£%S.S

014
BS3
lo%}

903R87101

€0 s,
S AT

&
W 4genct

,»NNO Hip 4,3

S
3

4L ppove”

Regional Center for Environniental Information
U'S EPA Region HIT
1650 Arch St
Phuladelphia Py 10101

STATE VOC REGULATORY REVIEW
EPA REGION III
DECEMBER 1987

U.S. EPA Region ITT

Regional Center for Environmental
Information

1650 Arch Street (3PM52)

Philadel hia, PA 191 g .
p 03 ﬂxxcﬁﬁﬁﬂﬁq



U.S. EPA Region ITI .
Regional Center for Environmental

Information
1650 Arch Street (3PM52)
Philadelphia, PA 19103

STATE VOC REGULATORY REVIEW
EPA REGION IIil

Author: Robert J. Blaszczak

Principal Contributors: <Cyntnia Stahl, Estena Mc Ghee,
Donna Abrams

Reviewed

Chiet

\\ s L oz Sy
1

Jei§é Baskerville, Chief
Air Programs Branch

Approved by: ‘41?%?f:;//<%3ﬁzézﬁ<7// ’
Thomas J. Maslany, Difector
Alir Management Divisﬁon




-—--9-*-—---

PURPOSE

The purpose of issuing the State VOC Regulatory Review
document is two-fold. The first is to provide a summary of
the federal VOC guidelines and individual State VOC regjulations
and to discuss those issues which have surfaced as a result
of the implementation of those regulations. The secoad 1is L2
provide a reference for States in developing ozone SIPs in
accordance with the post-87 ozone/carbon monoxide (CO) policy.

As a summary of federal and State requirements, this
document 1s a comprehensive, technical discussion of many
issues which are generic to all VOC regulations as well as
issues which may be specific to a particular VOC source
category or a particular State. VWhere State regulations or
federal guidelines were written vaguely and multiple
interpretations have been used, this document attempts to
clarify the original intent. However, many issues remain
unresolved because of their national scope. In these cases,
this document describes the difficulties which have surfaced
in this Region as a result of these issues remaining
unresolved. As to be expected, the issues discussed in this
document represent those which have becn encountered in tnis
Region and may not include other issues which are inportant
to another Region or State.

The proposed post-37 ozone/CO policy will require all
States submitting ozone/CO SIPs for their nconattainment areas
to show an average 3% emission reduction per year. ELPA
recognizes that certain reductions should have already taken
place through the adoption of previously required reqgulations.
Therefore, any credit given toward progress 1In the new SIP is
over and above those previously required reductions. This
1s referred to as "leveling the playing field”.

The VOC Regulation Review document provides much of the
information necessary to determine the "leveling oI the
playing field™. This document, in conjunction with cther
references provides the information which will serve as thé
basis of the ozone SIP calls in 1983. Region IIIl is planning
to make SIP calls which will include a list of VOC regulatory
deficienciles which should be corrected with the submittal of
the new ozone SIP,
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Executive Summary

° This report represents a desk top evaluation of VOC regu-
lations in Federally approved Region III SIPs.

° General issues have been identified which effect nost
SIPs. These are:

Applicability Criteria: SIPs generally provide
less stringent criteria and more liberal exemp-
tions.

Equivalency Procedures: Some States are erroneously

using equivalency provisions to change SIP requirements.

Recordkeeping: Specific requirements are lacking and
States are reluctant to exercise their authority

to require it. This makes compliance determinations

difficult.

~ Compliance Testing & Procedures: All SIPs are deficient
or are in need of substantial updating.

° SIP specific issues have been noted. Although most appear
to be of minor concern, some are significant and may effect
the enforceability of the particular regulation.

° Ultimately all issues can be addressed within the context
of the 1988 SIP calls for areas that will not attain the
ozone standard by December 31, 1987.

° A number of significant issues can be addressed througﬁ
cooperative efforts between EPA and the States.

° Direct EPA action through SIPs or case specific enforcement
remedies are strategies of last resort regarding the issues
identified here.

° A cooperative effort with the States is recommended using
the existing State EPA Agreement and air program grant
processes.

°® The cooperative effort should allow for the mitigation of
deficiencies and the realization of additional VOC reductions
at the earliest possible time.

° The regulatory effectiveness analysis now being initiated
by EPA should build on this report and be used to priortize
efforts to implement corrective action.
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° A "B" source compliance strateqgy is essential to the full
etfectiveness of the ozone SIPs and should be fully implemented
by this Region.
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1.0 Introductions:

Enforcement of State VOC regulations is difficult, and in
some cases impossible, as a result of significant flaws in
requlatory language and construction. In certain nonattain-
ment areas, these flaws may preclude attainment of the National
Ambient Air Quality Standards for Ozone.

Many State agencies and EPA have been frustrated in their
attempts to enforce Federally-approved VOC regulations 1in
Part D Ozone SIPs. Deficiencies routinely arise 1in record-
keeping, averaging time, equivalency and compliance testing
requirements. As a result, compliance with the regulations
and attainment of the NAAQS for ozone has suffered.

In recognition of these problems and in anticipation of
the ozone attainment problem facing EPA, Region III's Air
Management Division has completed this report evaluating the
adequacy of VOC regulations in Region III. This effort will
allow the Region to aggressively pursue measures which will
lead to the full realization of VOC emission reductions
anticipated in the SIPs. This approach has been adopted as
the first step recommended by the Ozone Task Force in EPA's
national post 1987 attainment program.

1.1 General Description of Project:

This study evaluates the existing Federally approved
regulations for the control of volatile organic compounds
(VOC) in Region III State Implementation Plans (SIPs),
determines their consistency with EPA's policy and guidance
and assesses the enforceability of these regulations. It is
intended that this report be used as a basis for an in-the-
field regulatory effectiveness analysis which would determine
if the VOC emission reductions anticipated in the nzone
nonattainment SIPs have actually been realized. This project
involved a careful review of the VOC RACT regulations in each
state and a comparision of these regulations to those
requirements recommended by EPA's regulatory guidance documents
and control techniques guidelines (CTGs). The requlatory .
guidance documents were the principal basis of this comparison
with reference to the CTGs where necessary to determine technical
equivalency.

Region III announced its intent to do this study at a
meeting of Region III State Ailr Directors on January 29,
1985. Letters describing the scope and purpose of the study
and inviting state agency participation were sent on March 1,
1985. A workgroup composed of Region IIT staff members was
formed in April 1985 and work on the study began shortly
thereafter. The job proved to be very time consuming and
laboricus. However, a draft report was completed and distribuced



for State agency and EPA Headquarters review and comment in
May 1986. Since no comments were received as a result of
this initial distribution, states were reminded of the need
to comment in January 1987. Several states did eventually
comment.

The study is primarily concerned with what is commonly
called Round I and Round II CTG regulations. The status of
Round III and non CTG source (greater than 100 tons per year)
regulations is also presented but not discussed in detail.

It is hoped that ozone nonattainment areas which are not able
to attain the standard by the December 31, 1987 statutory
deadline in the Clean Air Act will be able to use this study
when considering 1f additional VOC emission reductions can be
realized trom full adherence to EPA policy and procedures.

1.2 Study Methodology

As noted, EPA's requlatory guidance documents for Round
I & II CTG sources were the principal standard to which
state regulations were compared. A document entitled
"Regulatory Guidance for Control of Volatile Organic Compound
Emissions from 15 Categories of Stationary Sources,”
EPA-905/2-78~001, was published in April 1978. This document
provided guidance to the states in preparing RACT regulations
for the 15 source categories included in Round I CTGs.

A regulatory guidance document was also developed from
these Group II CTGs. Published in September 1979 and entitled
"Guidance to State and Local Agencies in Preparing Requlations
to Control Volatile Organic Compounds from Ten Stationary
Source Categories," EPA-450/2-79-004, this document provided
assistance to the state and local agencies in preparing RACT
regulations for the 10 industrial categories covered by the
Group II CTG documents.

The actual CTGs, which were the technical basis for RACT
regulations, were used as necessry to evaluate the technical
adequacy of these regulations. Eleven CTGs covering 15 VOC
source categories were published prior to January 1978. .
These first eleven CTGs were:

° Surface Coating of Cans Coils, Paper, Fabric, Automobiles

and Light-Duty Trucks (EPA-450/2-77-008,)
2 Surface Coating of Metal Furniture (EPA-450/2-77-032).

° Surface Coating for Insulation of Magnetic Wire
({EPA-~450/2-77-033).

® Surface Coating of Large Appliances (EPA-450/2-77~034).

ihem CGesth wfhes | siame



° Storage of Petroleum Liquids in Fixed Roof Tanks
(EPA-450-77-036).

° Bulk Gasoline Plants (EPA-450/2-77-035).
° Solvent Metal Cleaning (EPA-450/2-77-022).
° Use of Cutback Aasphalt (EPA-450/2-77-037).

° Refinery Vacuum Producing Systems, Wastewater
Separators and Process Unit Turnarounds (EPA-450/2-77-025).

° Hydrocarbons from Tank Truck Gasoline Loading Terminals
(EPA-450/2-77-026).

° Design Criteria for Stage I Vapor Control Systems,
Gasoline Service Stations, U.S. EPA, OAQPS, tNovember 1285.

EPA published an additional 10 CTG documents (Group II)
in 1978. The 10 source categories covered were:

° Leaks from Petroleum Refinery Equipment (EPA-450/2-73-030).

° Surface Coating of Miscellaneous Metal Parts and Products
(EPA-450/2-78-015).

° Manufacture of Vegetable 0il (EPA-450/2-73-035). This
document was withdrawn by EPA and no Region III States have
sources in this category. Consequently this category is not
discussed in this report.

° Surface Coating of Flat Wood Paneling (EPA-450/2-73-032).

° Manufacture of 3ynthesized Pharmaceutical Products
(EPA-450-2/78-029).

° Manufacture of Pneumatic Rubber Tires (EPA-~450/2-73-030).

° Graphic Arts = Rotogravure and Flexography
(EPA-40/2-78-033). .

° Petroleum Liquid Storage in External Floating Roof Tanks
(EPA-450/2-73-047).

°® Perchloroethylene Dry Cleaning Systems (EPA-450/2-74-050).

° Leaks from Gasoline Tank Trucks and Vapor Collection
Systems (EPA-450/2-73-051).

These documents were the principal references used for this
study. 1In addition, practical insight and experiznce qgained
by staff also played a role in this evaluation.



Part of this effort was to summarize and state the
Federal regulatory guidance. This is done in Part 2 of this
report. State Regulations are evaluated in Part 5. Only
differences from Federal guidelines are noted. These
differences are summarized in table format in Part 4.

Generic program issues are discussed in Part 3. These
are problems which have arisen since implementing the
regulations and tend to impact the implementation of VOC RACT
regulations nationwide. EPA has been attempting to address
these issues and has met with some success. But certain
issues remain to be resolved in spite of these efforts.
Because of the broad program issues involved, EPA headquarters
has lead responsibility to address these remaining questions.

Recommendations are addressed in Part 6. It should be
realized that this report is not an end unto itselft, but
rather a first step in a process to evaluate where we have
been and where we are going. It is more important for this
report to serve as a catalyst for thought and discussion on
these issues rather than attempt to dictate hard and fast
answers to these complex questions.
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2.0 FEDERAL REQUIREMENTS

This section describes the Federal requirements for Round
I and II RACT Sources. These requirements are used to evaluate
the requirements in approved SIPs. Deviations are noted and
discussed in Sections 4.0 and 5.0.

2.1 General Provisions

The requirements presented here are taken from EPA's
model regulations for Round I and II VOC Sources and Control
Technique Guidelines (CTGs) for Reasonably Available Control
Technology (RACT) for these sources. The model regulation
documents are:

Regulatory Guidance for the Control of Volatile
Organic Compound Emissions From Fifteen Categories
of Stationary Sources, April 1978 (EPA-9305/2-75-001)

and
Guidance to State and Local Agencies in Preparing
Regulations to Control Volatile Organic Compounds
from Ten Stationary Source Categories, September
1973 (EPA-450/2-79-004)

2.1.1 Alternative Controls

At any time a source may apply to the State to use an
alternative method of control. Upon approval by the State,
this alternative may be submitted to EPA for approval as a

" SIP revision. This includes the concept of emission trading

(or the "bubble concept"). The "bubble concept" implies
relatively more control than would be required by the applicaonle
regulation on sources with a low marginal cost of control

and less on sources with a high cost, thus achieving the

same emission reduction for less cost. It is important to

note that the aggregate of the facility's emissions nust De

no more than the aggregate of the emissions allowable by the
applicable regulations. Care should be taken in applying

this concept so that the enforceability of the reqgulations

is not jeopardized.

In general, the guidance provided with the Round I and
II VOC SIPs was intended to provide the regulatory frame-
work for evaluating and submitting a bubble proposal. A source
specific bubble plan would not become effective until it was
submitted and approved by EPA as a revision of the SIP pursuant



to 5 110(a)(3)(A) of the Clean Air Act. The only exception to
this is where the State has submitted and EPA has approved a
generic bubble regulation. Unless a State's alternate control
rule was specifically reviewed, processed and promulgated as a
generic bubble (as is the case for Pennsylvania's coating/
.graphic arts bubble), source specific bubble proposals nust be
approved by EPA prior to implementation. EPA has an obligation
under Section 110 to determine the effect on air quality of
any change to a SIP. Under Section 110(a)(3){(A) of the

Clean Air Act, 42 U.S.C. 35 7410(a)(3)(A), "The Administrator
of EPA shall approve revision of any implementation plan...[if]
it meets the requirements of [Section 110(a)(2)]." Section
110(a)(2) includes the requirement that the SIP, as revised,
will continue to provide for timely attainment and maintcnance
of National Ambient Air Quality Standards. In order to meet
this responsibility, EPA must assess the air quality impacts
of revisions to a SIP, either at the time that the bubble
procedures are approved (in which case the procedures will

be specifically approved, if appropriate, as a "generic
bubble"” mechanism), or each time the State grants a bubble

to an individual source under the procedures. Accepting

some provisions as generic when it is unclear whether TP3a
intended to approve them as such would not fulEill this
obligation.

There are a number of air quality and enforcement consider-
ations which must be addressed when considering a bubble.
"The air quality considerations are:

1. Air quality standards must be attained and maintained;

2. Emissions under the alternative nmust be quantifiable and
trades must be at least even, both from mass emissions
and alr quality impact standpoint;

3. The trades must involve comparable pollutants (i.e., a
VOC which has been determined to be hazardous cannot be
traded with other non hazardous VOC's). -

It is important to note that any Alternative Controls
regulation should place the burden of proving gquantifiable
and even trades on the facility proposing the trade.




The enforcement considerations are:

1. All proposed alternative emissions control provisions must
be submitted to EPA as alternatives or additions to the
existing SIP, not as a replacement for it. This is to ensure
that enforceable SIP provisions remain in effect, even if

the alternative emission control provision 1s not approved

or 1s unenforceable for any other reason.

2. Each emission point must have a specific emission limit
and a test method that insures enforceability.

3. Noncomplying sources should not be allowed to submit
alternative emission reduction proposals.

4, Final compliance must be achieved as expeditiously as
possible and no later than the date that would be required
under the applicable VOC emission reduction regulation.

5. There should be no delay of existing enforcement actions.

It is important to note that enforcement consideration
number (2) specifically excludes facility-wide emission
limitations or control alternatives which allow variable
emission limits for a specific source. It is clear that, in
order to be enforceable, an alternative control petition must
provide measurable, permanently established emission limits for
each source of WOC emissions that is affected by the petition.

2.1.2 Applicability

In the memorandum of February 24, 1378, on "Criteria
for Approval of 1379 SIP Revisions," two separate regulatory
philosophies are presented. One, for major urban areas
{population greater than 200,000), states that the regula-
tion must reflect RACT for virtually all sized sources covered
by the CIG's. The other, for rural nonattainment areas, requires
RACT only for large sources (more than 100 ton/yr potential
emissions). :

Therefore, applicability exemptions should be presented
for both urban and rural areas where necessary. In urban
areas, the size exemption should be similar to the one presented
in EPA-905/2-78-001, "Regulatory Guidance for Control of
Volatile Organic Compound Emissions f[rom 15 Categories of
Stationary Sources" which states:

"In urban areas (population > 200,000), these regqulations
will not apply to sources whose emissions of volatile organic
compounds are not more than 6.3 kilograms (15 pounds) in any
1 day, not more than 1.4 kiloyrams (3 pounds) in any 1 hour,
provided the emission rates are determined and certified
before March 1, 1530, in a manner approved by the Director."



Size limitations do not apply to certain CTG categories
because either the intent of the regulation is to control
VOC leaks (e.g., Petroleum Refinery Egquipment, External
Floating Roof Tanks, Gasoline Tank Trucks and Vapor Collection
Systems) or the applicability section of the specific regulation
has a different size limitation (e.g., Perchloroethylene
Dry Cleaning Svstems and Graphic Arts).

An exemption is also provided for research facilities,
pilot plant operations, and laboratories if they meet certain
criteria. It is not EPA's intent to regulate VOC sources
within a facility if the sources are being used to develop

process changes that may reduce VOC emissions from actual
production equipment.

A brief summary of RACT reguirements for VOC nonattalinment
areas is presented in Table 2-1. Please note that this
report is primarily concerned with Round I and II RACT reguire-
ments as they affect post 1982 Ozone nonattainment areas.
Table 2-2 lists those Region III areas which fall into this

category. Figures 2-1 through 2-4 graphically show these
areas.

2.1.3 Averaging Time

Current EPA guidance specifies the use of a daily weighted
average for VOC requlations as the preferred alternative
where continuous compliance is not feasible. However, the
preferred daily weighted alternative may not be economically
or technically feasible in all cases. In such cases, a
source specific SIP revision may be nromulgated if the pro-
visions of the January 20, 1984 O'Connor memorandum oOn
averaging times are satisfied. '




Table 2-1

REQUIREMENTS FOR OZONE NONATTAINMENT AREAS

Existing Stationary Sources

1979 Plans Extension Post 1982
Urban Rural Areas SIP Calls
Demonstration of Attairment ves no ves ves
RACT as necessary to attain yes, ifl NA NA NA
RACT on 100 tpy Sources
Round I, II CTGs NA yes HA NA
Round IITI CTGs NA no NA NA
RACT on all applicable Sources
Round I, II CIGs yes no yes yes
Pound III CTGs no no yes ves
RACT on 100 tpy non-CTG no no yes2 ye52
Additional Measures no no Yes, if3 yes, 13

MNA - means not available as a strategy for area type

1 - photochemical dispersion model used in deronstration
2 - RACT is to be detemmined on a case-by-case bhasis

3 - necessary to attain by 1987



Table 2-2

REGION III POST 1u52 OZONE NONATTAINMENT AREAS

Areas Receiving An Extension Beyond 1942 For Attaining The
Ozone Standard:

State Nonattainment Area

Delaware Vilmington/New Castle County

District of Columbia Washington

Maryland Baltimore, Vashington DC Area
(llontgomery & Prince Georges
Counties)

Pennsylvania Al lentown—-Bethlenem-Easton,

Philadelphia, Pittsburgh
Metropolitan Areas
Virginia Washington DC and Area (Cities
) of Alexandria, Falls Church, and
Fairfax; and Loudoun, Prince
Yilliam, Fairfax, and Arlington
Counties).

Urbanized SIP Deficiency Call Areas (Plans Substantially
Inadequate to Attain The Standards):

Pennsylvania Scranton/Alilkes-Barre
Virginia Richmond Area (includes Henrico &
Chesterfield Counties)

Rural Ozone Non Attainment Areas:

Pennsylvania Adams, Berks, Carbon, Crawford,
frie, Franklin, Greene, Juniata,
Lancaster, Lawrence, Lebanon,
tionroe Northumberland, Pike,
Schuylkill, Snyder, Susquehanna,
Vlarren, Wayne, Wyoming, York

10
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Figure 2-2

Ozone Classifications in Maryland
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It is important to note that the EPA's model regulations
did not specifically address averaging times. It appears to
assume that RACT would be satisfied by the use of either
positive controls (e.g., incinerators or carbon adsorbers)
or compliance coatings. Evidently it was not anticipated that
a source would use a combination of complying and non-complying
coatings. This latter development raised the issue of an
appropriate averaging time. It should also be noted that
averaging time policy is only effective where continuous compli-
ance 1s not feasible. Since positive control devices provide
for continuous control, averaging time issues under this policy
do not directly apply to sources using positive (add-on)
controls.

Where averaging time is not specifically addressed 1in a
particular SIP, compliance determinations must be made on a
continuous basis. The only exception is where it can be
demonstrated that the SIP was intended to include averaging
times (based on specific documents which are part of the
official record in the rule making process) and the regula-
tions may be interpreted as allowing for such a consideration.
If the demonstration cannot be made or if the actual provisions
of the SIP indicate that time averaging is not to be considered,
compliance with the SIP must be determined on a continuous basis.
Source specific compliance plans using any averaging time must
be submitted as SIP revisions.

2.1.4 Breakdown, Malfunctions and Operation Changes

EPA Model Regulations require the immediate notification
of the Director in the event of a breakdown or malfunction
of any air pollution control device or of any process equlpment
if it causes an increase in the emission of air contaminants.
The Director can then initiate an investigation intc the
possibility of a violation of applicable regulations and to
respond to any citizen complaints.

According to EPA guidance all emissions that exceed. .
emi1ssion limitations during startup, shutdown, breakdown,
or malfunction of process or control equipment should be
considered a violation of the SIP. EPA policy states that,
"any malfunction provisions must provide for the commencement of
a proceeding to notify the source of its violation and to deter-—
mine whether enforcement action should be undertaken for any
period of excess emissions, whether due to malfunction or
otherwise." However, the guidance does imply that "enforcement

"discretion” should be used 1n cases where there is a sudden and

unavoidable malfunction that is entirely beyond the control
of the owner or operator.

15



2.1.5 Circumvention

SIP regulations should prohibit the construction of any
device or any action which conceals an emission which would
otherwise constitute a violation of an applicable regulation.
This includes the use of gaseous diluents to achieve compliance
and the piecemeal carrying out of an operation to avoid
coverage by a regulation.

2.1.6 Compliance Schedules

Federal guidelines for Round I sources suggest that
compliance schedules range from 17 to 28 months depending on
the type of controls selected by the source. The guidelines
also indicated "increments of progress”" and target dates for
meeting each increment. These schedules are presented in
Table 2-3A and 2-3B for add-on/process changes and low solvent
coatings respectively. Alternate compliance schedules are
allowed where it can be demonstrated and documented that imple-
mentation of the required compliance schedule is technologically
infeasible. The alternate schedule must include the same
increments of progress and provide for final compliance within
3 years of the effective date of the applicable State regulation.

Round II requlatory quidelines included specific schedules
for each source category and method of compliance. Schedules
generally followed the same format as that for the Round I
sources with regard to increments of progress and alternate
compliance plans except that no alternate schedule could go
beyond the SIP ozone attainment date. Schedules for Round
ITI sources are presented in Tables 2-4A and 2-4B.

16




Table 2-3A

COMPLIANCE SCHEDULES - GROUP 1

Add-On Controls and Process Equipment Replacement & Modification

Elapsed Time 1n Months

Increments Of } Install Add-On Modify
Progress Controls Or Existing
Replace Process Equipment
Equipment
Effective Date Of Regulation 0 0
Final Plans 6 6
Contracts Awarded 12 8
Construction Started 14 11
Construction Completed 20 16
Final Compliance 21 17
Total l yr. 9 mos. 1 yr. 5 rnos.

17



Table 2-3B

COMPLIANCE SCHEDULES - GROUP I

Low Solvent Technology

Elapsed Time 1in Months

Low Solvent
Coatings

Increments of Progress New Technology

Existing Technology

Low Solvent
Coatings

Effective Date of Q
Regulation

0

Final Plan 6 6

Complete R & D 12 -

Product Evaluation 18 12
Completed

Purchase Orders for 20 14
LSC

Start Process 22 16
Modification

Begin Using LSC 27 21

Final Compliance 28 22

Total Time 2 yrs. 4 mos. 1l yr. 10 mos.
18
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Table 2-4B

-

ROUND II COMPLIANCE SCHEDULES: Petroleum Refinery Egquipment
Leaks; Perchloroethylene Dry Cleaning; and Leaks from Gasoline
Tank Trucks and Vapor Collection Systems.

Petroleum Refinery Leaks

Increments of Progress Elasped Time {(Months)
Effective Date of Reqgulation 0
Initiate Monitoring Program 6.5
First Report Due 12.5

Perchloroethylene Dry Cleaning

Increments of Progress Elasped Time (Months)
Effective Date of Regulation
Purchase Orders Issued
Complete Installation*

Final Compliance*

X~ O

— =

*NOTE: A 60-day extension may be given if equipment 1is ordered

within 6 months but can not be delivered by month 16.

Leaks from Gasoline Tank Trucks and Vapor Collection Systems

Increments of Progress Elasped Time (Months)
Effective Date of Regulation 0
Purchase Orders Issued 4
Commence Certification 12
Complete Initial Certifica- 18
tion (all trucks) .
20




2.1.7 Definition of Terﬁs

EPA's model regulations included a substantial list of
general definitions to be used in the State VOC reqgulations.
They also included a number of specific definitions within
each source category. Many States attempted to develop
similar but more concise regulations. As a result many
terms were not used or defined in State reculations. This
evaluation was not concerned with these omissions as long
as key terms and definitions were included 1in the State requla-
tions and the regqulations provided the same level ot control,
were reasonably precise and understandable and were clearly
enforceable.

One important problem with definitions has bhecome more
of a concern recently; that is the derfinition of VOC. The
Round I regulations used a definition which was based on
the vapor pressure of the particular hydrocarbon. If the
vapor pressure of a compound was less than O.lmm Hg (0.0019 )
PSIA), it was not considered a VOC. Round II model regulations
proposed a new definition which eliminated the vapor pressure
criteria. This latter definition 1s basically the definition
of VOC that appears in the NSPS regulation and is based on a
compound's ability to react in the atmosphere to form ozone.
Only compounds which the Administrator has designated as
negligibly reactive are exempt from control under this
definition. Most States still use the outdated Round I
definition. Therefore, there is inconsistency in how various
state and federal regulations define VOC and, therefore,
the applicability of VOC regulations. There 1s also the
concern that sources are emitting reactive VOC but escaping
regulatory review because of the vapor pressure exemntion
in the old definition.

The recommended definition of VOC is as follows:

Volatile Organic Compound (VOC) - Any organic compound wiich
participates in atmospheric photochemical reactions; that is,
any organic compound other than those which the Administrator
designates as having negligible photochemical reactivity.

VOC may be measured by a reference method, an equivalent
method, an alternative method or by procedures specific under
40 CFR Part 60. A reference method, an equivalent method, or
an alternative method, however, may also measure nonr=active
organic compounds. In such cases, an owner or operator may
exclude the nonreactive organic compounds when determining
compliance with a standard.

A list of compounds which the Administrator has desiqg-
nated as neqgligibly reactive and the appropriate Federal
Register citation are presented in Table 2-5,.

21



Table 2-5

VOCs Exempted From Regulation by The Administrator of EPA

42 FR 35314, dated July 8, 1977 exempts

Methane

Ethane

1,1,1-Trichlorocethane (Methyl Chloroform)
Trichlorotrifluoroethane (Freon 113)

42 FR 38391, dated August 1, 1977 - corrects 7/8/77 Federal Register

44 FR 32042, dated June 4, 1979 and 45 FR 32424, dated May 16,
exempts

Methyl Chloroform
Methylene Chloride

.45 FR 48941, dated July 22, 1980 exempts

Trichlorofluoromethane (CFC-11)
Dichlorodifluoromethane (CFC-12)
Chlorodifluoromethane (CFC-22)
Trifluoromethane (FC-23)
Trichlorotrifluoroethane (CFC-113)
Dichlorotetrafluorocethane (CFC-114)
Chloropentafluoroethane (CFC-115)

22
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2.1.8 Equivalency Provisions

EPA's group I VOC model regulations for the coating
industry routinely allowed tfor compliance by the application
>f low solvent technology, conventional add-on controls
(incineration or carbon adsorption) or a system demonstrated
to have equivalent or greater efficiency then that provided
by the other two options. This last provision was evidently
provided to allow the States to consider source specific
compliance plans involving processes or equipment changes or
new control technologies. Such things as improved transfer
efficiency could be considered under eguivalency provisions.
However, these equivalency provisions were never intended to
pe a generic bubble nor were they intended to provide blanket
approval to alternate controls or standards to those specitied
in the Federally approved SIP. Egquivalent controcls ave to
be applied in the same manner as low solvent technology or
more conventional add-on controls. Generally, this means on
a line-by~line basis with an averaging time ranging from
continuous control to 24 hours if allowed by the particular
SIP. In most cases a SIP revision will be required.

Eguivalency is to be calculated on a solids applied
basis. This is consistent with the development of the CIG's
on which the regulations are based. This 1issue has caused
much confusion with regard to calculating needed emission
reductions. Most of the RACT coating regulations specify
compliance coatings in terms of 1b. VOC/gal coating. These
units do not readily indicate the amount of reduction requiread
because of the non-linear relationship between pounds of VOC
and. the volume of coating used. In the coating business,
the one consistent factor is the amount of solids applied;
that is, the object is to get the solids in the coating applied
to the object being coated. As the VOC content goes down the
solids fraction of the coating goes up. Since there are acre
solids per gallon in a gallon of compliance ceating, the amount
of coating (gallons) needed to coat a product goes down.

23



2.1.9 Inspection, Maintenance and Operating Procedures

EPA's model requlations suggest that the followina be
reguired of” the source:

. Inspection and Maintenance Manual - submitted to director
before final comnliance adate and must include normal maintenance
activities and time intervals between malntenance or insnpection.

. Record of Maintenance and Repair - maintailn a written
record of all work performed on control equipment for two
years.

. Operators Manual - submitted to director by final compli-
ance date; suitable for training a person to properly operate
the control eguipment.

. Trained Operators - required for startup and shutdown
of the control equipment.

2.1.10 Test Methods and Procedures

Since the time the model regulations for Round I
and IT CTG's were nublished, numerous new source performance
standards (NSPS) and associated test methods have been pronul-
gated for source categories covered by the CTG's. These
NSPS reference methods are essentially identical 1n principal
to the CTG methods, but generally include simplifications,
clarifications, or improvements to increase the practicality,
accuracy or precision of the methods originally recommended
in the CTG's. The test methods or procedures currently
recommended for Groups I and II CTG sources are summarized
in Tables 2-6A and 2-6B.

2.1.11 Monitoring, Recordkeepling and Reporting

For Round II, the suggested language 1in FPA's
model regulations was aimed primarily at add-on control
reguirements not low solvent technology. This includes not
only control strategies which 1nvolve a combinatinon of .
complying and noncomplying coatings but also relatively
simple programs which use only complying coatinas. The model
regulation also leaves the actual decision on what is to be
monitored, recorded or reported to the discretion of each
individual State director. Suggested provisions include the
following:
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a. Monitors, including alarms, on all process and
control equipment.

b. Dailly record of monitored parameters.

C. Records of compliance testing.

d. Records nf alarm actuations.

e. Maintain records for at least two years.

f. Annual reporting on all VOC emissions (minimun).

The Round I guidance generic record-keeping, reporting
and monitoring section had similar requirements to
Group II but did include the following catch all languaqge:

"Maintain, in writlng, data and/or reports relating to
monitoring instruments or procedures which will, upon
review, document the compliance status of the volatile
organic compound emission source or control eguipment to
the satisfaction of the Director."

This statement generally requires sources to maintain
records which document their compliance status; however, the
term "to the satisfaction of the Director” could be a problem.
It is there to allow the director source specific discretion
1in nailing down actual recordkeeping needs. States have
been reluctant to impose short term record keeping requirements
for sources usling an averaglng time approach. As a result,
the director is "satisfied” with records (and the source is
maintaining records) which may not readily relate to the
standard.

29



2.2 Gasoline Marketing Activities

This section includes bulk gasoline plants, bulk gasoline
terminals, leaks from gasoline tank trucks and vapor collection

systems and stage I vapor control systems at gasolline service
stations.

2.2.1 Bulk Gasoline Plants

Applicability:

- loading, unloading, and storage facilities at all bulk
gasoline plants (throughput <20,000 gal/day) and all tank
trucks or trailers delivering or receiving gasoline at the
plant; and,

- exemption for tanks less than 528 gallons

Level of Control:

- all stationary storage tanks, tank trucks or trailers
must be equipped with a vapor balance system and either use
and have equipment available for submerged filling or use
bottom tilling;

equipment properly maintained and used;

trailer or truck hatches closed at all times;

no leaks; and,

pressure relief valves are set to release at no less
than 0.7 psi.

Compliance:

- visual equipment inspection (CTG pp. 6-3);

- leak test - monitoring during transfer (see tank truck
CTG); and,

- no specific recordkeeping requirements are indicated.

30




2.2.2 Bulk Gasoline Terminals

Applicability:

- bulk gasoline terminals (through put equal to or greater
than 20,000 gal/day) and the appurtenant equipment necessary
to locad tank trucks and/or trailers.

Level of Control:

- vapor control system which consist of:
1. a 90% efficient absorber or condenser system;

2. a system which directs all vapors to a fuel gas
system; oOr

3. a system equivalent to 1 or 2.
- all vapors directed to vapor control system;

- control equipment must not allow VOC to exceed 80
milligrams per liter of gasoline loaded; and,

- good work practices.

Compliance:

- visual equipment inspection (CTG pp. 6-3);

- leak tests - monitoring during transfer (see tank
truck CTG);

- no specific recordkeeping requirements are indicatedsand

- test vapor control unit by Method 25A or 253.

2.2.3 Leaks from Gasoline Tank Trucks and Vapcr Collecticn Sys

!

t

ens

Applicability:

- vapor collection and control systems at bulk terminals,
bulk plants, gasoline dispensing facilities and to gasoline
tank trucks equipped for gasoline vapor collection.

Level of Control:

- For Tank Trucks

1. Annual test - no more than 3 in. of lip0 drop in 5
min. when pressurized to 13 in. of HpO0 or evacuated to o
in. of W30, HMust be recested within 15 days i critesia

are not met;
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2. sticker showing compliance test date, gas tank ID No.
and expires within one year of test;

For Vapor Collection System
1. designed and operated to prevent gauge pressure exceed-
ing 18 in. of H20 and vacuum exceeding 6 in. of Hp0 in

gasoline tank truck;

2. prevent readings greater than 100% of LEL at 2.5 cm
from leak source during loading and unloading;

3. repair of vapor collection system within 15 days of
exceeding requirements; and,

4., specific recordkeeping and reporting requirements.

Compliance:

- testing according to Method 27, 40 CFR 60 or CTG,
Appendix B; and,

- recordxkeeping and reporting.

2.2.4 Stage I Vapor Control Systems at Gasoline Service Stations

Applicability:

- tanks at gasoline dispensing facilities equal to »r¢
greater than 2,000 gallons capacity in operation before
January 1, 1979;

- tanks at gasoline dispensing facilities equal to or
greater than 250 gallons capacity installed atter December 31,
1978; and,

~ exemptions are available for facilities with floating .
roof tanks or tanks of less than 550 gallons capacity with
submerged fill pipes and used to refuel implements of hus-
bandry.

Level of Control:

- tanks must be equipped with a submeryged fill pipe and a
vapor control system:;

- vapor control system must include, vapor-tight transfer

lines, a refrigeration - condensation system or equivalent
that is 90% efficient;
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- delivery vessel must be vapor tight and refilled only
at regulated bulk plants and terminals; and,

- maintaln equipment.
Compliance:

- Equipment inspection (CTG, pp. 3-6);

- Leak testing monitoring during transfer (See tank truck
CTG); and,

- Malntain records.
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2.3 Refinery Emissions and Petrdleum Liquid Storage

This section includes storage in fixed and external
floating roof tanks, leaks from refinery equipment, and
emi1ssion frfom vacuum producing systems, wastewater
separators and process units.

2.3.1 Petroleum Liguid Storaage in trixed Roof Tanks

Applicability:

- fixed roof storane vessels with capacitiles greater than
40,000 gal. containing petroleum ligquids with true vapor
pressure greater than 1.5 psi.; and,

- tanks with capacity less than 416,000 gal. storing
crude o1l and condensate prior to lease custody transfer are
exempt .

Level of Control:

- retrofit internal floating roof with closure seal(s) or
eguivalent;

- proper malintenance to protect agailnst holes, seals and
openings 1n the fabric;

- all openings equipped with covers, lids or seals and
kept closed when not in use;

-~ automatic bleeder vents closed except when roof is
floated off or landed on roof legs; and,

- rim vents set to open when roof is being floated.
Compliance:

- visual inspection of floating roof (CTG, pp 6-~2); and,

- recordkeeping which includes inspection reports, average

monthly storage temperature oOr true vapor pressure, and
throughput.
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2.3.2 Petroleum Ligquid Storage in External

Floating Roof Tanks:

Applicability:

-~ External floating roof tanks with capacities greater
than 40,000 gal. containing petroleun liguids with true vapor
pressure jreater than 1.5 psia.

- The following Floating Roof Tanks are exempt: Tanks
that store waxy, heavy pour crude oil; tanks that have
capacities less than 420,000 gal. and are used to store
produced crude 0il and condensate priocr to lease custody
transfer; tanks that contain a petroleum liguid with a true
vapor pressure less than 4.0 psia and are of welded construc-
ti1on and have a metallic-type shoe, liquid mounted foam,
liguid mounted liquid filled type seal or equivalent device;
or are of welded construction, equipped with a metallic seal
and has a secondary seal from the shoe seal to the tank wall.

Level of Control:

- retrofitted with a continuous secondary seal from
floating roof to tank wall or equivalent device;

- seal or seal fabric has no visible holes, tears, etc.,
seal fabric is iIntact and uniform around the circumference;
accumulated area of gaps exceeding /8 inch shall not exceed
1 square 1inch per foot of tank diameter;

- all openings are equipped with covers, seals, lids,
etc.: closed when not in use; equipped with projections which
are always below liguid surface;

- automatic bleeder valve closed except when roof is
floated off or landed on roof leas;

- rim vents are set to open when roof is being floated; and,

- emergency roof vants have slotted fabric covers which
cover 90% of opening area. .

Compliance:

- visual inspection of seal gaps and measurement/calculation
of gap greater than 1/8" when required (CTG, pp 5-1 to 5-3);

- recordkeeping 1ncluding records of semi-annual visual

inspection, annual secondary seal gap measurement, type of
liguid stored and maximum true vapor pressure.

35



2.3.3 Leaks from Refinery Eguipment

Applicability:

- pump-*seals, comnressor seals, oil degreasing vents,
pipeline valves, flanges and other connections; pressure
relief devices, process drains and open ended pipes at
petroleun refineries.

Level of Control:

- monitoring program;
- repairs within 15 days;

- identify components that cannot be repaired until shut
down or turnaround; and,

- mark valves in gaseous service.

Compliance:

recordkeeping of monitoring and repair activity:

- quarterly and annual reporting on units inspected and
those not renaired within 15 days; and,

- Method 21, 40 CFR Part 60.

2.3.4 Refinery Vacuum Producing Systems, Separators and
Process Units

Applicability:

- vacuum producing systems, wastewater separators and
process unit turnarounds at a petroleum refinery;

Level of Control:

- vacuum producing systems must direct non-condensable
VOC to a firebox, incinerator or the refinery fuel gas;

- wastewater separators must have covers and seals for

all separators and forebays with 1ids kept closed on all
openings; and, '
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- control emissions at process turnaround by depressurization
to a vapor recovery system, flare or firebox and no emission
to the atmosphere unless internal pressure is less than
19.7 psia.

Compliance:

- equipment standards and operating procedures; and,

- recordkeeping for process turnaround.
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2.4 Surface Coating and Printing

This section includes can coating, col1l coating, paper
coating, fabric and vinyl coating, coating of automobiles
and light duty trucks, metal furniture coating, insulation
of magnetic wire, large appliance coating, coating of mis-
cellaneous metal parts, flatwood paneling and graphic arts.

2.4.1 Can Coating

Applicability:

- coating application and ovens of sheet, can or end
coating lines involved in sheet base coat {exterior and
interior) and overvarnish; two piece can exterior (basecoat
and overvarnish); two and three-piece can interior body spray:
two-piece can exterior end (spray or roll coat); three-piece
-can side-seam spray and end sealing compound operations.

Level of Control:

- for coating delivered to the applicator (excluding
water) emissions can not exceed:

2.8 lb. vOC/gal.

sheet basecoat (interior-exterior)
and overvarnish
- two piece can exterior (base coat
and overvarnish)

4.2 lb. VOC/gal.

two and three piece can interior
body spray and two piece can
exterior end (spray or roll)

5.5 1lo. vOC/gal. three piece can side seam spray

3.7 1b. VOC/gal.

end sealing compound

- control methods include LST, incineration (90% efficient)
or equivalent method.

Compliance:

- LST - Method 24, 40 CFR Part 60 and certification of
coatings;

- add-on - Method 25, 40 CFR Part 60 or methods in
"Measurement of VOC" -~ EPA 450/2-783-041; and,

- recordkeeping as appropriate to document compliance.
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2.4.2 Coil Coating

Applicability:

~ coating applicators, ovens and quench area of coil
coating lines involved in prime and top coat or single coat
operations.

Level of Control:

- for coating delivered to the applicator (excluding
water) emissions can not exceed:

2.6 1b. VOC/gal. - prime coat and top coat or single
coat

-~ control methods include LST, incineration (90% efficient)
or eqgquivalent method.

Compliance:

- LST Method 24, 40 CFP Part 60 and certification of
coatings;

- add-on - Method 25, 40 CFR Part 60 or methods in "Measure-
ment of VOC", EPA 450/2-~78-041; and,

- recordkeeping as appropriate to document compliance.

2.4.3 Paper Coating

Applicability:

- roll, knife or rotogravure coaters and drying ovens.

Level of Control:

~ for coating delivered to the applicator (excluding
water) emissions can not exceed 2.9 1lb. VOC/gal. - all
coatings; and,

- control methods include LST, incineration (90% efficient)
or equivalent method.

Compliance:

- LST Method 24, 40 CFR Part 60 and Certification of
Coatinns;
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- add-on Method 25, 40 CFR Part 60 or methods in "Measurement

of VOC", EPA 450/2-78-041; and,

- recordkeeping as appropriate to document compliance.

2.4.4 Fabric and Vinyl Coating

Applicability:

- roll, knife or rotogravure coaters and drying ovens of
fabric and vinyl coating lines.

Level of Control:

- for coatings delivered to the applicator (excluding
water) emissions can not exceed:

2.9 1b. VvOC/gal. - fabric coating line

3.8 1b. VOC/gal. - vinyl coating line

- control methods include LST, incineration (920% efficient)

or equivalent method.

Compliance:

- LST Method 24, 40 CFR Part 60 and Certification of
Coatings;

- Add-on - Method 25, 40 CFR Part 60 or methods in
"Measurement of VOC" - EPA 45Q0/2-78-041; and,

- Recordkeeping, as appropriate, to document conmpliance.

2.4.5 Coatings of Automobiles and Light Duty Trucks

Applicability:

- application areas, flashoff areas and ovens of automotive

and light duty truck manufacturing plants involved in prime
coat, topcoat and final repair coating.

Level of Control:

- for coating delivered to the applicator (excluding
water) emissions can not exceed:
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1.9 1b. VOC/gal. - prime coat
2.8 1lb. VOC/gal. ~ top coat

4.8 1lb. VOC/gal. - repair

- control methods include LST, incineration (90% efficient)

or equivalent method.
Compliance:

- LST, Method 24, 40 CFR Part 60 and Certification of
Coatings;

- add-on, Method 25, 40 CFR Part 60 or methods in
"Measurement of VOC", EPA 450/2-78-041: and,

~ recordkeeping, as appropriate, to document compliance.

2.4.6 Metal Furniture Coating

Applicability:

- application areas, flashoff areas and ovens of metal
furniture coating lines involved in prime and top conat or
single coat operations.

Level of Control:

- for coating delivered to the applicator (excluding
water) emissions can not exceed:

3.0 1b. vOC/gal. - prime and top coat
single coat

- control methods include LST, incineration {90% efficient)

or equivalent method.
Compliance:

- LST, Method 24, 40 CFR Part 60 (CTG, pp. 5-1 to 5=5)
and certificaticn of coatings;

- add-on, Method 25, 40 CFR Part 60 or methods 1in
"Measurement of VOC", EPA 450/2-78-041;

- recordkeeping, as appropriate, to document compliance.
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2.4.7 Insulation of Magnetic Vire

Applicability:

- ovens of magnetic wire coating operations.

Level of Control:

- for coating delivered to the applicator (excluding
water) can not exceed:

1.7 1b. VOC/gal. - wire coating

- control methods include LST, incineratinn (903 cfficient)
or equivalent method.

Compliance:

- L8T, Method 24, 40 CFR Part 60 and Certification of
Coatings;

- add-on, Method 25, 4C CFR Part 60 or methods in "Measurcment

of VOC", EPA 450/2-73-041;

- recordkeeping, as appropriate, to document compliance.

2.4.8 Large Appliance Coating

Applicability:

- application areas, flashoff areas and ovens of larjge
appliance coating lines involved in prime, single or ton coat
operations;

- use of quick drying lacquers for repair is exempt if no
more than 1 gt. is used in an 8 hr. period.

Level of Control:

- for coating delivered to the applicator (excluding
water) emissions can not exceed:

2.3 lb. VvOC/gal. - prime, single or top coat

- control methods include LST, incineration (90% efficient)
or eguivalent method.
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Compliance:

- LST, Method 24, 40 CFR Part 60 (CTG pp 5-1 to 5-4) and
Certification of Coatings;

- add-on, Hethod 25, 40 CFR Part 60 or nmethods in "Measuramen

of VOC", EprA 450/2-78-041;

- recordkeeping, as appropriate, to document compliance.

2.4.9. Coating of Miscellaneous Metal Parts

Applicability:

- coating of large farm machinery, small farm machinery,
small appliances, commercial machinery, industrial machinery
and fabricated metal parts;

- coating of metal parts and products in any industrial
cateyory included under SIC Code Major Groups 34, 35, 36, 37,
33 and 39; and

- excludes metal parts coating addressed in category
specific CTG's, customized top coating of automoniles and
trucks, if production is less than 35 vehicles per day,
automobile refinishing and the exterior coating of marine
vessels and airplanes.

Levels of Control:

- for coating delivered to the applicator (excludiny
water) emissions can not exceed:

4.3 1b. vOC/gal.

clear coatings

3.5 1b. VOC/gal. - air dried coating
- forced warm air dried coatings
- extreme performance coatings

3.0 1b. VOC/gal. all other coatings

- solvent washings (purging of spray guns) is included
unless evaporation is prevented;

- control methods include LST, incineration (9U% efficient),

or an equivalent means of VOC removal; and,

- capture system when used with add on controls must
provide for 30% overall emission reduction at a minimum.
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Compliance:

- LST, .Method 24, 40 CFR Part 60 (CTG pp. 6-=1) and
Certification of Coatings;

- add-on, tethod 25, 40 CFR Part 60 and CEM; and,

- recordkeeping, as appropriate, to document compliance.

2.4.10 Coatinag of Flat-Wood Paneling

Applicability:

- surface coating and finishing of

1. printed interior panels made of hardwood, plywood
and thin particle board;

2. natural finish hardwood panels;
3. hardwood paneling with Class II finishes;

~ exterior sidinag, tile board, or particle board us=d
as a furniture component is exempt.

Level of Control:

- for coating delivered to the applicator (excluding
water) emissions can not exceed:

6.0 lb. VOC/1000 ft2 - printed interior panels

12.0 lb. VOC/1000 ft2 - natural finish hardwood
panels

10.0 1b. VOZ/1000 ft2 - Class IT finishes on hardboard
panels

- control methods include LST, incineration (90% efficient)
or eqguivalent means of VOC removal;

- capture system in conjunction with add-on controls must
provide an overall level of control equivalent to the compliance
coating emissions rates specified.

Compliance:

- LST, Method 24, 490 CFR Part 60 (CTG 5-1) and Certification
of Coatings;
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- Add-on, Method 25, 40 CFR Part 60 and CEM; and,

- Recordkeeping, as appropriate, to document compllance.

2.4.11 Graphic Arts Systems

Applicability:

- packaging rotogravure, publication rotogravure and
flexographic printing facilities; and,

- only facilities with emissions greater than 100 tons
VOC/year based on historical records are subject to the
reguiremnents.

Level of Control:

. - for waterborne inks, ink volatile fraction contains
25% or less organic solvent by volume and 75% or more water
by volume;

- for high solids ink, ink as applied to the substrate
(less water) contains 60% by volume or more of nonvolatile
material;

- incineration, carbon adsorption or equivalent system
which is at least 90% efficient;

- a capture system which provides for the following
overall control efficiency with add-on controls:

75% - publication rotogravure
05% - packaging rotogravure
00% - flexographic printing

Compliance:

- LST, Method 24, 40 CFR Part 60 and certification of inks;

- Add-on Method 25, 40 CFR Part 60 and CEM;

- Recordkeeping, as appropriate, to document compliance
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2.5 Other Round I & II CTG Cateqgories

2.5.1 Solvent Metal Cleaning

Applicability:

- cold cleaning, open top vapor deareasing and convevorlzed
deagreasing operations.

Level of Contrel:

- operation and work practice standards

- equlipment standards

- refrigerated chiller, carbon adsorption or eguivalent systen
Compliance:

- for equipment specifications and operating procedures,
CTG pp. 3-31, 3-33, 3-35 and 7-1 to 7-7;

~ add-on carbon adsorber - draft test method.

2.5.2 Cutback Asphalt

Applicability:

- manufacture and use of cutback asphalt

Level of Control:

- prohibition against use of cutback asphalt except when
the director may approve its use, manufacture, storaqge,
mixing or application where:

1. long-life stock pile storage is necessary.

2. use or application at ambient temperature less
than 50° F.

3. it is to be used solely as a penetrating prime coat.
Compliance:
- Direct observation by inspector;

- ASTM Distillation Test D-244.
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2.5.3 Manufacture of Synthesized Pharmaceutical Products

Applicabilitv:

- all synthesized pharmaceutical manufacturing facilities;

- includes the frllowing: reactors, distillation units,
dryers, storage ot VOC, transfer of VOC, extraction =auipment,
filters, crystallizers and centerfuges that have the potential
to emit 15 1b/day or more VOC.

Level of Control:

Surface condensors - reactors, distillation operation,

(or eguivalent) crystallizers, centrifuges and vacuum
dryers;

90% reduction or - air dryers and production equipment

33 1b/day{if un- exhaust systems;

controlled emission
< 330 1lb/day)

vapor balance - VOC transfers and storage tanks;
system (90% eff.)

and pressure,

vacuun conservation

vessels

enclosure - centrifuges, rotary vacuum filters
and other filters;

coveré - all nrocess tanks; and,

leak repair - observed liguids.

Compliance:
- maintenance and operation standards, CTC pp. 7-2.

-~ add-on controls, Method 25, 40 CFR Part 60 and CEit. .

2.5.4 Manufacture of Pneumatic Rubber Tires

Applicability:

- the following processes at pneumatic rubber tire
manufacturing plants:

1. undertread cementing
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2. tread end cementing
3. bead dipping
4. qreen tire épraylna
- the production of speciality tires is exempt.

Level of Control:

capture system (up to 85% - undertread cementing; tread
efficient) and add-on and cementing or bead end
controls (95% efficient cementing

for carbon system and 90%
tor i1ncineration)

water based sprays or - green tire spraying operation
capture system (90%

efficient) and add-on

controls (95% efficient

for carbon systems and

90% for incinerators)

Compliance:

- for water based green tire spraving, Method 24, 40 CFR
Part 60 and certification;

- add-on controls, Method 25, 40 CFR Part 60 and CEM;

- recordkeeping, as appropriate, to document compliance.

2.5.5. Perchloroethylene Dry Cleaning Systems

Applicability:

-~ all perchloroethylene dry cleaning facilities.

Level of Control: . J

- carbon adsorption or equivalent control on dryer exhaust
where space and steam capacity are adegquate;

- emissions from dryer control device may not exceed 100
ppm {vol.) VOC, where space and steam canaclity are adequate;
and,

- operation standards.



Compliance:
- operation and maintenance standards, CTG 6-1 to 6-4 and
for VOC content of stills and filter residue American National

Standards Institute paper, "Standard Method of Test for Dilution
of Gasoline Engine Crankcase 0Oils";

- add=-on carbon adsorption, Draft Test Method 23.
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3.0 Generic Program Issues

This section addresses general VOC program issues
atfecting the implementation of existing VOC SIPs. These
1ssues were developed bv EPA's VOC Compliance Workgroup which
1ncludes representatives from all EPA Regional Offices and
the Stationary Source Compliance Division (SSCD), Control
Programs Development Division (CPDD) and Zmission Standards
and Engineering Division (ESED) 1n EPA's Otfice of Air Qualitv
Planning and Standards (OAQPS), Office of Air and Radiation.
The original issues suggested by workgroup members were
consclidated into 19 issues, listed and distributed to workgroup
members by the then Director of SSCD, Ed Reich, in a memorandum
dated May 20, 1985. (As a result, they are often referred
to as the 19 Reich issues.) Many of the issues have been
aaaressed by new policy or guidance but several key 1ssues
are sti1il being adadressed. Table 3-1 1lists these 1ssues and
their status. The remainder of this section describes each
issue and summarizes the resolving policy or guidance, or
indicates the status and schedule for resolution.

For the reader's convenience, the May 20, 1985 Reich
memorandum has been included as Appendix 3.0. Subsequent new
policy and guidance related to each of the issues have been
inciuded in Appendices 3.1 througn 3.19 which correspond to
the issues as numbered and addressed in this text.

Another list of issues, similar to the Reich issues was
presented in a memorandum from G. T. Helms, Chief, Control
Programs Operation Branch to all Air Branch Chiefs dated
April 10, 1987. The Helms issues differ from the Reich issues
in that they present examples of SIP deviations with regard
to RACT regulations which are relatively common., They also
deal with more basic problems like the definition of VOC and
applicability criteria. Their differences provide insight into
General VOC problems which must be considered. Therefore,
these examples of SIP deviations are included 1n this report
in Section 3.20



Table 3-1

VOC Issues
Status of Resolution

Note: See Ed Reich's May 20, 1985 memorandum for a more
complete listing of issues (Appendix 3.0) and Appendix numbers
which correspond to the issue number for full text of policy
or guidance. -

Date
Date Transmitted

Issue | Issued by to Region
No. Description Status | EPA HQ III States
3.1 Can coating In process

clarification CPDD lead - -
3.2 EPA's enforce- Complete 2~-28-86 4-4-86

ment response Emison

where bubbles

are pending
3.3 Recordkeeping Complete 4-11-86 5-1-86
a.c.d. Emison
3.3b Inadequate SIP In process - -

recordkeeeping CPDD lead

requirements
3.3e Determination Complete 1-7-87 2-20-86

of emissions Price

when records are

inconsistent

with SIP

averaging time
3.4 Generic bubble/ In process - -

time averaging OECM-AED

lead .

3.5 Bubble in Complete 1-17-86 2-20-86

context of Price

consent decrees
3.6 Schedules for Complete 1-7-87 9-5-806

LST Potter
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Date

Date Transminterd

Issue | | Issued by | to Region

No. | Description | Status EPA HQ | III States

3.7 'B' sources Complete 1-31-86 2-20-86

Re1ch

3.8 Policy/Guidance Complete 1-31-86 2-20-80
distribution Reich

3.9 RACT Complete 4-11-86 5-1-86
Determinations Emison

3.10 Solids—-as—applied 1In process - -

CPDD lead

3.11 NSPS vs. RACT In process - -
limits (averaging ESED lead
time di1fferences)

3.12 Regulating total Dropped No action required must
VOC vs. VOC meet SIP reguirements.
coating content

3.13 Baseline year Complete 2-28-86 4-4-36

Emison

3.14 Site specific Complete 2-23-36 1-1-36
RACT limits Emison

3.15 Seasonal Complete 2-28-86 4-4-86
afterburner Enison
exemption ’

3.16 Transfer Complete 4-11-86 5-1-86
Efficiency Emison

3.17 Capture In process - -

Efficiency

ESED lead
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Date
Date Transmitted

Issue | | | Issued by | to Region
No . | Description | Status | EPA HO | III States
3.18 Intermittent Complete 4-11~86 5-1-86

incinerator use Emison

where both high

and low solvent

materials are used
3.19 Appropriate test Complete 4-11-86 5-1-86

methods
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3.1 Clarification of Can Coating Policy and Applicability to
other Source Categories

Issue: Included in this issue are questions involving
crossline averaging, 24~hour averaging, applicability to
other CTG categories, need for SIP revisions and hybrid
compliance approaches (e.g., use of combination of LST and
add-on controls).

Response Status: CPDD has indicated that this issue has, in
fact, been resolved by issuance of the Emission Trading
Policy (FR 43815, December 4, 1986). Indications are that
CPDD now feels that the can coater policy really amounts to
a bubble and is not a true alternate RACT determination.
Although it is unlikely that the policy will be withdrawn,
it will not be be extended to other source categories unless
the requirements of the new Emission Trading Policy are
satisfied.

3.2 Enforcement Policy Where Bubbles Are Pending

Issue: EPA's enforcement response where bubbles (SIP revisions)
are pending and, more specifically, where the bubbles are in
areas lacking an approved attainment demonstration are addressed.

Response: EPA will follow "Timely and Appropriate” enforcement
procedures. However, if by day 120 a bubble (SIP revision)
has at least been scheduled for a State hearing and EPA staff-
level review shows it is likely to be approved, EPA will
continue to defer to the State activity as a timely response
which will bring about compliance (See Appendix 3.2).

3.3 Recordkeeping Issues:

Issue: Recordkeeping problems are addressed under this
issue. They include:

a. Feasibility of daily recordkeeping:

b. Deficient recordkeeping requirements in SIPs;

c. Type of records which should be maintained;

d. Verification of compliance (or noncompliance) based
on source records; and

e. Determining VOC emissions where available records
are not consistent with the averaging time specified in the SIP.
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Response:

a. The legal requirement to maintain daily records will
depend on the language of the individual SIP. Daily record-
keeping is considered feasible and appropriate except under
conditions as articulated in John O'Connor's January 20,

1934 memorandum. Sources must maintain records needed to make
compliance determinations for the time interval set forth 1in
the SIP (See Appendix 3.3a).

b. This issue is being addressed by SSCD and will result
in a recordkeeping procedures manual. A draft is due in March
1988. However, the manual will not solve the problem of
deficient SIPs that fail to require records. Federal
rulemaking may be required if deficient SIPs are not revised.

c. Recordkeeping requirements should be tailored to the
source and to applicable SIP emission limits or other applicable
Federal requirements. Coating and ink formulation data should
be maintained consistent with EPA 450/3-84-019, Procedures
for Certifying Quantity of Volatile Organic Compounds Emitted
by Paint, Ink and Otner Coatings. For add-on controls,
operational parameters for both the capture and control
systems should be observed and recorded to verifv consistency
with the compliance demonstration tests. Care snould be
taken to assure that records are consistent with the averaging
time and emission unit regulated by tne SIP and stated 1n the
standard (See Appendix 3.3c).

d. Methods of determining compliance include auditing
records and emission reguirements, checking operation and
maintenance records, and reviewing operating permits, stack
testing and coating certification procedures., Some comblnation
of these methods 1s usually required to assure compliance.

In certain cases, auditing process records and testing the
formulation may be the only way to verify compliance, The
regulatory agency must initiate these procedures 1f actual
compliance is to be determined or verified (See Appendix 3.3d).

e. Where the SIP itself requires records to be maintained
that correspond to the SIP emission limitation, corrective !
action can be taken under Section 113 of the Clean Air Act to
require the source to keep proper records. If the SIP does not
regulre recordkeeping consistent with the applicable standard,
either algorithms and/or § 114 authority should be used,.
Algorithms are mathematical computations which use monthly or
yearly data to produce a figure representing the minimum
number of days that a source had to be out of compliance.
Section 114 authority may be used to acquire available source
records needed to support the algorithms previously mentioned,
Or to requlrs the source to malntaln appropriate records
prospectively, or reguire specific emission tests (See Apoendix
3.3e).
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3.4 Determining 1if SIP Provisions are Generic

Issue: This issue considers whether EPA approved SIP provisions
involving bubbles, equivalency, time extensions, variances

and similar provisions are generic or if SIP revisions and

EPA approval are required.

Response: This issue is being reevaluated. It is not possible
at this time to predict when a final response will be available.

3.5 Bubbles in the context of a Consent Decree

Issue: This question deals with the agency's ability to
consider a bubble proposal (or any alternate control strateqgyv)
which does not call for final compliance with the SIP within
the context of a consent decree.

Response: EPA cannot endorse a consent decree which contains

a schedule for compliance with a bubble until EPA has
promulygated final approval of the particular bubble as a SIP
revision (or until a bubble has been approved by the State if
the bubble is granted under a generic bubble provision). A
consent decree must require final compliance with the currently
applicable SIP. A decree may contain a general provision
recognizing that either party may petition the court to

modify the decree if the relevant regulation is modified, as
would be the case with a bubble (See Appendix 3.5).

b'\
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3.6 Schedules for Low Solvent Technology (LST)

Issue: This question concerns how much time should a source
be allowed to develcop and implement LST and when should add-
on controls be required to assure expeditious compliance.

Response: Schedules for LST can provide no more than three
months from the date of filing of the complaint (or equivalent
State action), include an add-on control schedule with
stipulated penalties, be expeditious and include appropriate
civil penalties. SIP revisions which extend compliance dates
must demonstrate timely attainment and maintenance of the

ozone standard, and where relevant, reasonable further progress.
SIP revisions must also provide for implementation of all
reasonably available control measures as expeditiously as
practicable. However, unless it can be shocwn that the orijinal
timeframe approved in the SIP did not allow sufficient time

for a technologically and economically feasible compliance

plan to be implemented, a SIP revision for a compliance date
extension beyond these timeframes (three years maximumnm for

most categories with certain exceptions for can coaters,
automotive plants and graphic arts facilities) should be

denied (see Appendix 3.04).

3.7 Non !ajor {'B') VOC Sources

Issue: This guestion addresses the need to more aggressivaly
pursue compliance activities with regard to '8' sources. In
many metropolitan areas, substantial Regional and State and
local agency work on 'B' sources is not recognized by current
policies but may be an important factor in attaining the
ozone standard.

Response: EPA has developed a 'B' source strategy whica is
proposed for implementation in FY 1988. The proposal consid-
ers nontraditional approaches to assure compliance at snall
VOC sources which include: 1) compliance promotion; 2)
selected inspections; and 3) enforcement. Supplemental 5 105
grant money will also be available for certain arcas whicn
can demonstrate that small source emissions have a signific-
ant impact on the area's attainment plan (see Appendix 3.7). -

3.8 Policy Guidance Distribution
Issue: This involves the timely and appropriate distribution

of EPA policy and guidance and its impact on efforts to
resolve compliance issues by the Regions and State agencics.
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Response: SSCD agreed to institute a process of listing
quarterly all policy and guidance memoranda that have been
issued. This list would be sent to all Air Branch Chiefs 1in
Regional offices to assure that they are aware of all new VOC
policy. Regional Offices are responsible for distributing
policy and guidance documents to State and local agencies
(see Appendix 3.8).

3.9 Economic Feasibility of RACT

Issue: This issue deals with economic considerations involved
in setting new RACT requirements for non CTG sources and CTG
sources where RACT 1is technically infeasible.

Response: No universally applicable rule can supplement
case-by-case judgement on what constitutes RACT. Although

cost effectiveness is an important factor, no cost effective-
ness threshold exists., In addition, numerous other factors
including the age of the facility, quantity of emissions,

nature of emissions, severity of existing air quality problem,
extent of existing controls, comparability to standard industcy
practice in related industries, cross media impacts and economic
impacts must be considered (sece Appendix 3.)).

3.10 Determining Equivalency on a Solid-As-Applied Bastis

Issue: Since a number of SIPs do not specifically require that
equivalency be determined on a "solids-as-applied basis" and
some States are still making erroneous equivalency decisions,
EPA's "solids-as=-applied"” requirements for determining
equivalency should be established in a definitive manner.

Response: A draft Federal Register notice formally restatingj
EPA's requirement and fully explaining the rejulatory aistory
of scientific facts which support this policy had been

prepared. However, publication of the Federal Register notice
has been postponed indefinitely.

3.11 NSPS vs. RACT Emission Limits/Standards .

Issue: A perception exists that NSPS requirements are ot
should be more stringent than RACT reguirements. However,
RACT standards generally require compliance on a continuous
or 24 hour basis whereas NSPS generally allow for 30 day
averaging.

Response: It would be worthwhile to explain the relationship
between these two standards and apparent conflicts batween
the perceived level of control provided by each standard.
However, currently there is no plan to publish any 5PA policy
response on this matter.
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3.12 Regulating Total VOC vs. VOC Content of Coatings

Issue: This issue was dropped.

Response: Source must meet standards specified in the applic-
able SIP.

3.13 Baseline Year

Issue: Where percent reductions from a baseline (either
stated or inferred) are required, what baseline should be

used?

Response: This issue only relates to percent reduction types

of regulations. Regulations based on VOC content (or equivalent

add-on reductions) are not affected since compliance is based
on a SIP emission limit. Generally, the baseline year will
be the effective date of the regulations or, in somne cascs,
specified in the SIP. The concept of baseline as it relatzd
to emission trading is specified in EPA's Emission Trading
Policy (FR 43815, December 4, 19306)(See Appendix 3.13).

3.14 Site Specific RACT Determinations

Issue: This issue asks 1if source specific RACT determinations
are being made and infers a need to distribute information

and be consistent in regulating similar industries throughout
the country.

Response: Site specific RACT determinations are appropriate
and are being made for non-CTG sources with emissions greater
than 100 tons/year in urbanized 19387 extension areas and, in
limited cases, to CTG sources where conventional RACT is
either technologically or economically infeasible. The VOC
Clearinghouse is available and should be used for ensuring
Regional Consistency in RACT determinations for similar site-
specific source categories (Sce Appendix 3.14).

3.15 Seasonal Afterburner Exemption

Issue: Although EPA has an established policy exempting the
use of incinerators during non-ozone season, some SIPs do not
include that exemption. A question arises concerning the
enforcement of the SIP which did not take advantage of the
exemption policy.



Response: EPA's exemption applies to gas fired afterburners
which control VOC emissions to protect the ozone standard

only and must be implemented through the SIP process. This
1976 policy was intended to conserve energy at a critical

time in our nation's history. 1In the absence of an appropriate
exemption in the SIP, sources are obligated to continuously
operate afterburners to meet applicable emission limits (note:
SIP requirements may be more stringent than Clean Air Act and
EPA policy requirements). Once Federally effective, the SIP
reguirements are to be met by sources and enforced by the
States and EPA (See Appendix 3.15).

3.16 Transfer Efficiency (TE)

Issue: This includes questions concerning how to calculate

TE, what is an appropriate baseline for TE and how to implement
TE based emission control measures. TE improvements are

often claimed by sources but are rarely documented. State
agencies may claim the authority to approve such claims

under equivalency provisions in this SIP even though TE

control methods and procedures are not specifically addressed
in the SIP.

Response: TE improvements must be determined on a solids
applied basis and compared to the particular industry norn
during the baseline period. Baseline TE values have been set
by EPA for automobile, large appliance and metal furniture
categories. In most cases (where TE is not specifically
mentioned in the SIP) SIP revisions implementing the TE
compliance method (or emission credits for a bubble) are
required. Because of documented variances between similar
application equipment and different sources producingj tne
same product, case-by-case TE testing and documentation 1is
required. Tables indicating TE values based on the type of
application equipment are not to be used unless required by
specific language in the applicable SIP (See Appendix 2 and
3.16). )

3.17 Capture Efficiency

Issue: Most SIPs specify an overall emission reduction when
add-on controls are used for coating and printing sources;
however, only control device destruction/recovery efficiency
test methods are specified in the SIP or EPA's standard
methods. Overall efficiency is the product of capture
efficiency and destruction efficiency. There is a need to
have a formally approved method of determining capture
efficiency to enforce SIP requirements.

Response: ESED has drafted and received comments on a progosad

test procedure which will be promulgated as a rule in Part
52. The NPRM is expected during mid-1938.
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3.18 Compliance Considerations Where Intermittent Incineration
is Used in Conjunction with Both High and Low Solvent Based
Materials.

Issue: Concern has been expressed with regard to determining
compliance where both low solvent coatings and high solvent
coatings are used with 1ncineration.

Respcnse: Recordkeeping which documents process operation,
incinerator operation and coating type used is essential.

The incinerator should perform adequately provided that it 1is
brought up to operating levels prior to initiating high
solvent usage in the process (See Appendix 3.18).

3.19 Appropriate Test Methods

Issue: lMany SIPs specify other than EPA standard methods for
determining compliance. Often these other methods were early
versions of NSPS test methods presented in RACT CTGs. 1In

other cases SIPs fail to specify a test method. What are the
recommended test methods for the various CTG category sources.

Response: Appendix 3.19 includes a listing of recommended
test metnods by CTG and NSPS cateqgories. VWhere the Federally
approved SIP specifies a different method, that method 13 the
Federally approved methcod for that SIP and should be followed
(See Appendix 3.19).

3.20 Examples of SIP Deviations Involving VOC RACT Requlations

Some State regulations to control VOC emissions are
being implemented in a manner that does not conform with DPA
requirements and policies and can, in certain cases,
significantly interfere with the effectiveness of those
regulations. Such problems include incorrect or ambiyguous
definitions, variable interpretation or lack of key provisions
(e.g. compliance times, test methods, etc.), incorrect
calculation procedures, and specific provisions in State
regqulations that are inconsistent with current EPA policies.

Examples of such problems include, but are not necessarily
limited to, the following:

l. RACT regulations exemptions above the size cutoff
recommended in the CTG should not be allowed.

2. Cutoffs of 100 tons/year should refer to the entire

plant and not to individual emission units emitting more than
100 tons/year.
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3. Equivalency calculations for coating should be
performed in units of 1lbs VOC/gallon solids rather than 1lbs
VOC/gallon coating when bubbling, crossline averaging, or
compliance with add-on control equipment such as incinerators
are involved.

4. Compliance calculations for coatings expressed as 1o
VOC/3allon coating (less water) should treat exempt solvents
such as 1.1.1 - trichloroethane and methylene chloride as
water for purposes of calculating the "less water" part of
the coating composition.

5. VOC definitions should include all organic materials
which evaporate and participate in atmospheric photochemical
reactions. A vapor pressure of O.lmm Hg should not be used
to define VOC. The following definition 1s a model for use:

Volatile Organic Compound (VOC) - Any organic compound
which participates in atmospheric photochemical reactions;
"that is any organic compound other than those which the
Administrator designates as having negligible photochenical
reactivity. VOC may be measured by a reference method, an
equivalent method, an alternative method or by procedures
specified under 40 CFR Part 6J. A reference method, an
egquivalent method, or an alternative method, however, nay
also measure nonreactive organic compounds. In such cases,
an owner or operator may exclude the nonreactive organic
compounds when determining compliance with a standard.

6. Other definitions need correction;

a) "Coating line" should not exempt from control,
lines that do not have bake ovens.

b) Definitions of "refinishing" in miscellaneous
metal coating rules should make clear that "in-line" or "final
off-line" repair by original equipment manufacturers is not
refinishing. Refinishing should be defined as the repainting
of used equipment.

¢) Coatings should be defined to include "functional"
as well as protective or decorative films.

d) The definition of paper coating should make
clear that paper coating regulations cover coating on plastic
film and metallic foil as well.

e) Paper and fabric coating should cover "saturation"
operations as well as strictly coating operations.




f) Vinyl coating definitions should make clear that
organisol and plastisol coatings (which traditionally have
contained little or no solvent) cannot be used to bubble
emissions from vinyl printing and topcoating.

7. A source may use improved transfer efficiency as a
substitute for meeting the SIP solvent content limit for
coating only 1if this substitution receives EPA approval as a
source-specified SIP revision.

3. A source may use crossline averaging only upon EPA
approval as a source-specific SIP revision.

9. VOC rules should state explicitly the compliance
time frame associated with each emission limit {(e.g.,
instantaneous or daily). Rules may include periods longer
than 24 hours only in accordance with the memorandum from
John O'Connor, Acting Director of the Office of Air Qulaity
Planning and Standards, dated January 20, 1964, and only as
source-specific SIP revisions. Without a stated compliance
time, rules should be interpreted to require continous
compliance.

10. State rules should reqguire explicitly that sources
keep records needed to assess compliance for the time frame
specified in the rule. The rule should give reporting

"schedules .and reporting formats. For example, if the rule

requires daily compliance, then daily records must be required.
If units of 1b VOC/gallon solids are required for daily
compliance, the source must record the gallons of solids used
per day and the pounds of VOC emitted per day. The rules
should also require sources to list separately the amount of
diluents and, when relevant to determining compliance, wash and
clean-up VOC.

Beyond that, State rules should require sources to
document (1) that the coatings manufacturer used either EPA
Method 24 or an EPA-approved State method to calculate the
amount of VOC per gallon of coating (less water and exempt
solvents) and (2) what method the manufacturer used to
calculate the volume percent solids content of the coating.

11. State rules should require the use of the most
current test methods to determine the VOC content »f coatinjs
(e.g., EPA Reference Method 24 or equivalent ASTM Mcthods).
The method used to determine volume percent solids should be
specific and should be an EPA-approved method (see "Procedures
for Certifying Quantity of Volatile Organic Compounds Emitted
by Paint, Ink, and Other Coatings," EPA-450/3-04-019, December
1934). The procedures in outdated ASTII acthods and the Volunz
Il CTG are gygenerally no longer acceptable. Procedures saoulid
specify that EPA or States may verify test data sdomitiedu Ly
companies with independent tests and that EPA or 3tate
conducted tests will take precedence.
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12. State rules should specify the procedures the relevant
agencies would use to measure capture and control device
efficiencies. For example, the rules for some types of
sources or control systems should require the use of tewmporary
enclosures, rather than material balances, in capture efficiencyv
tests. Provisions that require "well enginecered capture
systems" or "maximum reasonable capture" should he rep
with specific control requirements.

I

-
o

~es
Ceu

13. Concerning equipment leaks, sources that have
previously been exempt from monitoring requirements due to
line size or the use of plug and ball valves should be subject
to the SIP requirements. In addition, SIPs should not exempt
unsafe and inaccessible valves from all periodic monitoring
requirements. EPA believes that inaccessible and unsatfe~to-
monitor valves should be monitored as often as practicable
because of the potential for finding leaks and reducing
emissions. EPA does not consider annual monitoring
or shutdown for monitoring to be an unreasonable burden for
inaccessible and unsafe-to-monitor valves.

For natural gas plants, RACT should apply to egquipment

that contains or contacts a process stream with VOC concentration

of 1.0 percent by weiygnt or more. Equipment witch procass
streams containing relatively low percentages of VOC (i.e.,
between 1.0 and 10.0 percent) contributes a significant
portion of total emissions from natural gas plants and,
therefore, is subject to RACT requirements.

14.. Although many SIPs contain provisions giving the
State authority to grant variances, exemptions and strategies
for alternative means of control, SIPs should maxe clear what
must e submitted as a revision to the SIP,.







4.0 Comparative Summary of State Regulations Based on Consistency
and Adequacy with Regard to Federal Reqguilirements

This part summarizes deficiencies in SIP VOC Regulations
in tabular form. A narrative analysis of each regulation 1is
presented in Part 5 of this report.

The tables use the codes indicated below. A blank (no
symbol) in the table indicates that the SIP has no regulation
for that category and no sources of that type are located in
the ozone nonattainment area.

Table Symbols

D = minor differences
DD = Substantive differences
DDD = Significant differences

- (dash) = satisfactory rule or no regulatory impact

)
1]

Impact unknown
N = No Impact
S = Significant Impact

R = Issue Resolved

4.1 General Provisions

See Table 4-1

4.1 Gasoline Marketing

See Table 4-2

4.3 Refinery Processes and Petroleum Liquid Storaqge

See Table 4-3

4.4 Surface Coating and Printing

See Table 4-4

4.5 Other VOC Categories

See Table 4-5
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5.0 STATE VOC REGULATORY ISSUES

The following sections evaluate Region III VOC Regulations,
for the reader's convenlience a summary of these Regulations can
be found in Appendix I. This summary was taken from EPA
publication "Summary of State VOC Regulations", April 1935
(EPA-450/2-85-003).

5.1 Common Issues

This section describes those issues or deficiencies
which are common to most Region III VOC RACT reqgulations.
More specific information on these problems within each State
regulation is provided in the Sections that follow.

5.1.1 Definition of VOC

Virtually all Region III ozone SIPs still include the
definition of VOC used for the original Round I regulations.
This definition is based on vapor pressure and is no longer
acceptable since it has been determined that most VOC will
react to form ozone; that is, reactivity is not Jdependent on
volatility. The Round II VOC model regulations published in
September 19379 revised the definition to include all reactive
VOC. The new definition is also used in NSPS regulations.

Since Region III States have not changed their definition

- of VOC, they may be exempting sources that emit reactive VOC

because the vapor pressure of their organic compounds is
below that stated in the definition.

5.1.2 Recordkeeping

Region III SIPs generally provide for recordkeeping to
the extent required by the State Air Director. For many RACT
categories, but especially the coating and graphic arts
industries, there are no general or specific requirements to
maintain records which would allow for a determination of :
compliance based on the particular standard being enforced.
Where positive controls (e.g. incinerators or carbon adsorption
systems) are being used, this is not a major problem since
control is being provided on a continuous basis. However,
where low solvent technology is being used a significant
problem 1is realized.
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When using complying coatings, sources should be
documenting the VOC content of each coating or ink as it is
applied. Coatings and inks are usually diluted with solvent
(VOC) before applying. Inks routinely are subject to
significant evaporative losses during the printing process
which requires that additional amounts of solvent be added to
maintain the inks viscosity and printability. Sources rarely
maintain adequate records to show that the coating or ink
once diluted and applied meets RACT standards. As a result
compliance {(or non compliance) cannot be determined.

At a minimum, sources should be required to maintain
records which would allow the regulatory agency to determine
its compliance status. Although State Air Directors seem to
have the authority to require adequate records, they have not
acted to do so.

5.1.3 Egquivalency

Most State regulations include provisions which allow
them to consider egquivalent VOC emission control measures
which will provide an equivalent or greater emission reduction
than the RACT standard. An issue has developed concerning
the State authority to allow for such a change without revising
their SIP. Except in the case of conventional add-on controls
like incineration or carbon adsorption, the implementation
of a so called equivalent method requires that the State
accept an emission standard or compliance procedure that is
not included in the Federally approved SIP. Therefore in
effect, the State action would potentially change an emission
standard in their Federally approved SIP. Section L1 of
the Clean Air Act, however, requires EPA review and approval
prior to such a change. A relevant example of this problem
is presented in the Regional Counsel opinion in Appendix 2
concerning the equivalency provision in the Pennsylvania SIP
and transfer efficiency improvements.

Other issues exist concerning how States determine
equivalency even with conventional controls. Equivalency
must be determined on a solids as applied basis for the coating
industry. Only the Pennsylvania SIP clearly requires this
although all Region III States appear to have accepted this
principal in implementing their requlations. The calculation
should also be consistent with the procedure used to develop
the standard; that is, 1t should use the typical solvent
density (7.36 lbs.VOC per gallon of solvent) used by EPA to
generate the SIP standard in terms of 1bs. VOC per gallon of
ccating to calculate an equivalent standard in terms of lbs.
VOC per gallon of solids as applied. Otherwise, sources may
be allowed to escape the full measure of RACT requirements.
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5.1.4 Test Methods and Procedures:

Most Region III SIPs contain test methods and procedures
suggested in the original CTGs. Because the CTG test procedures
were modified, and improved as subsequent NSPS standards were
promulgated, the SIPs must be updated to include tnese changes
and to assure accurate and consistent compliance tests and
procedures.

There is also a need to document the performance of
equivalent control techniques with reasonable performace
tests. These are critical tests which are needed to demonstrate
that emission reductions which meet RACT requirements are
actually being realized. State agencies are often reluctant
to require tests where EPA approved standard methods do not
exist but are usually more willing to accept a source's
claim of emission reductions without empirical data to support
the conclusion. SIP's should require that a source develop
and submit to the regulaotry agency for approval, appropriate
test methods and procedures when standard methods are not
avalilable. Sources must also be required to demonstrate
compliance with the standard by conducting a compliance test once
approved by the State agency.

5.1.5 Applicability Criteria and Exemptions

State agencies were allowed some latitude in setting
RACT standards in their nonattainment areas. Generally this
was accomplished by using more or less stringent applicability
criteria, providing or eliminating exemptions or, in some
cases, actually relaxing a RACT standard. These differences
in RACT requirements are not critical for areas wihich have
attained the ozone standard, but demand rcevaluation in areas
that have not. This study points out a numbher of differences
in regulations which, if made to comply with the RACT standard
proposed by EPA, could result in additional reductions in VOC
emissions. Where attainment of the ozone standard has not
been realized, these changes must be considered. .

5.1.6 Clear Coat Definition

All of Region III's SIPs allow a relaxed standard for
the application of clear extreme performance coatings. EPA
had suggested that clear coatings not used in a base coat/
clear coat operation be subject to a more stringent standard.
It is not known whether a change to the more stringent
definition suggested by EPA would result in a significant net
reduction in VOC emission overall but a 55% reduction on a
case by case basis is possible. Therefore, consistency with
EPA's suggested standard should pe considered as part >f any
SIP for areas which have not been able to attain the nzone
standard.
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5.1.7 Afterburner Cxemption:

All Region III states have more liberal afterburner
exemption regulations than suggested by EPA policy. EPA
suggessted an exemption during winter months that was limited
to gas fired units while state rejulations provide the sane
exemption regardless of fuel type. The rationale for the ZPA
was the natural gas shortage in the late 1970's. The
justification for the broader exemption granted by the State
is not evident. Although there appears to be nreason for the
exemption today, EPA has decided not to change its policy.
The state exemptions do not appear to have a significant
impact on attainment of the ozone standard because no ozone
standard violations have occurred during the winter montas
when the exemption is exercised.
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5.2 Delaware

Delaware's VOC regulations for RACT sources are contained
- in Regulation XXIV of the Department of Natural Resources and
Definitions are included in Regulation I:
Certain general
in

Environmental Control.
Definitions and Administrative Principles.
provisions affecting these sources are also included
Regulation XVII: Source Monitoring, Recordkeeping and Repor:i-
Delaware's regulations are promulgated under Title 7,

1ng. .
Delaware's VOC RACT Requlations

Delaware Code, Chapter 60.
affect only sources located in New Castle County.

5.2.1 General Provisions (Del.)

there are few general provislons

Except as noted above,
Mos t

in Delaware's regulation which affect VOC RACT Sources.
requirements are stated in source specific sections of
Regulation XXIV. This part of the Section covers .generiz
provisions which cover all or a number of source types.
Source specific reguirements are addressed in the corresponding
source specific sections of this report.

A. Alternate Controls (Reg XXIV § 2 - reserved):

Delaware's requlation does not include any substantive
provision for alternative control plans.

B. Applicability (Reg XXIV § 1):

emissions exceed 10 pounds per day (except for solvent metal
~cleaning) unless other limits are stated in the source specific

sections. This c¢criterion is more stringent than EPA's suqggested

applicability criterion (15 lbs/day); however, no hourly rate

is specified. Exemptions are provided for -methane, ethane,

trichlorotrifluorcethane, methyl chloroform and methylene

chloride.

Issue: The regulation generally meets EPA guidelines.
No lssues are evident.,

C. Averaging Time:

Summary: As originally promulgated the Delaware requlation
appears to allow yearly averaging for the coating industries.
This 1s contrary to how the State has indicated that they
determine compliance; that is, no averaging time for coating
industry except for the automobile coating industry. The
term "yearly average" is clearly stated in the heading of
Table 1, page XXIV-10 which indicates compliance coating
requirements for all RACT coating sources. The only clarifticarion
is a footnote which states that, for the auto/light duty
truck category, comnliance would be determined by the "arithmetic
average of all colors at any time." The state internrets
this as being a continuous compliance reguirement.
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EPA has proposed approval of a SIP revision (51FR 40828,11/10/86)
which, in part, drops the word "yearly" from the term "yearly
average". There is some concern whether this change fully
resolves the problem. It still leaves open the notion that

some kind of average is allowed for most coating industry
compliance determinations (either time or crossline). This

is contrary to the way the State actually implements the
regulation and EPA prefers the program to be implemented.

Since EPA and Delaware are in agreement on how this regulation
should be implemented, the issue is not siynificant.

Issue: It may prove difficult for EPA to enforce a
continuous compliance interpretation where the regulation
suggests that some type of average is required. However,
since EPA and Delaware agree on the interpretation and
implementation of these regulations it 1is unlikely that this
will be a significant problem.

D. Breakdown, Malfunction & Operation Changes:

Summary: No equivalent language is provided. EPA's policy
considers breakdowns, malfunctions and operational changes as
SIP violations but encourages enforcement discretion where
such a problem is beyond the control of the owner or operator.
Delaware's regulation does have a definition for the term
malfunctions which addresses some of tnis policy. But no linx
between that definition and the VOC regulations 1is apparent.

Issue: The main advantage of EPA's suggested provision
lies in its reporting requirement. Sources who have a break-
down, malfunction or operational change are required to notify
the director and malntain records of the problem. There does
not appear to be a similar requirsment in Delaware.

E. Circumvention:

Summary: No similar reqgulatory language was c¢vidoent.
]

Issue: This does not appear to be a major issue.

F. Compliance Schedules: (Reg. XXIV - see source
category section)

Summary: Compliance schedules do not comply with E£PA
recommendations in total pbut differences are not significant.

Issue: Since time frames allowed for in the SIP have
passed, this is not a critical issue.




G. Definition of Terms:

Delaware's regulations do not use many of the terms
defined in EPA's model regulation; however, the regulation
tends to be more concise than EPA's. Generally, the terms
defined are adequate for the regulation as written with two
exceptions. First, the term "clear coat" as used for the
miscellaneous metal parts is not defined. If interpreted
or defined broadly, the regquirement for clear extreme perfor-
mance coatings may have been relaxed trom the 3.5 1n/3al
intended compliance level to 4.3 1lb,/g5al. Second, the definition
of VOC includes an exemption based on vapor pressure and,
therefore, is less stringent then EPA's recommended definition.

(See 2.17)

Issue: The "clear coat" guestion is addressed under
miscellaneous metal parts, Section 5.2.4 I.

pecific

0

H. Eguivalency Provisions: (Reg. XXIV - See
source category section)

Summary: The regulation is gyenerally consistent with
EPA's suggested language. There is, however, a generic
problem concerning the latitude state agencies have in making
equivalency decisions which 1s discussed in Section 2.13 of this
report. Delaware's regulations do require that equiwvalency
be defined on a solids applied basis. It also specifically
lists transfer efficiency (TE) improvements as an equivalen
consideration. A formula is offered for determing TE and
baseline TE's for the auto industry. (Reg. XXIV , 9.7).

cy

Issue: In addition to the issue discussed in § 3.0 of
this report, there is some concern with regard to the base
line TE's established for the auto industry. The fact that tne
regulation clearly addresses TE may weaken EPA's contention
that TE compliance/credit (if averaying is allowed) requires
a SIP revision. However, this is not a major problem by
itself.

I. Inspection, Maintenance and Operating Procedures:

Summary: No language equivalent to that sugygested by EPA,
is evident.

Issue: Although it would be preferable for the requlation
to address these suggested provisions, tne omission does not
represent a major flaw.

J. Test Methods and Procedures

Summary: No -general section addressing standard test
methods and procedures I1s evident; however, most source
categories in Regulation XXIV do state specific compliance
methods (usually AST! methods). These gencerally lo not
incorporate the changes which have resulted from the nromul-
gation of NSP3 standards (anud standard EPA test methods) in
recent years.
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Issues: Any solUurce category testing issue will be
discussed under the respective section of this report.
In general, Delaware's testing methods and procedures should
be revised to reflect the publication of the NSPS methods.

K. Monitoring, Recordkeeping and Reporting (Reg. XVIT)

Summary: This section gives the State broad authority
to require whatever type or monitoring, recordkeeping and
reporting it deems appropriate. Some source sections of
Regulation XXIV may also address these requirements and will
be considered in the respective sections of this report.

Issue: Minimum recordkeeping and monitoring requirements

should be required to adequately demonstrate compliance with
the regulations.

5.2.2 Gasoline Marketing Activities (DE)

A. Bulk Gasoline Plants (Reg. XXIV, § 6)

Summary: The regulations are generally consistent with
EPA requirements; however, there are some seemingly minor
differences. Bulk plants which have a vapor balance system
in place on or before April 30, 1980 are exempt from submeryged
fill pipe/bottom fill requirements. Certain bulk plants
known as "certified bulk gasoline plants" (CBGP's) are exempt
from regulatory requirements., CBGP's must certify that they
will exclusively load gasoline into certified delivery vessels.
Certified Delivery Vessels, in turn, are delivery trucks
which service only tanks with a capacity of 2,000 gallons or
less.

It is difficult to assess the effect of these exemptions
on VOC emissions. From a technical standpoint, splash loadinag
generates a considerable amount of VOC vapors and could
generate a significant amount of VOC emission (regulations
allow for the emission of up to 10 kg by weight of the
gasoline vapors). With regard to the certification exemntion,
it is difficult to conclude that many facilities would he
willing to restrict their business to just delivery vessels
that service small tanks. "Certification" criteria for the
plant or delivery vessel are not stated nor is the method for
documenting compliance with the certification. No record-
keeping is indicated.

78




Issue: On the surface, it does not appear that the
exemptions noted cause a significant problem. However, if
additional VOC reductions are required to realize attainment,
the impact of these exemptions should be evaluated. The
procedures for certification and documenting compliance
should be clarified, at least by State guidance or policy.

B. Bulk Gasoline Terminals (Reg. XXIV, § 7)

Summary: Delaware's regulation does not require a 90%
efficient absorber or condenser system per se. Nor does it
specify clearly that all vapors be directed to the control
system. However, the regulation does include a maximum mass
emission rate consistent with EPA guidelines. Although the
mass emission rate appears to be adequate from a compliance
determination standpoint, it does potentially represent a
relaxation from nominal RACT requirements. ©No recordkeeping
requirements are indicated.

Issue: The differences between Delaware's regulation and
EPA's guidance are not critical, but may be reconsidered if
additional VOC emission reductions must bhe obtained to realize
attainment.

C. Leaks from Gasoline Tank Trucks and Vapor Collection
Systems (Reg. XXIV, § 5)

Summary: The regulations are substantively equivalent to
those suggested by EPA. However, an exemption is provided for
delivery vessels which load tanks with 2,000 gallons or less
capacity and receive gas from "certified bulk gasoline plants"
(See § A of this part). This does not appear to be a
significant relaxation.

Issue: If additiconal emission reductions are required to
achieve attainment, the exemption noted above should be
reevaluated.

D. Stage I Vapor Control Systems at Gasoline Service
Stations (Reg. XXIV, § 4) .

Summary: A general exemption is provided for all tanks
with a 2,000 gallon capacity or less. EPA's guidance limits
this exemption to tanks in operation before January 1, 1979.
Tanks installed after December 31, 1978 guidance are exempt
if their capacity is 250 gallons or less. Delaware's requlation
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also provides an exemption from bottom fill/submerged f£ill
pipe requirements where the tank is equipped with a vapor

balance system on or before April 30, 1980. It is not possible

to determine the impact of these exemptions.

Issues: The impact of the noted exemptions on VOC
emissions should be evaluated if additional reductions are
required for attalinment. The exemptions are not a compliance
1ssue.

5.2.3 Refinery Emissicons and Petroleum Liguid Storage

A. Petroleum Liquid Storage 1in Fixed Roof Tanks (Reg
XXIV, § 8)

Summary: This section of Delaware's regulation covers
both fixed roof tanks and external floating roof tanks.
This section includes provisions which meet all suggested EPA
CTG and model regulation requirements.

Issues: None

B. Petroleum Liguid Storage in External Floating Roof
Tanks (Reg. XXIV, § 8)

This category is covered under 5.2.3.A above,

C. Leaks from Refinery Equipment {(Reg XXIV § 14)

Summary: It appears that Delaware's- regulation may be
significantly less stringent than EPA requirements. Delaware
limits the applicability to "refineries which use crude oil
as the primary raw material." EPA's definition ot petroleum
refinery subject to these regulations is much broader.

"Petroleum refinery" means any facility engaged in
producing gasoline, aromatics, kerosene, distilate fuel oils,
lubricants, asphalt, »r other products through distillation
of petroleum or redistillation, cracking, rearrangement or .
reforming of unfinished petroleum derivations. (EPA 450/2-79-
004 page 12). (emphasis added)

The regulation also exempts inaccessible valves and
storage tank valves. No such exemption is suggested in the
CTG or model requlation for this source category.
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Issues: The regulation is less stringent than required
with regard to applicability. However, Delaware's one refinery,
Texaco, uses crude oil as the primary raw material. Therefore,
this difference does not appear to change the effectiveness
of the RACT requirement. Exemptions provided for certain
valves represent a potentially significant relaxation and
require more detailed review.

D. Refinery Vacuum Producing Systems, Separators and
Process Units (Reg. XXIV, 5 10)

Summary: The regulations are generally consistent with
EPA requlrements except that they limit control techniques for
vacuum systems to only one piece of equipment, distillation
columns, and do not address recordkeeping for process
turnarounds. The impact of these differences is not readily
evident but could be consideraole.

Issue: The impact of the differences between this
regulation and RACT requirements must be more clearly defined.
Recordkeeping concerns may be resolved through operating
permit conditions. If limiting vacuum system applicability
only to distillation columns proves significant, the
regulation should be revised.

5.2.4 Surface Coating and Graphic Arts (Reg. XXIV 5 9 through 13)

Section 9.1 - 9.7 include general provisions and exemptions’
for the coating industry. Emission limitations (compliance
coating criteria) and compliance dates are presented in Table 1
on a lb. voc/gal. of coating basis and in Table T.a. on a
lb. VOC/gal. of applied solids (automobile light duty trucks
only). Table II indicates compliance schedules/increments of
proyress. These tables are generally consistent with IPA
recquirements execept wita regard to averaging time (scze
5.2.1.C).

Section 9.2 limits applicability to sources that emit
40 l1p. VOC in any one day (7.3 t/y). Tnis is slightly less
stringent than the general applicability criteria of 10 1b/
day stated in the general portion of the regulation (5 1)
and EPA's suggested cut off of 15 lb/day (2.7 t/y). However,
the significance of the problem is not readily evident.

.

Section 9.3 indicates the methods for complying with the
regulations and includes transfer efficiency and methods {or
achleving equivalent emission reductions. See 55 5.2.1 d
and 2.1.8. of this report for a discussion of these issues.
Section 9.3 also states that for miscellaneous metal parts
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control systems using incineration, 90% of the VOC must be
oxidized and an 80% overall efficiency must be achieved.
These requirements are generally consistent with EPA reguirements.

Section 9.4 requires the 1ncrements of progress indicated
in Table 2. Sections 9.5 and 9.6 indicates ASTM methods to
be used in determining VOC and solids content of coatings.
Recordkeeping is not addressed at all in this section.

Graphic arts facilities are addressed in § 15.

A. Can Coating

No regulations: The state has certified that no facilities
are known to exist in the nonattainment area.

B. Coil Coating (§ 9, Tables 1 and 2)

Summary: The regulation is generally consistent with
Federal requirements.

Issue: None

C. Paper Coating (§ 9 Tables 1 and 2)

Summary: The regulation is generally consistent with
Federal requirements.

Tssue: None

D. Fabric and Vinyl Coating (§ 9, Tables 1 and 2)

Summary: The regulation is generally consistent with
Federal requirements.

Issue: None

E. Automobile and Light Duty Trucks (§ 9, Tabhles 1, la
and 2)

»

Summary: In addition to the issues discussed under Averaging
Time (Section 5.2.1 C) the standards for surface coating
operations differ trom Federal guidelines in that they are
divided into two categories, lacquer and enamel coatings.

The standards for enamel and lacquer topcoats and final

repair are identical to Federal requirements. The primer
{lacquer), surfacer (lacquer) and the primer/surfacer (enamel)
standards are unigue to Delaware regulations. There are some
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averaging time issues as previously noted; however, the
State appears to be implementing the regulations in a manner

consistent with EPA policy.

Issue: Averaging time issues must be resolved. A SIP
revision 1s being processed by EPA which should
resolve this issue.

F. Metal Furniture Coating (§ 9, Tables 1 and 2)

Summary: The regulation is generally consistent with
Federal requirements.

Issues: None

G. Insulation of Magnetic WVire

No Regulations: The State has certified that no facilities
are known to exist in the nonattainment area.

H. Large Appliance Coating (§ 9, Table 1 and 2)

Summary: The regulation is generally consistent with
Federal reqguirements.

Issues: None

I. Coating Miscellaneous Metal Parts (s 9, Tables 1 and 2)

Summary: In general, DNR's regulation conforms to CPA
requirements. The regulation, however, does not define "clear
coat" nor does it indicate which compliance coating criteria
applies when a clear extreme performance coating is used.
Clear coat complies at 4.3 1lb. voc/gal of coating while hiyh
performance coatings comply at 3.5 lbs. VOC/gal of coating.
EPA's regulatory guidance pointed out that State agencies
must evaluate this problem on a case-by-case basis to assure
that true "extreme performance coatings" which happen to be
clear are not considered as a "clear coat".

Issue: Delaware should consider adding clarifying defini=
tions or footnotes in § 9 Table 1l to clearly indicate when a

particular coating is subject to clear coat or extreme performance

coating requirements. At the minimum, a policy statement by
the State should be issued which indicates how they interpret

these terms.
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J. Coating of Flat Wood Paneling

No Regulations: The State has certified that no facilities
are known to exist in the nonattainment area.

K. Graphic Arts (Reg. XXIV, § 15)

Summary: The regulation generally conforms to EPA
requirements except for the following:

1. Applicability is limited to any rotogravure or flexo-
graphic printing press emitting 7.7 tons or more of press
ready ink per year (§ 15.1). EPA's suggested guidelines
exempt printing "facilities" (not any press) which emit less
than 100 tons VOC/yr. The Delaware regulation may exempt
certain individual presses at a facility from regulatory
requirements and is, therefore, potentially less stringent
than EPA guidelines. It could also be more stringent by
regulating some small printing operations which have presses
that emit greater than 7.7 tons per year but less than 100
tons per year by the entire facility.

2. Section 15.3, Alternate Emission Reduction Plan,
appears to be a bubble provision for graphic arts facilities.
EPA did not specifically approve this section as a generic
bubble and would require that a SIP revision be submitted.
However, EPA's silence on this point at the time of promulgation
will undoubtedly cause confusion. This section looks like
and may be interpreted by the State as a generic bubble.
They have argued this point before on more obscure equivalency
provisions and would most likely contend that the more explicit
language in § 15.3 is an EPA approved bubble provision.

Issue: The inventory of class 'A' graphic arts Ffacilities
in Delaware consists of one source. It must be determined if
the exceptions noted here affect the compliance status of this
source. As written, the regulation may also impact class '3'
sources; however, it would be more stringent than EPA's
guidance in that regard since EPA's rule only addresses 'Al'
and 'As' sources. The 'B' sources become important only it
reductions from this type of source are needed to demonstrate-
attainment.

5.2.5 Other CTG Categories

A. Solvent Metal Cleaning (Reg. XXIV, § 11)

Summary: Delaware's regulation 1s generally consistent
with EPA requirements.
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Issdes: None.

B. Cutback Asphalt (Reg. XXIV § 12)

Summary: Delaware's regulation generally conforms to EprA
requirements except for the following:

1. The temperature exemption has been changed to a
prohibition against the use of cut back asphalt from May 1
through September 30.

2, Delaware's regulation only addresses asphalt used for
highway purposes. No similar limitation is indicated in
Federal guidance. However, this is the primary use of
asphalct.

Issues: It dces not appear that the difference noted
result in significant problems.

C. Manufacture of Synthesized Pharmaceutical Products
(Reg. XXIV, § 1l6).

Summary: Delaware's regulation is generally consistent
with Federal requirements.

Issues: None

D. Manufacturing of Pneumatic Rubber Tires

No Regulation: The State has certified that no facilities
are Known to exist in the nonattainment area. )

E. Perchloroethylene Dry Cleaning (Reg. XXIV, § 13)

Summary: Delaware's requlation is generally consistent
with EPA guidelines.

Issues: None

5.2.6 Round III CTG Sources

Delaware has certified that the following Round IIT

Source categoriles are not located in the ozone nonattainment area.

1. Large Petroleum Dry Cleaning

2. Manufacture of High Density Polyethylene,
Pnolystryrene and Polypropylene Resins

3. Natural Gas/Gasoline Processing Plants

4., SOCMI Air Oxidation processes

Delaware submitted draft SOCMI fugitive emission

requlations to EPA on 4/13/87, EPA sent comments on A/3,/37.
Three sources will be atfected by this Round III rejulation.
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5.2.7 Non-CTG Regulations

Pigment Tray Drying- Region III tracking information
indicates that this source specific RACT determination for Ciba
Geigy, was approved by a Notice of Final Rule Making on
February 26, 1935. 1o such notice was found for that date.

No information was found in Region III's SIP Library
or SIP tracking reports. Further investigation of this matter
is required.
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5.3 District of Columbia

~ The District has proposed sweeping changes to their
regulations which reorganize them into a new format that is
more logical and readable. The substantive changes are of
two types: 1. changes which restructure and/or reword
existing regulations; and 2. new control requirements for
sources not previously addressed. This evaluation considers
this proposed regulation which has been approved by DC and
is in the process of being approved.

The DC regulations are somewhat unusual in that they
contain variations of requirements for traditional CTG
categories used in a unique way (e.g., refinery leak
detection methods are required for similar componets used
at bulk plants) or they may address source types which are
not now located in the District. The apparent intent 15 to
improve the level of control and compliance at the regulated
facility or to set minimum control requirements for new
sources that may be constructed in the District.

5.3.1 General Provisions

A. Alternate Controls

Summary: The regulation does not include specific
provisions for alternate controls (bubbles).

Issues: None

B. Applicability

Summary: Specific applicability criteria, as appropriate,
are listed in each subsection in Chapter 7 -~ Volatile Organic
Compounds. For the most part the applicability criteria for
CTG sources for which the District has or has proposed
regulations are consistent with EPA guidelines. Non-CTG
sources usually are subject to the regulations regardless of
size; that is, if a source category 1s regulated all sources
within that category are subject to the regulations. g

The regulations do include a "catch-all" category
(§ 700.1-700.3). VOC sources not subject to any other part
ot Chapter 7 are potentially subject. Two qgroups are i1dentified
depending on solvent reactivity. The first group (§ 700.2)
reguires anyone who discharges more than 15 lbs. of
"photochemically reactive solvents" in any one day, or 3 lbs.
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in any one hour to reduce emissions by at least 35%. The
term "photochemically reactive solvent" is defined in terms
similar to "Rule 66"; that is, it encourages substitution
of solvents based on their suspected level of reactivity.

EPA has rejected this approach in general, but DC's regula-
tion does not appear to affect CTG sources or non-CTG sources
with emissions equal to or greater than 100 tons. 1In addition,
the other part of this section (y 700.3) requires anyone who
discharges more than 40 lbs. of "non-photochemically reactive
solvents" in any one day or more than 8 lbs. in any one hour
to reduce emissions by 85%. The term "non-photochemically
reactive solvent" is not defined but it is reasonable to
assume that it includes all solvents not covered by the
definition of "photochemically reactive solvent." Therefore,
at the minimum, any source emitting more than 40 lb/day (7.3
tpy max) of a solvent into the atmosphere, regardless of its
reactivity, must provide for an 85% reduction in emissions.

As a result the use of "Rule 66" definitions in this case is
not a critical flaw. It should be noted, however, that the
term "solvent" is not defined and that water may be considered
a solvent. Theoretically, someone emitting water vapor could
be subject to this requlation.

Issue: None

C. Averaging Time

Summary: The regulation is silent on this issue.
Generally, this term/issue becomes important with regard to
the coating and printing industry, especialy where a combina-
tion of solvent and low solvent coatings are in use. The
District has certified that no sources in these CTG catejories
are located in the nonattainment area. The District does
include several non-CTG printing plants which are considercd
in Section 5.3.7.

Issues: None

D. Breakdowns, Malfunctions and Operation Changes

Summary: Although the term "malfunction" is defined,
the term is apparently not used in the text of the regulation.
The phrase "malfunctioning equipment” is used in Section
107.3. Section 107 primarily addresses scheduled shutdowns
of control equipment.

Section 107.3 seems to imply that similar review and
approval is required for control equipment which malfunctions,
however, this is not very clear. The procedure and approvals




needed for scheduled shutdowns are similar to those required
in Section 103, Variance. Section 107.3, however, seems aimed
mored at short, scheduled shutdowns for maintenance.

No regulatory language 1s evident that 1s equivalent to
that suggested in Federal model regulations. 1In particular, it
should be noted that there is no specific requirement 1n the
District's regqulation requiring notification and reporting
related to a malfunction or breakdown. Operational
changes could adequately be addressed by provisions in Sections
103 (Variance), 107 (Control Devices or Practices) and 202
(Modification, Revocation and Termination of Permits).

Issue: Although it would be preterable to have lanquaqge
similar to that indicated in the EPA guidelines, this does
not appear to be a critical issue.

E. Circumvention

Summary: Section 107.1 requires that all devices and
practices provided for the control of air pollutants remain
operative and forbids removal. Section 105.1 specifies
penalties for falsifying records or reports. Aside from
these sections, there appears to be no regulatory language
in the District's regulations which track this part of the
EPA model regulation.

Issue: This does not appear to be a major problem.

F. Compliance Schedules

Summary: Compliance schedules are 1ncluded in the
regqulations for Petroleum Dry Cleaners (§ 706), Perchloro-
ethylene (§ 707) and Engraving and Plate Printing (§ 710).
o general compliance schedule or source/category specific
compliance schedules are evident. It is believed that most
sources subject to the regulation may have been in general
compliance with the requlations when they became effective.

Issue: This does not appear to be a major problem.

G. Definition of Terms (§ 199}.

Summary: The District has modified some EPA recommended
definitions and added or deleted others. As previously noted,
1n the 1nitial paragraph of this section, the District has
attempted to use certain suggested regulations in a new way.
The ditferences by themselves are not critical. What is
important 1s that the regulations as they are written are
effective and reasonable in producing the required result.
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The effect of these differences, therefore, will be considered
in the review of the respective parts of this report dealing
with each source category. It should also be noted that the
definition of VOC includes an exemption based on vapor pressure
and, therefore, is less stringent than EPA's recommended
definition. (See Section 2.1.7j.

Issues: The definition of VOC must be corrected.

H. Equivalency Provisions:

Summary: Except as may be provided in each section of
the regulation for each source or category, there are no
equivalency provisions in the District's rule.

Issues: None

I. Inspection, Maintenance and Operating'Procedures

Summary: The District's regulations do not contain
language similar to that suggested by EPA (See 5§ 2.1.9).

Issue: Although it is desirable to have the suggested
language in the District's regulation, its absence is not a
critical flaw.

J. Test Methods and Procedures (§ 502)

Summary: Section 502, Sampling, Tests and Measurements,
generally addresses test methods and procedures and alternative
methods. However, VOC test procedures are not included in
this section. Where appropriate, tests methods and compliance
determinations are addressed in the source specific sections
of this report.

Issues: A standardized listing of applicable test methods
for VOC sources in a generic testing section is very desirable,

K. Monitoring, Recordkeeping and Reporting (5 500 & 501)

Summary: These sections are very broad and lack specificity
with regard to recordkeeping requirements. For the most nart
they indicate the District's authority to require what ever
is needed, so long as it is reasonable, to document compliance.

Issues: At a minimum, recordkeeping and monitoring should

be required which adequately demonstrate compliance with the
regulations.
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5.3.2 Gasoline Marketing Activities

In addition to the typical sections covered under this
heading (i.e., Bulk gasoline plants and terminals, leaks from
gasoline tank trucks and Stage I vapor control svstems),

Stage II vapor recovery will also be considered. It 1s not

a reguirement of Round I, IT or III RACT reguirements but

has been included in this part because of its obvious relation-
ship to gasoline marketing activities.

A. Bulk Gasoline Plants

The District's regulation includes one section titled
Terminal Vapor Recovery which deals with loading facilities
and the transfer of gasoline or volatile organic compound.
This regulation is evaluated in item B below.

B. Bulk Gasoline Terminals (§ 703)

Summary: The District's regulation differs from EPA's
suggested language in the following ways:

1. It does not provide exemptions based on facility
size, and in addition to tank trucks and trailers addre2sses the
locading of railrcocad tank cars.

2. It allows for loading through hatches provided that a
vapor-tight seal and vapor collection adaptor are provided.

3. It addresses "volatile organic compounds" in addition
to gasoline.

4. It does not specifically state that all vapors be
directed to the vapor control system.

5. It does not prohibit VOC from exceedinag 80 milliqrams
per liter of gasoline loaded.

6. It does not mention good work practice standards.

The test methods cited for determining compliance are
those recommended by EPA in the CTG.

EPA currently recommends upqgraded procedures in 40 CFR
60.503 "Test Methods and Procedures", lethods 25A, 258, 2A
and 2B. Leak test procedures have not changed (see tank
rruck CTG).



Issues: Although more precision in the regulatory language
and reference to the upgraded test procedure are preferred,
the regulations appear to be enforceable. Consideration
should be given to including a statement that all VOC vapors
be directed to the control system,

C.. Leaks from Gasoline Tank Trucks and Vapcr Collection

Systems (§ 704.4)

The District's regulation covers this item under its
Stage I regulation; however, it only includes leaks ftrom the
tank truck itself. It does not include leaks from vapor
collection and control systems at bulk terminals and gasoline
dispensing facilities. Apparently, the District is attempting
to correct part of this shortcoming by using the refinery
leak procedures at bulk plants. It is not clear what 1s
proposed for service stations. It also does not require the
following:

1. The vapor collection system should be designed and
operated to prevent gauge pressure exceeding 18 in. of hy0
and vacuum exceeding 6 in. of HO in gasoline tank trucks.

2. Readings greater than 100% of LEL at 2.5 C! from lean
source must be prevented during locading and unlecading.

3. Specific recordkeeping and reporting reguirements.
Issue: The regulation's deficiencies may be significant,
especially with regard to the leak detection testing procedures

at dispensing facilities.

D. Stage I Vapor Recovery Systems: (§ 704)

Summary: The regulation generally conforms to EPA ra2quire-
ments.

Issues: None

E. Stage II Vapor Recovery Systems: (§ 705)

Because there is no CTG reqgquirement for Stage IT1 at this
time, this section will describe the District's Stage II
regulation.

Applicability:

- Transfer of gasoline to any vehicle from any stationary
storage container;
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- Gasoline dispensing facilities with 3 or less dispensing
nozzles are exempt;

- One nozzle may not comply (at owner's discretion) except
where there are no self-service islands.

Level of Control

~ vapor-tight seal and vapor-tight vapor return.

~ operated and maintained to prevent the discharge of
gascline vapors

- displaced vapor from fuel tank directed to a vapor-
balance system, a 96% efficient vacuum process or a 90%
efficient system other than a vacuum system

Comgliance

Compliance testing is not specified. No method of
determining if the system is being operated and maintained is
stated.

Issues: The lack of specific compliance test procedures
makes enforcement and compliance monitoring difficult but not

impossible.

5.3.3 Retinery Emissions and Petroleum Liquid Storage

The District's requlations include control measures for
storage tanks and refinery leaks. A major portion of the
tank regulations are devoted to control measures for external
floating roof tanks. The District has indicated that they
do not have any external floating roof tanks (only underground
storage 1is allowed for flammable ligquids within the District)
and no refineries. The District may be attempting to use
these regulations to control emissions from sources other
than those for which they were originally intended. For
example, they define the term "Petroleum Refinery Complex"
very broadly to include such things as bulk plants. Evidently,
they will attempt to apply leak detection requirements from
refinery equipment to bulk plants.

Petroleum liquid storage 1in non-CTG type tanks is addressed
in Item E of this section.
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A. Petroleum Liquid Storage in Fixed Roof Tanks:

The District's regulation has one section (701) devoted
to the storage of petroleum products in any type of tank. It
specifically addresses pressurized tanks and external floating
roof tanks. It 1ncludes general provisions for controlling
emissions from any tank. It does not specifically address
fixed roof tanks nor does it contain many of the provisions
suggested by EPA for fixed roof tanks. It appears that the
District may not have or allow the type of fixed roof tank
intended to be regulated by EPA; therefore, this does not
appear to be a significant issue.

Issue: None.

B. Petroleum Ligquid Storage in External Floating Roof
Tanks: (701.2-701.12)

Summary: As previously noted, there are no apparent
sources in the District which are covered by this regulation.
Nonetheless, the revised requlations for external floating
roof tanks are generally consistent with EPA guidelines and
there are no obvious issues except for determining how the
District intends to use this requlation. If the District
intends to apply these requirements to a type of storage tank
other than the type intended it may prove to be inadeqguate.

Issue: It should be determined how the District intends
to use this regulation and to what sources it may- apply.
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C. Leaks from Refinery Equipment (s 702)

Summary: The District’s regulation meets all EPA
requirements except that the test method should be updated.
The CTG method has been upgraded to correct for problems
discovered during implementation. The preferred method 1is
now Method 21, 40 CFR Part 60.

Since the District does not have any petroleum refineries,
it is not clear exactly how they intend to use this regulation.
The definition "petroleum refinery complex" is very broad --
certainly much broader than the EPA's suggested definition
of "petroleum refinery". EPA's definition was limited to
facilities which produce petroleum products. The District's
definition also includes facilities engaged in conveyinyg or
distributing petroleum products. Based on this broad definition
and conversations with the District, it appears that the
regqulation will be applied to sources such as gasoline bulk
terminals and plants or other facilities that may be involved
in the transpcrtation and/or distribution of petroleum products.
This application goes beyond EPA's intent but there appears
to be no obvious problem with this approach,

It should be noted that the District does not have a
regulation which covers leaks from vapor control systems such
as those used at bulk plants or terminals or service stations.
Normally, this type of leak check requirement is included
with regulatory provisions covering leaks from gasoline tank
trucks. DC's regulations for gasoline tank trucks are included
as part of their Stage I regulations (5 704) but they do not
cover leaks from vapor control systems. The suggested regu-
lations for vapor control systems are not as comprehensive
or specific with regard to many components (e.g., valves &
compressors) found at these facilities compared to reqguirecments
for leaks at refineries. Evidently, the District feels that
these procedures are more appropriate for affected sources
in the nonattainment area.

Issues: None, 4

D. Refinery Vacuum Producing Systems, Separators and
Process Units

The District has certified that no sources are known to
exist in the nonattainment area.



E. Petroleum Liquid Storage in tlon-CTG Tanks (§ 701)

Section 701, Storage of Petroleum Products, requires
pressure tanks, external floating roof tanks with controls or
vapor controls on all other tanks.

Item B addresses that part of the regulation which deals
with external floating roof tanks. This item addresses
pressure tanks (§ 701.1) and other tanks (§ 701.1 & 701.13).

Applicability:

- Tanks greater than 40,000 gallons capacity

- Storage of gasoline or any petroleum distillate having
a vapor pressure of 1.5 lbs/in. 2 or greater

Level of Control:

- Pressure tank maintaining working pressure at all times
which prevents discharge to atmosphere

- External floating roof tank controls (see Item B of
this part)

- A vapor recovery system that prevents the discharge of
gases and vapors to the atmosphere and gas tight tank gauging
and sampling devices.

Compliance:

- External floating roof tanks. See Item B of this part.

- Other tanks - no methods are referenced.

Issues:

Except by evaluating equipment design, it is not evident

how compliance is determined for other tanks. Test methods -
and procedures to determine compliance should be specified.

5.3.4 Surface Coating and Graphic Arts (DC)

There are no CTG cateqgory specific requlations for printing

and coating in DOC. The District has certified that no sources
are known to exist in the nonattainment area for the following
source categories:
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A. Can Coating

B. Coil Coating

C. Paper Coating

D. Fabric and vinyl Coating

E. Coating of Automobiles and Light Duty Trucks
F. Metal Furniture Coating

G. Insulation of Magnetic Wire

H. Large Appliance Coating

I. Coating of Miscellaneous Metal Parts
J. Flatwood Paneling

K. Graphic Arts

5.3.5 Other Round I and II CTG VOC Categories

A. Solvent Metal Cleaning

Summary: The District's regulation is generally consistent
with EPA guidelines.,

Issues: None.

B. Cutback Asphalt (§ 709)

Summary: The regulation 1s generally consistent with EPA
gulidelines except that:

1. The prohibition is limited to April through September
in lieu of Director's discretion to use cutback asphalt where
temperatures are less than 50°F,

2. Roofing is specifically excluded (not specifically
addressed by EPA qguidance).

3. The Mayor is given much bhroader authority to grant
exemptions than suggested hy EPA.

Issues: The differences are not significant except for
the considerable discretion given to the Mayor to grant
exemptions. An historical evaluation of variances aranted
should be undertaken to determine if significant increases in
VOC emissions may have occurred as a result of exercising the
exemption procedure. It is also not clear 1f exemptions are
processed as variances (§ 103) or some other procedure. Io
procedure is indicated under this Section (§709).
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C. Manufacture of Synthesized Pharmaceutical Products

The District has certified that no sources in this category
are known to exist in the nonattainment area.

D. Manufacture of Pneumatic Rubber Tires

No regulations exist.

The District has certified that no sources in this category
are known to exist in the nonattainment area.

E. Perchloroethylene Dry Cleaning Systems (§ 707)

Summary: The District's regulation is consistent with
EPA guideline requirements.

‘Issues: Determine if the regulation actually applies to
any specific source.

5.3.6 Round III CTG Sources

The District has certified that no large petroleum dry
cleaners; sources manufacturing high density polyethylene,
polystyrene and polypropylene resins; natural gas/gasoline
process plants; or SOCMI (fugitive or air oxidation) sources
are located in the nonattainment area. However, they have
proposed regulations for large petroleum dry cleaners. The
District has indicated that the petroleum dry cleaning
operations within the District are smaller than those addressed
by the CTG but that they have opted to regulate these smaller

sources. It is also presumed that these regulations at a minimum

might effect any new source locating in the District 1f 1t
is below Part D or PSD applicability levels.

Petroleum Dry Cleaners (§ 706)

Applicability:

- Petroleum solvent washers, dryers, solvent filters,
settling tanks, vacuum stills, and other containers and
conveyors of petroleum solvent at petroleum solvent dry
cleaning facilities.

- Hardship exemption at Director's discretion.
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Level of Control

- For aryers

1. 3.5 1bs. or less VOC per 100 1bs. {(dry wt.) of
articles cleaned; or

2. dryer remains closed and the recovery phase
continues until recovered solvent flow rate of 50 milliliters/
min. is attained.

- For petroleum solvent filtration systems

1. 1.0 lbs. or less VOC per 100 1lbs. (dry wt.} of
articles dry cleaned, before exposure to the atmosphere and
disposal, or

2. Cartridge filtration system and drain filter
cartridges in sealed housing for 8 hrs. or more before removal.

- Solvent vacuum still: store wastes to minimize VOC
emissions.

- Repair leaks within 3 working days tollowing the arrival
of parts; order parts within 3 working days.

Compliance:

Recording weignt of VOC emitted and calculations

Methods 1, 2 & 25A 40 CFR Part 60

Recording dry weight of articles cleaned

- Owner verification that solvent recovery flow rate at
termination of recovery phase is no greater than 50 mil/min.
(1l time procedure over 2 week period, 50% or greater of number
of loads monitored).

- ASTM Method D322-80 for VOC in filtration waste and
calculations.

5.3.7 Non-CTG VOC Regulations

The District has no major (> 100 T/Y) non CTG sources for
which regulations are required hecause of the catch-all
provisions in § 700. These reqgulations require an 85%
reduction at any source that emits more than 40 lhs/day of
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solvent (non-photochemically reactive) into the atmosphere or
15 1lbs/day of photochemically reactive solvent (Rule 606 type
definition). A discussion of 3 700 can also be found at
5.3.1.B. Applicability. This regulation has proven to be
inappropriate and unworkable for some sources like the Bureau
of Engraving and Printing. The District has, therefore,
proposed regulations for this type of source. It has also
proposed regulations for other minor sources. This section
describes these regulations and comments on any perceived
issues. No EPA guidance or model regulations exist which
cover this type of source.

A. Storage of Petroleum Products in Pressurized and
Other Non~CTG Tanks: (§ 701) - Proposed Revision

See Item 5.3.3. E of this report.

B. Stage 11 Vapor Recovery: {(§ 705) - Approved

See Item 5.3.2. E of this report.

C. Engraving and Plate Printing: (§ 710) - Proposed

Applicability: any printing unit/printing operation
within SIC 2753. This includes intaglio, offset lithography,
letterset, letterpress, flexography (non-CTG) and gravure
(non-CTG) presses.

Level of Control: See Tables 5-1A & 5-1B and the followiny

- minimize ink use or 1ntagllo presses by ro;tlng ink
cylinders or other techniqgues

- 90% reduction of VOC emission from any heat scet oven by

add-on controls except where water-based inks are used
- good work practices

Compliance:

- ASTM D-2364-81 for VOC content
- inspections

Issues:
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Type =f
Printing Unit

VOC Content of Ink
Shall Not Exceed This
Percent After

VOC Content of Wiping
Solution Shall Not
Exceed This Percent

VOC Content of Dampening
Solution Shall Not
Exceed This Percent

December 31 0f The
Year Stated
13884 1385 1986 198/

After December 31 Of After December 31 0f The
The Year Stated Year Stated
1884 1985 1686 1957 1984 13985 1985 138&7

Heatset

intaglio 40 35 32 30 00 100 1 1 Not anplicadle

Non-heztset

paperwipe .

intaglio 5 5 5 5 Not applicable Not applicable

Non-heatset

cylinder-wipe

intaglio 25 20 15 12 1 1 1 1 Not applicable

Offset

lithography ) .
Reatset 40 40 40 40 ‘Not applicable 25 20 17 15
Non-heatset 35 3% 35 35 Not applicable 25 23 21 20

Letterset - 40 40 40 40 Not applicable Not applicable

Letterpress 30 30 30 30 Not applicable Not applicable

Flexography " 65 65 65 65 Not applicable Not applicable

Gravure 25 18 15 12 Not applicable Not applicable

NQTES

1. The percentage VO content is by weight and applies to the inks a
solutions as contained in the storaqe wells (fountains) of the printing unit. TEE
VOC CONTEINT DOES NCT INCLUDE WATER.

2. The percentage VOC content shall be determined in accordance wit
Procedure B of test method ASTM D-2369-81; in lieu of testing the formulated inks a
solutions, the individual components of the formulations may be tested and the VOC
content of the formulations may be calculated therefrom.

3. THE PERCENTAGE WATER CONTENT SHALL BE DETERMINED IN ACCORDANCE W
TEST METHOD ASTM D-3792-79 OR TEST METEOD ASTM D-4017-81.

Table 5.1A Engraving and Plate Printing in DC
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The compliance levels were apparently based on one source,
the Bureau of Engraving and Printing. Because of the special
nature of their operation (currency, certificates, bonds and
stamps) this level of control may not be appropriate for
other sources.

D. Pumps and Compressors: (s 711)

~

Applicability: Any pump or compressor handling VOC

Level of Control: Mechanical seals or equivalent

Compliance: Not specified

Issues: Evidently inspections to confirm that seals are in
place are possible. No significant issues are evident.

E. WVaste Gas Disposal from Ethylene:

Producing Plant

Applicability: Waste gas streams from ethylene producing
plants, or sources using ethylene as a raw material where
emissions are greater than 2V 1lbs/24 hrs.

Level cf Control: waste jas burned at 1,303° F for 0.3
seconds or longer in Jirect flame after burner or eqgquivalent
method.

Compliance: Method not specified

Issues: A compliance method should be specified. 1In
addition, ethylene may be used as a raw material in the
manufacture of polyetnlene which iz a Round [IL CT3 category.
The distinction between the applicability of this rejulation
and the Round IIL C7TG reguirement should be clarified.
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F. Waste Disposal from Vapor Blow-Down:

System

Applicability

- Vapor Dblow-down systems that emit hydrocarbon 1ases
into the atmosphere.

- Does not apply to accidental or emerdgency releases.

Level of Control: Smokeless flares or an egually effective
control device.

Compliance: No method specified
Issues: It is not clear what sources may be affected by

this regulation or how compliance will be determined. In

addition the terms "accidental or emergency releases" are
not defined.
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5.4 Marzland

Maryland's regulations for VOC sources apply
to the Baltimore metropolitan area of the State, which includes
Baltimore City and the counties of Baltimore, Anne Arundel,
Carroll, Harford and Howard (area III1), and the Washington
metropolitan area of the State which includes the counties of
MYontgomery and Prince Georges. The VOC regulations consist
of the following:

COMAR 10.18.01 - General Administrative Provision
COMAR 10.18.06.06 - Volatile Organic Compounds: General
emission standard, Prohibition
and restrictions
Control of petroleum production and
petroleum products
Control of Gasoline and volatile organic
compound storage and handling.
Alternative Compliance Emission Standards
(Not Federally approved)
Volatile organic compounds trom specific
processes

COMAR 10.18.11

COMAR 10.18.13

COMAR 10.18.17

COMAR 10.18.21

5.4.1 General Provision:

The general provision can be found in COMAR 10.18.01,
10.18.06.06 and 10.18.21.02. The latter section deals pri-
marily with the coating industry and manufacturing industries
for which RACT criteria has been published.

A. Alternative Control Measures: (§ 10.18.17-Not Federally
- Approved)

Summary: This proposed sectlon appears to be a combination
generic and nongeneric bubble provisions. It regquires EPA
approval via a SIP revision only it an installation included
in the bubble is not in compliance with an approved SIP and
proposes an extended compliance schedule or it contains an
installation subject to a Federal enforcement action. Ot
concern here is the first condition, unless an installation
included in the bubble meets both criteria, EPA approval is
not required.

The reqgulation does not include any specified method
stating how alternate control levels will be established or
judged. The only stated requirement is that it be at least
as stringent as any applicable new source review requlirement.
Although the regulation seems to imply that the resultant
alternative control measures be equivalent or more stringent
than RACT requirements, this is not stated.
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The regulation is also limited to coating, graphic arts
and general VOC sources (see 10U.18.06.06B) located in
designated nonattainment areas. It does not apply to refinery
leaks, petroleum liquid storage, gasoline marketing activities
or other RACT categories covered by CTG's.

Issues: The regulation is not specific enough to qualify
as a generic bubble. It does not adequately define the
universe of changes to federally approved SIP requirements
that will be considered nor does it indicate how the bubble
will be evaluated to determine if it is equivalent or more
stringent than SIP requirements. The regulation also fails
to establish RACT requirements stated in the SIP as a miniium
base as is the case for new source review requirements where
applicable.

B. Applicability (§§ 10.18.06.06, 10.18.11.01, 10.13.13.02,
and 10.18.21.02)

Summary: There is no generic applicability section per
se. Applicability and exemption criteria are included with
each source category regulation; however, in most cases source
applicability criteria based on size is not included. The
result is that in many cases, Maryland's regulations have
broader applicability than suggested by EPA. However, the
definition of installation in the approved SIP is a problem
since it appears to be aimed more at pieces of process
equipment rather than the facility as a whole. (See 5.4.1G
for additional discussion) In practice, the state has at
times used deficient definitions to conclude that RACT
regulations were not applicable.

Issues: The deficient definition of installation (1.2.,
source) 1s a major problem in determining the applicability
of RACT regulations. The State's practice of determining
applicability on a case by case basis {(sometimes by iandivilual
process, somectimes by total facility emissions) accents the
problem.

C. Averaging Time

Summary: Averaging time is not addressed in the RACT
regulations. The only reference to an averaging time is in
5 10.13.17, Alternative Control Measures (see Item A in this
part). In that section, 24 hours is the maximum averaging
time.

Issues: None
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D. <Breakdowns, Malfunctions and Operation Changes
(§ 1L0.18.01.07)

Summary: The regulation is generally consistent with EPA
guidelines. However, one 1interesting potential issue was
noted., Exempted from reporting requirements where a federally
approved SIP requirement had been violated were sources who
may be subject to a different requirement through an approved
plan, departmental order, consent order or a permit.
Presumably, this would include both construction and operating
permits. It should be clear that no unilateral state action
can change a ftederally apprcocved SIP requirement. State
approved plans, orders, and permits which are not consistent
with the federally approved SIP must De submitted as a SIP
revision for EPA approval.

Issues: Federally approved SIP requirements must be
satisfied. Any violation of a SIP reguirement should be
reported.

E. Circumvention (§ 10.18.01.06)

Summary: The regulation contains language similar to
that suggested by EPA.

Issues: None.

. F. Compliance Schedules

Summary: The regulation contains no general sections
concerning compliance schedules. In fact, compliance schedules
are not included with most source category regulations. It
would appear that all sources without RACT in place would
technically be in violation of the requirement as of the day
the regulations pecame effective. Compliance programs and
schedules would ther have to be developed for each source on
a case-by-case basis.

Issues: Although this procedure is a bit unusual, there 1is
no significant problem. It should be noted that DCOs could
only be issued based on the effective date of the regulation
since it is the same as the final compliance date of the
regulation.
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G. Definition of Terms (§§ 10.18.01.01, 10.18.13.01 &
10.18.21.01)

Summary: The definitions generally conform to EPA's
requirements. They can be found in the first paragraph of
applicable sections. Two definitions, however, may be a
problem. The first is the term installation. It seems to address
individual sources of air pollution (e.g., article, machine,
equipment, etc.) more than a facility. 1In fact, the State
has opted to interpret this term on a case-by-case basis.

The interpretation of this term is extremely critical in
determining the applicability of Maryland's catch-all requlation
for VOC sources (§ 10.18.06.06) which is one 0of the few

subparts which states emission based applicability criteria.
Maryland appeared to be using this regulation to control

major (> 100 t/y) non-CTG facilities but a narrow, source
specific i1nterpretation of the rule would tend to break a

major facility into small parts which may then escape review.

The second problem is the definition of VOC. Like other
Region III states, Maryland uses the old Round I CTG definition
of VOC based on a vapor pressure cutoff. The Round II
definition or NSPS defintion were never adopted. As a result
the current Maryland definition effectively exempts some
photochemically reactive compounds from control. (See
Secticn 2.1.7).

Issue: The term installation should be clarified. If
the narrow, source specific interpretation is used, there
is a need for Maryland to develop regulations for those major
facilities not covered by CTG's. The definition of VOC must
also be changed to meet EPA requirements.

H. Equivalency Provisions (various locations)

Summary: Maryland's requlations are similar to E©PA
guidance and share the same problem as most other SIP's. EPA
did not intend for this type of regulation to be a generic
rule; that is, States do not have authority to change a SIP
requirement without EPA approval. The reqgulation, as written,
seems to imply that the State has unilateral authority to make
the decision without EPA approval.

Issues: The extent of the State's discretion in approving
equivalent control methods should be clarified.

I. Inspection, Maintenance and Operating Procedures

No regulatory language similar to that suggested by EPA
could be located in Maryland's regulation. This does not appear
to be a major problem.
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J. Test Methods and Procedure (§ 10.18.01.04)

Summary: The regulations cite Air Management Administration
Technical Memorandum 83-05, "Stack Test Methods for Stationary
Sources”". This technical memorandum (TM) includes EPA
Reference Method 25. No other VOC test methods are cited.
Section 10.18.21.02D cites the Maryland State Air Quality
Programs TM 78-012, "Interim Test Methods for Determination
of VOC Content of Surface Coating." This latter TM contains
the ASTM methods cited in EPA Reference Method 24. These two
test methods are acceptable and consistent with EPA guidence.
To the extent that compliance test methods and procedures
were stated in the text of the regulations for a specific
source category, that method was compared to EPA's recommended
procedures. Differences are addressed under that part of
this report which deals with the specific source cateqory.

Issues: None at this time.

K. Monitoring, Recordkeeping and Reporting (§ 10.18.01.05)

Summary: This section only states Maryland's authority
to review source records. There are no general source
recordkeeping requirements which require a source to collect
data and maintain records which will document compliance with
the regulations. Since Maryland regulations do not appear to
allow an averaging time this may not be an insurmountable
issue.

Issue: Strong consideration should be given to include
either a general provision requiring recordkeeping which is
sufficient to document compliance with the reqgulatign or
specific recordkeeping requirements under each source category
covered by the regulation.

5.4.2 Gasoline Marketing

Maryland's regulations in this category are significantly
less stringent than EPA guidelines and RACT requirements.
Primary areas of concern are applicability criteria and
guestionable definitions especially for the term gasoline.
Maryland's definition follows (§ 10.18.13.01 B):

.

"Gasoline" means a petrcleum distillate, or alcohol,
or their mixtures, having a true vapor pressure within
the range of 1.5 to 11 pounds per square 1nch, that is
used as a fuel for internal combustion engines.
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EPA defines gasoline as any petroleum distillate having a
Reid vapor pressure (i.e., absolute pressure) of 4 pounds per
square inch or better. Maryland's definition is more stringent
in one respect; its range begins at 1.5 lbs/in.2 rather than
4 lbs/in.z. But it 1s less restrictive in that it places
an upper limit to the range. Many gasolines now use lighter,
more volatile petroleum products to increase the octane
rating. This alsoc raises the vapor pressure to values which
may exceed Maryland's upper limit. This cap, therefore, may
exclude those gasoline products which are most volatile and
need to be controlled. The definition also restricts itself
to gasoline "that is used as a fuel for internal combustion
engines.” Although this may not, in fact, be a major relax-
ation, it is unnecessarily restrictive, and may allow certain
facilities to escape reqgulation.

A. Bulk Gasoline Plants

Summary: Maryland has no regulations for this type of
facility per se. It has a regulation controlling loading
operations at loading racks (§ 10.18.13.04A) but limits applic-
ability to facilities which have a throughput exceeding
40,000 gal./day for existing systems or 20,000 gal/day for
new systems. The definition of a bulk plant is a gasocline
storage or distribution facility with an average daily througa-
put of less than 20,000 gal/day. The State, therefore, has
effectively precluded regulation of this RACT source cateqory.
Although the term bulk plant is definead and used in § 10.18.13.05,
gasoline leaks from tank trucks and vapor control systems in
Areas III and IV, this section only affects the bulk plants
which need vapor control systems. Since, by the throughput
applicability criteria under locading racks, .these facilities
are not required to have vapor control systems, this latter
section has no effect. In 1ts August 12, 1980 SIP approval
notice (40 CFR 53466) EPA stated that the vapor recovery
provisions of the Maryland regulations do not represent RACT
and should not be approved. However, EPA had previously
promulgated regulations (38 FR 34252, 1973) which were
subsequently amended- and these rules, in combination with
Maryland's rules, are considered RACT. Unfortunately, EPA's
efforts to enforce RACT requlations are aimed at major sources.
Since bulk plants tend to be minor sources, it is doubtful
whether these Federal requirements are being implemented,

Issues: Bulk gasoline plants are Round I RACT sources.
Both of Maryland's nonattainment areas are obviously post
1982 attainment areas. The State must have adequate RACT
regulations for this source category and enforce them.
Otherwise, EPA must take direct action to ensure that the
Federal Standards are satisfied.
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B. Bulk Gasoline Terminals (s 10.18.13.04A)

Summary: The same sections of Maryland's regulations
which potentially affect bulk plants also affect bulk
terminals. EPA defines bulk terminals as gasoline storage
or dispensing facilities with a throughput greater than
20,000 gal/day. Maryland's loading rack regulations do not
apply to sources with a throughput less than or equal to
40,000 gal/day unless they are new sources (20,000 gal day).
Obviously, Maryland's regulations are significantly less
restrictive than normally required by EPA.

Maryland's regulations also fail to specify an efficliency
and mass emission rate for the vapor control system, fail to
require that all vapors be directed to the vapor control
system and fall to specify the good work practices suggested
by EPA,

Issues: The regulations have major deficiencies with
regard to applicability and level of control required. They
are very ineffective and may be totally unenforceable with
regard to the effectiveness of controls. EPA's rule making,’
previously discussed in 'A' above, may help but would require
direct EPA implementation and enforcement,

C. Leaks from Gasoline Trucks and Vapor Collection
Systems: (y 10.13.13.05)

Summary: There is no requirement for gasoline tank trucks
to load at facilities with vapor control systems. Given the
significant deficiencies noted under bulk plants and terminals
(A & B above), there is serious concern for the viability
and effectiveness of Maryland's gas marketing program. VOC
emissions from Stage I and tank trucks may be controlled as
required but the vapors may be emitted to the atmosphere at
the truck loading facilities.

The tank regulation and vapor recovery testing procedure
are satisfactory.

Issue: The procedures are adequate but the effect of .
significant deficiencies in bulk plant and termihal controls
may negate a significant potential benefit.

D. Stage I Vapor Control Systems at Gasoline Service
Stations: (35 10.18.13.048B)

Summary: Except for the applicability criteria the
rejulations are genecrally consistent with EPA's guidelines.
With regard to applicability, EPA suggested that all tanks
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installed prior to January 1, 1979 with a 2,000 gallon capacity
or greater and all tanks constructed after December 31, 1978
with a 550 gallon capacity or greater, be subject to the regu-
lation. Maryland has two different sets of criteria for
existing small tanks and new small tanks. Neither term is
defined but a construction date after January 1, 1973 is
mentioned in the text for new small tanks. There 1s, therefore,
a possibility that the criteria could overlap. For the
existing small tanks, Maryland allows an exemption based on
throughput; that is, if there is less than a 20,000 gal/mon.
tihhroughput the tank is exempt. For new tanks, Maryland

exempts tanks under 5,000 gallons in capacity. Both exenptions
(but, in particular, the latter) make Maryland's Stage I
regjulations considerably less stringent than EPA suggested.

Issues: The effect of these exemptions based on source
inventory information should be determined. 1If a significant
benefit can be realized by tightening the applicability
criteria to agree with EPA requirements, corrective -action
should be considered. 1In light of previous deficiencies
noted in other gasoline marketing activities discussed in
this secticon, Maryland's gasoline marketing control plan as
a whole deserves a careful and thorough reevaluation. It
appears that potentially major reductions in VOC emissions
have been allowed to escape reasonable control as the result
of questionable regulatory language and applicability criteria.

5.4.3 Refinery Emissions and Petroleum Liquid Storage

A. Petroleum Liquid Storage in Fixed Roof Tanks
(5 10.16.13.034)

Summary: Maryland's regulations for "closed top tanks"
do not include recordkeeping and compliance determination
procedures. Otherwise, the regulation is consistent with [TPA
juidelines for fixed roof tanks.

Issues: The regulations should be revised to include
provisions for visual inspection of the floating roof and
recordkeeping which includes inspection reports, either
average monthly storage temperature or true vapor pressure,
and throughput.
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B. Petroleum Liquid Storage in External Floating Roof
Tanks: (§ 10.18.13.03B)

Summary: Maryland's regulation for "Open Top Tanks" meets
all federal requirements for external floating roof tanks.

Issues: None

C. Leaks from Refinery Equipment: (§ 10.18.11.04C)

Summary: The requlation meets all Federal requirements.
Issues: None.

D. Refinery Vacuum Producing Systems, Wastewater Separators
and Process Units: (§ 10.18.06.06C)

Summary: The regulation only addresses "VOC water
separators". No regulations covering vacuum producing systems
and process unit turnarounds were found.

The separator regulation contains applicability criteria
not specified in the Federal guidelines (i.e., 200 gal/day or
more VOC with true vapor pressure of 1.5 1lb/in.2 or more).

It also specifies a control option, a vapor recovery system,
not suggested by Federal guidance along with the usual
equivalency provision. These differences do not appear to be
significant since the criteria should be satisfied by a
typical refinery wastewater stream and the specified alternate
control measure is acceptable (if economically and technically
feasible).

Issues: As these regulations affect post 1982 attainment
areas, they should address all RACT categories for which EPA
has issued CTG's. Regulations are required for vacuum
producing systems and process turnarounds if these refinery
processes are located within the nonattainment areas.

5.4.4 Surface Coating and Graphic Arts (§ 10.18.21)

State standards for this category are generally consistent
with Federal guidelines with a few exceptions. Recordkeeping
requirements are vague but may not cause a major compliance
problem since continuous compliance is indicated (no averaging
time is specified). Normal inventory and usage information
on coatings and inks coupled with a chemical analysis of
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each coating as used should be adequate in most cases. MNaryland
also tended to round their compliance coating standards to

the first decimal place which brings up the question as to
whether a zero is understood in the second decimal place or
whether the source allowed to round offt.

Test methods for this section are determined by the
Maryland State Air Quality Program TM 78-012, "Interim Test
Methods for Determination of VOC Content of Surface Covatings.”
This method is equivalent to EPA Reference !lethod 24. Maryland
T™ 83-05 includes EPA Reference Method 25 for VOC stack testing.
No other test methods are specified.

The regulation also uses the term "pounds per callon of
coating applied (minus water)". There is nothing in the
regulation which suggests that equivalency or bubble calcula-
tions will be done on a solids applied basis as reqgulred by
EPA.

A. Can Cocating: (§ 10.18.21.04)

Summary: The regulation is generally consistent with EPA
guidelines.

Issues: None

B. Coil Coating: (§ 10.18.21.05)

Summary: The regulation is generally consistent with EPA
guidelines.

Issues: None

C. Paper Coating: (§ 10.18.21.07)

Summary: The regulation is generally consistent with EPA
guidelines.

Issues: None

D. Fabric and Vinyl Coating: (§ 10.18.21.07) ’

Summary: The regulations are generally consistent with
EPA guidelines.

Issues: None

E. Automobile and Light Duty Truck Manufacturing:
(§ 10.18.21.03)

Summarv: The regulation includes a prime coat standard
which 1s more stringent than EPA guidelines (1.2 vs. 1.9 l1lps.
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VOC/gal). There is also a standard for the Primer Surfacer
{2.8 1b. VOC/gal.) which is covered by Federal guidelines

as a prime coat (1.9 lbs. VOC/gal). The only existing source
potentially subject to the criteria (GM-Baltimore) no longer
uses this process. Otherwise, the regulation is consistent
with EPA guidelines.

Issues: None.

F. Metal Furniture Coating: (§ 10.18.21.08)

Summary: The regulation is generally consistent with EPA
Guidelines.

Issues: None

G. Insulation of Magnetic Wire:

No regulations. The State has certified that no sources
in this category are located in the non-attainment areas.

H. Large Appliance Coating: (§ 10.18.21.06)

Summary: The regulation is generally consistent with EPA
guldelines.

Issues: None.

I. Coating of Miscellaneous Metal Parts: (10.18.21.13)

Summary: The regulations include a number of exemptions
not 1ncluded in the EPA guidelines, These exemptions are:

l. Finishing and refinishing metal structures to bhe used
under water;

2. Finishing or refinishing the exterior of erected
metal buildings or similar structure;

3. Finishes and primers specified by the U.S. Department
of Defense and similar state agencies for combat-related .
equipment; and,

4. Before July 1, 1987, coatings cured in excess of 3239F
which are subsequently drawn more than 35% locally in a
forming operation and then reheated above 2509 to cure another
coating applied after the drawing operation.
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These exemptions appear to be guite unique and their |
impact on emissions and reasonableness is not readily evident.
However, the exemption for military coatings appears to be
unwarranted. The Defense Department has been attempting to l
revise its standards, where appropriate. Many compliance
coatings are now accepted by DOD. Even in the event that they
are not, positive controls may be appropriate. The exemption
is too broad as written,

The regulation is also more stringent in two areas. The
exemption for the customized painting of motor vehicles has
been reduced from 35 to 20 vehicles and no provisions are
included for air dried and forced warm air dried coatings.
Presumably, this omission would subject coatings used in tnese
operations to the more stringent "standard" limit (3.0) if
the coating did not qualify as a clear coat.

The regulation also has a very precise definition of
clear coat, unlike the EPA guidelines, but does not indicate
what standard a coating which would qualify as both a clear
coat and extreme performance coating would satisfy (4.3 or 3.5
lbs VOC/gal., respectively).

The overall 80% reduction required by EPA guidance (90»
efficient incinerator) where LST is not used, 1s not stated.

Issue: The effect of the unique exemptions in !Maryland's
regulation should be evaluated to determine its scope and
impact. Consideration should be given to eliminating the
exemption for DOD coatings. It would also be preferable for
the regulation to clearly state the control efficiencies
required by add-on controls. »

J. Coating of Flat-lljood Paneling:

The State has certified that no sources in this cateyory
are located in the nonattainment areas.

K. Graphic Arts Systems:

Summary: Maryland's regulation is consistent with EPA ’
guidance with respect to applicability, add-on control
requirements and high solids ink requirements. However, the
water-borne ink requirement is much less stringent than EPA's
guidelines. It states that inks that have VOC concentrations
up to 25% by volume if mixed with water are in compliance. A
very literal interpretation would conclude that the 25% 1is
the volume of the entire ink--not just the volatile fraction.
EPA's guidance concludes that a water-borne ink is in compliance

if the volatile portion contains 25% or less VOC and 75% or
more water.
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The regulation also requires an 85% reduction in VOC
emissions for "web printing” which is generally defined as
publication printing accomplished by lithographic or letter-
press methods. The applicability criteria for "web printing"
is 15 1lbs. VOC/day except that "web printing" having a hot-air
high-velocity dryer and condensing electro-static precipitator
control device installed before January 1, 1979 is exempt.

Issues: An interpretation of the waterborne exemption
is required to confirm its meaning. If the volume percentage
indicated is bhased on the total volume of ink and not the
volatile fraction (water & VOC) then the regulation would
be considerably less stringent than EPA guidelines, and may
even be less stringent than add-on control requirements.

5.4.5 Other Round I and II CTG Categories
A, Solvent Metal Cleaning: (§ 10.18.21.09)

Summary: The regulation requires compliance with Maryland
State Air Quality Programs TM 78-010, "Solvent Metal Cleaning”.
This document was not readily available as of this writing.

It will be obtained and evaluated at a later date.

Issues: To be determined.

B. Cutback Asphalt: (§ 10.18.11.02)

Summary: Maryland's regulation tends to track the EPA
guidelines except that: .

1. It only addresses the use and application of cuthacxk
asphalt and does not address the production of the matertial.

2. It has made those potential exemptions, which EPA
suggested with the director's approval, automatic; that is,
the director's approval is not required.

3. The ambient temperature exemption has been changed to
an exemption from October 15 to April 15. These changes tend:
to weaken the regulation but they do not appear to be of
sufficient concern to warrant a change.

Issues: No significant issues.

C. Manufacture of Synthesized Pharmaceutical Products:
(§ 10.18.21.14)

Summary: The regulation 1s generally consistent with EprA
guidelines except that:

1. Tt allows a slightly higher base emission crit=ria
(40 lbs/day vs. 33 lbs/day).

2. It does not address compliance tests and procedures.
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Issues: The lick of a specific compliance method could
be a problem. The appropriate compliance test or procedure

should be stated. The hase emission criteria should be 33 lbs/day.

D. Manufacture of Pneumatic Rubber Tires:

The State has certified that no sources in the cateqory are
located in the nonattainment area.

E. Perchloroethvlene Dry Cleaning Systems: (§ 10.18.21.12)

Summary: The regulation is generally consistent with EPA
guidelines.

Issues: None.

5.4.6 Round III CTG Sources

Marvland has certified that the following Round III
source cateqories are not located in the nonattainment areas.

1. ULarge Petroleum Dry Cleaning

2. Manufacture of High Density Polvethylene, Polystyrene
and Polypropylene Resins

3. NMatural Gas/Gasoline Processing Plant

4, SOCMI Leaks

5. SOCMI Air Oxidation Processes

Mo information is available on VOC storage but it is
believed that this categorv will be applicable once published
by EPA.

5.4.7 Non-CTG Requlations

A. Volatile Organic Compounds (§ 10.19.06.06)

Applicability:

- Installations or buildings constructed before May 12,
1972 which emit more than 200 lbs/aay VOC.

~ Installations or buildinas constructed after May 12, d
1972 that emit more than 20 1lbs/day VoOC.

- Exemptions: tar heaters, coke ovens, ventilation systems
wirth VOC concentrations less than the TLV for human health
exposure.

Level of Control: Reduce discharge of VvOC by 85% or
more .

Compliance ttethod: Not specitied.
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Issues: The lack of a compliance method and the lack of
a definition for installation makes this regulation difficult

.to enforce. Alsc the exemption language is not clear. Most

ventilation systems are operated to maintain TLV levels. It
appears that the intent was to control ventilation systems
which, if not for their operation, would be evacuating areas
with concentrations above the TLV,

It appears that Maryland has used this section to control
major (> 100 t/y) non-CTG sources. But at times the deficient
definition of installation, or a narrow interpretation of
this term as a particular article or piece of equipment, has
caused problems. The interpretation of the term installation in
this way may allow major sources to escape review by dividing
them into pieces of equipment which do not qualify for control
by themselves under this section.

This section is no substitute for source specific regula-
tions for major non-CTG sources (also see discussion in
5.4.1.G).

B. Paint and Adhesives

Maryland has submitted to EPA a regulation for sources
which manufacture or apply paint and adhesives {(non-CTG).
Submission is anticipated in the near future. The regqulation
is currently being reviewed by EPA.
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5.5 Pennsylvania - the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental
Resources (PADER) is the responsible air pollution control
agency in Pennsylvania. However, PADER has delegated its
responsibility to local agencies in Philadelphia and Allegheny
(Pittsburgh Area) counties. Each Agency has its own regulations
which are addressed individually in this section.

5.5.1 Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Resources
( DER)

This section addresses DER's regulations. These
regulations cover all VOC sources located in Pennsylania
nonattainment areas except for Allegheny County. This area
is addressed in separate provisions of the Pennsylvania SIP
which were promulgated especially for this area. The local
regulatory agencies are primarly responsible for enforcing
VOC SIP requirements in Philadelphia and Allegheny Counties.

DER's VOC Regulations are codified in Sections 129,51
.through 129.70 of Title 25, Rules and Regulations Part 1,
DER; Subpart C, Protection of Natural Resources, Article
111, Air Resources of the Pennsylvania Code.

5.5.1.1 General Provisions (PA)

A, Alternate Controls: (3§ 129.53 & 128):

Summary: The regulation includes a generic bubble for the
coating and graphic arts categories (s 129.53). The bubble
is based on solids as applied and provides for averaging
times between 1 and 24 hours. It also allows for bubbles
across (CTG categories.

The bubble provision under 123 is available to all
sources who do not qualify for the provisions under 5 129.53.
The 5 123 bubble must be submitted as a SIP revision and
generally conforms to EPA requirements.

Issue: The generic bubble (3 129.53) regulation does
not pronhibit credits for controls in place prior to the SIP
baseline on the effective date of the regulation. Althouqgh
the wording of the regulation indicates that DER may exercise
some discretion, in practice it may be difficult to disapprove
a bubble based on these pre-SIP reductions. This, as a result,
could significantly reduce the amount of VOC control antici-
pated by the SIP by allowing paper reductions. It is also
not clear how much discretion the State has when consideriny
certain types of reductions (e.g. transfer efficiency credits)
in determining the adequacy of the bubble. These issues
must be addressed and resolved. If they cannot be resolved,
the regulation should be considered deficient.
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B. Applicability: (§ 129.52 & 129.54)

Summary: The regulations for the coating industry are
applicable to all sources that potentially emit 500 lbs. VOC
per day or 50 tons VOC/year throughout the state (ie., urban
& rural nonattainment areas and attainment areas). An
exemption is also provided for seasonal operation of auxiliary
incineration equipment regardless of the type of fuel used.

Issue: EPA generally requires rural areas to control
emission from all 100 ton/year Round I and II CTG sources and
post '82 urban areas to regulate all Groups I and II CTG
sources with VOC emissions greater than 15 1lb./day (approx.

2.7 tons/year) or 3 lb./hour and 100 ton/year non CTG sources.
DER's regulations, therefore, are more stringent than required
for rural areas but considerably more lax with regard to urban
areas. Because some of the urban areas may not attain the

ozone standard by 1987, this policy should be reexamined.
Existing Pennsylvania policy tends to define potential emissions
in a way that eguates it to actual emissions. This tends to
further aggravate the issue. Considerable additional reductions
in VOC emissions may be available by adjusting this applicability
criterion. EPA does allow for an exemption for the seasonal
operation of natural gas fired afterburners. DER's exemption

is much broader since it does not condition the exemption to

the use of natural gas only.

An issue has also developed concerning whether trailers
should be subject to the same exemption as custom automobile
and truck coating operation; that is, a facility is exempt if
it produces less than 35 cars and/or trucks per day. This
issue is discussed in detail in Section 5.5.1.4 I of this report.

C. Averaging Time:

Summary: DER's regulations require continuous compliance
except where a bubble is in place (See 'A' above).

Issue: None

D. Breakdown, Malfunctions and Operation Changes:

Summary: No equivalent language in provided. EPA's
policy considers breakdowns, malfunctions and operational
changes as SIP violations but encourages enforcement discretion
where such a problem is beyond the control of the owner or
operator.

Issue: None

E. Circumvention: (s 121.9)

Summary: DER's language is slightly different but
consistent with EPA's suggested provisions.

Issue: None
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F. Compliance Schedules: (§ 129.66)

Summary: In general, DER allows more time for compliance
than suggested by EPA; up to one year longer for LST to a
few months for add-ons. The increments of progress and other
language is fairly consistent with EPA guidance.

Issue: Since the time frames allowed for in the SIP
have passed (not including DCO provisions) this is not a
critical issue. However, DER should be advised that
"expeditious" compliance from an enforcement standpoint should
not be based on the lax schedules in the SIP,

G. Definition of Terms: (5 121.1)

Summary: DER's requlations do not use many of the terms
defined in EPA's model regulations; however, the regulation
itself tends to be more concise then EPA's. Generally, the
terms defined are adequate for the regulation as written.
There are two exceptions. The first exception is the
definition of “clear coat" which allows a significant relaxation
to some miscellaneous metal parts coating sources using
"clear" extreme performance coatings. The second is the
definition of VOC which in part defines VOC in terms of
vapor pressure. (See Section 2.1.7)

Issue: The "clear coat" gquestion is addressed under
miscellaneous metal parts, Section 5.5.1.4 I. The definition
of VOC must be changed to conform to EPA guidance.

H. Equivalency Provisions: [§ 129.51(a) and 129.52(b)(2)] L

Summary: The regulation is generally consistent with
EPA's suggested languaye. There is, however, a generic problem
concerning the latitude State agencies have in making equiva-
lency decisions which 1s discussed in Section 2.1 of the report.
It should be noted that DER's regulations clearly determine
equivalency on a solids as applied basis. However, the formula
provided for determining the equivalency fails to consider
the density on which the standard was based. To be technically
correct, it should first be determined wnhat the standard shoul i
be using EPA's standard (7.36 lbs. VOC per gal. of solvent}).
The actual density of the solvent used at the source should be
used to determine compliance with this standard.

Issue: The formula for determining equivalency should
be corrected as indicated above.

I. Inspection, Maintenance and Operating Procedures:

Summary: These sugyested requirements would have the
source properly inspect, operate and maintain control equipment.
This includes provisions for appropriate manuals, records and
trained operators. No similar lanyuage was found in the LCCZR
reqgulation.
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Issue: It is preferable to have the suggested language,
but this 1s not a major flaw.

J. Test Methods and.Procedures: (§ 139)

Summary: DER's requlations are generally consistent
with EPA's suggested model regulations; however, NSPS reference
me thods have been established since then which should now be
included in the regs. The MNSPS methods are essentially the
same in. principle to CTG methods, but do include certain
improvements and clarifications which improve accuracy or
precision.

Issue: The methods and procedures section (§ 139) should
be revised to reflect the publication of NSPS methods.

>

K. Monitoring, Recordkeeping and Reporting:

Summary: !o general sections could be located in DER's
regqulations which adeguately address these items. It is not
clear what would be required for bubbles processed under
§ 129.53. This section requilres that the bubble be enforce-
able and allows up te a 24-hour averaging time. Some source
specific regulations do include recordkeeping/reporting
requirements and are addressed under the section which deals
with that particular source cateqory.

Issue: At a minimum, recordkeeping and monitoring should

be required to adequately demonstrate compliance with the
requlations. :

5.5.1.2 Gasoline Marketing Activities (PA)

A. Bulk Gasoline Plants (§ 129.60 and 129.62):

Summary: The ragulations are generally consistent with
Federal requirements for urban nonattainment areas except that
tank trucks with capacity less than 250 gallons are exempt.
Exemptinns are also._nrovided in rural nonattainment areas
for the loading of gasoline into tanks at bulk plants with
throughput less than 12,000 gal/day and the loading of gasolihe
fErom bulk plants with a throuahput less then 16,000 gal/day.
DER's requlation also requires a vapor recovery system, where
the bulk plant uses storage tanks greater than 40,000 gallons
in capacity. The system must meet the same regquirements as
bulk terminals. MNo recordkeeping/reporting requirements are
specifically required.
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Issue: It does not appear that these exemptions are
significant. However, this appearance could be negated
1f a large number of small tank trucks (250 gallons or less)
are filled in the urban nonattainment areas. A survey should
be conductad to determine if such transfer represent a
significant VOC emission source in these areas.

F. Rulk Gasoline Terminals (§ 129.59 and 129.62):

sumnary: The reaulations are generally consistent with
Federal requirements except that an exemption is provided
for tank trucks with less than a 250 gallon capacity. The
requlation does not specify the vapor control system alternatives
indicated in the mwodel requlations but does include the same
maximum emission rate specified by EPA. The requlation does
not differentiate between bulk terminals which may be located
in rural or urban areas. No specific recordkeeping/reporting
requirements are indicated.

Issue: Differences do not appear to be significant;
however, this appearance could be negated if a large number
of small tank trucks (250 gallons or less) are filled in urban
areas., A survey should be conducted to determine if such
transfers represent a significant VOC emission source 1in
these areas.

C. Leaks from Gasoline Tank Trucks and Vapor Collection
Systems: (§ 129.62 in part)

Summary: Requlations are very similar to EPA's suggested
language except that an exemption is provided for tank trucks
with less than 4,800 gallons capacity. Recordkeeping and
reporting are reguired. Records must be maintained for one
year instead of the two years suggested by Federal guidance.

Issue: The exemption could be significant.

D. Stage I Vapor Control Systems at Gasoline Service Stations:
(§ 129.57, 129.61 and 129.62)

Summary: Reqgulations limit vapor control system options
to a vapor tight return line. Exemptions are provided for
tanks less than 2,000 gallons and facilities with annual
throughput less than 60,000 gallons. MNo specific recordkeepn-
ing/reporting reqgquirements are indicated.

.

Issue: FExemptions, in particular the throughput exemption,
could make the requlation considerably less stringent than
Federal requirements,
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5.5.1.3 Refinery Emissions and Petroleum Liquid Storaée

A. Petroleum Liguid Storage in Fixed Roof Tanks: (§ 129.56)

Summary: DER's regulations meet requirements for control
technique, compliance testing and reporting regquirements. It
does include an exemption which EPA did not 1nclude for tixed
roct tanks (but did recommend tor external floating raoct
tanks). This 1is not considered a major problem. Equivaie=nc
control with an 80% efficient vapor recovery system is allowe!
but the CTG suggests that a floating roof with seals is 90%
efficient.

Issue: Eqguivalency provision are less stringent (30:
efficient) than suggested by CTG (90% efficient).

B. Petroleum Liguid Storage in External Flcating Roof Tanxs:
(§ 129.56)

Summary: DER's regulations meet all Federal require-
ments except that it allows for the use of an 80% efficient
vapor recovery system. The CTG indicates that 90% is
attainable with a floating roof.

Issue: Equivalency provision are less stringent (307
efficient) than required by CTG (90% efficient).

C. Leaks from Refinery Equipment: (§ 129.58)

Summary: DER's regulation is generally consistent with
EPA requirements except that visual inspection of pump seals
is done on a monthly basis instead of weekly.

Issue: No significant issues.

D. Refinery Vacuum Producing Systems, Separators and Proces:
Units (§ 129.55)

Summary: DER's regulations are generally consistent with
EPA requirements except that no provisions for recordkeeninqg
and compliance testing/1nspection exist. '

Issue: No recordkeeping requirements or compliance
procedures.



5.5.1.4 Surface Coating and Graphic Arts

A. Can Coating: (S 129.52)

Summary: Consistent with EPA requirements.

Issue: lione .

R, Coil Coatinc: (§ 125.52)

Summary? Consistent with EPA requirements
Issue: None.

C. Paper Coating: (§ 129.52)

Summary: Consistent with EPA requirements
Issue: None.

D. Fabric and Vinyl Coating: (§ 129.52)

Summary : Consistent with EPA reqguirements
Issue: tlone .

E. Automobile and Light Duty Trucks: (§ 129.52

Summary: Consistent with EPA requirements
Issue: None .

F. Metal Furniture Coating: (§ 129.52)

Summary: Consistent with EPA requirements
Issue: None.

G. Insulation of Maagnetic Wire: (§ 129.52)

Summary: Consistent with EPA requirements
Issue: None.

H. Large Applicance Coating: (§ 129.52)

summary: “onsistent with EPA reguirements

Issue: None.
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I. Coatingﬁof Miscellaneous Metal Parts: (5 129.52)

Summary: In general DER's regulation conforms to EPA
requirements; however, there are some potentially significant
deviations:

1. DER's definition of clear coat allows clear
extreme performance coatings a considerable relaxation from
suggested EPA requirements (4.3 lb/gal instead of 3.5). As
a result, 55% more VOC emissions are allowed under DECR
regulation for the application of clear high performance
coatings.

2. DER's regulation also allows the use of
4.3 1lb/gal coatings for locomotives and heavy truck top
coats, hopper car and tank car interiors, and pail and drum
interiors. This variance from the CTG/model regulation
suggested limits 1s technically acceptable for all of thesc
categories except the top coating of heavy duty trucks. For
that category it represents a significant relaxation which
allows for a 55% increase in VOC emissions from this coating
operation compared to EPA suggested levels. The regulation
also does not specifically include solvent washing (purging of
spray guns) or require CEM as suggested by the regulations.

3. Although correspondence with DER indicates that
they consider truck trailers not to be trucks, it has become
evident that in practice they may in fact do the opposite.

By considering trailers as trucks two significant relaxations
occur. First, the 35 vehicle per day applicability exemption
comes into play and second, the standard would be relaxed
from 3.5 to 4.3 lbs. VOC per gal. of coating. This interpre-
tation is not supported by coating of miscellaneous metal
parts CTG or EPA's model regulations.

Issue: The amount of extreme performance clear coat and
heavy duty truck top coat applied in Pennsylvania is not known;
therefore, the impact of this relaxation on air quality can
not be readily determined. The 55% increase in VOC emitted
per volume of applied solids makes this issue potcentially
significant.

J. Coating of Flatwood Paneling:

No regulation - Pennsylvania has certified that no RACT
sources in this category are located in the State.
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K. Graphic Arts: (5 129.67)

Summary: DER's regulations are generally consistent with
EPA's model regulation except that recordkeeping and CEM are
not addressed. The regulation does appear to require continu-
ous compliance (i.e., all complying inks or positive controls);
therefore, compliance can be determined by source testing.

Issue: Minor variations do not appear to be a major
problem.

5.5.1.5 Other Round I and Il1 CTG Categories

A. Solvent Metal Cleaning: (s 129.03)

Summary: DER's reqgulations are generally consistent with
EPA's guldance except that there is no reguirement to install
control devices on cold cleaning facilities where solvent
volatility is greater than 0.6 lb/in.2(measured at at 100°F)
or if the solvent is heated above 120°F.

Issue: The significance of this variance has not been
determined,

B. Cutback Asphalt: (s 129.64)

Summary: DER's regulations differ from EPA's suggestead
requirements in the followinyg ways:

1. Mixing and storage of cutback asphalt was initially
banned (4/30/30 to 5/1/82) except under certain circumstances.
After 4/30/82 the prohibition only affects use and application,
not mixing and storage;

2, Exemptions are automatic; that is, they do not requirs
the Jdirectors approval;

3. Temperature exemption (below 50° F) has been replaced
with a seasonal variance (Octopber 31 to April 3u);

4. Penetrating coat exemption has been expanded to :
include tack coat, dust palliative, or precoating of aggregate.

5. An additional exemption for skin patching is also
provided under "certain circumstances."

6. A table indicating the maximum % solvent in asphalt
emulsions is also indicated.

Issue: Although the regulation is similar to EPA's
model regulation, there are a significant number of seemingly
minor changes. The total impact of these changes is not
zvident.
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C. Manufacture of Synthesized Pharmaceutical Products: (35 129.68)

Summary: DER's regulations are very similar to EPA's
guidance except that an 35% control efficiency is specified
for air dryers and production exhaust systems instead of 903
as suggested by EPA and CEM is not specified for add-ons.

Issue: The deviations do not appear to be significant.

D. Manufacture of Pneumatic Rubber Tires: (129.69)

Summary: DER's regulation generally complies with EPA's
suggested requirements except as follows:

1. A maximum VOC content 1is specified for green tire
water-based spray (5%).

2. There is a general exemption for facilities that reduce
their VOC emissions from all regulated sources to 72.9gm.
(0.161 lbs)per tire. This represents an approximate 66% reduction
in VOC emissions. The method of control is not specified.
EPA suggested that efficiencies greater than 75% are possible.

Issue: The significance of the deviation is not readily
evident but should be investigated.

E. Perchloroethylene Dry Cleaning Systems

State regulations have not been federally approved.
Although EPA proposed exemption of perchloroethylene as a VOC
in September 1985, no final action is anticipated. Therefore,
EPA expects to regulate perchloroethylene as a VOC.

5.5.1.6 Round III CTG Sources

Pennsylvania has certified that the following Round TIIIL
source categories are not located within ozone nonattainment
areas in Pennsylvania:

1. Large Petroleum Dry Cleaning .
2. Natural Gas/Gasoline Processing Plants

Pennsylvania has submitted Round III regulations or

oroposed operating permits as SIP revisions for sources in

the following categories:

1. Manufacture of High Density Polyethylene,
Polystyrene and Polypropylene Resins

2. SOCMI Fugitive Emissions

3. SOCMI Ailr Oxidation
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These regulations/permits are currently under review by
EPA to determine conformance with RACT/CTG reguirements.

5.5.1.7 Non CTG VOC Regulations (§ 129.65)

A. Ethvlene Production Processes:

Applicability: Any ethylene production process.

Level of Control: All waste gases incinerated at no less
than 1300° F for at least 0.3 seconds; gases from vapor blow-
down systems must be burned by smokeless flares.

Compliance: No specific method for determining compliance
or recordkeeping requirement is indicated.

Issue: To be enforceable, the facility should be equipped l
with a continuous temperature recording device and have some
indicator of flue gas flow rates. Testing and calibration :
procedure should also be required to verify operating para-
meters. A review of process design and on-site inspection
to determine if all waste gases are properly connected to
control devices should also be reqgquired.

B. Other Non CTG VOC Sources:

Pennsylvania has submitted RACT requlations for the
following non CTG categories:

1. Sulfonate manufacturing
2. Surface Coating of VWood Cabinets and Furniture.

These regulations are currently under review by EPA.
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5.5.2 Allegheny County Pennsylvania - Bureau of Air Pollution
Control

Allegheny County has promulgated its own VOC source
regulations. They are very similar to Pennsylvania DER's
regulations except for minor word changes. However, an
independent evaluation of each part of the regulation was
done and is included here.

5.5.2.1 General Provisions (Allegheny County)

A, Alternate Controls: (s 5006)

Summary: The regulations include a general bubble for
the coating and graphic arts categories., The bubble is based
on a solids applied basis and provides for averaging times
between 1 and 24 hours. It also allows for bubbles across
CTG categories,

Issue: The reyulation does not prohibit credits for
controls in place prior to the SIP baseline. Although the
wording of the regulation indicates that Allegheny County may
exercise some discretion, in practice it may be difficult to
disapprove a bubble based on the old credits. This, as a
result, would significantly reduce the awnount of control
anticipated by the SIP.

B. Applicability:

Summary: The regulations for the coating industry are
applicable to all sources that have the potential to emit
500. 1bs., VOC per day or S0 tons VOC per year. An exemption
is also provided for seasonal operation incineration equipnent
regardless of the type of fuel used.

Issue: EPA reguires that most Round I and I[IL CTC
sources with VOC emissions greater than 15 lbs/day (approx.
2.7 tons/yr) or 3 lbs/hr and 100 tons/yr non CTG sources to
have RACT. Allegheny County's reqgulations are considerabdly
less stringent than this requirement. If attainment of the
ozone standard is not realized by 1987, this threshold criteria
should be reexamined. Considerable additional VOC reductions
may be available by adjusting this applicability criteria.

EPA does allow for an exemption for the seasonal operation
of natural gas-fired afterburners. Allegheny County's
exenption is much broader since it does not conditisn tne
exemption on the use of natural gas only.
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C. Averaging Time:

Allegheny County's reqgqulations require continuous
compliance.

D. Breakdown, Malfunctions and Operation Changes:

Summary: The regulations are consistent with EPA guidance.
Issue: None.

E. Circumvention: (§ 108)

Summary: Allegheny County's regulation deals primarily
with dilution techniques and is not as broad in applicability
as that suggested by EPA,.

Issue: The difference does not result in a significant
problem.

F. Compliance Schedules: (§ 512)

\

Summary: In general, Allegheny County allows more time
for compliance then suggested by EPA, up to one year longer
for LST to a few months for add-cns. The increments of
progress and other language is fairly consistent with EPA
guidance. )

In addition, Section 512(G) allows for schedule extensions
through December 31, 1986. (It is not clear if this is part
of the federally approved SIP.) The extension provisions

appear to provide for extensions with DCO's or source specific
SIP revisions.

Issues: The status and effect of the extension provisions
in § 512(G) should be clarified. This provision could represent
a considerable relaxation of Federal requirements.

The prolonged schedule in other parts of § 512 do not
appear to be a critical issue since the time frames allowed
for in the SIP have passed. However, Allegheny County should’
be advised that "expeditious" compliance from an enforcement

standpoint should not be based on these lax schedules in the
SIP.

132




G. Definition of Terms: (§ 101)

Summary: Allegheny County's regulations do not use many
of the terms defined in EPA's model regulations; however, the
regulation tends to be more concise than EPA's., Generally,
the terms defined are adequate for the regulation as written.
There are two exceptions. The first exception is the defini-
tion of "clear coat" which allows a significant relaxation
to some miscellaneous metal parts coating sources using
"clear" extreme performance coatings. The second 1s the
definition of VOC which in part defines VOC in terms of
vapor pressure {(See secton 2.1.7).

Issue: The "clear coat" question is addressed under
miscellaneous metal parts, Section 5.5.2.4(I). The definition
of VOC must be changed to conform to EPA guldance.

H. Eguivalency Provisions: (5 501)

Summary: The regulation is generaly consistent with EPA's
suggested language. There is, however, a generic problemn
which is discussed in Section 2.13 of the report. It should
be noted that Allegheny County's regulations determine
equivalency on a solids as applied basis. However, the formula
provided for determining the equivalency fails to consider
the density on which the standard was based. To be technically
correct, it should first be determined what the standard
should be using EPA's standard density (7.36 lbs. VOC per
gal. of solvent). The actual density of the solvent used at
the source should then be used to determine compliance with
the standard.

ISSUE: The formula for determining equivaiency should
be revised as indicated above.

VED

(W3]

I. Inspection, Maintenance and Operating Procedures: (

Summary: The sugygested requirements would have the
source properly inspect, operate and maintain (including
appropriate records) control equipment. Allegheny County's
provisions are not as specific as the suggested language but .
do require that compliance techniques shall be properly
installed, maintained and operated consistent with good air
pollution practice.

Issue: None.

J. Test Methods and Procedures: (§ 605)

Summary: Test methods and procedures are consisteat
with EPA requirements.

Issue: None,
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K. Monitoring, Recordkeeping and Reporting:

Summary: No general sections could be located in
Allegheny County's regulations which adequately address
these items. It is not clear what recordkeeping would be
required for bubbles processed under § 506. This section
reguires that the bubble be enforceable and allows up to
a 24-hour averaging time. Some source specific regqulations
do include recordkeeping/reporting requirements and are
addressed under the section which deals with that particular
source category.

Issue: Minimum recordkeeping and monitoring require-
ments should be stated as a -demonstration of compliance.

5.5.2.2 Gasoline Marketing Activities (Allegheny Countv)

A. Bulk Gasoline Plants: (§ 508)

Summary: The regulation is generally consistent with
Federal requirements for urban nonattainment areas except that
tank trucks with capacity less than 250 gallons are exempt.

No recordkeeping is specifically required for bulk plants.
The regulation also requires a vapor recovery system, where
the bulk plant uses storage tanks greater than 40,000 gallons
1in capacity. The system must meet the same reguirements as
bulk terminals.

Issue: It does not appear that the exemption is signifi-
cant. However, if a large number of small tank trucks (250
gallons or less) are filled in the County, the impact could
be considerable. A survey should be conducted to determine
if such transfer represents a significant VOC emission source
in the County.

B, Bulk Gasoline Terminals: (§ 508)

Summary: The requlation is generally consistent with
Federal requirements except that an exemption is provided
for tank trucks with less than a 250 gallon capacity. No
specific recordkeeping/reporting requirements are indicated.

Issues: As 1is the case with bulk plants, the exemption
for 250 gallon capacity tank trucks does not appear to be
significant. However, if a large number of small (250 gallocn
or less) tank trucks are filled in the County, the impact
could be considerable. A survey should be conducted to
determine if such transfers represent a significant VOC
emission source in the County.
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C. Leaks from Gasoline Tank Trucks and Vapor Collection
Systems: (§ 508)

Summary: The requlation is very similar to EPA's
suggested language except that an exemption 1s provided for
tank trucks with less than 4,800 callons capacity. Record-

keeping and reporting are required. Records must
for one vyear

instead of the two vears suggested hy Federal
suldance. -

Issue: The exemption could he a significant relaxation.

D. Stage I Vapor Control Systems at Gasoline Service
Statlons: (§ 508)

Summary: Exemptions are provided for tanks less than
2,000 gallons and facilities with annual throughput less than

60,000 gallons. No specific recordkeeping/reporting require-
ments are indicated.

Issues: Exemptions, especially the throughput exemption

could make the regqulation considerably less stringent than
Federal requirements.

5.5.2.3 Refinery Emissions and Petroleum Liaguid Storaqge

A, Petroleum Liguid Storage in Fixed Roof Tanks: (§ 507)

Summary: Allegheny County's regulation meets Federal
requirements for control techniques, compliance testing and
reporting. It does include an exemption which EPA did not
include for fixed roof tanks (but did recommend for external
flcating roof tanks). This is not considered a major problem.
Equivalent control with an 80% efficient vapor recovery

system is allowed but the CTG sugaests that a floating rooft
tank with seals is 90% efficient.

Issue: Equivalency provisions may be less stringent
than suggested by the CTG.

B. Petroleum Ligquid Storage in External Floating Roof Tanks:’

(§ 507)

Summary: The requlation meets all Federal requirements
except that it allows for the use of an 80% efficient vapor

recovery system. The CTG indicates that 90% is attainable
with a floating roof.
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Issue: Equivalency provision may be less stringent
than required by CTG.

C. Leaks from Refinery Equipment

Allegheny County has certified that no PACT scurces in
this category are located in the County.

D. Refinery Vacuum Producinqisystems, Separators and Process
Units:

Allegheny County has certified that no RACT sources in
this category are located in the County.

5.5.2.4 Surface Coatina and Graphic Arts

The general provision for this section provide for daily
line-by-line recordkeeping but lack specificity.

A. Can Coating: (§ 505)

Summary: Consistent with EPA reguirements.
Issue: tone.

B. Coil Coating: (§ 505)

Summary: Consistent with EPA requirements.
Issue: None.

C. Paper Coating: (§ 505)

Issue: None
Summary: Consistent with EPA requirements.

D. Fabric and Vinyl Coatina: (§ 505)

Summarz: Consistent with EPA requirements.
Issue: None.

E. Automobile and Light Duty Trucks: (§ 505)

Summary: Consistent with EPA requirements.

Issue: None.
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F. Metal Furniture Coating: (§ 505)

Summary: Consistent with Federal requirements.

Issue: None.

G. Insulation of Magnetic Wire: (35 505)

Summary: Consistent with Federal requirements.
Issue: None.

H. Large Appliance Coating: (s 505)

Summary: Consistent with Federal requirements.

Issue: None.

I. Coating of Miscellaneous Metal Parts: (§ 505)

Summary: In general, Allegheny County's regulation
conforms to EPA regquirements; however, there are gome
potentially significant deviations:

1. Allegheny County's definition of clear coat allows
extreme performance coatings a considerable relaxation from
suggested standards (4.3 1lb/gal instead of 3.5 lb/gal). As
a result 55% more VOC emissions are allowed under Allegheny
County's regulation for the application of clear extreme
performance ccatings.

2. Allegheny County's regulation alsc allows the use
of 4.3 1b VOC/gal coatings for locomotives and heavy truck
top coat, hopper car and tank car interiors, and pail and
drum interiors. This variance from the CTG/model rejulation
suggested limits is technically acceptable for all of these
categyories except the top coating of heavy duty trucks. For
that category it represents a significant relaxation which
allows for a 553 increase in VOC emissions from this coating
operation compared to EPA suggested levels. The regulation
also does not specifically include solvent washing (purging

»

of spray guns) or require CEM as sugyested by the regulations.

Issue: The amount of extreme performance clear coat and heavy

duty truck top coat applied in Allegheny County 1is not known;

tnerefore, the impact of the relaxation on air quality cannot
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be readily determined. The 55% increase in VOC emitted per
volume of applied solids makes the issue potentially significant.

J. Coating and Flatwood Paneling:

Allegheny County has certified that no RACT sources in
this category are located in the County.

K. Graphic Arts: (§ 531)

Summary: Allegheny County's reqgulations are generally
consistent with EPA's model requlation except that record-
keeping and CEM are not addressed. The regulation dces appear
to require continuous compliance (i.e., all complying inks or
positive controls); therefore, compliance can be determined
by source testing.

Issue: Minor variations do not appear to be a major
problem.

5.5.2.5 Other Round I & II CTG Cateqgories

A, Solvent Metal Cleanina: (§ 509)

Summary: Allegheny County's regulation is generally
consistent with EPA's guidance except that there is no
regquirement to install control devices on cold cleaning
facilities where solvent volatility is greater than 0.616/in.2
(measured at 100° F) or if the solvent is heated above 120° F.

Issue: The significance of this variance has not been
determined.

B. Cutback Asphalt: (§ 510)

Summary: Allegheny County's differ from EPA's suggested
recguirenents in the following ways:

l. Mixing and storage of cutbhack asphalt is not prohibited,
only use and application is actually prohibited.

2. Exemptions are automatic; that is, they do not require
the director's approval.

3. Temperature exemption (below 50° F) has been replaced
with a seasonal variance (October 31 to April 30).

4. The penetrating coat exemption has been expanded to
include tackceoat, dust palliative, or nrecoating of agqgregate.
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5. A table indicating the maximum % solvent in asphalt
enmulsions is also included.

Issue: Although the regulation is similar to EPA's model
requlation, there are a significant number of seemingly
minor changes. The total impact of these changes 1is not
evident.

C. Manufacture of Synthesized .Pharmaceutical Products:

Allegheny County has certified that no sources in this
category are located in the County.

D. Manufacture of Pneumatic Rubber Tires:

Allegheny County has certified that no sources in this
cateyory are located in the County.

E. Perchloroethylene Dry Cleaning Systems: (y 532)

Allegheny County's regulations have not been Federally
approved. Although EPA proposed exemption of perchloroethylene
as a VOC in September 1985, no final action is anticipated.
Therefore, EPA expects to regulate perchloroethylene as a VOC.

5.5.2.6 Round III CTG Sources

Allegheny County has certified that the following Round
III source categories are not located in the ozone nonattainment
area.

l.. Large Petroleum Dry Cleaners

2. Manufacture of High Density Polyethylene,
polystyrene and Polypropylene resins

3. Natural Gas/Gasoline Processing Plants

Allegheny County submitted regulations for SOCMI fujitive
emissions and a SIP revision which would incorporate an
operating permit for a SOCMI Air Oxidation source on June o,
1387. This regulation and permit are under review by BPA.

5.5.2.7 Non CTG VOC Regulations (s 511)

A. Ethlyene Production Processes:

Applicability: Any ethylene production process.

Level of Control: All waste gases incinerated at no
less than 1300° F for at least 0.3 seconds; gases from vapor
blowdown systems must be burned by smokeless flares.

Compliance: No specific method for determining compliance
or recordkeening requirements are indicated.

Issues: To pbe ecnforceable, the facility snould e oguinpel
with a continuous temperature recording device and nave some
indicator of flue gas flow rates. Testing and calibration
procedures should also be required to verify operating para-
meters. A review of process design and on-site inspection to

getermine if all_waste gases are properly connected to control
evices should also be required.
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B. Other Non CTG VOC Sources:

The final rule approval for the Pennsylvania Ozone SIP
(50 FR 7776, 2/206/35) indicates that EPA accepted a demonstra-
tion by Allegheny County that RACT was 1n place for two non
CTG sources. These sources were PPG Industries (Paint and
resin manugacturing) and U.S.S. chemical polyester wmanufacturing.
No information could be located on this determinarion. izh !
regard to the U.S.S. cnemical plant (now ARISTECK Cnenica: Corp.)
this plan appears to be subject to Round III CTG for air
oxidation which is now being evaluated by EPA.

5.5.3 Philadelphia Air Management Service

rhiladelphia has not promulgated its own regulations for
CTG VOC sources. Instead, tne City uses and enforces Penns/ .-
vania's regulations within tne boundaries of the Clty. 1he
only exception is non CTG VOC regulations for certaln sources
which were promulgated in the early 70's. These regulations
appear to be similar "Rule 66" and for the most part are super-
ceded by the Rounds I and II VOC reyulations.

5.5.3.1 General Provisions - Pennsvlivania

See Section 5.5.1.1.

5.5.3.2 Gasoline Marketing Activities

See Section 5.5.1.2.

5.5.3.3 Refinery Emissions and Petroleum Liguid Storage
See Section 5.5.1.3.

5.5.3.4 Surface Coating and Craphic Arts

See Section 5.5.1.4.

5.5.3.5 Other Round I & II CTG Categories

See Section 5.5.1.5.

5.5.3.6 Round III CTG Sources

Philadelphia Air Management Services has certified that
the following Round III source categories are not located in
Philadelphia :

1. Manufacture of High Density Polyethylene, Polystvrene
and Polypropylene Resing

2. Natural Gas/Gasoline Processing Plants

(%]

.H.3.7 von CTG Source Regulations (need cevaluation)
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5.6 Virginia

Virginia's regulations for VOC are codified as Commonwealth
of Virginia State Air Pollution Control Board Regulations for
the Control and Abatement of Air Pollution. General provisions
relating to VOC sources can be found in Part I - Definitions,
and Part IV - Special Provisions. Part IV includes a subpart
which is titled Emission Standards for Gaseous Pollutants. This
subpart includes: § 4.52 - Hydrocarbon Emissions, which applies
to AQCR 7 only (Northern Virginia - Washington, D.C. area) and
generally include provisions for non-CTG sources; § 4.54 -
Volatile Organic Compound Emissions (General), which includes
additional general provisions and source specific requirements
for solvent metal cleaning and VOC storage; §4.55 - Volatile
Organic Compound Emissions - Coating Industry; § 4.56 - Volatile
Organic Compound Emissions - Petroleum Industry; and § 4.57 -
Volatile Organic Compound Emissions - Miscellaneous Industry.
Other important VOC requirements are included as appendices.
These include Appendix M - Control Technology Guidelines for
Volatile Organic Compound Emissions; Appendix N - Compliance
Schedules; and Appendix P - Volatile Organic Compound Emissions
Control Areas.

The provisions of § 4.52 (area 7 only) are in the process
of being deleted from Virginia's reqgulation., This section
predates the Group I CTG regulations and appears to be based
"Rule 66" type requirements. It also tends to duplicate (as
far as applicability is concerned} subsequent VOC requlations
adopted by Virginia and approved by EPA. As a result § 4.52
will not be considered i1n this report.

Virginia has also reformulated its requlations but EPA
has not yet approved these changes. The regulatory citations
used here refer to the Federally approved SIP. For the
convenience of those who are now using the reformatted
regulations, a regulation reorganization guide is provided at
the end of this section (Table 5~2). This table indicates
the old or new section/rule numbers.

5.6.1 General Provisions (VA) .

A. Alternate Controls: [§ 4.55(b)]

There are no federally approved general regulations for
alternate controls (bubbles) in the Virginia sIP. However,
Virginia's regulations do include State provisions for plant-
wide Emissions Reduction Plans 1n § 4.55(b).
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B. Applicability: (Part IV - Various Sections)

Summary: The regulations are generally applicable to
all sources that emit 7.3 tons/yr, 40 lbs/day and 80 1lbs/hr
or more VOC. This is less stringent than suggested Federal
reguirements which apply to sources with 15 lb/day (approxi-
mately 2.7 tons/yr) or 3 lbs/hr or greater VOC emissions.

An exemption is also provided for the seasonal operation of
incinerators/afterburners (November through March) regardless
of the type of fuel used. EPA's guidance provides for a
seasonal exemption for natural gas-fired afterburners only.

Issue: Virginia's regulations are generally more lax
than Federal suggested requirements with regard to general
applicability and the seasonal exemption for incinerators
and atterburners. This applicability criteria should be
reevaluated for post 1987 attainment areas to determine if
significant additional reductions can be realized if Federal
guidelines are followed.

C. Averaging Time: [§ 4.55 (a)(7)]

Summary: Virginia's regulations only mention an averaging
time with regard to the coating industry. The regulation
specifies the emission standards for that section (coating
industry) shall be the daily averages for all colors for
each process.,

Issue: None.

‘'D. Breakdown, Malfunction'and Operation Changes: (§ 2.34)

Summary: Virginia's regulations generally meet the 1intent
of EPA guidance. However, the facility is not required to
report shutdown/breakdown of air pollution control equipment
or malfunctions which result in excess emissions if they are
less than one hour in duration. Scheduled shutdown exceeding
l hour requires notification of the board 24 hours in advance
of the event. Maltftunctions and breakdowns which exceed one
hour must be reported to the Board within 4 hours (daytime
business hours). Specific criteria which must be satisfied
to consider the event as no violation are included. One of
these criteria states that a variance application must be
submitted which is subsequently granted by the Board.

Issue: The provisions of the requlation are generally
satisfactory. However, there is some concern about the 1 hour
exemption. Sources which frequently experience short term
malfunctions have no obligation to report these problems.
Alcthough the regulation requires the socource, including all
contrnl and monitoring equipment, to be maintained and
operated consistent with good air pollution control practices,
the absence of reporting and recordkeeplng reguirements on
short term malfunctions may conceal signiticant oroblems.
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E. Circumvention: (5 2.07)

Summarz:‘ Virginia's language is slightly different but
consistent with EPA's suggested provisions.

Issue: None .

F. Compliance Schedules: |5 4.02(f) and Appendix ¥]

Summary: s 4.02 states that compliance schedules are
required, specifies the conditions for alternate schedules,
and delineates the Board's authority. However, the actual
compliance schedules for various source categories, includiny
increments of progress are included in Appendix N. 35 4.02(f£)(5&)
requires that alternate compliance schedules be as expeditious
as practicable and not extend beyond December 31, 1987.

Virginia's compliance schedules comply with EPA's
increments of progress but are considerably more lax with
regard to scheduling. 1In all cases from & to 14 months
extra time has been allowed for compliance.

Issue: Although the schedules tend to be lax, the maximum
final compliance dates have all been passed. Except rfor
noting that those sources who are still not in compliance
have had a considerable amount of time to comply and that
these schedules should not be used as examples of expeditious
compliance, there appears to be no significant issue here.

G. Definition of Terms: (5 1.02)

Summary: Virginia's regulations do not use some of
the terms defined in EPA's model regulations. Generally, the
terms that are defined are adequate for the regulation as
written. There 1s some variance between Virginia's and LPA's
definition of certain terms; however, in most cases tnis is
not a significant problem. One exception is the definition
of "clear coat" which allows a significant relaxation to
some miscellaneous metal parts coating sources using "clear"®
extreme performance coatings. Another important difference ig
the definition of VOC. Virginia's definition includes an
exemption based on vapor pressure and, therefore, is less
stringent than EPA's recommended definition (See 2.1.7).

Issue: The "clear coat" question is addressed under
miscellaneous metal parts, Section 5.6.4(1) of tais report.
The definition of VOC must be changed to ensure the full
effectiveness of the regulations and provide for national
consistency.
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H. Equivalency Provisions: (Appendix M)

Summary: Virginia's regulation places all control
technologies used for VOC sources into Appendix M. The
specific subsections in the requlation addressing a specific
source category generally refer the reader to Appendix M to
select an appropriate control strategy to meet the emission/
material/process standard stated in the body of the regulation.
This format, however, weakens the regulation in that control
requirements tend to be "suggested" as things that should bhe
done rather than being clear regulatory reguirements. It
may be difficult to enforce this suggested requirement since
a source may be able to argue convincingly that the control
technique specified in Appendix M is not required.

Appendix M in Virginia's reqgulation appears to be con-
sistent with EPA requirements. There is, however, a generic
problem concerning the latitude state agencies have in making
equivalency decisions which is discussed in Section 2.1.8 of
this report. No specific language could be located in
Virginia's requlation which clearly indicates if equivalency
1s determined on a solids as applied basis.

Issue: Virginia's policy on using a solids applied
basis to determine equivalency nust be confirmed.

I. 1Inspection, Maintenance and Operating Procedures:

Summary: Test methods and procedures are based on EPA
guideline documents. They should be upgraded to be consistent
- with revised test methods and procedures as indicated in
Appendix 3.19 of this report.

Issue: It is preferable to have the suggested languaqge
but this 1s not a major flaw.

J. Test Methods and Procedures: (§ 4.03)

Summary: This section indicates that the "appropriate
reference method"” or "applicable test method” be used. There
is also a reference to "testing guidelines as approved by the.
Board" but no specific test methods or procedures are part of
the requlations. The Board also appears to have considerable
discretion to modify or substitute for the "appropriate test
method."
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Issue: Test methods and procedures should be upgraded
as indicated.

K. Monitoring, Recordkeeping and Peporting: {§ 4.05(e)]

Summary: Monitoring, recordkeeping and reporting are only
required "upon the request of the Board." There are no

ageneral reqgulatory reguirements for a VOC source to document
compliance with the appropriate standard. However, the Board
does have the authority to require each source to maintain
and generate such data to document compliance on a case-by-
case basis.

Issue: The absence of specific requlatory language and
requirements for monitoring, recordkeeping and reporting coupled
with provisions for dailv averaging is a major flaw. The State
may be able to correct this by establishing regquirements on
a case~by-case basis or by modifying the requlations. In the
latter case, actual detailed requirements could be specified
in an appendix to the regulations or a referenced support
manual or qgquideline.

5.6.2 Gasoline Marketing (VA)

A. Bulk Gasoline Plants: [§ 4.56(e)]

Summary: Virginia's regulations for bulk plants are
considerably less stringent than Federal requirements. Defici-
encies are as follows:

1. A 77% reduction is required (CTG suggests 90% is
appropriate).

3. An exemption is provided for facilities with averaqge
daily throuahput less than 4,000 gal/day for the most recent
12-month period.

4. Dnes not include languane which specifically prohibits

gasoline spillane, discharge to sewers, storaade in open con-
tainers or any other prncedure which would result in evaooration.
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Issue: The regulation represents a considerable relaxation
for CTG RACT requirements. Virginia's regulation should be
revised to be consistent with EPA guidelines.

.

B. Bulk Gasoline Terminals: [§ 4.56(Db)]

Summary: Virginia's regulation does not specify the 90%
efficiency suggested by the CTG but does include a maximum
mass emlssion rate consistent with guidelines. The regulation
also does not include language which specifically prohibits
gasoline spillage, discharge to sewers, storage in open con-
tainers or any other procedure which would result in evaporation.

Issue: The regulation should be revised to include the
specific language suggested by the CTG and model regulations.

C. Leaks from Gasoline Tank Trucks: [§ 4.56(f)]

Summary: Virginia's regulations appear to be significantly
less stringent than EPA gquidance. This includes some unique
wording which may provide large loop holes.

1. The regulation applies to tank trucks/account trucks
which "exclusively" service regulated bulk plants and terminals
and service stations. Evidently trucks which may service both
regulated and non-regulated facilities are not subject to tne
control requirements.

2. Hatches on trucks must be closed "except" when
submerged fill pipe, with vapor balance, or top loading vapor
recovery method 1s used. EPA/CTG guidelines require that the
hatches be closed at all -times during loading operations.

3. The regulation allows for up to 45 days (if ordering
repalir parts), well beyond EPA's suggested 15 days, for
repairs needed after failing a certification test.

4. The owner 1s not required to notify the director in
advance of a certification test as suggested by EPA.

Issue: As written, the regulations appear to allow for’

significant loophcles in control requirements as indicated
above. Corrections must be made.
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D. Stage I Vapor Control Systems at Gasoline Service Stations:
[§ 4.56(d)]

Summary: Virginia's requlations are less stringent than
EPA guidelines as follows:

1. An exemption is provided for all tanks less tnan 2,000
gallons in capacity. Model regulations limit this exemption to
only tanks constructed prior to January 1, 1979; otherwise the
exemption is for tanks less than 250 gallons in capacity.

2. An exemption is provided for facilities with an
average daily throughput less than 20,000 gal/month for the
most recent 12 months.

3. Transfers made to storage tanks used "predominantly"
for fueling mobile farm equipment are exempted by the requlation.
EPA's guidance limits this exemption to tanks of less than
550 gallons capacity equipped with submerged fill pipes.

Issues: The regulation is less stringent than EPA's
suggested requirements. The impact of these relaxations
should be evaluated with regard to the poctential affect on
VOC emissions. The regulation should be revised if signitficant
additional VOC reductions can be obtained.

5.6.3 Refinery Emissions and Petroleum Liquid Storage

A, Petroleum Liquid Storage in Fixed Roof Tanks: [§ 4.56(g)]

Summary: Requirements are identical to Federal require-
ments except that recordkeeping and compliance testing are not
addressed. However, since the regulation does not include an
exemption for tanks containing liquids with true vapor pressure
less than l.5psi, the lack of recordkeeping may not be as
critical as otherwise would be expected.

Issue: The lack of visual inspection requirements and
recordkeeping (includes inspection reports) could make the
requirements difficult to enforce on a continuous basis.

B. Petroleum Liquid Storage in External Floating Roof Tanks:
I§ 4.56(h)]

Summary: The regulations are generally consistent with
EPA requirements. It does not allow EPA suggested exemptions
for certain petroleum liquids with a true vapor pressure less
than 4 psia and has a lower limit for exempting tanks holding
crude o0il and condensate prior to lease custody transfer
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(400,000 gal vs. 420,000 gal). The differences tend to make
Virginia regulation slightly more stringent than EPA's model
regulation. The only minor flaw is that it fails to specify
the length of time records are to be maintained.

Issue: There are no major issues.

C. Leaks from Refinery Equipment:

Summary: The leak criteria stated in the regulation are
consistent with EPA suggested criteria; however, the regulation
does not specifically require the same recordkeeping and
monitoring program required by EPA. The total absence of
specific regulatory language requiring a monitoring program -
and reporting and test procedures makes the regulation
potentially ineffective.

Issue: The regulation should be revised to clearly
state RACT monitoring program, recordkeeping and reporting
requirements,

D. Refinery Vacuum Producing Systems, Separators and Process
Units: [§ 4.56(e)]

Summary: Virginia's regulation meets all Federal rejuira-
ments., In addition it specifies a ninimum control efficiency
of 95%.

Issue: None.

5.6.4 Surface Coating and Graphic Arts: (§- 4.55)

Section 4.55(a) includes general provisions and exemptions
for the coating industry. As noted under General Provisions,
Applicability [5.0.1(B)], Virginia's requlations are less
stringent than EPA suggyested criteria. Virginia's regulations
also provide for 24-hour averaging of all colors which is
consistent with current EPA policy but a relaxation fron
model regulation suggested criteria. dowever, no recordkeeping
requirements are specified. This is a major problem where ’
an averaging time is being used.
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A. Can Coating: [§-4.55(f)]

Summary: Consistent with EPA requirements
Issue: No specific category issues.

B. Coil Coating: [§ 4.55(g)]

Summarv: Consistent with EPA requirements.
Issue: UNo specific category issue.

C. Paper Coating: [§ 4.55(h)}]

Summary: Consistent with EPA requirements.
Issue: MNo specific category issue.

D. Fabric and Vinyl Coating: [§ 4.55(h) and (1i)]

Summary: -Consistent with EPA requirements.
Issue: No specific category issues.

E. Automobile and Light Duty Trucks: [§ 4.55(e)]

Summary: The regulations are generally consistent with
EPA requirements except for compliance coating criteria for
prime and topcoat operations. For prime coat operations,
Virginia's requirement is 3.2 lbs. VOC per gallon of coating
compared to EPA's reguirement of 1.9 lbs. VOC per gallon of
coating. This allows for a 220% increase in VOC emissions on
an applied solids basis. For topcoat Virginia's standard 1is
4,8 lbs. VOC per gallon of coating and EPA requirement 1is
2.8 1b VOC per gallon of coating. This allows for a 305%
increase in VOC emissions on an applied solids basis.

Issue: Virginia's requlations for prime and topcoat are

. . T————— .
significantly less stringent then RACT. However, the only auto-
mobile and light duty truck plant in Virginia that is subject to
this regulation is located in the Norfolk area. Although .
attainment in this area is marginal, no SIP call has been made
and the area 1is now legally considered attainment. This
issue is not significant as long as a SIP call is not made
in the Norfolk area.

F. Metal Furniture Coating: [§ 4.55(7)]

Summary: Consistent with EPA requirements.
Issue: MNo specific category issue.

G. Insulation of Magnetilc Wire: [§ 4.55(d)]

Summary: Consistent with EPA requirements.

Issue: No specific cateqgory issue.
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H. Large Appliance Coating: [§ 4.55(c)]

Summary: Consistent with EPA requirements.
Issue: No specific category issue.

I. Coating of Miscellaneous Metal Parts: [§ 4.55(k)]

Summaryv: Virginia's regulation covers SIC categories 40U
(railroad transportation) and 41 (transit passenger transportation,
in addition to those categories listed in EPA's model regulation.
The regulation also does not include the exemptions provided in
the model regulation. Therefore, with regard to applicability,
Virginia's regulations for this category are more stringent than
EPA's model reqgulations.

However, there 1is one relaxation from EPA's suggested
definitions. Virginia's definition of "clear coat" allows
clear extreme performance" coatings a considerable relaxation
from EPA's 3.5 1b VOC per gallon of coating standard. 1Instead
they may be considered as a clear coat which has a 4.3 1b
VOC per gallon of coating criteria. As a result 55% more
VOC emissions are allowed under Virginia's regulation (on a
solids applied basis) than suggested by EPA. The regulation
also does not specifically include solvent washing (purying
of spray guns) or require CEIl as suggested by the model
regulation.

Issue: The amount of extreme performance clear coat applied
in Virginia non attainment (RACT) areas is not known; therefore,
the impact of this relaxation on air quaity can not be recadily
determined.

The aosence of specific language on spray gun purging may
not be critical, since it is not specifically excluded.
dowever, we should clarify Virginia's position on this matter.

The absence of CEM requirements may be important given
Virginia's lack of adequate recordkeeping requirements.

J. Coating of Flatwood Paneling: [5 4.55(e)] ’

Summary: Consistent with EPA requirements.
Issue: No category specific issue.

K. Graphic Arts: [5 4.55(m)]
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Summary: Virginla's requirements for add-on controls are
consistent with EPA requirements. However, there are no
equivalent requirements to EPA's suggested standards for low
solvent inks. EPA required that waterborne inks that have a
volatile component consisting of 75% or more water and 25%
or less VOC be considered RACT. Virginia's requlations
are significantly less stringent than EPA's for the rotogrevure
and flexographic packaging industry (65% and 60% reduction
respectively). EPA's criteria for waterborne is consistent
with its requirements for reduction in the rotogravure
publication industry (i.e. 75%) since the hooding and capture
efficiency issues limiting RACT efficiencies for the packaging
industry are not relevant when using waterborne formulations.

Virginia's regulation also fails to indicate how percent
reduction in VOC emissions are to be determined when determining
compliance for a printing process using waterborne coatinags and
inks. The requlation is difficult (if not 1mpossible) to
enforce unless a specific methodology to determine compliance
is developed.

Issue: Virginia's regulations for packaging printing
sources using low solvent formulations is significantly less
stringent than EPA requirements and may be unenforceable
since no specific method of determining compliance 1s indicated.
The total lack of recordkeeping reguirements adds sianiticantly
to this problem.

5.6.5'Other I & IT CTG Cateqories

A. Solvent Metal Cleaning: [§ 4.54(c)]

Summary: Viraginia's regulations are generallv consistent
with EPA requirements.

Issue: Hlone.

B. Cutback Asphalt: [§ 4.57(b)]

Summary: The rejulation generally tracks Federal
requirements except that exemntion provisions are standardized
{i.e., do not reaquire director's approval). The ambient
temperature exemption has been changed to an exemption during
the months of Movember through March. Provisions are alsno
provided to allow the user to demonstrate that there are no
VOC emissions from the asphalt under conditinns of normal use.
The regulations specifically exclude nheated asphalft cement
when used as a component in asphaltic concrete mixing or tor
priming in surface treatment. The vearly average of vOC in
all emulsified asphalts may not exceed 63%.
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Issue: The significance of the variations from EPA model
regulations could not be determined.

C. Manufacture of Synthesized Pharmaceutical Products: [5 4.57(c)]

Summary: Virginia's regulations are generally consistent
with EPA's suggested guidance except that the exemptions for
storayge tanks of less than 2,000 gailons and for VOCs with a
vapor pressure less than 4.1 psia are provided. FCPA's ncdel
regulations contain similar language, however, EPA's language
exempted tanks less than 2000 gallons in capacity provided
that the vapor pressure was less then 4.1 psia. That 1is, the
conditions of EPA's exemption are accumulative and not separate
exemptions. Virginia's langjuage would allow an exemption for
all 2,000 gallon or less tanks regardless of the VOCs vapor
pressure and all tanks storing VOCs with vapor pressure less
than 4.1 psia.

Issue: Virginia has indicated that there are no sources
subject to this rule in the State. Therefore, the impact of the
State exemptions is nil.

D. Manufacture of Pneumatic Rubber Tires: [y 4.57(d)]

Summary: Virginia's regulation is generally consistent
with EPA requirements.

Issue: None.

E. Perchloroethylene Dry Cleaning Systems [5 4.57(e)]

Summary: Virginia's regulation is consistent with g£PA
guidelines.

Issue: Hone .

5.6.6 Round III CTG Sources

Virginia has certified that the following Round [II
Sources Cateygories are not located in ozone nonattainment
areas in the State.

1. Large Petroleum Dry Cleaning

2. Manufacture of High Density Polyethylene, Polystyrene
and Polypropylene Resins,

3. Natural Gas/Gasoline Processing Plants

4. SOCMI Air Oxidation Processes

5. SOCMI Fugitive Emissions.




5.6.7 Non - CTG Reqgulations

The following source types have been identified as non -
CTG sources with emission greater than 100 tons per year in
the Richmond nonattainment area.

1. Aluminum Fol1ll Manufacturing
2. Tobacco Processing

3. Fiber manufacturing

4., Lithographic Printing

Virginia is actively developing source specific regulations
for the categories above and has submitted draft regulations
to EPA. The third source type may have been subject to new
source review and the need for a RACT rule is being evaluated.

153



a1 -
Ta~Ta 5_‘_

<z

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA

STATE AIR POLLUTION CONTROL BOARD
REGULATIONS FOR THE CONTROL AND ABATEMENT OF A[R POLLUTION

REGULATORY REFORM PROGRAM

REGULATION REORGANIZATION GUIDE

oLD NEW
SECTION/RULE TITLE SECTION/RULE
NUMBER [NEW TITLE - IF ANY] NUMBER
Part [ DEFINITIONS Part 1
Part II GENERAL PROVISIONS Part II
§ 2.01 Applicability § 120-02-01
§ 2.02 Establishment of Regulations and Orders § 120-02-02
§ 2.03 Enforcement of Requlations and Orders § 120-02-03
§ 2.04 Hearings and Proceedings 5 120-02-04
§ 2.05 Variances § 120-02-05
§ 2.06 Local Ordinances § 120-02-06
§ 2.07 Circumvention § 120-02-07
§ 2.08 Severability § 120-02-08
§ 2.09 Appeals § 120-02-09
§ 2.10 Right of Entry § 120-02-1D0
§ 2,11 Conditions on Approvals § 120-02-11
§ 2.12 Procedural Information and Guidance § 120-02-12
§ 2.13 Delegation of Authority § 120-02-13
§ 2.14 Considerations for Approval Actions § 120-02-14
§ 2.15 Reserved § 120-02-15
2.29 120-02-29
§ 2.30 Availability of Information 8 120-02-30
5 2.31 Reqistration § 120-02-31
§ 2.32 Control Programs 5 120-02-32
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oLn NEW
SECTION/RULE .TITLE SECTION/RULE
NUMBER [NEW TITLE - IF ANY] NUMBER
§ 2.33 Parmits - New and Modified Sources § 120-08-01
S 2.34 Facitity and Control Eguipment Maintenance § 120-02-34
or Malfunction
Part [II AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS Part III
Part IV EXISTING AND CERTAIN OTHER SOQURCES Part IV
5 4,01 Applicability § 120-04-01
§ .72 Compliance § 120-04-02
§ 4.03 Emission Testing § 120-04-03
5 4,04 Monitoring § 120-04-04
§ 4.05 Notification, Records and Reporting § 120-04-05
Rule EX-1 OPEN BURMNING Rule 4-40
Rule EX-2 VISIBLE EMISSIONS AND FUGITIVE DUST/ Rule 4-1
EMISSIONS
Rule EX-3 PARTICULATE EMISSIUNS FROM FUEL BURNING Rule 4-8
EQUIPMENT .
[FUEL BURNING EQUIPMENT]
Rule EX-4 PARTICULATE EMISSIONS FROM MANUFACTURING Rule 4-4
OPERATIONS
[GENERAL PROCESS OQPERATIONS]
§ 4.40 General Manufacturing Operations Rule 4-4
[General Process Operations]
§ 4.41(a) Petroleum Refining Catalytic Cracking Units Rule 4-11
[Petroleum Refinery Operations]
§ 4.41(b) Hot Mix Asphalt Plants Rute 4-10
[Asphalt Plants)
§ 4.41(c) Chemical Fertilizer Manufacturing Plants Rule 4-12
[Chemical Fertilizer Manufacturing
Operations ]
§ 4.41(d) Pulp and Paper Mills Rule 4-13
[Kraft Pulp Millis]
§ 4.341(e) Sand, fGravel and Crushed Stone Operations Ryle 4-14

[Sand and firavel Processing Operations
and Stone Quarrying and Processing
Operations ]
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oLn NEW
SECTION/RULE TITLE SECTION/RULE
NUMBER [NEW TITLE - IF ANY] NUMBER
§ 4.41(f) Coal Thermal Drying Operations of a Coal Rule 4-15
Preparation Plant
[Coal Preparation Plants]
5 4,41(q) Air Table Operations of a Coal Preparation Rule 4-15
Plant
[Coal Preparation Plants]
§ 4.41(h) Portland Cement Plants Rule 4-16
§ 4.41(1) Wood Products Manufacturing Plants Rule 4-17
[Woodworking Operations]
§ 4.41(J) Secondary Metal Operations Rule 4-18
[Primary and Secondary Metal Operations]
§ 4.41(k) Lightweight Agaregate Plants Rule 4-19
[Lightweight Aggregate Process Operations]
§ 4.41(1) Feed Manufacturing Plants Rule 4-20
[Feed Manufacturing Operations]
Rule EX-5 GASEOUS POLLUTANTS Deleted
§ 4.50 Combustion Installations and Process Deleted
Equipment
§ 4.51(a) General Source Operations Rule 4-4
[General Process Operations]
§ 4.51(b) Combustion Installations Rule 4-4
[General Process Operations]
§ 4.51(c) Sulfuric Acid Plants Rule 4-21
[Sulfuric Acid Production Units]
§ 4.51(d) Process Gas Streams Rule 4-4
[General Process Operations]
§ 4.51(e) Sulfur Recovery Operations Rule 4-22
§ 4.51(fF) Kraft Pulp Mills Rule 4-13
§ 4.51(q) Lightweight Aggregate Processes Rule 4-19
[Lightweight Aggregate Process Operations]
§ 4.51(n) Non-Ferrous Smelters Rule 4-18
[Primary and Secondary Metal Operations]
5 4.52(a) Gereral Deleted
§ 4.52(b) Effluent Water Separators Deleted
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OLD NEW
SECTION/RULE TITLE SECTION/RULE
NUMBER [NEW TITLE - IF ANY] NUMBER
§ 4.52(c) Volatile Organic Compound Storage Deleted o~
Facilities '
§ 4.52(d) Volatile Organic Compound Bulk Loading Deleted
Facilities
§ 4.52(e) Gasoline Transfer at Storage Facilities Deleted
§ 4.52(f) Gasoline Transfer at Service Stations Deleted
§ 4.52(g) Storage Vessel Filling Deleted
§ 4.52(h) Pumps and Compressors Deleted
§ 4.52(1) Waste Gas Disposal Operations Deleted
§ 4.52(J) Liquid Organic Compound Coating Operations Deleted
§ 4.52(k) Architectural Coating Operations Deleted
§ 4.52(1) Disposal of Liquid Organic Compounds Deleted
§ 4.53 Nitric Acid Manufacturing Plants Rule 4-23
[Nitric Acid Production Units]
§ 4.54(a) General Deleted N
§ 4.54(b) Reserved Deleted e
§ 4.54(c) Solvent Metal Cleaning Operations Rule 4-24
§ 4.54(d) Volatile Organic Compound Disposal § 120-04-02 F
Operations
§ 4.54(e) Incinerators/Afterburners § 120-04-02 G
§ 4.54(f) Storage Tank Filling Rule 4-25 ~
[Volatile Organic Compound Storage
and Transfer Operations]
§ 4.54(q) Volatile Organic Compound Storage - Fixed Rule 4-25
Roof Tanks
[Volatile Organic Compound Storage and
Transfer Operations]
§ 4.54(h) Volatile Organic Compound Storage - Rule 4-25
Floating Roof Tanks
[Volatile Organic Compound Storage and
Transfer Operations]
§ 4.55(a) General Deleted
&
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[Petroleum Liquid Storage and Transfer
Operations]

154-5

aLn NEW
SECTION/RULE TITLE SECTION/RULE
NUMBER [NEW TITLE - IF ANY] NUMBER
§ 4.55(b) Plant-Wide Emission Reduction Plans Deleted
§ 4.55(c) Large Appliance Coating Lines Rule 4-26
§ 4.55(d) Magnet Wire Coating Lines Rule 4-27
§ 4.55(e) Automobile and Light Duty Truck Coating Rule 4-28
Lines
§ 4.55(f) Can Coating Lines Rule 4-29
§ 4.55(q) Metal Co1l Coating Lines Rule 4-30
§ 4.55(h) Paper and Fabric Coating Lines Rule 4-31
§ 4.55(3) Vinyl Coating Lines Rule 4-32
§ 4.55(3) Metal Furniture Coating Lines Rule 4-33
§ 4.55(k} Miscellaneous Metal Parts and Products Rute 4-34
Coating Application Systems
§ 4.55(1) Flatwood Paneling Coating Application Rule 4-35
Systems
§ 4.55(m) Graphic Arts Printing Processes Rule 4-36
§ 4.56(a) General Deleted
S 4.56(b) Gasoline Lnading at Bulk Terminals Rule 4-37
[Petroleum Liquid Storage and Transfer
Operations]
§ 4.56(c) Miscellaneous Petroleum Refinery Sources Rule 4-11
[Petroleum Refinery Operations]
§ 4.56(d) Transfer of Gasoline at Gasoline Dispensing Rule 4-37
Facilities
[Petroleum Liquid Storage and Transfer
Operations]
§ 4.56(e) Gasoline Bulk Loading at Bulk Plants Rule 4-37
[Petroleum Liquid Storage and Transfer
Operations]
§ 4.56(f) Tank Trucks/Account Trucks and Vapor Rule 4-37
Collection Systems
[Petroleum Liquid Storage and Transfer
Operations]
§ 4.56(q) Petroleum Liquid Storage - Fixed Roof Tanks Rule 4-37




oLD NEW
SECTION/RULE TITLE SECTION/RULE
NUMBER [NEW TITLE - IF ANY] - NUMBER
§ 4.567n) Petroleum Liguid Storage - Floating Roof Rule 4-37
Tanks
[Perrolem Ly1und Storage and Transfer
Operitions]
§ 1.56(1) Petroleum Refinery Fugitive Emissions Rule 4-11
[Petroleum Refinery Operations]
§ 4.577a) General Deleted
§ 4.57{v) Asphalt Paving Operations Rule 4-39
§ 4.57(c) Synthesized Pharmaceutical Products Rule 4-5
Manufacturing Plants
[Synthesized Pharmaceutical Products
Manufacturing Operations]
§ 4.57(d) Pneumatic Rubber Tire Manufacturing Plants Rule 4-6
[Rubber Tire Manufacturing Operations]
g 4.57(e) Dry Cleaning Operations (Perchloroethylene) Rule 4-38
[Dry Cleaning Systems]
Rule EX-6 ODOR Rule 4-2
Rule EX-7 INCINERATORS Rule 4-7
Rule EX-8 COAL REFUSE DISPOSAL AREAS Deleted
Rule EX-9 COKE OVENS Rule 4-9
Rule EX-10 MOBILE SOURCES Rule 4-41
Part V NEW AND MODIFIED SOURCES Part V
§ 5.01 Applicability § 120-05-01
§ 5.02 Compliance § 120-05-02
§ 5.03 Performance Testing § 120-05-03
§ 5.04 Monitoring § 120-05-04
§ 5.05 Notification, Records and Reporting § 120-05-05
Rule NS~1 VISIBLE EMISSIONS AND FUGITIVE DUST/ Rute 5-1
EMISSINNS
Rule NS-2 ODORDUS EMISSINMS Pule 5-2
Rule NS-3 ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTIUN AGENCY STANDARDS Rule 5-5

OF PERFORMANCE FOR WEW STATIONARY
SOURCES
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Disposal Areas
[Public Participation Guidelines]

154-7

0LD NEW
SECTION/RULE TITLE SECTION/RULE
NUMBER [NEW TITLE - IF ANY] NUMBER
Rule NS-1 STATIONARY SOURCES Rule 5-4
Part VI HAZARDUOUS AIR POLLUTANT SOURCES Part VI
S 6.0 %pp}icablljty 5 120-06-01
§ 6.02 Compliance § 120-06-02
§ 6.03 Fmission Testing § 120-06-03
§ 6.04 Monitoring § 120-06-04
§ 6.05 Notification, Records and Reporting § 120-06-05
Rule HP-1 ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY NATIUNAL Rule 6-1
. EMISSION STANDARDS FOR HAZARDOUS AIR
POLLUTANTS
Rule HP-2 HAZARDOUS AIR POLLUTANTS Rule 4-3/Rule 5-
[NON-CRITERIA POLLUTANTS]
Part VII ATIR POLLUTION EP[SODES Part VII
Part VIII PERMITS - MAJOR STATIONARY SOURCES AND Part VIII
MAJOR MODIFICATIONS PREVENTION OF
STGNIFICANT DETER[ORATION AREAS OR
NONATTATNMENT AREAS
[PERMITS FOR NEW AND MODIFIED SOURCES]
§ 8.01 Permits - Major Stationary Sources and § 120-08-02
Major Modifications lLocating in
Prevention of Significant NDeterioration
Areas
§ 8.02 Permits - Major Stationary Sources and § 120-08-03
Major Moaifications Locating in
Nonattainment Areas v
APPENDICES
A. Abbreviations A
B. Air Quality Control Regions (AQCR) B
C. Urban Areas C
0. Forest Management and Agricultural Practices )
E. Guidelines for Operation of Coal Refuse Deleted and

Replaced hy
New E

2

o




oLD - NEW
SECTION/RULE TITLE SECTION/RULE
NUMBER [NEW TITLE - IF ANY] NUMBER
F. Delegation of Authority F
G. Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas (SMSA) G
H. Arr Quality Maintenance Areas (AQMA) H
I. EPA Regulations - Referenced Documents Deleted
J. Emission Monitoring Procedures for Existing, J
New and Modified Sources
[(Emission Monitoring Procedures for Existing
Sources]
K. Nonattainment Areas K
L. Prevention of Significant Deterioration Areas L
M. Control Technology Guidelines for Volatile Deleted
Organic Compound Emissions
N. Compliance Schedules N
0. Forest Fire Law of Virginia 0
P. Volatile Organic Compound Emissions Control P
Areas
None Interpretation of Emission Standards Based Q
on Process Weight-Rate Tables
None New and Modified Sources Permit Exemption R

Levels

154-8
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5.7 West Virginia-

Currently, West Virginia does not have any ozone non-
attainment areas. Formerly, West Virginia's Air Quality
Control Region IV (Putnam County, Kanawha County and Valley
Magisterial District of Fayette County) was an ozone nonattain-
ment area but was redesignated as an attainment area on
Novemper 2, 1981 (46 FR 55261). As a result, RACT VOC source
requlations are in place for only three categories: Regulaticn
XXI, Storage of Petroleum Liquids in Fixed Roof Tanks; Regulation
XXIII, Bulk Gasoline Terminals; and, Regulation XXIV, Petroleum
Refinery Sources. Each individual category has its own
specific regulation which includes definitions, applicability,
level of control, registration, permits, inspection, reports
and testing, compliance programs and schedules, variances,
exemptions, and alternate control programs.

5.7.1 General Provisions

A. Alternative Controls: (§ 4.04)

Summary: Section 4.04 of each RACT regulation provides
for alternate compliance plans. The provisions generally
track EPA guidance which was intended to provide the regulatory
framework for evaluating and submitting a bubble proposal.
However, EPA's guidance clearly states that the proposal
would not become effective until approved by EPA as a SIP
revision. West Virginia's regulation does not address this
point and, in fact, implies that the West Virginia Air
Pollution Control Commission has unilateral authority to
approve the change.

Issue: It must be determined if any agreement or under-
standing exists between EPA and the State concerning the
need for SIP revisions to undergo EPA approval.

B. Applicability (§ 2 and § 4)

Summary: For the three RACT reqgulations evaluated
applicability criteria were consistent with EPA policy. g

Issue: None.

C. Averaging Time:
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Summary: Averaging time is not addressed and would not
appear to be a significant issue for those RACT categories
covered by West Virginia regulations. The only exception
to this wowuld be in the context of an alternate control plan,
especially where other categories of sources are 1involved in
an emlssion trade.

Issue: None

D. Breakdown, Malfunction and Operation Changes: (§ 9)

Summary: Malfunctions are addressed in Section 9,
Variance, of each regulation. The regulation does not require
notification, per se, when a malfunction or breakdown occurs
but offers variances up to 10 days (and longer, if major
equipment tailure). It implies a notification procedure
since sources are encouraged to apply for the variance. In
deciding the approvability of the variance, the State will
inevitably exercise its enforcement discretion. However, the
requlation does not define what an unavoidable malfunction,
breakdown or equipment failure is, It 1s highly desireable
that the regulation clearly require notification by the source
in the event of a malfunction, but this does not appear to be
a critical problem.

Issues: None.

E. Circumvention:

Summary: No provisions similar to EPA guidance are
évident. Such language would be helpful but its absence
does not represent a critical flaw.

Issues: None.,

F. Compliance Schedules: (§ 8)

Summarv: No compliance schedules or increments of progress
are stated. Compliance programs and schedules are suggested
by the source and must be approved by the Commission. In the
event that a schedule and program is not suggested, the ’
Commission may establish them. Since the area is now attain-~
ment and no major sources appear to be in violation, the

absence of specific compliance schedules is not a major
problem.

Issues: None.
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G. Definition of Terms: (§ 3)

Summary: The States' definitions are generally consistent
with EPA guidelines, except for definition of VOC.

Issues: None unless the area becomes nonattainment again.
Then the definition of VOC must be corrected.

H. Equivalency Provisions: (§ 4)

Summary: Egqually effective controls as those specified
as RACT are allowed at the Commmission's discretion. The
extent of the Commission's discretion or a definition of
equivalent is not provided.

Issues: The State should be advised that it does not
have unilateral authority to change a requirement in a
federally approved SIP. The extent of the State discretion
in these matters should be defined.

I. Inspection, Maintenance and Operating Procedures:

Summary: No language similar to that suggested 1in EPA
guidelines is evident. Such reguirements are highly desireable
but their absence does not represent a critical flaw.

Issues: None.

Ja Test Methods and Procedures: (§ 7)

Summary: No specific test methods or procedures are
stated in the regulations. Sampling and analysis "in a manner
approved by the Director" is required when the Director
reguires a test.

Issues: Test methods should be stated. The regulations
may prove extremely difficult to enforce by EPA 1f the Director
does not approve the test method. See the section on each
source category for additional evaluation.

K. Monitorinag, Recordkeeping and Reporting:

Summary: There are no general reguirements. Source
specific requirements may be included under level of control
{§ 4) or inspection, reporting, and testing (§ 7), as appro-
priate. The adequacy of these source specific requirements
are evaluated under each source cateqory as addressed 1n the
saections of this report which follow.

Issue: None
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5.7.2 Gasoline Marketing

A. Bulk Gasoline Plants:

No regulations.

B. Bulk Gasoline Terminals: (Reg. XXIII)

Summary: The regulation states the same maximum mass
emission rate as suggested by EPA (80 mg/l) but does not
require a 90% efficient absorber or condensor system when
this type of egquipment is used. The regulation also fails to
state specific inspection and leak test requirements. Visual
1nspection of the equipment and leak monitoring during transfer
as specified in the Round ITI Tank Truck CTG was recommended.

It should be noted that bulk terminals are Round I CTG sources.
The overall eftectiveness of this regulation is also doubtful
given that there are no other gas marketing requirements in
West Virginia {(i.e., no Stage I or tank truck requirements).

Issues: Compliance test methods and procedures should be
specified.

C. Leaks from Gasoline Tank Trucks and Vapor Collection
Systems:

No regulations.

D. Stage I Vapor Control Systems at Gasoline Service
Stations:

No regulations.

5.7.3 Refinery Emissions and Petroleum Liquid Storage

A. Petroleum Liquid Storage in Fixed Roof Tanks (Reg. XxI):

Summary: The regulation does not specify a minimum tanx
size or vapor pressure for applicability; therefore, they 1ire
more stringent than-EPA requirements. The State's reqgqultation’
also allows for the use of a vapor recovery system but does
not specify an efficiency for the system. EPA regards the
internal floating roof system as being 903% efficient. Record-
keeping reguirements are consistent with EPA guidelines.

Issues: It would be pretferable if these reaulations
would specify a 90% efficiency for equivalency and vapor
recovery system. There are no significant issues.



B. Petroleum Liquid Storage in External Floating Roof
Tanks: :

No rejulations.

C. Leaks from Refinery Equipment:

No regulations.

D. Refinery Vacuum Producing Systems, Separators and
Process Units: (Reg. XXIV)

Summary: The State regulation is consistent with EPA
requirements.

Issues: None.

5.7.4 Surface Coating and Graphic Arts

No reaqulations.

5.7.5 Other Round I and 1II CTG VOC Categories

No regulations.

5.7.6 Round III Requlations -

Not applicable.

5.7.7 Non-CTG Reqgulations

Not applicable.







6.0 Recommendations

The issues identified in this report generally fall within
five (5) categories. These categories are: applicability;
equivalency; recordkeeping; compliance testing and procedures;
and enforceability. The remedies available to resolve these
problems will vary on a case by case basis. The possible remedies
include: SIP calls/SIP revisions; cooperative efforts between
EPA and the States to resolve issues under existing SIP
authority; and direct EPA action.

6.1 SIP calls/SIP revisions

Since many current ozone nonattainment areas 1in Region
IIT will not attain the national ambient air quality standard
for ozone by December 31, 1987, the deadline in the Clean Air
Act, SIP calls in early 1988 appear to be inevitable. All
the issues identified in this report can and should be
addressed in the SIP call/SIP revision process. However, it
shall be noted that considerable time will be required to
fully develop and approve new plans and regulations.

Although some of the issues identifed may be resolveable
through other means, many problems do reguire a change 1n the
existing SIP. Issues involving the definition of terms (e.g.
the definition of VOC), specific applicability criteria or
questionable language in the SIP itself can only be corrected
by revising the SIP,

6.2 Cooperative Interim Corrective Action

A number of issues involve interpretation of the SIP or
failure to exercise existing SIP authority. Interpretation
issues would include Pennsylvania's method of determining
potential emissions or actual emissions for applicability
purposes, Maryland's case by case judgement on what qualifies
as an lnstallation, or interpreting the States' authority
with regard to equivalency provisions. These kinds of issues
could be partially resolved or mitigated by revising State
policy and/or procedures to ensure that their interpretation
and implementation of the existing VOC RACT requlations is
more consistent with EPA's policy and quidance.
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Recordkeeping issues are an excellent example of States
having the authority to require needed information but being
reluctant to act. These issues also affect the enforceability
of the regulations since the absence of source specific
records which can be used to determine the compliance status
of the source (especially for coating and graphic arts
facilities using low solvent technology) is a major problem
when attempting to enforce the regulations. All Region III
States have the authority to require recordkeeping on a case
by case basis. It is also highly probable that this could be
done generically for a certain type or category of source.

It is recommended that EPA enter into discussions with
State agencies to address this type of issue as soon as
possible and not wait for a SIP call/SIP revision to take
corrective action., The State EPA agreement and the State
grant processes appear to be suitable existing vehicles which
could be used to implement this cooperative effort. This
procedure should bring about more timely corrective action
and resultant VOC emission reductions,

6.3 Direct EPA Action

Direct EPA actions such as the issuance of § 114 letters
to require sources to maintain adequate records or the
development and issuance of Federal Implementation Plans
(FIPS) should be considered only if other corrective action
fails. Section 114 procedures and other enforcement tools
are more awimed at individual source problems not generic
problems for a class of sources. The development and processing
of FIPS could be very labor intensive and cumbersome. Also
experience indicates that the States must be committed to
implementing the plan if full implementation and a high degree
of effectiveness. is to be realized.

6.4 Rule Effectiveness Study : :

Region III is beginning the process of evaluating the
etfectiveness of VOC RACT requlations. This is the logical
second step following the completion of this study. The rule
effectiveness study should build on the information presented
here and attempt to demonstrate the gains that could be
realized by a more vigorous application of the regulations.
It is recommended the VOC rule effectiveness study be
implemented as soon as possible and every reasonable eftort
be made to obtain State cooperation in this endeaver.
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6.5 Non-Major Sources

Many VOC sources tend to be non-major (1.e. emit less
than 100 tons per vyear). This 1is especially true where RACT
requirements have been fully implemented for larger sources.
The success of any program to limit VOC emissions must address
the non-major ("B") sources. It is important that applicability
criteria in SIPs provide for control consistent with EPA
guidance and that EPA take a more active rule in tracking
compliance at these sources. The significant vioclator program
has concentrated on large sources. EPA has developed and
will be attempting to implement a "B" source compliance
strategy in FY 1988. It is recommended that Region III fully
implement this strategy to the extent possible.
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INTRODUCTION

The Clean Air Act Amendments of 1977 require each State in which there is
an ozone nonattainment area to adopt and submit a revised State Implementation
Plan (SIP) that meets the requirements of Section 110 and Part D of the Act.
The SIP must contain volatile organic compound (VOC) regulations that reflect
the application of Reasonably Available Control Technology (RACT) to
stationary sources for which control technique guidelines (CTGs) published by
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) apply. This document
summarizes the VOC regulations States have adopted that apply RACT to 29
industrial source categories for which EPA has published CTGs. In some cases,
States have developed regulations for stationary sources where CTGs do not
apply. These regulations also have been summarized. In most cases, the State
regulations summarized are current as of August 1, 1984. There are, however,
some regulations included in the State summaries, such as some‘of the VOC
regulations for California, that are current as of January 1, 1985.

The 29 industrial source categories for which EPA has issued CTGs have
been divided into three groups depending on the CTG publication date. Group I
includes 15 source categories for which CTGs were published prior to January
1978. Group II includes 9 source categories for which CTGs were published
between January 1978 and January 1979. Group III includes 5 source categories
for which the CTG publication date was after January 1979. Table 1 lists the
source category, CTG, EPA Number, and NTIS Number for the 29 source categories.

As mentioned above some States have adopted regulations for non-CTG
sourceés. Examples of these regulations include case-by-case RACT provisions,
emissions limitations and/or equipment and operating requirements for
architectural coatings, aerospace coatings, semiconductor manufacturing, and
ethylene production plants.

Table 2 presents the scope of each State's regulation of VOCs for Group I,
II, and III CTG source categories as well as non-CTG sources. The format of
Table 2 is designed to facilitate comparison of VOC regulations on a
State-by-State basis. The symbols used in each category represent the status
of the VOC regulation for each source type within each State. The key symbols
used in Table 2 are as follows:

® - an EPA approved regulation exists for the source category,
- no EPA approved regulation exists for the source category,
@ - no regulation exists because there are no sources in the

nonattainment area,
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m - no regulation exists because all sources in the nonattainment
area are less than 100 TPY,

o - regulations are under development for this source category,

« - regulations for this source category are pending approval by
EPA,

x - regulations for this source category are deficient and are not
consistent with the CTG.

Table 3 summarizes the VOC regulations required by States according to
area type and regulation category. Nonextension urban areas not currently
requiring revised SIPs are summarized in Table 4; and States with their
corresponding rural nonattainment areas are presented in Table 5. States
listed in Tables 4 and 5 only have the basic requirements to control
stationary sources in CTG Groups I and II with an applicability cutoff of 100
tons per year. Urbanized areas that did not attain in 1982 and have requested
extensions from 1982 to 1987 are listed in Table 6. These states, as
indicated in Table 3, are required to have Groups I, II, III, other 100 tons
per year, and additional measures VOC control. The 1984 and 1985 SIP call
areas are presented in Tables 7 and 8, respectively. These State or local
agencies are required to submit revised SIPs during the subject year because
of nonattainment of sources requiring VOC control. Table 9 lists the states
classified as attainment areas for ozone. Table 10 provides a listing of VOC
compounds exempted from regulation by the States.

Of the 50 State and 5 local air pollution regulatory agencies surveyed by
this study, 13 States are classified as ozone attainment areas and therefore
do not require CTG Groups I, II, or III regulations. The remaining 42
State/local agencies all have some level of VOC regulatory activity. The
extent of regulating VOC emissions by these agencies was found to vary from
controlling VOC emissions for Group I sources from 3 source categories to
controlling VOC emissions from all (15) source categories. State and local
agency regulation of CTG Group Il source categories varied from controlling
none of the potential VOC emission sources to all. There were significantly
more State and local VOC regulations requiring EPA approval, revisions to
conform with CTGs, or under development in Group II than were found in Group
I. State and local requlations for CTG Group III source categories were found
to vary significantly on a national basis. Only six (14 percent) of the State
or local agencies were found to have any Group III rules. One State agency
was found to be developing regulations for all industrial source categories in
CTG Group III. State and local regulation of other VOC sources also varied.
Of the 42 agencies requiring some VOC control, 20 (48 percent) have
requlations limiting VOC emissions from 1 to 14 industrial sources. Those
"other" sources included, for example, RACT case-by-case, architectural
coatings, ethylene production plants, aerospace coatings, and bubbles.



As previously stated, the 1977 Federal Clean Air Act required States to
develop and submit revisions to the State Implementation Plan (SIP) for each
ozone nonattainment area to provide sufficient emission reductions to
demonstrate attainment of the ambient standard for ozone. The U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has specified as required by the Clean
Air Act that the SIP revisions for areas designated as not attaining the ozone
standard should contain, as a minimum, regulations for controlling VOC
emissions from stationary sources. These regulations must provide for the
implementation of RACT. To assist the States in defining RACT, the EPA's
Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards (0AQPS) prepared a series of VOC
CTG documents (Groups 1, II, and III). Individual stationary source
categories are addressed by the documents. Since EPA cannot publish CTGs for
all affected VOC source categories, States will have to develop regulations
using information sources other than CTGs. States with SIPs showing
attainment by the end of 1982 must contain emission control regulations
covering CTG Groups I and II. States unable to show attainment of the ozone
standard by 1982 were granted extensions for attainment up to 1987. Revised
SIPs were required to be submitted to EPA by July 1,.1982. In addition, the
1982 ozone SIP policy required regulation development for Group III CTG
categories and for all other non-CTG VOC sources that have a potential to emit
100 tons per year (T/yr) or more. Should a State determine that it cannot
attain the ozone standard by December 31, 1987, then extraordinary measures
including the control of non-CTG VOC sources less than 100 T/yr will be
required. Through the Clearinghouse, experience implementing control programs
for these source categories and those in CTG Groups I, II, and III will be
shared.

Finally, a number of areas without extensions have been found to not have
attained the ozone standard by 1982. These areas will be required to modify
their SIPs to include CTG Group III regulations and the other post-1982 SIP
requirements. The following tables reflect VOC regulation requirements for
state ozone nonattainment areas.
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STATE SUMMARY OF VOC REGULATIONS
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TABLE 3. VOC REGULATIONS REQUIRED BY VARIQUS STATES

Other
Areas Group I Group II Group III  Sources Additional
>100 TPY Measures

Urbanized ozone
Nonattainment Non-
extension areas not X X - - -
presently subject to (>100 TPY) (>100 TPY)
a SIP Call
(Table 4)

Rural nonattainment X X - - -
(Table 5) (>100 TPY) (>100 TPY)

Urbanized areas ) 1
requesting extensions X X X X X
beyond 1982

(Table 6)

1984 & 1985 SIP Call X X X X X
Areas
(Tables 7 & 8)

2
Urbanized ozone ex-
tension areas not X X X X X
likely to attain by ’
1987

States classified as
attainment areas for
ozone
(Table 9)
VOC compounds exempted
from regulation by
States ?Rule 66 Status)
(Table 10)

T
If necessary to attain by 1987.

2
EPA is in the process of determining those additional measures that may
be required of such areas.
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TABLE 4. URBANIZED OZONE NONATTAINMENT NON-EXTENSION
AREAS NOT PRESENTLY SUBJECT TO A SIP CALL

e A o S e T i S S e S S AR A e e S S0 S P S TR A e A e e TR S A M S S A S S T S S e e S S S e = e e S o S A
it i3t It it 224t i+ 23 23t + 2t Pt 2t 3t -t - - - 1 1

a
EPA Region State Non-extension Area
11 NY Albany Co., Schenectady Co.
II1 PA Cumberland Cq., Dauphin and Perry Counties
IV FL Duval Co, Hillsborough, Orange, and

Pinellas Counties
GA Muscogee County
NC Mecklenburg County
N Hamilton and Knox Counties

v IN Marion County
MI Clinton, Eaton, Genesee, Ingham, Kent,'
and Ottawa Counties
OH Delaware, Franklin, Greene, Lucas,
Mahoning, Miami, Montgomery, Preble,
Stark, and Trumbell Counties

V] AR Pulaski County
LA Jefferson Parish, Orleans and
St. Bernard Parishes
TX Nueces County

X WA Tacoma County

a
A11 areas are counties, except Louisiana (parishes).




:E) TABLE 5. RURAL NONATTAINMENT AREAS

e e T S T S e T i e St S S e P i e e A S e A S e S S e e e S S S S S S S S S R RS NS P S R S S St S e e e S o ——
i+t 32t 3 3 3 2 1 223 i 3+ t ¢t i Pt P Pt T P I At 2t - - -t + 1+ $ 3

EPA Region State Nonattainment Area

I ME Androscoggin, Cumberland,
: Franklin, Kennebec, Knox,
Lincoln, Oxford, Sagadahoc,
Somerset, Waldo, York

NH Belknap, Chesire, Hillsborough,
Merrimack, Rockingham, Strafford,
Sullivan
I1 NY Cloumbia, Dutchess, Greene,

Orange, Putnam, Rensselaer,
Saratoga, Ulster

111 PA Adams, Bedford, Berks, Blair,

Bradford, Cambria, Cameron,
Carbon, Centre, Clarion, Clearfield,
Clinton, Columbia, Crawford, Elk,
Erie, Fayette, Forest, Franklin, Fulton,
Greene, Huntington, Indiana, Jefferson,
Juniata, Lancaster, Lawrence, Lebanon,

e Lycoming, McKean, Mercer, Mifflin,
Monroe, Montour, Northumberland, Pike,
Schuylkill, Snyder, Somerset, Sullivan,
Susquehana, Tioga, Union, Venango,
Warren, Wayne, Wyoming, York

Iv AL Etowah, Russell
GA Coweta, Douglas, Fayette, Henry,
Paulding, Rockdale
KY Boyd
SC York
N Bradley, Maury, Roane, Rutherford,

Sullivan, Sumner, Williamson, Wilson

) IL Macoupin, Williamson

a
A1l areas are counties, except Louisiana (parishes).




TABLE 5. (Continued)
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EPA Region State Nonattainment Area

) MI Allegan, Barry, Bay, Berrien, Branch,
Calhoun, Cass, Gratiot, Hillsdale,
Huron, Ionia, Jackson, Kalamazoo,
Lapeer, lLenawee, Livingston, Marquette,
Midland, Monroe, Montcalm, Muskegon,
Saginaw, St. Clair, St. Joseph, Sanilac,
Shiawassee, Tuscola, Van Buren, Washtenaw

OH Ashtabula, Clark, Clinton, Columbia,
Geauga, Jefferson, Licking
WI Sheboygan
VI LA Ascension, Beauregard, Bossier, Caddo,

Calcasieu, Grant, Iberville, Lafayette,
Pointe Coupee, St. Charles, St. James,
St. John the Baptist, St. Mary, West
Baton Rouge

TX Brazoria, Galveston, Gregg,
Jefferson, Orange, Victoria

VII KS Douglas

IX CA Butte, Imperial, Kings, Madera, Merced,
Sutter, Tulare, Yuba

X OR Jackson, Marion, Polk

a
A1l areas are counties, except Louisiana (parishes).



TABLE 6. URBANIZED AREAS REQUESTING EXTENSIONS BEYOND 1982

I TR SRS SRS S SIS I S B S S RS S S S SR N E RS S S E I AR S A S A S SRS S E TSI IITINERTITIRBSEIZT IS

Metropolitan
EPA Region State Area County
: I cT Statewide Fairfield, Hartford,
Litchfield, Middlesex,
New Haven, New London,
. Tolland, Windham
MA Statewide Barnstable, Berkshire,
Bristol, Dukes, Essex,
Franklin, Hampden,
Hampshire, Middlesex,
Nantucket, Norfolk,
Plymouth, Suffolk,
Waorcester
I1 N Statewide Atlantic, Bergen, Burl-
ington, Camden, Cape May,
Cumberland, Essex,
Gloucester, Hudson, Hun-
terdon, Merger, Middlesex,
Monmouth, Marris, Ocean,
Passaic, Salem, Somerset,
Sussex, Union, Warren
NY New York City 8ronx, Kings, Massau, New
York, Queens, Richmond,
Rockland, Suffolk, West-
chester
II1 DE Wilmington New Castle
DC Washington District of Columbia
@ ' MD Baltimore Anne Arundel, Baltimore,
Carrol, Harford, Howard,
) Baltimore City
¥ashington Montgomery, Prince George's
PA Pittsburgh Allegheny, Armstrong, Beave
: Butler, Washington,
Westmoreland
Philadelphia Bucks, Chester, Delaware,
Montgomery, Philadelphia
Allentown Lehigh, Northampton
YA Washington Arlington, Fairfax, Loudon
Prince Nilliam
Iv KY Cincinnati Boone, Campbell, Kenton
Louisville Jefferson
v iL Chicago Cook, DuPage, Kane, Lake,
McHenry, Will
St. Louis Madison, Monroe, St.Clair
IN Louisville Clark, Floyd
Chicago Lake, Porter
MI Detroit Macomb, Oakland, Wayne
OH Cincinnati Butler, Clermont,
Hamilton, Marren
Cleveland Cuyahoga, Lake, Lorain,
Medina
Wl Milwaukee Kenosha, Milwaukee,

0Ozaukee, Racine, Waukesha

(Continued)
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TABLE 6. (Continued)

Metropolitan
£2A Region State Area County
Vi TX Houston Harris
Vil MO St. Louis Franklin, Jefferson, St.

VIII co
ur

IX CA

X OR

WA

Denver

Salt Lake City

San Francisco
Bay Area

North Central
Coast
Stockton
South Coast

Santa Barbara
Fresno
VYentura-0Oxnard
Sacramento
San Diego
Portland

Seattle
Yancouver

Charles, St. Louis County
and City

Adams, Arapahoe, Boulder,
Denver, Douglas, Jefferson

Davis, Salt Lake

San Mateo, Alameda, Contra
Costa, Marin, Napa, San
Francisco, Santa Clara, Yol
Solano, Sonoma, Stanislaus
Monterey, San Benito, Santa
Cruz, San Joaquin

San Joaquin .
Orange, San Bernadino, Los
Angeles, Riverside

Santa Barbara

Fresno

Ventura

Sacramento, E1 Dorado,
Solano, Placer

San Diego

Clackamas, Multnomah,
Washington

King, Pierce, Snohomish
Clark




TABLE 7. 1984 SIP CALL AREAS
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::) EPA Region State Area Reason
IT1 PA Scranton (Lackawanna Co.) Violation
Wilkes Barre (Luzerne Co.) Std. in Scranton
81-82
VA Richmond City-Henrico Co.
Chesterfield Co. Violation 83
IV AL Jefferson Co. Violation 81-83
FL Dade Co. Violation 81-82
Broward Co. Violation 81-82
Palm Beach Co. Violation 81-82
GA Atlanta Metropolitan Area Violation 81-83
Clayton Co. Violation 81-83
Cobb Co. Violation 81-83
Coweta Co. Violation 81-83
Dekalb Co. Violation 81-83
Douglas Co. Violation 81-83
Fayette Co. Violation 81-83
Fulton Co. Violation 81-83
Gwinnett Co. Violation 81-83
Henry Co. Violation 81-83
"~ Paulding Co. Violation 81-83
s Rockdale Co. Violation 81-83
™ Memphis - Shelby Co. Yiolation 83
) IN St. Joseph Co. Failure to
submit RACT
Elkhart Co. Failure to
submit RACT
OH Portage Co. Violation 81-83
Summit Co. Violation 81-83
VI LA Baton Rouge Violation 83
0K Tulsa Co. Violation 83
X Dallas Co. Violation 83
Denton Co. Yiolation 83
Tarrant Co. Violation 83
E1 Paso Co. Violation 83
IX AL Maricopa Co. Violation 82
CA Kern Co. Violation 82

NV Clark Co. Yiolation 82-83




TABLE 8. 1985 SIP CALL AREAS
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EPA Region State Area Reason @
VII MO Kansas City Metro. area Violation 83-84
Clay Co. Violation 83-84
Jackson Co. Yiolation 83-84
Platte Co. Violation 83-84
KS Johnson Co. Violation 83-84
Wyandotte Co. Violation 83-84
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TABLE 9. STATES CLASSIFIED AS ATTAINMENT FOR QZONE - VOC
1“3 REGULATIONS ARE NOT REQUIRED
~ EPA Region State
I Yermont
II1 West Virginia
IV Mississippi
v Minnesota
VII Iowa
Nebraska
VIII Montana
North Dakota
South Dakota
Wyoming
IX Hawaii
X Alaska
Idaho
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REGION III

Delaware
District of Columbia

Maryland :

Pennsylvania ”L.,Ui - ::
Virginia
' West Virginia

. NOTE: The entire State of West Virginii has’ bem" Leh
classified as an atta1nment areaffor ozone 3

-s«,\»

2 B
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Section
Section
Section
Section
Section
Section
Section
Section
Section
Section
Section
Section
Section
Section
Section
Section

Regulation No. XXIV Control of Volatile Organic Compound Emissions
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16.

DELAWARE

General provisions

Petition for alternative control (reserved)
Disposal of volatile organic compounds (reserved)
Gasoline dispensing facilities ~ Stage I
Delivery vessels

Bulk gasoline plants

Bulk gasoline terminals

Petroleum liquid storage

Surface coating operations

Miscellaneous petroleum refinery sources

Solvent metal cleaning

Cutback asphalt

Dry cleaning

Petroleum refinery component leaks

Rotagravure and flexographic printing

Manufacture of synthesized pharmaceutical products
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DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
Section 8-2:707 Control of Organic Compounds

) Storage of petroleum products

) Volatile organic compounds or gasoline loading into tank trucks, trailers
and railroad tank cars

) Volatile organic compounds or gasoline transfer vapor control

) Control of evaporative losses from the filling of vehicular fuel tanks

) Dry cleaning operation

) Organic solvents

) Pumps and compressors

) Waste gas disposal from ethylene producing plant

) Waste gas disposal from vapor blow-down system

) Solvent cleaning (degreasing)

) Asphalt operations
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MARYLAND

10.18.06 General Emission Standards, Prohibitions, and Restrictions

.06 Volatile organic compounds

10.18.11 Control of Petroleum Refineries and Petroleum Product Installations,
including Asphalt Paving, Asphalt Concrete Plants, Motor Vehicle Fuel
Storage, and Use of Waste Qils

.02 Asphalt paving
.04 Petroleum refineries

10.18.13 Control of Gasoline and Volatile Organic Compound Storage and Handling

.01 Definitions

.02 Applicability

.03 Large storage tanks

.04 Loading operations in areas III an IV

.05 Gasoline leaks from tank trucks and vapor control system in areas III
and IV

10.18.21 Vb]atile Organic Compounds from Specific Processes

.01 Definitions

.02 Applicability, determining compliance, and reporting
.03 Automotive and light-duty coating

.04 Can coating

.05 Coil coating

.06 Large appliance coating

.07 Paper, fabric, and vinyl coating

.08 Metal furniture coating

.09 Yolatile organic compound metal cleaning

.10 Graphic Arts

.11 [Reserved]

.12 Dry cleaning facilities

.13 Miscellaneous metal coating

.14 Manufacture of synthesized pharmaceutical products




{eAouddy Jajem snupu
‘6uivod jo |eb/qL 6°2 L0°1Z°81°01  Jadeq Bujjeo) asejuns

{eAoaddy J4330M snujw $110) (233
*Gugeod jo eb/qL 9°2 G0°12°81°0T Bujye0) 3de4ung

. L°€ buy
-3002 punodwod |v3s pu3
G°G Aedds weas
ap}s ued 333)d aduy)
FAL'; Bujjeod
pPuU3 J0}433Xd ULd 3234d
oM} *Aeads Apoq 40}493
-u} 323jd 33ayy pue om}
8°2 YS}UJRAIIAD § 3R0I3SRG
¢(40}433x3 uwd ada4d
OM3 JO SYS|UARAJIAO °JU}
g °1X3) 3002350q 133YS

Jojem snuju

LeAouaddy teb/qt ¥0°12°81°01 sue) bupivoy aoezung
g'd Japedaa jeupd
8'2 3e02do)
8°2 ?304uns Jawjad
2°1 1002 3uwjad

A97eM snuju 6u}3e0) 3IvJANS ¥onuy

LeAoaddy teb/qL £0°12°81°01 A3ng 34641 9 o3ny

SJuaumo) uo 12y vd3 suo}jduaxy JUaW3J jnbay 40 jjwi] 33elS ‘oN ‘Gay Ka062309

aaowy3Leg 40 A3} 9y3 pue *sapjunoy uojbujysem pue sabuoag 3dujud
*K13w0B3uOW ‘PURMOH ‘pJOjdeH *[]0440) ‘3s0w}llRg ¢ |Ipundy 3uuy  :3IDVYIA0D IIHAVY903D
{861 :31vQ INIWNIVLILY

€11 uodudy ‘uiojoso Ay3 : "
9 0 [ 3bed L4d [AUIBW  :SNOILdW3X3 TVH3INI9 ONVIAYWW  :3LVIS

) ® D



wu\wﬁxmu._owu:.:
K3 ouded ._-m uoo.owm

Kauapaty4a 4area4b

40 (wnba ga juemdinba Jaylo

J0 *wa}sks A13a02a4 Jodea tyuRy
aanssaad *s|vas pue jood Bujpjeoil

syue] jooy paxid
u} spinbi wnajou3dd

[vAouddy eisd G T> dAL SOY J0A Y3iu paddinba visd T1> *d°A andl VEQ°€1°8T°0T
$924N0S Au43uy a3y
SNoauR| [0S W
*$P3JR JUBWUERIIVUOU
3yl u} ISIXd sal LeAOaddy suojje|nbas oN M jaubey
-1Lio%) ou Jey] pap4 40 uojye|nsu]
-3432 sey 330§ Ayl 30 bupyvo) adwjyung
$9Y230IS puR SOty jo Jjedas sajuwd} (ddy abueq
[RAOLddy 403 sdanboey bupkap-yaind J931PM snujw *Bujieod jo (e6/q| 8°2 90°12°81°01 Bujieoy 3dcegung
adnjpuang (R
LeAoaddy Jajem snupw *6upjvoa jo [eb/ql 0°€  80°12°81°01 Gujp3eoy Idvyung
J33eM Snujw
*Bupjeod jo (eb/qL 8°c - Bujavod (AujA
J338M SNy S$ajaqed
|eAoaddy ‘6ujie0d jo eb/q| 6°2 - BupIe0d ajuqey  £0°12°81°01 Bujivo) 3desung
SIUNM0) U041y vd3 suo{jduex3 juawad nbay 40 w7 3RS -oN ‘bay Ka0baje)

9 jo Z abed

ONVIAYW  :3LVIS



[eAoaddy

13 512>
- saaseaubap vmw_go»a>:ou

¥ g°01> - OAL0

010-8L W1
dOVSW u} saanpadoad pue juawdinba
Bujzp)3n 3noy3pm Bujuea(d> (e3aw J0A ON
919 03 Je|jwys - Ssaswvaubap pazja0Laauo)
919 03 av|jwis - QALO
513 03 AR jS - SJ3URID PlO)

60°12°81°01

bujura(y te3aW JuaAlog

LeAoaddy

3ndybnoayy
*6ae Ajyjuow eb 000*02>

wagsAs (043U0d abaryoSip JodeA 2A}303343
ALienba ue 40 SUOISSIUW JO |04IUOD %06
3sea| e jo a|qedes waysks aoueiq Jodep

(1)
8¥0°€1°81°01

I abess
SU0$3R3S 3J}AU3S

{eAcaddy

_3ndybno.y;

Aep/1eb 000°02> wWaIsAs maN
3ndybnoayy Aep/ieb

000° 09> WISAs Bupysyxy

*sbuj33 Ly asayy wody J0A

30 25Pa1a4 JUdABD 03 Se 0S uoj3IPu
-uodsp uodn 3s0d Aevopjowoyne [[im
pue 3y63 aodea ase yopym sbupilny
\3im paddinba wa3shAs A4sa0d34 Jodep

VY¥0°E€1°81°01

LILUTUVET
Sujpeoy aujjosey

|eAoaddy

(e)(1)(8) ui
aunssaad abneb jo aduepaadx’
juaaaad 03 juawdinba bujpeo)

aujjoseb pue sjuswaua jnbau
wd3sAS |043u0d sodep (e)

‘433 eM

40 S?You} 81 40 dunssaad abneb

@ 0] PIIENdeAd 40 ‘uIjeM JO

sayou} 81 j0 aunssaad abneb e

03 Paz}unssaad uaym saynujw §

U} J433eM JO SAYOU} £ uey3l 0w

10u o abueyd aunssaad e ugey
-ujew 3snw syondy yuey (e)(L)(9)

850°€1°81°01

sjuwfg duj|0sey y|ng

SUBUI0Y)

uo}3dy vd3l

suo}3dwax3y

JudwaJ gnbay 40 3pwpy 93RS

‘oN ‘bay

Aa0b6a3v)

9 jo ¢ abey

@

ONYIAYWW  :31VIS

%)



o 0°¢ pagpue3s
433deyd 'y Bujyeoy 4e31)
Siy3 jo o1 -c0° ‘bay duewI0j43d YBIH
Aq pa4anod suojiedadg (491em snupu) paj{ddy - s349d
J0A Aep/qy 02> Buj3vo) jo 196/sqy sadAy Buj3Ieo) g1z st ol 1¥I9W_SNO3UR] |35 K
LeAOaddy :Sp4epuUR}S SUOLSS W3 30 Bujjeoy aswvjung
sjuawaajnbau [vuop3eaado 43yl
‘bupjuan 49330
sanoy 2> *juauodwod Sujyesy 3o ajed
-394 49340 Alajejpaumu) ¢pinbyy Bupyeay
S| |vas uaym Alajejpauw; - uojjdsdsuj
sA1noom
s£[4934end ‘L) enuuy - bupdoljuon
wdd po*o1> sjuauodwod Bupyes| Ajpjuap) pue bey -
{eAaoaddy abuavyosyp Aaaugsay SAUp ST UIYIIM ed{ ajedady - syean
sjuauodwo) Supyeat (J)r0°11°81°01 Aa3uy say
1000 aujad
bupjeajauad v se A{ajos asn
A4ussasau se
ST Li4dy ybnoayy ST 4890330
wo4j uojjedjdde 4o asn ay})
K4essazau s§
terouddy 3bvaozs aidyoors ayy(-buol asn wody Pa3iqIyosd 20°11°81°01 3teydsy x2eq3n)
S3UdUALOY) uo}39v vd3 suojdwax3 juawaJa jnbay 40 3lwiy 9IS *oN *Bay K106330)

9 Jo p abey

ONYTAYW  :3LVIS



*64-1-1 34043Q paj(eisuy
9}A3p [043U02 1030}
~pdpoaad 23301504333 (9
~Bujsuapuod pue uakip
L3400 (aA ybpy ape-q0y
e bujaey Bupjujud qam
. Bujjuiad apjxay
aun'LoA Aq 10p > 4310M
YIiM paxju j§ awn|oA
£qQ £52> S WUy 3O JUIU0D
teAoaddy J0A 3¢ Bujjujad (oY

£58< Aq

paonpad s} abaeyosip ssajun bupjupad
QoM wo4) suojssjwd J0A Aep/sql SI>
%S5. uojIedliqnd

259 bujbexyoey

209 AydeaBoxai4

:£q painpaa s} abawydsyp

SSa|un SUOLSS{Wd J0A Aep/sql 0SS>

or°12°81°01 s34y 2jydeay

suotje|nbaa oy

aunjoeinuey
341) 49qqny

eisd G 1> Yaim 0N
‘K31oedes |eb 0002>

J0A j0 Aep/ql ST>
30 suo)ssjwy |e}jIudloyg

ajqsssod se £ snoy3padxa se syea| ajeday
*$SI0A UPRIUOD YOYm
$4331}3 pue abnijajusd J3A0I 10 3so|du3
eisd G0° 3@

13S SIUIA UOJIRAJISUOD - danssaud

40 ‘SUOLSSIWA J0A IO UOEIDNPAS U}
JUBLIL4 %06 *wasAs duvjeq sodep

J0A Aep/sql o

40 abavyasip J0A O UOEIINPAL %06

07 j0
e)sd Bupkaea y3m aanjeaadudy

seb 3343N0 uo SuOj3Ie3 N}

3unjoeynuey
pr°12°81°01 {e2§3naoRuMRyd

suojjeinbad ON

bujjaued poomietd jo
6ujje0) asejung

Squauo?)

uoi3dy vdl

suo | 3dwaxy

Juawad inbay 40 Jpwpt 33els

‘oN “Bay Ka0b63je)

9 j0 g abey

ONVIAYWW  :31V1S




‘wdIAS [043U0D JUILOL3d L {enbe ue £q J40 .omz pue ~cu 0}
Pazipixo S} J0A 30 %06 P3piAC4d *uoj3vsaujoul Aq paAajyoe aq os|e uwd pavpuels uojssju3 ‘| :SI1ON

934n08
wouy uj O°] paunsvew usym suvdosd
40 Jjwi| dA|so(dxa Jamol JO X00T>
., *SOUR 0] SUOJSS|Nd JO UO}IRJIUIIUOY .
Jeak Yoed
UOEIRIL 413492 URIQO 03 SIS WNNJVA
pue aunssaad ssud jsni S19sSIA LuaAl(3d
Su0}32j43sad abueyd aunssaud S0°€1°81°01 SYINAL Jur) 3uj{osey

- Bujpdeds)p 340304

Sdy $2< 404 $86ppagaed UOPIRATLES UPRLQ

seM

39 6Y 001/20A 6Y 09> - swoijoq L{13S

2asem Jam 5% 001/90A Jo By §2>

- $431[}4 Y1499 Snoddewole}g

P13 |we J0A 0 Awdd 0OT> 40 SuOLSS W

J0A U} UOLIINPIJ JUBLILSR 206
aua|AyjaoJoydaad poyaw Ud|AY3a040(Y343d
teaouddy 30 yjuow/ieb 66> {043u03 ybnoays ISNRYXI JUIA 21°12°81°01 - Bupuwa|afag

fuj3sal pue suojjdedsuj (enuurjwas
SN U} Jou uaym pasaacd sbujuadg
334/zu4 071> @je(nundae deb uy 8/1< -
{09S 300U} PUR WIOFjuUn -
sbujuado *saevay *sajoy ou -

|eds
K31oudes 186 000°0P> A.4vpuodas pajunouw-pd snohuljuoy - jyuej jooy Bupivoyd
LeAoaddy uysd G 1> dAL U3 Im J0A sepsd 1> dAL Y3M J0A 40d 8€0°€1°81°01 *3b6403§ pinb)] wn3joalag
Sjuaumo) uo}3oy vdi suo}3dwax3 JuUaWIANbaY 40 Jjw)] RS ‘oN *Bay Ka0baje)

9 jo 9 abey ONVIAYW  :3LVIS



s
Y
@
.

N N R T BE B PN BN B B U T B BN Bl B S B
6?,

129.
129.
129.

129.
129.
129.

129.

129.
129.
129.
129.
129.

129.
129.
129.
129.
129.
129.
129.
129.

PENNSYLVANIA

Sources of Volatile Organic Compounds

General

Surface coating processes

Alternative standards allowing internal effects for surface coating
facilities

Seasonal operation of auxiliary incineration equipment

Petroleum refineries - specific sources

Storage tanks greater than 40,000 gallons (152,000 liters) capacity
containing volatile organic compounds

Storage tanks less than or equal to 40,000 gallons (152,000 liters)
capacity containing volatile organic compounds

Petroleum refineries - fugitive sources

Bulk gasoline terminals

Bulk gasoline plants

Small gasoline storage tank control (stage I control)

General standards for bulk gasoline terminals, bulk gasoline plants,
and small gasoline storage tanks

Degreasing operations

Cutback asphalt paving

Ethylene production plants

Compliance schedules and final compliance dates

Graphic arts systems

Manufacture of sythensized pharmaceutical products

Manufacture of pneumatic rubber tires

Perchloroethylene dry cleaning facilities
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VIRGINIA

Emission Standards for Gaseous Pollutants (Rule EX-5)

4,52 Hydrocarbon emissions

General

Effluent water separators

Storage of volatile organic compounds

Bulk loading of volatile organic compounds
Gasoline transfer vapor control

Evaporative losses from filling vehicular tanks
Submerged fill-storage vessel

Pumps and compressors

Waste gas disposal

Liquid organic compounds

Architectural coatings

Disposal and evaporation of liquid organic compounds

— el = O HhD OO TN

4.54 Volatile Organic Compound Emissions - General

General

[Reserved]

Solvent metal cleaning

Disposal

Incinerators/Afterburners

Filling of storage tanks

Volatile organic compound storage - fixed roof tanks
Volatile organic compound storage - floating roof tanks

PN N S, P P~ P P
oW -HhdO OO TN
B et st e

4.55 Volatile Organic Compound Emissions - Coating Industry

General

Plant-wide emission reduction plans
Large appliance coating

Magnet wire coating

Automobile and light duty truck coating
Can coating

Metal coil coating

Paper and fabric coating

Vinyl coating

Metal furniture coating

Miscellaneous metal parts and products coating
Flatwood paneling coating

Graphic arts
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4.57

Volatile Organic Compound Emissions - Petroleum Industry

General %
Gasoline bulk loading - bulk terminals

Miscellaneous petroleum refinery sources

Transfer of gasoline - gasoline dispensing facilities - Stage I

Gasoline bulk loading - bulk plants

Tank trucks/account trucks and associated vapor collection systems

Petroleum liquid storage - fixed roof tanks

Petroleum liquid storage - floating roof tanks

Petroleum refinery fugitive emissions - leaks

Volatile Organic Compound Emissions - Miscellaneous Industry

General

Asphalt paving operations

Synthesized pharmaceutical products manufacturing
Pneumatic rubber tire manufacturing )
Dry cleaning (perchloroethylene)
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C:; WEST VIRGINIA
Chapter 16-20
Regulation XXI - Emissions of VOCs from storage of petroleum liquids in
fixed roof tanks
Regulation XXIII - Emissions of VOCs from bulk gasoline terminals

Regulation XXIV - Emissions of VOCs from petroleum refinery sources
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Appendix 2.0

Transfer Efficiency Guidelines
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Region III Transfer Efficiency Determination Guideline
November 26, 1986

I. Objective

The objective of this guideline is to provide an accept-
able procedure to make an accurate assessment of the amount
of coating solids deposited onto the surface of a coated
object relative to the total amount of coating solids used.
It also describes the demonstration that must be submitted
in support of a source specific SIP revision for an alternate
or equivalent method of compliance or to establish emission
credits based on improved transfer efficiency (TE).

I1. Applicability and Implementation

This guideline applies to sources that propose to
demonstrate compliance with applicable violatile organic
compound (VOC) coating regulations or to establish VOC em-
ission credits based on improved TE. Where the applicable
State SIP does not explicitly provide for compliance or
emission trading based on TE, this guideline describes the
procedures which must be implemented and the testing which
must be accomplished to support the required SIP revision.
Where TE is explicitly addressed in a SIP but no test method
or compliance determination procedure is indicated in the
SIP, this guideline indicates the procedure which should be
implemented to document compliance or credit. EPA Region
III will use this guideline, where appropriate, to confirm
emission credits and compliance.

A facility proposing a compliance program based on TE
must develop a source specific test protocol to demonstrate
compliance or show the amount of credit realized by improved
TE over a baseline period; submit the protocol to the
appropriate regulatory agency for approval; perform the
test procedure in accordance with the approved protocol;
and, submit the test results with a full engineering
description and analysis of the actual test and the results
to the appropriate regulatory agency. Any variations from
the approved protocol should be fully described and the
reasons for any variation should be stated. Compliance
determinations and credits will only be accepted if they are
supported by real, source specific data indicative of actual
operating and production conditions. Except under very
limited circumstances involved with the establishment of a
TE baseline, (see Historical Method, Section XVII B) estimates
of TE based on equipment manufacturer's suggested values
or any other technical analysis which is not supported by
source specific data is not acceptable.



III. Definitions

- applied coating solids - The volume of dried or cured
coating solids which is deposited and remains on the surface
of the coated object (target).

- air atomized spray - Spray coating method in which the
coating is atomized by mixing it with compressed air before
the coating leaves the nozzle.

- airless spray - Spray coating method in which the
coating is -=*omized by forcing it through a small opening at
high pressure. The liquid coating is not mixed with air
before exiting from the nozzle.

- air flow rate - The amount of air circulating through
a spray booth. Air is circulated to keep the levels of
combustibles below the lower explosive limit (LEL) and/or
to comply with OSHA standards.

- automatic electrostatic spray - Electrostatic spray
applied by a robot or other self-acting mechanism where an
electrical charge acting as an attractive agent draws the
coating to the nearest ground (substrate).

-~ atomizing air pressure - The air pressure delivered to
the applicator nozzle to atomize the paint (coating) as it
leaves the applicator nozzle.

- application equipment - The equipment used to apply the
coating to the target. This generally consists of the spray
head and any associated piping, and electrical components
for electrostatic operations.

- baseline data - Data which relates the gquantity and
composition of coatings and associated thinning and purging
solvents, with the application equipment and other parameters
necessary to determine the VOC emissions and TE of coating
equipment on any coating line(s) during a specific baseline
period.

- baseline TE - The TE of application equipment in use
during the baseline period within a specific industrial
category. Baseline TEs have been established for use with
the emission limits recommended in certain control techniques
guidelines (CTGs). The baseline TE for automobile and light
duty truck guidecoat and topcoat operations is 30%. The
baseline for large appliance and metal furniture coating is
60%. Although EPA has not established TE values for sources
covered by the Surface Coating of Miscellaneous Metal
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Parts CTG, it suggests a default value of 60%, except where
higher TEs are likely (e.g., interior coating of tanks,
drums, tubes, etc.). The default value may be used if the
source chooses not to do a baseline test or insufficient
information exists to determine a baseline TE.

- baseline equipment - Application equipment in use during
the baseline period.

- baseline period - The twelve (12) month period immed-
iately preceding the date a State adopted an applicable VOC
coating regulation.

- base coat - Generally the first cclor coat, over a primed
target, of a two coat operation.

- clear coat - Generally the final coat applied over a
base coat.

- coating application pressure - See paint/coating
application pressure.

- coating solids - The nonvolatile component of any coating
being used.

- compliance coating - Coatings which meet the regul-
atory limits specified in approved air pollution control
regulations.

- electrostatic spray application - An electrical charge
supplied at a controlled voltage on an electrode at the spray
gun tip creating an attractive force drawing the paint toward
the nearest ground (substrate).

- film thickness - The thickness of the dry cured coating
on the substrate. Film thickness varies with applicatic .,
but coatings on metals generally range from 0.5 to 4.0 ails.

- low-solvent coating - A coating which contains a sub-
stantially lower amount of VOC's than conventional organic
solvent borne coatings. Low solvent coatings usually fall
into the three major groups of higher solids, waterborne or
powder coatings.
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- line speed - The speed, or movement under normal oper-
ating conditions, of the target through the coating booth and
all associated subsequent operations.

- manual electrostatic spray- Manually applying coatings
using electrostatic spray application equipment.

- mil - A unit of length (thickness) equal to one thous-
andth of an inch.

- nozzle - The end of the coating applicator through
which the coating exits the applicator and which consists of
various configurations and diameter openings depending upon
the spray pattern desired, degree of atomization of the
coating particles and spray application method.

- paint/coating application pressure - The pressure
applied to the coatings to deliver the coatings to the
nozzle.

- purge or line purge - The coating material expelled
from the spray system when clearing it with a solvent or
other cleaning liquids to maintain operating conditions or
prior to using the same equipment for coating additional
objects with different color or composition coatings.

- relative humidity - The amount of water vapor in the air,
expressed as a percentage of the maximum amount that the air
can hold at a given temperature.

- surface area - The total area of the target intended
for coating.

- solvent borne coating - Coating which contains 95% or
more organic solvent in its volatile fraction. If water is
present, it is only present in quantities less than 5%.

- temperature ~ Temperature of the coating prior to
application.

- topcoat - The last coat applied in a coating system.

- TE - The ratio of the amount of coating solids deposited
onto the surface of the coated part to the total amount of
coating solids used.

- viscosity - A measure of a coating's resistance to flow.

- volatile fraction - that part of a coating which consists
of water and VOC.
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- VOC - Any organic compound which participates in
atmospheric photochemical reactions- that is. any organic
compound other than those which the Administrator designates
as having negliqgible photochemical reactivity.

- VOC content - All volatile organic compounds contained
in a coating and expressed as Kilograms of VOC per liter of
coating solids or pounds of VOC per gallon of coating solids.

Iv. Applicable Standard Methods

- ASTM D 1186~06.01 - Thickness of paints/related coatings.
dry film thickness of non-magnetic coatings applied to a
ferrous base.

- ASTM D 1200-06.01 - Standard test method for determining
the viscosity of paints and related coatings by the Ford
viscosity cup test.

- ASTM D 3794-06.01 - Standard test method for determining
the viscosity of coil coatings by the Zahn cup method test.

- ASTM D 1475-60 - Standard test method for determining the
density of paint. varnish lacquer and related products.

- ASTM D 2369-81 - Standard test method for determining the
volatile content of coatings.

n

- ASTM D 3792-79 - Standard test method for determining
the water content of water reducible paint by direct injection
into a gas chromatograph.

- ASTM D 4017-81 Standard test method for determining
the water content in paints by the Karl Fischer titration
method.

- 40 C.F.R.. Part 60, Appendix A, Method 24 (revised July 1.
1985) - To determine the weight of volatile matter, weight of
water. density, and weight of solids of surface coatings.

- 40 C.F.R.. Part 60. Appendix A, Method 2 (revised July 1.
1985) - To determine the velocity and volumetric flow rates.

- Volume of solids should be determined from coating for-
mulation data and diluent addition records. especially where
a chemical reaction may occur in the curing process. The
volume of solids may also be calculated from EPA Method 24
or related ASTM test method results if the density of the
VOC solvent (or solvent blend) is known or can be determined.
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V. Number of Coated Products to be Considered in the Test

A. One Product: Where only one item is coated on a
particular line the actual number of items tested shall be
as follows:

Production/Shift Items Tested
< 33 items 10 items or actual
number coated
33-100 items 30%
100-300 items 30 items
> 300 items 1ng

An exception may be made for the coating of large 1c.ems
such as heavy equipment or because of unique circumstances
where it can be demonstrated that the amount of items suggested
in the table is infeasible or that a reasonably accurate test
can be accomplished w.th . smaller sampling. When using the
weight method it may be reasonable to group a number of items
and weigh them as a group to determine an overall efficiency.

B. Variable Products: Items and groups of items selected
for testing should be representative of typical production
and exemplify the full range of shape, size and groups of
items typically coated. An equivalent number of tests, as
if it were for a single item, will be required for each item
or group of items selected for the TE test. Utilizing the
matrix in "A" above, at virtually no time should less than
ten (10) items be tested; however the number of different
items to be tested may be reduced if the source is willing to
accept results from coating a limited number of items which
are demonstrated to be difficult to coat as a result of their
shape and/or size. The source is responsible for describing
the various items coated and suggesting the items to be
tested. The regulatory agency shall make the final decision
as to which items are to be tested. 1t may also be possible
to group different items when using the weight method and
determine an overall TE.

VIi. Number of Coatings Used in the Test

If numerous coatings are being used which vary signifi-
cantly (>10%) in solids content, water content, VOC content,
coating density or viscosity, or vary in type of coat! -y
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applied (e.g., metallic, lacquer, etc.) then several coatings
should be tested. Selection should be made based on the

list of characteristics stated here and the full range of
v..lakility actually experienced on the job. Where the
coatings used do not vary significantly one typical coating
may be selected. It is the sources responsibility to consider
the various coatings used and suggest which ones should be
tested. The regulatory agency shall make the final decision
as to which coatings are to be tested.

VII. Number of Coating Lines to be Tested

If it can be demonstrated that multiple lines coat the
same items, have the same application equipment and operating
conditions and use the same coatings, only one line needs to
be tested. An individual test should be done on each line
that does not meet this criteria.

VIII. Size Considerations

Care should be taken to include in the test items which
represent the full range of item sizes coated at the plant.
It is preferable to include items near the extremes of the
size range and a typical sized item. Generally, larger
items tend to have higher TEs. 1In order to reduce cost and
minimize testing time, it is considered acceptable to
eliminate or minimize the testing of larger items. The
TE demonstrated on more typical and extremely small items
should produce conservative results which would be acceptable
to the regulatory agency.

IX. Shape Considerations

Generally, flat surfaces demonstrate higher and more
consistent TEs. 1Irregular shaped objects especially those
with crevices and internal corners (e.g., pails, interior
corners of metal cabinets) create special problems when
applying coatings, especially when electrostatic spray equip-
ment is used. As a result, film thickness may vary and TE
determinations based on film thickness measurements may be
subject to error if care is not taken. Care should also be
taken to select a range of item shapes typical of normal
plant production. Tests on irregular shaped objects tend to
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generate lower TE. A plan which minimizes or eliminates TE
testing of flat objects in favor or irreqular shaped ones
would be considered conservative and acceptable. Such a

plan may be proposed to minimize cost or shorten testing
time

X. Establishing Operating Parameters

Tests should be conducted under normal operating/production
conditions. 1If conditions vary significantly from line to
line or among products. several test runs should be considered
which represent the full range of conditions. This requirement
may be relaxed if it can be demonstrated that the conditions
suggested in the test protocol will generate conservative
TE values. If possible. tests should be run during actual
periods of production, especially if applicators are manually
operated.

XI. Coating Characteristics

The following information should be supplied for all
coatings used-

A. Vendor, coating name. coating characteristics (e.g..
metallic/non-metallic. color. acrylic/enamel. etc.) code or
other identification used at the plant.

B. Suppliers material safety data sheets.

C. Amount and type of diluent added per unit of coating
delivered.

D. The as applied analysis of the coating (cee 1V
Applicable Standard Methods).

Based on the variation in coatings used, the source should
suggest coatings for the test with a full range of characteristics
(also see VI, "Number of Coatings Used in the Test"). Several
coatings must be tested if there is a significant variance in
characteristics (>10%) such as solids. density., VOC content,
water content. and viscosity.

The test protocol should include provisions to take and
analyze coating samples at the beginning and at the
conclusion of the test.
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XII. Measurement of the Amount of Coatings Used

The protocol must provide for the actual measurement of
each coating used. This may be accomplished by using an
appropriate weight measurement device to weigh the coating
supply tank or an appropriate calibrated flow meter. The
volume or weight of coating used may be determined by either
method by directly reading the measurement device or by
multiplying or dividing the readings by the coating density,
as appropriate. The actual measurement device should be
determined based on source specific considerations and the
accuracy needed in the measurement device.

XIIT. Purge

If purge is not recycled or recovered, it must be included
with the amount of coatings applied. If the purge is recovered
or recycled. the test protocol should measure the raw solvent
usage on a weight or volume basis before and after testing
and it should be eliminated from consideration in calculating
the actual TE.

XIV. Test Conditions

Tests should be conducted under conditions typical
of actual production. Testing during normal production is
encouraged. especially for systems which include manual (as
opposed to automatic) application techniques. If testing
cannot be conducted during normal operating hours. considerable
care must be taken to simulate actual production conditions
during the test. Fully automatic systems tend to be more
amenable to testing during periods other than typical production.
In these systems, application rate 1line speed. coating appli-
cation time and other production variables tend to be very
constant compared to manual systems.

XV. Apparatus
- spraying equipment - This system consists of paints/

coatings being sprayed, the associated hoses conveying
the paints/coatings to the spray guns and the applicators.

- weighing equipment - This consists of the equipment
necessary to weigh the components being painted/coated. both
prior to painting and after painting to determine the weight
of the applied solids. Additionally. this includes the
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equipment necessary to weigh the coating supply vessel prior
to, during, and after all testing has been completed.

Select an appropriate weight measurement device capable
of detecting difference within + 0.05% between the weight of
the coating (estimated), plus substrate and the original
substrate weight.

- painting/coating thickness gauges - These gauges/instruments
shall be used to determine the thickness of the paint/coatings
on the coated object.

- flow meter - This meter shall measure the amount of paint/
coating material flowing through the flow meter to the nozzle of
the applicator. Ideally, this device should be obstructionless
and not be affected by paint chemistry, paint viscosity, paint
density, or paint temperature. It should be accurate to within
two percent. Although a higher degree of accuracy is
desireable, as a practical matter, flow meters with greater
accuracy than + 2% are not available as of this writing.

- line speed measurement device - This device should be able
to measure the speed of the target through the spray booth.

- viscosity measurement device - Standardized devices used to
measure the viscosity of the coatings.

- paint application gauges - Gauges capable of measuring
the amount of paint going to the applicator nozzle.

- air pressure gauges - Gauges capable of measuring the
air pressure delivered to the applicator nozzle.

- temperature sensors - These devices shall be capable of
measuring the temperature of the coating in the coating contain-
ers as the coating operation is being performed.

- humidity gauges - Standardized gauges capable of measuring
the humidity within the paint booth (e.g., sling hydrometer).

XVI. Establishing Baseline TE

Where a baseline TE has been established by EPA, that
value shall be used or the source may choose to use the 60%
default value where appropriate (see definition of baseline
TE). Otherwise, baseline TE shall be established by the
source as follows:




11

A. Locate sources in the same industrial category (SIC)
coating similar objects. This may be done by reviewing
EPA's compliance data system (CDS) listings and SIC codes
with appropriate follow-up calls to EPA regional offices and
State agencies.

B. Contact State inspectors familiar with sources
identified to determine application equipment used during the
baseline period (see III.). At a minimum 10% of the sources
identified but not less than 10 or the actual number of
sources identified, which ever is less, must be evaluated.

C. Based on "A" & "B" above, establish baseline TE as
follows:

1. Where baseline equipment is currently in use at
the source in question, perform TE test by weight or volume
method as appropriate. Perform historical test to confirm
and support weight or volume test results. Baseline TE will
be the demonstrated TE unless historical data indicates a
significantly higher rate. 1In that case the historical
value will be used.

2. Where the baseline equipment had been but is no
longer used at the source in question, perform historical
test. The result will be the baseline TE.

3. Where baseline equipment had not been used at the
source in question, it was used but records are inadequate,
or a default value is inappropriate, the-baseline TE shall
be the highest TE value reported by the manufacturer for
that type of application equipment, regardless of the character-
istics of the object being coated, or the values indicated in
the table below.

Alternate TEs

Application Method TE

air-atomized 0.40

airless spray 0.45

manual electrostatic spray 0.60

non-rotating automatic 0.85
electrostatic spray

rotating head electrostatic 0.90

spray (manual and automatic)
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dip coat 0.85
flow coat 0.85
electrodepositin 0.95
powder application 0.95

D. Where the baseline equipment is a mix of different
applicator types, the baseline TE shall be the sum of the
products of the fraction of each applicator type used, as
determined by the survey (if possible), times the TE value
from C-3 above. Otherwise, it shall be the arithmetic averge
of the TE value from C-3 above. If the source is using the
same mix of application equipment suggested by the survey
(regardless of the number or percentages of applicator types
indicated) the mix of actual applicator types used at the
source shall be considered baseline.

XVII. Procedures

A. Lab/Tin Foil Method

1. Applicability - To determine the TE of a difficult
to weigh body/target or where the overspray component has
to be eliminated by considering only those areas that should
be coated.

2. Special Considerations - ‘This method is generally
performed in a laboratory under controlled conditions. Each
object (target) is closely wrapped in aluminum foil and
painted/coated. Because process variables may be held more
constant, the results would tend to indicate a higher TE
than if a TE test was conducted in an actual production
mode. All measurements taken and equipment used
shall be recorded.

3. Procedures

a. Bake a clean target to a constant weight,
using an approved calibrated weight device (e.g., electronic
load cell).

b. Weigh all the foil and tape to be used and
cover the body with the foil and tape where necessary. All
remaining tape and foil are weighed. The foil covered object
is then weighed.
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c. The paint/coating pressurized system,
including the tubing/hoses and applicator gun(s), are weighed.
The object/target is then coated, closely simulating normal
plant conditions, and baked, following normal plant baking
conditions. Allow the object/target to cool to ambient
conditions. The pressurized system, tubing and applicator
gun(s), including unused paint are then reweighed. The
weight of the paint used is determined by subtracting the
ending weight from the beginning weight. In lieu of the
weight measurements being taken, appropriate metering of the
amounts of coatings used is acceptable.

d. The painted foil covered object is reweighed.
The net increase in weight due to the coating solids deposited
onto both the intended areas and oversprayed areas is determined
by the difference in the weight of the foil covered target,
from the unpainted target.

e. The foil is then removed and film thickness
measurements are made at predetermined locations, to c-:ain
an average film thickness that represents both the easily
reached and more difficult areas of the object.

f. All the painted foil and.tape is removed
from the object, collected and weighed. The body, with
painted foil and tape removed, is reweighed to determine the
weight of the dry paint solids caused by any overspray deposited
onto an object's surface not specified for coating.

g. The results of all these weighings enable
two independent material balances to be made to check the
validity of the gravimetric data. By identifying the weighed
conditions as follows, the mass balances may be expressed
mathematically.

All available clean foil and tape;

Baked clean body;

Unpainted foil and tape covered body;

All unused clean foil and tape;

Painted foil and tape covered body, baked and
cooled;

Painted body (overspray), foil and tape removed;
and

G = All painted foil and tape

moOwy
[ T [ [ I 1

T
1]

h. Balance all clean materials before spraying
A+B=C+D
i. Balance materials after spraying

E=F +G



14

j. To calculate TE, each paint with characteristics
which vary by greater than ten percent (>10%) must be tested.
Volume fraction solids is determined using ASTM D2697-73.

The viscosities of each paint are measured using an approved
method. Using a standard gallon weight cup, paint densities
are determined using approved ASTM methods. The average
film thickness is determined using an approved ASTM method
and the total area coated must be measured. If the total
area coated cannot reasonably be determined, then the weight
method for determining TE should be used.

4. Data Analysis and Calculations Percent TE is
calculated by using one of the following formulas.

% TE (volume basis)=

[total area ][Avg. film ] [1 ft. ] [7.48 gall
[coated (ft2)] [thickness (mils)] [ 12,000 mils] [ __ft3 ] X[100]
[volume fraction solids] [gal. coating used]

% TE (weight basis)=

[lbs. coating on target] X [100]
[gal. coating used] [coating density] [wt. fraction solids]

B. Historical Method

1. Applicability - To make baseline TE determinations
where the source in question is using or has used baseline
equipment.

2. Special Consideration - Must have adequate records
and technical data tc support any conclusion. Where equipment
is still in use, a weight or volume test is also required.

3. Procedures

a. Records and characteristics of coatings and
diluents for the baseline year must be evaluated to determine
the actual amounts and types of coatings applied.

b. Records of production for the baseline year
must be evaluated to determine the actual production amounts
for each object coated and type of coating used.

c. DNData indicating the amount of coating solids
applied (film thickness x surface area or weight) must be
available. Relevant information may be available through
product quality control testing records.
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d. Determine the approximate historical TE
(see Data Analysis and Calculations section below

e. Determine baseline application equipment
information: Manufacturer; type (electrostatic, air atomized,
etc.); normal operating conditions; and manufacturers suggested
TE range.

f. Perform an engineering analysis of the data
collected in items "a" through "e" above and calculate/estimate
the baseline TE. All calculations, rationale and assumptions
must be specified.

g. Compare the historical TE calculated in '4d'
above to the baseline estimate derived in 'f' above.

h. The baseline TE shall be the higher of the
two TE's evaluated in "g'"above.

4. Data Analysis and Calculations

The historical TE = HTE

HTE = CA x NO (units must be consistent; either
TCU weight or volume is acceptable)

Where CA is the amount of coating solids per object; NO
is the number of objects coated in the baseline year; and
TCU is the total amount of coating solids used in the baseline
year.

C. Weight Method

1. Applicability - Determine TE of application
equipment in use regardless of the characteristics of the
item coated.

2. Special Considerations - Valid for most coating
operations and especially useful for small and/or odd shaped
objects. It may allow for the weighing of groups of objects.
Where only part of an object 1s to be coated, this method
may give high TE results by including overspray on areas not
intended to be coated. If the potential error is 2% or
greater as a result of overspray, either the tin foil method
or volume method should be used.
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3. Procedures

a. Establish Precoating Weight of Object(s) to

be Coated:

(1) Objects(s) to be coated should be clean
and free from all foreign matter.

(2) Select an appropriate weight measurement
device capable of detecting difference within + 0.05% between
the weight of the coating (estimated) plus substrate and the
original substrate weight.

(3) "Zero" weight measurement device before
each weighing.

(4) Identify or tag objects to be coated and
record identification reference.

(5) Weigh each item to be coated twice and
record each measurement. If the difference between measurements
exceeds 0.10% of the estimated weight of the coating to be
applied, the object should be reweighed. 1If the third measure-
ment does not agree with one of the previous measurements,
check measurement device and procedures, take corrective
action as necessary and repeat the entire procedure.

(6) At least two observers must read and
agree on each weight measurement.

(7) Weight measurements should not be taken
until all movement (swaying, rocking, etc.) has ceased and
the measurement device and the object are at complete rest.
Where practicable, the weight measurement should take place
at a location free from vibration, air currents or other
conditions which may affect an accurate measurement.

(8) As a confidence check (optional), place
the object to be coated on the measurement device, weigh the
object and record the reading. Add a known weight to the
object (approximately = 10% of the weight increase anticipated
from the coating). If the difference is within + 1.0% of the
known weight, confidence in the accuracy of the measurement
is high.




17

b. DNetermining the Amount of Coating Used:

(1) The coating supply volume must be metered
or weighed to determine the amount of coating being used per
object {(or group of objects) actually coated. Weighing
procedures should be the same as that indicated in "a"
for the object being coated.

above

(2) The coatings in the supply vessel should
be mixed or agitated to ensure that no settlement within the
vessel occurs which may tend to affect the ultimate TE calculated.

(3) Establish initial amount of coating
available by weighing or establishing initial volume reading
of the meter and record

(4) Coat object(s).

(5) Reweigh paint suppIy or read paint supply
volume meter and record

(6) If purging is used to clear lines in
between coating color changes or to prevent line clogging.
then additional measurements may be required. If plant
practice is to recycle or otherwise reclaim the purge stream.
then its volume should not be included as part of the TE
calculation. However. if the purge stream is not recycled
or reclaimed. then the quantity of coating lost during the
purge should be included in the TE calculations.

c. Post Coating Weighing

(1) Allow coated objects to fully dry (and
cure if appropriate) and return to ambient conditions, especially
temperature (Note- If the object being coated has hollow areas.
crevices or similar areas where air pockets may occur, warm
air resulting from drying ovens may create a buoyant effect
which will give a low erroneous weight reading). Drying
and/or curing should be accomplished in a manner typical of
normal production conditions.

(2) Weigh and record measurements as in-
above.

L

dicated in "a
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d. Coating Samples: Coating samples should be
taken at the beginning and the end of each test period.
Coating samples must be analyzed on a weight -and/or volume
basis for total volatiles, water, VOC solids, coating density
and viscosity in accordance with the test methods specified
in Section 1V, Applicable Standard Methods. Manufacturer's
formulation information should be noted but not relied on
since this information is an average and may vary between
batches of coating.

e. Other Measurements: The following parameters
must also be measured and/or recorded in the spray booth or
area in which the coating is being applied:

(1) Air circulation rate through the paint
booth.

(2) Speed of targets through paint booth and
actual amount of time the target spends in the booth.

(3) Type of spray application equipment and
method of painting (e.g., manual air-atomized, robotic electro-
static, etc.).

(4) Voltage applied to the electrostatic
application equipment.

(5) Orifice size and configuration of nozzle
on application equipment. :

(6) Coating application pressure and atomizin
air pressure. )

(7) Paint visceosity and temperature.
(8) Paint booth humidity.

4. Data Analysis and Calculations

a. The weights used to calculate the TE shall be
the average of the two readings taken (or the two consistent
readings if three (3) measurements are made).

b. Determine and record the density of each coating
used during the test. This shall be determined by testing in
accordance with ASTM method D 1475-60.
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c. Determine and record the weight fraction of
the solids content of the coating by testing in accordance
with Section IV, Applicable Standard Methods.

d. Determine and record the weight of the coating
used during the test.

e. Calculating % TE.
(1) The weight of coating solids applied = CA
CA = OF - 01

Where OF is the average final weight of the object(s)
and OI'is the average initial weight of the object(s).

(2) The weight of coatings solids used = CU
- 1f the supply is weighed
CU = (CI - CF) s
Where CF is average final weight of the coating container
after the product run, CI is the average initial weight
of the coating container before the product run and S is the
weight fraction of solids in the coating.
- if the coating supplied is metered.
CU = (Mg - Mp) D¢S
Where Mp is the final meter reading, My is the initial
meter reading, and D, is the density of the coating and S is
the weight fraction of solids in the coating.
(3). Transfer Efficiency = % TE
(x)
$ TE = CA (y)
Cu

Where x is the toal number of objects coated and y is
the total number of objects weighed.
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(4) Where several different coatings are
being tested the overall TE = OTE.
n

OTEc= Z $TE { U

i=1

Where % TEj is the % TE for each coating tested and Uj
is the use factor where:

Where AU; is the actual amount of a particular coating used
in the previous 2 year period and AUT is the actual amount
of all tested coatings used in the same 2 year period.

(5) Where several different type objects are

coated on the same line the overall TE = OTEq,
n

OTEgy = E : ¥ TOjaj

1 =1

Where % TOj is the % TE for each object tested and aj is
the use factor where

Where AO; is the actual amount of the particular object
coated in the previous 2 year period and AOT is the actual
amount of all tested objects coated in the same 2 year period.

D. Volume Method

1. Applicability - To determine the TE of application
equipment in use provided that film thickness and surface ‘
area can be accurately determined.

2. Special Considerations - Not applicable for odd
shaped or small objects where multiple accurate film thickness
measurements are infeasible or doubtful. The results obtained
using this method, versus the weight method, may tend to
indicate lower TEs with identical coatings and application
equipment. This uccurs primarily because the volume method
includes only those areas intended for coating whereas the
weight method includes not only areas intended for coating,
but also those that had been coated by any overspray.
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3. Procedures

a. Determine and record the total surface area
of the areas intended to be coated. Take at least 2 f£ilm
thickness measurements per object for small objects and one
per square foot of furface area for larger objects. These
measurements shall be as representative as possible of areas.
that may be expected to have varying film thickness. A
sketch with designated points for measurement is suggested
where a large number of measurements is required.

(1) If some areas of targets to be coated
are or may reasonably be expected to have film thicknesses
which may vary by more than 25%, then th 1ircas to be coated
should be sketched out on a diagram. The sketch should be
divided into a matrix with film thickness measurements taken
at all points, indicated on the diagram, that may be expected
to vary.

(2) Wrere coatings of significantly different
characteristics or compositions (>10%) are used then film
thickness measurements should be taken on several coatings,
see Section VI, Number of Coatings Used in the Test.

(3) Film thickness measurements shall be
taken before coating, if the areas are primed, and after
each subsequent coating. These measurements shall be taken
at all points consistent with the pattern (locations) and
marked on the diagram discussed in (1) above.

(4) The average film thickness is multiplied
by the surface area of each target intended to be coated.

b. Determine Paint Flow Measurement or Usage

(1) The volume of paint used can be determined
either directly by using a flow meter or indirectly by
calculation. The indirect method requires that the coating
be weighed in a container, that the container weight be
subtracted, and that the volume be determined by dividing by
the coating density.



22

(2) The coatings in the container should be
mixed or agitated to ensure that no settlement within the
container occurs which would tend to affect the ultimate TE
calculated.

(3) Establish initial amount of coating
available by weighing or establishing initial volume reading
of the flow meter and record.

(4) Coat object(s).

(5) Reweigh paint supply or read paint supply
volume meter and record.

(6) If purging is used to clear lines in
between coating color changes or to prevent line clogging,
then additional measurements may be required. If plant
practice is to recycle or otherwise reclaim the purge stream,
then its volume should not be included as part of the TE
calculation. However, if the purge stream is not recycled
or reclaimed, then the quantity of coating lost during the
purge should be included in the TE calculations.

c. Analysis of Coatings

Coating samples should be taken at the beginning and
conclusion of each test. Coating samples must be analyzed
for weight of total volatiles, water and solids, and coating
density and viscosity in accordance with the test methods
specified in Section IV, Applicable Standard Methods. Except
for volume of coating solids, manufacturer's formulation
information should be noted but not relied on since this
information is an average and may vary between batches of
coatings. The volume of coating solids must be determined
from formulation and dilution data.

d. Additional Information to be Documented During

the Test

(1) Air circulation rate through the paint
booth.

(2) Speed of targets through paint booth and
actual amount of time target spends in the booth.
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(3) Type of spray application eguipment and
method of painting (e.g. manual air-atomized, robotic electro-
static. etc.).

(4) vVvoltage applied to electrostatic application
equipment.

(5) oOrifice size and conriquration of nozzle on
application equipment.

(6) Coating application pressure and atomizing
air pressure

(7) Paint viscosity and temperature.
(8) Paint booth humidity.

4. Data Analysis and Calculations

a. Calculate and record the average film thickness,
in mils (0.001 inches). by totaling each measurement taken
from each target at pre-determined points and average the
film thickness readings-

b. Determine and record the density of each coating
used during the test. This shall be determined by testing
in accordance with ASTM method D 1475-60.

c. Determine and record the volume fraction of the
solids content of the coating from manufacture formulation
data and records of diluent addition.

d. Determine and record the volume of the coating
used during the test

e. Calculating % TE
A = paint usage in gallons
B = average film thickness in inches ( 1 mil = 0.001 inch)
C = volume fraction of solids in coating

D = surface area in square feet

E = 7.48 gallons/ft3
1 ft.
2 TE = E xBxDzx 12 in. x 100%

A x C
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XVIII. Changes in Method of Operation, Equipment/Process
Modifications and other Changes

Changes in operation, equipment/process modifications or
other changes may significantly change TE. Unless it can be
clearly demonstrated to the satisfaction of the regulatory
agency that any changes and/or modifications will not reduce
TE, changes and modifications which effect TE will require
retesting within 180 days of the change or modification.
Changes which are claimed to have improved TE must be
demonstrated through an acceptable test procedure before
additional credit can be given.

XIX. Retesting shall be required if:

A. There is a significant change in operating conditions;

B. There is a significant change in the characteristics of
the coatings being used;

C. The coating process or applicators are changed or
modified and it cannot be demonstrated to the regulatory
agency's satisfaction that TE has been maintained or improved;

D. A substantially different product which is not within
the range of products coated in the orginal test is coated at
the source; and

E. Whenever the regulatory agency concludes that records
maintained by the source indicate a significant reduction in
TE (significant means greater than a 5% change in any oper-
ating condition or parameter.)

XX. Recordkeeping:

Data recording forms for parameters checked during the
test should be prepared and thoroughly completed in ink during
the test. Original forms must be maintained along with any
notes describing actual conditions or observations made during
the test. Parameters which are indicative of actual production
conditions which may affect TE should be recorded. (e.g.,
voltage, line speed, atomization air pressure). The actual
equipment in use (e.g. type, model, and locations of appli-
cators) should also be documented.

The facility should also plan on maintaining records of
operating parameters, equipment usage, production and coating
usage and characteristics on a regular basis to assure that
operating conditions observed during the test continue to be
met.
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REGION Nl
im 841 Chestnut Building P
,,,,‘6‘ Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19107
3
" Regional Counsel Opinion
¥
BACKGROUND

The Pennsylvania State Implementation Plan (SIP) to implement the federal
Clean Air Act contains provisions governing surface coating processes for
sources with the potential to emit at least 500 pounds per day or 50 tons per
— year of volatile organic compounds (VOCs). These provisions are in Section
129.52 of Title 25 of the Pennsylvania Code. Section 129.51 of the Code provides
that "Techniques other than those specified in &§ 129.52-129.70 . . . may be
used to comply with the requirements of these sections if the Department has
approved such alternate techniques after findiog that they are equivalent to or {
better than those specified in these sections in terms of the control of volatile
organic compounds.”

In connection with its implementation and enforcement of these provisions,
the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania has requested that the Regional Counsel, EPA '
Region 111, answer legel questions regarding the effect of certain of
Pennsylvania's equivalency approvals under the federal Cleam Air Act and
regarding the legal requirements for a federally approvable “generic” equivalency
provision.

FACTS

Mack Trucks, Inc., operates two surface coating facilities in Pennsylvania,

both of which are subject to the requirements set forth in Section 129.52 of ‘
Title 25 of the Pennsylvania Code. Mack has requested that the State -

ailow ir to use control techniques other than thoge specified in § 129.52 so

that it may meet emission limitations different from the emission limitations

specified in that section. The alternative techniques involve application ,
equipment which improves the transfer efficiency, thereby reducing the amount ‘
of paint (and associated VOCs) which is applied for each surface coating operation.

Based on Mack's request and information supplied, the State has determined
that Mack's alternative application equipment is equivalent to or better than
the control techniques specified in § 129.52 in terms of VOC control, - = = = . ~

The State has issued temporary operating permits for both facilities which e

establish operating conditions, including a range of transfer efficiency rates TN

for certain sources within each plant. No SIP revision embodying the Mack A

— Truck equivalency determination has been submitted to EPA for spproval. R

R R !
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QUESTION #1

In the absence of an EPA-approved case-by-case SIP revision, does the
Commoawealth of Pennsylvania's determination of equivalency and approval of

alternative techniques for VOC control at Mack Truck'’s surface coating facilities

render those techniques federally enforceable under the Clean Air Act, thereby
relieving Mack Truck of the obligation to comply with the emission limitations
specified in Section 129.52 of Title 25 of the Pennsylvania Code for federal

Clean Air Act purposes?

ANSWER

The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania's approval of the alternative techniques
that Mack Truck. applied to use under the “"equivalency” provision contained in
Section 129.51 of Title 25 of the Pa. Code does not, in itself, substitute
such techaiques for the preexisting emissions limit as the federally enforceable
Clean Air Act requirement. Even assuming for the purposes of this discussion
that EPA approved in advance some types of equivalency determinations under
that provision and that the provision is therefore “generic™ for some purposes,
such advance approval would not extend to transfer efficiency-based
equivalency determinations like those made by Pennsylvania for the Mack Truck
operations. Such findings require the exercise of significant discretionary
judgment and therefore do not meet the criteria for advance approval under a
generic mechanism for modification of otherwise applicable SIP requirements.
Therefore, in order for the high transfer efficiency processes at the Mack
facilities to constitute an acceptable means for complying with the
Pennsylvania SIP and, therefore, with the Clean Air Act, those processes must
be made a requirement of the SIP through a tase-by-case SIP revision process,
including federal rulemaking. 'Absent such a SIP revision, Mack Truck's
facilities remain subject to the VOC control requirements of § 129.52.

>

DISCUSSION

Section 110(i) of the Clean Air Act provides, with certain exceptions not
relevant here, that “"[except for] a plan revision under subsection (a)(3) of
this section, no order, suspension, plan revision, or other action modifying
any requirement of an applicable implementation plan may be taken with respect
to any stationary source by the State or by the Administrator.” Plan revisions
under Section 110(a)(3) can be approved by EPA only if the procedural (notice
and public hearings) and substantive requirements of Section 110(a)(2) are met,
including EPA's determination that the SIP contains those measures necessary to
assure attainment and maintenance of national ambient air quality standards

within certain time frames.

EPA has_traditionally interpreted these provisions as mandating a sequential

two-step SIP revision process, i.e., first the State adopts a revision and
then EPA gives it effect as a SIP revision by approving it. For example,
in 1its 1979 "bubble” policy, EPA stated: SN

Some commenters suggested that EPA would not need to use a case-by-
case SIP revision for alternative approaches if the state incorporated
a general regulation for alternative control strategies in its

SIP that EPA has approved. Instead, EPA should depend on spot audits
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to determine if the state 1s faithfully adhering to the requirements

of the general SIP revision.

In response, the Agency believes that case-by-case SIP revisions are
necessary for an alternative approach to be legally enforceable. The

and this cannot be eliminated or delegated.

W *r 8 M’w‘

it would turn up are not easily reversible.

44 Fed. Reg. 71786 (December 11, 1979).

Clean Air Act requires EPA to review and process all SIP revisions,
Additionally, a spot
audit would not be a practical means of oversight, since any errors

EPA apparently intended this sequential process for "alternative
control plans™ like shifts in transfer efficiency when it stated in the
Control Techniques Guideline (CTG) for surface coating of miscellaneous

metal parts:

No alternative control plan is effective until it is submitted to and

approved by the Administrator of the United States

Environmental

Protection Agency as a revision of the State Implementation Plan
pursuant to Section 110(a)(3)(A) of the Clean Air Act. :

Guidance to State and Local Agencies in Preparing Regulations to Control Volatile
Organic Compounds from Ten Stationary Source Categories, September, 1979, at 41, :j

EPA has recognized, however, that, under certain circumstances, Sections

110(1) and 110(a)(3) permit EPA to reverse the sequence

in the process by

approving into the SIP both a mechanism for the future adoption of source-specific
emission limitations and, in advance of that later adoption, the limitatioms
themselves. Because of the advance approval of limits adopted under these

“generic” mechanisms, the State may establish or revise
limitations without having to submit each such revision
approval. The description of this type of SIP revision
rul emaking for the New Jersey “"generic bubble™, 45 Fed.
24, 1930) **/ and amplified in a 1982 interim Emissions

federally enforceable

to EPA for new

was set forth in the

Reg. 77459 (November
Trading Policy Statement,

%/ The "questions and answers” discussion following this section of the

guidante document specifically discussed higher
efficiency as one type of "alternative control plan”.

hoial Compare 44 Fed. Reg. 71780, 71782 (December 11,

coating ttansfet

1979).
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under which a number of additional state bubble rules have been explicitly
approved as having generic effect. 47 Fed. Reg. 15076 (April 7, 1982), ##x/

In EPA notices discussing approval of SIP provisions that allow a
State to impose alternative emission limits without receiving subsequent
EPA approval, EPA explained that such provisions are approvable only if they
provide "mechanical procedures™ and do not permit “"choices by the State that
are not similarly circumscribed and mechanical in operation.” E.g., 45 Fed.
Reg. 77459, 77461 (November 24, 1980). Put another way, "replicability” 1im
State decisionmaking under the provision means "a high liklihood that two
decision-makers applying the rule to given circumstances would reach the
same conclusion.” Reg. 15076, 15084 (April 7, 1982). This replicability
requirement is necessary for EPA to have reasonable assurance that
alternative approaches approved under the rule will protect or achieve SIP
values at least as well as the original requirements.

EPA approved Section 129.52 of Title 25 of the Pennsylvania Code without
stating whether or not it was approving the provision as a generic rule. Hence,
there 18 no evidence that EPA intended to approve the provision as generic.
There have been similar circumstances in a number of states where EPA has
approved such “equivalency”™ provisions while remaining completely silent,
before and at the time of approval, as to its intent regarding the generic
status of these provisions. EPA is now examining whether some of those
provisions, when applied to certain specific types of equivalency determinationmns,
may meet the replicability requirement. In any event, it is clear that
EPA would generically approve a rule to operate only for categories of
determinatioas that do not involve the exercise of significant non-replicable
judgment by the State. In this case, the transfer efficiency evaluation
required for the Mack Truck facilities involved complex determinations
for which the rule itself did not prescribe procedures and requirements in
any detail. The rule left the State a significant range of procedures and

kkk EPA expressly approved Section 129.53 of Title 25 of the Pennsylvania
- Code, (as distinct from the provision at issue here, Section 129.52)
as a “generic bubble” provision. That rule provides that, upon certain
described showings by a source, the State may approve, in an applicable
operating permit, specified alternative emissions limitations for the VOC
facility. The criteria under which this generic provision was adopted were
identified in the EPA rulemaking notices proposing and finally approving

that provision. EPA's notices expressly stated that the provision permits
implementatiodl by the State without the necessity for EPA approval of specific
alternative emissions standards. 47 Fed. Reg. 23186 (May 26, 1982) and 48

Fed. Reg. 2319  (January 19, 1983). _ T L T
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choices in making those determinations.****/ Thys, EPA could not have intended
to authorize the State to incorporate the arrangement requested by Mack
Truck into the SIP without subsequent EPA approval.

QUESTION #2

€

e

In circumstances where case-by~case SIP revisions are currently required,
how may Pennsylvania revise its SIP so that equivalency determinations and
approvals can become automatically federally enforceable, without a requirement
for case~by~case SIP revisions?

ANSWER

EPA would approve an equivalency provision generically if the provision
specifies an essentially mechanical process which the State must follow in
wmaking its equivalency determination. Thus, EPA would approve such a provision
generically as it applies to transfer efficiency determinations like the one
Mack Truck requested, if the provision itself laid out a detailed process
that would constrain the State to produce equivalency findings in a replicable
manner. If transfer efficiency evaluations inherently involve determinations
so complex that they are difficult to specify, quantify and replicate, such
equivalency determinations may be difficult to define in a manner which 1is
sufficiently circumscribed for approval as a generic SIP revision. EPA
therefore recommends that if the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania wishes to
pursue such a generic approach to equivalency determinations of the type
presented by this case, it work closely with the Region in an effort to
develop a proposed SIP provision that contains replicable, mutually acceptable

procedures.
pog 8 ¢
Date ) ' Bruce M. Diamond
' Regional Counsel
Region III

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

#%k%/ In EPA's experience, equivalency determinations based on improved
transfer efficiency include, among other things, the following
considerations: What time period, type of application equipment and transfer
efficiency should be considered as the baseline from which improvements
‘are measured? What baseline transfer efficiency should be used if the
-n__indualry-wide norm cannot be defined? What analytical methods and
__procedures would be appropriate to determine the historical baseline "and
improved transfer efficiency? What site specific operating conditioms, such
as spray gun flow or pressure and spray booth air flow rate, should be
monitored during the test and during normal operation to assure continued
compliance? Which and how many different colors, types of coatings and
coatings lines should be tested?
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Appendix 3.0

Generic VOC Program Issues




MAY 20 085

OFFi.:
AIR AND RAL AT U

MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT: Results of May 3 VOC Meeting

FROM: Director
Stationary Source Compliance Division
Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards

TO: Gerald A. Emison, Director
Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards

This memorandum summarizes the results of the May 3 VOC
meeting held in Durham. Staff from CPDD, ESED, SSCD, and
OECM's AED were represented. The purpose of the meeting was
to discuss the VOC issues summarized in my April 5 memorandum
to you and get agreement on those needing Headquarters guid-
ance.

I am pleased to report that the meeting was very
productive. The group managed to discuss every issue.
As a result of this intensive effort, nineteen issues (repre-
sents a combination of some) were decided as needing immediate
Headquarters guidance. Three others have had guidance recent-
ly issued and seven were dismissed as not needing guidance.

The lead office on the nineteen issues was somewhat
evenly divided among the four Headquarters offices. Attached
is a list of the nineteen issues and the lead office. It was
agreed that draft respones reflecting OAQPS's and AED's input
would be produced by June 14. The next step would be to get
Regional comment via the VOC Compliance Workgroup. If neces-
sary, this Workgroup would convene to discuss some or all of
the drafts.
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As before, I again ask for your support and that of the

other Division Directors in timely preparation of responses.

Please let me know if you would like to discuss the
results of this meeting or the process outlined.

=

Edward E. Reich

cc: Darryl Tyler, CPDD
Jack Farmer, ESED
Mike Alushin, AED

Attachments



Attachment

VOC Issues to be Addressed

Need clarification on the policy implications of the
November 20, 1980 can coating memorandum. Included in
this response will be the following issues:

° cross - line averaging
24-hour averaging

applicability to other CTG categories

need for SIP revisions

hybrid compliance approaches (e.g. use of a
combination of LST and add-on controls)

Lead Office: CPDD (Coordinate with SSCD, ESED, OECM-AED).

What is the Agency's enforcement response for sources
subject to pending bubbles, specifically for bubbles in
areas lacking an approved attainment demonstration?

Lead Office: SSCD

Need guidance on recordkeeping requirements. Specifically:

(]

Is it feasible to request daily recordkeeping?

Should SIPs which do not require recordkeeping be
declared deficient?

What type of recordkeeping shoculd be required?

How can or should recordkeeping be verified when
EPA cannot independently determine compliance?

How are VOC emissions to be calculated over a chosen
averaging time when a company is not required to,

and does not, maintain records directly pertinent
to that unit of time.

Lead Office: SSCD (CPDD to take lead on second bullet via

the Ozone Initiatives; OECM-AED to take
lead on last bullet.)
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What is the effect of EPA approval of SIP procedures for
State and/or local agency issuance of time extensions or
internal off-sets (bubbles)? Do individual State actions
under these procedures have to be approved by EPA as SIP
revisions before they become effective under the CAA?

Lead Office: OECM=-AED (Coordinate with OGC)

How can EPA include a bubble in the context of consent
decrees?

Lead Office: AED

Schedules for LST or installation of add-on controls:
° How do we determine the amount of time to give to
individual sources-especially beyond 1985?

° At what point in an LST schedule do we require the
company to install add-on controls?

How to establish a back-up schedule for installation
of add-on controls where the present reduction in
the SIP is less for add-on than for LST (example,
flexographic printers where SIP requires 60% control
efficiency for add-on's and 75% reduction for LST).

Balance between expeditiousness of installing add-
on's and economic savings realized from LST. :

° What type of assurances are required from sources
before granting LST extensions?

° Should the extension be based on attainment status
of area?

Lead Office: SSCD

At the present time all Class Al and A2 VOC sources in
the New York City (NYC) Metropolitan AQCR have been
identified and verified, and those which are out of
compliance have been placed on the SVIO list. Region II
would like to have all Class B VOC sources which have an
ERP >50 TPY, and are out of compliance, placed on the
SVIO list. By doing this the Region would be able to
more accurately reflect its continuing enforcement effort
in the NYC Metropolitan area, currently non-attainment
for VOCs.




Lead Office: SSCD -

It has become apparent that EPA is taking a tougher
enforcement stance on the round II CTG's than was

evident in round I. Notice of this change came through the
aaugust 17, 1984 Lillquist letter which was an attachment

to the October 2, 1984 memorandum on coordinating key
issues in VOC cases from Micheal Alusin, Associate Enforce-
ment Counsel. Although Region III generally supports

this change in policy, we are extremely concerned about

the method and timing of disseminating this policy.

This tougher stance on compliance represents a significant
shift in policy. The novel distribution approach of
attaching it to a memorandum which appears to have been
intended for limited distribution leaves much to be
desired. States have been negotiating schedules over the
past year which reflect EPA's more laissez-faire enforce-
ment posture taken on the round I CTG's. This change in
policy is coming to them (and us) about one year late.

As a result, it will disrupt the processing of orders and
SIP's negotiated by States under our previous enforcement
posture and strain EPA/State relations.

Region III suggests that Headquarters reassess its method
of policy distribution. If EPA is to ensure the time-
liness and appropriateness of State enforcement activities,
we must inform the States of the rules of the game in a
timely and appropriate manner.

Lead Office: SSCD

Need guidance on RACT determinations for CTG categories.
Specifically:

°® What criteria should be used to determine economic
feasibility for non-CTG sources? For CTG sources
where recommended RACT is technically infeasible?

° Have any criteria, procedures, or policy been
established for making applicability determinations?
In particular, have any non-applicability determin-
ations been made for the miscellaneous metal parts
and products CTG?

° Wwhat type of economic analysis should be performed
by the company and EPA to determine feasibility of
installation of controls.

Lead Office: CPDD (coordinate with SASD)



10.

11.

12,

13.

14.

15.
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Establish the Agency's solids-applied requirement for
determining equivalency in a definitive manner, as through
publication of a Federal Register notice which clarifies
the matter once and for all.

Lead Office: CPDD (Suggestion made that ths issue be
addressed in the Ozone Initiative).

How can we tolerate NSPS limits that are less stringent
than RACT limits for VOC sources, especially for sources
that are not currently eligible for bubbles because thay
are located in ozone non-attainment areas without approved
plans?

Lead Office: ESED

Should total quantities of VOC be regulated as opposed to
regulating the VOC content of individual coatings?

Lead Office: CPDD

What baseline year should be used for determining VOC
percent emission reductions as per State SIP regulations?

Lead Office: CPDD

Are there any site specific RACT limits being set?

Tead Office: CPDD

Is an exemption for use of incinerators in non-ozone
season appropriate? How can we justify suing sources for
failure to utilize controls during non-ozone season in
SIPs where there is no exemption?

Lead Office: OECM-AED

Need to resolve inconsistencies regarding transfer
efficiency (TE). Specifically:

° What baseline should be used (CTG, source's existing
level on August 7, 1977, other)?

° Should the source get full credit about this level?
° How is credit to be calculated?

° Should such equivalence be done as an alternate
RACT determination?
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° What is our policy concerning crediting of technology
resultant VOC emission reductions?

° Should Regions be allowed to determine credits
without relying on Headquarters determinations?

Lead Office: ESED (OECM-AED will provide input on SIP
. revision language).

17. Need to have a reference method for determining capture

18.

19.

efficiency of control devices installed by VOC emitting
sources. This method should be formally established and
should be feasible for routine inspections, not just full
blown enforcement tests.

Lead Office: ESED

Where incineration is only used sporadically when hi-
solvent coatings are used, what type of compliance
monitoring is required? 1Is efficiency of the incinerator
impacted by sporadic use?

Lead Office: ESED

What are the appropriate test methods for assessing VOC
compliance? Where are the gaps, if any, between the need
in various contexts for measuring VOC compliance and
actual State SIP test methods or EPA promulgated test
methods?

Lead Office: ESED



Issues Already Addressed

Need Headquarters to open direct discussions with DOD to
ultimately have them require the use of complying coating
technology for all DOD contracts. This approach would be
better than the piecemeal attempts to get every contrac-
tor to expedite compliance with VOC regulations.

Guidance issued by SSCD on April 24, 1985.

What are appropriate civil penalties for sources that
have missed their final compliance date and are proceed-
ing with LST? Missed their final compliance date and
proceeding with installation of add-on controls? Follow-
ing can coater's policy?

Guidance issued by OECM on September 12, 1984, VOC civil
penalties are discussei in Appendix IV.

Establish an effective mechanism for resolving VOC issues
and questions. Utilize fully the resources for the VOC
workgroup, the RACT clearinghouse newsletter and involve
all appropriate Agency groups in the resolution: SSCD,
CPDD, ESED, OECM, etc.

The VOC Compliance Workgroup which is composed of Regional
and Headquarters staff is established for the purposes of
addressing VOC compliance and enforcement concerns that
are confronting the Regions and States. The VOC RACT
Clearinghouse Newsletter is a forum for exchanging techni-
cal information on VOC controls. It invites information
on EPA activities and determinations directly affecting
State and local agency efforts in VOC control. The
Cleaninghouse also invites articles from industry on
successess they are experiencing, expecially in low-
solvent coatings. Hopefully, this workgroup is the
"effective mechanism” desired. If not, suggestions for
improvement are welcome.




VOC Issues Where Guidance Is Unnecessary

Currently there are perhaps 5,000 retail gasoline stations
in the NYC Metropolitan area which need to be inspected
for compliance with Stage I and II vapor recovery regula-
tory requirements. As Region II understands the situa-
tion, those sources are presently regulated by the Office
of Mobile Source Enforcement (OMSE). OMSE had been con-
tracted with respect to possible funding of contractor
inspections of these sources, or at least a substantial
porition of them.

Region I1 has been told that the Regions' Air Branch
handles this funding, yet our Air Branch personnel have

no knowledge of this. Region II is therefore requesting
that these sources be placed under the jurisdiction of
SSCD as stationary sources, or that funding from OMS be
made available for contractor inspections. As an alterna-
tive, we would receptive to another funding arrangement
Headquarters might be able to suggest.

Region IX's oversight function, particularly for small
sources, depends on the success of local District inspec-
tors. We need a strategy for ensuring that inspectors
receive adequate training in VOC source categories and to
verify the quality of their inspections.

ORC is tending toward skipping the Federally issued DCO
step and going for straight referrals to DOJ - yet all
six Region IX DOJ referrals made this year are still

pending. As deadlines draw closer, this will become a
hottleneck.

Is the Agency contemplating any changes in CTG's?
Should agency continue to encourage use of non-
photochemically reactive but toxic or carcinogenic
solvents?

Is method 25 reliable?

Need for national ¢learinghouse on:

° Availability of reformulated coatings.

° Installation of add-on controls-location of sources,
type of controls and control efficiency.
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Expert witnesses to testify as to reformulations, add-
on controls and control efficiency.

Viability of CTG's.

Bibliography of all Federal Register policy notices on
VOC sources.




Issues That Were Combined With The Nineteen

How can EPA permit hybrid compliance approaches where the
SIPs do not allow for alternative compliance programs?
What type of reduction should be required from a hybrid
program, especially where a SIP has different control
efficiencies for LST and incineration?

Where SIPs are silent as to compliance methodology, should
they be interpreted to require compliance on an instantaneous
basis?

Combined with Issue # 1

Region IX needs a small source (Class B) identification
and compliance strategy - national input and consistency
would be helpful.

Combined with Issue # 7

With 24-hour averaging it is virtually impossible for
Region IX or District inspectors to independently verify
compliance via the inspection process.

Combined with Issue # 3

what is a bubble? What is a generic bubble?

Combined with Issue # 4

What type of economic analysis should be performed by the
company and EPA to determine feasibilty of installation of
controls?

Combined vith Issue # 9
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; A% UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
QM § Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards
e Research Triangle Park, North Carolina 27711
April 25, 1985
MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT: New Insight into Lack of Progress in Attaining the Ambient Air
Quality Standard for/O2pne

FROM: James C. Berry, Chief ~w_\
Chemical Applications Settion, CPB (MD-13)

T0: Susan Wyatt, Chief
Chemicals and Petroleum Branch (MD-13)

Based on results of an informal poll of at least 200 - and perhaps as many
as 250 - people, the number of surface-coating plants complying with State
regulations is remarkably (unbelievably) 1ow. Only eight people, who may have
represented as few as two plants, indicated that they knew the State and
Federal regulations that applied to their plant and were in compliance.
Furthermore, no one presently out of compliance indicated they would be in
compliance by the end of 1985.

Details

As you know, I chaired a session on Governmental regulations that affect
the coatings industry in Chicago on April 17th, at the second annual
"Paint-Con"(ference). Other speakers were Dr. John Skinner, Director, Office
of Solid Waste, EPA; Ernst Hall, Chief, Metals Industry Branch, Industrial
Technology Division, EPA; and Gary Anderson, Industrial Hygienist, Chicago
Regional Office of OSHA. A copy of the program is attached.

My talk centered around compliance, and essentially paraphrased a two-hour
discussion with John Calcagni held earlier this month. 1 began by repeating my
appreciation and admiration for the efforts of the research chemists in the
paint industry for developing the many low-solvent coatings that are now _
available. This was essentially the same comment that I made at the Waterborne
and High-Solids Symposium in February which was quoted in the editorial of the
February 25th edition of American Paint and Coatings Journal.

My new question to the audience at this meeting was, 'Are:they'seIIing any
of these new products, or more pointedly, are you buying them?® 1 quoted
statistics published by Industrial Finishing Magazine as a result of two ballots
published in their magazine. Results of the first, reported in April, 1984,
indicated that 65 percent of the respondents had c@anged paints to a Tow-solvent
variety in the last 3 years, and over 50 percent cited Governmental regulations
as the driving force. Five months later, over 62 percent of the respondents to
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the second poll expected to change to low-solvent coatings in the next 5 years,
and again, about half (49.2 percent) ascribed the reason to Government regula-

tions. Collectively, the two polls would imply that "125 percent” of America's
industrial finishers would convert to low-solvent coatings during the

current decade. '

I then asked (and the audience enthusiastically agreed) to conduct a
poll of the attendees. The single rule was that I would ask four questions
and members of the audience would hold their hands up as long as they could
answer the question in the affirmative. '

Question No. 1: Are you directly responsible for an industrial finishing
line as a foreman, supervisor or manager?

Answer: About 80 percent of the 200 - 250 attendees raised their hands.

Question No. 2: Do you know the State regulation for your industry, or the
State-adopted rule for your plant and the Federally-approved
rule, which may be different?

Answer: At lTeast half of those with raised hands dropped them.

Question No. 3: Are you now in compliance with the VOC regulations for your
plant?

Answer: Al1l hands were lowered except for eight. (These were conspicuous
because they were in two groups in different areas of the room.
They could have represented as few as two plants and certainly
no more than eight.)

Question No. 4: How many with your hands down expect to achieve compliance
by the end of 1985?

Answer: I saw no one raise a hand.

1 then offered those with their hands raised an opportunity to leave
because the rest of my 25-minute presentation was directed to those with

compliance problems.

There were many written questions directed to me during the Q & A period
at the end of the session. Two seem worth mentioning.

1. Is the final compliance date January 1, 1987, or December 31, 19877
(My talk had identified the key dates of 1982, 1985, with a delayed compliance
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order, waiver, etc.; and 1987 for those areas for which the Governors had
requested extensions.) My answer was "December 1982, unless your plant or State
received some special concessions.” From the audience, the person who asked

the question (I presume), "Did Il1linois get an extension?"

The other question, in effect, asked, "With the general conservative
tendencies of the Nation today, might not the EPA suffer a demise in stature
similar to one that OSHA experienced?" My response was that I felt that
EPA had already seen its darkest days.

Dick Dalton, Region V "VOC Specialist,” was in the audience. He agreed
to join me outside of the assembly room to help answer further questions after
the session ended. I am grateful for his presence and assistance.

Attachment

cc: Dennis Crumpler (MD-13)
Dick Dalton (Region V)
Jack Farmer (MD-13)
Bi11 Johnson (MD-13)
Ed Reich (EN-341)
David Saiman (MD-13)
B. Steigerwald (MD-10)
Darryl Tyler (MD-12)
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Mr. John C. Cuthbertson
Chairman, API/NFPA

Air Quality Committee
P.0O. Box 2218

Richmond, VA 23217

Dear Mr. Cuthbertson:

I enjoyed meeting with you and your colleagues on April 10,
I found the discussion of the issues you raised quite useful,

I have now had the opportunity to review the issues with
my staff and others in the Agency. In the course of that review,
I ncted the August 17, 1984 letters to you and to Dick Lillquist
resgpndlng to similar concerns raised at the July 22, 1984 meeting
with Administrator Ruckelshaus. Those virtually-identical letters
discussed the policy considerations involved and criteria for
acceptance of State orders as sufficient to obviate the need for
independent Federal enforcement action. Those letters also
established criteria for reviewing whether it is appropriate to
allow a source additional time for conversion to low-solvent
technclogy. 1 believe the August 17 letters continue to provide
a sound basis for resolving outstanding noncompliance issues.

I understand from my discussions with staff that there are a
large variety of cases with widely varying equities., The enforce-
ment process is well suited to allow for case-by-case consxdergtion
of those equities. Our determination to assure expeditious

conpliance by all sources accompanied by appropriate pemnalties
renrains firm, however.

.

I appreciate ysur continuing concern with improving the
environment,

Sincerely yours,

AN A

Charles L. Elkins
Acting Assistant Administrator
for Air and Radiation

B T RSP






Appendix 3.1

Can Coating Policy Clarification

(Reserved)



Appendix 3.2

EPA's Enforcement Response
Where Bubbles Are Pending






Issue

What is the Agency's enforcement response for sources
subject to pending bubbles, specifically for bubbles in areas
lacking an approved attainment demonstration?

Resgonse

The June 28, 1984 guidance on "timely and appropriate”
enforcement response for significant air violators addressed
the situation of timely enforcement for sources subject to
SIP revisions. The guidance states that EPA will routinely
issue NOVs, if not already issued, 120 days following the
violation (or shortly after) if the violation is not resolved
in accordance with the guidance. Follow up to the NOV is
warranted unless EPA determines, in consultation with the
State, that continued deferral to the State activity will
produce timely compliance.

Where the State activity is a SIP revision (bubbles are
SIP revisions), the revision must, by day 120, at least have
been scheduled for a State hearing and EPA staff-level review
shows it likely to be approved. Where the SIP revision is
unlikely to be approved, EPA is obligated under the "timely
and appropriate" guidance to issue a NOV on day 120 and
follow up with its own enforcement action as appropriate.

Sources subject to SIP revisions in areas that are
classified as attainment are not subject to the "timely and
appropriate" guidance unless a specific State-EPA agreement
addresses such sources. However, such sources remain subject
to enforcement by EPA. The criteria for deferral outlined in
the "timely and appropriate"™ guidance may he useful for
addressing such situations even though the timelines may not"”

be applicable.

Gerald A, Emison, Director
Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards

26 Fis i3z
Date Signed
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Appendix 3.3

Recordkeeping

Feasibility of Daily Recordkeeping
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. recorders and alarms could be used for some, if not all of the 1mportant e
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[SSUE:
“Is it Feasible to Request Daily Recordkeeping?"l
Response:

There are two parts to this question. The first is whether the SIP
in question is properly interpreted to require daily recordkeeping,
making it "legally" permissible to require daily records for compliance
determination purposes. This paper will not address that issue.

The second part of the daily feasibility question is how practical
will it be for the sources, financially and administratively, to keep
records on a line-hy-line, daily basis, since that is the basis of many
VOC SIP provisions. This paper will first address the technical feasibility
of maintaining these records and then reiterate EPA policy in this regard.

One must look at the various possible situations that can arise to
determine the level of difficulty sources may encounter. These situations
can be broken down into three basic types.

The first situation is those facilities that use only complying
formulations which contain no on-site VOC dilution. These sources, by
definition, are in compliance at all times because each coating used is
in compliance with RACT and SIP requirements. Recordkeeping requirements
for these facilities would be straightforward. They would only have to
maintain records that show that they don‘t dilute or cut the coatings
before applying them.

The second situation is represented by sources which have installed
abatement equipment (add-on controls). The recordkeeping requirements
for this category should not be new nor should they be as complicated as
those required for the more complex plants. Generally, only routine
operational parameters would have to he checked and recorded daily as
described in the following “issue" on recordkeeping requirements. Automatic -

parameters.

&

1 The first item deals with daily recordkeeping becauseé - it wa,w\‘
addressed in the question asked. However, the readertmust i
that the time interval required for recordkeeping iS"
regulations.
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The last situation will require the most effort to maintain adequate
records. This situation is represented by job shops that use a large
variety of complying and noncomplying coatings or ink formulations to
meet SIP regulations, including “"bubble" requirements. These facilities
will have the most difficulty meeting a 24-hour recordkeeping requirement.
Part of the difficulty is from the resistance by the sources to change
present recordkeeping practices. For example, some companies tie their
recordkeeping practices to their inventory procedures and take inventory
only on a weekly or monthly basis. Alsn, other plants often record ink
or coating use by the "job"2 which may averlap from one 24-hour period
into another., These procedures are generally not acceptable to meet
daily recordkeeping requirements.

In some cases, significant modifications may he required in the
operation of a process that may also require additional labor. However,
these costs should not he taken at face value by compliance authorities
since there may be significant process and emission control benefits to
improved recordkeeping. A shop which keeps better records, daily, by the
job or contemporaneously (real time), should have better cost control
because it knows more about its process, inventory, and emission control.
This would be true even if longer periods of averaging (greater than 24
hours) are allowed. This is especially true if the companies also institute
hetter methods for determining the quantities of different formulations
used. These methods could include continuously recording flow meters,
totalizers, etc. for determining coating and VOC diluent use.3

Given the foregoing discussion, it is apparent that there are facilities
which would have significant difficulties with recordkeeping on a daily -
basis (i.e., daily VOC emissions cannot be determined, or application of
RACT is not economically or technically feasible on a daily basis). EPA
has established

2 A "job" is usually defined as an order for a single identifiable product
for a single customer. It will require set up time as the proper rolls
or other equipment is installed. Hence the machine or line is down
both before and after completion of a job.

3 In addition, some recordkeeping problems can be alleviated if some type T
of automated bookkeeping is used by the source i.e., computer1zed e T
records for coating and VOC use, process variables, and emission control
parameters. This could greatly simplify the aud1ting of the process e
line coating usage and inventories, especially if the source has adequate L
monitoring and process control devices. - ~:»-“w=w;f‘~r¥w=~»s

= i




a policy addressing longer averaging times. Sources which desire a

longer period must comply with the January 20, 1984 memorandum from John
0'Connor entitled, "Averaging Times for Compliance with VOC Emission
Limits". This memorandum sets forth specific requirements for approval

of averaging times greater than 24 hours. Recordkeeping requirements are
directly related to the compliance time interval i.e., in order for
compliance authorities to make proper compliance determinations, sources

must maintain records on the same basis as is required for these (compliance)
determinations., Briefly the requirements of the memorandum are:

1. Daily VOC emissions cannot be determined
or application of RACT is not economically
or technically feasible on a daily basis.

2. Achieve real emission reductions consistent
with RACT control levels,

3. Have an averaging time not to exceed thirty
days.

4., Demonstrate that the new standards will not
jeopardize attainment or the reasonable
further progress (RFP) plan for the area.

5. Have an approved SIP with no violations of
ambient standards or a revised SIP demonstrating
ambient standards attainment and maintenance of
RFP. :

In conclusion, daily recordkeeping SIP requirements are appropriate
except under conditions as articulated in John 0'Connor's January 20,
1984, memorandum.

In addition, the requirement to maintain daily records needed to
make emission compliance determinations, in and of itself, may not require T

a source to compute its emission on a daily basis. In such a case, where ) ?~
there is no emission computation requirement, the source must only maintain ¢
the records-needed to make a compliance determination for the time interval e

set forth in the SIP. The relationships of reporting requirements to
compliance verifications are addressed in the next two issues of this'
discussion. v e
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[SSUE:
"What Type of Recordkeeping Should be Required?"
Response:

Recordkeeping requirements should be tailored to the source and to
the applicable SIP emission 1imits or other Federal requirements. For
this reason, it is not possible to establish a universally applicable
policy. However, the following guidance should prove helpful in formulating
recordkeeping requirements for particular sources,

Ideally (and currently in some SIPS) records should be kept for each
linet on a contemporaneous basis. However, due to a mixture of different
control methods, this may he difficult. Also SIPS generally require
compliance on a line and specific time basis, and therefore, this would
govern how records should be kept.>

Recordkeeping can generally he hroken into two categories. The
first category concerns the formulation of coatings, inks, adhesives,
etc., and the second is information on the add-on control devices.
Formulations data which are needed are fairly straightforward and include
the following:

1. Properties of coatings, inks, etc., "as supplied"”
by coating manufacturing plants on a line-by-line
basis. These properties are listed in EPA-450/3-84-019,
"Procedures for Certifying Quantity of Volatile
Organic Compounds Emitted by Paint, Ink, and other
Coatings".

2. Properties of coatings, inks, etc., "as applied"
by manufacturing plants on a line-by-line basis.
These properties are alsc listed in EPA-450/3-84-039., = . .

4 The definition of a (production) 1ine may vary depending on applicable <
regulations. NSPS regulations are fairly specific. Some cases may
also be defined in the SIP which could also require RACT compliance. on -
a coating by coating basis.

5 This basis may be different due to individual SIP provisions or where
the source has received EPA approval for different recordkeeping’ requirements
consistent with the previously discussed January 20, 1984 John 0‘Gonnor T
memo. In addition, cross line averaging is allowed-for can coatersisime - -£§§§;:
where the SIP does not specifically prohibit such averaging, as stated Cen T
in the December 8, 1980 Federal Register reference in the ahove John

0'Connor memo.

Ly



3. Quantity of ink, coatings, etc., used. This information is
generally needed on a line-by-line basis.

4. Type and quantity of dilution solvents used, generally needed on
a line-by-line and coating by coating basis.

5. Transfer efficiencies of coating processes if different from
those cited in regulations. Credit for higher transfer efficiency
may need to be documented and approved by EPA in some cases.

This is dependent on the CTG/NSPS category and the specific SIP
requirements. More specific guidance in this area is given in
the responses to the issues on transfer efficiency.

For add-on controls at least the following information6 should be
kept (checked and recorded daily) in order to assure continuous compliance:

1. Operational parameters on the capture system such as fan power
use, duct flow, duct pressure etc.

2. Operational parameters on the control system. These will vary
depending on the specific type and design of the device. The
use of appoved continuous emission monitoring (CEM), which is
properly maintained and calibrated, may negate the need for some
of the following information:

a. For carbon adsorbers: Bed temperature, hed vacuum pressure,
pressure at the vacuum pump, accumulated time of operation,
etc.

h. For refrigeration systems: Compressor discharge and suction
pressures, condenser temperature, defrost brine temperature,
etc.

¢c. For incinerator systems, flame temperature
and accumulated times of operation of
incinerator and respective process lines.

b This. information is general 1n nature, The specific operating parameters
will vary for each type of device and manufacturer. Specific sources -

of information which will he of use in determining important. operating ;if;;,

parameters include the following:

(a) "Survey of Mecranical Reliability of Vapor
Control Systems for Bulk Gasoline Term1na1s"
EPA 340/1-85-0m7

(b) The Background information Documents on the
various YOC NSPS source categories.

(c) The control equipment manufacturer's
recommendations.,




3. Data used to determine recovery rates of carbon adsorbers and
refrigeration systems must be recorded on a daily basis if
continuous recordings are not available, This will allow some
recove;y rates to be compared against VOC usage on the applicable
lines./ Therefore, records of VOC usage should be maintained
even where only add-on controls exist, especially if the source
uses a mix of compliance methods.

4. If solvents are not reused or incinerated, ultimate disposal
records should he kept.

Operational parameters should be checked by a source on a daily
basis in order to assure proper operations. The substitution of continuous
recordings, including emergency alarms for certain parameters, can be
allowed for certain daily checks. Stack !performan: @ tests required
after a system goes on line, must also be conducted if there are serious
operational problems with the source, poor solvent recovery, or important
changes in the process or control methods. In addition, since NSPS
standards generally identify compliance and recordkeeping requirements,
the compliance authority should review these standards when setting
recordkeeping requirements for similar facilities regulated under SIP/RACT
standards.

7 The compliance reviewer must also consider the hold-over (heel) of VOC
in the carbon bed when making a review. This hold-over of VOC from one
day into the next may give the appearance of excessively high recovery: -~ -~ —~ -
one day and usually low the next. This aberration, in and of itself,
should not bé considered a non-compliance situation.
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Appendix 3.3

Recordkeeping

Verification of source compliance

Based on Source Records



[SSUE:

"How Can or Should Recordkeeping be Verified When EPA Cannot
Independently Determine Compliance?"

Response:

This response provides guidance relative to verifying compliance of
VOC sources. EPA and the States have at least six basic methods for
verifying compliance of such sources. These are:

1. Walk through plant.

2. Checking records to make sure the company is complying using the
proper formulation mix. This basically consists of auditing
records and emission requirements.8

3. Checking operation and maintenance records as well as VOC recovery
of add-on control systems.

4, Checking the operating permits, fire-safety inspections, and/or
insurance company premium/ policies to assure low solvent coatings
are used.

5. Testing emissions (stack tests).

6. Verifying (testing) formulations "as supplied” and "as applied”
as defined in EPA-450/3-84-019,

Generally, the first method (walk through plant) is not acceptable
by itself. As a result, inspections should include a combination of the
above methods, especially methods 1, 2, 3 and 6 listed above. Item 2,
confirmation of recordkeeping, is required to give companies the incentive
to keep accurate records and submit accurate reports to compliance agencies.
The confirmation of records should not be too difficult a problem for
small shops because they either do not use a large number of formulations,
use only complying coatings with little or no VOC diluents, or use only

add-on controls.

8 This also includes those cases where records are kept on an: item hy
jtem basis such as can coating where a "standard" coating use<per‘item
is used. However it is recommended that the actual coating used in-
production run be checked every so often against the standard“
The source may use "prorating of production" if a productlon
run carries from one day into the next in order to compute .
emissions as regulations allow. This only applies if
production is constant, or known for the required (SIP) time

interval.




This relatively easy confirmation sometimes is not the case with larger
sources. In some cases where the company has a number of lines using a
large number of complying and noncomplying formulations, verification of
compliance becomes a significant accounting effort. This is especially
true if the situation is further complicated hy add-on controls for

some lines. However, compliance agencies must still check these sources.
If lines or a group of lines can be separated out for auditing this can
simplify the process so that only part of a plant need he audited. ,

In addition, where line-by-line auditing is especially difficult, an
audit on a plant-wide basis may be a practical approach even where there
is no plant-wide "bubble." Although this does not result in per line
compliance, it can give a reasonahle indication, a screening, whether a
facility is even close to compliance. However, for compliance purposes,
this overall plant-wide approach should not replace a line-by-line evaluation
where such compliance is required by the SIP.

Therefore, some combination of the aforementioned methads may be
required in assuring compliance of various sources. The auditing
of process records and testing of formulations may be the only way to
verify compliance in some cases, and the agency will have to initiate
these pracedures if it wants to determine compliance of these sources
despite the significant additional resource demands required.

Much of the above agency resource demands may be minimized, or at
least better focused, by requiring improved reporting from the source.
Besides giving the compliance authorities some idea of what emissions are
being emitted from a source, it would also require the source to make the
computations to determine its emission rate. This in turn would give .o
some assurance that the source is maintaining some type of records which S
can be used by EPA and State agencies in verifying compliance. Therefore, ;
as a minimum, quarterly reporting of emission exceedances is strongly
recommended wherever State regulations allow.

0ffice of Atr.Qual ity Pram
and Standards S pp i
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MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT: Issues #3(e) and #5 of the VOC Issue Resolution
Process: Establishing Proof of VOC Emissions
Violations, and Bubbles in Consent Decrees
Resolving Civil Actions Under Section 113(b)
of the Clean Air Act ——:)

-— N/

FROM: Courtney M. Price R I =
Assistant Administrator for Enforcement

and Compliance Monitoring

TO: Regional Counsels
Regions I-X

Air Management Division Directors
Region I, III, V and IX

Air and Waste Management Division Director
Region 11

Air, Pesticides, and Toxic Management Division
Directors,

Region IV and VI

Air and Toxics Division Directors

l , Regions VII, VIII and X

In the attached memoranda, I am answering two questions
- that you identified as important issues -in our Clean Air Act
enforcement effort to reduce emissions of volatile organic
compounds ("VOC"). Specifically, this guidance responds to
issues #3(e), and #5 of the nineteen issues listed in a

May 20, 1985 memorandum titled "Results of May 3 VOC
meeting."

The issues addressed by this guidance concern how to
establish proof of VOC emission violations (issue #3(e)) and
the relationship between pending or potential bubble appli-
cations and consent decrees (issue 5). The main theme of
the guidance on issue #3(e) is to encourage the use of Section
114 of the Clean Air Act to obtain information where data is
not otherwise available to prove violations under the appli-

- cable test method. The principle point of the guidance on
| issue $#5 is to emphasize that the current SIP governs until
any amendments are federally effective.
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This guidance is part of an Agency-wide effort to address
VOC enforcement issues and should be considered in conjunction
with the responses to the other VOC issues, which will be dis-
tributed by the responsible EPA offices as they are developed.

One major comment regarding issue 3(e) was repeated by
several commentors during the second round of review and is
worth mentioning briefly here. The comments suggested that
rather than attempting to fix recordkeeping problems through
§114 requests, EPA should work towards incorporating better
recordkeeping requirements in the state implementation plans.
For example, EPA could issue SIP deficiency notices where
the SIP does not provide for recordkeeping requirements
adequate to determine if the source is in compliance with
the SIP.

Our response to issue 3(e) is designed to deal with
those interim problems concerning recordkeeping which arise
prior to the resolution of the more fundamental concern of
poorly drafted SIP recordkxeeping requirements. The issue
of how to improve the SIP's is being addressed by the Control
Programs Development Division. The attached guidance is
intended to advise you of the tools available to obtain
better evidence of violations, and my office's policy con-
cerning the use of those tools, until such time as they may
become unnecessary because of corrective SIP revisions.

I appreciate the efforts of the Regions in commenting
on the various drafts of the two following documents and
hope that you find them helpful in resolving some of the
issues concerning VOC enforcement.

Attachments




ISSUE NUMBER 3(e): How are VOC emissions to be calculated
over a chosen averaging time when a company is not required

to, or does not, maintain records directly pertinent to that
unit of time?

RESPONSE: This issue is presented when the period for asses-
sing compliance under the SIP with the VOC emission limitation
(e.g., a source must meet a percent VOC limitation over a 24
hour period or instantaneously) does not correspond to the
records maintained by the source (e.g., records of VOC usage
are kept by the source only on a monthly basis). The issue

is also presented in other contexts. For example, a SIP may
require line-by-line compliance while the source records are
maintained only on a plant wide basis. The issue is important
because compliance determinations for many types of VOC sources

rely upon the records of VOC usage kept by the individual
company.

Where the SIP itself requires records to be maintained
that correspond to the SIP emission limitations, corrective
action can be taken under Section 113 of the Clean Air Act
to require the source to keep the proper records. This action
can consist of the issuance of an administrative order under
Section 113(a), or the initiation of a judicial action under
113(b). The remainder of this memorandum addresses the situa-
tion where the SIP does not contAain such a record keeping
requirement. ’

There are four recommended techniques available to
determine source compliance with VOC SIP emission limitations
in the absence of a SIP record keeping requirement for source
records which correspond to the SIP emission limitations.

These four different techniques are primarily useful in four
different contexts.

The first technique consists of the use of mathematical
algorithms. A description of two different types of available
algoritnms is attached (attachment 1). Both apply various
mathematical computations to monthly or yearly data to pro-
duce a figure representing the minimum number of days that
a source had to be out of compliance with the SIP emission
limit. This calculation is statistically based and does not
identify the particular days that a source was in violation.
Use of the algorithms may be helpful in settlement discus-
sions with the source and in determining a settlement penalty.

Use of the results of the algorithms in a different
context, to prove violations at a trial or hearing, presents
several issues. Defendants can be expected to argue that the
Government may prove violations only through the use of the
appropriate test method, which would be the method specified



-2-

in the federally-approved SIP, or if there is none, the
appropriate EPA test method in 40 CFR Part 60 (see 40 CFR
§52.12(c)). To overcome this point, the Government would
have to argue that violations can also be proven through
expert opinion testimony under the Federal Rules of Evidence,
Rule 702 (Testimony by Experts), 703 (Basis of Opinion
Testimony by Experts), and 704 (Opinion on Ultimate Issue).
In order to use the results of the algorithms as evidence
of violations at a trial, the Government should be prepared
to prove the statistical validity of the algorithms through
expert testimony, and to show through the opinion of an
expert, based upon the results of the algorithms, that the
source had to be in violation for a given number of days.
The Government would not be able to prove precisely which
days a company was out of compliance nor which lines (or
how many lines) were out of compliance. The Government
would be able to show, based on the source's total VOC
output and the restrictions provided in SIP, that at least
one of the lines at the source was out of compliance for a
certaln minimur period of time. Sole rzliance on algorithms
has the negative effect of calculating violations on an
averaging basis in what may be the absence of any SIP
provision authorizing averaging.

Because of these potential issues of proof and the
effect of averaging out some violations by using algorithms,
steps should be taken to obtain the data necessary to calcu-
late emissions under the applicable test method. Thus, the
second recommnended technique to determine source VOC compli-
ance is to use Section 114 of the Clean Air Act to regquest
currently existing source records which can be used to
develop the data necessary to make compliance determinations
under the applicable test method. 1Items such as sales slips,
invoices, production records, solvent orders, etc., may be
available and useful in developing the necessary data for
the test method calculations. Once a case has been filed
discovery can also be used to supplement the information
obtained under Section 114.

The third recommended technique to determine source VOC
current and future compliance is the issuance of a request
under Section 114 requiring the source to prospectively keep
the necessary records. This technique is the most straight-
forward of the three and the one that should generally be
pursued. It may be the only option in the case where sources
have not kept records in a form which can be used, directly
or indirectly, to determine compliance under the applicable
test method. It may also be the only realistic option where
the use of existing records to develop the necessary data for
the test method calculations would be unduly time-consuming
and burdensome for the Agency.
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Under the authority of Section 114, EPA may require a
source to establish and maintain records reasonably required
to determine compliance with the SIP (Section 114(a)(l1)(A)
and (B)). By issuing such a request, EPA would impose an
obligation on a source to keep and maintain those records
which are necessary to calculate compliance determinations
unler the applicable test method. The requested record
keeping should be in a format consistent with the SIP emis-
sion requirements. Thus, if the SIP requires compliance on
a line-by-line basis and on a 24 hour average, the records
should be kept on the basis of individual lines using no
more than 24 hour averaging. Also, the required measurements
as to VOC content should be consistent with applicable EPA
test methods. For example, EPA should require in the
Section 114 reguest that data on the VOC content of a
particular coating or ink is produced through a measuring

process identical to EPA's method 24 or 24 A in 40 C.F.R.
§60 App. A.

As a fourth technique, Section 114 may also be used to
require a source to sample emissions in accordance with the
methods prescribed by EPA (Section 114(a)(l)(D)). Thus,
Section 114 may be used to require a source to conduct an
emissions test in accordance with the applicable test
methods. This type of Section 114 request would probably
be the most appropriate where compliance determinations are
made on the basis of emissions testing as opposed to an
analysis of the VOC content of the individual coatings
used. In certain situations where it is unclear whether
the coating or ink supplier is using proper test methods,
EPA may want to require the user of those coatings to run
tests for VOC content using EPA's approved test methods.

In conclusion, algorithms exist and are available to
estimate the minimum number of days a company was out of
compliance with SIP VOC emission limitations in the absence
of company records which are necessary to make compliance
determinations under the applicable test method. The results
of the algorithms are primarily useful for purposes of settle-
ment discussions or for identifying sources which should be
required to submit information under §114. While this guid-
ance does not pvreclude using algorithms and expert opiaion
testimony to prove violations at a trial, the Government
should be prepared to prove at least some days of violation
through the applicable test method in the event that expert
opinion evidence is rejected by the judge. The records
necessary to develop this proof under the applicable test
method can be sought through a Section 114 request for
information where the company has data which can be used
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to develop the necessary records. Such records can also
be developed on a prospective basis through a requirement
imposed under the authority of Section 114 requiring the
source to maintain the necessary records. Finally, Section
114 can also be used to require source testing of emissions.

Future litigation reports based upon VOC SIP emission
limitation violations should, if at all possible, either
contain proof of violations using the applicable test method
covering at least part of the period of time the source is
alleged to be in violation of the emission limitation or
should contain a cause of action based upon a source's failure
to comply with a previous request issued under Section 114
for source records or testing. Prior to the referral of a
report, the authority granted EPA under Section 114 should
be used, where necessary, to obtain the data needed to esta-
blish some days of violation under the applicable test method.
Through the use of Section 114, the Government should either
have the evidence needed to prove specific violations, or,
if a source fails to comply with the Section 114 request, a
basis to proceed under Section 113(b)(4) for violation of
Section 114. Litigation reports relying solely upon
algorithms to evidence violations are appropriate only if,
after diligent effort to obtain more detailed data, stati-

stical proof through the use of algorithms remains the only
available techniqgue.

If you have any questions concerning this guidance,
please contact Burton Gray at FTS 382-2868.

Va
Courtney M. Price

Assistant Administrator

JAN |7 196




Appendix 3.4

Determining if SIP Provisions are Generic: Bubbles,
Equivalency Provisions, Variances, and Similar SIP

Provisions (Reserved)






Appendix 3.5

Bubbles In the Context of a
Consent Decree



ISSUE NUMBER 5: How Can EPA Include A Bubble In The Context
Of A Consent Decree?

RESPONSE: EPA cannot endorse a consent decree which contains

a schedule for compliance with a bubble until EPA has promul-
gated final approval of the particular bubble as a SIP revi-
sion (or until the bubble has been approved by the State if

the bubble is granted under a generic bubble provision).

This position is supported by existing Agency policy ("Guidance
for Drafting Judicial Consent Decrees" issued on October 19,
1983), Section 113 of the Clean Air Act and case law.

A consent decree must require final compliance with
the currently applicable SIP. The Agency's "Guidance For
Drafting Judicial Consent Decrees," states that consent
decrees must require final compliance with applicable sta-
tutes or regulations. Other than interim standards, a
decree should not set a standard less stringent than that
required by applicable law or regulation, because a decree
is not a substitute for regulatory or statutory change.
(See page 11 of the Guidance.)

Section 113(b)(2) of the Act, 42 U.S.C. 7413(b)(2),
provides EPA with the authority to initiate civil actions
to obtain injunctive relief to correct source violations
of the SIP. A settlement of such an action must include a
requirement to comply with the SIP provisions that formed
the basis of the request for injunctive relief. The settle-
ment cannot require final compliance with a provision not
yet a part of the federally approved SIP.

Case law also supports the proposition that the SIP may
only be changed through certain specific procedures and that
absent those procedures, no change can be effected to the
original SIP emission lcvels. Train v. Natural Resources
Defense Council, 421 U.S. 60 (1975). The SIP, as approved
through a formal mechanism by EPA, sets the official emission
limits and remains the federally enforceable limit until
changed. Ohio Environmental Council v. U.S. District Court,
Southern District of Ohio, Eastern Division, 565 F.2d 393
(6th Cir. 1977).

A decree may contain a general provision recognizing
that either party may petition the court to modify the decree
if the relevant regulation is modified, as would be the case
with a bubble. The following language is an example of such

a reopener clause where EPA approval of the individual bubble
is required.
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If EPA promulgates final approval of a revision to the
applicable regulations under the State Implementation
Plan, either party may, after the effective date of the
revision, petition the Court for a modification of this
decree.

1f a federally approved generic procedure is applicable, the
reopener clause should be modified to reflect the particular
generic procedures.

If a SIP revision that affects a decree's compliance
schedule is finally approved, decree language, as indicated
above, may permit the source to petition the court for a
modification of the schedule. A source is relieved from its
obligation to meet the existing schedule only upon final ap-
proval by EPA, or by the state if under a federally approved
generic bubble regulation, of the SIP revision and only upon
a modification of the decree. The consent decree may not
contain a clause which would automatically incorporate any
future bubble.

It is important to note in the above context that consent
decree compliance schedules must be as expeditious as.practi-
cable in terms of implementing a control strategy to achieve
compliance with the existing SIP and may not add in extra
time to provide for final EPA action on a regquest for a SIP
revision. The "Guidance for Drafting Judicial Consent Decrees"
states on page 12 that, "The decree should specify timetables
or schedules for achieving compliance requiring the greatest
degree of remedial action as quickly as possible.” The con-
cept of expeditiousness was taken from §113(d)(1l) (applicable
to compliance schedules in Delayed Compliance Orders) which
was added to the Clean Air Act by the Amendments of 1977.

The principle was incorporated into Agency guidance issued
shortly after the 1977 amendments pertaining to compliance
schedules in judicial consent decrees, e.g., "Enforcement
Against Major Source Violators of Air and Water Acts" - April
11, 1978 (see pg. 4), and “Section 113(d) (12) of the Clean
Air Act" - August 9, 1973 (see pg. 2).

If you have any questions concerning this guidance please
contact Burton Gray of AED at FTS 382-2868.

( ! —— .)\ / .
Courtney %. Pifce

Assistant Administrator

JAN |7 920
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-q——-?--—-l---

€0 374;4.
®
3 UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
e WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460
&

A -7 1986

~

MEMORANDUM

- 14

SUBJECT: Policy on the Availability of Low-Solvent Technology
Schedules in Clean Air Act Enforcement Actions

FROM: J. Craig Potter

7 /'.

Assistant Administrator /é;;'/4§;25i
?: Ai; and Radiation (ANR-443) /7

ctlng

Administrator
for Enfor ent and Compliance Monitoring
TO: Regional Administrators

Regions I-X

Your staffs have requested resolution of the issue of when
low-solvent technology (LST) schedules can be considered as an
available method of compliance in cases brought to abate emis-
sions of volatile organic compounds (VOC). They also asked for
guidance on what period of time should be given in a compliance
schedule. 1In response, we have determined the following Agency
policy.

-,

Background

In earlier guidance addressing options for VOC control, EPA
encouraged the low solvent (reformulation) approach. Though
compliance dates in the SIPs were generally December 31, 1982,
EPA recognized when the earlier guidance was issued that it
could take longer than December 31, 1982 for sources to develop
and implement complying coatings. Through surveillance and
enforcement activities by the States and EPA in recent years,
it became evident that many sources had not made serious efforts
to find complying coatings or, in some instances, efforts
directed toward complying coatings failed to yield desirable
results., Often, sources were not vigorously pursuing the
alternative of installing add-on controls. As a result we now
face extended non-compliance, increased VOC enforcement activity,
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and a need to issue specific guidance on what is an acceptable
schedule for VOC violators where pursuit of LST is being con-

sidered.

It must be emphasized that more than five years have

passed since the VOC regulations were first adopted by the

States.

With the ozone attainment dates already past in many

areas.and less than two years away ip extension .areas, it is
critically important to assure compliance in-an expeditious

manner.

_Policy

LST schedules may be used in EPA enforcement actions as
long as the following five conditions are met:

1.

The schedule must be expeditious. It can provide no
more than three-months from the date of filing of the
complaint (or equivalent State action in cases where
the State is pursuing the enforcement action) for a
source to demonstrate compliance using complying
coatings.

Add-on controls must be part of the schedule with a
commitment to implementation should the LST program

fail. The add-on control program can extend up to an
additional twelve months. It must begin at the end of
the three-month (or shorter) LST schedule and have
increments of progress encompassing: commencing engineer-

‘ing studies, ordering control equipment, commencing

installation of control equipment,‘pompleting installa-
tion, and demonstrating compliance.

Final compliance cannot extend beyond December 1987.

Stipulated penalties must be part of the schedule for
failure to meet incremental dates of the add-on control
program.,

Civil penalties must be obtained. (This requirement is
established by previous policies such as the September 20,
1982 Post-1982 Enforcement Policy and the June 28, 1984
"timely and appropriate®™ guidance for the air program.
These policies are located at Sections V.R. and I.I.
respectively in the Clean Air Act Policy Compendium.)
Penalties assessed by EPA must be consistent with the
September 12, 1984 CAA Stationary Source Civil Penalty
Policy, as amended, and penalties assessed by States
must be consistent with the June 26, 1984 guidance by
the Deputy Administrator entitled "Implementing the
State/Federal Partnership in Enforcement: State/Federal
Enforcement Agreements."” These policies are located at
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Sections V.Y. of the Clean Air Act Policy Compendium
and Tab GM-41 of the General Enforcement Policy Compen-
dium, respectively.

Schedules resolving State enforcement actions will be
evaluated in light of this policy tq, determine the appropriate-
ness of EPA deferring to the State resolution. ‘A State enforce-
ment resolution should include at least conditions (1), (2), (3)

~and (5) of those required in EPA actions,

} 4
This policy is effective on the date of this memorandum,

except for the following limited situation. To allow for a
smooth transition, ongoing State settlement negotiations where
greater than three-month LST schedules are being considered
will be accepted as long.as the other elements of this policy
for a State enforcement resolution are satisfied. This limited
exception will terminate ninety days from the date of this
guidance.

This policy is not applicable to schedules issued pursuant
to Section 113(4). Approvability of those schedules is depen-
dent upon meeting the reguirements of Section 113(d). However,
in making a determination of expeditiousness for a DCO, the
concepts outlined in conditiqgns (1) and (2) of this guidance
should be followed.

If you have any questions on this policy, please call your
Regional liaison contact in OAQPS's Stationary Source Compliance
Division or NECM's Air Enforcement Division.

cc: Air Division Director, Regions I-X
Regional Counsel, Regions I-X
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SUBJECT: Policy-on SIP Revisions Requesting Compliance DNate
Extensions for VOC Sources

FROM: J. Craig Potter
Assistant Administrator
for Air and Radiation

TO: Regional Administrators
Regions I-X |

A number of States have aéked EPA to approve SIP revisioﬁs
granting compliance date extensions for individual VOC sources
in ozone nonattainment areas. The attached nplicy sets forth
EPA's position on when approval of such SIP revisions is
appropriate and what the States must demonstrate in order for |
EPA to approve them. Regional Offices should review the
requests for SIP revisions for conformance to this policy. {
SIP revisions now pending at Headquarters will also need to I
be reviewed by the Regions in light of this policy.
Attachment
cc: Richard H. Mays, OECM

Gerald A. Emison, OAQPS

Alan Eckert, 0OGC

Air Division Directors, Regions I-X
Regional Counsels, Regions I-X




Policy on SIP Revisions Requesting Compliance Date
Extensions for VOC Sources

In order to approve a source-specific compliance date
extension, two tests must be met. First, a State must
demonstrate that the extension will not” interfere with timely
attainment (attainment by the formally established attainment
date) and maintenance of the ozone standard and, where relevant
"reasonable further progress" (RFP) towards timely attainment. 1/
The attainment date will generally be December 31, 1982, or the 7
date established under Section 110 where the State has adequate-
ly responded to a request for SIP revisions under §110(a)(2)(H),
or December 31, 1987 in ozone extension areas. The demonstra-
tion may be based on a comparison between the margin for
attainment predicted by the demonstration submitted with the
approved ozone SIP _2/ and the increased emissions that would
result under the pronosed compliance date extension. 3/ If
there is an adequate margin to absorb the increased emissions
(and the extension would not interfere with RFP), then EPA
may conclude that the compliance date extension will not
interfere with the attainment and continued maintenance of
the ozone standard.

1/ The reference to a demonstration of RFP towards timely
attainment is not intended to redefine RFP but only reaffirms
that an RFP analysis is required.

_2/ For areas where revisions to the Part D SIP are required
(such as 1987 extension areas or SIP call areas) and those
revisions have not been fully approved, the State would have
to submit a demonstration the equivalent of that required
for EPA approval of the ozone SIP. Without an approvable
demonstration EPA cannot determine whether the individual
compliance date extension will interfere with timely attain-
ment and maintenance of the standard, or with RFP. A

de minimus showing would not be acceptable, since in the
aggregate even very small sources would contribute signifi-
cantly to ozone formation.

3/ In making such a comparison it will be necessary to
determine what, if any, portion of the margin has been utilized
by new sources of VOCs that may have located in the area
since the SIP was anproved, as well as by existing VOC sources
that may have already been granted compliance date extensions.
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If the State or EPA believes that there has been a suhstantial
change in the inventory of VOC sources or total VNC emissions
since the ozone SIP was approved so that the margin of attain-
ment has chanaed significantly, a revised demonstration in
support of the source-specific SIP revision should be submit-
ted. _4/

Second, time extensions also must be consistent with the
requirement that nonattainment area SIPs provide for "imnlemen-

-tation of all reasonably available control measures as

expeditiously as practicable" [§172(b)(2)]). Expeditiousness -
should be demonstrated by determining when the source was
first put on notice of the applicable requirement (e.g.,
adoption of the current requlation by the State) and the time
that has elapsed since then. EPA has generally determined
that for most VNC sources this period is less than three
vears. _5/ Any source-specific SIP revision for a compliance
date extension within these timeframes may be presumed to be
expeditious. Compliance date extensions for periods longer
than these timeframes, however, should be closely scrutinized
to determine whether or not they are truly expeditious.' 6/
This should include an examination of the compliance status of
other sources nationally in the same VOC source cateqgory

(this examination would be the responsibility of the State),
and the most expeditious means of compliance available (includ-
inqa add on control equipment, process change, or raw material
improvement) irrespective of the method proposed in the SIP

-

4/ Such a demonstration would be necessary, for example, in
areas originally demonstrating attainment by 1982, but for
which post-1982 monitoring data are indicating exceedances of
the ozone standard or raising serious questions about the
original prediction of attainment.

5/ For three source categories (can coating onerations,
graphic arts printing and automotive assembly plant paint
shop operations), hased on industrv experience EPA has
through policy statements concluded that expeditiousness may
be longer than three years.

6/ The same holds true for review of individual compliance
date extensions incorporated in any area-wide ozone SIP
revisions submitted by a State (such as those being submitted
pursuant to an EPA SIP call under Section 110(a)(2)(H)). Any
change in the original deadline for an individual VOC source
incorporated in an area-wide ozone SIP revision must be
demonstrated to be expeditious (as well as not interfere with
timely attainment and maintenance).
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revision. Unless it can be shown that the original timeframe
approved in the SIP did not allow sufficient time for an
economically and technologically feasible compliance plan to
be implemented, a SIP revision for a compliance date extension
beyond the timeframes set forth above should be denied.

In conclusion, both the demonstration of timely attainment
(including RFP where relevant) and maintenance and the
expeditiousness tests must be met before a State SIP revision
can be approved.

j/kh’(d—;' 4{1.64

J.éiyéig Pottg£r
As6{stant Adfninistrator

for Air and Radiation

AKX -7 1986
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MEMORANDUM
SUBJECT: Early Compliance And Stipulated Penalties in
VOC Enforcement Cases
FROM: John B. Rasnic, Acting Directo AAMAL
Stationary Source Compliance igsion
Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards
A -
Michael S. Alushin // 4/

Associate Enforcement Counsel
Air Enforcement Division

TO: Air Management Division Directors
Regions I, III, V and IX

Air and Waste Management Division Director
Region IX

Air, Pesticides, and Toxics Management Division
Directors

Regions IV and VI

Air and Toxics Division Directors
Regions VII, VIII and X

Regional Counsels
Regions I-X

In an August 7, 1986 policy issued by Craig Potter and
Richard Mays ("Policy on the Availability of LST Schedules In
CAA Enforcement Actions"), EPA disallowed any compliance schedules
in consent decrees which gave the source more than three months
after the filing of the complaint to reach compliance through the
application of low solvent technology. Two issues have arisen

concerning the application of this policy which we hope to answer
below. .

RECEIVED

WOV 28 1986

ENFORCEME T CANE
ACTIVITIES SECHOR
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First, consent decrees may contain a clause providing
for compliance through a means other than add-on controls
prior to the compliance date for add-on controls. Such a
clause could read "(Source) agrees to attain final compliance
by (date of add-on controls) through the following schedule
for controls, or by some other means at an earlier date."
The language should be general in order to keep EPA from commit-

ting itself to a compliance plan other than the add-on control
schedule.

Second, even if the source achieves early compliance through
low solvent technology, EPA will not forgive stipulated penalties
which have been incurred as the result of missed milestones in
the schedule for installing add-on controls. However, we will
not require stipulated penalties for the milestones which come
after the date that the source achieved compliance through low
solvent technology. The rationale for this position is that we
view the add-on schedule to be the “real" one in these cases,
and in order for sources to take that schedule seriously, we
need to collect stipulated penalties until the time compliance
actually occurs. Including a clause allowing complete forgive-
ness of stipulated penalties would encourage sources to continue
to gamble on the possible success of low-solvent technology,
precisely the situation that we hoped to end by issuing the
August 7, 1986 policy.

cc: VOC Workgroup Members
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DEC 23 1986
MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT: Availability of Low-Solvent Technology ("LST")
Schedules in Clean Air Act Section 120 Enforcement

Actions Z {:::
FROM: Michael S. Alushin ﬂ/

Associate Enforcement Counsel
Alr Enforcement Division

John B. Rasnic, Acting Directogs}
Stationary Source Compliance Di ion

TO: Addressees
|

On August 7, 1986, EPA issued a "Policy on the Availability
of Low-Solvent Technology Schedules in Clean Air Act Enforcement
Actions" against Volatile Organic Compound ("VOC") emission
sources (the "LST Policy") (attached). The purpose of the LST
Policy is to ensure compliance with VOC emission limitations as
expeditiously as practicable. It does so by mandating that such
schedules meet five conditions in order to receive EPA approval.

The purpose of this memorandum is to answer the question,
posed by one Office of Regional Counsel, whether and, 1f so, how
the LST Policy applies to Section 120 administrative actions.
The brief answer is that major elements of the LST Policy do

apply to such actions, and that Section 120 can serve as a useful

tool in implementing that policy.

EPA drafted the LST Policy with Section 113 civil actions --

in which EPA has injunctive authority -- in mind; the Policy

speaks in terms of conditions and requirements which LST compliance
schedules must meet in order to be acceptable to EPA. For example,
the LST Policy defines "expeditiousness” so as to require that an

LST schedule provide for compliance no later than three months
from the date on which the govermment files a civil complaint.

Section 120 on the other hand does not provide injunctive
power as such; by its terms, it authorizes EPA only‘ to recoup
from a source the economic benefit of its noncompliance.

RECTWED RECEIVED;

DEC29 1986 DEC 3 n 1386

AIR ENFORCEMENT BRANCH

Air Managemant Ui . "I EPA Region Il
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Howeveglitin conformity with the structure of the Clean Air
Act, EPA de quire under §120 that a source demonstrate compli-
ance with able law as expeditiously as practicable. 1Indeed,

to read §1 herwise would defeat its purpose, for a central
concern of Congress propelling enactment of §120 was that existing
civil remedies were not effecting compliance expeditiously enough.
A key feature of §120 -- its "penalty clock” which won't stop
"ticking” until a source achieves compliance -- is intended to
spur speedy compliance by eliminating incentives to delay. 1In
addition, Congress wrote into the text of §120 itself tight
deadlines for the administrative resolution of challenges to
Agency determinations of liability and penalty amount, so as to
speed the process leading to compliance.

Moreover, the same compliance considerations which led to
the LST policy apply whether the enforcement vehicle is civil or
administrative. These considerations include unacceptable levels
of VOC noncompliance and real concern over the prospects for
meeting deadlines for attaimment of the National Ambient Air
Quality Standard for Ozone.

Therefore, it is the Agency's intention that the LST Policy
guide, to the extent possible, enforcement actions brought under
§120 as well as under §113. This has the following consequences,
among others.

First, Regions may import into §120 the LST Policy's
definition of "expeditious".*/ This means that EPA may require
that a source which proposes to comply by LST base its §120
penalty calculation on a compliance schedule no more than three
months long. (The schedule begins on the date the source receives
the §120 Notice of Noncompliance.) For sources which intend to
comply by LST, but which cannot do so within the three-month
period, the calculation should be based instead on the costs to
install "add-on" pollution control equipment, over the normal
period required for that installation.

licy sets out several other enumerated elements
consent decree must contain in order to win EPA
approval. e elements include provisions for civil penalties,
stipulated pénalties, and specified increments of progress incident
to compliance schedules. While it certainly is acceptable to
include some of these elements in a §120 administrative consent
agreement, it is not appropriate as a matter of §120 policy to
require it.
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Secondgtlegions should be mindful of limitations which this
pesent, given the nature of the §120 remedy. For

' quires two calculations of the noncompliance
penalty, o #fore and one after compliance is achieved. The
second "revises" the first, based on the costs of compliance
actually incurred, which in turn depend on the means of compliance
actually chosen. Therefore, in a §120 action where compliance by
LST is not achievable within three months, but is achievable in
the same time it would take to install add-on controls, or sooner,
a source may choose to continue its LST compliance program even

in the face of the LST Policy, in the belief that that choice
would result in a smaller §120 penalty. To enforce the "expedi-
tious"” compliance required by the LST Policy in such a case, EPA
might need to bring a civil action under §113 for specific
injunctive relief and expanded penalties.

Third, it is important to remember that §120 actions once
instituted must be properly concluded. For example, a §120
action cannot be brought merely as leverage in enforcement efforts
against a source, then dismissed once it has helped induce com-
pliance or once a §113 action becomes necessary. A §120 action
must be concluded pursuant to §120 and its implementing regula-
tions and interpretative policies. See especially "Permissible
Grounds for Settlement of Noncompliance Penalties Under Section
120 of the Clean Air Act" (March 19, 1985) (governing reductions
in penalties), and "Rules Governing Conclusion of Clean Air Act
Section 120 Actions" (May 15, 1985) (governing settlements of
§§113 and 120 actions against same violation). (These documents
are set out in the Clean Air Act Compliance/Enforcement Guidance
Manual at VI1.L. and VII.M., respectively.)

The prospect of being subject to simultaneous enforcement
actions under Sections 120 and 113 should provide a source strong
incentive to comply promptly in response to the §120 action alone.
However, if it appears likely that a Section 120 action would not
by itself induce compliance, it may be preferable to bring a §113
civil action instead, so as to minimize the burden on EPA enforce-
ment resources.

We are:jgpeful that this guidance will clarify the appropriate
role for § -.in VOC enforcement actions against sources proposing
compliance J@¥conversion to low-solvent technology coatings.

Should you W any questions or comments concerning this guidance,
please contact Laurence Groner of the Air Enforcement Division
at FTS 382-2820.

Attachment
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Reg ionil fifounsels
Region F

Air and Waste Management Division Director
Region 11

Alr Management Division Directors
Regions 1, III, V, and IX

Air, Pesticides, and Toxics Management Division Directors
Regions IV and VI

Air and Toxics Division Directors
Regions VII, VIII, and X

Regional Counsel Air Contacts
Regions 1-X

David Buente, Chief
Environmental Enforcement Section
DOJ



Appendix 3.7
Non Major ("B") Sources



Issue: At the present time all Class Al and A2 VOC sources
in the New York City (NYC) Metropolitan AQCR have
been identified and verified, and those which are
out of compliance have been placed on the signifi-
cant violator list. Region II would like to have
all Class B VOC sources which have an ERP > 50 TPY
and are out of compliance, placed on the significant
violator list. By doing this the Region would be
able to more accurately reflect its continuing
enforcement effort in the NYC Metropolitan area,
currently non-attainment for VOCs.

Resgonse:

As noted in the Agency Operating Guidance for FY 1986-1987,
SSCD will be developing a strategy that addresses Class B VOC
violators in ozone non-attainment areas where control of such
sources is essential to attainment. This strategy will
become operational in FY 1987 (see attached for initial think-
ing on the elements of this strategy). One issue to be
considered is the possibility of expanding the significant
violator definition in FY 1987 to include selected Class B

C LN

Edward E. Reich, Director
Stationary Source Compliance Division
Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards

JAN 31 isce



G. Class B VOC Sources

Develop general and area-specific strategies for dealing with
Class B VOC sources. Elements of the strategies would have
to include:

(1) identification of which source categories with
substantial numbers of Class B sources are significant
contributors to nonattainment in the areas of concern

(2) analysis of relative amounts of reductions likely to
be obtainable from such source categories, to determine
the most cost-effective areas of focus, nationally
and in each geographic area

(3) identification of the status of regulation of such
source categories in areas where they are important
and additional regulatory actions possible

(4) inventorying Class B sources (or at least the larger
Class B sources) in the source categories of concern
to each area

(5) determlnlng compliance status of Class B sources of
concern ‘in each area

(6) initiation of appropriate enforcement actions to
resolve violations

From a national perspective, strategy development would have
to consider:

(1) compliance determination approaches for large numbers
of small sources

(2) expansion of "t and a" and significant violator concepts
to selected Class B VOC sources

(3) mechanisms for obtaining compliance less resource-
intensive than traditional approaches

(4) penalty policies and methods of assessment

(5) public and industry education programs to enhance
voluntary compliance

(6) mechanisms for handling compliance data and any
necessary modifications to CDS guidance




To begin to address the Class B VOC problem:

(1) sSCD has committed to develop during FY 1986 a strategy
(or strategies) for dealing with Class B VOC sources in
areas where their control is important for attainment

(2) The FY 1986 grants allocation targets $1 million for States
to develop and refine Class B VOC inventories

(3) The draft FY 1987 budget contemplates expanded efforts to
address Class B sources, as well as implementation of a
Reasonable Efforts Program



Appendix 3.8

Distribution of Policy and Guidance



Issue: It has become apparent that EPA is taking a tougher

enforcement stance on the round II CTG's than was
evident in round I. Notice of this change came
through the August 17, 1984 Lillgquist letter which
was an attachment to the October 2, 1984 memorandum
on coordinating key issues in VOC cases from Micheal
Alushin, Associate Enforcement Counsel. Although
Region III generally supports this change in policy,
we are extremely concerned about the method and tim-
ing of disseminating this policy.

This tougher stance on compliance represents a signi-
icant shift in policy. The novel distribution
approach of attaching it to a memorandum which
appears to have been intended for limited distribu-
tion leaves much to be desired. States have been
negutiating schedules over the _ast year wh’:h
reflect EPA's more laissezfaire enforcement posture
taken on the round I CTG's. This change in policy is
coming to them (and us) about one year late. As a
result, it will disrupt the processing of orders

and SIP's negotiated by States under our previous
enforcement posture and strain EPA/State relations.

Region III suggests that Headquarters reassess its
method of policy distribution. If EPA is to ensure
the timeliness and appropriateness of State enforce-
ment activities, we must inform the States of the
rules of the game in a timely and appropriate manner.

RESEOHSE:

Traditionally, it is SSCD's approach to issue guidance or
policy documents to the Regional Offices with ongoing staff
support to respond to questions or provide clarification.
Subsequently, it is incumbent upon the Regional Office to
disseminate this information to its States in any manner it
choses.

In the VOC area, a Regional-Headquarters compliance
workgroup was established to be a focal point for VOC issues
and subsequent policy or guidance. SSCD chairs this workgroup
and has distributed numerous VOC articles and policy memoranda
through the workgroup members. The August 17, 1984 Lillquist
letter cited in the issue was distributed to the Air Branch
Chiefs on August 29, 1984, with copies to the Workgroup members

(see attached).
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In order to assue that all SSCD policy and guidance
memoranda are being seen by the Regional Office staff, SSCD
will institute a process of listing quarterly all policy and
guidance memorandum that have been issued. This list will be
sent to the Air Branch or Compliance Branch Chiefs. Where a
mem~randum on this list has not been seen by the Region, a
request can be made for a copy. It will be incumbent upon the
Region to assure that appropriate memoranda are distributed
to the States and locals. The process of providing this
listing will commence at the end of the first quarter FY 1986.

C Z N

Edward E. Reich, Director
Stationary Source Compliance Division
Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards




Appendix 3.9

Economic Feasibility of RACT
Non CTG and Source Specific RACT
Determinations



Issue:

What criteria should he used to determine economic
feasibility for non-CTG VOC sources? For CTG sources where
recommended RACT is technically infeasible?

Response:

EPA's definition of VOC RACT for ozone plans is the
lowest emission limitation that a particular source is capable
of meeting by the application of control technology that is
reasonably available considering technological and economic
feasibility. This is explained in greater depth in the
September 17, 1979 suoplement to the general preamble on the
criteria for approva: of Part 0 SIP revisions (44 FR 53761).
Where EPA cannot rely on presumptive norms, RACT for a parti-
cular source is determined on a case-hy-case hasis considering
the technological and economic circumstances of the individual
source. Hence, whether or not a source is addressed by a
CTG, no universally applicable decision rule can supplant
case-hy-case judgment on what constitutes RACT,

In evaluating economic feasihility for RACT, the Agency
gives significant weight to cost-effectiveness. However, no
specific cost effectiveness threshold exists to determine
RACT. Numerous other factors (i.e., age of facility, quantity
of emissions, nature of emissions, severity of existing air
quality problem, extent of controls present, comparability
to standard industry practice in related industries, cross
media impacts, economic impacts, etc.) must be considered in
establishing RACT. It is conceivable, given differing local
circumstances, that a control option could be reasonably
available in one location and unreasonable in another.

rald A, Emison, Director
Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards

+-/-86

Date Signed




Appendix 3.10

Solids-As-Applied
Determining Equivalency

(Reserved)



Appendix 3.11

NSPS vs RACT Limits
Averaging Time Differences

(Reserved)
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Appendix 3.12

Regulating Total VOC vs. VOC

Coating Content

Dropped-No Action Required

Sources Must Meet SIP Requirements
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Appendix 3.13

Baseline Year



Issue

What baseline year should be used for determining VOC
percent emissions reductions as per State SIP regulations?

RGSEODSE

° There is no one particular year that can be considered
to be the baseline year for compliance purposes for all source
categories. The baseline year is generally considered to be
the effective date of the emission control regulation for the
source category.

° The SIP itself, however, should be checked to determine
if it contains language affecting baseline year determinations.
It is possible that in approving the SIP ei:her EPA or the State
commented on this issue, thus providing guidance to sources,

If there is no contrary guidance in the SIP, the general rule
stated above should take effect.

° The stated issue and response relate to individual source
compliance rather than to a SIP planning baseline or emissions
trading issue. SIP baselines are defined in current policy and
the issue of baselines relative to trading is covered in the
various Agency policy documents on trading.

° The issue is only applicable to "percent reduction”
types of regulations. A regulation based strictly on "VOC
content" (e.g., lbs VOC/gal coating or percent solvent regula-
tions, etc.) or add-on control equipment percent requirements,
would not require a baseline date as compliance would be based
only on a comparison against the SIP emission limits.

° The "percent reduction" requirement applies to the emis-
sion rate as expressed in terms of VOC content, not to total VOC
emissions. That is, the percent reduction applies against the
pre-control coatings/inks formulations, not to the emissions
in mass per unit of time. This is consistent with the intent
of the CTG's. The pre-control coatings/inks formulations used
as the baseline in determining percent reductions must be repre-
sentative of the coatings/inks in use at the time the regulation

became effective.
W_

Gerald A. Emison, Director
Office of Air Quality Planning
and Standards

2c "

Date Signed



Appendix 3.14

Site Specific RACT Determination



Issue: Are there any site-specific RACT limits
being set?

Response: Site-specific RACT determinations are required
for > 100 T/yr stationary sources not covered by a CTG where
(1) sources are located in urbanized areas that did not attain
by 1982 and (2) for urbanized areas that have requested an
extension until 1987. In addition, case-by-case RACT determina-
tions are allowable where the CTG suggested limit has been
found to be technologically or economically infeasibie. These
case-by-case RACT determinations must be approved by EPA as
source-specific SIP revisions.

s lL

Site-specific RACT determinations have been,for a number
of > 100 T/yr stationary source categories not covered by
CTG's. Examples of this are Region IV RACT determinations
for aluminum foil plants, woodworking plants, etc. Region I
reportedly is making RACT determinations for a large number of
sources. For example, more than 30 site-specific non-CTG
RACT determinations in the State of Massachusetts will be
submitted as SIP revisions to EPA in the near future. Also,

a number of case-by-case RACT determinations have been made
for CTG site-specific sources in Massachusetts in the past.

Case-by-case RACT determinations are allowable under EPA
policy for both CTG and non-CTG source categories where

appropriate.
The VOC RACT Clearinghouse is available and should be

used for ensuring Regional consistency in RACT determinations
for similar site-specific source categories.

)

Gerald A. Emison, Director

O0ffice of Air Quality Planning and Standards

28 F&l j.-.



Appendix 3.15

Seasonal Afterburner Exemption



ISSUE

Is an exemption for use of incinerators in non-ozone
season appropriate? How can we justify suing sources for
failure to utilize controls during non-ozone season in SIPs
where there is no exemption?

RESPONSE

The origin of the policy on seasonal controls began when
EPA issued guidance on July 28, 1976 which authorized proce-
dures for the approval of SIP revisions allowing seasonal
operation of certain gas-fired afterburners. Such revisions
could be accomplished without a detailed, time-consuming
analysis of air quality impact so long as the seasonal shutdown
period was consistent with that delineated in a staff study
("oxidant Air Quality and Meteorology,™ February 6, 1976) and if
the existing air quality showed no past violations in the months
during which the afterburners were shut down.

On December 1, 1980, in a memorandum to the Regional Offices
titled "Revised Seasonal Afterburner Policy" (attachment 1), EPA
further stated that any plan revision which provided for after- -
burner shutdown in the period of November through March outside
of southern California and the Gulf Coast should be proposed for
approval.

It is important to note that the policy applies to gas-fired
afterburners installed to control emissions of volatile organic
compounds (VOCs) for the purpose of reducing ambient ozone con-
centrations. It does not apply to flares (which do not use natural
gas as an auxiliary fuel), VOCs vented to boilers, afterburners
operated principally for odor control, or afterburners operated to
control toxic or hazardous substances. It is also important to
note that the policy on seasonal control of afterburners can only
be implemented through the SIP process. The EPA does not have a
general exemption regarding seasonal controls of VOC gas-fired

afterburners.

A second category of sources to which seasonal controls can
be applied through the SIP process are cutback asphalt facilities.
In some SIPs, control of these facilities is required only during

the summer months.

In 1984, EPA, through the Office of Air and Radiation con-
sidered whether to expand the categories of sources to which such
seasonal policies could apply. ("Seasonal Volatile Organic':
Compound (VOC) Control and Phillips Petroleum," dated September
21, 1984 (attachment 2)) The decision was made not to expand
the scope of the policy primarily because:

- Only a relatively small additional cost savings could
be expected from any expansion of the policy.



- Exposure to toxic emissions might increase.

- Pursuing such an initiative could disrupt VOC control
efforts at a time of uncertain implementation.

-~ Scarce resources might have to be diverted from current
programs to prepare the necessary administrative actions.

- The control flexibility in the program already available
might be jeopardized since Section 302(K) of the Clean
Air Act, passed subsequent to EPA's seasonal afterburner
policy, requires controls on a "continuous basis."

It was for the above reasons that the recommendation was made
to implement the existing policy as presently written.

Thus, the policy concerning seasonal control of afterburners
can be implemented only if a State submits, and EPA approves, a SIP
provision providing for seasonal operation. 1In the absence of such
a provision, sources are obligated under State and federal law to
continuously operate afterburners as necessary to meet applicable
emission limits. EPA expects sources to meet their legal obliga-
tions, and is directed by Sections 113 and 120 of the Clean Air Act
to take corrective enforcement action if a source fails to do so.
The justification for enforcing SIP requirements providing for the
continuous operation of afterburners rests with this directive in
the Clean Air Act. SIP standards are initially developed by the
States and can be more stringent than required by the Clean Air Act
and EPA policy. Once federally effective, the SIP requirements are
to be met by sources and enforced by the States and EPA.

Gerald A. Emison, Director

Office of Air Quality Planning
and Standards

28 FED 1986

Date Signed
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards
Research Triangle Park, North Carolina 27711

DL 0 880

Revised Seasonal Afterburner Po [zé;//’//

Walter C. Barber, Directo

Office of Air Quality Pla and Standards (MD-10)
Director, Air and Hazardous Materials Division
Regions I-X

On July 28, 1976, the Agency issued its policy on the "Seasonal
Operation of Natural Gas-Fired Afterburners." This policy authorized
the approval of SIP revisions without a detailed, time-consuming analysis
of air quality impact if the seasonal shutdown period was consistent
with that delineated in a staff study ("Oxidant Air Quality and
Meteorology," February 6, 1976) and if existing air quality showed no
past violations in the months during which the afterburners were shut
down. Because of the nation's continuing need to conserve energy
resources and because of the revision to the national ambient air

quality standard for ozone, we have reconsidered a portion of this
policy. .

An analysis of available ambient air quality data concluded that
exceedances of the revised national ambient air quality standard for
ozone do not occur in the November through March period, except for
areas of southern California and the Gulf Coast. As a result of this
analysis, it is appropriate at this time to modify the "seasonal after-
burner policy" to state that any plan revisions which provide for after-
burner shutdown in the period of November through March outside of
southern California and the Gulf Coast should be proposed for approval.
A11 other portions of the original policy remain unchanged, namely:

(1) The policy applies to gas-fired afterburners installed to
control emissions of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) for
the. purpose of reducing ambient ozone concentrations. It
does not apply to flares (which do not use natural gas as an
auxilTary fuel), VOCs vented to boilers, afterburners operated
principally for odor control, or afterburners operated to :
control toxic or hazardous substances; and

EPA Form 1320-6 (Rev. 3-76)
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(2) A policy to seasonally control afterburners can only be
implemented through the SIP process. The attached staff
report, supported by air quality data, should be adequate
technical support for approving a SIP revision allowing for
seasonal shutdown of afterburners in a given location.

It is recommended that you notify the State agencies in your
Region that EPA supports a policy which permits sources to shut off
afterburners during the months of November through March except for
areas of southern California and the Gulf Coast. Should you have any
questions in this regard, please contact Mr. Richard G. Rhoads, Director,
Control Programs Development Division, Office of Air Quality Planning
and Standards at FTS 629-5251.

Attachment ]

cc: Chief, Air Programs Branch, Regions [-X



Attachment 2
SEP EL ile

MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT: Seasonal Volatile Organic Compound (VOC) Control

TSaseoh K- Bannon -

FROM: 5baeph A. Cannon, Assistant Administrator
for Air and Radiation (ANR-443)

TO: Milton Russell, Assistant Admintstrator
for Policy, Planning, and Evaluation (PM=219)

This is with regard to your semorandum of June 15, 1984, discussing
seascnal VOC control and the Phillips Petroleum Pederal Register notice.
Your memorandum suggests that expanding seasonal VOC control beyond the
existing afterburner policy offers significant promise as a control
cost-savings initiative. You also expressed concern that the Office of
Alr and Radiation (OAR) was attempting to revoke the existing seasonal
afterburner exemption in the Phillips Petrocleum package. I would like to

address these two issues separately.

SEASONAL CONTROL

Ve can uni3erstand your perspective regarding expanded seasonal VOC
control since intuitively it is quite appealing to not control pollutants
if they clearly are not causing an air pollution problem. . However, such -
a seemingly simple approach has a number of potential pitfalls which need
to be considered prior to pursuing such an initiative, The Office of Air
Quality Planning and Standards’' (OAQPS') review of your recommendations

has reached the following conclusions:

Substantial control flexibility already exists under the current
policy in the area of greatest payoff; hence, only relatively.
small additional cost savings can be expected from an expansion.

n

- Exposure to toxic emissions may increase,

The basis for no further control in several listing decisions under
Section 112 may be undermined.

Pursuing such an initiative at this time may disrupt VOC control
efforts at a time of uncertain transition to implementation.



- Resources 1n State, local, Regional, and Headquarters Offices may
need to be diverted away from current programs to prepare the
necessary administrative actions.

- The substantial control flexibility already available under the
current policy may be jeopardized,

Our basis for these conclusions is discussed below.

No Major Payoff Can Be Expected

The VOC emissions can be reduced through incineration, other add-on
controls, or low-solvent technology. While a few individual sources may still
realize significant savings througl an expanded seasonal VOC control policy,
the bulk of the savings available has been addressed through the existing
seasonal afterburner exemption. The consultant study prepared by your
staff confirms our initial conclusions regarding the limited potential

for cost savings from expanding this policy. The following is taken from
that analysis:

Twenty-three (23) RACT source categories were
examined to determine whether any of them could be
major beneficiaries from an extended seasonal control
policy. This examination indicates that most sources
within these categories are unlikely to have major
savings directly attributable to discontinuance of
existing VOC control measures under such a policy
extension due to the following reasons:

- They employ cont.o]l measures which are integral
to the process egquirtent (e.g., submerged fill
pipes, floating roofs, etc,) and which cannot be
disabled.

= RACT consists of switches to inherently low
polluting processes (e.g., substitution of
solvent-based to low- or no-solvent coatings).
Such sources are unlikely to switch back because:
(a) there is little financial incentive to do
so, (b) the quality of product using low or
no solvent coatings is acceptable, and (c) there
will be costs associated with a changeover.

- Several sources have no add-on or other controls
and, therefore, are unable to benefit froam an <
extended SCP because they currently use bubbles ...
as an effective method of complying with RACT. o
This attests to the success of the bubble policy.

- Many sources that can benefit from a seasonal

" control pelicy already do so since they are

equipped with natural gas fired incinerators.
These are exempt from wintertime operation under
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the current SCP. However, 1t should be no-ed
that not all incinerators are able to use the
current exemption from natual gas fired incinerators
because: (a) some incinerators have dual fuel
capability and may, therefore, be ineligible for
exemption in certain jurisdictions, (b) some
sources seem to be unaware of the exemption, (c¢)
other sources have integrated their incinerator
into the general process and/or winter space
heating system so that the recovered heat from
the incinerator is now indispensible, and (d) as
is their prerogative under Section 116 of the
Clean Air Act, several State and local agencies
do not provide exemptions for natural gas fired
afterburners on a routine basis.,

- For many sources, savings due to recovery of
VOCs are sufficiently high so that they have
no incentive to disable controls.

Major beneficiaries from any shutdown of controls
resulting from an extended seasonal control policy
will be those sources that use (or will use) end-of-
pipe control devices for RACT and can neither use,
sale nor burn recovered (i.e., collected) VOCs.

Based on this observation, the categories most likely
to benefit are: graphic arts (especially flexography)
and paper coating.

With regard to flexographic and paper coaters, only those who install
incinerators without heat recovery could realistically expect to benefit
from the policy (very few have), and they have already been addressed
through the existing policy.

Toxic Emissions May Increase

The most visible adverse impact to the public will be the potential
increase in toxic emissions. The Agency has maintained that significant
reductions in toxic emissions will accrue through VOC control for ozone,
The majority of the chemicals being studied for toxicity as air pollutants
are VOC. Table I illustrates that 29 of the 37 substances under assess-
ment exist as VOC. Further, in some cases, it is not the primary constitu-
ent of the VOC but simply one of many constituents. For example, gasoline
vapor is a major source of benzene. Also, coatings are formulated with
solvents composed of many compounds which can and are changed. BHence it
is not a simple task to determine whether a particular source has an
adverse toxics impact or whether in the future it will continue to have
an adverse impact. Given this complexity, toxic emissions smay likely
be enitted from sources in increased quantities if the policy is expanded
indiscriminately. Even if this were not true, the perception of its
possiblity would require greater reporting requirements and/or technical
support before the Agency could responsibly take such a general step.



Basis for Section 112 Decisions Will be Undermined

Decisions regarding controlling or not controlling toxic chemicals under
Section 112 often hinge on the incremental environmental impact of additional
control requirements, The baseline considers the existing SIP and whether
there 13 a SIP requirement to provide some control. Expansion of seasonal
afterburners will undermine this basis. As an example, bulk terminals are a
significant source of gasoline vapor and benzene emissions. Lifetime risk of
cancer due to high exposure to gasoline in the vicinity of uncontrolled terminals
has a plausible upper bound of 1,2 X 10-3, This is the highest-risk source
category in the gasoline marketing chain for benzene and gasoline vapors.
While the Agency has yet to decide to control bulk terminals for benzene, the
existence of SIP requirements obviously mitigates the risk. This analysis
using the SIP baseline would be suspect if the Agency announced expansion of
the seasonal VOC policy allowing exemption periods for VOC. This same problem
will reoccur in a number of listing decisions presently being made.

Disruption of Present VOC Control Efforts

The less quantifiable but potentially greater adverse impact is the additional
disruption such a policy may cause State agencies. States presently feel
overwhelmed by the demands the VOC program has placed on them. To add an
. additional requirement to an already complex regqulatory program may adversely

affect SIP approvals and compliance. : ‘

Purther, most of these regulations are to be implemented soon. Final
compliance dates have either passed or will pass in 1985. To provide sources
with a potential new vehicle to argue that compliance requirements should be
Jdeferred may undermine the present Agency initiatives to move away from planning
and into implementation. This initiative runs the risk of being the straw that
breaks the proverbial camel's back.

Diversion of Resources

The administrative burden of preparing an expanded seascn2l VOC policy is
rot inconsequential. Rulemaking which could be as extensive as that which is X
presently underway for the emission trading policy will be necesscry to formally
promulgate the policy. Pollowing issuance of the policy, States will have to
undergo individual rulemaking activity to provide for seasonal controls in
their plans. Subsequently, individual Federal rulemaking will be required to
incorporate the State rules into the Federal SIP. Therefore, even presuming no
litigation, a significant fraction of what we, the States and local agencies
are presently expending in the SIP planning exercises may have to be expanded
on adopting and implementing this initiative. This can only be acgogplished by
diverting activity away from areas where environmental 1nprovenentfgg being
accomplished (e.g., inspections, compliance activity, Group III CTG adoption).
Cnce the policy is issued, processing SIP revisions is a nondiscretionary duty.
Significant allocations of resources will be necessary to address what is a
major administrative task.



While the administrative burden is not insurmountable, it is real
and could adversely affect compliance., It will take an investment on the
part of States and EPA to surmount these administrative demands. The
available resources are limited. Given the lack of identified benefits,
it does not seem to be worth the effort,

Jeopardizing the Present Policy

Proposing an expansion of the seasonal VOC policy for notice and
comment is not without risk. As it now stands the present policy provides
significant flexibility to those who most can use it--users of gas-fired
afterburners. Reopening the policy introduces the risk of a challenge to
the entire policy. The present exemption for gas-fired afterburners was
adopted as a narrow exercise of administrative discretion. The primary
basis for approval was the natural gas supply shortage which existed in
the mid-1970's. The energy availability situation has changed significantly
since that time., Hence, thig basis may no longer be available if this
policy were reopened. Moreover, efforts were made in the initial policy
to distinguish this from intermittent control systems previously used by
sulfur dioxide sources. Since this policy was initially issued, the
Clean Air Act Amendments of 1977 added Sections 123 and 302(k) to expressly
require continuous controls. While neither development necessarily
invalidates the present policy, both result in additional complexities.

As your staff noted, there are those who would like to see the present
policy rescinded. By opening the issues, you may provide then a vehicle
o accomplish the very opposite goal you seek,

For these reasons, 1 recommend we continue to implement the existing
policy on seasonal control as it is presently written. For all its
warts, the present policy works. It provides significant flexibility for
those who can most use it, has been accepted, and can continue to be -
implemented without significant additional rulemaking or resource burdens.
The most prudent course of action appears to be to leave the policy alone.-

PHILLIPS PETROLEUM

The Office of Air and Radiation (OAR) had no intention of revoking
the existing seasonal afterburner policy in the notice. The originmal
wording of this Federal Register notice explained in some Jetail why the
seasonal afterburner policy did not apply in this instance, and did not
place the policy into its statutory context, ewven though the oriqinal .
wording provided an adequate basis for disapproving this particulat
application, Given the Office of Management and Budqct‘ (OHB':)*t.ndency
to ask for a statutory basis for EPA disapprovals when a policy. 1c~c1ted.ts,.

I think it is prudent to modify the disapproval language to reflect the .

statute rather than explain why the afterburner policy does not apply in o
hopes of avoiding extensive interplay with OMB on this package.

I do not believe it has any precedential value for any future
sxemptions the Agency might wish to pursue since we would have to take
noti=e and comment on any policy change to expand the use of seasonal
controls, It is not clear what you mean by narrowing our basis for
d:sapproval since there is no policy to ever approve such an action.



Furtner, given the benzene/gasoline vapor toxicity issue discussed above,
using this action as a vehicle to announce consideration of expanding the
seasonal VOC policy seems {1l advised. Based on the discussion above, 1
have concurred on the disapproval package and have forwarded it to OMB.

Attachment

cc: Indur Goklany, RRS
Michael Levin, RRS
William Pedersen, OGC

< Ed Reich, OAQPS

Gerald Emison, OAQPS
Darryl Tyler, ORQPS
Barbara Bankoff, OAR
Paul Stolpman, OAR



37 Potentially Toxic Substances Under EPA Assessment

Substances that exist in the ambient air primarily as particles (8)

Beryllium
Cadmium
Coke oven emissions

Dioxin (2, 3, 7, 8-TC N)*

Substances that exist in °

organic compounds (29)

Acetaldehyde
Acrolein
Acrylonitrile

Allyl Chloride
Benzyl Chloride
Carbon Tetrachloride
Chloroenzene
Chloroform
Chloroprene

Cresol
p~Dichlorobenzene
Dimethyl Nitrosamine
Epichlorohydrin
Ethylene Dichloride
BEthylene Oxide

Maleic Anhydride*
Manganese

Nickel

Polychlorinated Biphenylst*

: ambient air primarily as volatile

Pormaldehyde
Hexachlorocyclopentadiene
Methyl Chloroform
Methylene Chloride
Nitrobenzene

Ni trosomorpholine
Perchloroethylene
Phenol

Phosgene

Propylene Oxide
Toulene
Trichloroethylene
Vinylidene Chloride
Xylene

* aAlthough these oréanic compounds can exist in the ambient air as either
particles or gases, these substances will be considered particles for

the purposes of this analysis.

l °
s
l






Appendix 3.16

Transfer Efficiency

(Reserved)



Appendix 3.17

Capture Effiency

(Reserved)



Appendix 3.18

Intermittent Incinerator Use Where Both
High and Low Solvent Materials Are Used



10

Issue:

Where incineration is only used sporadically when high-solvent
coatings are used, what type of compliance monitoring is required?
[s efficiency of the incinerator impacted by sporadic use?

Response:

The temperature of the incinerator is of interest only during
periods when the production process is operating. As a result,
the guidance helow is appropriate only when, for example, a
printing press is actually printing.

The following records are essential for determining
compliance.

(]

The periods of time when the process is operating.
° Periods of time when the average gas temperture of the
incinerator is colder than 28°C (50°F) below the average
temperature during the most recent successful performance
test,

If a catalytic incinerator is used, all periods when the
average gas temperature of the device upstream of the
catalyst bed is colder than 28°C (50°F) below the gas
temperature during the most recent successful performance
test.

A1l periods when the average gas temperature across the
catalyst bed is less than 80 percent of the temperature
differential during the most recent successful perfor-
mance test.

Sporadic operation of the incinerator should not affect its
VOC destruction efficiency if the temperatures are raised to the
operating levels used during the most recent successful perfor-
mance test before the solvent-borne inks, paints, etc., are
introduced to the line.

If a thermal incinerator has a brick-1ined combustion chamber,

it may not be pract1ca1 to shut the incinerator down during - =70 - 7 %5“;;‘*

periods when it is not needed hecause of the risk of spalling the
brick 1ining if the temperature falls below about 500°C. The
need to remain above about 500°C would minimize the potential

fuel savings that would otherwise accrue from-intermittemt -~ -~
operation, .
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Issue:

Should a source be required to retrofit thermocouple wells
on an incinerator to permit temperature monitoring?

Response:

Generally, yes. The object, of course, is to verify
continuous operation under conditions consistent with those
under which the incinerator successfully passed the performance ‘
test. The optimum location for a retrofit thermowell(s) may
be different from the guidance above but shall he located so
as to insure that it (they) reflect the operation of the
incinerator.

Gerald A. Emison, Director
Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards

F/(-88

Uate Si1gned




Appendix 3.19

Appropriate Test Methods



16
Issue:

What are the appropriate test methods for assessing vVOC
compliance? Where are the gaps, if any, between the need in
various contexts for measuring VOC compliance and actual State
SIP test methods or EPA promulqgated test methods?

Response:

The September 14, 1984, memorandum entitled, "Volatile
Organic Compound (VOC) Test Methods or Procedures for Source
Categories in Groups I, II, and III Control Techniques
Guidelines (CTGs)" gives an updated list of recommended source
test methods applicable to CTGs (see Attachment I). Some SIPS
may list different methods endorsed by others such as the
American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) or others.
Some of these State requirements were published before EPA
developed the methods presented in the att ‘“nwwnt. When a SIP
has approved a test method, EPA will abide by that method.
Changes to these methods can only be made by a SIP revision.
However, when the approved test method is different .from the
indicated EPA test method, we urge the States to modify their
regulations to be consistent with the NSPS test methods.

The September 14, 1984, memorandum lists Method 24A for use
with Graphic Arts CTGs. Method 24A was developed only for the
publication rotogravure sector of the graphic arts industry.
Method 24 shall be used for analysis of inks for flexography
and rotogravure package printing.

When coatings are to be tested for VOC content, it is : T
helpful if the results are reported on the VOC data sheet
described in the document, "Procedures for Certifying Quantity
of Volatile Organic Compounds Emitted by Paint, Ink, and Other
Coatings," EPA~450/3-84-019, December 1984. Use of the VOC
data sheet and its implementing instructions will ensure that

VOC contents of coatings are analyzed and reported on a consis-
tent bacis.

e~

Issue:

Can Reference Method 18 (gas chromatography/flame ionization
detector) be substituted for Reference Method 25?

Response:

Yes, but only in limited situations where the solvqpt<or——~:'

VOC is a single compound or the identities--of-the- compﬁh!ntS"Erbi*v'vy
known. Results of this method would be syspect if the gas
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stream being tested contained a mixture of unknown organics.
Two examples of the latter would be (a) an oven exhaust where
a blend of "proprietary" (hence, unknown) solvents are evapor-
ated from a coating, or (b) the exhaust stream of a combustion
device that is or is suspected to he operating inefficiently.

It should be noted that Reference Method 25A, 25B, or 25C
could also be substituted for Reference Method 25, and in some
situations may be more desirable. Additional guidance on the
appropriateness of a particular method may be obtained from

George Walsh, Chief, Emissions Measurement Branch, ESED (MD-13,
RTP, NC 27711).

Issue:

Is the variability of Reference Method 24, when used to
analyze waterborne coatings, acceptable?

ResEonse:

Yes. Certainly variability in a Reference Method is
undesirable and we would prefer a more reproducible method.
The variability in the analysis is ‘the result of calculating
the VOC as the difference between two large and independently
measured values, the weight of total volatiles (water and VOC)
and the weight of water. To overcome this inherent imprecision,
one would have to either conduct a large number of duplicate
tests in order to calculate a statistically valid average VOC
content or measure VOC by an independent method. 1In 1980, the
EPA proposed in the Federal Register another version of Reference
Method 24 with an additional step, an independent measurement.
All who commented on the Federal Register proposal rejected the
alternative version because the additional step would be too
costly.

Reference Method 24, consequently, remains the best .
enforcement tocl available for determining the VOC content of ‘-
coatings. The inherent imprecision of determining the VOC " L
content of waterborne coatings for enforcement purposes is o
accommodated by adjusting the analytical results based on confi- ~
dence limits calculated from the precision statement established
for RM 24's constituent ASTM methods. This has a disadvantage... ..
Some waterborne coatings test at high VOC values that. mqy%bé'
effectively immune from citations when corrected. by:use—,,
precision adjustment. One should remember,: howevet;'tha ’ang:
waterborne coating provides a larqge emission‘reductio OVEY,
almost any solvent-borne coating. To assure.a clear “tinde
ing of the precision adjustment, a more detatYed éxplanation
was given in a February 14, 1986, memorandum from Jack Parmer
to Ed Reich (see Attachment II). T
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Issue:

Can a Reference Method be developed for measuring the
volume of solids in surface coatings?

Resgonse:

Method 24 does not specify a procedure for experimentally
determining the volume fraction of solids in a surface coating.
When the method was originally proposed on October 5, 1979,
it did include a procedure for experimentally determining the
volume fraction of solids - the American Society for Testing
and Materials (ASTM) D2697-73, Standard Method of Test for
Volume Nonvolatile Matter in Clear or Pigmented Coatings.
During the comment period, we received a very large number of
comments coancerning notential problems in the application of
this procedure. As a result, it was deleted from Method 24
before its promulgation nn Nctober 3, 1980,

Note in Attachment IITI, the memorandum "Method for
Measuring the Volume of Solids in Surface Coatings™ dated
January 24, 1986, from J. Farmer.

Gerald A. Emison, Director
Office of Air Nuality Planning and Standards

F-//-8¢

Date Signed




Attachment I

22 SSTi:.TES EMVIRCNYENTALRPECTECT 2. A2 2y
A7 ; C=fice of Alr Cuality P annng z~¢ Siarza cs
- ‘"’""’ Research Triangie Par<, North Carciima 27711
SEP 14 1084
MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT: Volatile Organic Compouna (VOC) Test Metnods or Procedures for

Source Categories in Groups I,-11, and III Control Techniques
Guidelines (CTG's) i 9

FROM: Larryl D. Tyler, Director ,(£>’¥

Control Programs uevelopmnnt Division (/b 15;////

See Addrasseaes

i
(O}

Tne purpose of tnis memorandum is to update tne list of recommended
scurce tast methoas or procecures applicadble to the CTG's issued by tne
Of fice of Air Quality Planning and Standards, Emission Standards and
Engineering Division, Emission Measurement Branch (EMB) and to provide
direction on how to apply tnes2 methods. This memorandum updates the
memorandum from Scward F, Tuerk, Acting Assistant Administrater, Air,
Noise and Radiation to Director, Air and Hazardous Materials Division,
Regions [-X, dated April 6, 1981,

Subsequent td the April 6, 1931 memorandum, numerous new source T
nerformance standaras {NSPS) and associated reconmended tast metheds have
szen promuloatacd for source categories covera:d by the CTG's. These
promul gatea standards and reference test methoas will be cadified in tne
July 1, 1984, issue of tne Code of Feaearal Regulations, 40 CFR Part 44.
The referenca test methods are included in Appendix A of Part 60. In
acdition, a numper of the Group III CTG's have been issued. In those -
cases wnare reference methods have not been promulgatad, methods that
have been €formally proposad are recommended and the Federal Register (FR)
publication is cited. In the avsence of proposed methcas, a g¢raft method . -
is availadle from EMB. ST

The test methods or procedures for the Groups I and II CTG's are -";<,:a5 :
summarized in Tables 1 and 2. The major change from the April:-6;-1981, = ...
version of the tables is the substitution of promulgated NSPS methods = =~ _.
where applicable. The reference methods are essentially identical in’ ;T’ o
principle to the CTG methods cited previously, but gener2lly include . o
simpiifications, clarifications, or improvements to increase the~ pri?ff”‘“"‘ -
cality, accuraCJ or precision of the methods originally reccmmended in
the C7G's
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It is important to note that the recommendation of a reference test
method in Appendix A of Part 60 does not necessarily provide a complete
procedure for the determination of compliance. The format of the applicable
regulation must be considered to specify how long a test run by the
method should last (averaging time), how many runs are required (replicates),
and whether or not any additional methods are necessary to convert the
VJC concentration to another basis (volumetr1c flowrate for mass rates,
or oxygen/carbon dioxide for an excess air correction). Specificaliy,
Methods 1, 1A, 2, 2A, 28, 2C, 2D, 3, and 4 are used, as appropriate, for
flowrate and excess air detenninations. These methods are listed in
Table 4. The procedural specifications for NSPS are included in the
subpart for the a..ected source category in the "Test Methods and Procedures"
section. IF the CTG format is the same as the NSPS, then the NSPS procedures
may be used as a guide. If the formats are different, then the NSPS
mathod should be used in conjunction with the proceduras specified in the
CTG, or the applicable regulation,

Another consideration must be that for some of the NSPS reference

methods, it is necessary to refer to the source category regulation to
provide a complete procedure,

Two examples are the leak definition (compound(s) and concentration]
for Method 21, and the prassure change limits for Method 27. These are
not included in the NSPS reference methods and must be provided by the
State or local regulation.

The procedure recommended in “Control of Yolatile Qrganic Compound
Leaks from Petroleum Refinery Equipment" (EPA-450/2-28-035, June 1978) and
for the other source categorias whare fugitive emissions are coverad has
been replaced by Method 21. Method 21 is the same as the previous
recommendation except that the instrument specifications have been L T
simplified. The rigorous analyzer specifications were found to be b
unnecessary to provide reliable leak/no leak decisions. The revised .
specifications require significantly less effort and recordkeepihg. The "
specification of the calibration compound(s) has been changed to hexane IR
or methane in air at a concentration of about 10,000 ppmv., This provides - :
an alternative, and tests have shown that the leak/no leak decisfon is- . .~
essentially not affected by the analyzer calibration compound_ ﬂﬁgn;hexane*ﬂ
and methane are compared. If commercial standards are not available, 2
standard preparation procedure is provided in Method 18, “Measurement: of

Gaseous Organic Compound Emissions by Gas Chromatography, promulgattd s
43 FR 48344, October 18, 1983, s & S

The recommended test methods for Tow solvent coatings and. printing
inks ara changed to Methods 24 or 24A as appropriat2. The CTG references -
cite outdated American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) procedures
and calculation procedures. However, if the NSPS methods are used, it
may be necessary to change from the NSPS units of weight of VOC per volume

solids to tna CTG units of weignt of VOC per volume coating adjusted for
water,



-3-

The recommended test methods for Group III CTG's are presanted in
Table 3. -

A 1ist of the VOC and related measurement methods is summarized in
Table 4 and a FR publication date is given if the method has been promulgated
or proposed since July 1, 1983, A 1ist of knowledgeable EMB personnel
for each method is given in Table 5.

One final note on which test method is Federally recognized, should
ambiguity on this exist. Where a SIP has an approved test method, EPA
will abide by such method. Changes to these methods can only be made by
a SIP revision, Where the SIP does not explicitly derine a test methad,
tnan under 40 CFR 52,12(c) the NSPS methods as discussed above are appli-
cable. Where the approved test method is no longer the sane as that
identitied above, States are urged to modify their ragulations to be
consistent with the NSPS test methods. '

Should you have any questions, pleasa contact John Calcagni at
919/541-5665 or Bill Polglase at 919/541-5516,

Attachments

Addressees: :

Director, Air and Waste Management Division
Regions II, IV, vI-vIII, X

Director, Air Management Division
Regions I, 111, Vv, IX

Director, Envirommental Services
Ragions I-X

¢c: Regional Administrator, Regions I-X o = '
VOC Regulatory Contacts, Regions 1-X
VOC Compliance Contacts, Regions I-X
Chief, Air Branch, Regions I-X T
Chief, Compliance Branch, Regions II, III, Vv, VII, IX ' o
George Walsh .
Winton Kelly ] P
Nancy Mclaughlin et
John Rasnic - e
Ed McCarley

L v e e AR x v T 75T -
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Table &: NS?S Reference Test Metnods for Volatile Jdrganic Compounzs

Sample and Velocity Traverses for Stationary Sources, 40 CFR 63, t
Appendix A,

- Jample and Valocity Traverses for Stationary Sources witn Small Stacks

or Ducts, (proposed 48 FR 48355, October 21, 1983)

Detarmination of Stack Gas Velocity and Volumetric Flow Rate (Type S
Pitot Tupe) 40 CFR 60, Appendix A.

Direct Measurement of Gas Volume Through Pipes and Small Ducts,
48 FR 37592, August 18, 1983,

Detarmination of Exhaust Gas Yolume Flow Rate from Gasoline Vador
Incinarators, 48 FR 375538, August 13, 1983.

Jeterminatior of Stack Gas Velocity and Volumetric Flow Rate from Smal)
Stacks or Ducts (Standard Pitot Tube), (proposed 438 FR 48956, October 21,
1983).

Measurement of Gas Volume Flow Rates in Small Pipes and Ducts, (proposed
43 FR 42957, October 21, 1983).

Gas Anaiysis for Carbon Dioxide, Oxygen, Excess Air, and Dry Molecular
Weight, 40 CFR 60, Appendgix A, '

Determination of Moisture Content in Stack Gases, 40 CFR 60.
Appendix A.

Determination of Gaseous Organic Compounds by Gas Chromatograpny,

43 FR 48344 Octoper 18, 1983,

Determination of Volatile Organic Compound Leaks, 48 FR 37600; August 13,
1983.

Determination of Halogenated Qrganics from Stathnanx Sources, (proposed
45 FR 39766, June 11, 1980).

Determination of Volatile Matter Content, Water Content, DenSItJ, Volume
Solids, and Weight Solids ot Surface Coatings, 40 CFR 60 Appendix A By
Detemmination of Volatile Matter Content and Density of Printiag Inks
and Related Coatings, 40 CFR 60, Appendix A. .

Determination of Total Gasedous Nommethane. ch;nzc.ﬁmissvfﬂ\::‘:‘~»v,.
40 CFR 60, Appencix A,

determination of Total Gaseous Organic Concentrations Using a Flame o
lonization Analyzer, 48 FR 37595, August 13, 19383.

Determination of Total Gaseous Organic Concentration Using a Nond]sper-:i‘f
sive Infrared Analyzer, 48 FR 37597, August 18, 1983, 7 s

Jetermination of Vapor Tightness of Gasoline Delivery Tank Uswng s
Pressure-Yacuum Test, 43 FR 37597, August 18, 1983. ‘



Table 5: VOC Contac:ts

Emission Measurement Brancn
ESED/OAQPS
Mail Drop 13
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Researcn Triangle Park, North Carolina 27711
Telephone: (919) 541-(extension)
FTS: 629-(extension)

Mail  Telephone

Speciaity Contact Drop  Extensicn

Method 18 23 and Hazardous

Pollutant Test Methods Kenreth W. (Bill) Grimley 19 2237
9as chrcmatograph methog

Ma2tnod 21 and Fugitive
VOC Test Methods Winton Kelly 12

5543
Methods 24, 23A, and 25 Gary McAlister 19 2237
Methoa 23 Clyde £. (Gene) Riley 12 £542
5242
Methods 25A, 23B, 27. ‘J(/
Surface Coating, and
Gasaline Marketing Test .« - ' ‘
Methods Nancy D. McLaughlin 13 5543
Flow Measurement Methods Any of above
(1, 1A, 2, 2A, 2B 2C, 2D.
3, ¢)
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Attachment II

1t 0 374,

: N y*% UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
M 3 Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards :
- & Research Triangle Park, North Carolina 27711 !
14 FEB 1985
MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT: Jefferson County APCD's Request for an Opinion on the Suitability
of the EPA Reference v;:hods 4 and 24A as Enforcement Tools

FRQOM: Jack R, Farmer, Directo
Emission Standards and Engitneering Division (MD-13)
T0: Edward E. Reich, Director
Stationary Source Compliance Division (EN-341)

The memorandum of the same title, dated February 3, 1986, should be
discarded, We neglected to incorporate certain comments from your staff.
The ¢hanges occur on pages 3 and 4,

This is in response to a letter of October 24, 1985 from Mr. Michael T.
- DeBusschere of the Air Pollution Control District of Jefferson County,
Kentucky. He requested an opinion as to whether the EPA Reference Methods
24 and 24A are sufficiently reliable to be enforcement tools. His concern
stems from a memorandum of October 15, 1985 by Mr. Dick Everhart, also of
the Jefferson County District. Apparently, the measured volatile organic
compound (VOC) content of a series of coatings tested by several laboratories
exhibited a wide variability. The variability was particularly severe

among waterborne coatings. Mr. Everhart recommended adopting the EPA's
"Procedures for Certifying Quantity of Volatile Organic Compounds Emitted

by Paint, Ink and Other Coatings," EPA-450/3-84-019, December 1984,

Mr. Gary McAlister and Mr. Dennis Crumpler of the Emission Standards and~ —~
Engineering Division have studied Mr. DeBusschere's request and the memorandum
by Mr. Everhart. They conclude that the procedure of repeatedly heating and
reweighing the samples as described in Mr. Everhart's memorandum is clearly
inconsistent with the procedure specified in Reference Method 24 (RM 24).
The deviation could have contributed to the extreme variabil?ty.nbtained by-+
the participating laboratories. e

that in 100 percent of the compla1nts he has received. reggrding lack“nllrgpno- T

ducibility or poor precision of those procedures, the Iaboratories 1nvolved i
had deviated from the established procedures, : S
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You should be aware that certification of a coating through use of the
EPA's publication, "Procedures for Certifying Quantity of Volatile Organic
Compounds...," does not avoid use of RM 24, The publication merely provides

specific instructions and a set of data sheets for certifying the VOC content
of a coating based on analysis by RM 24, ‘

The VOC determination for a waterborne coating is inherently variable
because it is essentially the difference between two independently measured
values, the weight of total volatiles (water and VOC) and water content.
1f the water content is a large portion of the total volatiles, as one would
expect in a waterborne coating, a small error in the measurement of water
content will result in a relatively large error in the calculated VOC
content. For example, if the total weight of volatiles is 8 grams and the
water portion weighs 7 grams, a 10 percent error in the water analysis
(i.e., 7.7 grams) would result in a threefold error in the indicated VOC
content (an apparent VOC content of 0.3 instead of 1 gram). It was for
this reason that the precision adjustment (which is based on the confidence
limits calculated from ASTM's interlaboratory precision statement for the
measured total volatiles and water content of waterborne coatings) was
incorporated into RM 24, It safeguards against falsely citing a coater whose

coatings are actually in compliance but measure in violation because of the
uncertainty inherent in RM 24,

Figure 1 illustrates the system. Suppose a coating has a VOC content
slightly less than "A," which is the level of the regulation the source is
trying to comply with. Aithough in compliance, when tested the coating

FIGURE 1.
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appears to have a VOC content of "B," an apparent violation. When the
precision adjustment "P," is subtracted from the test value as required

by RM 24, the VOC content as measured by RM 24 is "C." The coating complies
with the regulation.

On the other hand, if RM 24, which includes the precision statement,
indicates a coating is out of compliance, i.e., {B-P) > A, there is no doubt
the coating violates the applicable regulation.

If a truly noncomplying coating exhibits a VOC content anywhere within .
the apparent violation zone, it will not be found in violation after the
precision adjustment is applied. As you can see, the analytical results of
RM 24's constituent ASTM Methods (D 2369 and D 3792 or D 4017) would have to
indicate a VOC content greater than "D" before the effect of the precision
adjustment would no longer show the coating in compliance. Any criticism of
the RM 24 would, therefore, focus on its inability to identify a coating that
is truly out of compliance but is in compliance because of the precision
adjustment in the method.

To overcome the inherent imprecision in RM 24, it would be necessary
to measure VOC by an independent method. The EPA proposed another version of
RM 24 with an additional step for this purpose. Al1 who commented on the
Federal Register proposal rejected the alternative version because the
additional step would be too costly.

The "Procedures" publication was developed at the request of the
coatings industry. Properly used, it could relieve the coating user from . - -
any requirement to analyze the coatings he uses. He could require his
supplier (the manufacturer of the coating) to furnish the VOC content of
the coat1ng on the EPA data sheet. To use the data sheet, the instructions
require the supplier to analyze by RM 24 and prohibit him from incorporating
the precision adjustment. The supplier should not certify his coating as in
compliance unless results of the analysis by RM—7?'(w1thout the precision
adjustment) indicate compiiance. The user of the coating can then, based on
the certification from the supplier and his own dilution records, prepare a
separate data sheet, certifying the VOC content of the diluted coating that :
is applied to his product. Again, he too is precluded from using the precision o
adjustment in his calculations for cert1f1cat1on. :

R

The inspector, upon visiting a plant, would normally review the: s 7
certification data sheets. If they indicate compliance, the source would
be presumed in compliance. Upon occasion, however, he likely will wish to

take samples and analyze them with RM 24 to assure that the coater and:* =
suppliers are conducting their analytical tests properly<.-The. Agency s=smmires
analysis (prior to incorporating the precision adjustment) should not differ
significantly from the results on the data sheet. If they do, the analytical




4

work on which the certification is based should be reviewed to determine the
reason, and to ensure the proper procedures are being used, and to ensure
the coating is not being misrepresented. Before making a determination of

noncompliance, the enforcement agency would still be required to make the
precision adjustment.

In conclusion, RM 24, even with its shortcomings, remains the best
enforcement tool available for determining the VOC content of coatings. The
inherent imprecision of determining the VOC content of waterborne coatings
for enforcement purposes necessitates an adjustment of the analytical results
based on confidence limits calculated from the precision statement established
for RM 24's constituent ASTM methods. Some waterborne coatings that test
at high values before applying the precision adjustment may be effectively
immune from citation because of the precision adjustment. There is some
consolation, however, in the fact that waterborne coatings, even if marginally

in compliance, provide a large emission reduction over their solvent-borne
predecessors.

I hope this explanation has been helpful. If you have additional
questions related to the ASTM methods or RM 24, please contact Gary McAlister
of the Emission Measurement Branch at (FTS) 629-2237, 1If there is some

question about the VOC Data Sheets, please call Dennis Crumpler at (FTS) 629-5605.
Attachment

cc: Dennis Crumpler, ESED (MD-13)
Tom Helms, CPDD (MD-15)
Gary McAlister, ESED (MD-19)
John Rasnic, SSCD (EN-341)y""
George Walsh, ESED (MD-13)
Jim Wilburn, AMB, Region 1V
Susan Wyatt, ESED, (MD-13)
VOC Contacts (See attached list)




Federal Register / Val.

45. No. 184 / Friday, October 3, 1080 / Rules and Regulations 65957

Several procedural and editorial
changes have been made to Relerence
Method 24 {Candidate 2) and Reference
Method 25 as proposed in order to
clarify and lo improve the sampling and
analytical procedures. These changes
are based on additional information
obtained by EPA from experience with
the methods and oa the public
comments received.

Reference Method 24

The following discussion summarizes
the procedural changes made to
proposed Refsrence Method 24,
Ceandidate 2. The procedures were
added to protect the source owner from
invalid results that might result from
poor analytical techniques, application
of the method to s coating not saitable
for analysis with Reference Method 24,
or imprecision in Reference Method 24
resulting from s high percentage of
waler in the solvent

The promulgated reference method
requires the apalyst to complete
duplicate analyses on each sample
tested. A comperison is then made
between these results and the within-
laboratory precision statements for each
parameter. Duplicate.ana]yses are made
unti] the results fall within the range
established for the within-laboratory
precision statements. The purpose of the
procedures is to verify that the analyst
can achieve a level of precision for the
coating under analysis equal to or better
than the precision obtained by
experienced analysts participating in the
ASTM studies of the method. Because of
the variety of coatings that may be
subject to analysis. it is possibie that
certain coatings may not be amenable to
analysis using Reference Method 24:
that is, in certain cases it may not be
possible to achieve results which meet
the precision limits. In this case, the
metbod provides for a case-by-cese
evaluation and developmentof a
suitable procedure.

An sdditional procedure Yor
wnlerbome coatings was added to the
promulgated reference method to protect
the source owner or operator from s
determination of noncompliance when
the owner is.actually in compliance.
This procedure is needed because the
results of Reference Method 24 are -
dependent on the difference between
the weigbt of total oo&evm and ngh
weight of water. As t weight
of water increases, the Eczn
decreases. As a resull, any imprecision
in the measurement of the weight of
total solvent in water is magnified in the
calculation of organic solvent content.
For mmple if the total solvent of a
coating is measured as 100t 2 units and
the water content is measured at 802

units, the arganic solvent content would
be in the range of 8 to 14 units. The
magnitude of the range, as a percent of
the true organic solvent content,
increases with increasing water coatent
and could, as shown in the example,
lead 10 & conclusion of aoncompliance
even when the owner is in compliance.
The procedure added to Reference
Method 24 for watarborne toatings
protects the owner ar operator from this
erroneous determinstion by

% u]mh!ad‘ value forlZ%S content.

s is dooe, far examp cubtnctmg
the between-laboretory precision
statement from the average value of
total sclvent and adding the between-
laboratory precision statement to the
average valuve for waler content. Thus, if
a source owner is in compliance based
oD average coating values. the
compliance method will automatically
show a lower VOC content because of
the adjustments made to the »
values based on the between-labarstory
precision statements.

Based on comments from’
manufacturers that ASTM 2897 has only
been shown fo be applicable to
architectural coatings. the analytical

rocedure for determi volume solids

as been eliminated from Reference
Method 24. The commenters stated that
this ASTM procedure was not
applicable 10 all the coatings that
Method 24 was intended to cover.
Therefore, Method 24 requires that the

v

. volume solids be calculated from

manufscturer’s {ormulation data.

The coatings classifications step in
the proposed method was eliminsted
because industry comments indicated
that it was anly pecessary to separate
waterborne (water reducible} and, -
solvent-borne (solvent reducible)
coatings. Therefare, the “Procedhure™
discussed in Section 4 of the proposed
method has been simplified

Seversl commenters recommended
that the use of coatings mumfnctnnn
data be sllowsd in calculating VOC -
content of coatings rather than nqdud
Method 24. Coatings manufecturers
data will be allowed in uu.mvoc
content of coatings because this will -
reduce the burden on the industry to -
measure all coatings with Method 2¢. ..

been shown to be applicable to
architectural coatings. the volume
fraction of solids determination in
Method 24 bas been removed. Method
24 specifies the use of manufactarer’s
formulation dats for calculsting volume
fraction of solids.

Reference Method 25

The majority of the procedural
changes made to Method 25 relate to
calibration requirements and are mezn*
to improve quality sssurance and at the
same time simplify the daily operation
of the analytical equipment. This is
accomplished by requiring performance
tasts on the analytical equipment
(nonmethane organic analyzer and
condensate recovery and conditioning
apparatus) prior to mitial use; enecific
criteria for the performance tests are
provided Routine daily calibrations
(much less time consuming than
previously required) are conducted and
the results are compared to performance
test reference values to determine
whether the performance of the
analytical equipment is still scceptable.

In the promuigsted test method,
several important system components
are not specified; instead, minimum
performance specifications for these
compoaents are provided The method is
written in this manner to allow
individual preference in choosing
components, as well as to encourage
development and use of improved
componsnts. Therefore, Addendum 1
which lists specific information
ts found to

Specifics of the most important.
C T
me
are as frl ) m?’*

h - . % St SR

Use d&nuﬁhodhalahbvm’*"‘w

content of costings will require .
industries to clogely monitor and record
all organic solvents added to the

euhngsaﬂbpknl.“ﬂhoduwmbe |

the reference method.

. One commeater ted that EPA
thould-podfyﬂu ume fraction of
solids for the various types of coatings
similar 10 the way transier efficiencies
were listed. Based on comments from

manuiscturars that ASTM 2007 bas only
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MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT: Method fo; Measuring the Volume of Solids in Surface Coatings

FROM: Jack R, Farmer, Director
Emission Standards and Engineering Division (MD-13)

T0: Conrad Simon, Director
Air and Waste Management Division, Region 1l

As noted in your memorandum of September 19, 1985, Method 24 does not
specify a procedure for experimentally determining the volume fraction of
solids in surface coatings. When the method was originally proposed on
October 5, 1979, it did include a procedure for experimentally determining
the volume fraction of solids--the American Society for Testing and Materials
(ASTM) D2697-73, Standard Method of Test for Volume Nonvolatile Matter in
Clear or Pigmented Coatings. During the comment period, we received a very
large number of comments concerning potential problems in the application

of this procedure. As a result, it was deleted from Method 24 before its
promulgation on October 3, 1980,

The ASTM, through its Committee D-1 on paints, is continuing to
investigate more suitable procedures for measuring the volume of solids.
The Committee chair person reported to us in June of 1985 that some very
encouraging results had been obtained using a gas pycnometer. Results were
preliminary; the Committee is planning further tests of the instrument. If
this instrument proves to be reliable, it may form the basis for a new ASTM
procedure, which might be included in Method 24. In the meantime, we still
recommend the use of manufacturers' formulation data for the volume of
solids, as specified in Method 24.
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Averaging Time - SIP Revision Policy
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SUBJECT: Averaging Times for Compliance With

VOC Emission Limits - SIP Rev1s1on %f’\by\\z é
FROM: John R. 0'Connor, Acting D1recto;d:§kf'

Office of Air Quallty Planning a jandards (MD- 10)
TO: Director, Air and Waste Managemant Division

Regions II-IV, VI-VIII, X
Director, Air Management Division, Regions I, V, IX

S

The purpose of this memorandum is to clarify the Agency's policy
regarding emission time averaging for existing so.urces of volatile organic
compounds (VOC's). Numerous State Implementation Plan (SIP) revisions, both
broad regulations and source-spacific changes, have been submitted which
provide for compliance determinations by “"time av:raging" emissions of vOC
for periods exceeding 24 hours. These requests aid tne following poli y
on this subject were discussed extensively at a r2cent meeting attende«
by those Regional Offices which have the most pending actions (Regions I,
111, IV, V); the Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards; and the
Office of General Counsel. This policy represents the consensus of the
meeting attendees.

The objective of EPA's national VOC emissions control program is the
timely attainment and maintenance of the national ambient air quality
standard (NAAQS) for ozone. SIP revisions and othar regulatory actions
relating to YOC control must maintain the integrity of this basic objective.-
There should be assurances that VOC emission control is reasonably con-
51stent with protecting this short-term ozone standard. Further. since
SIP's and associated VOC control programs contemplate the actual applica-
tion of reasonably available control technology (RACT), regulatory actions
that incorporatz longer term averages to circumvent.the installation of
overall RACT level controls cannot be allowed.
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Current Agency guidance specifies the use of a daily weighted average
for VOC regulations as the preferred alternative where continuous compliance
is not feasible. An example might be where a facility operates in a
batch manner with multiple lines and various products. Reference is made
to the December 8, 1980, Federal Register (copy attached) where can
coating operators are allowed to "bubbie” several production lines and
average emissions over a 24-hour time period.

The preferred daily weighted average alternative may aot be feasible
in all cases. Where the source operations are such that daily VOC emissiuns
cannot be determined or where the application of RACT for each emission
point (1ine, machine, etc.) is not economically or technically feasible
on a daily basis, longer averaging times can be permitted under certain
conditions. In determining feasibility, consideration might be given,
for example, to the extent to which modifications can be made to testing,
inventory, or recordkeeping practices in order to quantify daily emissions.
Also, variability or lack of predictability in a source's daily operation
might be considered as well as availability of control technology or the-
physical impediment or restriction to control equipment installation. In
order to allow longer than daily averaging in SIP regulations, the following
conditions or principles must be honored:

1. Real reductions in actual emissions must be achieved, consistent
with the RACT control levels specified in SIP's or the control
tecnnique guidelines (CTG's). These limits are typically expressed
in terms of YOC per unit of production (a qualitative term such
as 1bs VOC/gal coating). Where it is not feasible to cpecify
emission limits in such terms, emi:sion limits per unit of time
can be approved provided that:

a. The emission limits reflect typical (rather than potential
or allowable) production rate and operating hours. These
emission 1imits must truly refiect emissions reductions
consistent with RACT and are not simply an artificial constrain-
on potential emissions. This must be supported in the SIP
revision by historical production and operation data.

b. Nonproduction or zquipment downtime credits are not allowed in
the emission limit calculation unless a Federally enforceable
document specifically restricts operation during these times.
Such credit must be based on real, nistorical emissions.

2. Averaging periods must be as short as practicable and in no
case longer than 30 days. :

3. A demonstration must be made that the use of long-term averaging
(greater than 24-hour averaging) will not jeopardize either
ambient standards attainment or the reasonavle further progress
(RFP) plan for the area. This must be accomplished by showing



that the maximum daily increase in emissions associated with
y long-term averaging is consistent with the approved ozone SIP

for the area.

- 4. Sources in areas lacking approved SIP's, or in areas with approved
SIP's but showing measured violations, cannot be considered for
longer term averages u-til the SIP has been revised demonstrating
ambient standards attainment and maintenance of RFP (reflecting
the maximum daily emissions from the source with long-term

averaging).

Meaningful short-term (i.e., daily) emission caps are desirable
especially for sources subject to large fluctuations in emissivus. T
use of a daily cap (equal to or less than current average emissions on a
daily basis) that l1imits short-term emissions to RACT equivalent levels
would meet the above objective of ensuring VOC control that is consistent
with attaining the NAAQS for ozone.

States have the primary responsibility to show adherence to the above
principles and, to do so, must include the following information (in detail)
in all SIP revision requests that seek VOC averaging times greater than

24 hours:

1. The YOC limits specified in an enforceable form with appropriéte
compliance dates.

2. A description of the affected processes and associated historical
production and operating rates.

3. A description of the control techniques to be applied to the
affected processes such as low solvent and waterborne coating
technology and/or add-on controls.

4. The nature of the emission control program wh:ther a bubble, a
regulation change, a compliance schedule, or some other form of

alternative control program.

5. The method of recordkeeping and reporting to be employed to
demonstrate compliance with the new emission l1imit requirement
and to support the showing that the emission limit is consistent
with RFP and the demunstration of attainment.

Each EPA Regional Office shall have the primary responsibility for
determining the approvability of application requests. However, in order
to assure Regional consistency, coordination with the 0ffice of Air
Quality Planning and Standards staff is encouraged during the initial
development of any single “time average" SIP revision or regulation.
Also, all SIP revisions involving Tong-term averaging must be proposed in
the Federal Register with an explanation of how the principles listed

above have been satisfied. A




. - Should tnere be any questions on this policy, please call Tom Helms
(FTS 629-5526) or Brock Nicholson (FTS 529-5516).
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