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whis s the sacend heasina in ehd
matterbf~0mnibus€léahup ofrﬁﬁe Volati¥é '
Organic M§terié1 Ruies AppliCéble to Ozone
Nohattéinment Aréas, Amendmehﬁs to:35 Illinois
Administrative Code Parts 203, 211, 218 and
219, This is docket is numbef R93-9.

I am the Hearing Officer in this
matter and my name is Diane O‘Neill. The
attending Board member today is Joan Anderson.

This hearing ig held pursﬁant to
the requirgments dfrthe,Sectioh 28.5.,’Tﬁis{

~hearing was requeStedrat,therfirst,hea:ing in -

-fhis maﬁtér'held'ph May771:1993.

| The purpose of'this:hearingiié
for the presentation of testimony;, documents
and comments by affected entifies and all'othéf
interestedrparties.

The Board has received prefiléd

testimony from Jerry Ledwig on behalf of the
Illinois Environﬁental Regulatory Group and Mr?

Ledwig will testify here today.




receiﬁédifiQe coﬁmeﬂtsinfﬁhistﬁaﬁtérlv C6mmgﬁﬁ_
number 1 is from therDepartment of Commercevand
Community Affairs and notes that no smail
bﬁsinesseé.will be negatiVely impacted by fhe-?
changes in the propbsal.

Comment number 2 is from
Spectrolite’s consortium and notes a
typographical error in Section 291.211(c){(2).

Comment number 3 is from the Code
Division of the Secretary of State’s office ah&i
notes some changés that heéd fo be'made'pridr
to'secondnotiqe; |

Cﬁmment number 4 is'from the
James Ri#ér Paperrcdrporatidﬁ:and'reéomméﬁ&sfa 
modification to Section 218.980(e) basically
for clarification purposes.

And comment number 5 is from the
Scciety of Plastics Industry and also suggests
language to clarify Section 218980 (e).

And do you have any otherx

comments you would like to make at this time?




MRS ¢ ER -None

proceéd‘with;Mr. Ledwig.

HEARING OFFICER O'NEILL: Then we can

MS§'HObGE:' Thank you verj,mpch.

‘My_hame is Katherine Hodge and I

am here today representingrthé Illinocis

En#ironmental Regulatory Group.

With me is Mr. Jerry Ledwig and

he will be testifying on behalf of IERG today.

(Witness sworn.)

JERRY L. LEDWIG,

“having been first duly sworn,

was examined and testified as follows:

DIiEéT'ExAyINATxbn
BY MS. HODGE:
Q. Mr. Ledwig.
A. ‘Good morning.

My name is Jerry L.
am the regulatory and legislative
advisor for Mobil 0il Corporation
refinery.

I have more than 38

Ledwig and I
affairs

at its Joliet

years of




in.the eéfifonméﬁtai'fiéia.r Iéurréﬁti§:§érv§ }
as the work group chairman for the IERG RACT
revision project.

IERG has been an active
participant in'tﬁis pféééeding-and in‘the
predecesspr rulemakings and the FIP litigation
concerning RACT regulations applicable in the
state.

The members of IERG’s project
work group haveimet on many occasions with the.
Iilinois Envifonméntal Pfoteétiqn Agéncy~td
'.nggotiate_the contégt;ofrthéjAggncyrg pr§P9531 :
before you.. | | N

 in.phfticu1ar, IERG'waéi
instrumental in drafting the proposed
provisions for control of VOM emissions from
cooling towers and non-SOCMI leaks.

This proceeding demonstrates that
the informal negotiated rulemaking process

currently in place is working well, IERG

commends the Agency for its efforts in this




. The members of IERG are very
ploased thétrthe iﬁitia1 issues of cont:o§e:sy
in this prbceéding have been discussed and
tesolVéd‘tdftﬁe point that,IEﬁé hasronlyrminqr' 
comments dh;ﬁﬁe Agency’s propbsal today; o

Unfortunately, due to the size and the
complexity of this proposal, IERG members and
staff continue to identify some problem areas,
changes in definitions which were not
immediately apparent, but which’couid have
SubStantial'impaq£7on the regulated‘community.’f

ihe:eforeLfIERG.?eserveéthe“riQHt;tQ g
addresssubhfmatfefs‘a£thé‘n83t~hearing,_ifA
one is requé§£ed by'tﬁé Aééﬁé&y of in ﬁiittén
post~hearing cémments.

Due to the nature of these fast:
track hearings, IERG urges the ﬁoard to give
increased wéight to post-hearing comments.

Comment number 4.
As to IERG’s comments and

suggested changes today, please see proposed




Section 211.4870, which contains the
‘of polystyrene plant.
| | In ouf discussions with'ther
Agency, we were cbﬁéerhéd with the use‘of,the
’w6£d plant in this:définition‘and considéred
7sub$titufions for the term. '
IERG proposes that Board delete
the term plant‘and add the following language
so that the definition would be as followss:
"Polystyrene
plant meansrény collection
of p:ocesérunitsraﬁd;
assosiated storage
faciiiﬁieéqat §7$our¢e‘
endagéd:inrusing styréne to
manufacture polystyrene
resin."
We have revised our comment
number 5 from the prefiled testimony.
After the filing of our

testimony, IERG had discussions with the Agency

-and now supports the definition as proposed in= g




Comment number 6.
hlso see proposed sectiond
218.980(e) and 219. 980(e).

| IERG believes that,the'ﬁgenCy;
'inadveftentlf included sourdes followimg fuel
combustion in this subsection. This should-be
units to remain consistent with the Agency’s
intent regardiﬁg the use of the terms source
and emission unit.

'Therefore,,IERG proposes that
 sources be.delétédandvthat ﬁnits be'addgdfin
 its placevafﬁég;ﬁaél_cpmhuStioﬁ.

 Comment mumber 7.

AléovSeegprdpoéedséétidhs’
218.986 and 219.986 which specify control
requirements fof certain sources, including
some non-contact process water cooling towers; 
subsection (d), and looks from components
subject to the control requirements of subpart
77, which is subséétion (e) .

Subsgctions (d) and (e) should be




218.984 and 219.986 as well.
IERG asks the Board to amend the
introductory lanéuage in SeCtiﬁns 218.9867aﬁd
219.9863?5 follows:
| "Every owhner
or operator of an emission
unit éubject to this
subpart shall comply with
the reguirements of
subsegtion {a), (b), (c),
(d) ox (e)’belﬁw,"
AiSo'sectiéns‘218{966 ah§ 219.96§i
ghduldibe'amendédéuch that theﬁﬁordiﬁgbwoula x
 éomp1y'with sédéions -— complywithﬂ(é), (b)ﬁbri
(¢) below. (c}), added.
Comment number 8.
See also proposed sections
218.986 (d) and 219.986 (d) which indicate a
compliance date qf August 15, 1994 or upon

tial startup.

fote

in

After consultation with the




ing insuffic

“applications for permit modifications, it was

agreed.that the:compliance date shoh}é be
extended. |

.Therefofé, IERG reqﬁests the
Board to extend the compliance date for
existing subject cooling towers until March 15,
1995, as it wi11 c¢oincide with other compliance
dates for the VdM rules.

Comment 9.
See also proposed sections -- and

this is an’insertﬂtpfmy prefiled testimth‘#é_

218.966(c), and 219.966(c) and 218.986(e) and

213.935(e)finiwhiah:na qdmpiiangeﬂdaté‘ig
spédified for‘tﬁéinoﬂ—soéMI-leak; coﬁﬁféi
requirements.

Again, after consultation with
the Agency, it was agreed that March 15, and a
correction here for a typographical erxor, it
should be 1995 added after the word measures.

IERG requests the Board to add

this compliance date to the rule.




Comment number '10

\iiAlsbysee §éc£ions‘218}9§§{é$(15*7f

7and'219.986(e)(1).

VIERG'requesﬁs the Board to

clarify the shutdown language in this

provision.

Again, the Agency is in agreement

that IERG’s suggested language would enhance
the rule.
IERG requests the Board to amend

subsections 218.966(c} (1), which is an insert

“to my prefiled testimony, and 218.986(e) (1),

‘and another insert in:the Qrefiied t§stimony

“would be 219;9565(c)yi){~andf219.986(e)(1)ias

'afollows£~

"Repailr any
componént..., unless the
leaking component cannot be
repaired until the next
process unit shutdown, in

which case...."

My comment number 11.




218/219.926(@)} 21872ié.§&6(b); zid/éig,géekﬁjﬁ
and 218/219.986(c). ' |

| All of these non-CTG subpart§’ ' 
include a provisipn f6r dpmpliancervia
alternative CQﬁtrol pians'with the approv51 of5
the Agency and USEPA as a SIP revision.

IERG understands that the Agency
intends to propose amendments to these sections
which would allow alternative control plans to
be effective upon inclusion in the federally
Venfdrceable stafe,operétiﬁgrpérﬁit;  IERG7 _
étrongly suppérts gh#hgg &hdﬂge.

H  commentf'nyumbér,jc_ommentj 12.

Cbncerniﬁg£hépfopdséd'Board'
note following sectiﬁhé 218.986(a) and
219.986(&). This Board note is extremely
important to members of IERG and others in‘thq
regulated community and IERG urges the Board tb:_
adopt the same. |
" One final cbmment number 13, which is

not in my prefiled testimony. Also see




f;ifiééﬁion éase;ﬂ
We;haﬁe a typographical error;

It refers to the:EnQironmenéal Regulatéry

Group, we should insert the ILlindis

Environmental Reéuiétéry Group, whereas it just’

shows it as Illi@ois,Regulatory Group.

Thank you for the opportunity to
offer this testimony today. I will be happy to
answer any questiohs you may have.,

HEARING OFFLCERiO’NEILL: VOkaYo
MS. BASSI: I have one clarification
qﬁesfion;_firgt §£ a11.
BY MS. BASSI
Q. . Wheniyoﬁlﬁere‘talking—éboﬁﬁ
sections 986(9)(1)r
MRS. ANDERSON: _ Excuse me.,

What paragraph are you referring

to in the testimony?
MS. BASSI: No.

I am talking about what he was

just saying.




MS. BASSI: I don’t know if it

was in the-

testimony Qr‘ndt. I was following along juét o

.taking ndtes, Mrs. Anderson.

MRS. ANDERSON: Okay.

MS: BASSI: This would have been the fourth

to the last item that you were talking about.

Q.

986 (e) (1).

You referred to Section

And I believe that was in the

written testimony. Okay.

A,

Q..

Then- you added --
The shﬁtdoWn:languaqe?

Yes;'gYou‘added sbme'se¢tiohs1,

Could you tell me again?

A,

Q.

added?

Q.

MS. HODGEt: And just for clarification,

I added two sections in there.

Could you tell me again what you

218.966{(c)(1).
Okay.

And also I added 219.966(c)(1).

Okay.




héﬁéSOéﬁi‘1§§ks,~ahd:fherféfiledftéétimony‘
addressed changes ip subpart T,

“Mr. Ledwig’s addition todéyraléq;f
rﬁecommends chahges’to the same provisidﬁ‘in
subpart RR.

MS. BASSI: I have a second reguest. Could
I have a moment, plgase?

HEE&RING OFFICER O'NEILL: Sure.

BY MS. BASSI:

Q. There was one 1issue, the,Agenéy
appreciates the corrections'and additions that
Mr. yédwig?S'téstiﬁohfris‘providing‘tq,the{
tHearlng Offlcer fér éecond notlce and we: agreé 
"with all of them that he has descrlbed today.

The last item that he described
today, item number 12 in his prefiled
testimony, refers to a Board note.,

This Board note is one that was

an item of concern to USEPA and I wanted to

take this opportunity to inform the Board that

the issue with USEPA has been resolved and no




one wi ropc

language to that Board 55£¢;>*
| | A further item ofrciarificaéidn. Mr."
Ledwig :eferred to changes in,sections 926(&),3?
945(b), 966(by; and:ses(b);i; |
And,i beiiévé those are in yourfa
prefiled testimqny as well.
These were included, I believe,
in Exhibit 1 that the Agency presented at the
first hearing, I believe.
MRS. ANDERSON: What paragraph are you
referring to?
MS. HODGE: ?a:agraph number'llf'
7 Thoée'éhénée; I'be1ieve were in
your err&tarsheét.

MS. BASSI: That'’'s rigat.

MS. HODGE: Presented at the last hearing.

MRS. ANDERSON: I guess I would appreciate,

in the testimony Mr. Ledwig states that the
Agency intends to propose amendments.

Are you simply clarifying that we

already have them?




87 (BASST:
ﬁﬁs;rAﬁbﬁRsoﬁs ih;ﬁkLybuQL
MS. BASSI: There was‘paragraphrll inlmré:%;
Lédwig’srp:efiled testimqny;"Okayf | oA

And this'was‘thevery.iast.iﬁgm;;'
it is on.page 5 of Exhibitilrthéﬁrfhe Aéeﬁd&
presented at hearing a month ago. So there is
nothing new, this i§ already in. And we have
nc further questions.

HEARING OFFICER O‘NEILL: Are there any
other questions for Mr. Ledwig?

Mrsn'An&érson;

MRS. ANDERSON: In'YQu:gtestiﬁpny;5 
parégraph 3 of ygﬁr tegtimﬁny.THelast-..
éentence is whét I wbﬁid reqﬁest youtestify'”
on. | |

You testified that due to the
itature of these fast-track hearings, IERG~urges'
the Board to give increased weight to

post-hearing comments,

In my mind, I am confused by that

statement, because to me it would be a




- héérings'iﬁto“théfcommen£ be£iodﬁ"Whe:éfnofhinq:

éould be aired.

Aﬁd,'sécond, I don’f unde:staﬁd:;
whét'is uniqhé about thes§ hearings as compa?ed 
to ahy'negotiated ruleﬁléking°

I am essentially maybe asking if
you did not intend to ask us to make a legal
determination, giving greater weight to
post~hearing coﬁments, but simply as a

practical comment,fI certainly would appreciate|

that, I understand that.

But, if youlare'fofmally asking-_

,dg,torgivefiﬁéréaged weight,,which,isra'iégal'

“term,; to ﬁost4héaring comments, then I would

ask, aré you suggesting that at these héarings
we diminish the airing of issues at hearing as
a factor in making our decision?

I am asking the question in a
long way because I suspect I don’t think you

meant it to be so legalistic.

MS. HODGE: Mrs. Anderson, if I may answer




ﬁd, we didvﬂ§£ inténﬂ£h$£.ﬁ
We did not intend the Board to, you know}
deviate from its current coursé'of action in;
'giving weight to hearihg“tesiimony and
post-hearing ¢omments. 7
The comment was inserted for
practical reasons, as you stated, and it was
only because this is arfast proceeding and, it
is true, we have been negotiating this for many
months, but it is a voluminous rulem§king. ‘The -
issues are complex. |
vand some bf tﬁévchénges toM:.
Lédwigfs testi@onytoaéyibecamevapparénﬁ 6niy
in thé}laét‘cbupléréf'&ays. Lol
And I suspect if everyone sits
down and goces through the proposai again, we
may find some more typos and so forth.
And that was why the comment was ;
put into the prefiled testimony.
MR{. ANDERSON: I will put ihto the record

that my confusion is that the last thing I




post-hearing comments would be ‘in a fasf?tfédkf

;ulemaking, and ﬁhat is simply, I Jjust waﬁied"
that clear.

The whole idea was to get:
everything upifront and not at the backéndf
But, I also appreciate the practical
considerations that you are thinking of.

Thank you for clarifying the
record.,

HEARING OFF;CER O’/NEILL: Are there any
cheréuestiqng;ércomméﬁts? | |
MS,'ﬁdDGE?;;i h§ve;jﬁéta brief”commépt.

 AnH‘thiéris'ah‘issuerthat‘ﬁés 

discussed only this morning and IERG doéér

intend to offer some comments on it after the
close of the hearing in post-hearing comment;.

We have discussed the issue with
the Agency and I don’t believe there is any
objection, but it has to do with Section
218.980(e) .

And this section contains a list




 in:9ﬁbpa¥£:Tf,Ef.kﬁe‘rﬁlé; jet_it féférénééé,
that thése exemptiqns apply to subpart PP, QQ!
.RR as well as TT. | | | :

And it’s been somewhat,ccnfﬁsing
fo me and to meﬁbers of the ?égulated commuhity"
and we have suggested to the Agency that
perhaps this list of exemptions should appear
in the other rule, the subparts PP, QQ and RR
as well as TT.

And we will offer comments on
fthat and-we willféonsuif with the Ageﬁcy'on
 #hat matter5 |
. .-MS-'BASSi;_fhéAgéncyhASno‘objédtién'to
 £hat, andIIWas.just thiﬂking abcu£ the
ipractical side of this.

We will include this alsg in our
comments. We.will provide you with language in
our comments as to how Qe think this should
appear.

‘M8 . HODGE: 70kay. Thank you.

“MRS. ANDERSON: I just want to say that I




prior comments to be misinterpretedﬁasiqo£5 iff[
fully appreciating the consultation thétfh553 
gone on in these proceedingéa, That was‘notrﬂy-,

intent .

MS. HODGE: I stated that we have nothing

further with Mr. Ledwigqg.

I do have just a couple of items.

that I would like to clarify with Mr. Romaine,
if that is appropriate at this time.
HEARING OFFI_CEVR 0"‘NE»ILL: All right.
i,ﬁé a?e gping tqrdeal3&it§
‘testimonythqt H¥;:#omaine‘pregented'étlthe

first héarinj.ﬁ6'¢laiify5it?r

" MS. HODGE: ‘rhat is COirédt.

HEARING OFFICER O’/NEILL: Okay.




?héving béén:piéviou§i§ldﬁly sworn,
was examined and testified further as follows:
CROSS EXAMINATION
BY MS. HODGE:
0. ‘Okay.
The first matter that I just need

a little bit'of clarification on, Mr. Romaine,
igs in Section 218.966(c){(2)(a) and the same
language also shows up in 218.986(e)(2)(a).
| And"this provision indicates thatf  
fbr;céftéin 1é;ksrregulatedrfaéilities Qoﬁld
have ﬁb keepa»report‘oh'thé p§me‘and
identifiéatidn;of‘tpe.le&king_Component;;

7":Aﬁafﬁy éﬁé§tioﬁ to:youriéréoﬁld :
you clarify whét the Agenéy’s intent is by
identification of the leaking component?

A, Well, the purpose is that the
identification has to be a little bit more
understandable than simply putting in a serial
number.

We would like the process unit




-éompdﬁeﬁ£ tb'make”it:$me#ﬁingful'ré¢0fd'fqr* .
somebody reviewing it. o .
;SiméLy;a serial numbériﬁoﬁld be
very hgrd,for us to make any usefuiidéta ou# q£%
that. |
Q. But would it be appropriate jus#
to refer tc a flange within this process unit
or does the Agency want something more
specific?
A. ... That would be agceptable.
Q. '-0k§y; s
 MS; BASSI:’i haveacla:ificéﬁiép
question;_ | | | |
‘Yaﬁiréferredybﬁijrté sedﬁldp" 

218.966. I assum> you also mean 219.966?

MS5. HODGE: Yes, I dd. And Irmust say I
only have a copy of Part 218 in front of mé
today.

Q. Okay.

Thé-nextfquestion that I have, 

Mr. Romaine, has to deal with the applicability|




219.980(a) .

And could you please clarify

somewhat the concept of the threshold for
apﬁlic&bility of these rules versus £he3
threshold for cdnt?ol of the same rules?

A.. Well, the applicability of the
provision you identified, in fact, of subparts
PP, QQ, RR, is probably one of the more
complicated aspects of these rulings.

Tﬁat,is because the.applicability
p:ocess is-aitqo%stage process. The first
éféqe,pr6¢9555953é3~Anjéﬁpliédbi¥ityr
-défé?ﬁiﬁafibﬁ loékiﬁg at thefénfifé élént or
;;ﬁfé;f aﬁaxghé sedond,stageﬁakes an
applicability ér:control reqqirement‘
determination looking at whether particular
individual machinery sheculd be contreolled.

And, of course, those two things ]
deal with different populations.

The plantwide applicability

rdetermination is made from a 1arger pogulatioh%




femiSéibn that i§:potentiaily subjeétifb?tﬁ¢? kV

control reguirement.

Now, the first stage 1o§ks,at
whether the plant meets the criteria fbr
eligibility as a major séurce for these rules,
the stage that is a hundréd tons per year, and
it is‘expressed in maximum theoretical
emission.

So it is a plantwide

determination, trying to see whether émissibns

exceed ane hundred tons per year.

 The things that go into to that,

"first of all, are only process emission units.

So tﬁat'néﬁ;édﬁBQQEiﬁﬂ;EmigéiOn~dnits:$naf  
incinefators don’t go into the count for
applicability, whether the source is a major
source. |

Then we identify a new term, and
it is not apparent in the rules, but it is
control technigue guideline;'

Many of the rules that we have




'aﬁailﬁblecéntrolteéhﬁolééy‘or RACf‘éféusea , 
in USEPA control techniques guidelines. USEPA
makes a distinction between rules pursuant t&,
their guidelines aﬁdrruleé,fhdt’have not beén %”
addressed by them. |

The specific listing of rules and
applicable provisions, there is a listing of
rules that are considexred to be control
technique guideline document rules as found in 
the Board rules.

Well, the applicability

determination for these subparts for these

‘subparts PP, QQ, RR and TT,'bnly;locksjat'ruléé_

';?:15ﬁ§t.a'9ec0nd'—— éoﬁsidéts iﬁ theif entiréty'
any procéss units that have not been addressed
by control technique guideline rules.

Bésidally, it hasn’t been
addressed by a RACT rule somewhere else. So it
addresses things like glass coating, leather
‘coating, cooling towers that have not

specifically been addressed by,cpntrol




It also incxudeéléqtdallyfiﬁ
those case examples by RACT, but it also

includes some things thét we have developed

thatrare’in'the rules but a:efﬁdt pursuant to
'contfdl'techﬁiQue7gﬁideliné§.  ihihgs likes“
heatset web offset printing or wcod furniture,
those are rulés that we have, those were not
developed pursuant to control technique
guidelines.

The,ﬁext thing that is certainly
in all its entiféty, isanyJeﬁiSsién unit that =
has ngtjbeéﬁf&d&fe§$e§by-ﬁae¢§h£fql“tedhhi§ué'
éuideline;rule.w | - | - |

 7Now,7thénmbre»complicated issue -

that you are alluding to is what is done for
control technique‘guidelineremission units.
These are emission units that, in fact, havér
been generally addressed'by control technigue
guideline but don’t meet the applicability

control téchnique -= the applicability criteria |

. o for the rule.




subthreshold emiesion units. Subthreshold
emiésipn units subject to CTG rules aléo couqti
,fdﬁéra the appliﬁability of whethef‘the pléﬁ£: :
meéfs theronérhundréd toné per yeai.critefié., 

The most common example of those
sub threshold units that we come across at
least in terms of their numbers is storage
tagks.

Storage tanks are addressed by
subpart (b), but only tanks above a certain
;éize, storihg materials wiﬁh a‘certaiﬁvaﬁdr;
pressure;are gctuallyg#bjectita;dbﬁ£#§1
,fEQQirementsa ‘ -m | e

| So £ank§¥that aréttoo sﬁall,fgi
storing things where the vapor pressure is too

low, subthreshold emission units, the emissions

from those also count toward the determination |

of whether the plant gualifies as a hundred ton
per year sourcve for the purposes of these
rules.,

Once you have gone through that




qualifies, theﬁﬁyoﬂﬁgdftd the second étdQe and“f:f
lock at the individual emission units.

~ and aga;hythere,is a list here to

go through. 'Again~f6f contro1'requirementé,

control requirémeﬁts bh1§7appiy to nonﬂcont%bl
technique guideline:p;océss'emission units.
Sé'evép thpughrthe subthreshold

units, subthreshqld'CTG units, have counted
toward applicabilitﬁ, they.are never candidate§
fét,actual control.

| Soasmallstorage tank may
‘contribute é‘couplé;pdunds_ora ton-of .:V

emissions ﬁbWardiappliéability, but it never

has to mééﬁrtﬁe;féquirémehts”of'these rulgéi
because the appropriate :eéﬁireménts are
contained in the storagm'tahk rules.

The next thing that is excluded is
things specificallyrbeen addressed by
categorical rules.

So if there is a rule for

something zlsewhere like heatset. web offset




éénéiﬂéée'f;r:contrél;  It doésﬁ’t applYﬁtér
things thét have been specifically exemﬁted.

And if you look at subsection (e)
of these,particular applicability sgctioﬁs,
there is a list of specific things that éie‘
exempted.

And then finally to make it ewven
more complicated, a source has the option of
excluding certain operations pursuant to

subsection (c). And these subsections allow a

source to exclude up to 5 ~-- well, ‘emission

}unitSVWith»up to 5 tons per year of emissions,

'if'they;alsQ méet -~ each indiﬁidual unit7ﬁeéts~

arpartLCuiﬁr apbiicable‘criterion;.eitheriéééhi 
emission unit has to be 1 ton or iess than 2 |
and-a-half tons.

So, I guess the important thing
is that there is one determination for looking
at whether the plant is eligible which has some

special wording abhout looking at subthreshold

‘units, and you have to understand what is a CTG f




'byiliéting{

Once you pass that test, then youl|

start looking at thé individual emission units
' to‘sée if they are meeting legibility~f6r‘l;
control requirements, and there’s another éét
of criteria you have to go through for that.
And there are some specific»timeé
of operations that are excluded from control
requirements.
Q. Thank you.
‘I.have just pneifoliow ﬁp_6n'
that,:Mr; Romaiﬁégﬂ- | -
CouldYOuéla:ifjff9r ﬁs thé;
 A§ehc&'s.intent ig Seéticﬁ»ZIQQQEO(&f? 1H :7
And I will nofe that_this same
language appears—in thé other non;CTG RACT
rules, and I note that thé Agency has proposedf
an amendment to this section, but it is my
undefstgnding that the Agency’s intent is,the1¥j3
samgfénd,’is tﬁat correct,,and could you R

clarify this for us somewhat?




:Thérégéngf;é'iﬁtent iS‘thé”éamégff
This particular provision deals with whatris éf
subthreshold unit and tries to make that
distinction.

The origiﬁalrlanguaqe was felt tO:
be a little bit awkward. We hope that this
revised language was a little bit clearer.

And basically the distinction
which is trying to be made is that a source is
censidered regulated by the subpart if it is
acfuaily subject: to emiésipn 1imits, control
reqﬁirements.

An‘gmiééidn'unit is'ﬁét
considered régﬁlétéd ifiiffdﬁésn’f?méé£ £he
applicability criteria even though it is in
broad terms addressed.

8o the things that are not
regulated would be the subthreshold operations
that would contribute toward the determination
of whethér the plant or source meets the

hundred ton per year major criteria.




for Mx. Romaine.

V?héhkﬂybu{
‘I have fust oné more §ues£ion;
And this deals with the list of éxemptions in
218{980{3)'and also it appears in219.980(e).

 And in particular the exemption
for what is in the proposal todaj as fuel
combustion sources; however, we have
recommended that it be changed to fuel
combustion units.

And could you provide some

ekamples of the type of units that would be

‘covered by this exemption?

exemﬁtion;/fﬁéi:comﬁuéfidﬁ‘ﬁnits’Would'
ceftéinlyicoverlthingé likebdilefs, wafé; 
heaters, steam-generating units.

It wéuld also include things like
reciprocating-engines and turbines which are
used for generation of power.

MS. HODGE: Thank you.

I don’t have any more questions iﬂ ;




‘there ‘any

other guestions or comments?

of
&
o

Theﬁ tﬁat concludes
presentation of testimohyjtoday.
and Section 23.5.allqws fbf‘a
third heariﬁg to be held if the Agehcy
requests.
MS. BASSI: The Agency does nbt request a
third hearing.
HEARING OFFICER O’NEILL: Ckay.
Therefore, the act requires that |
the Board,adopﬁiggébnd not;dé:in thié-métter
withina130vd§ys;£rom”£h§v;gqéiP£ qfthé»
vproposal, L | | i
| 1Thi§ pfo§o§ai,w§§ reééiVQa $f ihéf
Board on March 16, 1993. Therefore, the:Boa#d
must procééd’to second notice before July 24,
1993.
The Board meeting preceding th#t
date is July 22, 1993. The record in this

matter will close 14 days after the receipt of

the transcript and ;herBoardrhgs;nequestgd ;_




hthéB;afdcahex§e¢£ ré€éiptiof;ﬁééé iﬁafﬂ13:
shérf period of timé;r

| You wiil need in be in contact
'with the clerkfs office or get,in con£§¢t~withmﬂ
mé»£6 see when thé transcripts are recéived by 
the Board to determine when the record or the
fiiing of any post-hearing comments needrto be
filed.

With that, this hearing is

concluded.

HEARING CONCLUDED
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I, Arnold N. Goldstine, a notary
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