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EASTERN RESEARCH GROUP, INC.

MEMORANDUM

DATE: August 30, 1996
TO Ri ck Col yer, EPA/ QAQPS
FROM Mae Thomas, Eastern Research G oup

SUBJECT: July 17, 1996, Consolidated Federal Air Rule
St akehol ders Meeting Notes

1.0 PURPCSE

The purposes of this neeting were to present the draft
consolidated air rule to the Stakeholders and to solicit coment
on the draft. The agenda for the neeting, as revised, is
provided in attachnent A

2.0 PLACE AND DATE

Chem cal Manufacturers Associ ation (CVA)
1300 W1 son Bl vd.
Arlington, VA 22209

July 17, 1996, 9:00 a.m to 1:00 p.m E S. T

3.0 ATTENDEES
The attendees on July 17, 1996 are listed on table 1

4.0 DI SCUSSI ON

An EPA representative opened the neeting by having people
i ntroduce thensel ves. This representative then went over the
agenda and pointed out the |ist of people on the back of the
agenda that have contributed to the devel opnent of the



TABLE 1. ATTENDEES LI ST
CONSCOLI DATED Al R RULE STAKEHOLDERS COW TTEE MEETI NG
July 17, 1996
Narme Organi zat i on Phone Nunber Facsimle E-mai | Address
Bill Beck Mobi l e (API) (703) 849-6245 |(703) 849-6295 |w beck@mra.fl x.mobil.com
Ri ck Col yer EPA/ CAQPS (919) 541-5262 |(919) 541-3470 |colyer.rick@panail.epa.gov
Nancy Cookson CVA (703) 741-5164 |(703) 741-6092 |nancy_cookson@mmi |l .crmahg. com
Ted Cromnel | CVA (703) 741-5246 |(703) 741-6246 |[ted_cromael | @rail.cnmahg. com
Nor bert Dee NPRA (202) 457-0480 |(202) 457-0486 ---
Mary Sul livan STAPPA/ ALAPCO (202) 624-7864 |(202) 624-7863 |[myclnair@so.org
Dougl as
Sherry Edwards SOCVA (202) 414-4170 |(202) 289-8584 |edwards@ocnha.com
Jack Edwar dson EPA/ CAQPS (919) 541-4003 [(919) 541-0072 |[edwardson.jack@panail .epa.gov
Rob Ferry TGB (API) (919) 664-8250 |(919) 644-8252 ---
Ken Ggliello EPA/ OECA (202) 564-7047 |(202) 564-0009 |[gigliello.ken@pamail.epa.gov
Bl i ss Hi ggins Loui si ana DEQ (504) 765-0144 |(504) 765-0222 ---
Jeff KenKni ght EPA/ OECA (202) 564-7033 |(202) 564-0009 |kenknight.jeffery@panail.epa.gov
Donna Ki ng | LTA (202) 659-2301 |(202) 466-4166 ---
Jan Meyer EPA/ CAQPS (919) 541-5254 [(919) 541-5689 |neyer.jan@panail.epa.gov
Sally Mtoff EPA/ OECA (202) 564-7012 |(202) 564-0050 |mitoff.sally@panail.epa.gov
Nor man Mbrrow Exxon Cheni cal (713) 870-6112 |(713) 588-2522 |[nornman.!|.norrow@xxon. sprint.com
Brian Neville ILTA (202) 659-2301 [(202) 466-4166 |JBNeville@ol.com
Karen Ritter AP| (202) 682-8472 |(202) 682-8031 |[ritterk@pi.org
Gene Thonas Hoechst Cel anese (908) 231-4476 |(908) 231-4554 |thomas7@edlpol. hcc.com
Mae Thonas ERG (919) 461-1361 |(919) 461-1418 |nthomas@rg. com
Don WAng Uni on Car bi de (304) 747-4924 |(304) 747-3680 |adl weni @eabody. sct.ucarb.com
| Joe Woolbert | Eastnan (903) 237-5475 1(903) 237-6318 lwoolbert @astnan,. com




consolidated air rule (CAR). This representative asked the

attendees if they had any prelimnary feedback on the CAR, either

guestions or comments. The follow ng outlines the comments that

were received and the discussion surrounding them

How will the underlying rules be affected? -- An EPA
representative explained that the underlying rules wll
remain the same for all non-SOCM facilities. For
SOCM facilities, the underlying rule will contain a
poi nter that sends the owner or operator to the CAR for
specifics on how to conply. Omers or operators of
non- SOCM plants that are collocated wwth SOCM process
units can “opt in” to the CAR by choosing to bring
their non-SOCM storage tanks, process vents, transfer
racks or equipnment that are al so subject to an
underlying rul e under the CAR

One attendee brought up the inportance of determ ning

t he useful ness of the CAR, so that non-SOCM industries
that may devel op a CAR or use the CAR devel oped by the
SOCM . An EPA representative pointed out that there is
a separate CAR subgroup, the Measures of Success G oup,
that was fornmed specifically to track the burden
reducti ons and neasure the useful ness of the CAR

Anot her attendee was specifically interested in how
control requirenents were consolidated. An EPA
representative stated that several specific
consol i dati ons woul d becone clear after the “Hi ghlights
of the CAR' section of the presentation, but that
control requirenments were not changed. This
representative explained that the stringency of the
rules was not affected in the consolidation and



therefore the control requirenents were not changed;
however, many of the control requirenents were the sane
bet ween rul es, so consolidation was not necessary.

4.1 Overview and Benefits

An EPA representative handed out copies of the presentation
slides (attachnent B), the annotated version of the CAR
(attachnment C), a non-annotated version of the CAR
(attachnent D), exanples of revised referencing subparts
(attachnment E), and exanple of tables correlating paragraphs in
the referencing subparts to the paragraphs in the CAR where
specific provisions are found (attachnent F). The representative
t hen provided an overview for the CAR and for the process used to
develop it, including a description of the general benefits and
features such as the custoner-oriented format and the
clarification of confusing parts of the original rules. An
i ndustry representative asked if the EPA would use what has been
| earned under the CAR devel opnent and apply this to new rul es.
An EPA representative stated that if the EPA gets feedback that
people like the format and that it is helpful, then this wll be
communi cated to other EPA staff. An EPA representative stated
that it was EPA s hope that sone of these features would be
i ncorporated in other rul emakings. Another EPA representative
added support of the custoner-oriented format, stating that this
format al so hel ps enforcenent.

An attendee asked whether non-SOCM facilities should have
the option of conplying with the CAR instead of the underlying
rules. One attendee pointed out that if this option was on the
table it would provide good incentive for people to really review
the CAR and give good feedback. An EPA representative stated
that the commttee was really | ooking for feedback fromthe
st akehol der s.



An industry representative went over the benefits of the CAR
and the estimtes of the neasures of success of the project.

4.2 Highlights of the CAR

Next, the stakehol der group reviewed the overall CAR
structure, including a presentation of the storage vessel,
process vents, transfer, and equi pnent | eak provisions. A key
aspect of the CARis “options tables”, where each colum in the
tabl e contains the applicable requirenents for each source
subject to a specific referencing subpart. The source, when
directed to the CAR, would be subject to the requirenents in
specified colum only, but could “opt up” to a nore stringent
colum if it so chose. The colums in the option tables were
ordered fromleast stringent to nost stringent, left to right on
the table. An industry representative asked how t he options
tabl e works for storage, wondering if it was really a choice to
change colums on the table. Menbers of the conmttee expl ai ned
that the choice was to nove to a colum to the right, but that a
colum to the left of the appropriate colum could not be chosen.
An industry representative pointed out that subpart Kb of part 60
had design requirenents in the inspection section. Another
i ndustry representative expl ai ned that where these were found,
they were noved to the appropriate section of the ST section. An
i ndustry representative asked about the HON clarification for
external floating roof tanks converted to internal floating roof
tanks. An industry representative stated that this has not been
changed in the HON. [In addition, one group nmenber questioned
that the HON did not require the report indicating that seal gap
measurenents were nmade. Another group nenber thought that HON
did contain this report, but stated that he woul d check the HON

The CAR General Provisions and cl osed vent systens, recovery
and control device provisions were presented next. An industry
representative asked if the definitions in subpart A of part 65
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woul d override the definitions in other subparts. Another

i ndustry representative replied that they would. Another

i ndustry representative stated that, in many of the subparts, the
definitions contained applicability, and asked how this was
consolidated. A group nenber responded that applicability has
not been consolidated, so the definitions with applicability were
unchanged.

4.3 State | nplenentation

A State representative presented the possible del egation and
transition options that may be taken in order to make the CAR
available to States and facilities as soon as possible. An
i ndustry representative asked what steps were being taken to nmake
sure the States would want to adopt the CAR A State
representative stated that it was presuned that the States w ||
i npl emrent the CAR because they have a statutory obligation to
i npl enment and enforce Federal rules; the representative al so
noted, however, the it is possible that a State could nmake the
case that the old rules are equivalent to the CAR and therefore
not inplenment the CAR

4.4 Schedul e and Next Steps

An EPA representative reviewed the current status of the CAR

internms of the schedule and outlined the next steps. An

i ndustry representative asked how feedback fromthe stakehol ders
shoul d be given to the conmttee. The EPA representative stated
that the stakehol ders should spend 3 or 4 weeks review ng the
package and then give comments directly to him The EPA
representative asked that if anyone el se had any comments to
bring themup or to put themon the index cards that were handed
out at the beginning of the neeting. An industry representative
asked that technol ogi es which have al ready been revi ewed by EPA



and have been given an em ssion factor in AP-42 be allowed to
conply with the rules wthout having to go through the
alternative neans of limtation process, as long as the

t echnol ogi es’ performance i s adequate. An EPA representative
stated that EPA could review a |ist of technologies if one were
subm tted; however, this would be a change to subpart Kb and not
just to the CAR



