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BEFORE THE | LLI NO'S POLLUTI ON CONTROL BOARD

IN THE MATTER COF:

CLEAN- UP AMENDMENTS TO
35 I LL. ADM CODE PART

R98- 15
( Rul emaki ng)

— N N

215

The following is a transcript of a

rul emaki ng hearing held in the above-entitled

matter taken stenographically by LISA H BREI TER

CSR, RPR, CRR, a notary public within and for the

County of DuPage and State of Illinois before

AUDREY L. LQZUK- LAWESS, Hearing Oficer, at the r

James R Thonpson Center, Room 8-032, 100 West

Randol ph Street, Chicago, Cook County, Illinois,

on the 18th day of Decenmber 1997 conmenci ng at

1:30 o' clock p.m
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HEARI NG OFFI CER LAWLESS: Good nor ni ng.
My nane is Audrey Lozuk-Law ess, and |I'mthe
hearing officer fromthe Pollution Control Board
in this proceeding which is entitled In The Matter
of O eanup Anendnents to 35 Illinois
Adm ni strative Code, Part 215. The Board
references this proceedi ng as docket R98-15.
Pl ease indicate this docket number on anything you
do subnmit to the Board in reference to this
pr oceedi ng.

Present today on behalf of the Board is
Board Menmber Dr. Ronald Flemal. Also present on
behal f of the Board is our environnental
scientist, Anand Rao. Today is the first
schedul ed hearing in this proceedi ng which has two
schedul ed hearings. The second will be held in
Springfield on Monday, the 22nd, in the Board's
conference roomon the fourth floor.

The hearing today will be governed by
the Board's procedural rules which are found at 35
IIlinois Admi nistrative Code 102.282 whi ch neans
that anything which is not repetitious or
privileged will be admtted. Anything that is

relevant will be admtted, and all w tnesses wl|l

L. A REPORTING - (312) 419-9292
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be sworn and subject to cross questioning.

This proceeding is a general statew de
rul emaki ng which was filed on Cctober 30th, 1997,
by the Illinois Environnental Protection Agency.

At today's hearing, the Agency will present the
only witness which has prefiled testinony and that
is of M. Gary Beckstead.

The Board will then allow questions
directed to M. Beckstead. The Board --

Dr. Flemal may ask questions or M. Rao may ask
guestions or nyself, and pl ease realize that the
guestions are only to develop a full record for

ot her Board nmenbers that are not here with us
today and do not express any preconceived notions
about the rulemaking as it stands, and if you have
any questions -- we have one nenber of the public
here. So if you'd like to ask any questions, just
pl ease state where you're from and | will

acknow edge you.

Requests for additional hearings beyond
the hearing in Springfield will be pursuant to the
Board's procedural rules at 35 Illinois
Admi ni strative Code 102.161 which requires the

proponent or any other participant who wi shes to

L. A REPORTING - (312) 419-9292
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request an additional hearing to do so in a notion
to the Board and explain why failing to hold an
addi ti onal hearing would result in material
prejudice to the movant. Dr. Flenmal, would you
like to say anythi ng?

DR. FLEMAL: No openi ng conments.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LAWESS: Thank you.
Therefore, I will turn to the Agency. Ms. Archer

MS. ARCHER: Thank you. Good afternoon
My nane is Christina Archer, and |I'm assi stant
counsel with the proponent of this rul emaking, the
[Ilinois EPA. The Illinois EPA is today asking the
[Ilinois Pollution Control Board to adopt this
rul emaki ng proposal R98-15 affecting 35 Illinois
Adm ni strative Code, Part 215 for ozone attai nment
ar eas.

Thi s rul emaki ng proposal is a mnor and
non- controversi al cleanup of subparts A, F and Z
specifically. The proposal will delete
duplicative definitions in Part 215 that are
already contained in 35 Illinois Adm nistrative
Code, Part 211. It will delete requirenments
currently located in Part 215 for ozone

non-attai nnent areas since these requirenments were

L. A REPORTING - (312) 419-9292
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subsequently adopted into parts 218 and 219.

The proposal will also add a de m ni nus
coating exenption of 2500 gallons to section
215.206(a) as well as adding an exenption for
touchup and repair coatings and the associ at ed
record keeping and reporting requirenents for
t hose touchup and repair coatings.

The proposal will also delete the
requi renents applicable to Roadnaster Corporation
and for perchloroethylene dry cleaners. The
proposal will also enploy the consistent usage of
the term source and em ssion unit throughout the
cl eanup proposal. The Illinois EPA has been in
contact with facilities affected by this proposa
as well as USEPA, and the Illinois EPA believes
that all parties are in agreement with the
pr oposal

The proposal will not have an adverse
i npact on the environnment, and the Illinois EPA
bel i eves the proposal is technically feasible and
econom cal ly reasonable. Wth nme today is
M. Gary Beckstead who is an environnenta
engineer with the air quality planning section of

the bureau of air and M. Brooke Peterson who is a

L. A REPORTING - (312) 419-9292
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| egal investigator for the division of I|egal
counsel

M. Beckstead has prepared sone
testimony he would now like to read into the
record, and we woul d be happy to answer any
guestions after that. Thank you.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LAWESS: Thank you,
Ms. Archer. Wbuld you pl ease swear in
M . Beckst ead.

(Wtness sworn.)

MR, BECKSTEAD: My nane is Gry
Beckstead. M acadenmic credentials include a
bachel or of ceram c engineering degree fromthe
Ceorgia Institute of Technol ogy, Atlanta, Ceorgia,
and a master of science degree in netallurgica
engi neering from Stanford University, Stanford,
California.

I've been enployed by the Illinois
Envi ronnental Protection Agency since April 1991
as an environmental protection engineer in the air
quality planning section of the division of air
pollution control in the bureau of air. In
general, I"'minvolved in the review of em ssions

i nventories and in the preparation of technica

L. A REPORTING - (312) 419-9292
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support for proposed ozone regul ations affecting
stationary point sources.

In this capacity, | have
responsibilities for projects that address the
expansi on and applicability of reasonably
avai | abl e control technol ogy, RACT, on sources
emtting ozone precursors. In addition, | have
responsibility for quality control and quality
assurance of ozone inventories and the eval uation
of point source em ssions.

| have prepared technical support for
Rul emaki ng R91-28, R93-14, RO4-16 and R94-21
Rul emaki ng R91-28 invol ved the geographic
expansi on of RACT to sources emtting volatile
organic materials, VOM that were |ocated in Goose
Lake and Aux Sabl e Townshi ps in Gundy County and
Gswego Township in Kendall County.

I reviewed the | EPA em ssions inventory
for potentially affected sources and eval uated the
i npact that this rul emaki ng would inpose. On
rul emaki ng R93-14, | evaluated the inpact of
changi ng the definition of major source from 100
tons per year to 25 tons per year in the Chicago

ozone non-attai nment area which was required

L. A REPORTING - (312) 419-9292
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pursuant to the Clean Air Act as anended in 1990.

I have also technically assisted in
evaluating Illinois point source em ssions to
determ ne potential em ssion reductions for
nmeeting the requirenments of the Cean Air Act and
the 15 percent rate of progress plan. Rul emakings
R94-16 and R94-21 were based on the findings from
thi s eval uati on.

| was responsible for evaluating the
i npact and the reasonabl eness of |owering the
applicability level for air oxidation processes
whi ch R94-16 addressed and of tightening surface
coating standards which R94-21 addressed.

In regards to the present proposa
bef ore the Board whi ch addresses cl eanup
amendnents for 35 Illinois Adm nistrative Code,
Part 215, | have the responsibility of technically
revi ewi ng any proposed changes and determ ning the
envi ronnent al inpact, evaluating any control
requi renent changes for consistency with other
existing Illinois regulations and assessing the
ef fect on inpacted sources that the proposed
anendnments may have.

In ny technical review, | have found

L. A REPORTING - (312) 419-9292
10



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

that the proposed changes will not have any
adverse environnmental effects, that the proposed
changes do not inpose control requirenments that
are inconsistent with other existing Illinois
regul ati ons and that the inpacted sources are not
adversely affected by the changes proposed.

And |'m now ready to answer any
techni cal questions that the Board may have in
regards to my review.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LAWESS: Thank you,
M. Beckstead. Dr. Flenal.

DR. FLEMAL: Thank you. Note that I
appreci ate the work that the Agency has put into

this proposal again and providing it to us in a

ni ce cl ean package. It assists us a great deal in
eval uating the proposal. | don't really have any
| arge questions. | think everything pretty nuch

has fallen into place. There are perhaps just a
few things, if nothing else for ny own
under st andi ng m ght be useful to address.

Am | correct in ny understanding that
the definitions that you proposed to delete are
those that are identical to 211?

M5. ARCHER  Yes.

L. A REPORTING - (312) 419-9292
11



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

DR FLEMAL: And that is the criteria
upon whi ch you decide whether to retain or delete
the definition?

M5. ARCHER: Correct, yes. W just
deleted the definitions in Part 215 that were
al ready contained in 211.

DR FLEMAL: But the criterion was
whet her they were identical to the 2117

M5. ARCHER  Yes.

DR FLEMAL: Because in sone cases those
definitions that you are planning to retain do
occur in 211 but not necessarily in the identica
| anguage.

M5. ARCHER: Correct.

DR. FLEMAL: You say in your statenent
of reasons that the definitions that you woul d
intend to keep are those that are nore specific
than those in Part 211. Can you say sonething
about what you nean by "nore specific"? 1Is this
i ntended to be nore stringent or --

HEARI NG OFFI CER LAWESS: Wl |, do you
want to direct your questions to M. Beckstead
because otherwise we'll have to swear in

Ms. Archer. Do you feel confortable answering

L. A REPORTING - (312) 419-9292
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t hese questions, M. Beckstead?

MR BECKSTEAD: Sure, sure.

As Tina has stated, we conpared what
was in 215 to what we have in 211, and in any
i nstances where 215's definition was in fact nore
specific -- | nean nore specific, it m ght have
addi ti onal tenperature or pressure designation
that 211 had -- makes no nention of.

Therefore, we retained it in 215
because it was nore specific and applicable to 215
where the 211 is just kind of general definitions
that are supposed to fit all categories unless the
specific subpart declares that there's a nore
definitive definition.

DR FLEMAL: | guess |I'mwondering about
what "nore specific" neans. | |ook, for exanple,
at the definitions of read vapor pressure, and it
woul d be nmy inpression that the definition which
exists in 211 is nore general -- excuse ne, the
definition that exists in 215 is nore general than
that one which exists in 211

I would note, for exanple, that the 215
definition sinply says it's a standardi zed neasure

of vapor pleasure where the 211 definition adds

L. A REPORTING - (312) 419-9292
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that it is neasured according to ASTM st andards
and so on.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LAWESS: Dr. Flemal,
you're reading fromsection 211. 55107

DR FLEMAL: Yes, that's the section
within Part 211 that al so contains a read vapor
pressure definition.

MR, BECKSTEAD: Does the 211
definition -- | don't have a copy -- does it refer
to 100 degrees Fahrenheit?

DR FLEMAL: Yes. So in that context
you would read it to be nore specific as that?

VMR, BECKSTEAD: | think that was the
term-- that that was the reason it was retained
because of that tenperature designation. That was
the basis of retaining it, yes, and | fully
appreci ate what you're saying. The 211.5510
definition is nuch nore involved, you' re right.

It does | ook nmuch nore definitive. The
only criteria that | saw that was m ssing there
was the fact that no tenperature was designated by
that definition, and therefore, we retained it in
211.

DR. FLEMAL: | don't have any problem

L. A REPORTING - (312) 419-9292
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wi th keeping these two different definitions in
the two parts if there's sone utility in doing so
but perhaps we m ght want to say we are keeping
the different definitions rather than the nore
specific definitions, at |least to the extent that
nmore specific mght inply nore stringent. [|'mnot
sure that that's a judgnment we can fairly nmake
that these are nore stringent.

MR, RAO | had a couple of questions
concerning the coating exenption. [|'m/l ooking at
the statenent of reasons for coating exenptions
where you tal k about this exenption based on 2500
gal l ons per year usage.

VWat's the basis for picking that
nunber? |s there any other regulatory context in
whi ch the 2500 gall ons per year is used?

VR, BECKSTEAD. W reviewed this
situation with USEPA. They had no problens wth
us going to 5,000 gallons. That's consistent with
our pernmtting requirenents. W chose 2500 really
because it was a little nore conservative, and we
thought it was in the best interest of the
environnent. There's no real shall | say technica

basi s for choosing 2500, but we did think it was a

L. A REPORTING - (312) 419-9292
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better choice, a nore conservative choice than
5,000 gal | ons.

MR, RAO On page 3 of your statenent of
reasons where you di scuss coating exenption, you
have an exanple of how this exenption is supposed
to work. So if the Board adopted this exenption
that you propose in that particul ar exanple, can
you explain how this exenption will work in terns
of any facility which my have a coating |ine, and
in addition to that, it may have ot her processes.

MR, BECKSTEAD: The way the present
regulation is witten, if a facility has an SIC
code that places themas a coating facility, the
entire plant em ssions, whether they're coating or
not, are taken into account for the determ nation
of applicability of our regul ations, our coating
limts.

VWen we wote this -- well, the
situation could arise wherein only a smal
percentage of this plant could be an
actual -- emi ssions could be coating, and the
preponderance of their em ssions could be from
ot her sources such as cl eani ng, solvent

operations. Therefore, we felt it was unfair that

L. A REPORTING - (312) 419-9292
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if a source was -- even though they were emtting
25 tons over the whole facility, it's unfair to
make them neet a coating standard when in fact
maybe only 10 percent or 20 percent of their

em ssions were due to actual coating or the use of
coating materials.

So therefore, this limt, this
exenption would forego a plant in that situation
where actually of the total 25 tons of emni ssions,
only a small percentage of themare actually from
coating itself.

MR RAO So that's what you neant by
when you said there was a potential for double
regul ati on?

MR, BECKSTEAD: Right.

MR. RAO \What happens in the case where
they have this two different operations in the
same building and if they don't -- if they exceed
this coating limtation, will that facility be
doubly regul ated?

MR, BECKSTEAD: Well, the coating
operations would have to neet a specific Iimt and
say it is solvent degreasing. The solvent

degr easi ng operations woul d be regul ated under our

L. A REPORTING - (312) 419-9292
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sol vent degreasing regulations. There's two
regul ati ons goi ng on, but they do not necessarily
overl ap.

Coating would be -- the coating
operations would have to neet a coating limt.
The sol vent degreasing would have to --

MR RAO No. What | was saying was if
you exceed this 2500 gal |l ons per year

MR, BECKSTEAD: kay.

MR, RAO And then, you know, would the
facility be doubly regul ated because you said you
consi der em ssions fromthe old plant or building,
what ever -- wherever this coating line is housed.
So | was asking you whether this double regul ation
can still happen if they exceed this 2500 gall ons.

MR, BECKSTEAD: No, it will not. Again,
the coating, for exanple, if it was m scell aneous
metal parts, the coating would have to neet a 3.5
l[imt. The solvent degreasing, they're actually
work practices. They would have to neet a work
practice.

MR. RAO So even under the current
rul es, there's no double regul ati on because they

have different limtations?

L. A REPORTING - (312) 419-9292
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MR, BECKSTEAD: Un-huh, yes.

MR, RAO | have one nore question
concerning the statenent that was nade on page 7
of your statement of reasons. The statenent by
addi ng an exenption for facilities that used |ess
than 2500 gal l ons of coating per year, Sundstrand
woul d be able to increase its production without
significantly increasing its VOM em ssions. Could
you explain what you nean by the statenment here,
how Sundstrand can, you know, increase its
producti on without increasing its VOM enissions.

VR, BECKSTEAD:. The situation at
Sundstrand is that the preponderance of their
em ssions are from degreasing of materials, and
the actual coating materials that they use is very
small. They just happened to trip the 25-ton
applicability |evel.

Wth this, they can use appreciably --
wel |, not appreciably. They can use additiona
gal l ons of coating thereby increasing their
producti on without adversely inpacting the
envi ronnent .

MR, RAO So when you say increase the

anount of coating, you are saying they have sone

L. A REPORTING - (312) 419-9292
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| eeway before they attain the 25007

MR BECKSTEAD: Yes, yes.

MR RAO Thank you.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LAWESS: Dr. Flenal

DR FLEMAL: On the matter of the
Roadmast er Corporation deletion which is the
proposal to delete currently existing section
215. 214, you note in the statenent of reasons that
Roadmast er has requested the del etion

The docunentation that | would assune
supports that is your Exhibit A is that correct?

VR, BECKSTEAD. That's to wthdraw the
permt?

DR FLEMAL: Yes.

MR, BECKSTEAD: Yes.

DR. FLEMAL: Exhibit A being a four-page
docunment which | believe is two letters fromthe
Agency and one from Roadmaster. As | read these
letters, the letter from Roadmaster is actually a
request to delete the permts.

On what basis can we transl ate that
into a request to delete the section at issue?

MR, BECKSTEAD: Qur permt section

cont acted Roadnmaster directly. |In fact, what

L. A REPORTING - (312) 419-9292
20



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

Roadmast er has done is gone to a powder-coating
operation so there's no longer a need for the
exenption, and they advised they were using powder
coating rather than a liquid that woul d be
controlled by our limts.

DR, FLEMAL: So in your outreach with
them they have explicitly said to you that we no
| onger need that special exenption --

MR, BECKSTEAD: Right.

DR FLEMAL: -- and it can be del eted?

MR, BECKSTEAD: Right.

DR FLEMAL: We don't have that
statenent fromthemin that direct form however
in the record, do we?

VR, BECKSTEAD: Not that |I'm aware of,
no.

DR. FLEMAL: |s Roadmaster by any chance
on our mailing list for this?

HEARI NG OFFI CER LAWESS: No, they are
not .

DR. FLEMAL: | think perhaps it mght be
useful if the Board added themto the mailing |ist
since they are nanmed in the proceeding just to

assure that they' re apprised of all of the

L. A REPORTING - (312) 419-9292
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devel opnents in the proceedi ng.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LAWESS: Do you know
who that is?

M5. ARCHER: | can find out the contact
person and get back with you by Monday.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LAWESS: Thank you.

DR. FLEMAL: Actually we have as part of
that record Exhibit A a letter fromthem

HEARI NG OFFI CER LAWLESS: That was a
year ago. If it's the sanme person, M. Marty
Puckett.

M5. ARCHER: W will double check and
| et you know at the hearing on Monday if that
woul d be accept abl e.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LAWESS: Fine, fine.
Are there any questions fromthe audi ence?

M5. HAINES: (Shaking head.)

HEARI NG OFFI CER LAW.ESS: Does the
Agency have anything further they'd like to
present today?

MS. ARCHER  No.

HEARI NG OFFI CER LAWESS: Ckay. Then
seeing no additional people that wish to testify

or ask questions, we will see all the proponents

L. A REPORTING - (312) 419-9292
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once again then on Monday at the Board's offices
in Springfield.

That hearing will convene on 1:00 p.m
in the conference roomon the 4th floor and just a
rem nder that the record will close in this matter
on January 20th. That should give sufficient tine
after we receive the transcript for anything you'd
like to file before the record closes, and the
Board anticipates that it will then go to first
notice at its neeting on January 22nd, 1998, and

this hearing is adjourned. Thank you.
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the taking of said hearing and that the foregoing
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