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· .. . 

My name is Christopher Romaine. I am testifying for the lIIin~lsEnvironrY1ental 

Protection Agency. bV whom I am employed as Manager of the New Soorce Review Unit 

of the Permit SectiOn of the Division of Air Pollution Control. 

I have a Bachelor of Science Degree in Engineering from Brown University and have 

completed course work toward a Masters Degree in Environmental Engineering from 

Southern Illinois University. I am a Professional Engineer. I have worked for the Illinois 

Environmental Protection Agency (Agency) since June 1976. 

As manager of the New Source Review Unit, I havo programmatic responsibility for 

permitting activities 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 (40CFR 52.21), and Major Stationary 

Soutces Construction and Modification (35 III. Adm. Code Part 203). I assist permit 

analysts in their review of permit applications and examine their work. I am also 

responsible for coordination of Permit Section activities with· respect to these programs 

with the USEPA and.program·development. 

As part of my duties at the Agency, I assist in certain aspects of program 

development for the Division of Air Pollution Control. One of these is the development 

of regulations. I have been the Agency's technical expert in Board Jiroceedings regarding 

with New Source Review rules: R81-16, R85-20, and R92~21. I have also participated in 

several regulatory proceedings dealing with the definition of vola'l:ile org~nic material (VOM) 

and control of VOM emissions, including R86-12, "Definition of Volatile Organic Mater,ial"; 

R91~10 and R91-24, "Exemptions from the Definition of VOM"; RSG-1S, "In the Matter of 

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



My testimony provides the technical support for the· Agency proposal. The 

testimony includes. an overview of the omnibus cleanup of the VOM RACT rules, explains 

the proposed amendments, Qod addresses the possible impact of tha amendments. 

II. OVERVIEW 

As. Backgrourui 

Section 182(a}(2) of the Clean Air Act ("CAA Of) requires Illinois to submit a revision 

to the Stats Implementation Plan ("SIP") that includes corrections to existing reasonably 

available control technorogy ("RAeTn) rules controlling emissions of VOM in ozone 

nonattainment areas. The Board adopted 35 III. Adm. Code Parts 218 and 219 in R91-7 

and R91 ~8 to meet this requirement, and the rules were submitted to the United States 

Environmental Protection Agency ("USEPA") on September 9, 1991. The applicability of 

Part 218 was subsequentlyextendedinR91-28 to include Oswego Township in Kendall 

County and Aux Sable anp· Goose Lake Townships in. Grundy County so that Part 218 . 

continues to apply to the entire Chicago. ozone· nonattainment. area. 

USEPA has found both Part 218 and 219 to be approvabla contingent upon the 

State of Illinois making certain corrections. USEPA identified its concerns in a letter to the 

Agency dated May 8, 1992 from Stephen Rothblatt, USEPA Region V to Bhari;it Mathur, 

IEPA (.6m! Exh. 1". The Agency's proposal is intended to accomplish all the necessary 

corrections to ';'iJspond to these concerns. The Agency anticipates publication by USEPA 

this summer 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 Exhi bits· in the Agency's proposal. 
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Corraotlons inspelling,capitalilation and form arepropo~ed to 

satisfy the style requirements of the Index Division of the Secretary of State. Changes are 

also proposed by the Agency to consistently use the terminology of "source" and 

nemission unitn as now found in the Clean Air Act Permit Program C'CAAPpn) legislation in 

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

The Agency, USEPA, and affected sources have also identified certain errors and 

deficiencies in Parts 218 end 219 since they became effective in August 1991. Therefore, 

consIdering USE:PA's requirement that lIIiI .ois have an approved RACT SIP as mandated by 

Section 182(aH2) of the CAA and the other areas of correction and improvement which 

are necessary to the ru!es, the Agency proposes this "Omnibus Cleanup n of Parts 218 and 

219. 

This cleanup is necessary for USEPA to approve the VOM RACT rules in the ozone 

nonattainment areas as part of Illinois' SIP. To ma~e the SIP submittal complete, it is 

necessary to include amendments to Part 203, which address the definition of VOM for 

permitting for the construction of new or modified major stationary sourqes within ozone 

nonattainment areas, and amendments to Part 21 hwhichaddress definitions and general 

provisions which apply to Suotitle a, Chapter I, Subchapter c. 

These additional corrections are so intricately interwoven into the substance of the 

proposal that for thE" Board to attempt to separate those revisions into a separate docket, 

as Section 28.5 allows, would make what is left of the proposal wholly incomplete and 

unapprovable. USEPA has reviewed the proposed amendments and agrees that the 

changes are needed to clean up the rules and ciarify thsir meaning and effect. The USEPA 

has also generally found the proposed amendments to be approvable. Therefore; the 

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

3 



······UntU~USE;A approves the VOM RACT rules, the FI'P isthe federally apPlicabl~ 
RACT rules for the Cook DuPage, Kane, lake, McHenry and Will Counties in the Chicago 

ozor.e nonattainment area. This means that the FIP is applicable at the federal level and 

the state rules are applicable at the state level. Once the VOM RACT rules at issue in this 

rulemaking are approved by USEPA, these rules will become the federally enforceable VOM 

RACT rules for Illinois' ozone nonattainment areas Gnd will replace the FIP. 

B. Federal Approval 

The Agency and USEPA engaged in numerous telephone conv9(sations and face to 

face discussions regarding Parts 218 and 219. On June 29, 1992, the Agency sent 

Region V a letter addressing the deficiencies and the Agency's proposed solutions ~ 

Exh. 2}. Subsequently. on October 8, 1992, the Agency sent Region V another letter 

updating the .June 29 letter and describing this Agency's proposed solutions to address the 

identified deficiencies (See Exh. 3). 

The USEPA has completed an inform81 review of the proposed rules. rhe USEPA 

has indicated thatthe proposed rules, comprised of both the correctiolis of deficiencies 

pointedou£ by the USEPA and the other corrections. are generally approvable. As will be 

discussed in more detail later, the USEPA is concerned with the language that appears in 

the Board Note located in the control requirements of the non-CTG generic rules. USEPA 

believes that the proposed language is unclear. We will continlJe to work with the USEPA 

on this language. The Agency anticipates that before Second 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. yQograghical A[fm§. AffactQd 

The Board rules in 35 III. Adm.Code Parts 218 and 219 contain standards and 

4 
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rlQI'l~ttainmanta;e8s. . The. provisions of Part 218 'apply to stationary sources located· in 
. --.' . . 

- -' ,-.: ," '-. ", 

Cook,buPage, Kane. Lake, McHenry and Will Counties, and Oswego Township in Kendall 

Cour'tyand Aux Sable and Goose Lake Townships in Grundy County. The provisions of 

'~<Jrf 219 apply to stationary source'3 located in the Metro-East area consisting of Madison, 

Monroe and St. Clair Counties. 

m. DESCRIPTION Of PROPOSAL 

As discussed above, approvable YOM RACT rules are required in the Chicago and 

Metro-East ozone nonattainment areas by Section 182(a)(2) of the CAA. The purpose 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 Illinois' SIP. A discussion of 

the various categories of changes being made follows. The discussion attempts to follow 

the order of Part 218/Part 219, first addressing or-Bnges to general provisions. and then 

changes to the individual subparts for particular categories of operations. 

A. Style and Form 

In terms of numoow,the majority of the proposed changes involve grammar, 

punctuation, choice of wording, and proper regulatory format. For example, the phrase "of 

this Part" has been added to internal regulatory references to comply with the Secretary of 

State's specifications for the form of administrative rules in Illinois. The appropriate 

citations have been added for USEPA's "Emissions Trading Policy Statement", For a 

Saction-bY-Section 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. 



rh~use "of theterms "facility i .. ,"emission' source~ and" pl~nt" has', been re~ised for 

consistency and clarity. The proposed terminology in Parts 218 and 219 parallels the 

terminology in the Clean Air Act Permit Program (CAAPP), as already found in the Soard's 

rules in Part 203. An "emission unit" refers to a piece of equipment or specific activity, 

like' a coating line ordegreaser, that emits or has a potential to emit an air pollutant. (The 

term "air pollutant" is essentially synonymous with the term "air contaminant«.) "Source" 

refers to the entire site or complex collectively comprised of all emission units at the 

particular 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 "emission source" where it previously appeared 

in Subpart IT. For a Section-by-Section discussion of these changes, one may refer to the 

Agency's Statement of Reasons forthe Omnibus Cleanup. 

The intended meaning and effect of the rules IS not changed as a result of the 

proposed change in terminology. To~chie\fethisresult, specific termsfopegulated 

operations are used wherever possible. For example, the term "printing line" or 

"degreaser" is used where one of these operations is addressed, rather than using the 

general term "emission unit". In addition, the undefined and ambiguous term "facility" is 

not used except where the intended meaning appears obvious from its context and past 

experience and a suitable substitute for the term "facility" was not readily apparent. 

This proposed chango in terminology may result in some confu~ion as it means that 

the terminology in the air pollution control rules is in transition. The terminology which 

would result from the proposed amendments is illustrated in Figure 1. The long·term ~loal 

of 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. 



.... beenin the New Sou:rceReviewrules, 35111. Adm. Code F;~rt203, sinco·1988. 

reflected in the CAAPP enacted by adoption of Section 39.5 af the Act in 1992. It is 

believed that use of the terminology of the Clean Air Act will simplify future Illinois 

rulemaking to meet Clean Air Act requirements. In addition, Parts 218 and 219 must be 

revised in any case to correctinconsistencies in terminology incorporated from the FIP. 

For example, in Section 218.211 dealing with records for coating operations, the term 

"facility" is used apparently to refer both to an individual coating line which mayor may 

not be subject to control requirements and to refer to the plant site at which records must 

be available for inspection. 

C. Savings GI~ 

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

savings clauses preserve all compliance dates and compliance plan requirements found in 

Part 215. The purpose of these Sections is to ensure thatpersons previously required to 

comply with requirements of Part 215 are not released from those requirements as a result 

of the promulgation of 351l1.Adm.Code Parts 218 and 219. Jheinclusion of general 

saving clauses has been accompanied byremovalofthe specific provisions from Part 218 

and Part 219, which repeated compliance provisions originally implemented in Part 215. 

Language has also been added to Section 218.101 at subsection (b) to preserve all 

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 f as "savings 

provisions, ~ which had been repeated in certain areas of Parts 21 S 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 May 8, 1992. 



Additional language In Section 218.103(s)·addresses the effectiveness of Part 218 

to the FIPappeliants who appealed the FIP when it was promulgated. A Board Nota has 

been added to subsection (b) which states that Section 218.1 03(b) will be effective at the 

fedarallevel only upon approval by USEPA. Section 218.1 03(b) addresses applicability of 

Part 218 to operations with state-adjusted standards. 

E. Maximum I!m.qretical Emissions (MIE) 

. Applicability of RACT rules for certain categories of operations is based on 

"maximum theoretical emissions" if emissions are not otherwise limited through production 

or capacity Iimi'l:ations which are federally enforceable. In general terms, the "maximum 

theoretical emissions" or MTE are the greatest emissions which could theoretically be 

emitted by a unit assuming continuous operation at the maximum hourly rate without any 

control equipment. 

Defini1ionof MQximum Theoretical Emissions-In its letter of May 8, 1992, and in 

subsequent discussions with the Agency; USEPA.hasidentifiedcertain deficiencies in the 

currentdefinition of "Maximum Theoretical Emissions.n The Agency's proposal corrects 

these deficiencies. 

First, the definition of "rolling limit" has been integrated into the definition of MTE. 

USEPA noted that the present definition of rolling limit is not a general definition of rolling 

limit but a narrow usage of the term specifically for purposes \,f the Gefinition of MTE. 

Accordingly, it is better for the definition of rolling limit to be incorporated into the 

definition of MTE and eliminatod as a separate definition. 

Second, the definition of MTE no longer provides for emission limitations to restrict 

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

limitations to be used to constrain MTE. This is not consistent with USI:PA's guidance for 

8 



th~Clean Air Act. as amended in 1990. Tl1is9uid~ncoprovideSfor MTE~to be constrained 

only by limits on production and capacity. Even though the definition of MTE will no 

longer contemplate usa of emission limitations to restrict MTE, the Agency plans to 

continue to include limits on emissions in permits, including limits on annual emissions, as 

such limits expressed in terms of emissions reinforce and clarify the effect of the 

limitations on ~apacity and production. 

Federally Enforceabl~ Stat!} Operating Permits (FESOP) - The proposed amendments 

recognize that federally enforceable state operating permits can be used to establish 

federally enforceable limitations. The USEPA has approved Illinois' operating permit 

program as part of illinois' implementation plan at 40 CFR 52.737 (57 Federal Register 

59928, December 17, 1992). 

F. Dgfinition of Volatile Organic Material NOM): 

A definition of YOM was adopted by the Board on July 30, 1991, in docket R91-

24; Although the Board adopted the definition of YOM in docket R91-24 pursuant to 

Section9.He) of the Act as an identical insubstanc:e rule, the rule does not parallel the 

federal rule and is not approvable. (~Ietter fromUSEPAdatedJanuary 14, 1993). The 

definition of YOM is one of the areas that must be corrected. 

Further, this proposal places the definition of YOM in Part 211 and removes it from 

all other Parts in Subtitle B. Therefore, in the future, when the Board must amend the 

definition of YOM pursuant to Section 9. i (e) of the Act, it can do so within the 

parameters set by the Act and not have to gropple with the interpretation of the letter and 

the intent of the statute. 

Because of the necessity of an approvable definition of VOM to Illinois' New Source 

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



repe~lsthedflfil"ition of VOM in the New Source Review rules; as aUSEPA approvable 

definition of VOM is now proposed for 35 III. Adm. Code Part 211. 

G. . Cleanup of Gen,§rgl froyisig.Q§ 

CQnsQlidatiQnOf DgfinjtiQos • Tho Agency proposes to move all definitions 

contained in Parts 218 and 219 to Part 211. Part 211 contains General Provisions and 

applies to Parts 212, 214, 215, 216, 217, 218, and 219. Consolidation of definitions in 

one area results in more 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. 

However, Section 215.104 itself is not being revised. These terms are "conventional 

soybean crushing source", "ethanol blend gasoline", "light oil", and specialty soybean 

crushing". 

The Agency also proposes reorganizing Part 211 so that each definition has its own 
. . . . - . 

section number •. A~ a result6 future adoption of new definitions arid amendments to 
- -, , , 

specific definitions, such as the definitionofVOM, will require addressing only the 

applicable definitions in any given fulemaking, Only those definitions addressed will need 

be submitted to the Board, published in Orders and submitted to USEPA. It is believed 

that this reorgsnization will facilitate more efficient rulemakings in the future as related to 

definitions. It will certainly reduce the amount of paper used in printing both draft and 

adopted rules. 

ConsQIi(i.a1ion of Abbreviations and Units - The listings of abbreviations and units 

previously contained in Parts 218 and 219, are also proposed to be Inoorporated in the 

listings present in Part 211 ~ 

In this action, one correction is made to the term Uton", To avoid confusion, a 

,-!, 



··cOnte012!Qefirutiorui -The Agency has amended the content of certain definitions 

as previously found in Parts 218 and Part 219, including Sections 218.104, 

218.521,219.104 and 219.521. For the convenience of the Board, the Agency has 

provided in this packet a version of Section 218.104 which generally reflects changes 

made before the definitions were moved to Part 211 (~Exh. 5). This document is also 

applicable for Section 219.104. 

The goal of the proposed revisions is to develop a single 5et of definitions for 

purposes of the organic material rules, which provides technically sound and internally 

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 

adoptf Ii to satisfy the Clean Air Act. 

The proposed revisions correct a variety of deficiencies in the definitions. Some of 

these deficiencies have been uncovered while working with these terms forthe last one 

and a ~alfyears, particularly by some of our. newer staff who do not know what the 

definitions should mean. For example, the present definition of "miscellaneous metal parts 

and producits coatings" does not exclude "arChitectural coatings" ,although architectural 

coatings which are applied on-site have never beer. considered in practice to be 

miscellaneous metal parts. Other proposed revisions are a d,_ A~t result of the decision to 

cO,lsolidate in Part 211, the relevant definitions related to Board emissions standards 

(Subchapter c of Chapter I of Subtitle A of Title 35). Still others are a result of further 

examination of definitions by USEPA. 

The principle types of corrections that are attempted are listed below. All 

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



- Usage of the terms "source" and "emission unit" in a mannar consistent with the 
CAAPP. but also accommodating the use of the term "emission source" 8S found in Parts 
201,212.214,216.216.217 and elsewhere; 

~ Elimination of the ambiguous term "facility" as a corollar'/ to the above; 
- Clarification of terminology used for coating oparations; 
-Clarification Df terminology used for printing operations; 
~ Elimination of unneeded definitions. including definitions of terms which conflict 

with the actual meanings of the terms in context; 
- Revisions related to a focus on YOM emissions for 'terms which can also apply for 

other contaminants; 
- Specification of applicable context for terms which are defined for a narrow 

purpose; 
- Revision of definitions for consistent usage of subsidiary terms, e.g., "component" 

as equipment which may leak YOM (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". 

H. StQragQ Tank§ 

Use of Submerged Fill - The current rules require use ofa "submerged loading 
, . . ., 

pipe", "submerged fill", or an equivalent method for loading certain storage tanks (Section 
. . ,-

218;122 and 219.122). The term "submerged fill" is proposed to be deleted because it is 

not defined. and the term "submerged loading pipe" is defined broadly enough to cover 

what has been traditionally distinguished as '* submerged fill". 

Egyi'!lalent 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 Agancy and USEPA review 

and approval. as has been done is other places where the Agency is able to approve 



For.·.an·.·e~~mple~·r8fe(tO·5· ect:lon 

··21~.122(b); as menti~ned ~~~ve ••• This oversightis proposed 'for corre~tio~USing language 

similar to that used elsewhere. This language requires Agency·approval of the equivalent 

equipment in a permit pursuant to 35 III. Adm. Code Part 201 and USEPA approval as a 

revision to Illinois' lmptementation plan, 

Measurement of .s~al Gap:i for External Floating Roof Tanks - The USEPA found 

that the provisions for external floating roof storage tanks in Sections 218.124 and 

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

TheRACT requirement for external floating roof storage tanks establishes a limit on the 

accumulated area of the gap between the floating roof and the wall of the tank. The 

proposed amendments Turther clarify how this determination is to be made. USEPA 

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

authorities to enforce control requirements through well-defined and appropriate testing, 

monitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting provisions is essential for USEPA approval of 

rules as part of a SIP. 

I. Degreasors 

The provisions for degreasers· in Subpart· E are' proposed to be amended to clarify 

that the provisions apply only to degreasers with VOM emissions. As the purpose of 

Subpart E is control of VOM as it is a precursor to the formation of ozone in the 

atmosphere, it is not necessary to apply Subpart E to degreasers which use solvent which 

is not a VOM. The proposed change is accomplished by adding the words nwhich use 

volatile organic materialsn in the introductory provisions for degreasers in Sections 

218.181 and 219.181. 

J. CQating Qperatioll~ 

Coating of Motal Pails and Drums - The coating of steel pails and drums is an 



>'I{tiasbeen~lon~-stal1ding pra~tice by bothth~CAgenCy and USEPA to treat the cOfltings > 

used· on this interior· of a steel pail or drum as a "clear coating ". These interior coatings 

musfprotectthesteel container from the contents of the container, providing a barrier of 

sufficient chemical resistance for the particular service. While many of these coatings 

contain no pigment. and may qualify. as clear coatings, others contain small amounts of dye 

or pigment to show where they have been applied. 

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 operation in Sections 218. 204(j) and 219. 204(j) and providing 

an emission limit of 4.3 Ib/gallon, the limit also applicable to clear coatings. Supporting 

definitions of drum and pail are also proposed. 

kQa!ing of Wood Furnitur~ - The RACT rule for coating of wood furniture addresses 

the transfer efficiency with which such coatings are applied by specifying that coatings 

must be applied by ce,tain methods. The rI,Iies for wood furniture coating, Sections 
. . . 

218.204(1).and 219.204(1), have ,been amended to·aUow for tha.use of high volume low 

pressure (HVlP) coating application systems. HVLP systems have levels of transfer 

efficiency comparable to the methods of coating application presently listed as acceptable 

for wood furniture coating. HVLP systems have been found acceptable by other 

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

system· has also been added in Part 211. . 

K. Automobile and Light-Duty. TruQk Coating (Ford.Motor CQ..mpanYi 

The proposed amendments establish a limit for primer surfacer operations in 

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

emissions per volume of coating solids applied to a substrate, I.e., Ib VOM/gallon of 
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transferefficier\cy· with which coating· is applied ·to 8·· SUbstrate,·· The·parti~~lar emission· 

limit, 15.1 Ib VOM/gallon of applied solids, is derived from the existing limit, 2.8 lb 

VOM/gallon, using a transfer efficiency of 30%. 

Appropriate language is also proposed to require use of USEPA's topcoat protocol 

by. primer surfacer operations to demonstrate compliance with this limit. The use of this 

USEPA protocol is currently restricted to the topcoat itself. Monitoring, recordkeeping and 

reporting for both topcoat and primer surfacer operations have been revised to assure that 

compliance can be verified (Section 218.1 05(d)(2) and Section 218. 211(f)). With respect 

to monitoring, one aspect of these revisions is specific identification of the monitored 

control device operating conditions which must be individually reported as exceedances. 

Because of the specialized nature of the required recordkeeping, record keeping had 

relocated into a dedicated subsection. One new term has also been defined, e,g. 

"application area", and two existing definitions have been revised to support the proposed 

change. These changes have been made to allow the revised rules to be approved by 

USEPA. 

The only existing source affected by this change is Ford Motor Company. In AS 

91-2, Ford obtained an Adjusted Standard from 35111. Adm. Code 215.204 which 

established this type of limit for its primer surfacer operation. This Adjusted Standard has 

not been approved by US~PA as a revision to Illinois' Implementation Plan. The changes 

now proposed to Parts 218 and 219 would establish this type of limit as a general matter 

and is approvable by USEPA. 

L. .cleaning SQlv.ents at printing Plants 

USEPA considers that YOM emissions from clean-up operations, (that is. usa of 

VOM solvent to clean printing presses, the printing area, and personnel) must be 

15 



· aJplic8bllity .·de~ermi~ation .1~r. printing· ~ssentiaIlY··IOOkS at whather an . :ntire$~urte .•..•.. 

Emgaged in· printing is major. The current language on VOM emissions· from cleanup is 

contained in Sections 218.101 and 219.101 "Cleanup and Disposal Operation." It is not 

considered adequate to insure that VOM emissions from cleanup from printing operations 

are p.roperly handled. In particular, VOM emissions from cleanup of coating operation, also 

addressed QY these Sections, need not and in fact has not been considered in RACT 

applicability determinations. To ,assure that cleanup emissions are properly treated for the 

printing industry, explicit provisions addressing cleanup emissions must be added to 

Subpart H. 

In the proposed amendments, for purposes of ap; , .• ability of the printing rules in 

Sections 218.404,219.404,218.405, and 219.405, formulae for VOM emissions 

calculations have been revised to address emissions from cleanup operations. In addition, 

language including emissions from cleanup operations has been added to the appiicsbility 

sections for flexographic and rotogravure printing (Section 218.402(a)(1 ) and 

219.402(a)(1». The ambiguous language in Sections 218.101 and 21'9.H}1 concerning 

"CieanupandDisposaIOperation'\hasben deleted. (It was replaced with the Saving 

Clauses, as already discussed in Section III. C. of this Testimony.) 

M. Solvent Recovery Systems (R.Ri Donnelley) 

Various revisions to the rules are proposed to incorporate the outcome of 

settlement discussions between R.R. Donnell~y and USI:PA over too provisions of the FIP. 

In particular, R.R. Donnelley, in conjunction with the Printing Industry of Illinois-Indiana, 

appealed the FIP claiming that certain provisions applicable to solvent recovery systems 

were not justified. USEPA agreed to reconsider these provisions of the FIP. Subsequent 

discussions between USEPA and R.R. Donnelley resulted in revised language for the 

16 
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.·langu8gefr~mUSEPA (he. Exh. 13). The Agency now proposes to incorporate the revised 

language in the State rules, including SF.lction 218.105(c}(1 )(8) and (d)(3), which in effect 

reflF.lcts a change made by USEPA to the FIP. 

The revised language generally accepts a mass balance on a 7-day rOiling basis to 

demonstrate overall YOM control efficiency of a solvent recovery system, rather than the 

daily mass balance currently required. This period f"ay be extended to up to 30 days on a 

site-specific basis, with the approval of the Agency and USEPA. The revised language 

further provides for a 14 day rolling .basis in the case of the existing carbon adsorption 

solvent recovery system for iIJ't. j;'lnnelley's rotogravure printing plant on East 22nd 

Street in Chicago. 

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

carbon adsorption system with multiple carbon beds. simultaneous measurements of YOM 

concentration of the exhaust of each bed are not mandatory, but that the exhaust of the 

bednext'ins'9Quenceto be desorbsd.must be monitored. In addition, operation of printing 

presses with solvent recoverY"systems may··legally continue. during malfunction of the 

monitoring equipment on the· solvent recovery system. provided that carta in· conditions are 

met. It is the Agency's understanding that in the context of these settlement discussions, 

the USEPA was able to develop a specific approach to malfunctions of monitoring 

equipment on 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 monitoting devices need not operate at all times provided that certain other 

requirements are met. These other requirement include timely notification of monitoring 

davice malfunctions, alternative operating practices which do not rely on monitoring device 
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The current control requirements in the synthetic organic chemical and polymer 

manufacturing industry ("SOeMI") rules in Subpart a have been found generally 

approvable by USEPA. However, the rules have beefl found to be deficient by USEPA as 

they do not· contain appropriate recordkeeping and reporting requirements for emission 

control devices associated with sampling connections. The provisions dealing with 

emission control devices associated with sampling connections were added to Subpart a 
in R88-12, effective June 27, 1989, and were not addressed by USEPA when it adopted 

the FIP. The necessary amendments are proposed to correct the deficiency. 

The proposed correct.ions are der'ived from the USEPA's "Standards of Performance 

for Equipment Leaks of vac in the Synthetic Organic Chemical Manufacturing Industry". 

40 CFR 60, Subpart W. The proposed corrections do entail sonie reorganization of the 

substantive provisions, so that use of a closed container to transfer purged material is a 

required work practice but does not constitute, parse, a control device. Control devices 

ara now limited to units where purged material is actuallvdestroyed, such as flares, boilers 

and incinerators. The proposed corraotions also recognize that separate monitoring of 

such control devices for purposes of RACT and control of VOM emissions is not needed 

where such devices are subject to operational monitoring under regulations for waste 

disposal pursuant to the federal Resource Conservation Recovery Act. 

O. Gasoiine Distribution 

The proposed amendments revise the limits on vapor pressure, as presently found 

in Sections 218.585 and 219.585 daaling with the acceptable vapor pressure of gasoline. 

The state limit is proposed to be lowered to be consistent with the federal limit on such 

vapor pressure set by USEPA. 



.~ .controltechnique guidance (tiCTG") doCument is a guidance document Issued by 

USEPAdesigned to assist states in defining RACT for specific categories of operation. As 

a result~ the corresponding RACT rules for these categories developed by states are termed 

CTG rules. States·must also have RACT rules for "major sources" in ozona nonattainment 

areas which are not covered by· CTG rules. These other rules are termed non~CTG rules. 

Usting of CTG Rules in Non-CTG Rules .. The applicability of many of the currant 

non-CTG rules considers the maximum theoretical emissions of operations at a source 

which are not controlled by CTG rules, In order to make this determination, the 

applicability provisions of each of these non~CTG rules includa 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 BS (pharmaceutical manufacturing and polystyrene 

plants respectively) have been added to the listing ofCTG rules in Sections 218.620{a), 

218.920(8), 218.940(a), 218.9~O(a}, 218.980(a), 219.620(a), 219.920(a), 219.940(8l. 

219.960(a)tand 219.980(a). In addition, pharmaceutical manufacturing need no IOllger be 

included in the list of exemptions in Section 218.960(e) and 219.960(e) because it is 

included in the list of CTGrules. Subparts T andBB contain specific RACT rules. 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 . 

.!YI...!uming of PhC!';U!B nB~gJ,Jlated by a Rule" - As stated above, the applicability of 

many. of th9 current non-CTG rules considers the maximum theoretical emissions of the 

operations at a source which arc not "controlled by" or t'regulated by" eTG rules. For this 

purpose, an operation is considered controlled or regulated only if a CTG rule actually 

restricts VOM emissions. 

Operations which qualify for exclusions of a CTG rule or are below the applicabilitv 



errli~,sions fromthase nOH~gulated units, al~or~f9rr9c1 to as"sub-thresholdlJnits· do 

count for applioability of non-CTG rules. These sub-threshold units are not subject to 

control requirements of the non-CTG rule, only increasing the accountable emissions which 

may trigger actual control requirements for non~CTG operations. In common Agency 

usage, these sub-threshold units are "in for the count, out for contro'" t unlike the non-eTG 

units themselves which are "in for the count and in for control". 

The proposed amendments clarify the relevant provisions of the non-eTG rules 

which explain what "not regulated by" means. These provisions are contained in Sections 

218.920{e), 218.940(e}, 218.960(e), 218.980(0)' 219.920(e), 219.940(e), 219.960(e). 

and 219.980(e). 

~ntroi RQQ.uirements for Non-eTG Generic Rules - Illinois' non-eTG RACT rules for 

"Miscellaneous Fabricated Product Manufacturing Processes", "Miscellaneous Formulation 

Manufacturing Processes", "Miscellaneous Organic Chemical Manufacturing Processes" 

, and "Other Emission Units" are further. described as Illinois' genericRACT rules. These 

non-eTG rules are generic as they addres~ingeneral terms broad groups· of operations. 

(Illinois' rules for 11 Paint and Ink Manufacturing Plants 11 are sometimes included as a generic 

rule. This is because of the timing of its adoption. However, the paint and ink rules are 

not appropriately considered "generic" because they set requirements fora specific 

c:ategory of operation. 

The words "from each emission unit" and a Board Note have been added to 

Sections 218.926(a), 218.946(a), 218.966(a) and 218.986(0) 219.926(8), 219.946(0), 

:~19.966(a) and 219.986(0) in the non-eTG generic rules to clarify how the add-on control 

requirement in these generic rules is to apply. USEPA has expressed great concern over 

thtlse provisions. It is the one area of the proposal where USEPA has bean unwilling to 



.···Age~cy hell~"e~thatthe: •.•• ' 

proposed amendrnerlts are approvabla and hopes that USEPAwiUagreewith us following 

further evaluation. We are trying to show USEPA that the proposed Note appropriately 

addresses the inherent challenge in preparing generic RACT rules. 

In generic RACT rules, the particular operations being subj9cted to control 

requirements can not be identified to the same level of detail as in categorical RACT rules. 

It is not possible to narrowly lise specific terms for the regulated operations, such as 

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

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

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

that reduces the YOM emissions from an individually regulated operation by at least 81 %. 

Specificity is needed to assure that rules achieve their desired objective, i.e., use of RACT 

with a minimum of disputes and misunderstandings between the regulated individua!s and 

the regulators. 

This challenge posed by the generic rule.s is one that must be addressed in the 

Omnibus Cleanup irrespective oftheadoption of Clean Air Act terminology, i.e., switching 

fromtheterm "emissionsource~to "emission unit."The FIP certainly does not solve the 

challenge by using the term "emission source" and defining it as a "facility. n In many 

respects and in common practice, the terms "emission source" and "emission unit" are 

interchangeable. Both terms, in the absence of other supporting language, could be 

considered 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 been considered emission sources, that is, a single 

printing press. 



~~e.gefie~ic ·rules'to. refine' the'meanlngOfthe'ierm "OmiSSion'unit;" 

term~emissionunit" is to be applied relative to the scope of the operation subject to VOM 

control requirements. The goal is to provide the greatest degree of specificity possible. 

This is accomplished in the proposed Board note by relying on the entirety of Illinois 

categorical RACT rules and the USEPA's NSPS rules to identify types of operations that 

may individually be subject to the requirement for add-on VOM control. These rules 

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

control required on an individual basis. These rules are the outcome of proceedings in 

which the scope at' operations suitable for applying add-on control requirements was 

specifically considered. The proposed note includes examples of the specific types of 

operations identified by these existing categorical RACT rules to further clarify the types of 

operations subject to control under Illinois' generic rules. The examples include the types 

of operations that are expected to be most commonlvaffected by the generic rules, 

including coating lines, printing lines and process units. These examples also make clear 
. '.-. - -, . . - .. - . - ~ -. ' 

that th'et~rms describing operations are used ill a broarJersense than one might otherwise 
. . 

presume. For example, a "co~ting line" is a type of operation that may be subject to 

individual control under a generic rule, as distinguished from a particular type and category 

of operation, like a "glass coating line." 

The above approach is not entirely inclusive, as there are certain types of 

operations that are suitable for individual control that have not been addressed by Illinois' 

categorical AACT rules or the USEPA's NSPS. 'rhe above approach minimizes the number 

of these "other types of operations" by incorporating aU available VOM regulations, i.e. the 

categorical RACT rules and Illinois' NSPS, as relavant guidance for the generic rules. For 
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:'emissionunit" under the Claim Air Act. This general d~'finition for "emission unit" is "any 

part or activity at a source." This language in its context is fully adequate tor dealing with 

other types of operations. The language allows for necessary flexibility in dealing with 

types of operations that have not been addressed bya detailed rulemaking·proceeding. 

Certainly there will be indivld~lal operations like ink reservoirs where an individual add~on 

control requirement is not appropriate. On the I)ther hand, a control requirement applied to 

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

Due 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 will have to be 

determined on a case-by-case basis. The permit program established by Title V of 1 he 

Clean Air Act Amendments provides the mechanism by which these case-by-~~!!:s 

determinations will have to be made. These permits will be required of ai; sources subject 

to the generic rules. Thase permits will have to include enforceable conditions clearly 

defining applicable control requirements, and the permits including these conditions are 

subject to USEPA review and.objecti()n prior to issuance. 

Q. Exemptions for' Polystyr~ne Foam Insulation Board and Polvstyrene Foam Packaging 

Certain categories of operations which are excluded from the control requirements 

of the various non-CTG generic rules are listed in Sections 218.980{e) 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 packaging Ilave been amended to 

assure that the correct processes are being exempted. The ClIrrent exemptions 

inadequately address n expandable polystyrene" . Expandable polystyrene is supplied to a 

manufacturing plant with the blowing agent already incorporated into the polystyrene resin 



'-,. ' 

adl~reSSEld in Board proceeding R86~ 18 which was the foundation Jo(the gen~rjc; ri.Jl~ 

for ·other operations·, it Is unclear that in developing the FIP¥ the USEPAintended to 

el$empt expandable polystyrene foam operations from the generic control requirement for 

·other operations". The YOM emissions resulting from blending and preliminary expansion 

ofexpandabla resin .'Irior to molding are controllable based on measures iinplemented at 

two such plants in Illinois, Dart and Handi-Kup. Therefore. these processes should not be 

exempt from the YOM control requirements. The Agency's amendments revise the 

exemption to the proper processes. 

The current provision establishes exemption for, among other categories, the 

'"production of polystyrene foam packaging (not including storage and extrusion of scrap 

where blowing agent is added to the polystyrene resin at the plant)". As ~tated above, 

investigation of the industry which employs expandable polystyrene as its basic material 

indicated that YOM emissions from certain operations within the .expandable polystyrene 

manufacturing process are capable of control at reasonable costs. 

For.this rssson, the Agency is proposing to alter the current exemption to require 

controls for 9fblending and preliminary expansion of resin prior to molding", since these are 

operations in expal1dable polystyrene manufacturing for which emissions may reasonably 

be controlled. This phrase is intended tn include only those operations within an 

expandably polystyrene process in which "blending" -- considered to include the mixing of 

expandable nolystyranebeads to achieve a homogeneous supply with the possible addition 

of a powdered nucleating agent, such as zinc stoarate -- 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 



.', tie'e)(e'rri~t~dfrOr1l VOM.· controlrequlrem~nts.· . 
The narrowed exemption is intended to be consistent with developments of control 

measures at two facilities: Handi-kup and Dart. The Handi-Kup plant, located in West 

Ch,icago, has already controlled both blending and preliminary expansion operations. These 

operations are preformed in an area which is totally enclosed, and VOM-Iaden air from tho 

area is ducted to the facility's boilers for combustion. Dart, loc~ted inNorth Aurora, is 

involved in an Adjusted Standard Proceeding (AS91-16) which would require enclosure and 

control of blenders and pre-expanders. Under the narrowed exemption, the enclosed areas 

will be subject to the requirements of Subpart IT, while the remainder of the expandable 

polystyrene operations continue to be exempted from YOM control requirements. 

fl. Exemption fQf Vegetable OJ! Processing Plants 

Vegetable oii processing plants are also listedin Section 218.980(e) and 

219.980(e) as a category of operation which is excluded from the control requirements of 

the variousnon-CTG generic rules. This eX9mptionwasintended to exempt operations at 

CPC .; Corn Products in Bedford Park, based on comments to USEPA from epeon the 

proposed content oftha flP. The activity engaged in by CPC which emits VOMis the 

extraction of corn oil from corn and not the subsequent processing of the oil at the plant. 

The proposed amendments clatify that "vegetable oil extraction and processing" ~re 

exempt. An incidental benefit is that a source engaged solely in processing of vegetable 

oil would be subject to VOM control requirements if the VOM emission met applicabiiity 

criteria. The Agency is aware of one such plant, Van Den Bergh Foods in Joliet, but VOM 

emis.sions appear well below the 100 ton/yesr emission applicability level. 

S. N.QlN<QntacJ Process Water CJ,mti.r.l9..1~ 



mayemitVOMatfevels which result inapplicability of the generic control requirements of 

.. Subpart TT. These VOM emissions are normally in trace amounts but can be of 

significance when a leak occurs in a heat exchanger served by the cooling tower. Cooling 

towers are not amenable to add-on VOM control but are amanable to monitoring programs 

to detect leaks and enabls timely repair to them. Rather than require the operators of such 

towers to individually obtain approved alternative control plans for such monitoring 

programs, the Agency has proposed to correct Subpart IT to include appropriate work 

practices. The proposed work practices are similar to ones proposed by USEPA in its 

standards for "Organic HazardolJs Air Pollutants from the Synthetic Organic Chemical 

Manufacturing Industry and Seven Other Processes", 57 FR 62608, December 31, 1992. 

The proposed work practices would not have to be followed for cooling towers where it 

can be shown that emissions are below the exclusion allowance contained in Section 

218~980«h and Section 219.980(d),8S applicable. 

The proposed. work practices for non-contact process water cooling towers have 

been added as Sections 21 S.986(d} and219.986(d). This work practice requires a 

monitofing and inspection program to detect leaks ofVOM into the cooling water and the 

prompt identification and repair of the leaking heat 9xchanger. The Agoncy's proposal 

authorizes oevelopment of site-specific monitoring procedures through federally 

enforceable permits. If a cooling water system is pressurized sufficiently so that any leaks 

are into the process, the operator of the cooling tower needs only to show how the 

system will be monitored to assure adequate pressure. When leaks of VOM into cooling 

water do occur, they must be repaired. Recordkeeping and reporting requirements have 

been included to facilitate adherence to the work practice requirements. 



if1~ludClngthe need tOObt6ih a fad~raIlY· enf~~c~~blep~rri,it, a future cOI11Plia~ced~te of 

f\.1arch 15, 1995. is set. A definition of "non-contact process water cooling tower" is also 

proposed. 

The proposed amendments will affect Shell Oil, Wood River, among others. If the 

Ilfoposed amendments are adopted, Shell will not have to obtain an alternative plan and 

the Agency can issue the operating permit for the cooling towers at Shell's Wood River 

Petroleum 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 

miscellaneous components which emit VOM. These "miscellaneous" components are 

components not otherwise subject to RACT requirements under provisions for CTG 

categories including SOeMI, petroleum refining, pharmaceutical manufacturing, gasoline 

distribution, or dry cleaners. A work practice has also been developed at Sections 

218.966(e), 218.989(el, 219.966(a), BIJd 219.986(0) to accommodate YOM emissions 

from IE)aks from miscellaneous components. The Agency believes that these leaks are 

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

work pralctic~ parallels the work practice set forth in Subpart T, which regulates YOM 

leaks associated with pharmaceutical manufacturing. 

IV. TJ:CHN.lc.AL AND ECONOMIC JUSTIFICATIQ~ 

The technical feasibility and economic ~-easonableness of the existing rules have been 

addressed in dockets R91-7, R91-8, and R91-28. The proposed changes, as they clean up 



. THe. Agency has worked with thaminois' E~vironlnental .. RegJI~t~rY;GroJp'~nd 
speoifio companies to assure that the proposed amendments do clean up the current rules 

." and allow them to be approved by USEPA without posing additional impacts on affected 
. . 

solirces.Me',ly of the changes, such as the changesaffectingR.R. Donnelley; Ford Motor 
. .. . . . 

Company, and Shell Oil are clearly beneficial to affected sources. As these changes 

generally clean up the rules and allow the state to replace the FiP, the effect of this 

proposal is certainly in the best interests of the State of Illinois. 

V. CONCLUSION 

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

for control of emissions of organic material and volatile organic material in ozone 

nonattainment areas. These amendments have been developed in conjunction with USEPA. 
. '-. 

to allow USEPA to approve theRACT rules as part of Illinois' SIP. These amendments 
, '. 

have also been developed with. review and inp\Jt from affected sources. Corrections of the 
- .- -.. " ,- ;.: - . ". :', -

type proposed by the Agency to these rules enhance their technical feasibility and 

economic reasonableness. The Agency encoorages the Board to expeditiously move . 

forward with this proceeding in accordance with the procedures ot 5ection .18.5 of the Act 

and to complete this Omnibus Cleanup. 
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SUBJECT: 

Addendum to Test'monl 

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 tech~ically sound 
and internally consistent definitions of relevant terms. This w\l1 simplify 
fmplementat10n of the current rules as well as providing a solid foundation 
for the further rules wh'ich will have to be adopted to satisfy the Clean Ah~ 
Act. These definitions wl11 be physically located in Part 211, and existing 
definitions 1n Parts 218 and 219 will be eliminated. 

The proposed revisions generally give deference to the existing deftnitions in 
Part 218 and 219. which usually mirror deflnttlons i~ the Federal 
Implementation Plan. There are a handful of exceptions where there are 
irreconcilable differences between terms as used 1n Parts 218/219 and 215 as 
liste.d 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 
definitions which will be located in Part 211. 

Bulk gasoline plant 
Coating 
Coating 11 ne 
Miscellaneous metal parts and products coating 
Paper coating 
Paper coating line 

The proposed revisions also attempt to correct a number of deficiencies in the 
defin1tions. Some of these deficiencies have been uncovered while working 
yith these terms for ~ie last 1 112 years, particularly by some of our newer 
staff who do not know khat 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 c of Chapter I of Subtitle A 
of Title 35), This requires that the integrity of Part 215 be maintained. 
Thetypas of corrections that are attempted are listed below and discussed in 
more detal1 in the attachments. 

_ Usage of the terms "source" and "emission un,t" in a manner consistent 
wHh the CAAPP. but also accommodating the use of the turm lIemisston 
sOIJrCe" as found 1n Parts 201, 212, 214, 215 t 216, 217 and elsewhere 
(Attachment 1). 

_ Elimination of the ambiguous term IIfac111tyil as a corollary to the above 
(Attachment 21. 



op~ratlons(Attachment 3). 

";Clarification of terminology used for printing operations (Attachment 4). 

- .EUm1l1ation Of unneeded definition, including definitions of terms which 
areproblemati c (AttachmentS) • 

.. - Revisions related to a focus on VOM emissions, for terms which can also 
apply for other contaminants (Attachment 6). 

-Specification of applicable contE:xt. for terms which are defined for a 
narrow purpose (Attachment 7). 

- Revision of definitions for consistent usage of subsidiary terms. e.g., 
"component" as equipment which may leak VOM (defined meaning) and 
"component" as a cohstttuent part (usage in cettain contexts) 
(Attachment tn. 

- Significant clarificatfon of existing definitibns (Attachment 9). 

- Definitions of various efficiencies (Attachment 10). 

- Oefinitions to support proposed changes for automobile coating 
(Attachment 11), 

..... Relocation of deflnltions located elsewhere than §218.104and §218.105 
(Attachment 12). 

- Minor clarifications of existing defin1t1ons(Attachment 13L 

-Corrections of incorporations by reference (Attachment l.'n, 

By: C. Romaine. April 1993 
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Ar.tu~l emissions 

Air contaminant - The phrase "from an emission source" is unnecessary. 

Ai r poll utant _ New term. included to support the defi ni ti ons of source and 
emlssionunit . 

AutomObile or light-duty truck assembly or manufacturing plant. 

capture 
Closed vent system - The phrase "piece or pieces of equipment

ll 
is substituted 

for tlemission source" 

Delivery vessel 

Emission unit 

Fuel combustion emission unit 

Gas/gas method 

Hood 

Liquid/gas mathod 

Owner or operator 

Pa1nt manufacturing source or plant 

Petroleum refinery 

Plant 
Process _ This term 1S deleted as it should not be used by ttself. Rather. 
the terms "process unit", "proce~s emission unit", "process emiss'on source", 
_~_ should be used to appropriate for the context. 

Process emission unit 

Refinery unit or refinery process unit 

Source 

start-up 

Stat10nary emission un1t 

Stationary source 

Vapor collection system 



Anew defirlition for the term nair pollutant" astnis .. 
federaldenitions for "source" and uemiss 'onsource ll

• Thedefl n1 tion is that 
found 1 n Section 302(n)' of the Clean Ai r Act. The mean; ng of term is 
identical to that of "aircontamlnant". as traditionally used in Illinois law 

'and rule. . 



Air pollution control equipment -- The word "apparatus" is proposed as 
substitute for the word "fact 1 i ty" 

Bulk. gasoli ne plant -- The word "source"1 s proposed as a subst1tutefor the 
word "facl nty.1I In most sHuatlons. the bulk gasoline plant constitutes the 

. entire source.. ... 

BulKgas611ne termtnal -- The word "source" 1s proposed as a replacement for 
the term "fad 1 i ty. n 

Can coating facH tty -- Term deleted 

Cot1 coating facility -- Term deleted 

Custody transfer - The word "systems" is proposed as a substitub for 
"facilities" . 

Dry cleaning operation or facility -- The label IIdry cleaning facility" must 
beretalned until relevant portions of Pclrt 215 are revised to address "dry 
cleaning operations" 

Fabri.c coating facll ity -- Term deleted 

Fun operating flow rate -- The phra.se "source. emissiohunit or process unit, 
. asapplicable" 1 s substituted for the word IIfacl1 ity" 

Gas/gas method--

Gasoline dtspensingoperatlon or facnay -- The label "gasoline dispensing 
facility" must be retained untn. relevant port'ons of Part 215 are revised to 
address ~gasol1ne dfspensingoperatlons" . 

Heavy off-highway vehicle products facil ity ~- Term deleted 

Large appliance coating facility -- Term deleted 

Liquid/gas method --

Metal furn1ture coating facility -- Term deleted 

Miscellaneous metal parts and products coating line -- Term deleted 

Operator of gasoline dispensing operation or facility --

Owner of gasoline dispensing operat1on or factl1ty --



- . - :.'. .". 

- . . - '. 

coati nf fac 11 ity -- Term de 1 eted 

HoodfurnHure coati og fad 1 tty -- Term de 1 eted 

OiscuSS19..!! 

cThe term, UfacUity" is used in 1111no15' rules, and in other contexts as well 
wHh three different meani ngs. Under one meani n9. a facility i 5 a parti cul ar 
item of equipment. operation or area that makes possible or facllitates a 
partlcular activity. This usage is found with respect to "grain storage 
fac'l1tles. n "loadingfacllitles." "a facility for draining cleaned parts,lI 
"parking facilities on manufacturing properly" "coke oven door repair 
facility,lI "portable grain-handling facilities ...... This usage is also found 
1 n the federal New Source Performance Standards where the "affected facll Hy" 
1s the particular item of equipment or operation to which a standardapp11es. 
This is also the usage of the tetm "facility" in the existing definitions of 
"emission source" and "aif pollution control equipment." See Sect,ion 201.102. 

In the second meaning of the term "facility,1I a facility is a plant. 
encompassing all equipment and operations ata particular site. For example. 
fugitive dust operating programs must include maps showing location of storage 
pil esa t a fae 11 ity . 

The third mean i ogof the term' "fac n ity" mayor may not .encompas s an enti re . 
plant .. A "gasoline dispensing facility" is an example of this meaning. 

; Usu~l1y gasoline di spens i n9 faciH ties are gasoline stations and their only 
activlty. at least from the perspective ofair:pollut1on control, is the 

. retail saleof,gasollne. HoweverJisomegasoline dispensing facUities are 
part ofmanufacturlngoperatl0ns forin..;.plantvehiCles. In this case. the 

. term "facll ityl' de-ser; bes thedisqete act; v1ties at the plant dea 1010g with 
handtinggasoline. . 

Because the term IIfacility" has historically been used with different 
nM!aniilgs, it is best to minimize as use the term in Ill1nois' regulations. 
More specific terms should be used wherever possible, and term the facilHy 
should be limited to circumstances ~here any of the meanings would be 
acceptable. 



'. ...... '.': .... ::-- .:: '. ·x·~.: .'.:" ," .', - .'-- -

·";'te:~octi.n~esp""POSed tOfUnd."e"ta~ d~finit;on of "coating.' The 
proposed change to the definition of "coatingline

ll
isa significant change 

.. addressed; n Attachment 9 • 

.. Can 
Can coati il9 
Can coat1 n9 li ne 

. Ern.iseal ingcompound coat 
Exterior base cQat 
Extet"iorend coat 
Interior body spray coat 
Oyer varnish 
Sheet basecoat 
Side-seam spray 

Sen 
Coil coat i n9 
Coil coating line 

Fabric coating 
fabric coating line 

Heavyoff;.highwayvehicle products coat1ng 
Heavy off-highway vehiclepr~ducts coatlng line 

Large appUanc;:es 
large appliance coating 
Large, appliance coating line 

Magnetwfre . 
Magnelwire coating 
Magnet wire coating line 

Metal furniture 
MetalfurnituJ"e coating 
Metal furniture coating line 

M.6eenaAeEn:UHRetal.!)a'~5waflEl-p,eElyets 
Miscellaneous metal parts and products coat1ng 
Miscellaneous metal parts and products coating line 

Paper coati ng 
Paper coating line 



\ffriyf;cOag'ng'; .... 
Vinylcoatil1g 1 i ne 

Hood furniture 
. Hood furnit9re coating 

HoodfurnHure coating line 

. Di scussion 

General - The coating rules address two different activities. "Coating" are 
regulated in terms of their VOM content, either individually. coating-by­
coating, or based on thedaily-weighted-average VOM content of all such 
coatings applied on a single line. As an a.lternat1ve to regulation of coating 
VOM content, individual "coating lines" are reguh.tedin terms of their add-on 
control equipment for VOM emissions. Thus the definitions supporting the 
coating rules must address both categories of "coating" and categories of 
"coating lines." A consistent and sound approach to coating terminology is 
essential to assure the rules cover the same operations irrespective of the 
manner 1n which the operations are reglllated. 

The proposed changes accomplish this by making each of the definitions of the 
var10U5categories of "coating ll and "coating 11ne ll complete by themselves, 
without any need to refer to the para 11 e 1 term. That 15. the defi nition of a 
particular type of coating, e.g., can coating, .includes all relevant ",lements 
to define coating materials which are subject to regulation as. can coatings. 
The definition of a "can coating line" repeats all these relevant elements. 
In each case the Hsttng of elements is identical. This approach appears 
redundant, but avoids anypossibllity of confusion. 

. '- ~ 

Thedefinitionsof a pa.-ticular "coating" and "coating line"maybuUd on a 
subsidla,ryterm which defines all or some of the objects to which a particular 
coat1ngis applied. In the case of a "can coating,lI a can coat1ng may be . 
appl1edto <a I'ean. II a defi ned term or to can ~."dts, anundefi ned term. With 
this approach a subsidiary definition of the object being coated may be 
helpful but is not essential. Such definitions are only provided for 
automobll ~s. 1 i ght-duty trucks. con s, 1 arge app 1 i ances, magnet wt re, metal 
furniture and wood furniture. In the other cases, the objects being coated 
are not deftned. For example. a definition of paper would not be particularly 
helpful where paper coatings include coatings applied to paper, foil 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 "ean" includes pails, drums and portable tanks. This is because 
the definition does not include a qualification on metal thickness; This 
quaHftcation is placed in the definition of a "can coating. 1I However, the 
definition of a "can coatinq" makes no references to the coating of cans, only 
to the coattng of thin singl.~·-walled metal containers. The definH10n of Clean 



" 

i . 

·'on coa d'ng . . . ... con~ponen 
'. 1l'1f1: .. ' a.ucancoatin91in~,makesno ... ionof·.coattngs~1I 

.. reby omltt n9 the requirement that tans beth1n and single walled 
containers. "Can coati ng 1'1 nes "a 1 soaddres-s protecthe. decorative and 
funct'ona 1 coatings. Slml1 ar 1 nconsistenc1 es e)(1 sf ll1d~fi nitlons for other 
categories of coatings. For example. isa line coating parts of metal 
furniture, a metal furniture coating nne? Is appllcation of plastisol within 
the scope of a vinyl 1i nelThe proposed changes eliminate these discrepancies 
in the respective descriptions ofucan coatlngll and"l;.an coating 1ine. 1I 

.Miscellaneous metal parts and products - This category of coating operation 1s 
in. part defined by exclusion. That 15. miscellaneous 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 addressed in the definitions for 
miscellaneous metal parts and products coating operations so that the'rscope 
is unchanged. 

The proposed changes are intended tomake clear that these other categories 
are unchanged. This is done by referring to the terms identifying these 
categories. without attempting to restating their primary defin1tions. 

Can coatings again provide an examp1eofthe need to change this definition. 
For can coatings. further compllcations arise relative to the definition of 
"miscellaneous metal parts and product coatings" in the current rules. These 
miscellaneous coatings are clefilledso as to exclude coatings applledto cans. 

/. Accordingly coatings applied to sheet metal stock for cans and can ends. which 
are lIean coatings," would also be included within thedeflnition of . 
"miscellaneous metal parts and produCts coatings. 1I This is not the lnten.t of 
the rule. .. . 



.- . .', -. . 

Flexographlc printlng -- Elimination of redundant provisions. which dUpl1cate 
provisions incorporated through the definition of "print\ng" 

Flexographicprinti ng 1 i ne -- E1 tm'lnation of redundant prov~ sions 
. , 

Ink -~Clarific:ation for consistency with other terminology, "image" 
suppl~mented with "words. pictures, or designs" . 

Pack,aging rotogravure printing line -~ Elimination of redundant provisions, 
which duplicate provisions incorporated through definition of "packa.ging 
rotogravure printing." See also "publication rotogravure printing line. II, 

Printing-- Clarification for conslstency 

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

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

Rotogravure printing -- Elimination of redundant provisfons from "printing" 

Rotogravure printing line -- Elimination of redundant provisions from 
"rotogra.vure .printing" 

Qiscusslon 

The definitions ·of the above terms related to printing ;Irepeat" provisions . 
found; nothersubs i diarydefi nitlons.This is confusi ngas a gener(i 1 matter • 
because. the role and purpose ofthesubsldiaryc!effnitionsls unclear. Itis 
part1cularly tonfusingtlhen there)s an inconsistencyinwgrding between a 
term andsubsfdiaryterms. For example, one term refe.rsto printing as 
'deal1ngwHh u .images" while another term refer tollwqrds.pictures.or· 
designs."The general principles of regulatory interpretation would suggest 
that word selection is intentional, and different wording implies different 
meaning. 



• Definition eliminated for purposes for Part 218 and 219 only .. Definition 
will be retained for other purposes. 

Acid gases· _ Not used in Parts 218/219 <relates to Sectlon 9.S of the Act) 

Actual heat input"" - Not .used in Part 218/219 <only used in Part 212. 214, 216 
and 217) 

Allowable emissions --Not used 1n Parts 218/219 

Ambient a1r Quality standard -- Not used in Parts 218/219 

Applicator __ Unneeded - The term "coating applicator" is defined. The term 
lIappllcatorll is also defined circularly, as it is a device used on a "coating 
line" 

Bituminous coatings -- Hot 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'l) 

Emission source~ -- No longer needed. per change~ .discussed 'n Attachment 1. 

Excessai~* -- Not used in Parts 215 or 218/219 (used 'nother Parts) 

Gross. vehicle weight -- Not needed. See also "gross vehH:le wefgnt rating" 

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

. Hour __ Not· needed. Usage· of the term "hourl! in Parts 218 and 219· , s 
inconsistent with this definit1on. For examples, see §21_.423(f) and (1) •. 
§218.429(c)(1), §21_.447. §21_.489(b), and Append1x B. 

Low solvent coating· -- Not used in Parts 218/219. 

Malfunction __ Not needed. Usage of the term IImalfunction" in Parts 218 and 
219 1s inconsistent with· this definltlon. See usage 1n Subpart Y and proposed 
§21_.10S{dH3) . 

PPM (vol) -- Not needed. 

Reasonably available control technology· --

Rolling lima -- Unneeded .. Relevant provislons now fncorporated into 
defin1tion of "maximum theoretical emissions" 



stack.· , ..•. Not needed 

Undercoaters -- Not us~d 1n Parts 218/219 

Vehicle -- Unneeded. Contradictsmean1ng of term Iivehfc1e" 1n "heavy 
off-:-highway vehlcle" 

Woodworking· -- Not used in Parts 218/219 



emissions -- Cl~rify_usage 

Capture devi ce -- Genera 11 ze term 

Captlureeffi ci ency -- Cl ar'l fy usage 

Contr-ol device --Generalize term 

Emission rate-- Clarify usage 

Process unit 

QU.£!!} 5 i on 

The alJove terms are currently defined specifically for purposes of VOM 
regulation. For example, the definition of Uactual emissions" refers to 
emissions of VOM. However, these terms are equally appl1cable to contall'linants 
other than VDM. It is proposed to address the general nature of these terms. 
The prefrred approach 15 to make the term available for all purposes. This is 
done'for I. control device ll by adding as examples of such devices, control 
dev1ces used for contaminants other than VOM. 

The other approach is to retain a narrow usage of a term whlchis limited to 
VOM. but toclarlfy the narrow scope of the' term. This is done for "actual 
emhsionsu by specifying that the definition is for purposes of Part 218 and 
219.50 that definition does not apply 1n Parts deal1ngwlthcontaminants 
other thanVOM. .. . 



~oad1n9 -- Degreasing 

~nclo~e -- Pharmaceutical Manufacturing 

Excessive release ~Hydrogen sulfide emissions 

Final repair coat --Automobile or light-duty truck coating 

Fountain -solution -,... Printing 

In,--process tank -- Pharmaceut1cal manufacturing 

Lacquers -- Wood furn} ture coating 

Material recovel'Y section -- Polystyrene manufacturing 

OVen -- Coating and printing 

Vapor recovery system -- VOL storage tanks 

Discussion 

Thse terms are deft ned for a specific context ,and the context should be 
identified. 



system-- «P611titantti replaced with Hcontaminant" 

. Control deVice -- "Pollutant;' replaced with nalf contaminant" 

'Manufacturing process -- "Component" replaced with "constituent part
U 

'>Metal1H: shoe-type seal ~-"Coatedfabricij replaced with "coated membrane II to 
avoid interaction with provisions for fabric coating 

Miscellaneous fabricated product manufacturlng process -- "Components" 
replaced with"parts" 

Valves not externally regulated -- "Controls"replaced with "provision for 
"external adjustment or governance duri ng thei r operation ll 



Asapptied:...."- Poor definition. The literal meaning of the definition is not 
cons htentwith the intent. Relevant language is added from thedef1 n iti on f n 

. the mod~l erG RACT rules. 

Automobile -- Poor dp.fln1tion.Theltteral meaning of the definition is not 
con~'~tent with intent. 

Coating line~- Better definition available. The scope of the term "coating 
. Hne" is critical for Part 218 and Part 219. Cross-line averaging is 

. generally not ,permissable under Part 218 or Part 219 without USEPA approval, 
unlike Part 215 where cross-line averaging available for all exfstingcoating 
nnes. Accordingly, under Part 218 and Part 219 1t is important to know the 
bounds of· an lndividual coating line. The definition of "coating line"in 
USEPA's model CTG RAeT rules more Clearly explains the scope 01'0. coating line 
than the current definition in Part 218 and Part 219. In particular, it 
indicates that a "coating line" 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 Hteral meaning of the definition is 
inconsistent with intent •. A common meaning of the term "solvent" is intended, 

.$pecifying certain types of materials commonly used as solvents. However, 1n 
a partlcular situation, such. a mat~rial need not be used as a "solven~" as the 
term "solventliis used in chemistry. For example. what does "solvent-based 
cement!! mean· for manufacture of rubberti res . Relevant language i sptoposed 
to be added to 'the definition of "solvent" from USEPA's model eTG RAGT rules. 

St9fage tank or storagevessel-- Poor definition. Excludes tanks whlch store 
gases, which arelnfact required t() be pressure tanks. . 

Topcoat operat10n-- Poor definition. ·Consol\dates operations on separate 
assembly lines. Proposed definition 1sconsistentwtth currentUSEPA intent 
fOl'automobl1e assembly sources as expressed in the model eTG RAeT rules. 
<See also proposed definit10n of Itprime surfacer operation.l!) 



Control efficiency --

Transfer eff1ciency --

Dlscussion 

The above terms describe efficiencies of various physical phenomena. For 
consistency and to avoid possible confusion it is desirable that the 
definitions of these terms identify the units of measurement where the units 
might be misunderstood. e.g., weight vs. concentration of VOM for control 
eff1ciency, and ind'cate that measurements are spectf'c to the particular time 
period. 



Application area --

Primer surfacer operation --

Topcoat operation --

Discussion 

These terms support changes being proposed for automobile coating. Most 
important to the single-affected source, Ford. the related changes establish a 
VOM limit 1n terms of applied solids for primer surfacer operations, which may 
be complied with using USEPA's "Topcoat Protoco1." 



"Air oxidation process -- Transer from Section 218.5211219.521 

Conventional soybean crushing source ..:.- Transfer from Section 215.104 

> Ethanol blend 9a5011ne -- Transfer from Section 215.104 

full operating flow rate-- Transfer from Section 218.5211219.521 

light oil -- Transfer from Section 215.104 

Specialty soybean crushing source -- Transfer from Section 215.104 



Component -- "Open ended pipes" replaced with "o~ien ended valves and lines," 
for consistency with terminology in substantive control requirements. 

Continuous process -- Clarification to avoidconfuslon between manufacture of 
polystyreneres;n and use of polystyrene resin. 

End sealing compound coating -- Inclusion of term "can cOc\ting," to assure 
consideration as a coat'ng, and more specifically, a "can coating." 

Exterior base coat -- Correction, to avoid overlap with the term Itsheet base 
coat. II 

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 terme 

Federally enforceable limitations and conditions -- Correction for a 
consistent label for the articles being defined and to include limits in 
operat1ng permits issued pursuant to 40 CFR Part 70. 

(Refinery) Fuel gas system -- Clarification, to avoid confusion wah 
non-refinery fuel gas systems. . 

Gas service -- Clarification, to address items which are not components, for 
example. a reactor. 

Heatset -- Clarification, sheetfed lithography may also be heatset. 

(In) Vacuum service -..;. Clarification for consistency with labels for gas 

serv1 ce. 11 qui d servi ce, eJ~c. 

Lithographic printing line -- Clarif'cation. to place language of least 
importance at the end of the definition. 

Miscellaneous fabricated product manufacturing process -- Category restored, 
"rubber solutions to molds. II 

Offset -- Deletion of unnecessary phrase. 

Prime coat -- Clarification, to utilize established terminology as found in 
the related definition of IItopcoat. 1I 

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



". .--

:def1nH,on 1 s. proposed 
in which Reid vapor 

Rbll 'coater -- Elimination of redundant provisions from roll coating <similar 
changes are also proposed for uro 11 pri oter" and roll pri ntt ngll) . 

~. Rollcoilting -- Inclusion of all significa!lt elements describing the process 
of "roll coatlng ll 1nthts definition . 

.. Standard Industrial Classification Manual -- Relevant material included in 
definition of "source. II 

Two-p1ece can -- Clarlficat1on. Consistency with NSPS definition. (What is a 
shallow cup?) 

Heb -- Clarification. Terms 1s applicable to both coating and printing. and 
can be used as a noun or adjective. 



oil 

Heavy liquid 

No detectable volatile organ'c material emissions 

Petroleum' ·d 

Reidvapcl .Jessure 

Residual fuel 011 

True vapor pressure 
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