218 at 129-30; Prop, 219 at 126-27; see USEPA
Attachment at 4; see also 35 Ill. Adm. Code 218.405(c)(3), 219.405(c)(3) (exclusions for
lithographic printing lines).

Section 218/219.415: Testing for Letterpress Printing Lines.

The Agency proposed to amend subsection (a) by clarifying “that testing shall be
performed by the compliance date.” SR at 16; see Prop. 218 at 132; Prop. 219 at 129; see
USEPA Attachment at 4.

Section 218/219.417: Recordkeeping and Reporting for Letterpress Printing Lines.

Subsection (b). The Agency proposed to amend this subsection by adding “more specific
recordkeeping requirements for sources that utilize the material use threshold alternative to
demonstrate that they are exempt.” SR at 16; see Prop. at 137; Prop. 219 at 134; see USEPA
Attachment at 4.

Subsection (c). The Agency proposes to amend this subsection by clarifying which
sources are subject to its recordkeeping requirements. SR at 16; see Prop. 218 at 137; Prop. 219
at 134; see USEPA Attachment at 4.
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Subpart I1: Fiberglass Boat Manufacturing Materials.

Section 218/219.891: Emission Limitations and Control Requirements.

Subsection (a). The Agency proposed to amend this subsection addressing emission
limitations and control requirements by deleting an unnecessary equation and adding “an
equation specifying how excess non-monomer will be calculated.” SR at 16; see Prop. 218 at
144; Prop. 219 at 141-42; see USEPA Attachment at 6.

Subsection (c). The Agency proposed to amend this subsection addressing an emissions
averaging alternative by clarifying “that the monomer VOM emissions calculated using Equation
3 cannot exceed the limit calculated using Equation 2.” SR at 16; see Prop. 218 at 147; Prop,
219 at 144; see USEPA Attachment at 7. The Agency also proposed “to clarify that the formulas
in subsection (c)(3) calculate emission rates in terms of VOM/Mg resin or gel coat.” SR at 16-
17; see Prop. 218 at 150; Prop. 219 at 146. In addition, the Agency proposed to define “VOM%”
as “the monomer VOM content as supplied, expressed as a weight percent value between 0 and
100 percent.” Prop. 218 at 150; Prop. 219 at 146; see SR at 17; see USEPA Attachment at 7.

In its post-hearing comment, the Agency stated that “it recently noticed that plus sign
(“+”) is missing between the third and fourth terms of Equation 3” in this subsection. PC 2 at 30.
The Agency recommended amending the subsection by adding that plus sign. Id. at 30, 31. The
Board has concurred with the addition, which is reflected in its order below.

Subsection (d). The Agency proposed to amend this subsection addressing capture
system and control device requirements “to provide that control device alternatives must be
approved as a SIP revision.” SR at 17; see Prop. 218 at 151; Prop. 219 at 147; see USEPA
Attachment at 7.

Subsection (e). The Agency proposed to amend this subsection addressing filled resins
“to reiterate that, if a source is complying with subsection (c), the value of a certain term in
Equation 5 shall also be used as the value of a certain term in Equation 4.” SR at 17; see Prop.
218 at 151; Prop. 219 at 148; see USEPA Attachment at 7. The Agency also proposed to correct
a cross-reference. SR at 17; see Prop. 218 at 152; Prop. 219 at 148.

Section 218/219.892: Testing and Monitoring Requirements.

Subsection (a). The Agency proposed to amend this subsection “to clarify when testing
must occur.” SR at 17; see Prop. 218 at 153; Prop. 219 at 149; see USEPA Attachment at 7.

Subsection (c). The Agency proposed to amend this subsection “to clarify the
monitoring requirements applicable to sources utilizing an afterburner versus those utilizing a
carbon adsorber.” SR at 17; see Prop. 218 at 155-56; Prop. 219 at 152; see USEPA Attachment
at7.

Subsection (d). The Agency proposed to amend this subsection “to further clarify when
a Method 24 test must be used.” SR at 17; see Prop. 218 at 156; Prop. 219 at 153. The Agency
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sought to add language providing that, “[i]n the event of any inconsistency between a Method 24
test and the manufacturer’s specifications, the Method 24 test shall govern.” Prop. 218 at 156;
Prop. 219 at 153.

Section 218/219.894: Recordkeeping and Reporting Requirements.

Subsection (a). The Agency proposed to amend this subsection to add “recordkeeping
requirements for exempt sources.” SR at 17; see Prop. 218 at 157-58; Prop. 219 at 154; see
USEPA Attachment at 7.

Subsection (¢). The Agency proposed to amend this subsection deleting the word “daily”
and providing “that sources shall collect and record the mass of each open molding resin or gel
coat as applied each day by each subject fiberglass boat manufacturing operation.” SR at 17; see
Prop. 218 at 159-60; Prop. 219 at 156; see USEPA Attachment at 7.

Subsection (g). The Agency proposed to amend this subsection “by adding ‘including
water’ to the recordkeeping provision concerning cleaning solvents used in fiberglass boat
manufacturing operations.” SR at 18; see Prop. 218 at 163; Prop. 219 at 160; see USEPA
Attachment at 7.

Subpart JJ: Miscellaneous Industrial Adhesives.

Section 218/219.901: Emission Limitations and Control Requirements.

Subsection (b). The Agency proposed to amend this subsection “to provide that the
emission limitations are in terms of mass of VOM per volume of adhesives or adhesive primer,
excluding water and compounds exempted from the definition of VOM.” SR at 18; see Prop.
218 at 164; Prop. 219 at 160; see USEPA Attachment at 6.

Subsection (c). The Agency proposed to amend this subsection addressing daily-
weighted averaging “to correct two equations in which ‘mass’ should have been ‘volume,” and to
correct a subscript error.” SR at 18; see Prop. 218 at 166-67; Prop. 219 at 162-63; see USEPA
Attachment at 6.

In subsection (¢)(2), the Agency stated that its original proposal “recommended changing
‘Mi’ to “V;’ in the equation and changing the definition of “V;’ to reference only units of volume,
not units of mass.” Mot. Amend at 4. The Agency noted, however, that the first-notice version
of the proposal published in the Illinois Register deleted the units of volume from the definition
of “V;’ instead of the units of mass. Id., citing 35 Ill. Reg. 4887, 5101. The Agency assumed
“that this was an unintentional transcription error” and recommended correction. Mot. Amend at
4. Having granted the Agency’s motion, the Board includes this correction in its order below.

Subsection (d). The Agency proposed to amend this subsection addressing capture
systems and control devices “to provide that control device alternatives must be approved as a
SIP revision.” SR at 18; see Prop. 218 at 167; Prop. 219 at 164; see USEPA Attachment at 6.
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Section 218/219.902: Testing Requirements.

The Agency proposed to amend subsection (a) addressing testing to determine
compliance “to clarify when testing must occur.” SR at 18; see Prop. 218 at 169; Prop. 219 at
165; see USEPA Attachment at 6.

Section 218/219.903: Monitoring Requirements.

The Agency proposed to amend subsections (a) and (b) “to clarify the monitoring
requirements applicable to sources utilizing an afterburner versus those utilizing a carbon
adsorber.” SR at 18; see Prop. 218 at 171; Prop. 219 at 167; see USEPA Attachment at 6.

Section 218/219.904: Recordkeeping and Reporting Requirements

The Agency proposed to amend subsection (d) addressing daily-weighted averaging “to
require that sources collect and record the volume of each adhesive applied by each subject
adhesive application operation.” SR at 18; see Prop. 218 at 174; Prop. 219 at 17; see USEPA
Attachment at 6.

CONCLUSION

The Board adopts regulations governing VOM emissions in Parts 211, 218, and 219 of its
air pollution regulations (35 Ill. Adm. Code 211, 218, 219). Substantively, the Board adopts its
second-notice proposal with a limited number of changes by JCAR.

ORDER

The Board directs the Clerk to file the following adopted rules with the Secretary of State
for publication in the Illinois Register. Additions to the rules are underlined, and deletions from
them appear stricken.

TITLE 35: ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
SUBTITLE B: AIR POLLUTION
CHAPTER I: POLLUTION CONTROL BOARD
SUBCHAPTER c: EMISSION STANDARDS AND LIMITATIONS
FOR STATIONARY SOURCES

PART 211
DEFINITIONS AND GENERAL PROVISIONS

SUBPART A: GENERAL PROVISIONS
Section

211.101 Incorporated and Referenced Materials
211.102 Abbreviations