COUNTY OF € 0 0 K ) R pouiiss Sxmg

' BEFORE THE POLLUTION CONTROL BOARD

'~ OF THE STATE OF ILLINOIS

'OMNIBUS CLEANUP OF THE
VOLATILE ORGANIC MATERIALS
RACT RULES APPLICABLE TO
0ZONE NONATTAINMENT AREAS:
AMENDMENTS TO 35 ILL.
ADM. CODE PARTS 203,
211, 218 AWD 219.

R93-9
(Rulemaking)

The le10wing,is,aftranscriptjof‘ag'
 5§aringfhéid iﬁkthéfabove4entit1edﬁmattgr{fat{ f

100 Weat Ranc t, Chicago, Illinois, on

 the 7th day of May,.

';fthé-hagffﬁfgiﬁéﬁﬁgdfciéck?a:m.;»Ms;‘Diane &” 

0’Neill, Hearing Officer, presiding.
PRESENT:

Mr. William Forcade,
Board Member.




Ms . Kathieén'C} Ba351
Assoc1ate CounSel
‘Alr Pollutlon ContrOL

‘Division of Legal Counsel

2200 Churchlll Road

Sprlngfleld, Illlncls 52694

appeared on behal:

Members of thé Public.

of the IHPA;




. WITNESS:

Christopher Romaine

Exhibit No.

‘RECEIVED

25




‘public hearing held. by the Pollution Control

Bocard in Docket Number R93-9, "Major stationaryj

sources construction and modification," 35

Illinois Administrative Code 203; "Definitiéﬁs

and'general pr@ﬁisions,"'35 Illinois
Administrative Code 211; "Organic matérial
emission standards and limitations for the
Chicago area," 35 Illinocis Administrative Code
218; and, “Organic material emission standards
and limitaﬁions;for.statiOnary sources," 35
Illinois Administrative Code 21é..r

-1 am Diane O’Neill. I am the

Hearing offiderfbr“thehearihg~t§day;  Andi1
seated to my'right istr; ﬁiil‘Fordade,‘the;
Board Member at the hearing.

The Agency has filed ité bropqsed
amendments with the Board on March 16, 1993,1
pursuant to Section 28.5 which provides a
fast-track rulemaking for the Clean Air Act

Amendments.

‘ : ' The Board accepted the proposal .




Héingsédréﬁeﬁdmeﬁtg,wéféspubliéheain thé.
Illinois Régister on April 9, 1993.

Therﬁoard will éroceédwith thi§<-i
“pro¢edufe according to the prdvisién;in;Séétidﬁ
28;5; | |

The act provides that only the
Agency will present testimony at the first
‘hearing. However, the Agency’s witnesses will
be available for questioning by anybody at the
heafing today.-

And ﬁhefe may be; if requested, a 
‘second hearingwforfanybpdy£9»presenttheir‘QWn:
testimony. e

| jf’ybu Qiéh £b asquﬁe§tioné;If

ask that you idéntify yourself for tﬁe reéord._
And as this is a rulemaking and not a contested
case, all relevant not duplicative information
wili be accepted.
I would just like to note forrtﬁe

record that there were two difficulties that-

were encountered prior to this hearing. The




 were omitted from the proposal as filed with
the,ﬁqard.‘ These gagés‘wépraﬁpafénﬁly;iﬁét
i,during&thé éopyiﬁ§ pr0éess;:gna’théY!h§§é7been»
ﬁﬁﬁliSﬁed,iﬁ thé“Iiliﬁbis‘Rggistéfi§h Aé:il 23;7
1993;§sfagcdrrectidﬁ} | | Sl |
And the Board also issued ah
order on April 22,{l993 e#pLainingthe mixup.
The’Sernd matter has to do with
the‘filing of the prefiled‘ﬁesﬁimony; ~ For some':
"reason the Agency Qés givgﬁia quy>of £hé

‘notice list instead of the service list and so

.. they served copies of the prefiled testimony to |

.Thefé‘é150 §éré £“° §36P1é ﬁH6€eﬂ‘
names are on the service list whg;ére:not‘bn 
the notice list; and they were subééquéhtly'
given copies of the préfiled~testimony,but it;
did meet with the scheduled deadline.

However, the Board believes that
there is no prejudice from these matters ana;f ,

will COntinue~tb‘proceed according to the




So with

tﬁaf;;&f £héaAgency QbUi&%‘
viike to,pfoceed. o
MS. BASSI: Thank you.

‘My name is Kafhlééh Bassi.7 iréﬁ':
:assdciate:coﬁnsel'fdr the Iiiiﬁois‘ |
Environmental Protection Agency, assigned to .
the Bureau of Air.

With me today is Christopherxr
ﬁomaine, who will identify his credentials
during his summaryrof his testimqny.

I wdﬁldblike to summafizevoqr
prégqsal}_briefly._ 

L 1;;.5 filed docket s RO 1-7 and R91- 8|
Aﬁhiéhﬂpéépééédeﬁé&rulesfbr thé C£i§a§o‘afeél
in R91~7 andthevMetroEast,qrea in'R91_8 in |
respoﬁngto the Ciean Air Act requiremehtgvaé”fﬁ
it was amended in 1990.

We made the FIP submittal~§f”
those rules in September of 1991. USEPA gave‘
us a responée or ahvevaluation of our FIP

submittal on May 3, 1992.




¢érf&iniﬁumbé} §f‘i£em§£h§t7théyg&¢ngiaeg;d ; ,
,&eficienciéé in the fuies as they had been |
, adbptedF |
 As*a°;ésult of that,@theyihaVe’ﬂ ‘
'l.nbt'yet publishéd'aﬁpfoval of the FIPf'of th§ 5 f
FIPs for Chicago and the Metro East area, and
aswevefybne is aware in Chicago there is also a
FIP pending that will be removed when the FIP
for ﬁhe Chicago area is approved.

This docket is in response to

gﬂSEPA's finding qf,céftéin;deficien¢ies in'the7f

‘“jrules‘th§t~were;adopted;

 bﬁ£ing~thi§ timéyﬁé}ﬁ¢§§7§;gg Lﬁ2ﬂ
’the prbceés of devel6ping'£hé TitléivféléaﬁiAif;
Act péfmitwprograﬁ. And in tha£ p:ogram, the
‘ﬁseiof thé terms‘SQurce and emission unit Weref
éetfled‘upon and7we made a decision tha£ théy
neeaéd to be used consistently throughout our
;ules,

Since we were opening up a docket

in response to USEPA, we determined that this




‘the;téﬁmisoﬁf¢e énd éﬁis$i6n‘ﬁﬁif‘céﬁgiéténﬁin 
in Parté'218 and 219."Thé£efore, Qe'made;thOQé{
changes;also; | |

The size of tﬂese rules iﬁ
readily éppafen£w 'If is very diffidult to h$§ei;
sométhing that is absolutely perfect, and s¢ as
we were going through the rules,; we found
various typographical errors in the publication
or in the proposal or, I mean, they could come
from any~numberrofipléces, ~We have also)

Jf;attemptedﬂto.éorrectfthose.

wEQé;y timé jou’teadfﬁeig#iafyéﬁ ;
" ses some more. And so if anybody sees any
‘mbfé;ﬁé Q6ﬁ1d $§§réé£§te'Ydﬁ~lét£iﬁg;biagé'
know so that those can be incorpbraﬁédand we
: wil1 try‘té get,ﬁ‘éerfecﬁ rule, I‘think th;é
might begsick,’but, anyway) that’is ouerOéléﬁ"
Alsofat‘fhis time we’wgré lookiﬁg

at the general/organization of subtitié B.

Theréfaréxdefinition5~scatte:ed throughout

subtitle B and we also decided that it would be




 “§p$£“tsth§ éxténfftAA;,fhagiisVpégéiﬁié‘and_ ﬁf
: préctical,as_fai és,the dontents of the,?u159 ] 
;gOi ;

Tﬁéféfofe, wefalsb took the
dpﬁortunity‘to ﬁdﬁe the,definitioﬁs'frcmrPartsir
218 and 219, Section 104 into Part 211, and at
that time numbered all of the definitions in
there. So that was another rather monumental
 project that we undertook.

I would note that the'definitipns:

fiﬁ7218 and 219 afe'repétitidus., So in £he'

_whole of subtitle B, we had the same

- definitions twice; now we will have them once.

In the process of goinmg through the rule and
identifying where CHAngeB neéd to be’made,pit' :
came to our afténtidn that ¢ddling tdwers
should probably have been exempt in Section 980: 
(e), both 218 and7219, |
However, tﬁey had been omitted .
frcm;thefFIP. And it seemed that thé‘best wéyvf

. to deal with this,p;oblemngg to,dévelop a work




.ﬁropdSal.

At the same time we also
determiﬁed that non-S0CMI leaks had not been
de&it with appfopriately and we_developéd a
wotk practice tb address those as Well,‘and
that is also included in the proposal.

At the time this was going on,
USEPA was negotiating with the printing FIP
appellate and reached a solution with them.
'And sc it seemed- logical to include those
rneqétiatiqns oi'the resultJofrthose
,QQGQtiatiQﬁS in'thié propoégi;as;well;:

.1 w$ﬁ1d'not§]thatzis_ﬁxovides
that whenUSEPA*aﬁaIa'FIP éppellafé”feaéh 

agreement or there is a court order or some

final determination, we are supposed to reflect

that in the rules anyway, and we are doing that

at this time with them.

Alsoc there was Ford Motor Company

which had an adjusted standard that had been

granted by the Board pending before USEPA.




UéﬁPAifééardiné'fhaf adjusﬁéd étandaraaﬁd"'
adjuétments have been made to the lahguage tof'
reflect those agreements as well.

| As I said, the size of the
propésaluiﬁvites errors.

On the table back there is an
errata sheet that I have put together and I
invite people to take a look at it. I have
provided it to the Hearing Officer and ask that
this be entered as an exhibit or a public
commént, or however you wént~to deal'with this;i

Thié isfa‘listmoftypographicai'
tipés.of‘eirorskthétﬁe héQéLfound';o far; juéfi
iin;éiCkingiit-up-and readiﬁg it agaiAVWQ findrﬁ‘
things.

In addition, there are two things
in here that are changed or that are additions.
One of them is on page 4 of this sheet. And
this 1s citations to the BIF and RCRA rule.

We have in one of the sections,

it ie Section 218, 219, 429 G, we refer to the—f




,cit;té;thém} :Weihaveﬂaddédxﬁhe,ditﬁtibn1w='

The secondfthing thét wé addedfiéi

on the last page, bage 5 of thlS documént;'ah& ’
that is the addltlon of thveords faderally N
éﬁfﬁrceable permit'in the*aitérnative‘control5
plan sections of the non-CTG~subpart;

Adding this:féderally enforceabié 
permit language isfconSiéteﬁt with the Clean
Air Act permit progrﬁm, whiéh is legislation,
and the :ecently apbtpv’d étate operat;ng
pérmit*érojfam, recently approved by USEPA.  iij

| Thls languagé;clarlfleé ﬁha£ wej'
" believed the f's»eeii’cm*s}ﬁe;‘r,,,saylng a1 aiong-,r"
7%6 afyfhlskéOLnt Chrls wili:f
summarize his filed testimOny and then will be;
a&aiiable for questions.

(Witness sworn.,)




‘Agency, I assist in certain aspects of program |
,dé#elopméntrfOr'fhefDivisionrofVAig‘Poilution  >

 comtrol, including the development of

‘having been first duly sworn,

was examined and testified in the narrative

form‘as‘follpwsi
QIiTHE WITNESS::
A, : o Goﬁd morning.
My hame is Christopher Romaine
and I am testifying for the Illinois

Environmental Protection Agency this morning.

As part of my duties at the

:egqlainﬁS}j; 7r"

I actively participated in the

devélbpment*of this préposal. This is a

logical consequence of my participation in a

number of previous regulatory proceedings

dealing with the definition of volatile organic |

material and control of volatile organic

‘material emissions.

As stated in my prepared




-the §rdpoéed>éhahg§é ih#§1Q§yéigmﬁgr}'
’pdnctuatioﬁ, cﬁoic¢ of»wordihg, pfoper
régulatory fo£mat,similar £y§esof routine
cléan up.   |

I thihk thaﬁvmost df:thoéé
changes are self-explanatory.

The -other changes are certainly 
more complex, but in general I believe that the
statement of reasons, Ms. Bassi’s explanation,
and my prepared tésfimony, fﬁily éxplain the
various:areas wﬁiéhfwe é:éT£ryihg ﬁércorrectx»f‘

,:quéve:,‘théfé,ate ?wo‘af§as'of tﬁé;  >
 p;oposal‘th§£ iQéuldflike,tbﬁexpiéin iﬁab
little bit further detail. f Also want ta tcsubcrh‘f‘}? :
on two of the cofrections as discussed in the
errata sheet. |

The first error, correction I
want to explain a little bit more fully is the:
use of the term source and emission unit.

The terminoiogy used in air

pollution control programs varies from program ..




,or a“p1ant,Vand:théﬁ thekte;miﬁologffﬁsgdfyd
deséribetﬁé;iﬁaividuél7aqtivity,yfhéiémiééi6n j
1 ‘ﬁﬁi£ or bper;tibn':hat £a inffa§£ béiﬁg5ijﬁ
ieguiated;  N |

| In terms of having understaﬁdable 
rules, it is imPortant that thOSE‘téfmS beuuséﬁfi
in a vonsistent fashion.

Because of this concern, the use

of the terms facility, emission source and

_plant in Part 218 and 219 have been revised.

" ‘Under the proposed rules, an

 eéﬁipﬁenf or éVépeéifiéyacti§i£§f1ikeV5 co§£;ﬁg
line or degreaser, that is'sﬁbjeét to-aﬁf%éfuéi
emission limit.

The term source is used to refer

to the entire site or complex that is
collectively cnmprised of all the emission
units at the particular site.

So it=is‘appiopriateffbr the',




,;tgrms~éﬁis§ibﬁfuﬁit aﬂdfébﬁféefafe?éth#itﬁﬁgq ;
fdf’tﬁe‘termsthét éfg;¢ﬁxrén£l& féupd¢1 ‘  V

” For‘exampie,‘if y6ﬁylébki§£ whét ;?
is b9ingdoneih*éubp§r£ f§i ﬁhe £é£ﬁfé@iséibﬁET;
ﬁniﬁfWas ﬁséd wheréﬁéf the term'émissi§;VSOufc§ 
was found. . |

Now, the ihteﬁded meaning and
effect of Parts 218 and 219,is not being
changed as a reéult of this proposed change in
terminology.
o | 0n§ df!fhéAkeylthings:thafﬂié 

being done to achieve this is that wherever

ipb;sibléfa specific term'is;used ratherjtﬁah{fy

énéﬂéf theseréehéral térms.

So if we are talk about a
printing line or coating line or dégre#ﬁer,
then we talk about a printing line or coatihg 
liné or degreaser. We don’‘t refer to it as Ah
emission unit.

In addition, one of the more

difficult terms is the undefined and ambiguous; 




“except where we béliévéLthAt5thé intended
'imeaning,appears:vaious frdmfits context and

' past experience, and we couldn’t comefﬁp;withfé

‘suitable substitute.
80 faéilityfi§ reéllya térﬁéf~'t
last resort at this point.

Now, one of thé'concernsrthat wé' 
have had in talking tb people, what this means
is that overall the air poiiution control rules
-are in a state Qfatransitiqﬁ.’ |

If’?dﬁ'lbqk'at'difﬁerent par$s;qf‘

the;rules,'differéﬂ£ ﬁerms a#é‘ﬁSédj:gThQ‘

 Agéncyfs;longatérﬁ;gcal}‘Qfﬁéénrééf iéfF6f§§ﬁf
ta the point may we are ﬁsiﬁ§~¢6h9iéféhtvf

terminology. -

But, at the preéent time“whaf
this means is that if you look»éﬁythe‘exi§£i§g i:
permit program in Part 201, that COntinUeéfté |
use the terminology of emission,sou:ce;’ If‘yog;f
look at%thekexisting Boardruleskin Part‘2l2; ff

214, 215, 216, 217, which deal with particulate




control of volatile organic material im the

,attdinment;éréé$} £heyfaisp confinuéiibiqse #héa4
‘term°piant'andiEmissiQn‘sdu;ce,
- | ,ﬁbwéyér, if*i§ﬁ lodk:atiﬁﬁrtkgaj,
the ﬁéQjSoufce RéQiew’ﬁuiés?ﬂthey Aré uBihg tﬁéVf
tefminolqu that we are noﬁ proposing to use
.foxr Parts 218‘0:,219, and‘fhey have been useﬁ‘
for the last five years or so. They use the
term source to describe the overall plant or
~compléx;and~the emiséiQnVunit t0~déscribe the:
individual%unit.*
| of course, we are proposing to

‘use that terminology for Parts 218 and 219.

" “And, one of new

Cfinally,
developments is the Clean Air Act permit
program. . purchase unit pursuant to Title V of
the Clean Air Act.

The legislétién that has been
adopted also uses the term source and emisaipth
unit. Thét is sort of a;éﬁide bopk that whén,f

Yyou are looking at the regulations, you have t¢




terminology is being used, until’ﬁeC6mpiete'
the overall,correction.

| I have indicated we~afé trying~t§
use the federal tgrminology; 'Wé:believé»fhat .
‘fﬁe féderéi.termihology will siﬁblify Iliinoié’
air pollution control rulemaking which will
mainly bé driven by the federal Clean Air Act
reguirements. |

"So when the Clean Air Act, which
for most purposes we are déalinq with in these7 V
regulations;'useé;sburéé’t6 descrihe aféiant;
Lt.W9uld be.sim§i§f if~W¢ usekthetérm:;éﬁfée
tdldéscribé ékpiahg;] L

| | Thét.isféne area.

The other aréa I would liké want -
to run through again is dealing with what we
are doing with definitions. Simply Kathleen
has indicated we are proposing to move aii
definitions contained in Part 218 and Part 219
to Part 211.

Kathleen has indicated Part 211




- Parts 212, 214, 215, 216 and 217.
f{The proposed changeé willgméaﬂ 

tﬁ#ﬁfﬁart 21i will alsoVCQver Part 218 and 219..

weaﬁéiie§é that w111 r§su1t’in£mcre effieiéﬁféf},
rules. |

The other thing that we are
dbing,Vh6WeVer, is reqrganizing;Part 211, ss

that each definition has its own section

number.

" Again, this will make it simble:;}

 infthe~future; ﬁha£'we;Will»be7abIeato Chdﬁgé*

 ‘individual sections and not have individual =

'definitions and not have to open up the entire

" body of definitions.

‘But, what that mean is if you:

look at what is happening in the proposal, we

‘have deleted the definitions in SedtingZIB dﬁd 

219,
We have also deleted thekdurréht |

set of definitions in Section 211. And what

~you see in~the_definitioh,rthe'p;opgsalr;isng




ividual

211,130 through 211.750.

80 as you actﬁallywlook at“it,”itf

a?peafs'that we are creating all new .

‘definitions. The important thing is that those:

‘definitions are being brbughf‘frdm Parts 218

and 219 and from~£he existing 211.122 and then
Vbeing spreadfopt section by section as new
definitions.

We did not attempt to make any
Changés to’tetms not'related;tokthe §0latile

~organic material and organic material control |

. requirements of Parts 218 and 219.

iS&,)féf’éiaﬁgiéf;ffsy;ﬁ7105k ati‘?
?géiééfiniﬁionslfdiﬂéraiﬁ‘héndling} eQén tﬁéﬁéﬁi
there mighf be some confusing tefmsiinithére, B
‘it was not part of ourxr apprbabh;fé‘éiéan ﬁé'
terms fOrngain handling féiaﬁed tb'particﬁlét
rules. |

We focused solely on,therolatiie;;f

organic material cleanup, consistent with

getting USEPA approval of Part 218 and 219.

ts




up the definitions that were previously

: §Dntained in‘P;£t§ 2lé; 219 ﬁa paftjgﬁ clé;ﬁﬁﬁ?;

. Aﬁq tha£ghas bééhvneceéédry, fi#st, to?éﬁ£ fhém
:intﬁ thé:géﬁéréiibrévisidhé.',It"ié:aisai |
 néEeééafy to cléénﬁp vériéﬁs areas:thatvweré
unclear or inconsistent.

And as Kathleen has indicatéd,
for a detailed explanation of what has been
done to those définitiohs, look at Exhibit 5(
;whiéh we‘have'providedicopiés qf. ‘

Sﬁfi ﬁhink'th@seVar¢°ﬁﬁe;Sth of;:
“Fﬁeﬁtwéybroad‘aféﬁs‘for6?6ryoﬁefﬁ9w§“éé¥5?ﬁné
Myfﬁéfmééﬁgﬁiés_of thtiﬁ.béihg ddhé;iq gﬁgf
t ﬁi6ébéal;' | o 4

| Once you undexrstand the
mechanics, then I think the substance is
éélf~ekplanatoryj
There are two pqints in ﬁhé

errata sheet I would like tao touch on. The

first deals with the citations for the boiler

;_andklndugtrial Eu;naCe Rulgs and the ReSQu;cé




 Recovery Conservation Recovery Act

o These are related to changéé
being made for the leak provisions in Section
218;429 and 215.429.

| Basically, we omitted to provide
the proper regulatory citations for devises
which burn hazardous waste, either regulated
hazardous waste burners, or addressed as
acceptable burning of wastes in boilers,
industrial furnaces also. So we have added the
regulatory citations.

Aﬁd ﬁhen the'other one deals wiﬁh
the various provisibns'in subpartélQQ, RR, 'TT
and PP. | | |

Aé1We mentioned iﬁrthertestimony;r
we recogniZe that the existence of federally
enforceable state operating permits now
provides another means to restrict a person’s
maximum theoretical omissions.

So instead of having to going
through the FIP revision process to establiéh

production of operating limitations, we can now |




‘operating permit.
. ,Aftér we submitﬁed tﬁé;p?0posa1; 
- we reaiizédthatfederaily'énforcedﬁle\state"
: ioperétin§ permits cbﬁld also beé#ehi&le'for
esﬁéblishing altétﬁétivé contrbl pfoérams.
That isf§l$o authorized by these sections.

So we are proposing to allow
federally enforceabie state operating permits
to be used for this purposé as'well.

Thoéevcovef ﬁhe:coupigfpoints I
think~m5y’require.a‘iitfiéﬁﬁitaof éﬁ?i£h#ti9ﬁ? 

HEARING'OFFICER]ofNEILL{;-ieamiqoiqngoff:,

 have the errata sheet entered as an exhibit.
“Make it Exhibit 1.

(The document above-referred to

was marked,EXhibit’No,_l f°¥, 
identification,’and was Eééei;eaQ‘
in evidence.) V
HEARING OFFICER O;NEILLriiI 5ust want to

clarify something.




linist, thous zefar”to which page winberer o
”‘ MS- BASSI: ‘Thé page numberé on th;:étrat§ fj
?%féﬁéét iefe#s tg‘the Board’s first ﬁotiéé” o
7;gﬁﬁiiaatiéh 6£fthg ru1ér
. HEARING OFFiéER“ofNEILL: We will ﬁark‘théﬁ
as Exhiﬁit 1.
| We will go nff the record for a
minute. |
(Discuséion had off the record.)
kHEARINGkOFF;CER O/NEILL: We will go,back
‘jdnfthe fecord; |

I want to note that there are six

@:Fé?éiéxfrbﬁ tﬁé»Pﬂbii€ ié¥é££g#aé£éé,hé#é’ éhd
Viioﬁéh it up’fbf §ue§£i6ﬁ§f£f§ﬁ;§£y‘of”fhém;
Doéé aﬁybqﬁf have any questions
for Mr. Romaine? |
'BY MS. VIDMAR:
~Q. 7 My name is Jacqueline Vidmar frém\
Sonnenschein Nath & Rosenthal.
ifam,reﬁréSéhting Riverside

Laborathies,,Minnesotagmining & Manufacturing -




I do have a couple of questions
for:Mr;‘Romaine;

The first iS'éiVen‘that these; 

rules will replace the rules in the federal

‘implementation plan for RACT and also given

that USEPA has extended the deadiine for
certain capture efficiency tests to be
performed.

My guestion is why this
cqmpliange exteﬁsionVisnft refleéféd,in'these 

ruies?f

 fAf g LQQkiatVthe;issugfbfjﬁaptutéif

efficiency. The substance of these rules has

not been changed.

USEPA has indicated:fhat the
current capture’efficiency ﬁethochoﬁtainéd ip*ﬁ
this rule is adequate and it has nbﬁrprovided‘» 
‘us with any new rules that could be substitutéd;
in their place.

What USEPA has indicated is that -

they will be further evaluating capture




'alternatiVe.ap§f6échés to impleménta££Qﬁ of 7
those meﬁhods that may be less expensive.

In the interim USEPA has stated

- that requirement for enforcement and

iﬁplemeﬁtation of those fequirements.

As a practical matter, the
Illinois EPA is taking the lead from USEPA and
it is not enforcing those requirements either.

We will continue to follow the
lead of USEPA. And if and when USEPA decides
that fhere are bettérr@éthods available,;theh
we wi11:prpceed gqccxdingtothose Béiter 
methods. RRDTEN

{ﬁ;'  : As ‘a follbw.up:to that.

Given that the USEPA has extended
the date of July 1, 1993 from July 1, 1992, is
it IEPA‘s intention to follow the lead if USEPA
extends that date beyond July 1, 19937

A. Yes, That’s correct.
If USEPA is unable to complete

its evaluation by this July, we certainly would




Q. I under9£qnd,that part,ofrv
 réVi3iﬁ§ theséEfﬁ1e$iia‘alsthb‘make them more .

" clear. I have another question relating to the

'cdpturé’and'cbnffbiieffiéiéﬁﬁﬁ pfofOcéls
therein.

Does IEPA have a position with
respect to performance of control device
efficier~y testing where multiple iines are

vented to one control'device, whether there are:

x“mﬁltiple;tests'that,Woﬁldinée& toyb§ bé:£6fﬁédf?

V;br whéther orrnot;iﬁfqapjbgfddné~atfoneVtimeaf:f

with all of the lines running with that ome

 7¢§htréi~device%’ x ; | o |
A. That75 sort of a,general
implementation question. |
In general weibélieve that~

testing should be conducted under conditiéns
that are representative of the worst conditions
ydf a,device.

If in fact the worst-case




‘operating, that would be the appropriate

"scengrio torbé7tested.
| ‘If, 6nrthe.othét hand,. if is mbréi'
’frébréséntative to Hévefafnﬁmbéfiof°liﬁes .
5§ér£fiﬁg Simﬁltanebusly‘becéu§é that?s‘the‘
most difficult scenario to show compliance, 
that’s the scenario»We wduld like testipg to bé
pérformed;

. So in the absehce of captu:e
efficienCy testing associatéd,ﬁith £he;
’deStruétiphmefficiendy,I wO@la §§§iwé:woﬁ1d
 continue the Agéﬁéﬁfs;his?°ri¢5i*p?ééficésl,~'
which in some cases allows there to be testing |
\Vailbwed;whiié é§§é£a1<ﬁﬁit§ arefcpéfgtiﬁg, ih ‘
other case we believe it israppropriate td'tesﬁi'
with a single unit operating, or only a'cou§1é _
of the units operatingf

Q. Jﬁst so I understand yoUrfansﬁer.f

If a source wants to comply with
theSe rules and has ninerlinés running to one

control devise, and the worst-case scenario is




there would be nine tests that would be run -

underx these'rules;qor,'is thisa done on a.

‘case-by-case basis?

I don‘t think I uﬁdérstandyybﬁi £ 

A. ‘ It is done on a case-by-case
basis, But I didn’t follow your example.

0. . Yop said to me EPA would follow
,thé worst-case scenario, which means,withvnine
,lines feeding to one conirolvdeviéé,‘thé'w6f$t ;
case is eiéhﬁ Iiﬁés;go‘downfandyoﬁ H;Laf |
‘1iné+byflihg:test} &ﬁ§érthe'wb:stugasé' ‘
séénario; : | o |

A. '1 ' VI.thiﬁﬁifhat $i§ht'be £§; é§sé'ih‘
a certain éénse. it may be that the mbst. |
difficult situation is only having ohe line
operating.

We would not ﬁormally expecﬁ

separate tests to be conducted for each of

those eight lines by itself, but it might be

appropriate to conduct a test to show with very |




Vg; t§¢inﬁéS56§§ratih§4‘£o7§erifygthat:ihffé¢t’ 

the'contrbl devi$e_still’controis;compliancef

under that scenario.

But;\We'WOuld'nOt'gofﬁhfqﬁéhf;ﬁ"

Simpiy,thé exeréise of sayiﬂgiwhat;if'eAéh Of<

k:thbse lines by itself was operating. We would

"again select a representative condition of very.

1low loading and test for that circumstance.

Q. Okay.
I understand that thé$e‘rules,aé‘ 

written now have a compliance extension for

those sources that have received a stay from -

‘the*fedéﬁalfimplementation p1gﬁfbyjﬁSEPigf

by dubvtion 14 sia sty clients
-- in fact, I think they a:e ajfew ofher
parties who have FIP petitiohs, revision
petitions,‘pending'before US PA.
My qﬁestion is was this. 'Hasrthé;
Agency considered putting a stay from these
rules for those sources in here; have they

considered it; and, if so, why isn’t it in




f‘I”déh’tjreéall{that”wé*havé5  “

considered that issue.

In particular, I am referringftbf 

an,isguégof a‘pérson“liké*331~for example, whc |

hésfsubmittéd a'petition'for,a FIp revision'tb

USEPA, independent of a FIP appeal.

VQ. ' :' Finally, has the Agency
considered -- let me back up.
Theyway'that I understand these
rﬁl§s a;e wriftén,’iniorde;;tQ gét a va;i§npef
fréﬁ $§ﬁe 0f'th¢ P?§tQ¢ois;et cetéf&) ydﬁ{Qged

" to file a FIP revision with the state. =

| And our experience has been that
vfhd§é h%§é ﬁ6f pr6c;eaéd<é;pedifiéﬁ;i;)' ”
| Hés fhe Aéenc&yconsidered an
alternative route, an,élternativé remedy for
those sourcés who are seekingVVarianceé froﬁ‘
thé ﬁérious protocols in these rules, that
would be perhaps a gquicker way of obtaining
relief Wifhin these rules, rather than going

before the Pqilution Control Bbard, that is?




»actuélly a relativély'fécéﬁt thought'qn Qﬁr f,

‘part.
Again, bncekwé,realized,thétﬂthéfé
5oﬁéfétihg permitfcdﬁlﬂ‘bé'ﬁSéd fnr*pﬁpting

limitations for maximum"theoretical'emiSSions,z}

we did that. WekhaVe added'an errata sheet:.
We cén do it for'alternative’control pians.
We are also considering whetherxr

it would be possible to do it for other sorts
ofvélternatives to4thefrules for fgaeially
éﬁfarceable_étate'opéfatiﬁg;permits fﬁr'fhat ;L
" Rowever; /it is nét something we.
ffiﬂAQE'diSCuSEe& wi£h ﬁSE§$”;na;it iévn6£ "
sqméﬁhingthat has beén'opened in this
proposal, either.

MS. VIDMAR: Thank you. I have no further
questions.

MS. CIPRIANO: I just have one gquestion.

*

Renee Cipriano on behalf of the

"American Automobile Manufacturers Association.




a

 jdé£eé as*WéIi;‘ 5&thbéeia;teé %ﬁ§nyto"£He{;MW
frgquirementsTQf72l8!:2;l(f)(2) Qﬂd iﬁ’ |
zéérﬁicul;r‘as~th05é teportin§faﬁ& fecord
keéping réQ@ireméntéﬂrelate to ﬁopéééting
cﬁéfainné;7 - - |

My question is if the information
required’under'that‘éection has not been
‘maintained by the owner/operator for the
three—year period, What will IEPA‘s approach hg
in;terms of reﬁroqctive en£6rce@ent?A  '

are revising the applicable record keeping -

| requirements, we ‘expest Ford to start complying
with those new requirements when the revised
’fﬁles are db¢um§nted. It would be unreasonabié 
tb expect Ford to retroactively keep records. |
We dOnft éxpect_that there Qiil~ ;
have to be any changés to éubstantively meet
Vthe 1imit. We simply propose that when the
kiuléQ £§kéVeffect,’that FbrdwwillVbegiDT

WdemQhStrgting,compliance,_uaingxthe appr§ppi§tgj




'MS. CIPRIANO: That’s all. Thank you.

HEARING OFFICER O’/NEILL: Are there any

othér‘questions?

. BY MR. FORCAhE;

0. I have a question reiétip§>thi 
213.986(c),vwhich I believe is on abqﬁt,page
197, page 198 of‘thg numbered versiﬁn of the
proposal. And is on page 5 of your erxrata
shget.

It p:bvides esseqtially'threé

‘ggntIOl optiQns; 'Opfion~numﬂgr;i is’t§; 
> 35£§biishcapture ahd,chﬁ#QL{QQﬁipment‘meetin§'
léért%ih étandard§. ;0§£i§n ﬁﬁ@g%f¥?;is £bﬁfﬁ7 |
émﬁiﬁyucbafinés;wﬁiéh Hé§é»étéaftiéular éohteht
of VOM. ybptibn number 3 is subéatéggrjvc,
which says'an~altefnative control plaﬁvﬁhiéhi
has been approved by the Agency and,épp;d§66~bi
USEPA as a FIPrrevision, or}’in the caSe Qf: N
your errata sheet you are adding in a federallyf‘
enforceable,permit.

,My'questiqn,ié,whatﬁstandards;w-y




~ control plan. ‘How does this relate to capture

and control eqﬁipment, or how does itﬁrél&tgf]

vowm cqntént?

;Até;ihére anystandgfﬂ3°théﬁ
govéfn the déVeISﬁﬁent oflﬁh,alternafiVé
control plan?

A. | Going back to the purpose of
these rules.

These rules are to establish

‘reasonably availéble cont;olxtechnolbgy.  The,

“ parti§uiér~Subpért§ where ﬁhis léﬁéuaée,¢

included are the gemeric subparts. They

t e$tablish*qfud¢fcqntrdl,redﬁireﬁents;ﬁ

© They don‘t involve a very
rigorous eva.uation of all‘the possibléHPE§pigf;
that may be subject to those requiremenﬁs.'
They accept B1 percent overall
céntrol'és‘an aCCeptable levil of contrel of
the control devise beinq used, 3.5 pounds per
éalldn ifrcoaﬁiﬁg operations are present,

So that the approach, if those




déterminé~whétherfﬁhefaltéth@fi#é{do@ﬁfdliplaﬁi~

prbvided,by a pQESOﬂ'demonstratesftﬁéffV
feasonably}available control,technéibgf i$
;beihéfachiéved,‘" |

'FQf S iSojthis is;éh’unqualified‘RACTV'
determination in (¢), if is not something that
would be equivalént to 81 percent capture?

A. VCertainly the simplest approach

to it,‘if'a person,has'wants té demonstrate
 that“is equivaient to BOfpefcent.

'But,jthérefaiéQodould bé

";-‘-u‘ .

situations contemplated where, in faét, what

'RACT is in no way equivalent to those

':ife&ﬁirémeﬁféi
'MR. FORCADE: Thank y&ﬁ.
HEARING OFFICER O’NEILL: We will go off
the record f0r a minute.
(Discussion had off the record.)
HEARING OFFICER O’NEILL: Back on the
reéord,

That—complétes the question5~and i




' Are there any btheffméﬁﬁéréfthgt<

néed to be addresﬁ bé,handled on the}:é¢dfd1 ;§

'MS. CIPRIANO: 'Yésg,”

I would like to request a second
:hearingn Reneé'Cipfiandibn behalf of the

American AButomobile Manufacturers Assocciation.

HEARING OFFICER‘O?NEILL:’ The second
hearing is scheduled in this matter for June 4.
It will start at 10:00 o’clock. It will be in
Vthé same room, roomV940Vin the Stéte,of

'Illincis,buildiné.

- With that, we can conclude

 ﬁ£od§f{s'hea;iﬁg5  *

the ébove?entitled‘matte: 
was continued to Tune 4, |
1993 at the hour of 1o=oofi

o‘clock a.m.)




STATE OF ILLINOIS )

COUNTY OF C O O K - )

Vr;,'gf5¢1a‘u. Goldstine, 'a notary fn
public and Cértified Shorthand Réporﬁér‘ihtéﬁiﬁ
for tﬁe County of Coék,and State,df Illinois,
do hereby certify that the fo;egoing,is a true
andﬁéompleteVstenogréphic récord of the
Procgediﬁgs had in the abové-entitled matter

‘and;lthat;the'foregoing was~reduced,to printed'Q

transcrlpt via computed-aided transcriptiDnl

- under my personal control and supervision




