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My name ns Chnstopher Romame i arﬁ testufymg for the Illmois Envnronmen alr
Protactlon Agenc,y, by whom | am employed as Manager of the Naw Sourca Revnew Umt
of thje‘Permit Section of the Division of Air Pollution Control. 7

-1 have a Bachelor of Sciencef Degree in Enginesring from’Brown University and have
cnmpietéd course work toWard a Maéters Degree'in Environmehtal Engineering from
'Smyjtherh ineis University, | am a Prbféssional Engineer. | have worked for theyluinois
Environmental Protection Agency {Agency) since June 1876.

As manager of the New Scurce Review Unit, | have programmatic responsibility for
permitting activitias related to certain federal or federally derived rules for new or modified
sources. These rules including New Source Performance Standards {40 CFR Part 60),
Prevention of Significant Deterioration of Air Quality (4OCFR 52.21), and Major Stationary
Sources Constructlon and Mod;ﬁcation {35 Ill Adm. Code Part 203) | assist permit

: ’analysts in theur review of permit apphcatlons and examme thenr work. 1 am also
S respons;b!e for coordmatlon of Permit Sectlon actsvmes wnth respect to these programs |
Wlth tha USEPA and program deveiopment - |

As part of my dutnes at the Agency, I assnst in certam aspects of. pmgram
deVeIopment for the Division of Air Pollution Control. One of these is the development -
- of regulations. | have’rb*een the Agency’s technical expert in Board proceedings regarding
with New Source Review rules: R81-16, R85-20, and R22-21. | have also participated in
sevéra! regulatory proceedings dealing with the definition of volatile organic materiat (VOM)
’and control of VOM emissions, including R86-12, "Definition of Volatile Organic Material™;

R91-10 and R91-24, "Exemptions from the Definition of VOM"; R86-18, "In the Matter of

Amendmaents to 35 Ill. Adm. Code Part 215"; and R91-8, "RACT Deficiencies in the .




My testimony prbvides the technical support for the Agency propcsal. The
testimcny includes an overview. ofthe' omnibus cleanup of the VOM RACT rulgs,' expiains

- the proposed amendme?nts, and addresses the possible impact of tha amendments.

I QVERVIEW
-A_.L Background
Section 182{3)(2) of the Clean Air Act ("CAAT) requi.rés illinois to submit a revision
to the Stata Implementation Plan ("SIP") that includes cerrgctions to lexisting reasonably
available control technofogy ("RACT") rules controlling emissions of VOM in ozoné
nonattainment areas. The Board adopted 35 ll. Adm. Code Farts 218 and 219 in R91-7
and;R91~8 to meet: thisr,z;e'quirament—, andkthre rules were submitted to the United States
7 Enwronmental Protection Agency ("USEPA") on September 9 1991 The apphcabrhty of
Part 21 8 was subsequently extendeﬁ in. R91-28 to mclude 05wego Townshlp m Kendall
County and Aux Sable and Goose Lake Townshlps in Grundy County s0 that Part 218
contlnues 1o apply to the entlre Chicago ozone' nonattalnment area. 7
USEPA has found both Part 218 and 219 to be apptqvab!e contingent ﬁpon the
State of lllinois making certain corrections. USEPA identified its'concér‘ns in ar letter to the
Agency dated May:s, 1992 from Stephen Rothblatt, USEFA Regioh V to Bharat Mathur,,
IEPA (Seg Exh. 1)'. The Agency’s proposal is intended to accomplish all 'the necessary
corrections to vaspond to these concerns. The Agency anticipates publication by USEPA
this suminar of a notice of Proposed approval of these rules in the Federal Register, which

indicates that final approval will be contingent upon making these corrections.

*References to Exhibits are to Exhibits in the Agency’s proposal.
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-Ietter of;May 8 _11992 Correctrons in spe!llng, caprtahzatron and form are proposed to

.satrsfy the style requrrernents of the Index Division ot the Secretary of State Changef' are
: ,a!sowprgposed by the Agency to consrstant!y use the terminology of "source” and
"'er’m'risrsidn unit” as now found in the Clean Air Act Permit Program ("CAAPP") Iegi'slationin

" Section 39.5 of. the Environmental Protection Act (Act).

Tha Agency, USEPA, and affected sodrces have also identified certain srrors and
deficiencies in Parts 218 and 219 since they hecame effective in Adgust 1991. Therefnre,
considering USEPA’s raquirement that lilii.ois have an approved RACT SIP as mandated by
\ » Section 182(a){2) of the CAA and the othoer areas of correction and improvement. which
| are necessary to the rules, the Agency proposes this "Omnibus Cleanup” of Parts 218 and
219.

- This cleanup is necessary for USEPA to apprové the VOM RACT rules in the ozane

nonattainrnent areas as pan of !iIinois" SIP. To méke’ the SIP submittal c’dmplete, itis

necassary %0 rnclude amendments to Part 203, whrch address the defmmon of VOM for-

| permrttlng far the cons*ructlon of new or modrfled major statlonary sources wathnn ozone L
| ' "nonattarnment areas, and amendments to Part 211 whnch address defmrtrons and general

| - , provisions which app!y to Suntrt!e 8, Chapter |, Subchapter c.

Thess additional corractions are so intricately interwoven into the substance of the

proposal that for th= Board to attempt to separata those revisions into a separate docket,

as Sarction 28.5 allows, would make what is left of the proposal wholly incomglete and
unapprovable. USEPA has reviewed the proposed amendments and agrees that the
changes are needed to clean up the rules and ciarify their maaning and effect. The USEPA

has also generally found tha proposed amendments to ba approvable. Therefore, the

Board can properly include consideration of all proposed changes within the purview of




,_'Untrl USEPA approves the VOM RACT rules the FIP. as the federally applrcabla

RACT rules for the Caok DuPage, Kane, Lake, McHenry and Wlll Countres in the Chrcago'
ozone nonattarr\ment area. This means that the FIP is applicable at the federal level and
: the-State rules are ap_pl_lcable at the srate tevel. Once the VOM RACT rules at issuein this
'rulemakang are approved by USEPA, these rules will become the federally. enforceable VoM
RACT rules for ilinois’ ozone nonattarnment ‘areas and will replacs the FIP. -
B. =~ Federal Approval

'l'he Agency and USEPA engaged in numerous telephone conversations and face to
face discussions resgarding Parts 218 and 219. On June 29, 19982, tha Agency sent
Region V a letter addressing the deficiencies and the Agency’s proposed solutions (See
Exh. 2). Subsequently, dn October 8, 1992, the Agency sant Region vV anqther letter
updating the .June 29 letter and describing this Agency’s prdposed -srolUtlpn'sr to address the

identitied deficiancies (See Exh. 3).

The USEPA has complated an informaf revrew of the proposed rule<- l‘he USEPA
has mdrcated that the proposed tules, compnsed of both the correctlons of defrcrencres
pornted our by the USEPA and the other correctrons, are generally apprcvable. As will be -
discussed inrmore detail later, the USEPA is concerned Wirh the language that appears in
the Board Notea located in the control requirements of the non-CTG generic rules. USEPA
believes that the proposed language is unclear. We will continue to wor.k with the USEPA
on this language. The Agency anticipates that befcre Sacond Notice the USEPA will file
comments with the Board that indicate that these proposed rules are approvable or provide

language which the USEPA would find approvable.

C. Gaographical Areas Affected

Tha Board rulas in 35 lll. Adm,.Code Parts 218 and 219 contain standards and




attai 28 ,_:*Tha pr;owsnons ‘of Part 21 8 apply to statlonary sourcas Ioéated in
(..ook DuPage, Kane, Lake. McHenry and Will Countles, and Dswego Townshnp in Kendall
Cop(ity,and Aux Sable and Goose Lake Townships in Grundy County, The provnsions of

mgr_t}é"'é apply to stationary sources located in the Métro-East area cons'i’sting? of Madison,

‘Monroe and St. Clair Counties.

il DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSAL

As discussed abdve, approvable VOM RACT rules are required in the Chicago and
Metro-Eést ozone nonattainment areas by Sectien 182(a)(2) of the CAA. The purpossg of
this rulemaking is a cleanup of Parts 218 and 219 and supporting provisions in Part 211 so
as to allow USEPA to approve Parts 218 and 219 as a part of lllinois’ SIP. A discussion of
the various categories of changes being made fo‘ll'owrs". The dis#uSSion attémpts‘ to follow

theiordeir' of Part 21 BIPart 219, first addressing c%anges to gehéral provisioné:, and then

_changes o the mdwndual subparts for part:cular categorles of operattons.
A, S gyig and Fgrm | 7 |

fh tarms of nun’_\berb,,t_hé majority of the p'rbkposec.i chéhéés involve g'rarmmar',!
punctuation, choice rof wording, and proper regulatory format.. Fbr example, the phrase "of
this Part;‘ has been added to internal ;egulatory references to comply with the Secretary of
State’s specifications for the form of administrative rules in lllinois. The appropriate
citations have been added for USEPA’s "Emissions Trading PdIiCy Statement”. Far a-
Sectioh-beection discussion of these changes, one should refer to the Agency’s
Statement of Reasons. The proposed changes are necessary to satisfy state requirements.

The result is a consistent and clear set of rules which enhances their ability to be

understood and implemented.




The"use‘e'f' the”terms "facllity,‘f_"emlssmn source” and plant'"'haeeeen revised for "

r‘onsustency and clanty. The proposed termmelogv in Parts 218 and 21 9 parallels the

'term:nology in the Clean Air Act Permit Program {CAAPP), as alv eady found in the Board’s.

rules m Part 203. An emrssnon unit” refers to & piece of equtpment or specrflc actnvuty.

' Ilke a coatmg lme or degreaser that em:ts or has a potentaal to emlt an air pollutant. (The

term "airpollutant" is essentiaily synonymbusl with the term: "air contaminant®.) "Source"

refers to the entire site or complex collectively comprised of all emission units at the
partieular site. As appropriate for a particular context, the terms "emission unit" and
"source™ are substituted for terms currently found in Part 218 and Part 219. For example,
the term "emission unit” replaces the term "emisslon source” where it previously appeared
in Subpart TT. For a Section- -by-Section descuesmn of these changes, one may refer to the
Agency s Statement of Reasons for the Omnlbus Cleanup
- The mtended meenm. and effect of the rules is not changed as a result of the.
"propesed change in terminology To achleve thrs result specrflc terms for regulated
' operetrons are used wherever possable. For example the term pnntlng llne or o

"degreaser is used where one of these operatlons is addressed rether than usmg the

general term "em’rssron unit". In addltion, the undefmed and amblguous term "facility” is
not used vexcept whare the intended meaning appears obvious from its context and past
experience and a suitable substitute fer the term "facility" was not readily apparent.

'lhis proposed cheng,e in termlnolcgy may rasult in some confusion as it means that
the terrnlnelogy in tha air pollution control rules is in transition. Thé terminology which
would result from the proposed amendments is illustrated in Figure 1. The long-term goal
ef the Agency is to clean up all the air pollution control rules to use the terminology of

"source" and "emission unit” as now proposed for Parts 218 and 219,




 been in the New Source Roview rules, 36 Il Adm. Code Fart 203, since 1988, Itis.
- reflected in the CAAPP enacted by adoption of Section 39.5 of the Act in 1992. Itis
vbelyieverl ,thrat use of the rtermino!.ogy of the Clean Air Act will simplify future Iilinois
r(,r|emaking to maet Clean Air Act requirements. In addition, Perts 218 an& 219 must be
7 revis’e‘d:irr any case to correct inconsistencies in terminology inoorporete_d from the FIP.

| ForeXarﬂple, in Section 218.211 dealing with records for coating operations, the term

"facility™ is usedepparently to refer both to an individual coating line which may or may
i not be subject to control requirements and to refer to the plant site at which records must
| be available for inspection.

C. Savings Clause:

3 Savings clauses have been added in Sections 218.101 (a) and 219.101. The

savmgs clauses preserve aII compllance dates and compllance pian requrrements found in

Part 21 5 “The purpose of these Sections is to ensure that persons pr evrousiy requrred to.

) comply wrth reqmrement., of Part 21 5 are not released from rhose requrrements as a result :

- of the promuigatron of 35 Ili. Adm. Code Parts 218 and 219 The mclusron of general
saving clausas has been ECcompanied by'removal of the Specific provrsrons from Part 21'8
and Part 219, which re'peeted compiiance provisions originarlly, implemented in Part 215. |

Lenguage has also been added to Section 218.101 at eubsection {b} to preserve ali
compliance dates and schedules found in the FIP.

These changes are necessary as they broadly preserve the integrity and effect of
prior requirements. The proposed changes simplify Parts 218 and 219, as "savings

provisions,” which had been repeated in certain areas of Parts 218 and 219, are now

consolidated into a general provision applicable to all of Parts 218 and 219. The need for

these corrections was identified-by USEPA in its latter of Mayrs, 1992,




Addntional Ianguage in Sactmn 21 8 103(3) addresses the effectnveness of Part 218 '
to the FIP appeliants who appealed the FIP whan it was promulgated A Board Note has |

‘ beéh'ddded to subsection (b} which states that Section 21 8.103(b) will be effactive at the .
federal Iavel oniy upon approval by USEPA Section 218.103(b) addresses applicability of
Part 21 8 to operatlons wrth state-adjusted standards

-E. | Mmmgm_hgg rgglggl Emlsglgng (MIE:

'vAppIicabiIity of RACT rules for certain categories of operations is based on
"'ma)rirrrum theoretical emissions” if emissions are not otherwise limited through production
or capacity limitations which are federally enforceable. In general terms, the "maximum
theoretical ernissions” or MTE are the greatest emissions which could theoratically be
' emitted by a unit assuming continuous operation at the maximum hourly rate without any
contro! equupment

Deflglt on of Maximum Theoretrcal Emlssrons - In its letter of May 8, 1992, and in

ubsequent d:acussmns with the Agency, USEPA has rdentlfred certain deﬂmencres in the
- current defmltron of “Maxrmum Theoretlcal Emussuons The Agency s proposal corrects |
theSe defrcrencues.x | ‘ : |

First, the definition of "rolling Iimit" hés baen integrated irlto the definition of MTE.
USEPA noted that tha present definition qf rolling dimit is not a general definition of rolling
limit but a narrow usage of the term rspekcifically for purposes uf the definition of MTE.
Acco‘rdingly, it is better for the definition of rolling limit to be incorporated into the
definitior: of MTE ar\d eliminated as a separate definition.

Secornd, the definition of MTE no longer provides for emission Iimitatioﬁs to restrict

MTE. USEPA also observed that the current definition of MTE allows for emission

limitations to be used to constrain MTE. This is not consistent with USEPA’s guidance for




B

thaCngn Airﬁ,ACt,zas éhieﬁdﬁ_ed':in'l 990. This guritiéthcp pfc;‘\)i(’i?é'sfforr MTE to be constrained

ohly by}limits on production and capacity. Eventhough the deﬁhition of MTE will no

:Iohgér',coritemplate use of amission limitations to restrict MTE, the Agency plans to

continue to include limits on emissions in parmits, inciuding limits on annual emissions, as

. such Iimits expressed in terms,of emissions reinforce and clari,fy the effect of the

‘limitations on capacity and production.

Federally Enforceable Stat erating Permits (FESQP) - The proposed amendmants
recognize that federally enforceable state operating permits can be used to establish
federally enforceable limitations. The USEPA has approved lilinois’ operating permit
prograrﬁ as part of illincis’ implementation plan at 40 CFR 52.737 (57 Federal Register

59928,' December 17, 1992).

" F. Definition of Volatile Organic Material (VOM):

A defmltlon of VOM was adopted by the Board on July 30 1991, in docket RS1-

24, Although the Board adopted the defimtnon of VOM in docket R91-24 pursuant to

Sectlon 9. 1(8) of the Act as an identical in- substance rule, the ru!e does not parallel the

federal rule and is not approvable (§_g_e_ Ietter from. USEPA dated January 14, 1993) The
definition ‘of VOM is one of the areas that must be corrected.

Further, this proposal places the definition of VOM in Part 211 and removes it from
all other Parts in Subtitle B. Thersfore, in the future, when the Board must amend the
defirtition of VOM pursuarnt to Section 9.i(e} of the Act, it can do so within the
parameters set by the Act and not have to grapple with the interpretation of the letter and
the mtent of the statute.

Because of the necessity of an approvable deﬂmt:on of VOM to lliinois’ New Source

Review rules found at Part 203, the entire federal definition of VOM has already been




 repeals the definition of VOM in the New Source Review rules, as a USEPA approvable

 definition of VOM is now proposed for 36 Ill. Adm. Code Part 211.

G g f"'ij;t avisions

Q@M&Mﬂm The Agency proposes to move all defmmons

) 'contamed in Parts 218 and 219 to Part 211. Part 21 1 contains General Provisions and
’ apphes t‘o' Parts 212, 214, 215, 216, 217, 218, and 219. Consolidation of definitions in
- one arera‘ resuits in mere efficient rules.

In anticipation of future cleanup of Part 215, the Agency has also proposed to
include definitions for a handful of unique terms in Part 211 from Section 215.104.
Howeves,, Section 215.104 itself is not being revisad. These terms are "conventional
soybeen crushing ,source", "gthano! blend gasoline", "light 0il”, and specialty soybean
crushnng |

The Agency also proposes reorgamzmg Part 211 S0 that each deflnntlon has its own

sect!on number. ,As a result future adopt:on of new defnmtlons and amendments to’

specmc deflnltlons, such as the defmmon of VOM wnil requsre addressmg only the
'i'apphcable defnmtnons in any gnven rulemakmg Only those defnmtlons addressed wnII need
be submltted tor_the Bcerd, published in Orders and subm:tted to USEPA. It is beheved
‘that this feOrgentzatien' will facilitate more efficient rulemakings in the future as related to
definitious. It will certainly reduce the amount of paper used in printing both draft and

adopted rules.

- Consolidation of Abbreviations and Units - The listings of abbreviations and units
previously contained in Parts 218 and 219, are also proposed to be inoorpo;eted in the
listings present in Part 211.

~In this action, one correcticn is made to the term "ton".  To-avoid confusion, a




| o Qmmp_e_mm The Agency has amended the content of certam defrnmons .
‘as prevrously found in Parts 218 and Pert 219 rncludlng Sections 218 104, |
21 8.521 ',219.104eand 219.521. For the cOnvenience of the Board, the Agency has
provrded in this packet a version of Section 218.104 which generally reflects changes

, made before the defmrtrons were moved to Part 211 (ieg Exh. 5). This document is also
appllcable fer Section 219,104.

The goail of the proposed revisions is to develop a single set of definitions for
purposes of the organic material rules, which provides technically sound and internaily
consistent definitions of relevant terms. This will simplify implementation of the current
rules as well as providing a solid foundation for the further rules which will have to be
adopted to satisfy the Clean Air Act.

| rhe proposed revisions correct a vanety of defrcrencres in the defrnrtrons. Some of
these deflcrencres have been uncovered whrle workrng W|th these terms for the last one

'and a half yeers, 'partrcularlyf by some of.:our-newer-.s'taff ‘who clo not know. 'what the

defrnrtrons should mean. -For example, the present deflmtron of mrscellaneous metal parts' e

' and products coatrngs doas not exclude archrtet,tural coatrngs although archltectural
coatings which are applied en-srte have never beer: consrdered in practrce to be
miscellaneous metal partsr. Other proposed revisions are a dv. _ct result of the de_cision to
coasolidate in Part 211, the relevant definitions related to Board emissions standards
(Subchepter ¢ of Chapter | of Subtrtle A of Title 35) Stili others are a result of further
examination of definitions by USEPA.

VThe principle types of corractions that are attempted are listed below. All

corrections are discussed in more detail in the Addendum to this testimony. One of the




~emissions.

- Usage of the terms "source” and "emission unit” in a mannser consistent with the
CAAPP, but also accommodating the use of the term "emission source” as found in Parts
201, 212,214,215, 216, 217 and elsewhere ;

~ « Elimination of the ambiguous term "facility” as a corollary to the above;

= Clarification of terminology used for coating oparations;

- Clarification of terminology used for printing operations;

- Elimination of unneeded definitions, including definitions of tarms which conflict
wrth the actual meanings of the terms in context;
- Revisions related te a focus on VOM emissions for ‘terms which can also apply for

other contaminants; -
- Specification of applrcable context for terms w".ch are defined for a narrow

pumos‘-’.ﬁevrsmn of definitions for consistent usage of subsidiary terms, e.g., "component™
as equipment which may leak VOM (defined meaning} and "component™” as a constituent
part (usage in certain contexts); and

-Significant clarification of existing definitions.

Included in these amendments is the proposed deletion from Part 211 of three
terms which are no longer necessary. These terms are "fuel gas system", "ppm(vol}”, and
"process”. | | |
- Ho ; r T nk
. Qgg g §ggmgrgeg Fill - The current rules requrre use of a submergad Ioadmg
7 plpe , submerged flll" or an aquwalent method for !oadmg certam storage tankq ( ctien
| 218;122 and’219..122) The term submerged flli" |s proposed to be deleted beca ise it is
| not defined, and the term "submerged loading pipe" is defined broadly enough to cover
what has been traditionally distinguished as "submerged fill".

Equivalent Equipment for External Floating Roof Tanks - The current rules allow the
Agency to approve the use of an equivalent device in place of the continuous rim mounted
secondary seal required on certain external floating roof tanks, (Section 218.124(a) and

219.124(a). The rules fail to require appropriate procedures for Agency and USEPA review

and approval, as has besn done is other places where the Agency is able to approve




- '219 122(b), as mentloned abova. This oversight |s proposed for correctuon using ianguage
' 7 sum:lar to that used alsewhere. Th:s language requires Agenc:y approval of the equlvalent
equipment in a permit pursuant to 35 lll. Adm. Code Part 201 and USEPArapproval as a

revision to lliinais’ implementation plan.

gof Tanks - The USEPA found

that the provisidris for external i‘lqai'ting roof storage tanks in Sections 218.124 and

-219.124 did not adequately specify the procedures to be used to determine compliance.

The RACT requ:rement for external floating roof storage tanks establishes & limit on the
accumulated area of the gap between the floating roof and the wall of the tank. The
proposed amendments further clarify how this determination is to be made. USEPA

considers enforcéability of rules when approving them. The ability of environmental

authorities to enforce contro! requ'i,rements through werll-ldyefined and appropriate testing,'
monitoring, recordkeéping,~ and réporting provisions is eésential for USEPA 'approrvyalr of
rules as pért of a SIP. | ’ L
I D reé

,"‘iA"he 'piOVisiohé for degr,ease’réin Subip'art':;E a're-pr.opo:';ed tb’ be amended tércl'arify .
that {he provisions épply ohly to degreasers w’ithr VOMremissiorns. As the purpose of
Subpart E is control of VOM as.it is'a precursor to the formatioh of ozone in the
atmosphere, it is no_t necessary to apply Subpart E to degreasers which use solvent which

is not a VOM. The proposed change is.accompiished by adding the words "which use

volatile organic materials" in the introductory provisicns for degreasers in Sections
218.181 and 219.181.
J. Coating Operations

Coating rgf Metal Pails and Drums -VThe coating of steel pails and drums is an




It ha been a Iong-standmg practoce by both the Agency end USEPA to treat the,coatrngs
Zusedonthe mtener of a steel pall or drum as a ,clear coating". These mtenor coatmgs
: m'ust pretect’thesteel container from the contents of the container, pr‘ovidinge barrier of Y

) sufflc!ent chemical resistance for the partlculer service. Whrie many of these coatlngs

' eontam no pigment and may qualify as clear coatrngs, others contain small amo.mts of dye |
" OF pugment to show where they have been applled
The proposed-amendment clarifies the coating rules to assure consistent treatment
of such »coatings. This is done by specifically identifying interior coatings on steel pails or
drums as a type of coating opsration in Sections 218.204(j) ahd 219.204{j) and providing
an emission limit of 4.3 Ib/gallon, the limit aiso applicable to clear coatings. Supporting

daflmtlons of drum and pail are also proposed.

Qggj;__g_g__vy_ggd;f_grmgg_e_ The RACT rule for coatmg of wood furniture. addresses
the transfer efflcuency wrth which such coatlns,areapphed by specifying that c,oatlngsi ’
i must be apphed by cenern methods. The ruies for wood furmture coatlng, Sectlons o

» 421 8 204(!) and 21 9 204(!), have been amended to allew for the use of hrgh volume Iow

" pressure (HVLP) eoatmg apphcation systems HVLP systems have Ievels of transfer
efficiency comparable to the methods of coatmg appllcatuon presently listed as acceptable -
for wood furmture coating. HVLP systems have been found acceptable by other

jurisdictions including Los Angeles. A supporting definition of high volume low pressure

system"has also baen added in Part 211.

K. Autormobile and Light-Duty Truck Coating (Ford Motor Company)

The proposed amendments estabiish a limit for primer surfacer operations in

automobile and light-duty truck manufacturing expressed in terms of the mass of VOM

_ amissions per volume of coating so’lyids applied to a substrate, i.e., Ib VOM/gallon of




'v :'transfer efﬂc!enc,! Quth which éoatmg;s applled to‘a éubstrate. Tha partlcular emissmn !
. hmnt, 15.1 Ib VOMIgaIIon of apphed sollds, is denved from the exlstlng limit, 2 Bib
VOMIgaIIon, usmg a transfer efﬂc:ency of 30%.
Appropnate language |s also proposed to requnre use of USEPA's topcoat protocol
iﬁi‘/,rprlma”r surfacer operations to demonstrate compliance with this lnmnt. The use of this
. USEPA pfotbcol kis currently restrictéd to,thé topcoat itself. Moni,toring, reCordkaeping and
reporting for both topcoat and primer surfacer opsrations have been revised to assure that
compliance can be verified {Section 213.105((1)(2) and Secticn 218.211 (f}). Wifh respect
to monitoring, one aspect of these revisions is specific é‘dentiﬁcation of the monitored
control devide operating conditions which must be individually reported as exceedances.
Because of the specialized nature of the required recordkeeping, recordkeeping has
: relocated into a dedicated subsecti‘on. Ore new term hés also beeﬁn defined, e.g.
‘f'appliCatvign'a're‘ia"',v and two'existfng definitions have be‘éh reviséd to Sﬁpport the broposed
“ léhéngaﬂ. V‘:,Thv‘e;se'c'hahges have beén made to allow the'tx;eyised rQIes to be abpvrorv-sdrby'
USEPA. | | R
The only ex;stlng source affected by this change is Ford Motor Company In AS
91-2, Ford obtained an Adjusted Standard from 35 lll. Adm. Code 215.204 whlch
vestabiished this type of limit for its primer surfacer operation. This Adjusted Standard has
not been approved by USEPA as a revision to lllinois’ Implementation Plan. The changes
now proposed to Parts 218 and 219 would establish this type of Iimitvas a general matter
and is approvable by USEPA.
L. Cleaning Solvents at Printing Plants
USEPA. ¢onsiders that VOM emissions from clean-up operatibns, (that is, usa of

VOM solvent to clean printing presses, the printing area, and personnel) must be
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t ,determmatnon for prmtmg essentlelly Iooks at whether an entire cour‘ ,
rengaged |rl pnntlng is ma;or The current |anguage on VOM emissions from cleanup is
’cdntained in Sections 218.101 and 219.101 "Cleanup and Disposal Operation." Itvis not 7

- 'conSIdered adequate to insure that VOM emsssnons from (.leanup from pnntmg operatlons
':v -are properly handled. In partlcular VOM emnssnons from cleanup of coatmg operatlon, also
'Vaddrassed by these Sectnons, need not and in fact has not been conSIdered in RACT |
applicability determinations. To assure that cieanup emissions are properly treater for the
pnntmg lindustry, explicit provisions addressing cleanup emisslens must be added to
~ Subpart H.
In the proposed ameandments, for purposes of ap; " ~ability of the printing rules in

Sections 218.404, 219.404, 218.405, and 219.405, formulae for VOM emissions
: calculatlons have been revised to address emlssnons from cleanup operatlons. In addltnonl .

e 'Ianguage mcludlng emtssnons from cleanup operatlons has been added to the applncabshty

'lff’:sectlons for flexographlc and rotogravure pnntlng (Sectuon 21 8. 402(8)(1) and

71219 402(3)(1)) The ambnguous language in Sections 218 101 and 219 1 )1 concernmg
',‘.Cleenupkand Dnsposal Operetxon *,»has,ben deleted (it was replaced with the Savmg
Clausesr,!asv already discussed in Section {li. C. of this Testimony.)

M. SQ lvent Recovery Systems (R.R. Drog_n_ej_lg_y)_

Various revisions tc the rulesrare proposed to incorporats the outcome of
settlement discussions between R:.R. Donnelley and USEPA over tha provisions of the FIP.
In particular, R.R. Donnelley, in conjunction with the Printing Industry of |I|inois-lndiena,.
appealed the FIP claiming that certain provisions applicable to solvent recovery systems
ware not justified. USEPA agreed to reconsider lhese provisions of the FIP. Subsequent

discussions between USEPA and R.R. Donnelley resulted in revised lahg’uage for the

A8




: ’f—lconcentratron of the exhaust of each bed are not mandatory, but that the exhaust of the

,{Ienguagefrom USEPA (Sgg Exhr 7 13)’ ‘The Agency now proyoses to |r\corporate the revrsed I
| "'\Ianguage in the Stare rules, mciudmg Sectuon 218. 105(c)(1)(B) and (d)(3), which in effect :
ref!ects a change made by USEPA‘ to the FIP.

- The rewsed |anguage generally accepts a rnass balance on a 7-day rollmg basis to
' ‘V_demonstrate overall VOM control efficiency of a solvent recovery system, rather than the
irdaily mass balance currently required. This period may be extended to up to 30 days ona
- site-specific basis, with the approval of the Agency and USEPA. The revised ianguage
further provides for a 14 day rolﬁing basis in the case of the existing carbon adsorption
solvent recovery system for i '.ii. &nnelley’s rotogravure printing plant on East 22nd
Street in Chicago.

With respect to continuous monitoring, the revised language clarifies that for a

: carbon adsorptlon system with multrpie carbon beds srmultaneous measurements ¢f VOM

' bed next m equence to be desorbed must be momtored in addltron operatlon of pnntmg : :
,presses wrth solvant recovery systems may- Iegally contmue durmg nalfunctlon of the

momtonng equrpment on the so!vent recovery system provuded that cartain conditions are S
met. It is the Agency’s understanding that in the context of these settiement discussions,

the USEPA was able to develop 2 specific approach to malfunctions of monitorin‘g '

equipment or: carbon adsorbers used on flexographic and rotogravure printing operations :

such as the system operated by R.R. Donnelley. Because the performance of these carbon
adsorbers may be generally verified by mass balance, the USEPA has found that the

associated monitoring devices nesd not operate at all tirmes provided that certain other
reguirements are met. These other requirement include timely notification of monitoring

device malfunctions, alternative operating practices which do not rely on monitoring device
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- Tﬁgréurrént Controi requirementsr in tﬁé'sydthetfc organic chémicai ,and pblyrhe’r
mariuf&pturing industry {("SOCMI") rules in Subpart Q have been found generally
appfovablé by USEPA, However, the rules have been found to be ‘daﬁ,cient by USEPA as
they Vd.o hbt'contain app;opriaté recordkeeping and reporting féquirements’ for emission
contrb! devices associat’e’d with sampling connections. The provisibns de:aii,hg with
emission control devices associated with sampling connections were added fo Subpart Q
in R88-12, effective Juhe 27, 1989, and were not addressed by USEPA when it adopted
the FiP. The necessary amendments are proposed to correct the deficiency.

The proposed corrections are derived- from-the USEPA’s "Standards of Performance
for Equipment Leaks of VOC in the Synthetic Organic Chemical Manufacturing Industry”,
- 40 CFR 16('),7 Subpart VV. The proposed .corrections do entail some reorganization of the
substaﬁﬁvé Npraviséons, so that use of a closed container to transfér purged material is a
re:qui,r,ed viidr;k practice but does not constitutg,,per.'sé,';_a tr:ontrorlr. device. Cohtro} devices
are now Iimftéd to units where purgad materiai Vis actualiydgs:trovgd,—such a's flares;'boi!érs :
and incinerators. VThVe'p:roposed corfactions’al:’;o rrecoghize: t’hét éefpar_atermimitoringrof
such control devices for purpose:\s'oit RACT and control of VOM emissions is not needéd
where such devices are subjoct to 'orperational monitoring under regulations for waste
disposal pursuant to the federal Resource Conservation Recovery Act.
0. asoline Distribution

The proposed amendments revise the limits on vapor pressure, as prasently found
in Sections 218,586 and 219.585 dealing with the acceptable vapor pressure of gacolineg,
The state limit is proposed to be lowered to be consistent with the federal limit on such

vapor prossure set by USEPA,

18




‘A _control techmque guldance " CTG") document isa guidance documeﬂt issued by
USEPA des:gned to assust states in defining RACT for specuf:c categories of operatlon. As
a result;’ the carrespnnding‘ RACT rulas for thesa gatego‘ries developed by states are tqrmed
CTG rules Statesmdst also have RACT rules for "major sources” in ozone nonéttainment o

- areas which are not covere’d ‘by'CTG rules. These other rules are termed non-CTG rules.

Listing of QTG Rules in @n-CTG Ruies - The applicability of many of the current
| non-CTG rules considers the maximum theorstical emissions of operations at a source
which,afe not controlled by CTG rules. In order to make this determination, the
applicability provisions of each of these non-CTG ﬁ.nles includz a list identifying CTG rules.
The current list is not complete. Emission units subject to Subparts T, but not Sections
218.486 or 219.486, and Subpart BB (pharmaceutical manufacturing and polystyrene
plants respéctivaly) have been addedvtor' the listing of CTG rules in Sections 218.620(a),
218.’79'2:76(787)'.‘ 218.940(a), 218.970(a}, 218,9_80(3), 219.620'(a7)', 219.920(a), 219.940(a,
g 219;9,605(8)7,énd 219.98,0(3); In additio’n, éharmacéﬁtical,maﬁufaCthring need n,ovqunge,r be
included in the list of exemptions in Section,zw}éso(e) and 219.960(e) because itis
' incmded"in.the'liSt: of CTG rules. Subpért‘s T'aﬁd',BB édnfain 'spééiﬁc RACT rulés; which: |
are based on CTG documents deve'oped by USEPA and, therefore, should have already
been included in the listing of CTG rules in the above Sections.

Meaning of Phrase "Requlated by a Rule” - As stated above, the applicability of
many"of' the current non-CTG rules considers thé maximum theoretical emissions of the
operations at a source which are not "controlled by" or "regulated by” CTG rules. For this
purpose, an operation is considered controlled or regulated only if a CTG rule actually
restricts VOM emissions,

Opsrations which qualify for exclusions of a CTG rule or are below the applicability
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,count for apphcab:hty of non- CTG rules. Thesa sub-threshold units are not subject to

' control requrrements of the non CTG rule, onlv incraasing the accountabla emrssrons whlch,}'
' may trrgger actual controi requrrements for non-CTG operations. !n common Agency

' usage, 'these subv-thresholvd umts are "in for the count, out for. contvol" unlrke the non- CTG
' ‘uriits‘ t'hsrriseives which sra "in for the 'co‘unt and in for control”.

‘The proposed amendments clarify therejevant provisions of the non-CTG rules
which explain what "not regulated by" means. These provisions are contained in Sections
21 84920(9), 218.940(e), 218.960(e), 218.980(e), 215.920(e), 219.940(e), 219.960(e).
and 219.980(e).

Control Requirements for Non-CTG g‘gngrigvﬁgleg - illinois’ non-CTG RACT rules for

"Misc'e!lﬁane‘ous Fabricated Product Mairrufacturing Prucesses", ;"Misceilaneous Formuilation
'Manufacturrng Processes R "Mrsceilaneous Organrc Chemrcal Manufacturmg Proce.,ses

o and "Other Emrssron Unlts are further descrrbed as lllrnors generrc RACT rules. These

'non-CTG ru!es are genenc as they address fg'eneral terms broad groups of operatrons

' (Illmors rules for "Pamt and ink Manufactunng Piants are sometrmes inrluded as a genencv e

rule. Thrs is because of the timing of rts adoptlon. However the paint and rnk rules are
not . appropriately considered "generic” because they set requirements fora specific
category of operation.

Tha words "from each emission unit” and a Board Note have been added to
Sactions 218.926(a), 218.946(a), 218.966(a) and 218.986(a) 219.926(a), 219.946(a),
219.966{a) and 219.986(a) in the non-CTG generic fules to clarify how the add-on control
requirement in these generic rules is to apply. USEPA has expressed great concern over

thuse provisions. It is the one area of the proposal where USEPA has been unwilling to
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e ropesed am ndments Vare pprovable :

proposed amendments are. approvable and. hopesi that USEPA wull agree w;th us followrng
further evaluation. We are trying to show USEPA that the proposed Note epproprlately
, addresses the mherent chalienge in preparmg generic RACT rules.

" In generic RACT rules, the particularoperations being subjscted to control

~_requirements can not be identifiad to the same level of detail as in categorical RACT rules.

. It is not possible to narrowly use specific terms for the regulated operstions, such as

"coating line" or "storage tank,"” as is possible in a categorical rule. Nevsrtheless, it is

essential to provide as much guidance in generic rules as possibls to identify the regulated

operations. This is particularly true where the rule requires a control device to be installed

that reduces the VOM aemissions from an individually regulated operation by at least 81%.

Specificity is needed to assure that rule_/s achieve their desired abjective, i.e., use of RACT
“with a minimum of disputes and mleunderstandings between the regulated individuals and

the | reguletors. | | |

Thls challenge posed by the genenc rules is.one that must be addressed in the : "

Omnlbus Cleanup mespectlve of the: adoptlon of Clean Air Act termmology, 0., sw:tchmg

; from the term ” em:ssson source™ to "emission unit.” - The FIP certainly does’ not solve the
challenge by using the term “emission source" and defining it as a "facility." in many
respects and-in comrnon practice, the terms "emission source" and "emissicn unit” are
interchangeable. ,Both terms, in the absence of other supporting fanguage, could be
c‘ensidered to cover a range of operations. For example, at a printing plant, an emission
unit could be considered a single ink reservoir, a printing station, a single printing press, or
a number of presses.served by a common control, Of course, in day—to-day practice,

identifiable pieces of equipment have bsen considered emission sources, that is, a single

printing press.




: the genenc rulee to refme the meaning of the term emlss:on umt." It specafles how the

term" emnssion unit®™ is to be applled relatwe to the scope of the operation subject to VOM .
'control requurements. The goal is to provnde the greatest degree of specnfucuty possible.
VT‘hISV is, accormplished in the proposed Board note by relying on the entnrety’of Hinois

L oetegoric;al RACT rules and the USEPA’s NSPS rules to identify types‘ of operatlons that
may individually be subject to the requirement for add-on VOM_control. Toese rules:’ |

already identify a numbaer of types of operations that are fully appropriate for add-on

cootrol raquired on an individual basis. These rules are the outcome of proceedings in
whlcli the scope of operations suitable for applying add-on control requirements was
specifically considered. The proposad nots includas examples of the specific types of
operations identified by theserexistihg categorical RACT rules to further clarify the types of
operatlons subject to control under lllmoss genenc rules ‘l‘he examples mclude the types

of operet:ons that are expected to be most commonly affected by the' genenc rules,

mcludmg coatmg Ilnes, pnntmg lmes erld process umts. These examples also make clear 2

‘:that the terms descnbmg operatlons are usednm a broader sense than ona might otherwase

| ,i presume. For example, a coatmg lme |s a type of operatnon that may be qubject to
mdavudual control under a genenc rule, as dlstlngwshed from a particular type and category
of nperation, like a "glass coating line.”

The above approach is not entirei\l inclusive, as there are certain types of
ooerations that are suitable for individual control that have not been addressed by lllirois’
categorical RACT rules or the USEPA's NSPS. The abova approach minimizee the number
of thesa "other types of oparations” by-incorporating al available VOM regulations, i.e. the

categorical RACT rules and lllinois’ NSPS, as relavant guidance for the generic rules. For
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emlssmn unlt" under the Clean All’ Act This genaral defmitlon for emnss'on unit" is any’;‘:

,part m actnvsty at a sourca." Thls language in its contaxt is fully adequate for deahng with
Ofthe(types of oparatiuns. The Ianguage allows for nacessary f!exibility in dealing with
jt',yp,'eSZOf operations that have not been addressed by a detailed rulemaking proceeding.

* Certainly there will be individual operations like ink reservoirs where an individual add-on

cbntrol"r’equirement is not appropﬁéte. On the other hand, a control requirement applied to

- an entire plant couid forego control of individual equipment where it would be appropriate.

'VDue to the nature of the generic rules, it is unavoidable that the determination of
the scope of other types of operations subject to individual control wiil have to be
determined on a case-by-case basis. The permit program established by Title V of the
Clean Air Act Amendments provides the mechanism by which these case-by-cass

'determinations wil! have to be made. These permits will: be required’ of ai, sources subject

, to the genenc rules. Thase: permlts wnl| have to include enforceable condmons ciearly
o defmmg appllcable controi requnrements and the permlts mcludmg these condatlons are

»'subject to USEPA revnew and ob;ection pnor to |ssuance.

: .Exg mpglgng forfclvg_t_w_e,rle Fgam’ In ulr s» Board and P | s r ne Foa
Certain categorigs of operatiohs which are excluded froﬁ the controlrrequirements
of the various non-CTG generic rules are listed in Sections 21 8.980(9)‘ and 219.980(e) of
the non-CTG generic rule for "other operations” Subpart TT. The exemptions provided for
polystyrene foam insulation board and-polystyrene foam pabkaging hrave beern amendsad to
assure that the correct processes are baeing exempted. The current exemptions
inadequately address "expandable polystyrena”. Expandable polystyrene is supplied to a

manufacturing plant with the blowing agent alteady incorporatad into the polystyrene resin
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for other oparatlons . ltis unclear that in developlng the FiP the USEPA mtended to

) 'ernpt expandlble polystyrene foam operatlons from the genenc control requrremant for -

- _ oth_\rar_opera!tlons; . The VOM emrssmns resultmg from blending and prelrmmary expansuqn _,;
of :é*paﬁdable_ résih ;“:’rior to molding are controllable based on nreasureskimpl'emanteid at
tWoiréuch plants irr' illinois, Dart and'Ha’ndi-KUp. ‘Therefore, these processes should not ba
exampt from the VOM control requirements. The Agency’s amendments revise the

- ‘@xemption to the proper processes.

The current provision estabiiéheé exemption for, among other categories, the
“production of polystyrene foam packaging (not including storage and raxtrusion of scrap
,whera blowing agent is added to the polystyrene resin at tha plant)”. As stated above,
mvestrgatlon -of the industry which employs expandable poiystyrene as its basic matenal
mdicated tha‘ VQM emissions from certain operatrons wrthln the expandable polystyrene
manufacturmg process ars capabie of contra! at reasonable costs., '

For thls reason, the Agency is proposmg to alter the current exempuon to réqurre
| con*rols fcr "blesndlng and prellmmary expansron of resin prlor to moidlng ; since these are
operations in expandabie polystyrene mangfactur_ing for which emissiocns may reasonably
be contrblled. This phrase is intended rb include only those operations within an
axpandably polystyrer\e process in whir:h "blending”™ -- considered to include the mixing of
expanziable nolystyrene beads to aéhie've a homogenaous supply witr\ the possible addition
of a powdered nucleating agent, such as zinc stearate -- and "preliminary expansion prior
to molding” -- considered to include the operation within a pre-expander in which blended

beads are subjected to heat to cause bead expansion -~ are performed. All other
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- The narkaed f:xemption is intrended‘to be consistent with 'develop’fﬁents of control
) measures at two facilities: Handi-kup and Dart. The Handi-Kup plant, located in West
a Chacago, haé alreédv controlled both blending and preliminary expahsion 6parations. Thase*r
: ;obé'}_'aiiitrion_s'are pfefo_rine_d in an area which is totally enclosed, ,érnd VOM-Iédan air from the »
i’yé;éa'vi's' ducted to the facility’s boilers for combustion. Dart, located in North Aurora, is |
invelved in an Adjusted Standard Proceeding (AS91-16) which would require enclosure and
cdhtrol df blenders and pre-expanders. Under the narrowed exemption, the enclosed areas .
will be subject to the requirements of Subpart TT, while the remainder of the expandable
polystyréne operations continue to be exempted from VOM control requirements.
'R.  Exemption for Vegetable Oil Processing Plants
Végétable oil processing plants ére also iist_ed.in Saction 21 8.980(e) and
21 9.939(9) as a,cétegbor_v of operation .whiéhris,exclﬁdéd f?bm_t}hercontf’ol l;,équi}efnents of :
- the Qé(?pl‘js’non-QTG gé'ner_ic rules. :This"éxeﬁiﬁtiipnr?ﬁa’s;ﬁttén_déd »fo ekempf?bﬁe;a:ﬁoné:at :
C:PC -Corn ?rod’ugts::in'Bédford !.’afk,r basedon'comment_'sité;U.SEPA frdﬁ} CPC on thef |
proposed content of-tha;?l?,' The act.ivi.ty,epgéged,in by CPC which emits VOM is the
extrrac;{iﬂoh of corn oil from: corn and not the subsequent processing of the oil at the plant.
The rprop'ors,ed amendments clarify that "vegetable oil extraction and processing” are
exempt. An incidental benefit is that a source engaged selely in processing of vegetable
oil would be subject t¢ VOM control requirsments if the VOM emission met applicability
criteria.  The Agency is aware of one such plant, Van Den Bergh Foods in Joliet, but VOM

emissions appear well below the 100 ton/year emission applicability level.

S. Non-contact Process Water Copling Towers
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L ;may" .mlt VOM at !avais which result in apphcab:llty of the generlc control requurements of -

: l‘Subpart TT These VOM emissions are normally in trace amounts but can be of

| slgmﬂcance when a leak occurs in a heat exchanger served by the cooling tower. Cooling
towers are not amenabla to add-on VOM control but are amenable to momtonng programs
to dstect,leaks and enab!a timely repair to them. Rather than raquira tha op‘erators‘of such
‘towérs to indfviduéily obtain apprbv’ed alternative control piaﬁs for such moniforing
programs, the Agenqv has proposed to correct Subpart TT to include appropriate work
practices. The propoéed work practices are simiiar to ones proposed by USEPA in its
standards for "Organic Hazardous Air Pollutants from the Synthetic Organic Chemical
Manufacturing Industry and Seven Other Processes™, 57 FR 62608, December 31, 1992,
The proposed work practices wouid not have to be followed for.cooling towers whers it
can be shown that 'em'issions are below the exclusion allowance contained in-Section

' 218 980(d) and. Section 219 980(d), as appllcable

The proposed work practices for non- contact process water coolmg towers have
gbeen added as Sactmns 218 986(d) and 219 986(d) This work practlce requnres a

v; mon‘itqrmg and in’s‘pecticn program to detect leaks of VOM into the cooling water and the
prbmpt identification and repair of the !eakiné heat sxchangsr. The Agancy’s proposal -
adthorrizés development of site—specificvmonitoring procedures through federally
enforceéb!e permits. If a cooling water system is pressurized sufficiently so that any leaks
arg into the process, the operator of thercobiing'tower needs only to show how the

| sysfem will be monitored to assure adequate pressure. When leaks of VOM into cooling
water do occur, they must be repaired. Recordkeeping and reporting reguirements have

bsen included to facilitate adherence to the work practice requirements.
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o ,‘Vfrom !eaks from mrscellaneous components. The Agency belreves that these leaks are

ncludrng the nead'to'obtaln a federally onforceable pormrt a future comphancedate of
iMarch 15, 1995, is set. A defrmtron of "non- contact process water coo!mg tower is also :
, '!,yproposed

The proposed amendments will affect Shelt Oil, Wood River, among others. If the
'prop'osed amendments are adopted, Sheli wiII not have to,obtain an alternative plan and
thQAyger.lcy 'can'iesue the operating permit for‘thecooling towaers at Shell’s Wood River
Petroleu’m Refinery. An appeal of the Agency’s denial of this permit is now pending before
the Board (92-101). ‘
T. Miscellaneous Leaks

A situation similar to that for non-contact cooling towers also exists for leaks from
miscellansous components which emit VOM. These "miscel_laneous" components are
cornponents not otherwise subjact to RACT requirements under provisione for CTG

categorres mcludrng SOCM! petroleum refrnar‘g, phe maceutlcal manufacturmg, gasolrne '

: - 'drstnbutron or dry cleaners. A work practrce has also been deve!oped at Sectrons

' 218 966(6). 218. 989(9), 219 966(9). and 219 986(9) to accommodate VOM emissions

appropriately controlled with a program to expeditiously repair leaking components. The

work practice parallels the work practice set forth in Subpart T, which regulates VOM

leaks associatad with pharmaceutical manufacturing.

IV. - TECHNICAL AND ECONOMIC JUSTIFICATION

The technical feasibility and economic reasonableness of the existing rules have been

‘addressed in dockets R91-7, R91-8, and R91-28. The proposad changes, as they clean up
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_o A ,e ru!es.r ~The Agency has worked with 4»*he llamors Envrronmental Regulatory .Group,and o

,speomc compames to assure that the proposed amendments do cleen up the current rules
and ?“,",‘? them‘ to be appro’rved‘ bv USEPA without posmg addrtrona! rmpacts on effected ;
sources “Maay of‘thecitav'oges‘, such as the c‘hanges aftecting R.R. Donnslley, FordMoth -
Companv, eﬁd'shell oil ere:cleeriy beneficielr‘to:effect’ed sources As these“changes |

;‘géherell'y‘cleank up the rulas and allow the state to replace the FiP theef'fect of this

-proposal is certainly-in the best interests of the State of inois.

V.  CONCLUSION

The proposed amendmants correct a variety of deficiencies and flaws in the existing rules

for COntrol of emissions of organic material and volatile orga'r\ic material irr 0zone

o nonattalnment areas. These amendments have been developad |n conjunctldn with USEPA‘[-

, 'to allow USEPA to approve the RACT rules as part of IIImors SIP These amendments .

i rheve also beed devaloped wath revrew and anput from affected sources Correctrons of the : :
. ‘type proposed by the Agency to these rules enhance thelr technucal feas|brhty end e

economlc reasonableness The Agency encourages the Board to exped:tlously move

forward with this proceedmg in accordance with the procedures ot bectron 28.5 of the Act’

and to compiete this Omnibus Cleanup.




Status of Terminology

- {The terminology of Parts 218 and 219 is alt

Figure 1

ered as shown below by the amendments proposed in R93‘-9“)' :

Reguiatory Part 201 Part 212,214, |Part 203 Part 218 & 219 | Section 39.5 -
Context 215,2167217 | C o
: State Permit Emission Limits | New Source Emission Limits | Clean Air Act:
Program fér‘i'PjM,‘ SOz, Review for VOM: | Permit Program
VOM. .  (Nonattainment | L
(attainment), CO' areas)
&NOx |
‘Term for Plant | Source Source Source
Site/Complex/ 7 R o | |
Campus | e | IR
 Term for Emission Scurce | Emission Source | Emission Unit - | Emission Unit | Emission Unit
| Individual [T TOR SR S | - -
'} Equipment/
"1 Operation

CPR 4/93
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| Addendum to Testimony '

7SUBJECT: Rationale for Proposed Changes to Definitions in Parts 211 and
218/219 ,

The goal of the proposed revisions is to develop a single set of definitions
- for purposes of the organic material rules, which provides technically sound
and internally consistent definitions of relevant terms. This will simplify
- imptementation of the current rules as well as providing a solid foundation
for the further rules which will have to be adopted to satisfy the Clean Air
Act. . These definitions will be physically located in Part 211, and existing
definitions in Parts 218 and 219 will be eliminated.

The proposed revisions generally give deference to the existing definitions in
Part 218 -and 219, which usually mirror definitions in the Federal
Impiementation Plan There are a handful of exceptions where there are
irreconcilable differences between terms as used in Parts 218/219 and 215 as
listed below. .For these terms, for purposes of Part 215, the Part 215
“definitions (found in either §211.122 or §215.104) have been retained. As
necessary, references to rules are: ‘also revised as appropriate for a set of
deflnitions which will be located in Part 211,

" Bulk gasol1ne piant ‘
Coating . '
Coating line '
- Miscellaneous metal parts and products coating ,
- paper coating , -
Paper coating line

The proposed revisions also attempt to correct a number of deficiencies in the
definitions. Some of these deficiencies have been uncovered while working
with these terms for the last 1 1/2 years, particuiarly by some of our newer
: staff who do not know what the definitions should mean.. Others are a direct

- result of the decision to consolidate in Part 211, the relevant definitions
related to Board emissions standards (Subchapter ¢ of Chapter I of Subtitle A
of Title 3%). This requires that the integrity of Pavrt 215 be maintained.
The ‘types of corrections that are attempted are listed below and discussed in
more detail in the attachments.

- Usage of the terms "source" and “"emission unit" in a manher consistent
with the CAAPP, but also actommodating the use of the torm "emission
source" as Found in Parts 201, 212, 214, 215, 216, 217 and elsewhere

(Attachment 1).

- Elimination of the ambiguous term "f‘acmty" as a corollary to the above
(Attachment 2) : _ -




ing operations (Attachment .

"if;f Ciarification of terminoiogy used for printing operations (Attachment 4.

'2ﬁ;ﬂEliminatlon of vnneeded definltion, inciudlng definitions of terms which,
oare problematic (Attachment 5. : , , :

g Revisions related to a focus- on VoM emissions fcr terms which can also
- apply for other contaminants <Attachment 6).

'.r;SpeciFicaticn of appiicabie contcwt for terms which are defined for a
-Marrow purpose (Attachment 7).

- Revision of definitions for consistent usage of subsidiary terms, e.g.,
© Y“gomponent" as equipment which may leak VOM (defined meaning? and

"component" as a constituent part (usage in certain contexts)
(Attachment 8).

- Significant ciarification of existing definitions (Attachment 9).
- Definitions of various efficiencies (Attachment 10).

- Definitions to support proposed changes for automobile coating &
(Attachment 11). o -

a-Relocation of definitions located elsewhere than §218 104 and- §218 105
_(Attachment 12) L

51Minor ciarifications of existing definitions <Attachment 13)

Corrections of incorporations by reference (Attachment ld)

'By: C Romaine April 1993

CPR: jmm/sp/499N/1-2




v for "emission source"

i Actuélremis§i6ns

Alr contaminhnt - The phrase “from an'emission source" 1s unnecessary'

‘sffAir po]lutant - Mew term, included to support the definitions of source and
,gemiss!on unit . v .

‘Automnbile or 1ight~duty truck assemb1y or manufacturing plant.
:“Capture

Closed vent system - The phrase “piece or pieces of equipment" is substituted

Del1ve;y vessel

Emission unit

Fuel conbuétion emissfon unit
: Gaslqas method

Hood

-uquia/’gas netm

vOHner'or operator

'Paint manufacturing source or plant 7f~

Petroleum refinery

Piant

Process - This term is deleted as 1t should not be used by itself. Rather,
the terms "process unit”, "process emissicn unit", “precess emission source",
--- should be used to appropriate for the context.

Process emission unit

Refinery unit or refinery process unit
Source

Start-up

Stationary emission unit

Stationary source

: quor:nojléction’system




: A new deﬂnition for the term "afr pollutant" ‘&s »:this term ‘is found in the’

.,jjﬂfederal ‘denitions for “source" and "emission source".  The definition is" thdt v
~found -1n Section- 302(g)- of the Clean Air Act. The meaning of term is-

3 ‘1d§nt1§:a1 to that of "air contaminant" as tradi’cicnaﬂy used in IHinois law

~rand rule.




f;;Air pollution control equipment — The word “apparatus" is proposed as f'
‘-;substitute for the word “"facility" L

xfﬂulk gasoline plant -- The word "source" fis proposed as a substitute for the

word “facility." In most situations, the bulk gasoline plant constitutes the,,"f'

f'*entire source..

"Bulk gasoline terminal -< The word "source" is proposed as’'a replacement for

" the term “Facility."

- Can- coatina facility -—fTerm deleted
'Coll~coating,fac1lity -~ Term deleted

Custody transfer - The word "systems" is proposed as a substitute for
“facilities"

Dry cleaning operation or facility -~ The label "dry cleaning facility" must
-~ be retained until relevant portions or Fart 215 are revised to address “dry

‘cleaning operations”
' Fabric coating facility ~- Term deleted

ka'l-'ull operating flow- rate -= The. phrase "source emission unit or. process unit,
as applicable" is substituted for the word "facllity" : :

‘:Gaslgas method - N 7 7 AR T
' Gasoline dispensing operation or- facility - The label “gasoline dispensing :
facility” must be vetained until relevant portions of Part 215 are reVised to
'~,address “gasoline dispensing operations" B :
MHeavy off-highway vehicle produets facility - Term deleted
~-Large appliance coating facility -~ Term deleted
V‘Liquidlgas method --
‘Metal furniture coating facility -- Term deleted
‘Miscellaneous metal parts and products coating line -- Term deleted
Operator of gasoline dispensing operation or facility --

Owner of gasoline dispensing operation or facility --




' Viny) coating facility - Term deleted

”i Hooa*furnfture coating faciiity -- Term deleted

'i{Dlscussion

““The term “facxiity“ is used in. !llinois rules, and in other contexts as well"

"'?with three different meanings. ~Under one meaning, a facility is a particular

tl1tem of equipment, operation or area that makes possible or facilitates a

' t'particular activity. This usage is found with respect to "grain storage

“facilities,” "loading facilities," "a facility for draining cleaned parts,”
"parking faciiities’on,manufacturing properly"™ "coke oven door repair .
facility," "portable grain-handling facilities".... This usage is also found
in the federal New Source Performance Standards where the "affected facility"
is the particular item of equipment or operation-to which a standard applies.
This is alsc the usage of the term "facility" in the existing definitions of
"emission source" and "air pollution control equipment." See Section 201.102.

In the second meaning of the term “facility,“ a facility is a plant,
-encompassing all equipment and operations at a particular site. For example,
fugitive dust operating programs must “include maps showing location of storage

- piles at a facility.

The third meaning of the term-"facility"™ may or ‘may not. encompass an. entire -
“plant. A “gasoline dispensing facility" is an- example of this: meaning.
“Usually gasoline dispensing facilities are gasoline stations and their only
Cactivity, at least from the perspective of air pollution control, is the

'7',reta11 sale of gasoline. However, some gasoline dispensing: faci]ities are

- part of manufacturing ‘operations Tor in-plant vehicles. In this case, the SR
- term "facility" describes the discrete activities at the plant dealing w1th',,75”

:',handling gasoline.

fBecause the term "fac1lity" has historica!ly been used with different
meanings, 1t is best to minimize its use the term in-I1linois' regulations.
More specific terms should be used wherever possible, and term the facility
should be limited to circumstances where any of the meanings would be

acceptable.




- Mote: No changes‘proposed to fundamental definitlon of ”coating 9 The
- proposed change to the definition of "coating Tine* is a sign1f1cant changek
e_addressed in Attachment 9. 7

f;Can .
Can coating -
;~ZCan coating llne

”~}1Enu sealing compeund coat
Exterior base conat
- Exterior end ceat
. Interior body spray coat
Over varnish
~ Sheet basecoat
Side-seam spray

-T2
Coil coating
Coil coating line

~ Fabric coating
;Fabric coat?ng tine

" Heavy off-h1ghway vehicle products coating
'1Heavy off-nighway veh1c!e products coat1ng line

'4Large app11ances
- Large appliance caat1ng
1iLurge appliance coating 11ne

"1_Magnet wire
. Magnet wire coating
- ‘Magnet -wire coating Yine

Mﬁﬂfmem
Metal furniture coatvng
Metal furniture coating 1ine

'Misae}}aneeas-metal «paris-and-produets -
Miscellaneous metal parts and products coating
Miscellaneous metal parts and products coating line

,Paper ¢coating
Paper coating ane




':Vinyl,coatlng line

' Nood,furniture
- Hood furniture coating
1:7Hood furniture coating line

' Discussxon

General - The coating rules address two different activities. "Coating" are
reguiated in terms of their VOM content, either individually, coating-by-
coating, or based on the daily-weighted-average.VOM content of all such
coatings applied on a single line.. As an alternative to reguiation of coating
© VoM content, individual “coating lines" are regulated in terms of their add-on
~control equipment for VOM emissions. Thus the definitions supporting the

coating rutes must address both categories of "coating" and categories of
"coating Tines." A consistent and sound approach to ccating terminology is
essential to assure the rules cover the same operations irrespective of the
manner in which the operations are regnlated.

The proposed changes accomplish this by making each of the definitions of the
varfous categories of “"coating" and “coating:1ine" complete by themselves,
~without any need to refer to the paraliel term. That 15, the definition of a
particular type of coating, e.g., can coating, includes all relevant elements
_to-define coating materials which are subject to-regulation as can coatings.
-+ The-definition of a "can coating line" repeats &ll these relevant elements.
~In each case the listing of elements is identical. This approachrappéars
redundant but avoids any poss1b111ty of confusion ' , :

" The. de 1n1tions of a particular "coatlng“ and “coating Tine" may bu1ld on a.
~subsidiary term which defines all or some of ‘the objects to which a- part1cular
coating is applied. -~ In the case of a "can coating.? a: can coating mayv be g
_applied.to-a “can," a defined term or to can purts, an undefined term. MWith
this approach a subsidiary definition of the object being coated may be
helpful but 1s. not essential. Such definitions are only provided for
automobiles, 1ight-duty trucks, coils, large appliances, magnet wire, metal
furniture and wood furniture. In the other cases, the objects being coated
are not defined. For example, a definition of paper would not be particularly
helpful where paper coatings include coatings applied to paper, fo11 or
plastic film.

The need for changes to the current coating definitions to standardize the
approach is shown by the existing terminology relative to cans. The
definition of “can" includes pails, drums and portable tanks. This is because
the definition does not inciude a qualification on metal thickness. This
gualttication is placed in the definition of a "can coating.” However, the
definition of a "can coating" makes no references to the coating of cans, only
to the coating of thin singl--walled metal containers. The definition of “can




g 1ng

the: definitio _of a “can coating 1ine": makes no mention of “can coatings LR
,thereby omitting the requirement that cans be thin and single walled -
- containers. - "Can coating 1ines" also-address protective ‘decorative: and
.-functional coatings. Similar inconsistencies exist in d2finitions for other

“categories of coatings. For example, is a line coating parts of metal
“furniture, a metal-furniture coating line? Is. application of plastisol within
" the scope of a vinyi line? The proposed changes eliminate these discrepancies
';in the respective dnscriptions of “can coating“ and "can coating 1ine." '

rg,;;Misceilaneous metal narts and;prodtcts - This category of coating operation is
=+ in part defined by exclusion. That is, miscellanecus metal parts and products
-+ coating operations-are operations coating metal objects that do not qualify as
©.-can coating operations, coil coating operations, etc. It ¥s important that
- these other operations are described or acdressed in the definitions for
miscellaneous metal parts and products coating operations so that their scope
is unchanged.

The proposed changes are intended to make clear that these other categories
are uviichanged. This is done by referring to the terms identifying these
categories, without attempting to restating their primary definitions.

"~ Can coatings again provide an example of the need to change this definition.
For can coatings, further complications arise relative to the definition of

"miscellaneous meial parts and product coatings"- in the current rules. These

~mniscellaneous coatings are defined so as to exclude coatings applied to cans.

= Accordingly coatings applied to sheet metal stock for cans and can ends, which
~.are ‘“can coatings," would also be. 1nciuded within the definition of- o
;“misceiianeous metal parts and products coatings " This is not. the intent of :
'the rule. _ '




,“jnexograpmc printing - Elimination of redundant provisions. which duplicate
- provisions incorporated through the definition of "printing”

le;Fiexogrephic,printing iine -= Elimination of*redundant'provasions

}f:Ink'—iiCiarifiCation for consistency with other terminoiogy,,"image"
: suppiemented with "words, pictures, or designs

" Packaging rotogravure printing line -~ Elimination of redundant provisions,

© which duplicate provisions 1ncorporated through definition of "packaging
votogravure printing." See also “publication rotogravure printing line.".

Prinfingr»— Clarification for consistency

Roli printer - Elimination of redundant provisions from "roll printing"

Roll printing -- Elimination of redundant provisions from "printing"

Rotograuure-printing ~-- Elimination of redundant provisions from "printing"

Rotogravure printing line == Eiimination of redundant prov1sions from
s“rotogravure printing"

,,Discuss1on L

© The deflnitions of the above terms related to printing "repeat" provisions

-found in other-. subsidiary definitions. This is confusing as a general matter ff“ﬁ

f‘";becaUSe the role and purpose of the: subsidiary definitions is unclear. It s

‘particularly confusing. when there’ is an inconsistency in wording" between Fa T

~term and subsidiary terms. . For example, oné term refers to printing as
“dealing with "images" while another term refer to “words, pictures, or = -
“designs." The general principles of regulatory interpretation would suggest
that word selection is intentional, and different wording implies different
meaning




o Definition eliminated for purposes for Part 218 and 219 oniy “Definition
: wiii be retained for other purposes. '

Vi*Acid gases* - Not used'in;eafts 218/219 (relates to Section 9.5 of the Act)
Actual heat input* - Not used in Part 218/2]9 (oniy used in Part 212, 214, 216

and 217)

" Allowable emissions -- Not used in Parts 218/219

Ambient air quality standard -- Not used 1In Parts 218/219

Applicator -- Unneeded - The term "coating applicator" is defined. The term
"applicator" is also defined Circuiariy, as it is a device used on a "coating
Tine"

Bituminous coatings -- Wot used in Parts 218/219
Coating plant* -~ Not used in Parts 218/219 (only used in Part 215)

Complete combustion* -=- Not necessary for Part 218/219 (subsidiary term for
“definition of "excess air") : :

Emission source* ~- No- ionger needed per changes discussed in Attachment 1.

hExcess.air*:—f Not used in Parts ZJS or-2]8/219 (used in'other Parts)

"5~;;Gr05370ehitie weight -~ Hot needéd' See also "gross vehicie weight xating"

:.Hood capture efficiency - Not used in Parts 218/219

'Hour=~- Not needed. Usage of the term "hour" in Parts 218 and 219 is :
inconsistent with this definition. For examples, see §21_.423(f) and (i),
§218.429(c)(1), §21_.447, §21_.489(b), and Appendix B.

Low solvent coating® -- Mot used in Parts 218/219.

Malfunction ~- Not needed. Usage of the term "malfunction" in Parts 218 and
219 is inconsistent with- thlS definition See usage in Subpart Y and proposed
§21_.105¢d)(3). S

PPM (vol) -- Not needed.

Reasonably available control technology* --

Rolling 1imit —- Unneeded. Relevant provisions now incorporated into
“definition of “maximum theoretical emissions"




"pgcif}édfaif'tdnféﬁinant*f;;ANot*Used<in'P§ff§f2j87219"

Stack* -~ Not needed
iUﬁdeitoatérs“—'— Not used in Parts 218/219

, Véﬁi¢Té;4e'Unneéded. COntradicts,meaning of term "vehicie" in "heavy
off-highway vehicie" S IRt :

inédw¢rkihg‘ —- Not used in Parts 218/219




'f~iA¢£ualfemi§$iéns a:'Clérify!Usagé

~ Capture device —— Generalize term

© Captire efficiency - Clarify usage
Contfo] , deV_"C? -- Generalize term
ithmission ratE';- Cla?if}lusage
_Process unit

VVThé ahove terms are currently defined specifically for purposes of VOM
reguiation. For example, the definition of "actual emissions” refers to

emissions of VOM. However, these terms are equally applicable to contaminants
other than VOM. It is proposed to address the general nature of these terms.

"‘rThe prefrred approach is to make the term available for all purposes.  This s

done for “control device" by adding as examples of such devices, control
devices used for contaminants other than VOM

',The other approach-is to retain a narrow usage of a term which is Timited to
“VOM, but to clarify the narrow scope of the term. ~This'is dona for "actual
,,emissions" by specifying that the definition is for purposes of Part 218 and
219, so that definition does: not apply 1n Parts dealing uith contam1nants

'other than VOM..




;iisatch 1oad1ng -- Degreasing
fEnclose - Pharmaceutical Manufacturing

QExcessive release - Hydrogen sulfide emissions

:Final repair coat - Automobile or light duty truck coating
'1iFounta1n solution == Printing

. In-process tank -- Pharmaceut1cal manufacturlng

;Lacquers ~~ Wood furniture coating

,Eateriél recéyery section -- Polystyrene manufacturing
Oven.-- Coating and printing

Vabor recovery system -- VOL storagé tanks

’Discussion

ﬁThse terms are deflned for a specific context and the context should be
identified




apture system -- “Pollutant” replaced with "contaminant"

ontroi deVIce --,"Poiiutant" repiaced with "air contaminant"
iManufacturing process - "Component" repiaced with- "constituent part" :
fMetaiiic shoe- type seal - i "Coated fabric" replaced with "coated menbrane" to

fav01d interaction with provisions for fabric coating

?fMisceiianeous fabricated product manufactur*ng process —? "Conponents"
—replaced with "parts"

; Vaives not externally requiated -- "Controls" replaced with “provision for
- external adjustment or governance during their operation”




"' As applied < Poor definition. The Titeral meaning ofrtﬂéideffhiffdhf{§7h6t |

- consistent with the intent. Relevant language is added from the definition in
: the modal CTG RACT rules. Sl : ; o R e
ﬁfAutomobile - Poor definition. Ifhéfiiterai meaning of.fhe'definitionsiélﬁot‘,

- con'istent‘wrth intent. R o ' S '11

'?'fCoatfng line -- Better definition aVaiﬁab]e The scope of the term "coating

“oline™ is critical for Part 218 and Part 219. Cross-line averaging is

>"igeneraliy not permissable under Part 218 or Part 219 without USEPA approvai

unlike Part 215 where cross-iine averaging available for all existing coatlng
lines. Accordingly, under Part 218 and Part 219 1t is important to know the
. bounds of an individual coating line.  The definition of “"coating line" in
- -USEPA's model CTG RACT rules more clearly explains the scope of a coating line’
- than the current definition in Part 218 and Part 219. In particuiar, it
{ndicates that a "coating 1ine" ends at the point where a coating is dry or a
different coating is applied.” This has been the Agency's historical practice.

Solvent -- Poor definition. - The literal meaning of the definition is
fnconsistent with intent.. A common meaning of -the term "solvent" is intended,

~specifying certain types of materials commonly used as solvents. However, in
a particular situation, such a material need not be used as a “"solvenx" as the

term "solvent” is used in. chem1stry For. example what does “solvent-based

- cement” mean for manufacture of rubber tires. ‘Relevant ‘1anguage is- proposed' -
“to-be added to ‘the deflnition of “solvent" from USEPA s model CTG RACT rules.r

iStorage tank or- storage vessel - Poor def 1n1t10n. Excludes tanks whirh store:”
':gases, which are:in-fact rpquired to be pressure tanks. e :

,[Topcoat operation - Poor definition. Consolidates operations on: separate
-assembly lines. Proposed definition is consistent with: current USEPA intent
for automobile assembly sources as expressed in the model CTG RACT: rules.
(See also proposed definition of “prime surfacer operation ")




fV*Cahfhféfefficiéncy -
~ Control efficiency --
i:;Irahsfér efficiency ~- .

- Discussion

The above terms describe efficiencies of various physical phenomena. For
consistency and to avoid possibie confusion it is desirable that the 7
~definitions of these terms identify the units of measurement where the units
might be misunderstood, e.g., weight vs. concentration of VOM for control ;
efficiency, and indicate that measurements are specific to the particular time
period. o




f;;ﬁbbiitation §réa —

Primer surfacer operation --

- Topcoat operation --

DiScuséion

These -terms support changes being proposed for automobile coating. Most :
important to the single affected source, Ford, the related changes establish a
VOM 1imit in terms of applied solids for primer surfacer operations, which may
be complied with using USEPA's "Topcoat Protocol."




inr oxidation process - Transer from Section 218 521/219.’21

1Conventiona1 soybean crushing source == Transfer from Section 215 104

‘ ;EthanoT blend gasoline -~ Transfer from Sect1on 215 104
vFull operating flow rate - Transfer from Section 218. 521/219 521 .

'Enght oil — Transfer from Section 215, 108

:Specialty soybean crushing source -- Transfer from Section 215.104




© Minor Clarification -

175:Component - "Open ended pipes" repluced with “open ended valves and 11nes "
for consistency with term1nology in substantive control requirements.

iffContinuous process —-— C!arification to avoid confusion between manufdcture of

polystyrene vresin and use -of polystyrene resin.

'5ﬁ'fEndrsea!1ng compound ceatjng -- Inclusion of term “can coeting.“-to assure
o consideration as a coating, and more specifically, a "can coating." :

'Exterior base coat —— Correction to avoid overlap with the term "sheet base

coat."

-External floating roof -- Generalization, to allow the term to address roofs

used on tanks which are not storage tanks.

Extreme environmental conditions/Extreme performance coating -- Consolidation
to avoid an unneeded subsidiary term.

Federally enforceable limitations and conditions -~ Correction for a
consistent label for the articles being defined and to include limits in

-operating permits issued pursuant to 40 CFR Part 10.

i(Refinery) Fuel-gas system —- Clarification, to avoid confusion with
',non-refinery fuel -gas systems.

Gas service -- Clarification, to address 1tems which are not components, for

f;_example a reactor.
Heatset -- c_larifi,cation._.sheetred-'_'l1t’th,raphyfmay' also be heatset.
¢1In) Vacuum service —- clarificatibntror‘consistentyrwith labels for gas

- service, Tiguid service, eic.

Lithbgraphic printing line -~ Clarification, to place language of least
importance at the end of the definition.

Miscellaneous fabricated product manufacturing process -~ Category restored,
“rubber solutions to molds.™

Offset -- Deletion of unnecessary phrase.

Prime coat -~ Clarification, to utilize esfablished terminology as found in
the related definition of “topcoat."

Process unit -- Clarification. See also "gas service" above.




Reid vapor pressure Improvement ‘more.-accyrate: def1nition {s:- proposed
hich. avoids the need to’ Spec1fy the app11cab1e un1ts in: which Reid vapor
pressure is measured

i}i1R011 coater - Elimination of redundant provisions from roll coating (sim11ar
T.;;_*changes are also proposed for “roll printer" and roll printing“) : :

“ﬁRo1l coating -~ Inclusion of all slgnificaﬁt eIements describing the process
-of “roll coating” in this def1n1tion.

o ;fStandard Industrial Glassification Manuai - Re1evant material included in.
‘,,ﬁdefinition of “source."

{Two—piece can —- Clar1f1cat1on. Consistency with NSPS definition. <(Hhat is a
shallow cup?)

kHeb -- Clarification. Terms is appl1cab1e to both coating and printing, and
-can be used as a noun or adjective.




* fHo dét§§t&b1¢ vglat{!e organic material emissions

:'{”Reidf?gp:. _cessure

" Residual fuel ofl
';True;vapor pressure 7

’ 'CPR:jmm/sp/499N/3-22
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l the underSIgned on oath state that I have served the attached ggymony g

Chng_t,gghg{ Rgmam upon the person towhomitis dlracted by placnng & copy in an envelope

addressed to:

“Michael Lefkow

- R.R, Doninelley & Sons

223 Martin Luther King Drive
Chicage, IL° 60616

Eugene Bernstein

Sidley & Austin

1 First National Plaza, Suite 5200
Chicago, iL 60603

:and mallmg it by Federal Express from Spnngfle!d lilinois on Apnl 29, 1993 with sufficient .

'postage afﬂxed

 SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO BEFORE ME

" :',; this 29th day of April 1993

o PN (Wt

Notary Public

" OFFICIAL SEAL "
ANNE M. ALEXANDE i
NOTARY PUBLIC, STATE OF ILLINC:
MY COMMISSION EXPIRES 10/30:9:
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