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Chapter 1

| NTRODUCTI ON
On August 2, 1995 the U.S. Environnental Protection Agency
publ i shed the preanbl e, proposing Methods 204, 204A-F, in the

Federal Register (60 FR 39297). These nethods were proposed

under the authority of Section 110 of the Clean Air Act, as
amended.

Public coments were solicited at the tine of proposal. To
provide interested persons the opportunity of oral presentation
of data, views, or argunents concerning the proposed test
met hods, a public hearing was scheduled at 10:00 a.m on
August 20, 1995 at the Research Triangle Park, North Carolina,
but no one requested a hearing. The public comment period was
from August 2, 1995 to October 2, 1995.

Six cooment letters were received concerning issues relative
to the proposed test nethods. A detailed discussion of these
coments have been carefully considered, and necessary changes

have been nade to the proposed net hods.



Chapter 2

SUMMARY OF PUBLI C COWENTS AND RESPONSES
Commenter |V-D-01

1.1 Comment: The Environnmental Protection Agency (EPA)
needs to specify sonmewhere in either 40 CFR 51 or in Appendi x M
that a total enclosure is required for determ ning capture
efficiency (CE) in order to be consistent wwth the January 9,
1996 EPA gui dance docunent entitled “ CGuidelines for determning
capture efficiency: and the Chicago Federal |nplenentation Plan.

Response: It is EPA's policy that the specific rules
desi gnate which test nethods nust be used for determ ning
conpliance. Placing Methods 204, 204A-F in 40 CFR 51, Appendix M
as exanple State I nplenentation Plan nethods is consistent with
t he EPA gui dance. The total encl osure approach is one of several
di fferent approaches discussed in the guidance docunent for
determ ning CE

1.2 Comment: The encl osure approach is not readily
adaptable to surprise spot testing of a source believed to be in
violation. The comenter suggested two alternatives to the total
encl osure: (1) estimation of fugitive volatile organic conpound
(VOC) as the difference between liquid VOC input and col |l ected
VOC or (2) abandoning specification of CE as such in favor of
specifying that air velocity and direction achieved by the
col l ection system be consistent with effective and conpl ete
col | ecti on.

Response: The commenter is correct that the total enclosure
approach is not adaptable to surprise inspections and i s not
desi gned for that purpose; however, the two alternative
approaches suggested by the commenter have sone serious draw
backs. The first alternative, which is commonly referred to as a
traditional |iquid/gas approach, has a high degree of variability
associated with it. The use of paraneters in |ieu of CE has been
| ooked by the EPA, but we were unable to find any one or series
of paraneters that could be used to indicate CE

1.3 Cooment: |In Method 204, section 4, the commenter feels
that “any potential hazard” which a total enclosure poses should
be listed explicitly and that all tenporary total enclosures
(TTE s) and permanent total enclosures (PTE s) should be required
to conformto all applicable building, fire and Cccupati onal
Safety and Health Adm ni stration (OSHA) code requirenents.



Response: The EPA agrees that the TTE and PTE shoul d
conformto building, fire and OSHA code requirenents, however, we
do not have the authority to make such a requirenent. The EPA
feels that the general safety precaution noted in the nethod is
sufficient.

1.4 Comment: |In Method 204, section 5, the comenter feels
that the section is incorrectly |abeled. The comenter also
beli eves that each natural draft opening (NDO should be served
by a duct in order to neasure flow usi ng EPA Met hod 2.

Response: The EPA disagrees with the comenter on both
i ssues. The section is properly |abeled and the NDO s shoul d not
be served by ducts. The nethod does not require that the flow
rate at each individual NDO be nmeasure but requires that an
average face velocity be cal cul ated based on volunetric flow from
forced makeup air, the volunetric flow fromall exhaust ducts and
the total area of all NDO s in the enclosure.

1.5 Comment : In Method 204, section 6.1, the reference
section nunbers are incorrect.

Response: The EPA agrees and the section nunbers have been
corrected.

1.6 Comment: In Method 204, sections 7.1 and 7.2, the
commenter believes that these section should be |located in
section 5.

Response: The EPA di sagrees. Section 7 describes quality
control action to be undertaken to ensure the quality of the
encl osure setup but are not criteria.

1.7 Comment: |In Method 204, section 7.2, the commenter
suggested that the fugitive em ssions and exhaust fan capacity
shoul d be estimated in other ways then discussed in the nethod.

Response: The procedure described in the nethod for
estimating the fugitive exhaust fan capacity is only a suggestion
not a requirement. The tester is allowed to use other procedures
to estimate the fan capacity.

1.8 Coment : In Met hod 204, section 7.3, the commenter
feel s the baseline neasurenents should include both the capture
VOC concentrati on and the ambi ent VOC concentrati on.

Response: The EPA does not believe that it is necessary to
obtain a baseline anbient VOC concentration, but that nonitoring
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for any increases in the VOC concentration inside the TTE is
sufficient.

1.9 Coment: In Method 204, sections 7.4 and 7.5, the
sections should be conbi ned and noved to section 8. Al so, EPA
shoul d specify a maxi numincrease in the anbient VOC
concentration and the neasurenent |ocations for the anbi ent
nmeasur enent s.

Response: The EPA does not see any benefit in conbining
sections 7.4 and 7.5. Also the EPA does not feel it would be
appropriate to nove these sections to section 8. Section 8
descri bes the procedure for verifying that the TTE or PTE is
acceptable while sections 7.4 and 7.5 are neasurenents nade to
hel p setup the TTE properly.

Since every enclosure is different it is difficult to
specify specific neasurenent |ocations or maxi num average
increase. The tester needs to neasure at a variety of distances
away fromthe coating line. Special attention needs to be given
to areas in the enclosure which may form pockets of increased
concentrations. Mdifications to the enclosure may be needed
when pockets of high concentrations are discovered even if the
average concentration inside the encl osure does not change.

1.10 Comrent: In Method 204, section 8.3, the specification
of Method 2 for determning flow rate is inappropriate because
the m ninmumvelocity requirenent of 60 mm nute is bel ow
Met hod 2's neasurenent capabilities.

Response: Section 8.3 specifies Method 2 for nmeasuring the
flow rate of the exhaust streanms and makeup air streans. These
stream woul d have flow rates in excess of 60 mim nute and
therefore Method 2 is appropriate. The 60 mim nute m ni hrum
requirenent is for the NDOs for which Method 204 does not
require individual nmeasurenments but a cal cul ated average
vel ocity.

1.11 Comrent: Due to the high estimated error of
Met hod 204A and the cost and effort involved in constructing a
TTE, the EPA shoul d under take efforts to inprove or replace the
liquid analysis portion of the nethod.

Response: The EPA went back and revi ewed the nethod
eval uation report for Method 204A and di scovered that the
12 percent is an error. The estimated uncertainty for this
method is 4.0 percent. The nmethod has been revised to correct
this error.



1.12 Comrent: In Method 204A, sections 6.2, and
Met hod 204F, section 8.2.1, the sections discuss the acquisition
of coating sanples but omts provision for collection of the
final sanple.

Response: Both sections specifically state that sanples
shoul d be taken “at each application |ocation at the begi nning
and end of each test run”

1.13 Coment: In Method 204A, sections 6.2 and 6.3, and
Met hod 204F, section 8.2.1, the description of acceptable
procedures for obtaining liquid coating sanples are anbi guous and
vague. I n addition, the nethod should indicate acceptable
procedures for grounding the sanple containers.

Response: Because of the variety of coating application
stations, it is difficult to specify one detail ed procedure that
will work for everyone. The EPA has specified the general
requi renents for collecting coating sanples and feels that these
are sufficient.

1.14 Comrent: Even though Methods 204B and 204C neasure the
sanme paraneter, captured VOC stream the applicability sections
of the methods are not consistent with respect to what type of
mat eri al bal ance i s perm ssible.

Response: The EPA reviewed the applicability section for
bot h net hods and determ ned that their was an error in
Met hod 204B. Method 204B is intended to be used only in a
gas/ gas protocol not in a liquid/gas protocol. The nethod has
been revised to correct this error.

1.15 Comrent: In Method 204A, section 11 and Met hods 204B,
204C, 204D and 204E, section 10, the statenent of “probable
uncertainty” should be clarified or deleted and a required degree
of agreenent between the three required runs should be specified.

Response: The probable uncertainty is the estinmated
uncertainty between two different |aboratories. The probable
uncertainty was cal culated for the average of 3 determ nations
fromthe estimted uncertainty of each of the individual
measurenents used to cal cul ated the desired conponent (i.e. L, G
or F) by propagation of error techniques. Because the nethods
allow the facility to run different products during the testing,
t he agency does not expect the individual conponents to agree
fromrun to run. The agency is concerned with how well the CE
results conpare fromrun to run



1.16 Comrent: In Method 204D, section 8.1.2, the
specification of Method 2 for determning flow rate of the
fugitive exhaust streans is inappropriate because the m ni num
velocity requirenment specified in Method 204 is bel ow Method 2's
measur enent capabilities.

Response: The fugitive exhaust streans woul d have fl ow
rates in excess of 60 mimnute and therefore Method 2 is
appropriate. The 60 mMmnute mninumrequirenent is for the
NDO s for which Method 204 does not require individual
measurenents but a cal cul ated average velocity.

1.17 Comrent: In Method 204D, section 8.2.3, the background
concentrations should be weighted by flow rate unless no
difference in VOC concentration is detected between neasurenment
poi nts.

Response: The background concentrations are neasured at the
NDCs and the flow rates are assuned to be the sane.

1.18 Coment: Method 204D, section 8.2.4, and Met hod 204E,
section 8.4, the nethods need to nmake it explicit that if on site
gas chromat ography (GC) is used as an alternative to flanme
ioni zation analyzers (FIA) than GC nust be used to neasure the
VOC concentration of the other gas or |iquid steans.

Response: The Agency agrees that further explanation is
needed to explain that if a facility is conducting a gas/gas test
and chooses to use the alternative GC procedure, it nust use the
GC procedure for both the captured and fugitive stream |If a
facility wishes to conduct a liquid/gas test using a GC, the
facility nust use Method 204F for the liquid steam A GCis not
an acceptable alternative to the FIA in Method 204A

1.19 Comment: Methods 204D and 204E shoul d be conbined with
provi sions specific to a TTE or building enclosure (BE) since the
met hods are virtually identical.

Response: The EPA agrees that the two nethods have a lot in
common but feels that it would be too confusing to conbine the
met hods.

1.20 Comrent: In Method 204E, section 8.1.1, the nethod
shoul d all ow the use of |ow velocity apparatus when the
velocities of the forced draft openings are bel ow the acceptable
range of Method 2 or 2A



Response: The EPA agrees that |ow velocity apparatuses
shoul d be used when the velocities are bel ow t he acceptabl e range
of Method 2 or 2A. However, the EPA does not feel that woul d be
the case with the forced draft openings and therefore specify the
use of Method 2 or 2A

1.21 Comrent: In Method 204E, section 8, the nethod should
require a correction for background VOC concentrations.

Response: Method 204E is for measuring the fugitive
em ssions froma BE. The air entering the NDOw || be the
anbient air and therefore there is no background concentration to
measure.

1.22 Comrent: In Method 204F, section 3, the discussion
dealing with trade nanmes and units of concentration is out of
place in this section.

Response: The EPA agrees with the comenter and the
materi al was noved to section 4.

1.23 Coment: In Method 204F, section 4, the nercury
manonet er shown in Figure 204F-1 is not in the list of required
appar at us.

Response: The nercury manoneter is |isted and described in
section 4.2.8.

Commenter |V-D-02

2.1 Comrent: In Method 204, section 5.1, additional
gui dance should be given on the type of situations where
alternate determ nations nmay be appropriate concerning the four
equi val ent dianeter criteria. The commenter feels that the
equi val ent dianeter determ nation is biased high for slot type
openi ngs and that sone sources wll not be able to neet the TTE
criteria due to physical constraints.

Response: The EPA feels that the alternate determ nations
shoul d be handl ed on a case-by-case basis by the regulatory
agency because every coating line is different. The EPA does not
feel that equivalent dianeter determnation is biased high for
sl ot type openings. The EPA has al ways acknow edged that a smal
nunmber of facilities will not be able to neet the TTE criteria
due to physical contracts, however the EPA has outlined several
ot her options for determning CE in the gui dance docunent
entitled “Guideline for Determ ning Capture Efficiency” dated
January 9, 1995.



2.2 Comment: In Method 204, section 5.3, limting the area
of the NDOs on the basis of the surface area of the enclosure is
I nappropriate because the required air volunme is dependent on the
source emssion rate and the CE. The commenter suggested that a
nore appropriate criteria to determne the all owabl e NDO area
woul d use the source em ssion rate and estimted CE, while the
surface area of the enclosure could be a co-factor.

Response: The EPA' s rational for requiring the NDOs to be
no nore than 5 percent of the TTE surface area was to force the
TTE to be a pretty good size relative to necessary openings, So
that it would not otherwise artificially inprove the perfornance
of the hoods, which it is trying to neasure.

2.3 Comrent: In Method 204, section 5.4, the comenter
agreed with the 200 fpm m ni nrum face vel ocity requirenent.

Response: No response i s necessary.

2.4 Comment: In Method 204, Figure 204-1 needs to be
expanded to address capture efficiencies |less than 80 percent
since lower values are allowed in the current Reasonably
Avai | abl e Control Technol ogy rul es.

Response: The EPA agrees that further guidance is needed
and has added an equation to section 7.2 to help in estimating
the ventilation rate at different capture efficiencies.

2.5 Comment: In Method 204, sections 7.3 and 7.5, the first
sentence needs to be rewitten to clarify what is nonitored and
where to nonitor it.

Response: The EPA agrees and the sentence has been revised.

2.6 Comrent: In Method 204, section 7.4, second sentence,
the “shall” should be changed to “should” and in the |ast
sentence the phrase “poor capture efficiency” inplies a criteria
is not net instead of the original CE estinmate was incorrect.

Response: The EPA agrees to change the “shall” to “shoul d”
and del ete the phrase “or poor capture efficiency”.

2.7 Coorment: In Method 204, section 8.2, clarify the term
A; as total surface area.

Response: The EPA agrees and the sentence has been revised.

2.8 Comrent: In Method 204, section 8.3, the nethod
requires that the volunmetric flow rates be corrected to standard
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tenperature which will yield a theoretical face velocity rather
than an actual value at existing conditions. |Is this EPA' s
i ntent?

Response: The nethod does not require the actual velocity
at each NDO to be neasured, but allows the facility to calculate
an average face velocity through all the NDO be at |east 200 fpm
However, since the volunetric flow rate neasurenents of each gas
streamused in this calculation are taken under different
conditions, it is inportant to standardi ze these neasurenents

2.9 Comment: In Methods 204A-F, additional guidance is
needed to determ ne what is one conpl ete production cycle.
During production runs there may be periods of down tine to
adj ust settings or correct mechanical problens. How would these
situations be handled? |If they are to be included in the test
period, what percent of the total test tinme would be all owed
before a run woul d be invalid?

Response: This issue needs to be handled at the regul atory
| evel. Individual State rules vary as to how down tine and
mal functi ons are handl ed.

2.10 Comment: I n Methods 204A-F, section 3, the description
of test areas as highly explosive is inaccurate. The materials
use are generally flammable. Design criteria for safe operations
are prescribed by organi zati ons such as National Fire Protection
Associ ati on.

Response: \Wen the concept of the TTE first canme out, sone
people in the coating and printing industry conpl ai ned about the
potential for explosions if a TTE were erected in their facility.
Over tinme as nore encl osures have been used the safety issue has
decreased greatly, however EPA felt is was inportant to rem nd
people to carefully evaluate the materials and design of the
encl osur es.

2.11 Comment: |In Method 204A, section 11, the estimted
uncertainty of 12 percent for the VOC fraction seens too high.

Response: The EPA went back and revi ewed the nethod
eval uation report and di scovered that the 12 percent is an error.
The estimated uncertainty for this nmethod is 4.0 percent. The
met hod has been revised to correct this error.

2.12 Comment: I n Method 204B, section 10, the uncertainty
for the term G is not nentioned. Has this termbeen taken into
consi deration when estimating the uncertainty for G



Response: No, G was not taken into considerati on when
estimating the uncertainty for G The uncertainty for G would
be simlar to G, however, since G is so small conpared to G,
its effect on G would m ni mal .

2.13 Comment: I n Methods 204B-D, the equation for G is
only an approxi mation for the average background concentration.

Response: The equation for cal cul ating the average
background concentration is an approximation in the fact that a
[imted nunber of neasurenents are taken for the cal cul ation.
However, the roomair should be well m xed and therefore
representative of the true conditions.

2.14 Comment: In Met hod 204F, the nmet hod does not contain
an estimate of the uncertainty.

Response: Method 204F was submtted by industry and did not
contain an uncertainty estimte, however it should be
approxi mately the sane as Method 204A.

Comenter |V-D-03

3.1 Coorment: The comenter recomends that the EPA include
the Data Quality Objective (DQD and Lower Confidence Limt (LCL)
test methods in the final rul emaking.

Response: The DQO and LCL approaches discussed in the EPA
gui dance docunent entitle “Guidelines for Determ ning Capture
Efficiency” date January 9, 1995 are not test nethods but
statical approaches for evaluating the quality of the data
obtained froma CE testing program The statistical approaches
allow the facility to use any test nethod they choose. However,
i f someone chooses to use a tenporary or permnent total
encl osure, there needs to be one standard version that everyone
can follow and that is the reason why Methods 204, 204A-F are
bei ng finalized.

3.2 Corment: The comenter feels the mninmumsanpling tine
of 3 hours is excessive and that it is not necessary to sanple
the entire production cycle to obtain a representative sanple.
The sanpling program shoul d be designed such that it can be
acconplished within 2 work days under normal circunstances.

Response: The EPA does not feel that a m nimum 3 hour
sanple run is excessive. Historically, test data has shown that
the longer the test runs the nore consistent the data. It can be
very difficult to get accurate liquid coating usage data after
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only an hour or two. In addition, many production runs are up
and down and it is hard to get representative data with the
shorter run tines.

3.3 Comrent: The commenter believes that the EPA should
allow the use of Material Safety Data Sheets (MSDS) i nstead of
Met hods 204A or 204F because the information can be nore easily
obtai ned. The comenter stated that the MSDS data is of
conparabl e or better quality citing the probably uncertainty of
+12. 2 percent listed in Method 204A. It was al so noted that
Met hod 204F did not provide an estimated probably uncertainty.

Response: The EPA went back and revi ewed the nethod
eval uation report and di scovered that the 12.2 percent is an
error. The probable uncertainty for this method is 4.5 percent.
The net hod has been revised to correct this error. Mthod 204F
was submtted by industry and did not contain an probable
uncertainty, however it should be approxi mtely the sane as
Met hod 204A.

The MSDS data is not an acceptable alternative to
Met hods 204A and 204F for a couple of reasons. First, the
concentration of the individual conponents are usually given as a
range of percentages. Also the MSDS sheets do not take into
consi deration what happens during curing. Sone VOCs formas the
coating cure and these are never listed on the MSDS sheet. Wile
some VOCs |isted on the MSDS sheet may pol ynerize during curing
and therefore are never released into the atnosphere.

3.4 Conmment: I n Met hod 204, sections 5.5 and 6.1, several
ref erences are incorrect.

Response: The EPA agrees that several references in those
sections are incorrect. The nmethod has been revised to correct
t hese errors.

Commenter |V-D 04

4.1 Comrent: The commenter did not have any specific
coment s concerni ng Met hods 204, 204A-F but commented that the CE
protocol s endorsed by EPA are unwor kabl e when applied to
autonotive paint spray booths. The comenter went on to state
that the trade association is working with EPA to incorporate
alternative procedures that they feel are appropriate to
aut onoti ve manufacturing operations.

Response: No response i s necessary.
Commenters |V-D-05 and | V-D- 06
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5.1 Comment: In Methods 204A-F, section 1.1, replace the
phrase “surface coating and printing operations” with “operations
for which the state inplenentation plan (SIP) requires an

explicit determ nation of capture efficiency.” The commenter
feels that the nention of printing in the applicability section
will inappropriately send a nessage to State environnent al

agencies that these test procedures are both appropriate and
necessary for all printing operations.

Response: The EPA does not feel the suggested changes are
appropriate. Methods 204A-F were devel oped to be used by the
surface coating and printing industries. These nethods are being
promul gated as exanple SIP nmethods which neans it is up to the
States to decide if they want to require these nethods. The EPA
has rel eased a gui dance docunent on CE which provides States and
industry with several different approaches for determ ning CE

5.2 Comment: In Met hods 204, 204A-F, the EPA needs to
clarify the applicability of the proposed nethods in situations
such as the source is uncontrolled, the source can denonstrate
overall control with a liquid/liquid material bal ance.

Response: As stated in section 1.1 of the methods, these
procedures are applicable in the determnation of CE. The
applicability to different source configurations should be
addressed in the regul ati ons not the nethods.

5.3 Coorment: In Methods 204A-F, section 1.3, revise to
allow the use of 1 hour sanpling periods instead of 3 hours.

Response: The EPA does not feel that a m nimum 3 hour
sanple run is excess. Historically, test data has shown that the

| onger the test runs the nore consistent the data. It can be
very difficult to get accurate liquid coating usages data after
only an hour or twod. In addition many production runs are up and

down and it is hard to get representative data with the shorter
run tinmes.

5.4 Comrent: In Methods 204A-F, the EPA needs to clarify
the necessity and applicability of audit sanples. It was
suggested that the | anguage be revised to state that audit
sanples only need to be run if the Agency deens such auditing as
required.

Response: The EPA position is that audit sanples should be

conducted at all conpliance test if audit sanples are avail able
for the nethod utilized during the conpliance test.
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5.5 Coment: In Met hod 204, section 8.4 should be revised
to be consistent with the Aerospace NESHAP concerning the
verification of air flow direction.

Response: The EPA agrees with the coment and the nethod
has been revised to reflect these changes.

5.6 Coment: In Methods 204A-E, section 5.1 and
Met hod 204F, section 5.3, dilutions systens calibrated using
Met hod 205 should be all owed w thout approval of the
Adm ni strator.

Response: The EPA agrees that calibration gas can be
prepared using dilution systens calibrated using Method 205
wi t hout approval of the Adm nistrator and the nethods have been
revi sed.

5.7 Comment: Methods 204A- 204F need to be revised to not
automatically invalidate the CE results if the drift check is in
excess of the proposed 3 percent calibration drift requirenent.
In such situations the nethod should allow the FIA to be
recal i brated and which ever calibration results in the “worst
case” results be reported.

Response: The EPA agrees with the comment and the nethods
have been revised.

5.8 Comment: In Methods 204A-E, section 5.1.1 and
Met hod 204F, section 5.3.1, the nmethods need to be revised to
allow for the use of hydrogen in air if appropriate adjustnents
are made to elimnate the oxygen synergismeffect.

Response: The Agency agrees that alternative m xtures
should be allowed if the user can denonstrate to the
adm ni strator that there is no oxygen synergismeffect. The
met hod has been revised to allow alternative m xtures.

5.9 Coment: I n Met hods 204A and 204F, should be revised to
all ow the use of Method 24 or 24A as an alternative to the FIA
t echni que.

Response: Methods 204A and 204F relate the liquid
measurenents to the gas neasurenent by calibrating the FIAwth
the liquid sanples. Methods 24 and 24A wll not do this,

t herefore Methods 24 and 24A are not acceptable alternatives to
Met hods 204A and 204F for determ ning the liquid input when
conducting a TTE CE test.

5.10 Comment: I n Methods 204, 204A-F the term“fugitive
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em ssions” is used in a manner inconsistent with the definition
contained in 40 CFR 51.165(a)(1)(ix). The word “fugitive” should
be changed to “uncaptured.”

Response: The Agency agrees and the nethods have been
revised to change “fugitive” to “uncaptured.”

5.11 Comment: I n Methods 204A and 204F, the required
accuracy of the input weight determ nations should be changed to
all ow the bal ance/digital scales to weigh within 2 pounds i nstead
of the proposed 0.2 pounds.

Response: The Agency feels that it is very inportant to get
an accurate neasurenent of the anount of coating used during a
test and that scales that read to within 2 | bs are not accurate
enough in nost test situations. However, after reviewing this
i ssue, the Agency also feels that the 0.2 Ib limt may be too
restricted in sone situations. Therefore, the nethod has been
revised to read “within 0.2 Ibs or 1.0 percent of the total
wei ght of VOC liquid used.”

5.12 Comment: I n Method 204B, sections 4.2.2 and 4.2.3, the
met hod should be revised to allow the use of a presuned nol ecul ar
wei ght of 29.0 and an estimated noi sture content instead
conducting Methods 3 and 4, respectively. The commenter feels
this is justified since nbst sources conducting these tests
oper ate under anbi ent atnospheric conditions.

Response: The Agency does not agree with the commenter.
Most facilities have direct fired ovens which do not operate
under anbi ent atnospheric conditions and therefore need to
conduct Methods 3 and 4. The nethod allows an estimated
nmol ecul ar weight to be used if approved by the Adm nistrator.
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