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50221, Washmgton, DC 200910221,
Notice No. 794.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Marjorie Ruhf, Wine and Beer Branch,
650 Massachusetts Avenue, NW.,
Washington, DC 20226; telephone (202)
927-8230.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Background

On April 26, 1994, ATF published a
notice of proposed rulemaking, Notice
No. 794 (59 FR 21698) 1n the Federal
Register. In the notice, ATF proposed to
amend trade practice regulations in 27
CFR parts 6 (Tied-House), 8 (Exclusive
Outlet), 10 (Commercial Bribery) and 11
(Consignment Sales) by adding
standards for enforcing the “exclusion”
element where approprate and by
revising other regulations as the result
of an agency review and an industry
petition. At this time, ne final decision
has been made on whether to hold
public hearings and ATF continues to
reserve that decision.

Extension of Comment Period

In order to allow interested persons to
comment fully the comment period,
ongnally scheduled to close on June 27
1994, will be extended until July 27,
1994. All written comments received
will be considered in the development
of a decision on this matter. Comments
that provide the factual basis supporting
the views or suggestions presented will
be particularly helpful in developing a
reasoned regulatory decision on this
matter.

Correction

In notice no. 794, (93F-003P),
beginning on page 21698 of the 1ssue of
Tuesday, April 26, 1994, make the
following correction:

On page 21712, 1n the third column,
Paragraph 55, the table of contents entry
for section 10.54 read, “Critena for
determimng retailer independence.”
Thus should be changed to read,
*Critena for determining trade buyer
independence.”

Drafting Information

The principal author of this document
1s Marjorie Ruhf, Wine and Beer Branch,
Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and
Firearms.

List of Subjects
27 CFR Part 6

Advertising, Alcohol and alcoholic
beverages, Antitrust, Credit and trade
practices.

Hei nOnli ne --

27 CFR Part 8

Alcohol and alcoholic beverages,
Antitrust, and Trade practices.
27 CFR Part 10

Alcohol and alcoholic beverages,
Antitrust, and Trade practices.

27 CFR Part 11

Alcohol and alcoholic beverages,
Antitrust, and Trade practices.
Authority

This notice 1s 1ssued under the authority of
27 U.S.C. 205.

Approved: May 27 1994,
Danzel R. Black,
Acting Director.
[FR Doc. 94-13600 Filed 6-3-94; 8:45 am}
BILLING CODE 4810-31-U

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY

40 CFR Part 63
[AD-FRL-4891-8}

National Emission Standards for
Hazardous Air Pollutants for Source
Categories: Aerospace Manufacturing
and Rework

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA).

“ACTION: Proposed rule and notice of
public hearing.

SUMMARY: The proposed standards
would limit emissions of hazardous air
pollutants (HAP) from new and existing
commercial, civil, and military
aerospace original equipment
manufacturing (OEM) and rework
facilities that are major sources of HAP
emissions, A major source 1s defined 1n
section 112(a) of the Clean Air Act as
amended 1n 1990 (Act) as a source that
emits, or has the potential to emit,
considering controls, 10 tons per year
(tpy) or more of any individual HAP or
25 tpy or more of any combination of
HAP The proposed standards
implement section 112(d) of the Act,
which requires the Administrator to
regulate emissions of the HAP listed 1n
section 112(b) of the Act. Many of these
pollutants are emitted from cleaning,
primer, topcoat, depainting, and
chemical milling maskant operations.
These operations are being covered in
the proposed rule. The intent of the
proposed rule 1s to protect the public
health by requiring new and existing
major sources to control HAP emissions
to the level attainable by the maximum
achievable control technology (MACT).
The EPA 15 also proposing Method 309
with the standards. Method 309 would
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be used to deterrmne the rolling
material balance period for carhbon
adsorbers.

A public hearing will be held, if
requested, to provide interested persons
an opportunity for oral presentation of
data, views, or arguments concerning
the proposed standards.

DATES: Comments: Comments must be
recerved on or before August 5, 1994.
ADDRESSES: Comments: Comments
should be submitted (in duplicate, if
possible) to: Air and Radiation Docket
and Information Center {6102), ATTN:
Docket No. A-92-20, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency 401
M Street, SW., Washington, DC 20460.
Public Hearing: If anyone contacts the
EPA requesting a public hearing, the
heaning will be held at the EPA Office
of Adminustration Auditorium 1n
Research Trniangle Park, North Carolina.
Persons wishing to present oral
testimony must contact Ms. Julia Latta,
Standards Development Branch (MD-
13), U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, Research Tniangle Park, North
Carolina 27711, telephone number (919)
541-5578 by July 1, 1994.

Background Information Document:
The background information document
{BID) may be obtained from the U.S.
EPA Library (MD-35), Research Triangle
Park, North Carolina 27711, telephone
number (919) 541-2777 Please refer to
“National Emission Standards for
Hazardous Air Pollutants for Source
Categories: Aerospace Manufacturing
and Rework—Background Information
for Proposed Standards,” EPA—453/R—
94-036a.

Docket: Docket No. A-92--20,
contaimng supporting mformation used
1n developing the proposed rule, 1s
available for public inspection and
copying between 8:30'a.m. and 3:30
p.m., Monday through Fnday at the
EPA’s Air and Radiation Docket and
Information Center, Waterside Mall,
room 1500, 1st Floor, 401 M Street, SW.,
Washington, DC 20460. A reasonable fee
may be charged for copying.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For
information concerning the proposed
rule, contact Ms. Vickie Boothe at {913)
541-0164, Standards Development
Branch, Emission Standards Division
(MD-13), U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, Research Triangle Park, North
Carolina 27711.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
information presented 1n this preamble
15 orgamzed as follows:

1. Background

I1. Summary of the Proposed Rule
A. Applicability
B. Proposed Standards for Affected Sources
C. Compliance Dates
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D. Compliance Extensions
E. Compliance Testing and Monitoring
F Recordkeeping and Reporting
Requirements
I Summary of Environmental, Energy, and
Economic Impacts of the Proposed Rule
A. Emission Reductions
B. Secondary Environmental Impacts
C. Energy Impacts
D. Cost Impacts
E. Economic lmpacts
IV Process Descriptions and Control
Technologies
A. Process Descriptions
B. Control Technmiques
V Rationale for the Proposed Rule
A. Regulatory Development Process for
NESHAP
B. Determining Maximum Achievable
Control Technology (MACT) Floors”
C. Selection of Pollutants and Source
Categorylies)
D. Selection of Emission Points Covered by
the Proposed Rule
E Se{ection of the Basis for the Proposed
Rule
F Selection of the Format of the Proposed
Rule
G. Selection of Emission Test Methods and
Monitoring Requirements
H. Selection of Recordkeeping and
Reporting Requirements
1. Selection of Compliance Deadlines
J. Operating Permit Program
K, Solicitation of Comments
V1. Admmstrative Requirements
A. Public Hearing
B. Docket
C. Executive Order 12866
D. Paperwork Reduction Act
E. Regulatory Flexibility Act
F Clean Awr Act Section 117
G. Regulatory Review
VIL Statutory Authority

The proposed regulatory text 1s not
included 1n this Federal Register notice,
but 1s available 1 Docket No. A-92-20
or by written or telephone request from
the Air and Radiation Docket and
Information Center (see ADDRESSES).
This notice with the proposed
regulatory language 1s also available on

the Technology Transfer Network
(TTN), one of EPA’s electronic bulletin
boards. The TTN provides information
and technology exchange n various
areas of air pollution control. The
service 1s free, except for the cost of a
phone call. Dial (919) 541-5742 for up
to a 14,400 bps modem. If more
information on TTN 1s needed, call the
HELP line at (319) 541-5384.

I Background

The Act requires, under section 112,
that EPA evaluate and control emissions
of HAP The control of HAP.1s to be
achieved through promulgation of
emission standards under sections
112(d) and (f) for categones of sources
that'emit HAP Pursuant to section
112(c) of the Act, EPA published in the
Federal Register the 1nitial list of source
categoties that emit HAP on July 16,
1992 (57 FR 31576). Thus list includes
major and area sources of HAP that the
EPA 1ntends to regulate before
November of the year 2000.

For the purposes of the proposed rule,
aerospace mdustnes refers to all
facilities that manufacture aerospace
vehicles or components and all facilities
that rework (including repair) these
aerospace vehicles or components.
Aerospace vehicle or component 1s
defined as any fabricated part,
processed part, assembly of parts, or
completed unit of any aircraft including,
but not limited to, airplanes,
helicopters, missiles, rockets, and space
vehicles.

Section 183(b)(3) of the Act requires

.the Administrator to 1ssue control

techniques gurdelines {CTG) for volatile
organic compound (VOC) emissions
from aerospace coatings and solvents to
such levels as the Admimstrator
determines are achievable through
adoption of best available control
measures {BACM). The EPA 1s required

to take 1nto account the applicable
requirements of section 112 1n
developing the gmdelines.

The organic HAP emissions
limitations described 1n the remainder
of this notice also address the VOC
emissions from aerospace coatings and
solvents. Thus, the control techniques
evaluated for the MACT standard are
also applicable to VOC emissions.

The EPA traditionally 1ssues a draft
CTG containing recommended control
levels for public comment. Rather than
1ssue a separate draft CTG in this case,
the EPA 1s using this notice to request
public comment on a draft BACM,
which 1s the same as the proposed.
MACT for coatings and solvents.
Comments received on the proposed
MACT rule will also be considered in
formulating a final BACM.

The information described here will
also serve to provide guidance to the
States for developing VOC rules to meet
other Clean Air Act requirements.

Certain low-usage coatings were not
addressed in the NESHAP These
coatings are adhesives, sealants, and 30
specialty coatings which represent less
than 6 percent of the total HAP
emissions from the industry. Also, the
EPA data analyses indicate that the
MACT floor for these coatings would be
no control. The EPA 1s requesting public
comment on the need for a separate CTG
providing guidance for the control of
these coatings.

II. Summary of the Proposed Rule

Table 1 provides an overview of the
proposed rule, including applicability;
the standards for each affected source;
test methods and procedures; and
monitoring, recordkeeping, and
reporting requirements,

TABLE 1 SUMMARY OF SUBPART GG OF 40 CFR PART 63—NATIONAL EMISSION STANDARDS FOR AEROSPACE
MANUFACTURING AND REWORK FACILITIES

Affected source

Requirement

Descrniption

Aerospace Facilities

mation.

Estimated Number
cilities.

Alt Affected Sources Standards

Applicability: General Infor-

Permit Requirements

of Fa-

(63.741(d))

Subpart A.1 (63.743(a))

ments of this subpart. (63.741(e))

HeinOnline -- 59 Fed. Reg. 29217 1994

This rule applies to facilities engaged in ornginal equipment manufacture and rework of
aerospace components and assemblies and that are major sources as defined in 40
CFR part 63. Specific operations are covered by the rule. (63.741)

Over 2,800 facilities are expected to be affected by the rule. Applicable SIC codes in-
clude 3720, 3721, 3724, 3728, 3760, 3761, 3764, 3765, and 4581.

1. Major sources required to obtain operating permit in State where facility 1s located
according to procedures m 40 CFR part 70 and applicable State regulations.

1. Comply with §§63.4 through §63.6 of the General Provisions of 40 CFR part 63,

2. Submit an operation and maintenance plan. (63.743(b))
3. Obtain approval to use control device not listed in this subpart. (63.743(c))-
4. Wastes subject to RCRA are exempt from the waste storage and handling require-
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TABLE 1. SUMMARY OF SUBPART GG OF 40 CFR PART 63-—NATIONAL EMISSION STANDARDS FOR AEROSPACE
MANUFACTURING AND REWORK FACILITIES—Continued

Affected source

Requirement

Descnption

Cleaming Operations

Hand-Wipe Cieaming Op-
erations.

Spray Gun Cleaning .........

Fiush Cleaning

Y
Primer and Topcoat Appli-
cation Operations.

Comptliance Dates

Test Methods and Proce-
dures.

Monitoning Requirements

Recordkeeping  Require-
ments.

Reporting Reguirements ...

Standards ......occeveeeennene

Test Methods and Proce-
dures.
Monitoring Requirements ..

| Recordkeeping  Require-
ments.

Reporting Requirements ...

Standards .....c.coceeeeienninns

Test Methods and Proce-
dures.

M(;nitormg Requirements ..

Recordkeeping  Require-
ments.

Reporting Requirements ...

Standards ........coeeceeirennnn

Test Methods and Proce-
dures.

Monitoning Requirements ..

Recordkeeping  Require-
ments.

Reporting Requirements ...

Standards ......coeoveecececececnes

Test Methods and Proce-
dures.

Monitoring Requirements ..

Recordkeeping  Require-
ments.

Reporting Requirements ...

Standards ......cccoveeererrceennes

As provided for in the General Provisions,2 within 3 years after the effective date for
existing sources and no later than the standards’ effective date or upon startup, as
appropnate, for new and reconstructed sources. (63.749(a))

See individual affected sources. Also, comply with §63.7 of the General Provisions.
(63.750(q))

See ndividual affected sources. Also, generally same as in §63.8(f) and (g) of the
General Provisions. (63.751(e) and (f))

Comply with §63.10 of the General Provisions.? (83.752(a))

1. Comply with §§63.9 and 63.10 of the General Provisions.* (63.753(a){1) and (3))

2. Operating permit appilication can be used for initial notification. (63.753(a)(2))

Housekeeping measures for all cleaning operations at a facility subject to this subpart.
Measures address placing solvent laden cloth or paper in closed containers, storing
‘fresh and used cleaning solvent in closed containers, and minimizing losses during
handling and transfer. (63.744(a))

None.

None.

The name, HAP content of ‘each cleaning solvent, and supporting documentation.
(63.752(b)(1))

Semiannual

1. New. cleaning solvents that contain no HAP (63.753(b)(1)(i))

2. Discontinued cleaning solvents. (63.753(b)(1)(ii))

1. Except for spray gun cleaning, all hand-wipe cleaning solvent must meet either a
composition requirement or have a vapor pressure less than 45 mm Hg. (63.744(b))

2. List of cleaning operations exempt from composition and vapor pressure require-
ments. (63.744(e))

1. Composition determination through manufacturer’s data. (63.750(a))

2. Vapor pressure determination through readily available sources if single compo-
nent; ASTM £ 260-85 for muttiple component solvents. (63.750(b))
For enclosed spray gun cleaners, visual inspection for leaks at least once per month.
{63.751(a))
1. i complying with composition requrements, name, data/calculations, and annual
volumes. (63.752(b}(2))
2. If complying as result of vapor pressure, name, vapor pressure, data/calculations/
test results, and monthly volumes. (63.752(b)(3))
3. For “non-compliant” cleaning solvents used in exempt operations, daily volumes by
operation, and parts/assemblies cleaned. (63.752(b)(4))
Semuannual
1. Noncompliant solvent usage. (63.753(b)(1)(iii)
2. New solvents and vapor pressure or composition. (83.753(b)(1){(iv))
Annual
3. Everything 1s 1n compliance. (63.753(b)(2))
1. Use one of four specified techniques or an equivalent. (63.744(c))
2. For enclpsed spray gun cleaners, repair as soon as practicable, but within 15 days.
(683.744(c)H{( 1))
None.

None.
Record all leaks, including source identification and dates leaks found and repared.
(63.752(b){5)
Semiannual
1. Noncompliant spray gun cleaner used. (63.753(b)(1)(v)}
2. Leaks of enclosed spray gun cieaners not repaired within 15 days of detection.
{63.753(b)(1)(vi))
Annual
3. Everything 1s in compliance. {63.753(b)(2))

.Operating procedures specify emptying into enclosed container or collection system or

equivalent. {63.744(d))
None.

None.
None.

Annual
Everything 1s in compliance. (63.753(b)(2))
Uncontrolled Pnmers
1. Organic HAP content.limit: 350 gramsfiiter (2.9 Ibs/gallon)(less watér) as applied.
(63.745(b)(1)) .

HeinOnline -- 59 Fed. Reg. 29218 1994
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TABLE 1 SUMMARY OF SUBPART GG OF 40 CFR PART 63—NATIONAL EMISSION STANDARDS FOR AEROSPACE
MANUFACTURING AND REWORK FACILITIES—Continued

Affected source

Requirement

Description

Performance Test Penods
and Tests.

Test Methods and Proce-
dures.

Monitoring Requirements ..

Recordkeeping  Require-
ments.

Reporting Requirements ...

2. VOC content timit: 350 grams/liter (2.9 Ibs/gallon) (less water and exempt solvents)
as applied. (63.745(b)(2))
Uncontrolled Topcoats
‘3. Orgaric HAP content limit: 420 grams/liter (3.5 ibs/galion)(less water) as applied.
(63.745(b)(3))

4. VOGC content limit: 420 gramsfiiter (3.5 lbs/galion) (less water and exempt solvents).
(63.745(b)(4))

Uncontrolled Pnimers and Topcoats

5. Pnmers and topcoats can achieve compliance through: (1) being below limit in
themselves or (2) average with compliant primers. (63.745(d))

6. Pnmers and topcoats cannot be averaged together. Controlled and uncontrolled
coatings cannot be averaged together. (63.745(d)(2)(ii) and (d)(2)(iii))

Controlled Primers and Topcoats

7 If control device 1S used, must be designed to capture and control all emissions
from the application operation and must achieve an overall control efficiency of at
least 81%. (63.745(c))

All Pnmers and Topcoats

8. Specific application techriques must be used. If alternative 1s sought, can only be
used if emissions are less than or equal to HVLP or electrostatic spray application
techniques as demonstrated under actual production conditions. (63.745(e)(1))

9. All application equipment must be operated according to manufacturer’s specifica-
tions. (63.745(e)(2))

10. Exemptions from 8 above provided for certain situations. (63.745(¢e)(3))

11. Operating requirements for the application of prnmers that contain inorganic HAP
including control with either particulate filters or waterwash and shutdown if pres-
sure falis outside manufacturer's specified operating limits. (63.745(f)(1) through (4))

12. Exemptions from 11 prowvided for certain application operations. (63.745(f)(5))

1. Test Penods For compliant coatings: each 30-day penod. For “averaged” coatings:
each 24-hour penod. For “controlled” coatings, non-carbon adsorber. three 1-hour
runs. For “controlled” coatings, carbon adsorber: each rolling perod. (63.749(d)(1))

2. Performance tests. Initial performance test for all control devices to demonstrate
compliance with overall control efficiency requirement. (63.749(d)(2))

1. Organic HAP {eve! determination procedures. (63.750(c) and (d))

2. VOC level determination procedures. (63.750(e) and (f))

3. Overall control efficiency of carbon adsorber determined using mass balance cal-
cutation in 40 CFR 60.433; for other control devices, determne caplure etficiency
and destruction efficiency. For capture efficiency, use Procedure T in Appendix B to
40 CFR 52.741 for total enclosures and 40 CFR 52.741(a)(4)(jii) procedures for all
other enclosures. (63.750(g) and (h))

4. For alternative application methods, first determine emission levels for initial 90-day
period using only HVLP or electrostatic. Then use alternative application method for
peniod of time necessary to coat equivalent amount of parts with same coatings. Al-
ternative application method may be used when emissions generated dunng the
test period are less than or equal to the .emissions generated dunng the initial 90-
day period. Dried film thickness must be within specification for initial 90-day period.
(63.750(i)

1. Temperature sensors with continuous recorders for incinerators, and install, cali-
brate, maintain, and operate temperature monitors according to manufacturer's
specifications. (63.751(b))

2. Continuously monitor pressure drop across filter or waterwash. (63.751(c)y

1. Name and organic HAP and VOC contents for all pnmers and topcoats.
(63.752(c)(1))

2. For “compliant” coatings, organic HAP and VOC contents as applied, data/calcula-
tions used to determine them, and monthly usage. (63.752(c)(2))

3. For “averaged” coatings, daily values of HAP and VOC contents (H, and G,) and
data calculations used to calculate H, and G,. (63.752(c)(3))

4. For “controlled” coatings (incinerator), overall control efficrency and incinerator
temperature(s). (63.752(c)(4))

5. For “controfled” coatings (carbon adsorber), overall control efficiency and length of
rolling period and all supporting data/calculations. (63.752(c)(5))

6. Pressure drop across filters/waterwash once per shift, and acceptable limits.
(63.752(d))

Sermannual

1. Al instances where orgamc HAP/VOC levels were exceeded. {63.753(c){1){i) and
(i)

2. Control device exceedances (out-of-compliance). (63.753(c)(1) (iii), (iv) and {v))

3. Penods when operation not immediately shut down due 1o pressure drop beng out-
side limits. (63.753(c)(1)(vi))

4. New control devices. (63.753(c)(1)(vii})

HeinOnline -- 59 Fed. Reg. 29219 1994
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TABLE 1 SUMMARY OF SUBPART GG OF 40 CFR PART 63-—NATIONAL EMISSION STANDARDS FOR AEROSPACE
MANUFACTURING AND REwORK FaciLITieEs—Continued

Aftected source Requirement Description
Annual
5. Number of times the pressure drop limits were exceeded. (63.753(c)(2))
6. Everything 1s In compliance. {63.753(c)(2))
Depatnting Operations ...... Applicability ..............c....... Applies to the entire aerospace vehicle. Does not apply 10 pans or units normally re-
moved. Wings and stabilizers atways covered. (63.746(a))
Standards ......cceececnienenne 1. Unless exempted, no organic HAP are to be emitted from depainting operations.

Chemical (Milling Maskant
Application Operations.

Performance Test Periods
and Tests.

Test Methods and Proce-
dures.

Monitoring Requirements ..
Recordkeeping  Require-
ments.

Reporting Requirements ...

Applicability

Standards

(63.746 (b)(1), (P)(3))

2. Requirement to minimize HAP durning perods of non-chemical based equipment
malfunction. (63.746(b)(2))

3. Use of organic HAP-containing stippers for spot stripping and decal removal limitec
to 26 gallons per aircraft per year for commercial aircraft and 50 gailons per arcraft
per year for military aircraft. (63.746(c))

4. Operating requirements for depainting operations generating airborne morganic
HAP including control with particulate filters that are at least 99% efficient.
{63.746(d))

1. For no organic HAP eruissions: each 24-hour pertod. (63.749(f)(1))

2. For spot strpping and decal removal usage limits: each calendar year.
(63.749(N (1))

3. Initial performance test to demonstrate compliance with percent reduction efficiency
requirement for particulate fiters. (63.749(f)(2))

1. Use manufacturer's data (or approved alternative) to determine orgamic HAP con-
tent. (63.750(j))

2. Procedures provided for determmning gallons of HAP containing strpper used for
arrcraft. (63.750(k}))

3. Use EPA Method 5 to determine particulate filter control efficiency. (63.750(1))

Continuously monitor pressure drop across fitter. (63.751(d))

1. Name, organic HAP content and supporting documentation, and monthly volume of
all organic HAP-containing chemical strippers. (63.752(e)(1))

2. List of parts/assemblies normally removed. (63.752(e)(2))

3. For nonchemucal based equipment, name and type, and malfunction information in-
cluding dates, description, and alternative methods used. (63.752(e)(3))

4. For spot stpping and decal removal, annual volume used, annual average volume
per awcraft, and all data/calculations used to calculate volume per awcraft.
{63.752(e)(4))

6. The pressure drop across the filter once per shift, pressure drop limits specified by
manufacturers, and control efficiency including test results/data/calculations.
(63.752(e}(5))

Semannual

1. Emission of organic HAP from nonexempted depainting operations. (63.753(d)(1)(i})

2. New and reformulated chemical stnppers and HAP contents. (63.753(d)(1) Gi), (i)
and (iv))

3. New non-chemical based depainting techruques. (63.753(d)(1)(v})

4. Malfunction information on non-chemical based techrmiques including dates, descnp-
tion, and alternative methods used. (63.753(d)(1){vi))

5. Penods when operation not immediately shut down due to pressure drop beng out-
side limits. (63.753(d)(1)(vii))

6. List of new/discontinued aircraft models and, for new models, list of parts normally
removed for depainting. (63.753(d)(1){viii))

Annual

7 Exceedances of average annual volume limits for spot stnpping and
(63.753(d)(2)(i))

8. Everything 1s in compliance. (63.753(d)(2)(ii))

9. Number of times the pressure drop limits were exceeded. (63.753(d)(2)(iii))

Applies only to operations using Type Il chemical milling etchants (63.747(a))

decal removal.

Uncontrolled Maskants
1. Organic HAP emisstons: <160 gramsfliter (1.3 lbs/gallon) (less water) as applied.
(63.747(c)(1))
2. VOC emussions: <160 gramsfiiter (1.3 Ibs/galion) (less water and exempt solvents)
as applied. (63.747(c}2))
3. Maskants can achieve compliance through: (1) being below limits by themselves or
(2) averaging with compliant maskants. (63.747(e))
4. Both controlled and uncontrolled maskants cannot be averaged together.
Controlled Maskants .
5. I control device i1s used, must be designed to capture and control all enmissions
from maskant operation and must achieve an-overall control efficiency of at least

81%. (63.747(d))
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TABLE.1. SUMMARY OF SUBPART GG OF 40 CFR PART 63—NATIONAL EMISSION STANDARDS FOR AEROSPACE
MANUFACTURING AND REWORK FACILITIES—Continued

Affected source

Requirement

Description

Waste Handling and Stor-
~age Operations.

| Performance Test Penods

and Tests.

Test Methods and Proce-
dures.

Monitoring Requirements ..
Recordkeeping - Require-
ments. .

’ Reporting Requirements ...

Applicability

Standards ....icoevveesleeeee

Test Methods and Proce-
dures. '’

Monitoring Requirements ..

Recordkeeping  Require-
ments.

Reporting Requirements ...

1. Test Periods. For compliant maskants: each 30-day period. For “averaged”
-maskants: each 24-hour period. For “controlled” coatings, carbon adsorber: each

- roiling period. For “controlied” coatings, non-carbon adsorber: three 1 hour rns.
(63.749(g)(1)

2. initial performance test required for all control devices to demonstrate comphance
with overall contro! efficiency requirement. (63. 748(g)(2))

Procedures provided essentially identical to those for primers and topcoats for organic
HAP and VOC content leveis. Use of Method 309 for determining rolling period for

. carbon adsorber. (63.750(m)—(p))

Same as for primers and topcoats if incinerators are used.

Same as for primers and topcoats. (63.752(f))

Semiannual

; 1. Exceedances of organic HAP/NOC levels. (63.753(e)(1}i) and (ii))

2. Control device exceedances (out of compliance). {63.753(e)(1)}{iii}}
3. New maskants. (63.753(e)(1){(iv}) .
4. New control devices. (63.753(e)(1}{v))
Annual
5. Everything is in compliance. (63.753(e}{(2)}
Wastes that are subject to RCRA are exempt from the requarements of this subpart.
(63.741(e))

Unless subject to RCRA, work practice requirements to minimize spills during handting

and transfer and storage in close containers. {63.748)
None.

None.
identification of each waste stream, whether ornotitis sub;ect to RCRA, and support-
ing documentation. (63.752(g})
Semiannual
1. Any change in RCRA status of waste stream, any new waste stream, and its RCRA

status. (63.753(H)(1))
Annual

(63.753(H(2))

2. No new waste streams and no change in RCRA status of exus&mg waste streams.

"~ 'The EPA promulgated regulations for subpart A of 40 CFR 63, which were pubhshed in the Fedefal Regustes' on March 16, 1994 at 59 FR

12408.

2bid. 3lbid.  4lbid.

A. Applicability 7
1. jDesCriptioh of the Source Category .

The proposed rule would apply to
gach aerospace manufacturing and-
rework facility that is a major source, as
defined under section 112(3) of the Act.
A major source is one that emits or has
the potential to emit, considering
controls, 9.1 megagrams per year (Mg/
yr) (10 tpy) or more of any hazardous air
pollutant or 22.7 Mg/yr (25 tpy)} or more
of any combination of hazardous air
pollutants for all activities conducted at
the facility. An aerospace facility is
defined as a facility that produces in
any amount an aerospace vehicle or
component, or a facility that reworks {or
repairs) these vehicles or components.
Aerospace operations at any major
source that conduict both aerespace and

non-aerospace work would be subject to

the proposed standards, regardless of

the relative proportion of aerospace and -

non-aerospace work at the facility. :
While the proposed rule applies only

to majer sources, the EPA requests

comment on whether all or some of its
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requirements should be applied to non-
major sources. The Agency solicits
available information from state and
local air pollution control agencies and
other's-on the nature, number and
location ef non-major aerospace
facilities, the quantities and types of
hazardous air pollutants they emit, the
impact of these emissions on health and
the environment, and the extent to
which these emissions already are
controlled. Comments also are requested
on the economic and other impacts that
would result from applying
requirements of the proposed rule to
these smaller sources.

In general, asrospace facilities are
covered by the SIC codes listed in Table
2. However, facilities classified under

. other SIC codes may be subject to the

proposed standards if the facility meets
the definition of a major source and the
definition of an aerospace facility. -
Based on information obtained
through the Federal Aviation
Administration and the U.S. Department

‘of Commerce—Bureau cf the Census,
‘there are an estimated 2,869 aerospace

59 Fed. Reg. 29221 1994

facilities that will be subject to the
proposed standards. Of this number,
1,395 manufacture or rework
commercial products, and 1,474
manufacture or rework military
products. The combined HAP emissions
from these facilities are estimated to be
over 189,000 Mg/yr (208,000 tpy):

‘In addition to these facilities, there
are numerous sitbcontractors that
manufacture or rework aerospace
vehicles or components. The
subcontractors may work directly for the

TABLE 2.—Aerospace Manufacturing

SiC Codes
Cs(;gé Description .
3720 Aircraft and Parts.
3721 “Aircraft. )
3724 { Aircrait Engines and Engine Parts.
3728 Aircrait Parts and Equipment.
3760 Guided Missiles, Space Vehicles,
and Parts.
3761 Guided Missiles ‘and Space Vehi-
cles.
3764 Space Propulsion Units and Parts.
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TABLE 2.—Aerospace Manufacturing
SIC Codes—Continued

(%ge Desc‘rip_tion
3769 Space Vehicle Equipment.
Aerospace Rework SIC Code
4581 Atrports, Flying Fields, and Serv-
ices.

OEM or rework facilities, or indirectly
through first line subcontractors. Since
many of these subcontractors perform
various types of work, they are often
classified under non-aerospace SIC
codes. Consequently an estimate of the
number of subcontractors cannot be
made. One company alone, however,
employs the services of over 5,000
subcontractors.

2. Affected Sources

The proposed rule would limit
orgamc HAP emssions from the
following sources at aerospace facilities:
cleamng operation, primer application
operation, topcoat application
operation, depainting operation,
chemical milling maskant application
operation, and the handling and storage
of waste. The proposed rule would also
limit snorganic HAP emissions from
primer, topcoat, and depainting
operations.

Organic HAP emissions from primer,
topcoat, and chemical milling maskant
application operations occur from the
evaporation of the solvent contamed 1n
the coatings. These emissions occur
during the application of the coatings on
aerospace vehicles or parts, which may
take place in large open areas, such as
hangars, or 1n partially or fully enclosed
spaces, such as within spray booths.

Organic HAP emussions from cleaning
and depainting operations occur from
the evaporation of the volatile portion of
the cleaning solvents or chemical
strippers. Cleaning emisstons are nearly
always fugitive 1n nature and occur at
essentially every processing step.
Emissions from depainting are typically
fugitive 1n nature since the operation 1s
carried out within a large hangar or m
open tanks.

Organmic HAP emissions from waste
occur from evaporation of the volatile
portion of the waste while it 1s being
handled or stored. These emissions are
fugitive 1n nature, occurning from sach
waste contarner.

Inorganic HAP emissions from primer
and topcoat application operations
occur during the application of the
primer or topcoat. These inorganic HAP
emissions are paint particulates,
commonly referred to as “‘overspray "

-that do not adhere to the surface being

coated. Like the organic HAP emissions
from the operations, the emissions of
the morganic HAP occur 1n large open
areas, such as hangars, or 1n partially or
fully enclosed spaces, such as within
spray booths.

Inorganic HAP emissions from
depainting operations ‘occur from most
non-chemical methods, such as plastic
media blasting, used to strip an
aerospace vehicle. (Chemical stripping
techniques do not release morganic
HAP.) These emissions occur as
particulates generated during the
blasting process. The operation.is
tymcally carned out within a large
hangar equipped with a ventilation
system and particulate filtration device
(e.g., a baghouse). The inorganic HAP
that are released from the depainting
operations are primarily found in the
pamnt being stripped, although some
stripping media may contain trace
amounts of inarganic HAP

B. Proposed Standards for Affected
Sources

In addition to the standards for
affected sources as discussed below the
proposed rule contains general
standards. The general standards
stipulate that all affected sources subject
to the proposed rule are also subject to,
as appropriate, §63.4, §63.5, and §63.6
of subpart A of 40 CFR part 63.!
However certain time frames specified
in these sections have been changed 1n
the proposed rule as follows:

(1) All affected sources shall submit
any request for an extension of
compliance not later than 12 months
before the affected source’s compliance
date regardless of whether sources are
included 1n emissions averaging or not,
rather than not later than 18 months
before the affected source’s compliance

.date for sources that are including

emission points 1N an emisSsIons average
as provided for 1n § 63.6(i){(4)(i)(B),

(2) The Admnistrator (or the State
with an approved permit program) will
notify the owner or operator in writing
of his/her intention to deny approval of
a request for an extension of compliance
submitted under either § 63.6(i)(4) or
(1)(5) within 60 calendar days after
receipt of sufficient information to
evaluate the request, rather than
notifying the owner of his/her approval
or intention to deny approval of a
request for an extension of compliance
within 30 calendar days as provided for
mn §63.6(i)(12)(i) and §63.6(i)(13)(i). In
addition, if the Admimistrator does not
notify the owner or operator 1n writing

' The EPA promulgated regulations for subpart A
of 40 CFR part 63, which were published in the

‘Federal Regtster on March 16, 1994 at 59 FR 12408.
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of his/her intention to deny approval
within 60 calendar days after receipt of
sufficient information to evaluate a
request for an extension of compliance,
then the request shall be considered
approved,

3) The Administrator {or the State)
will notify the owner or operator in
writing of the status of his/her
application submitted under
§63.6(i)(4)(ii) (that 1s, whether the
application contains sufficient
information-to make a determination)
within 30 calendar days after receipt of
the original application and within 30
calendar days after receipt of any
supplementary information that 1s
submitted, rather than 15 calendar days
as provided for 1n § 63.6(i)(13}(i). In
addition, if the Admimstrator does.not
notify the owner or operator 1n writing
of the status of his/her application
within 30 calendar days after receipt of
the onginal application and withsn 30
calendar days after receipt of any
supplementary information that 1s
submitted, then the information 1n the
application or the supplementary
information\1s to be considered
sufficient upon which to make a
determination,.

(4) Each owner or operator 1s to be
provided 30 calendar days to present
additional information to the
Admimstrator after he/she 1s notified of
the intended -denial of a compliance
extension request submitted under
either § 63.6(i)(4) or §63.6(i)(5), rather
than 15 calendar days as provided for 1n
§63.6(1)(12)(iii}(B) and
§63.6(i)(13)(iii)(B),

(5) Each owner or operator who has
submitted an extension request
application under § 63.6{i}(5) 1s to be
provided 30 calendar days to present
additional information or arguments to
the Administrator after he/she 1s

‘notified that the application 1s not

complete, rather than 15 calendar days
as provided for 1n §63.6(i}(13)(ii), and
6) A final determination to deny any

request for an extension submitted
under either § 63.6(i)(4) or § 63.6(i)(5)
will be made withrn 60 calendar days
after presentation of additional
information or argument (if the
application 1s complete), or within 60
calendar days after the final date
specified for the presentation if no
presentation 1s made, rather than 30
calendar days as provided for m
§63.6(i)(12)(iv) and §63.6(i)(13)(iv).

In addiuon, the proposed rule

tequires each owner or operator who

uses a control device or equipment to
control HAP emissions to prepare an
operation and maintenance plan m
accordance with §63.6 of subpart A of
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- 40 CFR part 63.2 In addition to the
information required in § 63.6, the
proposed rule requires that the owner or
operator of the control device or
equipment include the following
information: (1) The operation and
reaintendnce criteria for each air
-pollution control device or equipment,.
including a standardized checklist to
‘document the ¢peration and -~
maintenance of the équipment; (2) a
systematic procedure for identifying
malfunctions and for reporting them

_ immediately to supervisory personnel;

and (3) procedures to be followed to .

ensiire that equipment or process

malfunctions due to poer maintenance
or other preventable conditions do net

' ogeur.

- The general standards also state that
an owner or operator who tises an air
pollution control device or equipment
net listed in'the proposed rule must
submit to the Administrator for
approval a description of the device, test
data verifying the performance of the
device or equipment for HAP and/or
VOC emissions; appropriate operating -

~ parameters that would be monitored to-
establish compliance with the proposed
standards, and a copy of the inspection

"and maintenance plan'required under
'§63.6 of 40 CFR part 63. :

' Fmaih §63.6(g) of subpart A'of 40
 CFR part 63 allows an owner or operator
of an affected source to use alternative
- means of compliance. This allows the
development and use of new technology

not known or not demonstrated at the
time the rule was promulgated.

The affected sources for the proposed
standards are defined as follows: (1)
Each cleaning operation (all hand-wipe
cleaning operations constitute an
affected source, each spray gun cleaning
operation constitutes an affected source,
and all-flush cleaning operations
constitute an affected source}; (2) each

. primer application operation, which-

includes-all primer applications at the
facility; (3) each topcoat application

- .operation; which includes all topcoat

applications at the facility; (4) each -
depainting operation, which includes

_all depainting of the outer surface of

aerospace vehicles at the facility; {5)
each chemical mxlhng maskant
application operation, which mdudec
all chemical milling maskant
applications at the facility for
subsequent use in Type II chemical
milling etchants; and (6) each waste
storage and handling operation, which
includes all waste handlmg and storage
at the facility.

- The proposed standards also specify
that HAP-containing waste that is

subject to the provisions of RCRA would

not be subject to the waste handling and.

.. ‘storage requirements of the proposed

standards. The EPA included this".

. provision so that the proposed-

standards would not require less strict
handling and storage of waste than the
RCRA requirements.

The following paragraphs summarize
the proposed standards for each affected .
source.

’l Cleaning Operation

The proposed standards for the
cleaning operation, including those
specific to hand-wipe, spray gun, and
flush cleaning operations, would apply
to all new and existing affected sources.
The proposed standards would require
that all fresh and spent cleaning
solvents be stored in closed containers
and that solvent-laden cloth, paper; or
other material be placed in bags or other

. tlosed containers immediately after use.

The bags or containers would be
required to be kept closed at all times
{except when depesiting or removing
material) and of such design so as'to
contain the vapors of the ¢leaning
solvent. In addition, the proposed’
standards would require the owner or
operator to implement handhng and
transfer procedures to minimize spills
during filling and transferring the
cleaning solvent to or from enclosed
systems, vats, waste containers; and -

~ other cleaning operation equipment that

holds or stores fresh or spent cleaning
solvents. The above requirements are
known collectwely as housekeeping
Measures.

The proposed standards for the hand-

, 'wipe cleaning operation would require

the use of a cleaning solvent that

" conforms to the approved composition

list detailed in Table 3 or a cleaning
solvent that has a vapor pressure less
than or equal to 45 millimeters of
~mercury {mm Hg) at 20°C (24.1 in. H:O
at 68°F).

TABLE 3. -—-COMPOS?T!ON REQUIREMENTS FOR APPROVED CLEANI NG SOLVENTS :

Cﬂéaning solvent type

Composition requ:remems

Aqueous

- Hydrocarbon-Based

vapor pressure of 7 mm Hg at 20°C
pleting. compounds

Cleaning solvents in which water is the primary ingredient (=80 percent of solvent as appiied must be water).
Aqueous. solvents must be non-flammable, non-combustible, and 100 percent soluble in water. Dgtefgems
surfactants, and buoenzyme mixtures and nutrients may be combined with the water along with a variety of ad-
ditives such as organic solvents (e.g., high boﬂmg point alcohols), builders, saponitiers, mhsb:tors emulsifiers,
-pH buffers, and antifcaming agents.

Cleaners that are composed of a mixture of hydmcamons and oxygenated hydrocarbons and have a maximum

{3.75 in. H20 at 68°F). These cleaners also contain no-HAP or ozone de-

The EPA is proposing a work practice
standard for the cleaning of spray guns -
at all new and existing affected sources.
- The praposed rule would require all

spray guns to be cleaned by one or more
.of the following methods (or their

- equivalent): (1) Use of an enclosed spray
gun cleaning system that is kept closed
when not in use, (2) nonatomized
discharge of solvent into a waste =
container that is kept closed when not -
in use; (3) disassembly of the spray gun
and cleaning in a vat that is kept-closed

7ibid,

when not in use, and (4) atomized spray
into a waste container that is fitted with
a device designed to capture atomized -

solvent emissions. In addition, the EPA -

is proposing that leaks from enclosed
spray gun cleaners be repaired as soon
as practicable but no later than 15 days

from when the leak is first discovered..
- The EPA is also preposing a work

practice standard for the flush cleaning -
of parts, assemblies, and components of

a-coating unit. Under the proposed mle,‘ :
each time a part, assembly, or -
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-component of g coating unit (with the

exception of spray guns) is flush
cleaned, the spent cleaning solvent
would be emptied into an enclosed
container or collection gystem that is -
kept closed when not in use. - :
‘The following cleaning operalions;
which would stil] be required to comiply
with the proposed housekeeping
requirements, would be exempt from
the proposed cleaning solvent -
composition and vapor pressure

i reqmremems
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{1) Cleaning during the manufacture,
assembly, mstallation, or testing of
companents of breathing exygen
systems that are exposed to the:
breathing oxygen,

(2} Cleaning during the manufacture,
assembly, mstallation, or testing of
parts, subassemblies, or assemblies that
are exposed to strong oxidizers ar
reducers (e.g., nitrogen tetroxide, liquid
oxygen, hydrazine},

x?.% Cleaning and surface activation
pnior to adhesive bonding,

(4) Cleaning of electromics and
assemblies containing electronics,

(5) Cleamng of aircraft fluid systems
that are expased to the fluxd,

(6) Cleaning of fuel cells, fuel tanks,
and limited access spaces,

(7) Surface cleaning of solar cells,
coated optics, and thermal control
surfaces,

(8} Cleaning during fabrication,
assembly, 1nstallation, and maintenance
of upholstery, curtains, carpet, and
other textile matenials used on the
mternor of the aircraft,

{9) Cleaning of metallic and non-
metallic matenals used 1n honeycomb
cores dunng the manufacture of these
cores, and cleaning of the completed
cores used 1n the manufacture of
aerospace vehicles or components,

- (IOSJCleanmg of polycargonate.
substrates, and

(11) Cleaning and solvent usage:
associated with preduction, research,
development, quality control, and
laboratory testing. h

2. Primer and Tepcoat Application
Operations

The proposed standards for primer
and topcoat application operations
would be the same for all new and
existing affected sources. Standards are
being proposed to limit organic and
morganic HAP emissions from these
operations.

a. Organic HAP and VOC gnussions.
The standards being proposed would
limit the organic HAP emissions from
prnimer application operations to an
equivalent orgamic HAP content level of
350 grams of organic HAP per liter (2.9
pounds per gallon (Ib/gal)) of primer
{less water) as applied, and from topcoat
application operations to an equivalent
orgamc HAP content level of 420 grams
of organic HAP per liter (3.5 tb/gal) of
topcoat (less water) as applied. In
addition ta the organic HAP limits, the
proposed standards weuld limit VOC
emisstons from primer application
operations to an equivalent VOC content
level of 350 grams of VOC per liter (2.9
1b/gal) of prumer (less water and exempt
solvents) as applied, and from topcoat
application operations to an equivalent
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VOC content level of 420 grams of VOC
per liter (3.5 ib/gal} of topcoat (less
water and exempt solvents} as applied.
Equivalent orgame HAP and VOC
cantent level means the calculated
organic HAP (or VOC]} content of
coatings that when multiplied by the
usage of the coatings yrelds the amount
of orgame HAP feor VOC) actually
emitted to the atmosphere by the use of
the coatings. Exempt solvents are those
orgame compounds that have been,
determuned by the EPA to have
negligible phetochemeal reactivity.

The EPA has recerved information
indicating that the orgamc HAP and
VOC content Limits for topcoats do not
represent demonstrated technology for
exterior commercial topcoats.
Consequently, the EPA 1s soliciting
comments an whether a separate
category should he developed for
exterior commeresal topcoats with HAP
and VQC content levels higher than the
proposed levels for topcoats. These
comments shoutd provide a techmecal
justification for a lugher limit, including
why currently available commercial
topcoats cannot be used by all sources.

Sources would be atlowed to comply
with the proposed orgamc HAP and
VOC content levels by one or both of the
following means: (1} Use coatings that
individually comply with the organic
HAP and VOC levels or (2) use any
combmation of uncontrelled coatings
such that the daily volume-weighted
average organic HAP and VOC contents
of these coatings comply with the
organic HAP and VOC levels for that
category {averaging of primers:and
topcoats together 1s prohibited).
Averaging between uncontrolled
coatings and controlled coatings 1s
prohibited under the proposed rule:

Instead of complying with the
proposed organic HAP and VOC content
levels through compliant coatings or
averaging, the proposed standards allow
the use of control devices provided each
contrel device used for the control of
organic HAP or VOC emissions from
primer or topcoat application operations
has an overall control efficiency taking
mto account capture and removal
efficiency, of greater than or equal to 81
percent. In addition, except for
incidental emassions that may escape
from the capture system, the control
device cannot be used to control only a
portion of emiassions from a coating
operation.

Complianece with the proposed
orgamc HAP and VOC content level
standards would be shown on a
monthly basis for compliant coatings,
and on a daily basis for coatings
complying by averaging, Compliance for
control devices other than carbon
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adsorbers would be shown on a
continuous basis based on a specific
operating parameter ar parameters, such
as temperature for incinerators. When a
carbore adsorber 1s used to- comply with
the preposed standard, compliance with
the 81 percent overall control efficiency
requirement must be demonstrated for
each relling mateniat balance perrod.
The length of the rolting pertod will
vary from source to source and 1s
determined by the procedure specified
in proposed Method 309 in the
propesed rule. The mmimum rolling
peniod is one day, and the maxamum
rolling period 1s 30 days.

The EPA 1s also. proposing an
equipment standard for the application
of primers and topcoats. The proposed
standard would require the use of flow
coat, roll coat, brush coat, dip coat,
electrostatic attraction, or high volume
low pressure (HVLP} spray guns other
than for the exemptions listed below.
All application equipment would be
required to be operated and mamntamed
according to manufacturer’s
specifications at all times.

The EPA 1s proposing to allow other
application equipment that s
demenstrated to achieve emussion levels
equivalent to HVLP or electrostatic
spray guns. Compliance must be
demonstrated by companng the
ermssions generated by the alternative
application method to the emissions
generated by HVLP or electrostatic
application methods under actual
production conditions. The alternative
method must generate emissions less
than or equal to that generated by HVLP
or electrostatic spray methods.

During the alternative application
method test period, the owner ar
operator must ensure that the coating
dried film thickness 1s equivalent to that
applied duning the 1nitial 90-day test
pernod. This 1s required to ensure that
the owner or operator does not bias the
test results by applying am excessive
amount of coating during the mnitial 90-
day penod and applying @ mimmal
amount of coating during the alternative
application method test period. The
EPA 1s requesting comments on whether
the requirements of the proposed
standards are sufficient to ensure that
this situation dees not occur.
Specifieally, comments should address
whether detailed recordkeeping should
also be required mn order to determme
that eqaivalent dried film thicknesses
were applied.

The EPA 1s proposing fo exempt the
follow:ng situations and operations
from the proposed equipment standards
for the application of pnmers and
topcoats, although whatever application
equipment 1s used would still be..
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required to be operated and maintaned
according to manufacturers /
specifications at all times: (1) Any
situation that normally requires the use
of an extension on the spray gun to
properly reach limited access spaces, (2)
the application of coatings that contain
fillers that adversely affect atomization
with HVLP spray guns and cannot be
applied by any of the specified
application techmques, (3) the
application of coatings that normally
have a dned film thickness of less than
0.0005 1nch and cannot be applied by
any of the specified application
techniques, (4) the use of airbrush
application methods for stenciling,
lettering, and other 1dentification
markings, and (5) touchup and repair
operations.

b. Inorganic HAP emussions. The
standards being proposed for inorgamc
HAP enussions from primer and topcoat
application operations would apply to
those operations that spray apply
coatings that contain inorganic HAP
(usually chromium, cadmiurn, and
selemum). Such operations would be
required to be performed 1n a booth or
hangar 1n which the air flow 1s directed
across the part or assembly being coated
and exhausted through one or more
outlets. This air stream would be
required to pass through either dry
particulate filters or a waterwash system
to remove the particulates before
exhausting to the atmosphere. In
addition, the pressure drop across the
filter or waterwash would have to be
continuously monitored. If the pressure
drop moves outside of the limits
specified by the manufacturer to
maintain proper performance of the dry
particulate filters or waterwash system,
then the operation must be shut down
immediately and corrective action
taken, The process cannot resume until
the pressure drop 1s returned to the
limits specified by the manufacturer.

The EPA 1s requesting comments on
whether pressure drop 1s an appropriate
parameter on which to make continuous
compliance determnations with the
inorgamic HAP emission standards. The
possibility exists that different filter or
waterwash manufacturers may specify
different pressure drop limits for
products with essentially the same
performance. Since the proposed
standards rely on pressure drop as the
basis for making compliance
deterrminations, such a difference would
result 1n different requirements from
one facility to another. Thus, the EPA1s
requesting comments specifically on
whether a standardized pressure drop
limit can be established, or if another-
pperating parameter exists on winich to
make compliance determinations that
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would be consistent and enforceable for
all types and brands of filters and
waterwash systems.

If pressure drop 1s selected as the
parameter to be used to determine
continuous compliance, then a violation
of the standards could occur under one
of the following conditions: (1)
Whenever the pressure drop moves
outside the limits specified by the
manufacturer or (2) when the pressure
drop 1s found to be outside the specified
limits when monitored and recorded
once per operating shift. As the
proposed rule 1s currently written, a
violation would occur 1n the latter

-situation. The EPA 1s requestin,

comments on which of these options, or

-anather option, 1s most appropnate.

The EPA 1s proposing to exempt the
follow1ng list of operations from the
proposed standards for inorgamc HAP
emissions from primer and topcoat
application operations:

1) Touch-up of scratched surfaces or
damaged paint,

(2) Hole daubing for fasteners,

{3) Touch-up of trimmed edges,

{4) Coating prior to joining dissimilar
metal'components,

(5) Stencil operations performed by
brush or air brush,

(6) Section joiming, and

(7) Touch-up of bushings and other
similar components.

3. Depainting Operation

Standards are being proposed for bath
organic HAP emissions and 1norganic
HAP emissions from depainting. With
the exception of the proposed standards
for spot stripping and decal removal, as
discussed below, the standards being
proposed for depainting would be the
same for all new and existing affected
sources. The proposed standards would
apply only to the depainting of the outer
surface of entire aerospace vehicles,
including the fuselage, wings, and
horizontal and vertical stabilizers of the
aircraft, and the outer casing and
stabilizers of missiles and rockets.
Standards for the depainting of parts,
subassemblies, radomes, and parts
normally removed from the completed
vehicle before depainting are not being
proposed at this time. However, wings
and stabilizers would always be
required to comply.

a. Organic HAP emussions. The
proposed standards would require that
there be no organic HAP emissions from
the depainting operation. These
standards could be achieved through the
use of (1) chemcal stnippers that
contain no organic HAP or (2) media
blasting equipment, high intensity ultra-
violet light blasting, or any other non-
chemical depainting technique.
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However, the proposed rule would
allow the use of orgamc HAP-contaiming
chemical stripper for spot stripping and
decal removal. The proposed rule would
limit this use of orgamc HAP-containing
chemical stripper to an average of 26
gallons per aircraft for commercial
awrcraft and 50 gallons per aircraft for
military aircraft, calculated on an
annual basis.

Non-chemical-based depainting
equipment would be required to be
operated and maintained according to
manufacturer’s specifications. During
any period of malfunction, the owner or
operator would be allowed to use a
substitute materal to depaint the
vehicles. Unless the substitute matenal
does not contain any organic HAP the
substitute material would not be
allowed to be used for more than 14
consecutive days.

The proposed rule does not contain
an annual limit on the number of days
a source may use HAP-containing
chemical strippers during periods of
malfunction of non-chemcal-based
depainting equipment. The EPA 1s
requesting comments on whether an
annual limit should be imposed and, if,
so, techmcal justification for the number

-of days specified by the limit.

b. Inorganic HAP emissions. The
proposed rule for 1norganic HAP
emissions would apply to those
depainting methods (typically blasting
methods) that generate airborne-
particulate emissions, such as dust and
pamt particles, that contain inorgamc
HAP The proposed standards would
require that the depainting operation be
carried out 1n an-enclosed hangar and
that any air stream removed from the
depainting area be directed through a
particulate filter (e.g., panel-type filter
or baghouse) before exhausting to the
atmosphere. This filtration system must
have a particulate removal efficiency
greater than or equal to 99 percent, and
the pressure drop across the filter must
be continuously monitored. If the
pressure drop moves outside of these
limits as recorded each operational
shift, then the operation must
immediately be shut down and
corrective action taken. The process
cannot resume until the pressure drop s
within the limits specified by the
manufacturer.

As described above for pnimer and
topcoat application operations, the EPA
15 requesting comments concermng the
appropriateness of using pressure drop
to make compliance determinations and
what action should be taken when the
pressure drop moves outside of the J
specified limits.
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4. Chermical Milling Maskant
Application Operation

The praposed standards for the
chemcal milling maskant application
operation would be the same for all new
and existing affected sources and
applies only to those operations
utilizing a Type II chemical milling
etchant. The proposed standards would
limit organic HAP emissions to an
equivalent argamc HAP content level of
160 grams of organic HAP per liter {1.3
1bfgal) of chemieal milling maskant (less
water) as applied, and limit the VOC
emissions to an equivalent VOC content
level of 160 grams of VOC per liter (1.3
1b/gal} of chemical milling maskant tless
water and exempt solvents) as applied.
Alternatively, as for primer and topcoat
application operations, control devices
that achieve an overall control
efficiency of at least 81 percent and
control all emisstons (except for
inadental emssions) may be used.

Compliance with the orgamic HAP
and VOC content level standards would
be allowed using one or both of the
following means: (1} Use chemical
milling maskants that individually
comply with the arganic HAP and VOC
content levels or (2} use any
combination of chemcal milling
maskants such that the daily valume-
weighted average organic HAP and VOC
content levels of these chemical milling
maskants used 1n the chemcal milling
maskant operation comply with the
organic HAP and VOC content levels,
Averaging uncontrolled chermcal
milling maskants with controlled
chemical milling maskants, however, 1s
prohibited under the proposed rule.

Compliance with the proposed
organic HAP and VOC content level
standards would be shown on a
monthly basis for compliant chermcal
milling maskants and an a daily basis
for chemical milling maskants
complying by averaging. Compliance for
control devices other than carbon
adsorbers. would be shown on a
continuous basis based on a specific
operating parameter or parameters, such
as temperature for mncinerators, When a
carbon adsorber 1s used to comply with
the proposed standard, compliance with.
the 81 percent overall control efficiency
requirement must be demonstrated for
each rolling matenal balance periad.
The length of the rolling period will
vary from source to source and 1s
determmed by the procedure specified
in proposed Method 309 1n the
proposed rule. The minimum rolling

5. Handling and Storage of Waste

The proposed standards for handling
and storage of waste would be the same
for all new and existing facilities. The
proposed rule would require that the
handling and transfer of HAP-
contammg waste to or from containers,
tanks, vats, vessels, or piping systems be
conducted 1n such a manner that
miminnzes spills. In addition, all HAP-
contaimng waste would be stored m
closed containers.

C. Compliance Dates

The propesed rule wauld requure all
existing sources to comply ne later than
three years after the effective date of the
standards. In addition, the proposed:
rule adepts the eompliance dates
specified in § 63.6(b} and § 63.6(c) of the
General Provisions, 40 CFR part 63,
subpart A.3

D. Compliance Extensions

During development of the aerospace
national emission standards for
hazardous air poliutants (NESBAP), the
EPA received comments from the
regulated eommunity regarding the
process that would be used to ecomply
with the rule and certain difficulties
that were anticipated, particularly with
the facilities’ selection and approval of
product substitutions for coatings and
hand-wipe cleaning solvents. Because of
the large number of product
substitutions that may have to undergo
testing and qualification at each facility
some facilities may need to request a
compliance extension.

Section 63.6(i) of 40 CFR part 63
provides the requirements for requesting
an extensron of compliance with a
relevant standard established under part
63.4 Specifically, §63.6(i)(4) allows the
1ssuance of a permit granting an
extension of up to one year to comply
with the standard, if such additional
period 1s necessary for the mstaltation
of controls. Section 63.6(i}(4}{i)}{B)
requires requests for compliance
extensions to be submitted no later than
12 months before the affected source’s
compliance date.

The EPA 1s seeking comment on the
significance of the potential difficulties
of complying with the proposed
aerospace NESHAP in the allotted 3
years (or 4 years if the one-year
extension described above 1s applied for
and approved}. In addition, the EPA 1s
seeking comment regarding how these
difficulties carr be addressed within the
confines of the statutory requirements of
sections 112(d} and 112(i) of the Act.
Specifically, the EPA 1s:seekmg

peniod 1s one day, and the maximum 3 ids
rolling period 1s 30 days. 4 Thid.
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comment on what types of activities,
such as technical assistance, can be
provided to assist sources attempting to
come inte compliance with the
aerospace NESHAP

E. Compliance Testing and Monitoring

In addition to the specific testing and
monitormg requirements specified
below for each affected source, the
proposed rule adopts the testing
requirements specified in §63.7 of the
Géneral Provisions, 40 CER part 63,
subpart A3

1. Test Methods and Procedures

a. Cleanung aeperation. For multi-
component cleamng solvents,
compliance with the proposed vapor
pressure specifications would be
determined using E 260-85 to quantify
the amount of each ergamec compound
in the cleaning solvent. The vapor
pressure of each orgamie compound
would be determined from the
manufacturer’s data, standard
engineenng reference texts, or other
equvalent methods. The total
composite vapor pressure would then be
caleulated by summing the partial vapar
pressure of each component according
to Raouit’s Law.

For single component cleanng
solvents, the EPA 1s proposmg that.
vapor pressure data supplied by the
manufacturer of the cleaning solvent,
standard engmeermng reference texts, or
other equivalent methods be used for
compliance determmnations.

Owners or operators seeking to
comply with the cleamng solvent
approved compasition list would have
to show compliance usmg data supplied
by the manufacturer of the cleanmng
solvent. The data must 1dentify all
components af the cleamng selvent and
demonstrate that one of the approved
compasition definitions 1s met..

b. Primer and topcoat application
operations. As noted earlier, the
praoposed standards for organic HAP and
VOC emussians would require
compliance with an equivalent orgamc
HAP content level (pounds of organic
HAP per gallon of coating (less water} as
applied) and an equivalent VOC content
level (pounds of VOC per gallon of
coating (less water and exempt solvents)
as applied) for primers and for topceats.
Compliance with these arganic HAP and
VOC content levels may be
accomplished by using eompliant
coatings, averaging between compliant
and non-compliant eaatings, control
deviees, or any eombunation of these
methads. In addition, the proposed
standards wauld require the use of

5 Ibid.
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certain application techniques for the
application of primers and topcoats.
Test methods and procedures have
been identified for compliance with the
organic HAP and VOC content levels.
No test methods or procedures have
been identified for the application -
equipment requirements; however, a
test method has been identified for the
qualification of alternative application
methods. .
Method 24 in appendix A to 40 CFR
part 60 would be used to determine the

- VOC content of each primer and topcoat

as applied. Alternatively,
manufacturer’s data may be used to
determine the VOC content of these
coatings. However, in the event of any
inconsistency between manufacturer’s
data and Method 24 test results, the
Method 24 test results will take
precedence.

The facility may rely on
manufacturer’s data to determine the
organic HAP content level of each
coating. The total organic HAP weight
fraction and density of each coating as
received would be determined using the
manufacturer’s data. The volume of
each primer and topooat used would be
determined using company records. If
diluent solvents or other ingredients are
added to a primer or topcoat prior to. -
application, then the total organic HAP
and VOC weight fractions, density, and
volume must be adjusted appropriately
to account for such additions. These
values would be required for each 24-
hour period; however, only changes in
formulation would require re- :
determination of total organic HAP and
VQOC weight fractions and density.

The proposed standards wouhi" then
require the owner or operator to
calculate the volume-weighted average
mass of both VOC and organic HAP in-
coatings emitted per volume of coating
(less water and exempt solvents for
VOC; less water for HAP) as applied.
This calculation would be performed for
each 24-hour period. ’

If an owner or operator is seeking to
comply by using compliant coatings, the
owner or operator would need to
determine the organic HAP content (less
water as applied) and VOC content (less
water and exempt solvents as applied).
If no changes in formulation as applied
occurred, then a re-calculation of the

“organic HAP and VOC content levels
would not be required. Where
compliant coatings are used, the
proposed rule would reqguire the
determination of the organic HAP
content using manufacturer’s data and
VOC content using Methed 24 or
manufacturer’s data. . ,

H a control device is used, the
proposed standards require the owner or

Hei nOnl i ne «=-

operator to conduct an initial
performance test to demonstrate ~
compliance with the overall control
efficiency requirement of at least 81
percent. The percent reduction achieved
by a control device may be determined
based either on total organic compounds

(TOC) minus methane and ethane or on

total organic HAP.
For a carbon adsorber, the overall
control efficiency would be determined

. using a mass balance. The mass balance

calculation would be made every relling
period {the length of the rolling period
will vary from facility to facility and

-will range from 1 to 30 days).

For cortrol devices other than carbon
adsorbers, the overall control efficiency
would be based on capture efficiency
and destruction efficiency. Capture
efficiency would be determined based
on the procedure specified in
§ 52.741{a}(4)(iii) of 40 CFR subpart 3,

" unless the operation is performed
. within a total enclosure. An enclosure
- that meets the requirements of a total

enclosure as specified in §52.741,
appendix B, Procedure T of 40 CFR
subpart O would have a capture
efficiency of 100 percent. :
The destruction efficiency of a control

device other than a carbon adsorber

would be determined using the
following methods. Method 1 or 1A of
40 CFR part 60, appendix A, as ,
appropriate, would be used for selection
of the sampling sites, and the gas
velumetric flow rate would be
determined using Method 2, 2A, 2C, or
2D of 40 CFR part 60, appendix A, as
appropriate. Method 18 of 40.CFR part
60, appendix A, would then beised to
measure either TOC minus methane and
ethane or total erganic HAP at the inlet
and outlet of the control device. Also,
any other test methods or data that have
been validated according to the

" applicable procedures in Method 301 of

40 CFR part 63, appendix A, may be
used.

- The proposed standards would alsc
allow the use of alternative application
methods provided that they generate
organic HAP and VOC emissions less
than or equal to the emissions generated
by HVLP or electrostatic spray guns.
The emission levels of the alternative
application method must be determined -
under actual production conditions.
This test would first involve
determining the organic HAP and VOC

“ emissions fer the 90-day period

immediately preceding the
implementation of the alternative
application method. During this initial
90-day period, only HVLP or -
electrostatic spray guns would be used.
The alternative method would thenbe
used on actual production parts or

59 Fed. Reg. 29227 1994

assemblies for a period of time sufficient
to coat an equivalent amount of parts
and assemblies as coated in the initial
90-day peried. Coatings used during the
test period must be the same as those

“used during the initial 90-day period. In

addition, the dried film thickness must
be equivalent to that applied during the
initial 90-day period. ‘
The organic HAP and VOC emissions
for the period of time where the
alternative method was used would
then be calculated. Where the organic
HAP and VOC emissions after
implementation of the alternative
methoed are less than or equal to the
emissions for the initial 90-day period,

- the alternative application method is in

compliance. )
The South Coast Air Quality .

; Management District (SCAQMD), in

conjunction with the California Air
Resources Board {CARB), is currently
developing a test protocol to measure

- the transfer efficiency of spray

application equipment. This test
protocel would represent an alternative
method of qualifying application
equipment for use under the proposed
standards. Since this test protocol is still
under development, the EPAis
requesting comments from those
familiar with this test protocel or any
other transfer efficiency laboratory test
method concerning the ability of these
procedures to accurately and repeatedly
measure the transfer efficiency of spray
application equipment. In addition, the
EPA is requesting comments on other
methods that may be used to measure
the transfer efficiency of spray
application equipment. |

c. Depainting. For the organic HAP
emissions portion of the proposed
standards for depainting, the only test -
method or procedure that would be
required is the determination of the
organic HAP content of each chemical
stripper. The proposed standards would
require the use of infermation supplied
by the manufacturer to determine the
organic HAP content. If the organic HAP
content of the chemical stripper cannot
be determined from manufacturer’s
data, then the owner or operator would
submit an alternative procedure for
determining the organic HAP content
for approval by the Administrator,

‘For the annual limit on the gallons of
organic HAP-containing chemical
stripper used for spot stripping and
decal remowal, the total annual volume
as applied of organic HAP-containing
chemical stripper and the number of
aircraft depainted would be determined
from company records. The proposed
standards would then require the owner
or operator to calculate the gallons of
organic HAP-containing chemical
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stnipper used per aircraft. This
calculation would be performed for each
annual pertod.

The proposed standards require
mnorganic HAP emissions from
depainting operations to be reduced by
99 percent using particulate filters such
as baghouses, cartndge filters, or dry
filter media. The EPA 1s proposing the
use of Method 5 1 appendix A to 40
CFR part 60 to determine removal
efficiency. The proposed standards
would require retesting whenever the
particulate filter or supplier of the filter
media changes, or whenever
modifications are made to the emission
collection system.

d. Cherucal Milling Maskants. The
same basic test methods and procedures
1dentified for primer and topcoat
application operations are also being
proposed for chemical milling
maskants, requiring the determination
of total orgamic HAP weight fraction,
density and volume of chemical milling
maskants as applied. Simpler
procedures are being proposed, as for
primer and topcoat application
operations, to demonstrate compliance
where only compliant chemical milling
maskants are being used.

As for primer and topcoat application
operations, any control device,
including a carbon adsorber, used to
control emissions from chemical milling
maskant application operations must
have an overall control efficiency of at
least 81 percent and must control,
except for incidental emissions, all of
the emissions from the maskant
operation. Test methods that would be
used to determine the overall control
efficiency are 1dentical to those given
previously for pnimer and topcoat
application operations.

e. Handling and storage of waste. No
test methods are being proposed.

2. Monitoring Requirements

Monitoring 15 required by the
proposed standards to determine
whether a source is 1n continuous
compliance. This can be accomplished
by continuously measuring site-specific
operating parameters, the values of
which are established by the owner or
operator during the initial compliance
test. The operating parameter value 1s
defined as the mmmimum or maximum
value established for a control device or
process parameter that, if achieved by
itself or 1n combination with other
operating parameter values, determines
that an owner or operator 1s complying
with the applicable emission limitation
or standards. This type of enhanced
monitonng would be required for those
emssion points for which the standards
are expressed as a percent control. In

addition, the owner or operator 1s
expected to nstall and operate the
equipment properly For owners or
operatars complying with the proposed
standards for spray gun cleaning
through the use of enclosed spray gun
cleaners, compliance would be
demonstrated through recordkeeping
(see section ILF).

The proposed rule would require
temperature to be monitored, using a
continuous recorder, for incinerators.
For catalytic incinerators, temperature
menitors would be placed immediately
before and after the catalyst bed. For
other 1ncinerators, the temperature
monitor would be placed 1n the firebox
or 1n the ductwork immediately
downstream of the firebox and before
any substantial heat exchange occurs.
All monitoring equipment would be
installed, calibrated, maintained, and
operated according to manufacturer’s
specifications.

Section 63.6(g) of 40 CFR part 63,
subpart A, allows an owner or operator
of an affected source to request the use
of alternative methods of emssion
reduction for complying with design,
equipment, work practice, or
operational ermssion standards, or
combination thereof, established under
thus part.¢ Under the proposed rule, an
owner or operator of an affected source
may also use control devices other than
those specifically 1dentified mn the
proposed rule as a means for achieving
compliance with any portion of the rule.
If devices other than those 1dentified are
used, the proposed standards would
require the owner or operator to submit
the parameters to be monitored to the
Admimstrator for approval.

The proposed standards would
require each owner or operator to
establish a range of values for each of
these monitored parameters during the
1nitial performance test. As long as the
control device 1s operated within the
established ranges, the proposed
ermission standards are considered to be
met. Consequently, exceedances of these
parameters would be considered a
violation of the standards since
operating the control device outside of
the parameters may reduce the
efficiency of the control device.

a. Cleaning operations. The proposed.
rule would require enclosed spray gun
cleaners to be visually inspected at least
once per month for leaks. The
mspections would occur while the
enclosed cleaner 1s 1n operation.

b. Primer and topcoat application
operations. Where -an mcinerator or
other control device 1s used to control
organic HAP and VOC emissions from

sfnd.
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primer and topcoat application
operations, the monitoring requirements
specified above would be required.

For control of inorgamic HAP
emussions from primer and topcoat
application operations, the proposed
standards would require that the
pressure drop across the particulate
filters or waterwash be monitored on a
continuous basis.

c. Depainting. No monitoring
requirements for orgamc HAP emissions
are being proposed. For inorganic HAP
emissions, continuous monitoring of the
pressure drop across the filter, as for
prnmers and topcoats, 1s being proposed.

d. Chemical milling maskant
application operations. Where a control
device 1s used to control organic HAP
and VOC emissions from chemcal
milling maskant application operations,
the monitoning requirements specified
above would be required.

e. Handling and storage of waste. No
monitoring requirements are being
proposed.

F Recordkeeping and Reporting
Requirements

The proposed rule proposes to adept
the requirements-'contained in §63.9-(a)
through (e) and §63.9 (h) through (j} and
§63.10 (a), (b), (d), and (f} of 40 CFR
part 63, subpart A.” The proposed rule,
however, contains additional or
clarifying elements and changes certain
time periods allowed for submitting or
responding to certain reports and
requests required 1n § 63.10. These
elements and changes are summanzed
below for each of the operations for
which standards are being proposed.

1. Recordkeeping Requirements

a. Cleaning operations. For each
cleaning solvent used at the facility; the
proposed rule would require a record of
the name of the cleaning solvent and
documentation that shows the orgamc
HAP constituents of the cleaning
solvent. For each cleaming solvent used
1 hand-wipe cleaning operations that
conforms to the approved composition
list, the records that would be
maintained are the name of each
cleaning solvent, documentation
demonstrating compliance to the
approved composition list, and annual
purchasing records showing the annual
volume purchased of each. For each
cleaning solvent used in hand-wipe
cleaming operations that does not
conform to the approved composition
list but does conform to the vapor
pressure requirement, the mnformation
required to be recorded would be the
name of each cleaning solvent, the

71d.
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‘monthly usage of the cleaning solvent at

each operation, the composite vapor
pressure, the manufacturer’s data sheets
or other documentation of the vapor
pressure, and any test reports and
calculations performed to determine the
composite vapor pressure.

For cleaning solvents that do not
conform to either the composition or
vapor pressure requirements and are
used for the exempt cleaning operations,
daily records must be maintained of the
name and volume of each cleaning
solvent at each operation at which it 1s
used, and the parts, assemblies, or
subassemblies cleaned at these
operations.

In addition, a record of all leaks from
spray gun cleaners would be kept,
mcluding source identification, the date
that the leak was discovered, and the
date that the leak was repaired.

b. Prumer and topcoat application
operations. For all prumers and topcoats
used at the facility, records must be
maintained of the name of each primer
and topcoat and its organic HAP and
VOC content as received. In addition,
the EPA 1s proposing different levels of
recordkeeping requirements depending
on how the organic HAP and VOC
content levels are met. For prumers or
topcoats that are individually compliant
with the organic HAP and VOC content
limits, records would be required of the
organic HAP and VOC content as
applied, all data, calculations, and test
results (including Method 24 results
taken durng an enforcement mspection)
used 1n determining the organmic HAP
and VOC contents as applied, and the
monthly usage of each coating
formulation within each coating
category.

If averaging among compliant and
non-compliant coatings s used to
achieve compliance, then the proposed
standards would requite that up-to-date
records of daily volume-weighted
average mass of organic HAP and VOC
contained 1n the coatings as applied be
maintained. This information would
mmclude all data and calculations used i
determinming these daily values, such as
manufacturer’s data certifying the
organi¢ HAP content of each coating as
applied and Method 24 test results
{including those taken dunng an
enforcement inspection) or
manufacturer’s data that show the VOC
content as applied.

If a control device 15 used to comply
with the organic HAP or VOC content
limit for primers or topcoats, up-to-date
records must be kept on the control
device. Each owner oroperator would
be required to keep records of the
equipment monitoring parameter
measurements specified in the proposed

Hei nOnli ne --

rule. For an incinerator other than a
catalytic incinerator, continuous records
must be maintained of the firebox
temperature (or temperature 1n the
ductwork 1mmediately downstream of
the firebox). For a ¢atalytic incinerator,
continuous records must be mamntamned
of the gas stream temperature
immediately before and after the
catalyst bed. For both types of
incinerators, records must be
maintained of the overall control
efficiency and ail test results, data, and
calculations used 1n determining the
overall control efficiency.

For carbon adsorbers, records must be
mantained of the overall control
efficiency, all test results, data, and
calculations used 1n determining the
overall control efficiency and the length
of the rolling matenal balance period
and all of its supporting data and
calculations used to determine the
rolling period.

For 1norganic HAP emissions from
primer and topcoat application
operations, either particulate filters or
waterwash spray booths would be used
to achieve compliance. Records must be
maintained of the manufacturer’s
recommended limits for the pressure
drop and readings of the pressure drop
across the filters or waterwash that are
taken once each shift during which the
coating processes are in operation,

c. Depanting operation. Each owner
or operator of a depainting operation
would be required to keep up-to-date
records of the name of each chemcal
stripper used, the organic HAP content
of each stripper and its supporting
documentation, and the monthly
volume usage of each chemical stripper
that contains orgamic HAP

For non-chemical depainting
methods, such as media blasting,
owners and operators would be required
to maintan records of the type of non-
chemical-based equipment used and a
description of any malfunctions that
occur. If a malfunction occurs, the
information to be kept would be the
dates the malfunction occurred and was
corrected, the methods used to depat
the aerospace vehicles during the
malfunction, and the dates that these
methods were begun and discontinued.

The proposed standards for
depainting contains exemptions for
parts stnpping, spot stripping, and decal
removal, each of which requires certain
records to be maintamned. For parts
stripping, records must be maintained
for each model of aerospace vehicle of
the parts normally removed from the
vehicle. For spot stripping and decal
removal, annual records must be
maintained of the number of aircraft
stripped, the volume of organic HAP-

/
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contaiming chermcal stripper used for
spot stripping and decal removal, the
average number of gallons of orgamc
HAP-containing stripper used per
aircraft, and all supporting data and
calculations.

For 1inorganmic HAP emissions from
depainting operations, either particulate
filters or baghouses (equipped with
either bag or cartndge filter media)
would be used to achieve compliance.
Records must be maintaned of the filter
manufacturer’s recommended pressure
drop limits and the readings of the
pressure drop across the filter taken
once each shift dunng which the
depainting process 1s in operation. Also,
records must be maintained of the
particulate control efficiency of each
filter and all test results, data, and
calculations used to.determine the
control efficiency.

d. Chemical milling maskant
application operation. The EPA 1s
proposing different levels of
recordkeeping requirements depending
on how the orgamc HAP and VOC
content levels are being met. For
chemical milling maskants that are
individually compliant with the organic
HAP and VOC content levels, records of
the volume-weighted average masses of
organic HAP and VOC emitted as
applied must be kept. In addition, all
data and calculations used to determine
these values and the monthly volume of
each chemical milling maskant
formulation used each month must be
maintained.

If averaging among compliant and
non-compliant .chemical milling
maskants 1s used to achieve compliance,
then the proposed standards would
require that up-to-date records of daily
volume-weighted average mass of
organic HAP and VOC contained 1n the
chemical milling maskants as applied be
maintamed. This mformation would
include all data and calculations used in
determining these daily values, such as
formulation data and Method 24 test
results.

As for pnimer and topcoat application
operations, if a control device 1s used,
up-to-date records must be kept on the
control device. Each owner or operator
would be required to keep records of the
equipment monitoring parameter
measurement3 specified in the proposed
rule. For an incinerator other than a
catalytic incinerator, continuous records
must be mamntained of the firebox
temperature (or temperature 1n the
ductwork immediately downstream of
the firebox). For a catalytic mncinerator,
continuous records must be maintained
of the gas stream temperature
immediately before and after the
catalyst bed. For both types of
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cinerators, records must be
maintained of the overall contro}
efficiency and all test results, data, and
calculations used 1n determiming the
overall control efficiency.

For carbon adsorbers, records must be
maintained of the overall control
efficiency, all test results, data, and
calculations used 1n determining the
overall control efficiency, and the length
of the rolling material balance period-
and all of its supporting data and
calculations used to determine the
rolling penod.

e. Handling and storage of waste.
Each owner or operator would be
required under the proposed standards
to keep an up-to-date record of each
waste stream generated at the facility
1dentification of which wastes are
subject to RCRA and which are not, and
documentation supporting those
determinations.

2. Reporting Requirements

The proposed rule would require four
basic types of reports: (1) Initial
notification, (2) notification of
compliance status, (3) periodic reports,
and (4) other reports. In addition, the
proposed rule would require that the
results of any performance test required
under §63.7 of the General Provisions to
490 CFR part 63, subpart A, be reported
no later than 30 days after the
completion of the test.? A permit
application as required under 40 CFR
part 70 may be used 1n lieu of the 1nitial
notification provided the same
information 1s contained 1n the permit
application as required for the 1nitial
notification.

As stated above, the proposed
standards adopt the reporting
requirements contained m § 63.9(a)
through § 63.9(e) and § 63.9(h) through
§63.9(j) and 63.10 (a), (b), (d), and (f) of
40 CFR part 63, subpart A. However, the
time period allowed for the
Admmnstrator to notify the owner or
operator 1n writing of approval or
disapproval of the request for an
adjustment to a particular time period or
postmark deadline submitted under
§ 63.9(i) has been changed to within 30
calendar days of receiving sufficient
mformation to evaluate the request,
rather than 15 calendar days as
provided for 1n § 63.9(i)(3).

Sections 40 CFR 63.9 and 63.10 of the
General Provisions 1dentify the type of
generic mformation to be included in
the 1nitial notification, notification of
compliance status, and other reports
and, therefore, this information 1s not
repeated n this preamble. The
following paragraphs summanze the

*ind.

additional information specific to the
aerospace rule that should be'included
1n the notification of compliance status
and the type of information to be

1ncluded 1n the periodic reports.

a. Cleaning operation, The
notification of compliance status should
mnclude an 1dentification of each
cleaning solvent used at the facility, a
description of the procedures to be used
to ensure that bags and containers are
kept closed when not 1n use and that
cleaning solvents are stored 1n closed
containers, the name of each cleaning
solvent that does not conform to the
approved composition list, and the
vasor pressure test results of each.

pecific to spray gun cleaning, the
notification of compliance status should
also contain a detailed description of all
methods used to clean spray guns and
an explanation as to how each cleaning
method complies with the proposed
standards.

Information to be imncluded 1n the
sermannual report covers all
noncompliance situations such.as using
a hand-wipe cleaning solvent that does

-not conform to the approved

composition list or vapor pressure
requirements used 1n a non-exempt
operation. In addition, the semtannual
report includes information on new
cleaning solvents used for hand-wipe
cleaning 1n the previous six months, as
well as previously reported cleaning
solvents no longer 1n use. The
mformation to be provided 1s a list of
any new cleaning solvents used in the
previous six months, a list of new non-
HAP cleaning solvents, if any, used,
and, for new cleaning solvents used in
hand-wipe cleaning operations, the
compaosite vapor pressure of each,

If the cleaning operation has been 1n
compliance for the annual period, then
an annual report would be required
occurring every 12 months from the date
of the 1nitial report stating that the
cleaning operation has been 1n
compliance with the applicable
standards.

b. Primer, topcoat, and ¢hemicaol
milling maskant application operations.
For pnmer, topcoat, and chemical
milling maskant application operations,
the notification of compliance status
should 1dentify the combination of
compliant coatings, averaging, and
control devices that were used to
demonstrate that the facility was in
compliance, and, for control devices,
what operating parameters were
1dentified for continuous monitoring in
order to ensure continuous compliance
with the proposed standards.

Owners and operators complyng with
the organic HAP and VOC content levels
for primer, topcoat, and chemical
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milling maskant application operations
would be required to report each
exceedance of the organic HAP or VOC
content level, as well as any time a
primer or topcoat.application operation
was not immediately shut down when
the pressure drop across the filters or
waterwash was out of range. These
reports would be submitted on a
semiannual basis.

If control devices are used,
sermiannual reports would be required
that contain information on all days
when the average values of the
parameters required to be monitored
were outside the ranges established 1n
the operating permit.

For mncinerators, this would be
whenever each 3-hour average
temperature was below the average
temperature established dunng the most
recent performance test during which
compliance was demonstrated.

If no exceedances occur, each owner
and operator would submit annual
statements 1indicating that each affected
facility has been in compliance. The
annual reports for primer and topcoat
application operations would also
1dentify the number of times, if any, the
pressure drop limits for each filter or
waterwash system were exceeded.

¢c. Depainting operation. The
notification of compliance status for
depainting operations should 1dentify
each chemical stripper used at the
facility to depaint aerospace vehicles
and the organic HAP content of each.
Each ¢hemical stripper that contams
organic HAP and 1s used for decal
removal, depamting of parts, and spot
stripping would also be 1dentified. In
addition, the types of non-chemical
depanting methods and techniques
used at the facility and the
manufacturer’s recommended pressure
drop across the filters for the particulate
removal system, if applicable, would be
1dentified. Finally, each owner or
operator would be required to describe
the depainting methods to be used
during periods of malfunction of the
non-chemical depainting methods.

Information to be included 1n the
sermannual report would 1nclude the
name of any new chemical strippers
used during the previous six months
and the organic HAP content of each.
For each chemical stnipper used for
depainting operations that undergoes
reformulation, its orgamec HAP content
after reformulation would be submitted
with the semiannual report. The report
would also be required if the owner or
operator used any new non-chemical
depainting techmque at the facility
since the mitial report or any
subsequent semiannual report. The
semiannual report would be required to
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identify each 24-hour period where
organic HAP were emitted from the
depainting operation except from the
exempt operations, any periods of
malfunction of non-chemical depainting
methods and techniques, and any
periods where the non-chemical
depainting operation was not
immediately shut down when the
pressure drop across the filters was out
of range. For each malfunction that
occurs, the following information would
be reported: (1) The piece of equipment
that malfunctioned, (2) the date the
malfunction occurred and the date it
was corrected, (3) a descniption of the
malfunction, (4) the alternate methods
used to depaint the aerospace vehicles
during the malfunction period, and (5)
the dates that these methods were.begun
and discontinued.

Finally, the semiannual report would
be required to 1dentify all changes 1n the
type of aircraft depainted at the facility
and to 1dentify the parts normally
removed for depainting separate from
the aircraft for each new type of aircraft
depainted.

For spot strpping and decal removal,
an annual report would be required
whenever the average volume per
aircraft of organic HAP-containing
chemical strippers used exceeds the
limits specified 1n the proposed rule for
the annual period.

‘If the depainting operation has been
i compliance for the annual period,
then an-annual report would be required
every 12 months from the date of the-
nitial report stating that the depainting
operation has been 1n compliance with
the applicable standards. This annual
report would also detail how many
times the pressure drop limits for each
filter system were exceeded and report
when thie calculated annual average
volume of organic HAP-containing
strippers used per arcraft for-spot.
stripping and decal removal exceeded
the applicable limits.

d. Handling and storage of waste. The
notification of compliance status would
1dentify each waste stream and 1dentify
whether it 1s RCRA or non-RCRA
regulated. The notification would also
include a description of the procedures
to be used to ensure that spills are
mmmized duning handling and transfer
operations. Also included would be the
procedures to be used to ensure that
waste 1s stored 1n closed containers.

Sermannual reports are required to.
1dentify any waste stream whose RCRA
or non-RCRA classification has changed.
The semiannual report would also
1dentify any new waste streams and
whether each 1s RCRA or non-RCRA
regulated. An annual report would be
required if no changes occurred in the

RCRA status to the existing waste
streams and if no new waste streams
were generated.

I11. Summary of Environmental,
Energy, and Economic Impacts of the
Proposed Standards

A. Emission Reductions

1. Existing Facilities

For the existing aerospace OEM and
rework facilities (approximately 2,869
facilities 1n the base year 1991}, the
nationwide baseline HAP emissions are
estimated to be 189,000 Mg/yr (208,000
tpy). Implementation of the proposed
regulation would reduce these
emissions by approximately 112,600
Mg/yr (123,700 tpy), or 59 percent.

2. New Facilities

For the aerospace industry, no net
growth 1s expected over the next five
years; therefore, no net emission
reduction due to new facilities 15
anticipated during this period.

B. Secondary Environmental Impacts

Secondary environmental impacts are
constidered to be any air, water, or solid
waste 1mpacts, positive or negative,

-associated with the implementation of-
-the proposed standards. These 1mpacts

are exclusive of the direct air emission
reductions discussed n the previous
section. All of the impacts discussed
below reflect the maximum increase or
decrease, as appropniate, that would
occur if all of the affected sources-
converted to the control option

-described.

Some preduct reformulations that
may be used to comply with the
proposed standards for hand-wipe
cleaning, primers, and topcoats may
contain orgamic HAP or VOC not present
n the original product. In these cases,
different organic HAP or VOC may be
emitted as a result of the proposed rule,
but the overall level of these compounds
that are emitted will decrease. Chemical
strippers that do not contain orgamc
HAP used for depainting may result in
increased VOC emissions when used to

replace methylene chlonde-based

chemical stnppers (methylene chlonde
1s @ HAP but not a VOC).

There 15 a potential for an impact on
water quality resulting from some of the
prescribed control measures. Under
baseline conditions for chemical milling
maskant operations, no wastewater 1s
generated; however, some of the sources
may install a carbon adsorber to control

-solvent emssions. If all affected sources

use carbon adsorbers, the amount of
water needed to create regenerating

‘steam for these systems, which will add

to the wastewater burden from these
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sources, 1s estimated to be 447 million
gallons per year nationwide. For
depainting operations, there are two
options available for meeting the
proposed rule, both of which will result
1n a decrease 1n the amount of
wastewater generated compared to
baseline, which 1s 251 million gallons
per year. The decrease in wastewater

nationwide 1s estirated to be 251

million gallons and 86 million gallons if
all affected sources use dry media
blasting or chemcal stnppers that do
not contamn organic-HAP respectively

Sources nstalling a carbon adsorption’
system on their chemical milling
maskant operations would generate
additional solid waste due to the
necessity of periodically disposing of
spent activated carbon. If all affected
sources use carbon adsorbers, this
added nationwide solid waste burden 1s
estimated to be 4,500 tons per year.
compared 1o the baseline 0f 21,200 tons
per year. Rework facilities that presently
use a methylene chlonde-based pamt
stripper must dispose of 3,469 tons per
year of paint/solvent sludge created by
depainting. A total conversion to dry
media paint removal would produce an
mcrease 1n the amount of solid waste
composed of dry pamnt chips and spent
blasting media. This increase 1n solid
waste 1$ estimated to be 13,280 tons per
year on a nationwide basis. The
proposed standards for the control of
inorgame HAP emssions from primer
and topcoat application operations
would result 1n the increase 1n solid
waste generation from the disposal of
used dry filter media. The increased
solid waste burden 1s estimated to be
640 tons per year, compared to the
baseline solid waste generation of 3,540
tons per year.

C. Energy Impacts

Some of the control measures
proposed for aerospace manufacturning
and rework operations would lead to
increases 1n energy consumption. Both
of the control options for chemical
milling maskant operations, operation of
a carbon adsorber or conversion to
waterborne chemical milling maskant.
would involve mcreased electnicity
usage (waterborne chemical milling
maskants must be cured at elevated
temperatures). The total additional
energy needed if all affected sources
operate new carbon adsorbers.is
estimated to be 1.7 billion kilowatt-
hours (kWh) per year, and the energy
increase for all affected sources to
operate new curing ovens for
waterborne chemical milling maskants
15 estimated at-324,700 kWh per year.
Baseline energy consumption for
chemical milling maskant operations 1s
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cansrdered to be negligible since the use
of solvent-based chemieal milling,
maskants does not directly require the
use of electricity.

The dry media paint removal systems
that would be 1nstalled at rework.
facilities consume additional energy
compared ta the solvent stripping
methad. Baseline energy consumption
for solvent stripping 1s considered to be
negligible since the use of these
strippers does not directly require the
use of electricity. The increase 1n energy
consumption 1nvolved in operating dry
media blasting systems 1s estimated to
be 51 million kWh per year. The use of
chemical strippers that de not contain
orgamc HAP 1s essentially the same as.
the baseline solvent stripping operation;
therefore, no energy impact will result
from their use.

The proposed standards for the
control of inorgamc HAP emissiens
from pnimer and topcoat application
operations would require some facilities
to install additional spray booths. These
spray booths, whether equipped with
dry filters or waterwash, will increase
the energy consumption of the affected
sources. This increase 1n energy
consumption 1s. estmated to be 5.9
million kWh per year, compared to the
baseline energy consumption of 117 4
million kWh per year..

D. Cost Impacts

The total capital and annualized
control costs (1992 dollars), imncluding
recovery credits, attributable to.
compliance with the proposed -
standards have been estimated for both
existing and new facilities. The
following two subsections summarize
the results of this cost analyss.

1. Existing Facilities

a. Capital costs. Capital costs would
be incurred with the rmplementation of
control measures for chemical milling
maskants (both solvent-based chemieal
milling maskants with a carbon adsorber
and waterborne chemcal milling
maskants), dry media blasting for
depainting, spray gun cleamng, and
control of HAP emisstons from primer,
topcoat, and depainting operations.
With the exception of dry media
blasting for depamnting, the nationwide
capital costs listed below represent the
maximum costs that would be incurred
assurming that all facilities implemented
the specific contrcl option. For dry
media blasting, it 1 not reasonable to
assume that all commerctal and military
rework facilities (a total of 2,026
facilities} depaint the outer surface of
aerospace vehicles. Therefore, it was.
assumed that only 5 percent of the small
and medium s1ze rework facilities and
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all of the large rework facilities perform
outer surface depainting.

For carbon adsorbers used m:
conjunction with solvent-based
chemical milling maskants, the
nationwide capital cost 1s estimated to
be $500 million, and for waterborne
chemical milling maskants it1s
estimated to be $289 million. The
implementation of dry media blasting
systems for depainting weuld require a
nationwide capital cost of $61 million.
It should be noted. that other control
measures exist for depainting other than
dry media blasting, such as chemzcal
stnppers that do not contain orgamc.
HAP, that require no capital investment.
Selection of chermical strippers that do
not contam orgamc HAP by all affected
sources instead of dry media blasting
would decrease the total nationwide
capital investment by approximately 10
percent. The proposed rule would alsa
require capital costs for high transfer
efficiency application equipment and
spray gun cleaming equipment totalling
$130 million and $10 million,
respectively. The control of inorganic
HAP emissions from primer and topcoat
application operations would require
the installation of spray booths and
filter systems at a capital cost of $13
mrillior.

Total nationwide capital costs range
from $503 million to $714 million,
depending on which chemical milling
maskant control option s used.

b.. Annual costs. All of the control
options will result 1n some annual costs
being mcurred by the affected sources.
However, the annualized cost figures
presented below reflect the net cost to
implement the control options after
taking mto account the costs that would
have been mcurred for baseline. This
net cost (MACT cost minus baseline
cost) resulted m net annual savings.for
primers, topcoats, and high transfer
efficiency application methods; spray
gun cleaning; and the use of chemical
strippers that do not contamn organic
HAP All other options resulted mn net
annual costs to the affected sources. The
net cost (or savings) for all control
options reflects the maximum cost (or
savings} that would be mcurred |
assuming all affected sources
implemerted the specific control
option.

Only one cost analysis was completed
for primers, topcoats, and high transfer
efficiency application methods due to
the interrelationship between these
operations. For example, high transfer
efficiency application methods will
result in a lower volume of primers and
topcoats bemng applied. In addition, the:
orgamc HAP gnd VOC limits on primers
and topcoats will, due to higher solids
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content, also result i a lower velume ol
the coatings being applied. The
reduction in coating usage due o the
lower orgamc HAP and VOC content
had to betaken into account first, then
the reduction in coating usage due to
high transfer efficiency applicatiom
methods was applied to this reduced
coating volume to obtain the true overall
reduction 1n coating usage. After
factormg 1n the annualized cost of the
coating equipment, the analysis showed
a nationwide savings of $71 million for
commereial sources and $18 million for
military sources.

The savings for primers, topcoats, and
hugh transfer efficiency application
methods are due primarily to Iabor
savings that would result from the
reduced volume of coatings to be
applied. For example; if it would have
takerr 15 galions of primer under
baseline conditions to coat an aircraft
and only 12 gallons under MACT
conditions, then the cest analysis
assumes a labor savings for the 3 gallons
of pnimer that were not applied. The
EPA has recerved some evidence,
however, that the labor stays the same
or may even 1ncrease with the use of
high transfer efficiency application
methods (specifically HVLP spray guns)
The EPA requests comments from
facilities that have converted. from
conventional spray guns to HVLP spray
guns regarding the labor hiours per
gallon of coating applied for each
application method.

For spray gun cleamng, the proposed
standards would result 11 a nationwide
savings of approximately $56 million.
This 15 due primarily to reduced solvent
usage and assoctated spent solvent
disposal.

The use of chemical strippers that do
not contaimn organic HAP would result in
a nationwide savings of approximately
$2 million. While the cost of non-HAP
strippers 1s generally higher than the
cost of conventional strippers, this cost
15 offset by the reduced disposal costs
mncurred with non-HAP strippers. Since
non-HAP strippers do not contain
methylene chlonde, they can typically
be treated on-site. This eliminates the
disposal costs incurred with the
conventional strippers, whichr are
typically shipped off-site for disposal

Nationwide annual costs are
estimated to be $14 million for hand-
wipe and flush eleaming, $111 million
for waterborne chemical milling
maskants, $2Z million for inorgamc HAP
emissions from primer and topcoat
application operations, and $0.3 million
for inorganic HAP emissions from blast
depainting operations.

Total natonwide costs, taking mto
account both the savings and costs
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detailed above, are estimated to be a
savings of $20 million.

Sources subject to the proposed rule
would be required to perform certamn
monitoring, recordkeeping, and
reporting tasks. These information
collection requirements will create a
burden on the affected sources 1n terms
of resources needed to comply with
these requirements (see section VI.D.).
The total nationwide costs of the
manpower requirements to complete
these tasks are estimated to be $36.7
million.

Total nationwide costs are estimated
to be $16.7 million, which 1s the sum of
the annualized costs (a total nationwide
savings of $20 million) and the costs
due to monitoring, recordkeeping, and
reporting requirements (a total
nationwide cost of $36.7 million).

2. New Facilities

For the aerospace mdustry no net
growth 1s expected over the next five
years; therefore, no net costs (or savings)
due to new facilities are-anticipated
during this penod.

E. Economic Impacts

‘Due to the low total compliance costs
associated with the proposed regulation,
the discussion of the economic impacts
15 presented in a qualitative manner.
The low costs of the proposed
regulation are 1n a large part due to cost
savings expected to be achieved by
some model plants. The economic
impact analysis discussed n a
qualitative manner the primary impacts
{the direction of price and output
changes n the aerospace industry), as
well as secondary impacts (the direction
of changes 1n the demands for inputs
such as coatings) associated with the
proposed regulation.

Cost estimates 1ndicate that the total
annual compliance costs are
approximately $16.7 million. In 1990,
revenue for this industry equalled
approximately $118.9 billion. Using
revenue data as a proxy for production
costs, the costs of the proposed
regulation are only 0.01 percent of the
total production costs for the industry
This mcrease 1n production cost1s
expected to have mimimal impact on the
current prices and outputs of the
aerospace industry

Secondary impacts refer to changes in
factor demand by-all aerospace
producers. For example, while the
primary tmpact of the regulation on
spray gun cleaming 1s a decrease 1n the
cost of performing this task, the actual
cause of the decrease 1n the cost 1sa
reduction in-the use of methy! ethyl
ketone and other solvents. Although
compliance with the proposed

regulation 1s expected to reduce
consumption of coatings and solvents in
generdl and, therefore, negatively
mmpact the producers of these products,
compliance with the proposed
regulation 1s also expected to increase
product substitution so that demand for
non-HAP strippers, waterborne
maskants, and low vapor pressure
solvents will increase. Lack of economic
data on a product-specific basis
prevents quantification of the indicated
umpacts.

IV Process Descriptions and Control
Technologies

A. Process Descriptions
Aerospace manufacturing and rework

.operations consist of the following basic

operations: Chemical milling maskant
application, chemical milling, adhesive
bonding, cleamng (e.g., hand-wipe,
spray equipment, and flush), metal
fimshing, electrodeposition, coating
application (e.g., primers, topcoats,
sealants, and specialty coatings),
depainting, and composite processing.
In addition, most aerospace
manufacturing and rework facilities
generate waste and wastewater, and
some facilities have storage tanks for
hand-wipe cleaning solvents. An
aerospace facility may conduct all of
these processes 1n its operations, such
as an OEM facility that produces the
entire aircraft. However, an aerospace
facility may conduct only a subset of
these operations, such as a facility that
produces a single component or
assembly or a facility that provides a
service such as chemical milling.

1. Chemucal Milling Maskant
Application and Chemcal Milling

Chemical milling uses etchant
solutions to reduce the thickness of
selected areas of metal parts in order to
reduce weight. The process 1s typically
used when the size or shape of the part
precludes mechamcal milling or when
chemical milling 1s advantageous due to
shorter processing time or its batch
capability.

Chemical milling maskants are
typicatly rubber- or polymenc-based
coatings applied to an entire part or
subassembly by brushing, dipping,
spraying, or flow coating. After the
chemical milling maskant ts cured, it 1s
removed from selected areas of the part
where metal 1s to be removed during the

.chemical milling process. The chemical

milling maskant remamng on the part
protects those areas from the etchant
solution. Chemical milling maskants
typically contain either a toluene/xylene
muxture or perchloroethyléne as its
solvent constituents.
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Organic HAP emusstons occur through
evaporation of the solvent as the
chemical milling maskant 1s applied
and while it cures.

2. Adhesive Bonding (Adhesives and
Adhesive Bonding Prumers)

Adhesive bonding involves the
jotming together of two or more metal
parts, such as the parts of a honeycomb
core. This process 1s typically
performed when the joints berng formed
are essential to the structural integrity of
the aircraft. The surfaces to be bonded
are first coated with an adhesive
bonding primer to promote adhesion
and protect from subsequent corrosion.
Structural adhesives are applied as
either a thin film or as a paste. and can
be oven cured or cured 1n an autoclave.
Organic HAP emisstons occur from the
evaporation of solvents contained in the
adhesive bonding primer and adhesive
during their application, as well as
during the curing step.

3: Cleaning Operations

a. Hand-wipe and flush cleaning.
Aerospace components are cleaned
frequently during manufacturing to
remove contaminants such as dirt,
grease, and oil, and to prepare the
compaonents for the next operation.
Cleaning 1s typically performed by a
hand wipmg process usmg a wide
vanety of cleaning solvents. Assemblies
and parts with concealed or inaccessible
areas may be flush cleaned by pouring
the cleanming solvent over or into the
part. The cleaning solvent 1s then
drained from the part and the procedure
1s repeated as many times as necessary
to ensure the required cleanliness.

Organic HAP emussions from hand-
wipe and flush cleaning operations
occur from the evaporation of cleaning
solvents during the cleaning process.
including evaporation of the solvent
from open containers and from solvent-
soaked cloth and paper. Organic HAP
emissions also occur from storage tanks
used to store cleaning solvents.

b. Spray gun cleaning. Spray guns and
other components of coating units must
be cleaned whtn switching from one
coating to another and when they are
not gomng to be immediately reused. The
cleaning of spray guns can be performed.
either manually or with enclosed spray
gun cleaners. Manual cleaning mvolves
disassembling the gun and placing the
parts 1n a vat containing an appropriate
cleaning solvent. The residual paint 1s
brushed or wiped off the parts. After
reassembling, the cleaning solvent may
be sprayed through the gun for a final
cleammng.

Enclosed spray gun cleaners are self-
contamed units that pump the cleaning
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solvent through the gun within a closed
chamber. After the eleaning cycle 1s
complete, the guns are removed from
the chamber and typically undergo
some manual cleaning to remove
coating residue from areas not exposed
to the cleaning solvent, such as the seals
under the atomizing cap.

Orgamic HAP emissions from spray
gun cleaning occur from the evaporation
of cleaning solvents dunng the cleanmg
cycle, such as while hand cleaning the
guns 1n an open vat. Organic HAP
emussions’ also occur from enclosed
spray gun cleaners when they are
opened to remove the guns.

4. Metal Fimshing and
Electrodeposition

Metal fimshing processes are used to
prepare the surface of a part for better
adhesion, improved surface hardness,
and umproved corrosion resistance.
Typrcal metal fimshing operations
include conversion coating, anodizing,
desmutting, descaling, and any
operation that chemically affects the
surface layer of a part.

Electrodeposition, or metal plating; 1s
an additive process for metal substrates
1n which another metal layer 1s added
to the substrate 1n order to enhance
corrosion and wear resistance necessary
for the successful performance of the
component. The two types of
electrodeposition typically used are
electroplating and plasma arc spraying.

HAP emissions from metal fimshing
operations occur in the form of gases or
vapors that evaporate from the surface
of processing solutions. Evaporation of
solution also occurs from the parts =3
they are removed from the processing.
tanks.

5. Coating Application

A coating 1s a matenal that 1s applied
to the surface of a part to form a
decorative or functional solid film. The
most common coatings are the broad
categories of non-specialized primers
and topcoats. There are also numerous
specialty coatings ranging from
temporary protective coatings to
radiation effect coatings designed to
shield aircraft from radar detection.

Coatings are applied to aerospace.
vehicles and components usmng several
methods of application. The methods
most commonly used are spraying,.
brushung, rolling, flow coating, and
dipping. Spray application systems-
include conventional air spray airless
spray, air-assisted. airless, electrostatic,
and high volume low. pressure (HVLP)
spray. These latter two metheds are
generally accepted as having better
transfer efficiency than other spraying
methods and are gaimng mcreased use.

as a means of using less coating and,
hence, reducing emissions.

Nearly all aerospace coatings contan
a mixture of organic solvents. Organic
HAP emissions from coating application
occur from' the evaporation of the
solvents during mixing, application, and
drying. Inorgamc HAP emssions of
metal compounds (e.g., chromium and
cadmium) also occur from overspray,
which 1s exhausted from spray booths or
pamnt spray hangars.

6. Depainting

The depainting operation wnvolves the
removal of coatings from the outer
surface of aircraft. The two basic
depamting methods are chemtcal
depamting and blast depainting.
Chemical depainting agents are applied
to the awrcraft, allowed to degrade the
coating, and then scraped or washed off
with the coating residue. Blast
depainting methods utilize a media
such as plastic, wheat starch, carbon
dioxide, orhigh pressure water to
remove coatings by physically abrading
the coatings from the surface of the
aircraft.

Organic HAP emussions from
chemical depainting occur from
evaporation of the solvents.n the
stripping solution. The amount of
emussions from the process 1s directly
related to the surface area being
stripped, the type and thickness of
coating to be removed, and the
effectiveness of the stripper. Inorganic
HAP emissions occur from the vanous

blast depainting methods. The inorgamic:

HAP are contamned 1n the coatings being
removed (trace amounts of 1norganic
HAP may also be found 1n some blast
media) and are emitted as particulates.

7 Composite Processing

Compesite processing consists of
seven basic operations: Layup, thermal
forming, debulking, curing, break-out,
compression molding, and injection
molding. Layup 1s the process of
assembling the: layers of the composite
structure by positioning composite
maternial 1n a mold and impregnating the
material with a resin. Thermal forming
1s the process of forming the layup in a
mold, which usually takes place in an
autoclave. Duning the thermal forming
process, debulking also may occur,
which 1s the simultaneous applicatien
of low-level heat and pressure to the
composite strueture to force out excess
resin, trapped air, vapor, and volatiles
from between the layers of the
composite structure. The curing step,
which 1s the process of changing the
resin wnto a solid matenal through.a
polymenzation reaction, also occurs n
the autoclave. After curing and removal
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from the autoclave. the break -ou
process removes the compuosite stiu hire
from the molds or curing fixtures

Two other methods. of forming
composite structures are compression
molding and mjection. malding
Compression molding s the process of
filling one half of'a mold with a molding
compound, closing the mold. and
applymng heat and pressure until 1the
material 1s cured. Injection molding
uses a elosed mold, where the molding
compound 1s injected 1nto the mold.
maintained under pressure, and then
cured by applyng heat.

Orgamic HAP emissions from
composite processing occur from
volatilization of a small portion of the
solvent components during curing,
because the majority of these solvents
are consumed n the cuning reaction of
the resin.

8. Wastewater

Nejrly every aerospace manufacturtng
and rework operation has the potential
to generate wastewater. For example,
metal finishing operations use water to
rinse parts after each processing step.
These rmse steps are typically carned
out 1n large tanks. with either &
continuous or intermittent water flow
The wastewater generated 15 usually
treated to some extent at the facilitv
then discharged.

HAP emssrons from wastewater
result from the evaporation of valatile
components in the water. Evaporation
may occur 11 open trenches, storage
tanks, and treatment operations.

9. Handling and Storage of Waste

Waste 1s produced primarily from
cleaning, coating, and depainting
operations. Cleamng operations pruduce
solvent laden cloth and paper and spent
solvent which can entit organic HAP
from the evaporation of the solvents.
Coating operations produee waste paint
and waste solvent thinner that also emil
orgamic HAP through evaporation.
Depainting operations.can produce
eithera liqud or solid waste stream
depending on the type of process used.
Chemical depainting processes produce
a liquid sludge that consists of the
stnipper solution and pamt residue.
Emissions occur from the evaporation of
the solvent from the stripper solutior.
Blast depamting processes produce a
solid waste stream that consists of paint
chips and spent blasting media.
Emissions do not directly aceur from
this waste stream, although particulate
emussions are generated during the
blasting process.
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19, Storage of Hand-Wipe Cleaning
Selvents ‘ :

Many large aerospace facilities use
storage tanks for band-wipe cleaning
solvents, According to data ohtained -
through responses to EPA
guestionnaires under section 114 af the
Act {ssction 114 questionnaives), these
tanks are primarily eheve ground, Exed-
roof type ranging in size from 358 to
6809 gallons in size. Emissions from
these tanks occur from evaporation of
the cleaning solvents, as wellas
breathing and working losses.

B. Control Techniques

The principal techniques used by the
acrospace industry to contrel organic
HAP emissions are preventative
. measures and control devices. Forthe
control of inorganic emissions, control
devices such as filters and waterwash
are used. Preventative measures are any -
action, product modifieation, process
modification, or equipment change
" designed to eliminate or reduce the
generation of emissions. Control devices
do net prevent the generation of
emissions, but rather capture or destroy
the emissions generated by a source,

Preventative measures are usually the
most desirable methed toreduce
emissions since they eliminate or
reduce the actual generation of
poliutants. Typically, the emission
reduction is obtained using less emergy
and producing less waste than using a
contrel device te achieve the same
emission reductions. Preventative
measures used by the industry are: (1)
Product reformulations that replace
products containing high levels of HAP
and VOC with products containing less
HAP and VOC or that eliminate the HAP
or VOC centent completely, such as
chemical strippers that contain no ,
organic HAP for depainting; (2) product
reformulations, such as higher solids
content coatings, that reduce the
amount of the HAP- and VQC-
containing product used; (3} equipment.
changes that result in emission '
reductions, such as replacing
conventional spray guns with HVLP
spray guns; and (4] work practice
standards, such as housekeeping.

Control devices are typically used
where product reformulation is net
feasible or where the concentration of
the exhaust strearn is sufficiently high to
warrant their use. Control devices may
destroy the HAP and VOC; as with an
inginerator, or capture the HAP and

VOC, as with a carbon adsorber. Often,
the compounds captured by a control
device can be recovered for reuse.
Control devices in predominant use by
the industry for the reduction of organic

Hei nOnl i ne - -

HAP emissions are: {1} Carbon
adsovbers, £2] incinerators, and (3}
ultraviclet oxidation. Activated carbon
fiber adserbents to concentrate VOO
emissions are frequently used in
conjunction with incinerators. For
inorganic HAP particulate emissions,
reduction is achisved predeminantly
through the use of filtration devices.
1. Preventative Measures

2. Product reformulation, AP and
VOC emissions may be controiled by
replecing products containing high
concentrations of HAP and VOC with
ones that have reduced or eliminated
HAP and VOC entirely. Each individual
facility must evatuate the ability of the
new product to maintain standards of
quality and performarce. In addition,
the potential overall environmentsl
benefit of the reformulated products
must be carefully evaluated.

{1} Product reformulation—coatings.
Product reformulations for coatings can

‘be generally classified as waterborns,

higher solids, powder, and self-priming
topceats. Fach category is discussed -
below.

{a} Waterborne coatings. Waterhorne
coatings utilize a resin system that is
dispersible in water. A portion of the
organic solvent is then replaced with
water, The organic solvent may be 5 to
40 percent by weight of the waterborne
coating, compared to a conventional
organic solvent-based coating
containing as much as 80 percent by
weight selvent.

In addition to the lower solvent
content, waterborne coatings have other
advantages over solvent-based coatings.
Less overspray and improved spray
transfer efficiency may be achieved with
waterborne coatings than with
conventional ceatings that utilize
solvents with a density less than that of
water. Additionally, because of the
reduced solvent content, waterborne
coatings may be less toxic and present
a reduced fire hazard. '

Waterborne coatings have limitations
such as requiring spray guns with
specific materials of construction,
protection from freezing, and better
centrol of temperature and humidity
during application. In addition, -
waterborne coatings generally require
longer drying times, are more sensitive
to substrate material and cleanliness,
and have lower salt spray resistance.

- {b} Higher solids. Higher sclids
coatings are sclvent-based coating
formulations that have heen modified to
lower the solvent-to-solids ratio. The
coatings usually contain 50to 65
percent by volume solids, compared to
conventional solvent-based coatings that
may contain up to 4Q percent by volume
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solids. The increased solids content
gives greater surface area coverage per
galton of coating, which reduces the

“total volume of coating required.

Consequently, solvent emissions are
also reduced when higher sclids
voatings are used to apply the same
volume of solids that are applied with
& conventional scivent-based coating,
Higher solids coatings generally have
higher viscosittes and longer drying
times than conventional solvent-based
coatings. The higher viscosity tendsta
mrake spray application more difficult
because it is harder te control gloss and
filmy thickness, and may require the
coating to be heated before application.
Higher solids coatings typically are not

‘used ds dip coatings due to the

difficulty in maintaining a uniform-
dispersion of sclids in the dip tank.

{c) Powder. Powdsr coatings are a
class of coatings applied
electrostatically in dry form and then
baked to cure. The coatings consist of
fine, dry pasticles of paint solids. Buring
the curing step, the particles fuse to.-
create a continuvous film. Use of powder
coatings requires that the substrate must
be able te withstand the high
temperatures (typically greater than 121
°C (250 °F) and frequently greater than
177 °C (359 °F}} necessary to cure the
paint. T
The major advantage of using powdear
coatings is greatly reduced salvent
emissions. The lack of a solvent base
alse reduces fire hazard, toxicity, and
the make-up-air requirements of the
spray hooth.

Powder coatings must be applied
electrostatically, so they cannot be used
on nen-conductive parts such as
composites. Other reported
disadvantages of pewder coatings are
the difficulty in ebtaining a high quality
appearance, production must be shut
down for color changes, the powder
must remain dry at all times prior to
application, and higher energy costs. As
noted above, the high curing
temperstures of pawder coatings

" precludes their use on temperature-

sensitive substrates.

{d} Self-priming topcoats. Self-
priming topceats eliminate the need to
apply & primer coat between the
substrate and the topcoat. Self-priming
topeoats have the adhesion and
corrosion characteristics of a
conventional primer and the
environmental resistance and functionasl

‘fluid resistance of a conventional

topcoat. These eoatings also eliminate
the need for chrome-containing primers. .

(2} Product reformulation—i and-wips
cleaning sokwents. Product ‘
reformulations for hand-wipe cleaning
that are prevalent in the aerospace’
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1ndustry can be classified as aqueous,
hydrocarbon-based, and non-chemical.
Each category 1s discussed below*

(a) Aqueous. Aqueous cleaners
contain at least 80 percent water, are
non-flammable and non-combustible,
and are completely soluble in water,
Other components may include
corrosion 1nhibitors, alkalinity builders,
organic surfactants, and bioenzyme
mxtures and nutrients depending on
the desired soil removal properties.
Aqueous cleaners have been used in
non-critical areas where strict
cleanliness requirements do not have to
be met, or where there are no confined
spaces that may trap residues of the
cleaner.

(b) Hydrocarbon-Based. Hydrocarbon-
based cleaners are nonserm-aqueous
cleaners that are composed of a mixture
of hydrocarbons and oxygenated
hydrocarbons. These cleaners have a
maximum vapor pressure of 7 mm Hg at
20 °C (3.75 1n. H,O at 68 °F) and contain
no HAP or ozone depleting compounds.

(c) Non-chemical. Several aerospace
facilities have demonstrated the
viability of using nen-chemical methods
such as dry media blasting for cleaning
operations. These methods are typically
used to remove dry, scale-like deposits
such as carbon residue on engine
components. Dry media blasting can
usually be used only on components
that can withstand the force of blasting
without deformation.

b. Equipment changes. The aerospace
mdustry has implemented several
equipment changes that directly reduce
the level of HAP emissions. While there
are equipment changes that affect
emissions from every process, the three
changes predominantly used 1n the
industry are high transfer efficiency
spray guns, enclosed spray gun cleaners,
and proportional paint mixers. Each of
these equipment changes are discussed
below.

(1) High transfer efficiency spray
guns. Emissions from spray coating
operations can be reduced through the
use of spraying systems with higher
transfer efficiency than conventional
spray guns. Transfer efficiency, .
expressed as a percentage, can be
defined as the ratio of coating solids
actually applied to the surface of the
component being coated to the amount
of solids released from the spray gun.
Spraying systems with a higher transfer
efficiency can coat the same surface area
using less coating. Therefore, the HAP
emissions resulting from the use of this
equipment are reduced compared to
applying the same coating with
conventional spray equipment.

High volume low pressure (HVLP)
and electrostatic spraying systems are

the primary high efficiency spray
methods used by the industry. HVLP
spray guns use high volumes (10 to 25
standard cubic feet per minute (scfm)) of
low pressure (2 to 10 pounds per square
inch gauge (psig)) air to deliver the
paint. The lower air pressure creates a
lower particle speed, resulting 1n a more
controlled spray pattern with less
overspray and bounce back from the
substrate. With electrostatic spray
systems, atomized particles of coating
acquire an electric charge as they pass
through a high voltage field at the end
of the spray nozzle. This electric charge
causes the particles to be attracted to the
parts being painted, which are
electncally grounded.

(2) Enclosed spray gun cleaners.
Spray guns are typically cleaned at the
end of every job, as well as between
color changes. Manual cleaning of spray
guns involves disassembling the gun
and placing the parts 1n a tray
containing an approprate cleaning
solvent. The residual paint 1s brushed or
wiped off the parts, then the cleaning
solvent 1s sprayed through the gun after
it 1s reassembled. Enclosed spray gun
cleaners, however, are completely
enclosed units that spray the cleaning
solvent through and over the spray gun.
The enclosed unit eliminates most of
the exposure of the cleaning solvent to
the air, thereby greatly reducing the
orgamic HAP emissions from
evaporation.

{3) Proportional paint mixers. The
majority of coatings used in the
aerospace 1ndustry are multi-component
mixtures, consisting of a base
component and one or more catalyst
components. The components must be
thoroughly mixed 1n the proper ratio
immediately before application. When
this mixing 1s performed manually, a
greater volume of coating 1s mixed than
will actuallv be used to ensure that
there 1s enough coating available to
complete the job. In contrast,
proportional paint mixers pump each
component of the coating directly to the
spray gun, where it 1s rmxed and
immediately applied. This results in
reduced coating waste and,
consequently, reduced emissions.

c. Work practice standards. Work
practice standards are changes 1n the
method of operation that do not affect
the products used 1n the process or the
process itself, but result 1n a reduction
n emassions. The aerospace industry
has implemented work practice
standards programs for housekeeping
measures and managed chemical
distribution systems.

Emussions of organic HAP
compounds, particularly solvents, can
be reduced by limiting both the amount
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of the material exposed to the
atmosphere and the length of the
exposure. The emission reductions can
be achieved by tmplementing
housekeeping measures whereby
solvent-soaked cloth or paper used for
hand-wipe cleaning are placed into bags
or containers that are kept closed. This
eliminates the continual evaporation of
the solvent from the cloth or paper
when they are not 1n use. The bags or
<containers can then be collected and
disposed in such a manner (e.g., by
mcineration) to eliminate any further
solvent emissions.

Managed chemical distribution
systems centralize the distribution of
solvents and coatings and contrcl the
amount of these materals allowed to be
used for a particular task. In this way
waste solvent and coatings are reduced,
and emissions from these waste
materials are reduced.

2. Control Devices

a. Carbon adsorbers. Adsorption
systems are used to remove organic
compounds from gas streams when
strict limits on the outlet concentration
must-be met, or when recovery of the
compound 1s desired. Adsorption 1s

-effective on 1nlet concentrations ranging

from a few parts per billion to several
‘thousand parts per million, and a flow
rate of several hundred to several
hundred thousand cubic feet per
minute. Carbon adsorbers typically have
a removal efficiency of 95 to 99 percent.

Once the carbon reaches saturation, it
can.be removed from the adsorber vessel
and disposed or regenerated. The carbon
ean also be regenerated with steam
within the adsorber vessel. This option
readily allows for the recovery of the
or%amc compounds for recycling.

. Incinerators. Two basic types of
incinerators, thermal and catalytic, are
used 1n the aerospace industry to
remove orgamc contaminants. Each type
15 discussed below.

(1) Thermal incinerators. Thermal
mcinerators can be generaily used on arr
streams with a wide concentration range
of organics. These control devices have
minimal dependence on the
characteristics of the organic
contaminants, so they can be used to
control a wide variety of emission
streams. Thermal mcinerators can
achieve removal efficiencies of 98
percent and higher.

The basic operation of thermal
incinerators 1involves raising the inlet air
stream to the incineration temperature
of the contaminants and maintaining the
temperature for a specific residence
time. The waste heat content of the
incinerator exhaust stream 1s used to
preheat the 1nlet air stream. An
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auxiliary fuel is then typically required
to raise the air stream temperature to the
incineration temperature, :

(2) Catalytic incinerators. Catalytic -
incinerators are similar to thermal
incinerators except that they use a
catalyst (# substance that-accelerates the
rate of oxidation without undergoing a
chemical change itself) t assist in the
oxidation of erganic compounds to
carban dioxide and water. These
ineinerators are typically used for air
streams with a low concentration of
organics. The removal efficiency of
catalytic incinerators ean be as high as
98 percent. .

. <. Ultravielet oxidation. An ultraviolet
light exidation {UVOX]} system has been
developed as an abatement device for
air streams with low concentrations of
organic compeunds. The air stream
passes through particulate filters, then
enters a reactor where it is exposed to
ultraviolet light which initiates the
oxidation of the ofganics. Ozone and
other oxygen-based oxidants are
injected inte the reactor to react with
the organics in the air stream to begin
the exidation of organics into earhon
dioxide and water. A typical removal
efficiency for UVOX is reported te be 85
percent.

d. Activated carbon fiber adsorbent.
Another technology has been developed
tc control low conecentration erganic
compound emissions (e.g., paimt spray
booths). This technology utilizes an
activated carbon fiber adsorbent to
initielly capture the arganic emissions,
the concentration of which is too low to
be remaved by a control device such as
an incinerator. The adsorbent system
consists of a honeycomb structure
element made of activated carbon fiber
" paper in corrugated ferm. This structure
adserbs the organics in the exhaust
stream. As the activated carbon
structure becomes saturated, the
organics are desorbed using hot air. This
concentrated air stream can then be sent
to an incinerator or other control device.
The portion of the activated carbon
structure that was regenerated then
begins the adsorption cycle again.

e. Catalyst-coated filter media. Low
concentration organic emissions {e.g.,
paint spray booths) can be contrelled
through the use of a catalyst-coated
filter media. The catalyst material is
impregnated onto the fibers of a dry
filter which can then be used wherever
conventianal dry filters are used. The
catalyst matertal, unlike activated
carbon, permanently binds the organic
material inte its crystalline matrix so
that it will not later desorh. In addition
to the coated filters, the catalyst material
can be used in a granular form to control
emissions. e

f. Filtration systems for inorganic HAP a different emission standard for each

particulate emissions. Coating
operations and blast depainting
operations emit inerganic HAP in the
form of particulates. For coating
operations, panel-type dry particulate
filters and waterwash spray booths are
used to control these emissions. For
blast depainting operations, panel-type
dry particulate filters are also used, as
well as baghouses.
. The dry filters and baghouses capture
particulates by trapping them as they try
to pass through the small passages in
the filter media. The efficiency of the
filter media is a function of the particle
size, size of the passages in the filter
media, air flow through and pressure
drop across the filter media, and
physical characteristics of the particle.
Waterwash spray booths capture
particles by farcing the air stream to
pass through a spray er curtain of water.
The particles are trapped by the water
and eventually collect as a sludge in the
sump of the spray booth. '

V. Rationale for the Propesed: Rule

A. Regulatory Development Process for
NESHAP

During development of a NESHAP,
the EPA collects information about the
industry, including infoermation on -
emission source characteristics, control
technologies, data from HAP emission
tests at well-cantrolled facilities, and
information on the cost, energy, and
other environmental impacts of
emission control techniques. The EPA
uses this information in the

* development of possible regulatory

approaches. ,

If the source category contains major
sources, then a MACT standard is
required. Section 112{d){3) of the Act
defines the minimum stringency
requirements of the MACT standard for
new and existing souzces. This level of
contral is referred to as the MACT -
“floer,” which needs to be determined
as a starting peint for developing the
regulatery alternatives.

Onee the floor has been determined
for new and existing sources fora

" category or subcategory, the
Administrator must set MACT standards
-that are no less stringent than the floor

level. Such standards must then be met
by all sources within the category or
subcategory. However, in establishing
standards, the Administrator may
distinguish among classes, types, and
sizes of sources within a category or

- subcategery {section 112(d)(1) of t_he

Act). Thus, for example, the
Administrator could establish two
classes of sources within a eategory or
subcategory based on size and establish
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class as fong as each standard is at least
as stringent as the floor. The Act alse
contains provisions for regulating area
sources. However, except for certain
recerdkeeping requirements contained
in the General Pravisions, these are not
relevant to the proposed standards for
aerospace saurces, which apply only to
majer sources. ’

The next step in establishing a MACT
standard is the development and
analysis of regulatory alternatives. First,
information about the industry is
analyzed to develop model plant
populations fer prejecting national
impacts, including HAP emission
reduction levels, costs, and energy and
secondary environmental impacts.
Several regulatory alternatives (which
may be different levels of emission
control, different applicability criteria,
or both, and ene of which is the MACT
floor} are then evaluated to determine
the most appropriate regulatory
alternative to reflect the MACT level.

In addition, although NESHAP are
narmally structured in terms of
numerical emission limits, alternative
approaches are sometimes necessary.
Section 112(h} of the Act provides that
if it is not feasible to prescribe or
enforce an emission standard, then a
design, equipment, work practice, or
operational standard may be
established. Por example, in some cases
source testing may be impossible or at

least not practicable due to :

technological and economic limitations.

In the EPA’s decision-making process,
the regulatory alternatives considered
for new versus existing sources may be
different and each alternative must be
technically achievable. In selecting a
regulatary alternative to represent
MACT, the EPA considers the
achievable reduction in HAP emissions
(and possibly ether pollutants that are
co-controlled), the cost of control, and
economniic, energy, and other nonair
quality health and environmental
impacts. The overall objective is the
achievement of the maximum degree of
emission reduction without
unreasonable economic or other
impscts.

The selected regulatory alternative is
then transiated inte a proposed

- regulation. The regulation implementing

the MACT decision typically includes
sections addressing applicability,
standards, test methods and compliance
demonstration, monitoring, reporting, -
and recerdkeeping. The preamble to the
propesed regulation, published in the
Federal Register, provides an.
explanation of the rationale for the
decision. The public is invited to
comment on the proposed regulation
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during the public comment period.
Following an evaluation ofithese
comments, the EPA reaches a decision
and promulgates the final standards.

B. Determining Maximum Achievable
Control Technology (MACT) “Floors”

Once the EPA has identified the
specific major.source categories or
subcategories that it intends to regulate
under section 112, MACT standards are
set at a leve] at least as stringent as the
“floor.” Congress has provided
directives to guide the EPA 1n the
process of determining the regulatory
floor.

Congress specified that the EPA must
establish standards which require “the
maximum degree of reduction 1n
emissions of the hazardous air
pollutants * * * that the Admimstrator
* * * determines 1s achievable * * *”
(section 112(d)(2) of the Act). In
addition, Congress limited the Agency’s
discretion by defining the minimum
baseline (floor) at which standards may
be set, as follows:

(1) For new sources, the standards for
a source category or subcategory “shall
not be less stringent than the emission
control that 1s achieved 1n practice by
the best controlled sumilar source, as
determined by the Administrator,” and

(2) For existing sources, the standards
*“may be less stringent than standards
for new sources * * * but shall not be
less stringent, and may be more
stringent than: (A) the average emission
limitation achieved by the best
performing 12 percent of the existing
sources (for which the Administrator
has emissions information) * * * or (B)
the average emission limitation
achieved by the best performing 5
sources * * * for categories or
subcategories * * * with fewer than 30
sources’’ (section 112(d)(3)of the Act).

C. Selection of Pollutants and Source
Category(ies)

Section 112(b) of the Act lists the
HAP to be regulated with standards
established under section 112. Section
112(d), as amended. requires the EPA to
promulgate emission standards for each
category or subcategory of major sources
and area sources of the HAP listed 1n
section 112(b). For the purpose of
developing these standards, the EPA
may distinguish among classes, types,
and s1zes of sources within a category or
subcategory. The NESHAP are to be
developed to control HAP emissions
from both new and existing sources
pursuant to section 112(c) of the Act.

The 1nitial source category list {57 FR
31576, July 16, 1992), required by
section 112(c) of the Act, 1dentifies
source categories for which NESHAP are

to be established. Thus list includes all
major source categories of HAP known
to the EPA at this time, and all area
source categories for which a finding of
adverse effects warranting regulation
has been made.

The source category list 1dentifies
“surface coating processes—aerospace
industries” as a source category because
it contains major sources emitting at
least 10 tons of any one HAP or more
than 25 tons of any combination of HAP
annually.

The aerospace industry encompasses
onginal equipment manufacturers of
commercial, civil, and military
(including space) aerospace vehicles. In
addition, rework facilities, which repair
and repaint aerospace vehicles,
constitute a major portion of the
imndustry. There are also many
subcontractors providing support to the
industry, especially to the OEM’s, who
subcontract out various portions of the
work. These subcontractors may engage
1n many of the processes found at OEM
or rework facilities, or 1n just a few.
Further, subcontractors may conduct
operations for non-aerospace industries
at facilities at which they conduct
aerospace operations.

For the purposes of this rule, the EPA
has defined the source category as
consisting of all facilities engaged 1n the
manufacture or rework of any aerospace
vehicle or component. This includes all
OEM'’s, rework facilities, and
subcontractors. The EPA decided to
include subcontractors n the proposed
rule because they perform substantial
amounts of work, much of which could
otherwise be carried out at an OEM or
rework facility and which 1s virtually
mndistinguishable from processes at the
OEM or rework facility. However, if the
subcontractors’ facilities are not major
sources, they would not be subject to
the proposed standards.

Early 1n the development of the
proposed standards, the EPA developed
model plants to correspond to the basic
structure of the industry—commercial
and military segments, each having
OEM and rework facilities—with the
intent of developing subcategories for
standards development, if necessary On
the basis of the information provided,
however, the EPA has found that, with
one-exception for depainting operations,
there 1s no need to distinguish among
these segments for the processes for
which standards are being proposed
under the proposed rule.

D. Selection of Emission Points Covered
by the Propased Rule

The proposed rule would limit
organic HAP emissions from the
following basic aerospace operations:
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cleaning, primer application, topcoat
application, depainting, chemical
milling maskant application, and the
handling and storage of waste. The
proposed rule would apply to all
organic HAP emission points within
these operations located within
aerospace manufacturing or rework
facilities that are major sources. In
addition, the proposed rule would
require control of emissions from these
operations if they are performed 1n any
of the operations for which standards
are not being proposed. For example,
hand-wipe cleaming operations are
performed at several stages within
composite processing operations. The
hand-wipe cleaning operation, a process
covered by the proposed standard,
would be subject to the standard,
regardless of where 1n the facility it
occurred.

Standards are being proposed for
mnorganic HAP emissions from primer
application, topcoat application, and
depainting operations.

A discussion of the rationale for
mncluding or excluding 1n this proposed
rule the basic processes listed 1n Section
V.A. 1s presented below

1. Operations for Which Standards Are
Being Proposed

a. Organic HAP emussions. As noted
above, the EPA 1s proposing organic
HAP emussion standards for cleaning,
primer application, topcoat application,
depainting, and chemical milling
maskant application, and the handling
and storage of waste. Together, these
operations are estimated to account for
approximately 94 percent of the organic
HAP emissions from the industry—
cleaning, 87.5 percent; primers and
topcoats, 2.1 percent; depainting, 2.6
percent; and chemical milling maskants,
1.5 percent.

Based on the information obtained
from the section 114 questionnaires and
meetings with the industry there are
many readily available techmiques to
achieve substantial emission reductions
n each of these operations. For
example, many chemical milling
maskant operations were reported as
using either solvent-based chemical
milling maskants with control devices
or waterborne chemical milling
maskants. With regard to cleaning
operations, many product
reformulations are available for hand-
wipe cleaning, and there are several
equipment and work practice standards
for spray gun cleaming that reduce
organic HAP emissions. While
methylene chlonde chermcal stnpping
1s the prevalent method for depainting
aerospace vehicles, many facilities are
using non-HAP alternatives. These
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alternatives are being used by both
commercial and military facilities to
reduce emissions from depainting
operations. Sufficient data exist for
establishing MACT based on non-HAP
alternatives for both commercial and
military depamnting operations.
Therefore, these processes are included
n the proposed rule. Section 114
questionnaire data and the existence of
State and local regulations 1dentify the
use of high transfer efficiency spray
guns in the aerospace industry.
Adequate information exists for
establishing MACT for the method of
application of primers and topcoats and
for limiting the organic HAP content of
the coatings. Based on section 114
questionnaire data, nearly all facilities
employ housekeeping measures to
control emissions from waste storage.
Sufficient data exist, therefore, to
gstablish MACT

In summary, based upon their relative
contribution to overall organmic HAP
emissions and the use of demonstrated
emission conirol technologies and
techmques to achieve emission
reduction, the EPA selected these
operations for regulation.

b. Inorganic HAP emissions. The EPA
18 propasing morgamc HAP emission
standards for primer application,
topcoat application, and depainting
operations. Based on section 114
questionnaire respenses, there are
readily available techmques that are
used extensively 1n the industry to
control these emissions. While the
inorganic HAP emissions do not
represent a large percentage of overall
emssions from the industry the
ermssions represent potential threats to
health because of the highly toxic nature
of the inorgamc HAP (e.g., chromium
and cadmium). For these reasons, the
EPA selected these operations for
regulation. -

2. Excluded Operations

The EPA 1s not proposing standards
for four non-coating related
operations—chemical milling, metal
finishing, electrodeposition, and
composite processing—and for four
coating-related operations—adhesives,
adhesive bonding primers, sealants, and
specialty coatings.

Orgamc HAP emissions were reported
from all four of the non-coating related
processes. Emissions from these four
operations account for less than 1
percent of the total organic HAP
emussions from aerospace facilities.
Most of the organic HAP emissions from
these operations are due to emissi0ns
from the use of cleaning solvents, which
are being proposed for regulation under
the proposed rule. The EPA has
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determined that requiring control of the
remaining organic HAP emissions is not
feasible because no demonstrated
control measures could be 1dentified.
Therefore, the EPA 1s proposing no
further control for orgamc HAP
emissions from these four operations
other than what would be achieved by
the proposed standards for cleaning
solvents.

The four coating-related operations—
adhesives, adhesive bonding primers,
sealants, and specialty coatings—are
similar 1n many ways to primers and
topcoats, for which organic HAP
emission standards are being proposed.
These four coating-related operations
account for relatively small amounts of
orgamc HAP emissions, and the
coatings tend to be very specialized.
Subcategonzation can be significant,
especially for specialty coatings,
resulting 1n lower potential emission
reductions. Many of the coatings in
these four operations {e.g., sealants and
.adhesives) are already being applied
usmg high transfer techmques,
mcluding hand application. This results
1n little opportunity for emission
reduction through improved transfer
efficiency. For spray applied sealants,
there 1s also little opportunity to use
higher transfer efficiency equipment
because the viscosity of these sealants
requires the use of high pressure,
conventional spray guns. In terms of
potential emission reduction from lower
organic HAP content coatings, virtually
no organic HAP content data were
available to categorize these coatings.
The time necessary to gather the data
would have significantly delayed this
proposed rule. For all of these reasons,”
standards are not being proposed for
these operations.

Wastewater and storage tanks emit
relatively small amounts of HAP and,
according to the section 114
questionnatre responses, no aerospace
facilities used any means to control
these emissions. The EPA then
considered the option of requiring
applicable controls used 1n other
industries on these types of sources.
These control measures were evaluated
and found to be too.costly when
compared to the emission reductions
that would be achieved (approximately
$126,000 per ton of HAP emssions
reduction for storage tanks).

Other requirements in the standards
may result 1in a direct reduction of
emissions from wastewater and storage
tanks. For example, the depainting
standards may eliminate the majority of
the estimated 152 million gallons of
HAP-containing chemical stripper usage
if the majority of sources use' media
blasting methods. This stripper s
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typically treated 1n wastewater
treatment systems after use. Also, the
hand-wipe cleaning standards will
virtually eliminate the storage tanks for
organic HAP-contamng solvents since
the use of these solvents will be
significantly reduced. For these reasons,
the EPA 1s not proposing to regulate
HAP emissions from wastewater and
storage tanks 1n the proposed rule.

E. Selection of the Basis for the
Proposed Rule

Section 112 of the Act defines a major
source as any stationary source that
emits 9.1 Mg/yr (10 tpy) or more of any
one HAP or 22.7 Mg/yr (25 tpy) or more
of total HAP The Act states that new
major sources must achieve the
maximum achievable control
technology (MACT), which 1s the level
of emission control already achieved 1n
practice by the best controlled similar
source. The Act further states that
emission standards promulgated for
existing sources may be less stringent
than standards for new sources;
however, standards for existing sources
must not be less stringent than the
average emission limitation achieved by
the best performing 12 percent of the
existing sources.

For all operations being covered by
the proposed rule, the EPA has
determined that, taking 1nto account
cost, nonair quality health and
environmental impacts, and energy
impacts, MACT 1s equal to the MACT
floors for both existing and new sources.
In addition, MACT for new sources was
found to be equal to MACT for existing
sources. The EPA has determined that
no further emssion reductions can be
achieved for new sources through the
use of demonstrated technology than the
level of reduction represented by MACT
for existing sources.

To evaluate the regulatory
alternatives, model plants were
developed based on market segment
{commercial or military), work type
(OEM or rework), and size (small,
medium, or large). These charactenstics
were examined to determine whether
any technological justification exasted to
differentiate the proposed standards by
market segment, work type, or size.
Based on this examination, the EPA has
deterrmined that, other than one
exception under the depainting
standards, there 1s no justification for
differentiating between these
characteristics. For example, rework
facilities are required to conform to

-OEM specifications, which dictate the

processes and coatings that can be used.
Consequently rework facilities do not
typically incorporate technology that 1s
not used by the OEM'’s. Also, no
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compelling reasons were 1dentified as to
why a facility of one size could not
incorporate the technology used by a
facility of another size.

1. Cleaning Operation

According to data obtained from the
Bureau of the Census, approximately 25
percent of facilities with aerospace
manufacturing SIC codes are located 1n
Califorma. Based on information
provided by four Californid distnicts—
SCAQMD, Imperial County Air
Pollution Control District {APCD),
Ventura County APCD, and San Diego
APCD—uvirtually al] of the California
facilities are located in these districts,
and more than half are located 1n the
SCAQMD alone. Based on this
information, more than 12 percent of the
total number of sources are, then,
subject to the rules 1n these four
districts.

Consequently, the regulations 1n these
four districts (i.e., SCAQMD Rule 1124,
Impenal County APCD Rule 425,
Ventura County APCD Rule 74.13, and
San Diego APCD Rule 67.9) were
examined to determine the emission-
limitations in these districts. These
regulations specify vapor pressure limits
and housekeeping measures for hand-
wipe cleaning solvents. The EPA then
investigated to determine if the
regulations resulted an California
facilities emitting less HAP from this
process than facilities outside of
Californua. Based on the section 114
questionnaire responses, California
facilities emitted approxamately 48
percent less HAP than non-Califorma
facilities 1n ozone nonattainment areas
for hand-wipe eleaning operations.
These emissions were calculated on a
pounds of HAP emitted per employee
basis, using the total number of
employees at the facilities (ttie number
of employees for hand-wipe cleaning
only was not available). The conclusion
made from these data was that the
California regulations are an effective
means of producing permanent and
quantifiable erussion reductions, and
that the sources subject to these
regulations are the best-performing
sources 1n this source category. Since
these sources also comprise more than
12 percent of the sources in the
category, the MACT floor was based on
their control levels.

It was impossible to distinguish the
separate effects of housekeeping and
vapor pressure limits on the emission
rates from hand-wipe cleaning
operations. Consequently, both were
assumed to be necessary to achueve the
calculated emission reductions. While
one cannot “‘average” housekeeping
zeasures, based on common aspects

Hei nOnli ne --

among the four rules, housekeeping
measures of mamntaining closed
containers for the storage of fresh
solvent, spent solvent, and solvent-
soaked cloth and paper were established
as one part of the MACT floor.

The second part of the MACT floor for
hand-wipe cleaning is a vapor pressure
limitation on the selvents being used.
The SCAQMD, the San Diego AQMD,
and the Imperial County APCD specify
a maxamum vapor pressure of 45 mm Hg
at 20 °C. Ventura County APCD
specifies 25 mm Hg at 20 °C. However,
the EPA believes that it 1s 1tnappropriate
to give equal weight fo the Ventura rule
n determining the MACT floor because
this district contains only three
aerospace facilities compared to the
hundreds located in the South Coast
and San Diego districts. Furthermore,
industry comments suggested that these
three facilities are not representative aof
the industry and do not constitute a
similar source as required by the Act.
The EPA did, however, consider a
weighted average vapor pressure
limitation, but the vapor pressure value
obtained did not correspond to any
demonstrated technology. Since more
than half, and possibly as much as 90
percent, of the aerespace facilities in
California are located in the South Coast
district, the EPA has determined that
the 45 mm Hg vapor pressure 1s more
representative of the “‘average”
limitation on cleaming solvents among
the best performing facilities and
represents the MACT floor for both new
and existing seurces. More strangent
levels {e.g., a weighted average vapor
‘pressure value) were not considered to
be achievable by all seurces. Therefore,
the EPA has selected the 45 mm Hg at
20 °C (24.11n. H,O at 68 °F) as the basis
for the standards for hand-wipe cleaning
solvents.

Information collected on cleaning
solvents alse showed that sorfie hand-
wipe cleaning solvents have both a very
low vapor pressure and a very low
evaporation rate. Available data indicate
that low evaporation rates also
contribute to mimmizing emissions.
These cleaning solvents are
demonstrated technolegy for limited
avplications and their use would reduce
organic HAP emissions as much as or
more than the proposed vapor pressure
limit. Therefore, the EPA 1s proposing to
encourage their use by including an
approved composition list for cleaning
solventsan the proposed rule. The EPA
welcomes comments on this list and
proposals for adding to the list before
final premulgation of the rule.

Based on data previded by aerospace
facilities 1n response to the section 114
questionnaires, spray guns used to
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apply coatings are cleaned either
manually or in enclosed gun cleaners.
Based on information obtained during
plant visits, enclosed gun cleaners are
demonstrated to reduce emissions.

Each of the 61 Tacilities that reported
a spray gun cleaning method was
classified as to whether the spray guns
were cleaned manually or with an
enclosed cleaner. Eighteen of the 61
facilities (29 percent) reported using
enclosed gun cleaners; therefore,
enclosed gun cleaners were considered
to represent the MACT floor level of
control. The EPA also received
information from the industry on the
use of cleaning methods other than
enclosed gun cleaners. After review of
this information, the EPA deterrmined
that adequate techmical justification was
presented to show that the alternate
cleaning methods were as effective as
enclosed spray gun cleaners m
controlling orgamc HAP emissions.
Consequently, 1n addition to enclosed
spray gun cleaners, the EPA 1s
proposing to allow the use of: (1)
Unatomized discharge of solvent into a
waste vontainer that 1s kept closed when
not in use, (2) hand cleaning 1n a vat
that 1s kept closed when not 1n use, and
(3) the use of atormized spray into a
waste container fitted with a device
designed to capture atomized solvent
€IM1SS101DS.

Based on 1nformation received from
the responses 1o the section 114
questionnaires, plant visits, and
industry meetings, the EPA learned that
there are certain cleaning operations for
which low VOC, low HAP or low vapor
pressure cleanng solvents do not have
widespread use that would constitute a
demonstrated technology. The EPA,
therefore, 1s proposing to exempt these
cleaning operations from the
requirements to use cleaning solvents
that conform to the approved
composition list and the proposed vapor
pressure limit of 45 mm Hg at 20 °C
{24.1 1, H,O at 68 °F). These operations
are listed in § 63.744/(e) of the proposed
rule.

The use of cleaning solvents that
conform to the approved composition
list 15 not yet demonstrated for the
proposed exempt cleaning operations.
However, there are many new cleamng
solvents being developed, some of
which are very close to being used
within the industry for some of these
proposed exempt cleaning operations.
To encourage the use of available
compliant cleaning solvents and the
ones being developed, the EPA
considered :1mposing a limit on the
annual usage of non-compliant cleaning
solvents for exempt operations.
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However, no data were available for use
1n establishing this limit.

2. Primer and Topcoat Application
Operations

As noted above, over 12 percent of the
aerospace mndustry 1s located 1n four
distrnicts 1n California. The SCAQMD,
Ventura County APCD, Impenial County
APCD, and Sacramento Metropolitan
AQMD rules all require high transfer
efficiency coating application methods.
The application methods specified in
these rules were adopted as the MACT
floor. The specified methods are
electrostatic application, flow coat
application, dip coat application, roll
coating, brush coating, and HVLP
spraying.

The EPA recognizes that there may be
other application methods that achieve
a level of emissions equivalent to the
application methods allowed in the
proposed rule. Therefore, the EPA s
requesting comments 1dentifying these
other application methods. These
comments should include test data
demonstrating that, 1n actual production
conditions, the application method
achieves a level of emissions at least
equivalent.to the level of emissions
achieved by HVLP or.electrostatic spray
application methods. The EPA will
review these comments and, where
adequate technical justification exists,
amend the list of approved application
methods.

The EPA also examined whether or
not there are demonstrated low organic
HAP content primers or topcoats that
could be used 1n conjunction with gh
transfer application methods to
establish the MACT floor to reduce
emisstons. To this end, the EPA
examined State and local regulations
and the data obtained through the
section 114 responses,

State and local regulations for
aerospace coatings use VOC content as
the means-of regulating coating
emissions. Consequently, no directed
effort has been made to control the
organic HAP content of these coatings.
Data on coating VOC content are readily
available from both the coating
manufacturers and the coating users, but
no comprehensive data exist for coating
organic HAP content.

The data obtained from the section
114 responses showed that the organic
HAP content varies widely and
randomly with the VOC content. This1s
not surprismg since, as noted above,
there have been efforts to Jimit only the
VOC content 1n the coatings and not the
organic HAP content. However, the data
show that the organic HAP content 1s
typically 50 percent less than the VOC
content. Where the organic HAP content

was hgher than the VOC content, the
EPA found that this was the result of the
use of exempt solvents (those solvents
determined by the EPA to have
negligible photochemucal reactivity) that
are also orgamc HAP

There are a number of chemicals
commonly found 1n coatings that are not
on the list of 183 HAP (section 112(b)
of the Act) including methyl amylketone
(2-heptanone), cyclohexanone, and
1sopropyl alcohol. Currently, the EPA
does not have adequate health data to
determine the relative toxicity of these
organmic HAP substitutes and, therefore,
does not want to establish a requirement
that would encourage their use as
substitutes 1n coatings. Since these
potential substitutes are also VOC, the
proposed standards would limit both
organic HAP and VOC content, rather
than orgamic HAP only. The effect of
thus dual limit will be to reduce the total
amount of orgamic emissions from
coating operations, eliminate the use of
the few very high orgamic HAP content
primers and topcoats, and establish a
cap on the orgamic HAP content of
prnmers and topcoats that will be
developed n the future.

The organic HAP and VOC limits
were determined by ranking the
facilities that reported usage of primers
or topcoats from the lowest to the
highest weighted average VOC content
of all primers or topcoats used at the
facility. The weighted average VOC
content that represented the average of
the best 12 percent was selected as the
VOC limit. This value was 350 g/1 (2.9
1b/gal) for primers and 420 g/1 (3.5 1b/
gal) for topcoats. As discussed earlier,
the limited data available to the EPA
indicate that organic HAP-content 1s
typically lower than VOC content.
However, no reasonable limit could be
1dentified. Therefore, the EPA 1s
proposing an organic HAP content limit
at the same level as for VOC. The
proposed limits for organic HAP are,
therefore, 350 g/l (2.9 1b/gal) for primers
and 420 g/1 (3.5 1b/gal) for topcoats.

The section 114 questionnaire
responses showed that the inorganic
HAP emussions from nearly all pnmer
and topcoat application operations were
controlled by dry particulate filters or
waterwash spray booths. Since no other
technology was 1dentified that can be
used to control inorgamic HAP

emassions, the use of filters and -

waterwash was adopted as the MACT
floor.

3. Deparnting Operation

The information obtained on
depainting operations showed the
pervasive use of orgamic HAP
containing chemical strippers to remove
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paint. However, information was also
obtained showing that many aerospace
depainting operations are using
alternative methods that do not utilize
organic HAP, ncluding orgamc HAP-
free chemical strippers and dry media
blasting techmques. The information
also showed that not all commercial
aerospace vehicles are fully coated. In
these instances, the amount of organic

HAP emissions from depainting 1s less

than it would be if the same vehicle
were fully coated.

The quantity of organic HAP
emissions from depainting operations at
several commercial rework facilities was
readily available. However, very limited
emissions data were obtained through
the section 114 questionnaire responses
for military asrcraft depainting
operations. The EPA considered several
parameters to establish which facilities
were the best performing ones. The most
simple method would be to determine
the pounds of organic HAP emissions
per aircraft. Thus would not, however,
take 1nto account the difference 1n outer
surface:area from one model of aircraft
to another and, hence, the difference 1n
stripper volume required for each
arrcraft. Another basis would be to
determne the organic HAP emissions
per square foot of outer surface area
actually painted. This method would
not distinguish between the total
ermssions for stripping an aircraft that
has only a portion of the outer surface
area painted, and the total emissions for
stripping the same arrcraft with the
entire outer surface area painted.
Therefore, both methods were rejected.

Another basis for determining the best
performing operations relates the
pounds of organic HAP emissions to the
total outer surface area of the aircraft.
Ths effectively takes into account the
effectiveness of all methods used to
depaint aerospace vehicles and
distinguishes the lower emissions
achieved when only a portion of the
outer surface area 1s painted from the
emissions when a larger portion 1s
panted. However, msufficient data
were obtained through the section 114
questionnaire responses to develap an
emission rate for military aircraft
depainting operations.

A fourth consideration was to 1dentify
the basic techmaques being used and
rank them according to therr relative
effectiveness in reducing organic HAP
emissions. The EPA elected to use this
as the measure for 1dentifying the best
performing facilities. The different
depainting techmgques were also
evaluated as to ther applicability
throughout the industry.

Three basic depainting techniques are
used by the facilities for which the EFA
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has information: Methylene chlonde
based chemical strippers, chermcal
strippers that contain no organic HAP
and blasting methods. (Although
blasting methods are very effective 1n
reducing and essentielly eliminating
organic HAP emissions from depainting
operations, they do produce particulate
inorgamc HAP emussions. However,
these emissions are typcally well-
controlled with particulate filters,
which are alimost always integral to the
blasting systems. In additien, the
proposed standards would requare such
control on 1norganic HAP emissions, as
discussed 1n section I1.B. of this
preamble.j

Based on section 114 questionnaires,
site visits, and information provided by
the 1ndustry, the EPA has information
on depainting methods at 20 facilities.
Of these facilities, 14 were 1dentified as
using either.a blasting method (ie.,
wheat starch or plastic media) or
chemical strippers that contain no
organic HAP

The EPA then determined the aircraft
models being stripped at each of these
14 facilities. This analysis showed that
military fighters and transports, military
and commeracial helicopters, civil
aircraft, and nearly all models of
commercial airliners are currently being
stripped with one or more of these non-
HAP methods. Given the wide
applicability of these processes
throughout the industry, the EPA
determined the MACT floor to be
equivalent to the use of either media
blasting or chemical strippers that do
not contain orgamc HAP

This analysis also showed, however,
that some organic HAP emissions from
depainting still occurred at facilities
using blast methods or chemical
strappers that contain no organic HAP
This 1s due to the fact that certain parts
(e.g., wing flaps, engine nacelles, and
radomes) are rzemoved from the arrcraft
and depainted separately. This1s
prunarily due to the fragile nature or
specific depainting needs of these parts.
Due to the wide range of parts removed
and the inconsistency in the type of
parts removed from one model of
aircraft to another, the applicability of
using blast techniques or chemical
strippers that contain no organic HAP
on these partscould not be determined.
Consequently, these parts are exempted
from the proposed standards.

In addition, the EPA determined that
a small portion of the aiurcraft cannot be
stripped with blasting methods. For
example, some areas of the aircraft are
masked 1o prevent antrusion of the blast
media. The edge of the masking will
often cover coated areas and, thus,
prevent the blasting media from
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removing the coating from these areas.
This coating must then be removed
(referred to as spot stripping), usually
with an organic HAP-contaming
chemcal stripper. Another example of
spot stnpping 1s the removal of coatings
from a small area of the outer surface of
the aircraft in order to perform testing
and 1nspection of the bare metal. Also,
blasting methods may have difficulty
removing some decals. Consequently,
organic HAP solvents may be used to
soften or remove these decals. For these
reasons, exemptions for spot stnpping
and decal removal are necessary in
order to allow the use of blast
depainting methods to meet the
proposed standards.

The EPA did, however, seek to limit
the amount of erganic HAP-containing
chemucal strippers used for radome,
parts and spot stnpping and decal
removal, Data provaded mn the section
114 questionnaire responses were used
to establish the amount of stripper used
for'these operations. Data were not
available for raderse and parts
depainting; however, usage of chemical
strippers for spot stupping and decal
removal was available from commercial
airlines for a limited number of aircraft
types. Since information was not
available for all awrcraft types, the
stripper usage for the largest commercia)
aircraft was used ‘as the basis for the
usage exemption.

The usage information was, however,
limited to commercial aircraft. Military
sources within the aerospace industry
provided additional data to the EPA that
established a technical yustification for a
higher usage limitation for military
arrcraft. This information was used as
the basis for the usage limitation for
spot stripping and decal removal for
military aircrait.

The section 114 questionnaire
responses siiowed that all facilities (7
respondents) that nuse media blasting to
depaint use either dry particulate filters
or baghouses to control particulate
emissions from blast depainting
methods. While electrostatic
precipitators were 1dentified as a
possible control technology, the cost of
the precipitators was believed to be
considerably higher than the filtration
methods already in nse. Therefore,
particulate filters and baghouses were
used as the basis for developing the
MACT floor for operations that use
media blasting.

4, Chemical Milling Maskant
Application Operation

Not all aerospece facilities perform
chemical milling maskant operations. Of
those responding to the section 114
request, twelve reported chermcal
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milling operations. To 1dentify the best
performing twelve percent of the
sources, the emission rate for each
source was calculated by dividing the
organic HAP emissions by the total
usage of chemical milling maskants to
obtain pounds of organic HAP emitted
per galion of chemical milling maskant
(less water) as applied. The emissions
value took 1nto account control
measures such as carbon adsorbers or
waterborne chemical milling maskants.
The sources were then ranked from the
lowest emmission rate to the highest.

For this operation, the best
performing 12 percent of the sources 1s-
represented by the two sources with the
lowest emmssion rates. One of these
sources utilized a carbon adsorber to
abate the emissions from a solvent-
based chermical milling maskant. The
other source utilized a waterborne
chemical milling maskant with no
abatement, Each of these two facilities
had the same organic HAP emassion rate
of 1.3 Ib/gal. Therefore, this was
selected to represent the MACT floor.

5. Handling and Storage of Waste

Based on the section 114
questionnaire responses, 181 non-
wastewater waste streams were
reported. Every stream was controlled
by housekeeping measures such as
keeping the waste material in closed
drums. Thus, housekeeping measures
were established as the MACT floor for
handling and storage of waste.

While no data were available for the
effect on em1ssions from the
housekeepimg measures, it 1s expected
that emissions will be reduced based on
the data from Califorma facilities for
keeping cleaning solvents n closed
containers. Consequently housekeeping
measures were used as the basis for the
proposed standard.

In addition, existing RCRA
regulations govern handling and storage
practices for certamn types of wastes.
Since the EPA did not want to create a
situation where possible conflicts with
the RCRA regulations could arse, the
proposed rule exempts wastes covered
under the RCRA regulations.

F Selection of the Format of the
Proposed Rule

Several formats could be used to
1mplement the control techniques
selected as the basis for the proposed
standards. Section 112(d) of the Act
requires that emission standards for
control of HAP be prescribed unless, 1n
the judgment of the Admmstrator, it 1s
not feasible to prescribe or enforce
emission standards. Section 112(h) of
the Act defines two conditions under
which it 1s not feasible to prescribe-or
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to enforce emission standards. These
conditions are: {1} If the HAP cannot be
emitted through a conveyance device or
{2) if the application of measurement
methodology to a particular class of

sources is not practicable due to

technological or economic limitations, If
emission standards.are not feasible to
prescribe or enforce, then the
Administrator may instead promulgate
squipment, work practice, design or
operational standards, or a combination
theraof. ;

1, Cleaning Operation

The cleaning operation for which the
EFA is proposing standards emits a
variety of organic HAP, For many of
these organic HAP, emission
measuiement methods sither donot.
exist or would be very expensive to
implement. In addition, the nature of
somae cleaning operations (e.g., hand-
wipe cleaning) makes collection through
a conveyance device difficult if not
impossible. Therefore, the EPA
determined that emission standards are
not feasible for these operations.

The EPA then considered design,
squipment, work practice, and
operational standards for these
operations. The EPA examined the
California regulations, which had been
determined to represent the flcor level
of control, to identify the specific types
of measures adopted for hand-wipe
cleaning, flush cleaning, and spray gun
cleaning. An analysis by the EPA of the
aerospace facilities’ data showed that
facilities subject to the California
requirements emitted approximately 48
percent less organic HAP from their
operations than non-California
operations in ozomne nonattainment
areas. The EPA concluded that the
formats of the California regulations are
effective in providing quantifiable and
achievable emission reductions.
Therefore, the same formats are being
preposed for the NESHAP ‘as follows: (1)
For hand-wipe cleaning operations, use
of solvents that conform to the approved
composition list or vapor pressure
limits, and housekeeping measures, (2)
for spray gun cleaning, an equipment
standard and housekeeping measures,
and (3) for flush cleaning, housekeeping
measures.

The EPA is also proposing standards -
to limit the organic HAP emissions that
may occur from leaks from enclosed
spray gun cleaners. A format based on
emission limits was not possible, since.
there were no data to determine the
emissions from leaks. Also, no design, -

eguipment, or-work practice standards - :
were identified that would prevent Jeaks .

from occurring. Consequently, the EPA
determined that the only format that

Hei nOnline -- 59 Fed. Reg. 29243 1994

would ensure a minimum of organic
HAP emissions from leaks was an
operational standard that required leaks
to be repaired within a certain amount
of time. :

2. Primer and Topcoat Apphcanon
Operations

The formats selected by the EPA for
the proposed organic HAP emission
limits for primer rand topcoat
application operations are: (1) A
limitation on both the VOC and organic
HAP content, (2) a percent reduction
and performance standard for contro}
devices; and {3} an equipment standard
for the application of primers and
topcoats,

The EPA considered a format based

on actual emissions from the primer and

topecoat application operations.

However, the EPA has information that -

many larger facilities have several
hundred spray booths in which primer

_or topeoat application operations could

take place. Monitoring of that many
individual emission sources would not
be feasible for either the facility or for
enforcement of the standards by the
EPA or state agencies. In addition,
actual emissions would have to be
linked to the production rate and the
product produced at the facility. The
EPA does not have adequate datato
quantify emissions based on production

‘or the product produced. Therefore, the

EPA rejected this format.
The EPA then considered a limitation
on the organic HAP and VOC content

. (mass of organic HAP and VOC per unit

volume) of coating as applied. This
format would essentially impose an
emission limitation on each source, but

- allow flexibility in the manner of
compliance. Each source would have

the choice of using compliant coatings
and averaging betweern compliant and
non-compliant coatings. This format

will reduce the amount of total organics,

is easily enforced with Method 24 for
VOC content and manufacturer’s data
for organic HAP content, and will cap
the total amount of organic HAP that a
primer or topcoat can contain.

The EPA is also allowing the use of
control devices to reduce organic HAP
and VOC emissions from primer and

~topcoat-application operations. The
format of the standards must ensure that

as much of the emissions as practicable
are being controlied. The EPA chose a
format that specifies the overall control

efficiency (capture efficiency multiplied

by the removal efficiency) because
overall control efficiency-is the best
representation of the control
effectiveness of control devices, It is
also easily enforceable since the EPA

has published test methods for both
capture and removal efficiency.

The EPA is proposing to setan
equipment standard to reduce HAP

R

- -ermissions from the application of

primers and topceats; This forimat
requires the use of certain specified
coating application equipment or
coating methods that resnlt in bigher
transfer efficiencies than conventional
spray equipment, thus reducing
emissions. This format allows facilities
the flexibility to choose the method of
application most appropriaie to the
coating and subsirate being coated.

The EPA first considered the data
presented in the section 114
questionnaire responses fo determins
the format of the standards for inorganic
HAP emissions from primers and
topeoats. The level of control {expressed
as a perceritage) of dry particulate filters
and waterwash spray booths was
reported in the section 114
questionnaire responses. However, the
basis for the reported control efficiency
was primarily engineering judgement
and manufactorer’s data, which could
not be verified through standardized
testing, While the Act spscifies that

--emission standards be developed

whenever possible, the EPA determined
that the available data were not of
sufficient quahty to develop sucha
standard,

* The EPA then considered an
equipment standard that described

‘physical characteristics of high

efficiency particulate filters and
waterwash systems. However, due to the
number of different filter and waterwash
systems and variety of designs available,
no concise description could be
developed.

The EPA then developed a format that
specified that all primer and topcoat
apphcanon operations must be
conducted in a ventilated booth or
hangar equipped with filters or ,
waterwash systems. The selection of the

- actual filters and waterwash systems

would be left to the individual facilities,

3. Depainting Operation

" The demonsirated technologxes for
depainting that represent the best
performing 12 percent of sources are
blast methods {e.g., plastic media and
wheat starch blasting) and chemical
strippers that contdin no organic HAP.
The EPA considered an operational -
format for the proposed standards that -
would require one of these methods to

-be used. However, many other. - ,

alternative depainting methods are
under development that have the-
potential to reduce organic HAP

emissions as effectively as blasting or

chemical strippers that contain no
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organic HAP The EPA did not want to
limit the development of these
alternative depainting methods, so the
operational format was rejected.

The EPA then considered the level of
organic HAP emiss.ons from blasting,
chemical strippers that contain no
organic HAP and cther alternative
depainting methods. With the exception
of spot, decal, radome, and parts
depainting, all of these methods have
the potential to emit no organic HAP
The EPA, therefore, chose an emission
standard format thet specifies no
organic HAP emissions from depainting,
with exemptions for spot, decal,
radome, and parts depainting. This
format would allow the currently
demonstrated depainting methods, as
well as alternative methods that may be
developed in the future.

While spot stripping and decal
removal have been exempted from the
proposed standards, the EPA, 1n
selecting the format of the exemption,
intends to limit the use of organic HAP-
containing stripper to the lowest
amount necessary. The EPA selected a
limitation on the annual average amount
{in gallons) of orgamc HAP-containing
stripper used per aircraft.

Tgle format for the proposed standards
for inorganic HAP emissions from
depainting operations was developed
from the section 114 questionnaire
responses. The seven facilities that
reported blast depainting operations
were ranked according to control
efficiency of the filtration methods
{particulate filters or baghouses) used to
control particulate emissions. The best
performing 12 percent of these sources
are represented by the one facility with
the highest control efficiency. This
facility achieved a reported control
efficiency of 99 percent and was chosen
to represent the MACT floor.

“The control efficiency data reported
1 the section 114 questionnaire
responses consisted of engineening
judgement estimates and information
obtained from the filter manufacturers.
No test data were reported. Due to this
lack of quantifiable test data, the EPA 1s
requesting comments on whether the 99
percent level of control represents the
demonstrated level of technology for the
control of particulate emissions from
blast depainting. These comments
should contain a techmcal justification,
mcluding test data where possible, for
any recommended level of control.

4. Chemical Milling Maskant
Application Operation

An emission limitation based on the
mass of orgamic HAP and VOC per unit
volume applied was selected for
chemical milling maskants. There are

essentially two means of complying
with the proposed standards: (1)
Solvent-based chemical milling maskant
with a carbon adsorber to reduce
emissians or (2) a waterborne chemical
milling'maskant with an orgamc HAP
content equal to or less than the
proposed standard. This format allows
facilities to choose either method (or
develop an equivalent methoed) without
gving preference to either solvent-based
or waterborne chemical milling
maskants.

5. Handling and Storage of Waste

The rationale for the format of the
proposed standards for handling and
storage of waste 1s essentially the same
as that for housekeeping measures for
cleaning solvents. Since no data were
available to establish an emmission
limitation and control equipment was
not technically feasible, a work practice
format requining housekeeping measures
was selected as the most appropriate
means of reducing emissions.

G. Selection of Emission Test Methods
and Monitoring Requirements

1. Emission Test Methods

In addition to the specific test
methods described below for each
affected source, the proposed rule
adopts the provisions specified in §63.7
of the General Provisions, 40 CFR part
63, subpart A.?

a. Cleaning operation. For hand-wipe
cleaning, the proposed standards would
allow owners or operators to use either
a cleaning solvent that conforms to an
approved composition list or a cleaning
solvent with a vapor pressure less than
or equal to 45 mm Hg. Procedures are,
therefore, necessary for determining
whether a cleaning solvent conforms to
the approved composition list or meets
the vapor pressure limitation.

The other portion of the proposed
standards for cleaning operations
(including spray gun cleaning) includes
housekeeping measures, equipment
standards, or work practice standards,
for which no test methods or procedures
are required to demonstrate compliance.

Those facilities that use cleaning
solvents that conform to the approved
composition list would have to
demonstrate how the solvents comply.
The EPA 1s proposing that data supplied
by the manufacturer of the cleaning
solvent be used to show compliance.
The data must show all components of
the cleaning solvent and demonstrate
that one of the approved composition
definitions 1s met.

To determine the composite vapor
pressure of a cleaning solvent, the EPA

9ibid.
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1s proposing that for single-component
cleaning sclvents data supplied by the
manufacturer or from standard
engineering reference texts be used.
This information 1s readily available
and, for single component cleaning
solvents, should be readily acceptable.

For multi-component cleaning
solvents, it 1s necessary to determine the
composite vapor pressure of the
cleaning solvent. This requires
determining the amount of each organic
compound 1n the cleaning solvent and
each one’s vapor pressure. Once these
are known, then a procedure to combine
the information must be followed to
calculate the composite vapor pressure.

The EPA 1s proposing that gas
chromatographic analysis, following the
procedures outlined 1n E 260-85, be
used to quantify the amount of each
organic.compound. The vapor pressure
of each organic compound would then
be determined, again, either by the
manufacturer’s data or from standard
engineering reference texts, as discussed
above. For combiming these data to-
calculate the composite vapor pressure,
the EPA 1s proposing that the blend be
assumed to be an 1deal solution where
Raoult’s law applies. While more
accurate methods are available, the cost
and time to conduct those methods and
the small gain 1n accuracy are not
justifiable when compared to the ease of
calculating composite vapor pressure
assuming an 1deal solution where
Raoult’s law applies. Further, the
composite vapor pressure of any blend
changes with the conditions under
which it 1s applied. This normal
variability would cause some cleaning
solvents to meet the composite vapor
limit under certain conditions, but not
others, if the vapor pressure test
methods were used nstead of the
calculation.

b. Primer and topcoat application
operations. One part of the proposed
standards for prumer and topcoat
application operations requires the use
of specified bigh transfer efficiency
application equipment, or equivalent.

As long as this equipment 1s 1nstalled,
operated, and maintained according to
manufacturer’s specifications, it should
perform with high transfer efficiency.
Therefore, the EPA 1s not proposing any
test methods or procedures for this part
of the primer and topcoat standards.

Owners or operators who want to use
application equipment other than that
specified 1n the proposed rule rmust
demonstrate that it 1s equivalent 1n
reducing orgamc HAP and VOC
emissions. To make an equivalency
determmnation, the owner or operator
must demonstrate that the organic HAP
and VOC emussions generated by the
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" alternative method are equal to or less

- than the emissions generated by HVLP
or electrostatic spray guns under the
actual production conditions in which
the alternative method is intended to be

. used. This level of emissions is
equivalent to the emissions
demonstrated by California facilities
that are subject to similar rules.

Before implementing the alternative

“application method, the facility must
determine the organic HAP and VOG
emissions that were generated by.the -
process over the 90-day period
immediately preceding the
implementation of the alternative
application method. During this initial
90-day period, only HVLP or
electrostatic spray guns could be used.
These emissions would be compared to
the organic HAP and VOC emissions
generated by the same process using the
alternative application method to coat -
an equivalent amount of partsand
assemblies as coated during the initial
90-day period using identical coatings:

. The organic HAP and VOC emissions
generated during the use-of the -
alternative application method must be .
equal to-or less than the emissions
generated during the initial 90-day
period.

_In determining compliance with the
organic HAP and VOC content levels, an
owner or operator would have the

flexibility to use compliant coatings or
to average uncontrolled compliant and
non-compliant coatings. (Averaging
between primers and topcoats would
not be allowed, nor would averaging
between controlled and uncontrolled
coatings.} Test methods and procedures
are, therefore, necessary to determine
the organic HAP and VOC content of
-each primer and topcoat as applied.

The EPA is proposing that Method 24
be used for determining the VOC
content. This is a long-standing msthod
for such determinations. Sources may,
at their discretion, use manufacturer’s
data for determining the VOC content
rather than Method 24. However, if
there is found to be a difference in the
VOC content as determined from the
manufacturer’s data and that
determined using Method 24, then the
value obtained using Method 24 will
always take precedence in compliance’
determinations. Since there are no
generally available methods for testing
organic HAP content, the EPA s
proposing that the organic HAP content
level be determined by each facility
‘based on the formulation of each
coating. The formulation data would be
supplied to the facility by the coating
manufacturer. This would reduce the
burden to the industry and promote
consistent identification of the total

Hei nOnli ne --

organic HAP content among all users.

Several coating manufacturers have

indicated to the EPA that they are

willing to supply such information.
As noted above, the proposed

‘standards would require the organic

HAP contents to be determined on a
“less water as applied” basis and VOC
contents'on a ‘less water and exempt
solvents as applied” basis. Thus, unless
the coating is applied as received,
procedures must be adopted to change
“as received” organic HAP and VOC -~
content levels to “as applied” levels.
This could be accomplished by

.analyzing a sample of the coating as

applied using Method 24 or through a
calculation. The calculations to do this

-are well known and established {see A

Guideline for Surface Coating -
Calculations, EPA-340/1-86-016, July .

. 1986) and, thus, the EPA did not

consider it necessary to include the
basic caleulation formulas in the

~proposed rule. A determination of what

is-added to the coating before it is

- applied must-be made so that the “as

applied” levels can be calculated. The
EPA is proposing that each owner or
operator make such determinations on
the basis of records kept at the facility.
These are records that will be required
by the proposed rule and will be readily
available to the owner or operator for -
making the necessary calculations. The
pertinent information (i.e., density,
organic HAP content, and VOC content)
of the additives would be based on
manufacturer supplied information. If
that information is not available, then
the owner oroperator would be required
to develop a procedure for determining
the missing information for approval by

‘the Administrator.

Since the proposed standards for
organic HAP and VOC content levels
would allow each owner or operator to
average organic HAP or VOC content
levels across uncontrolled primers and -
across uncontrolled topcoats, the
procedures provide the necessary .
formulas to calculate the volume-
weighted average organic HAP or VOC
across all primers or topcoats. For
compliant coatings, the EPA is :
proposing less complicated procedures
for demonstrating compliance. This is
appropriate because each coating by

. itself as applied meets the organic HAP

{or VOC) content level, and daily -
calculations of the volume-weighted
average HAP and VOC content as
applied are not necessary. The proposed
rule does, however, require monthly

" determination of usage and HAP and

VOC content as applied. : o
If control devices {e.g.; incineratars,

carbon adsorbers) are used, the :

proposed standards require them to -
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achieve an overall control efficiency of
at least 81 percent. For control devices

. other than carbon adsorbers, it is

necessary, therefore, to identify the -
capture efficiency of the capture system,
the destruction efficiency of the control
device, and, where feasible, operational
parameters that would be monitored to -
ensure continuous compliance. The
proposed standards also include
provisions for determining the capture

- and removal efficiencies. The test

methods and procedures being proposed
for determining the capture and removal

- efficiencies are those that are typical for

control devices. _

- The EPA is proposing that capture
eificiency be determined by one of two
methods depending on whether the
capture system is totally enclosed o -~ |
not. A total enclosure would be verified
according to the provisions specified in
§52.741, appendix B, Procedure T of 40
CFR part 52 (and, thus would have a
capture efficiency of 100 percent). The

- capture efficiency of all other systems
~ would be determined according to the- -

procedures specified in
§52.741(a}{4){iii) of 40 CFR part 52.
The EPA is proposing that the -

- removal efficiency of a control device be

determined based on three runs, each
rin lasting one hour. For control of
organic compounds, Method 1 or 1A of

A0 CFR part 60, appendix A, as

appropriate, would be used for selection
of the sampling sites, and the gas
volumetric flow rate would be
determined using Methods 2, 2A, 2C, or
2D of 40 CFR part 60, appendix A, as -
appropriate. Method 18 of 40 CFR part
60, appendix A, would then be used to
measure either TOC minus methane and
ethane or total organic HAP.
Alternatively, any other test method or
data that has been validated according
to the applicable procedures in Method

. 301 of 40 CFR part 63, appendix A, may
be used. -

" Where a carbon adsorbér is used, the
EPA is proposing to use a mass balance
procedure for determining the overall

‘control efficiency. The proposed rule
- contains procedures as specified in 40

CFR 60.433 for using a mass balance
approach that would calculate the
amount of organic HAP and VOC
applied and the amount recovered. This
information would then be used to
calculate the overall control efficiency
of the carbon adsorber. . - .

In addition, Method 309 is being
proposed for determining the number of
consecutive 24-hour periods in the’
rolling material balance period for -
carbon adsorbers. S

Each owner or 6perator using a
control device'would be required to.
conduct an initial performance test. For
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control devices other than carbon
adsorbers, this test would consist of 3
one-hour runs. For carbon adsorbers, the
test would span the number of days
specified for the rolling material balance
period as calculated by proposed
Method 309. In addition, it 1s necessary
to establish, during the 1nitial
performance test, operating parameters
that would be continuously monitored
in order to show continuous
compliance. For incinerators other than
catalytic incinerators, the operating
parameter would be the firebox’
temperature. For catalytic incinerators,
the operating parameters would be the
temperature of the gas stream
1mmediately before and after the
catalyst bed. No operating parameters
are required to be monitored on carbon
adsorbers since the matenial balance
calculations provide a continuous check
of proper operation.

c. Depainting operation. The
proposed standards for the depainting of
aerospace vehicles requires, 1n part, no
organic HAP emissions, which will be
achieved through the use of chemical
stnippers that do not contain any organic
HAP or the use of non-chemical
depainting methods or techniques.
Since all of the known non-chemcal
depainting methods/techniques do not
contan any organic HAP the only test
method or procedures needed are those
associated with determining whether a
chemical stripper contains any organic
HAP For the reasons noted earlier
under the discussion on test methods
for primers and topcoats, the EPA 1s
proposing that the organic HAP. content
be determined based on information
supplied by the manufacturer of the
chemacal stripper.

In order to demonstrate compliance
with the organic HAP-containing
chemical stripper usage limitation for
spot strnipping and decal removal, the
source must calculate an average annual
usage per aircraft. Since there 1s only
one method to calculate this average
(i.e., divading the total gallons of organic
HAP-containing chemical stitpper used
for spot stnpping and decal removal by
the number of aircraft stipped), the
EPA 15 proposing to use this method to
determine compliance. The information
needed for this calculation would be
obtained from company records.

Particulate imorganic HAP emissions
are generated by blast depainting
methods. Therefore, the EPA 15
proposing that Method 5 of 40 CFR part
60, appendix A, be used to determine
the control efficiency of particulate
filtration systems used on this process.

d. Chemical milling maskant
application operation. The proposed
standards for chemical milling maskants

Hei nOnli ne --

limits the organic HAP content to the
equivalent of 160 grams per liter (1.3
pounds/gallon) less water as applied
and limits the VOC content to the
equivalent of 160 grams per liter (1.3
pounds per gallon) less water and
exempt solvents as applied. In
determining compliance with the
orgamc HAP and VOC content levels, an
owner or operator would have the
flexibility to use compliant chemcal
milling maskants or averaging
uncontrolled compliant and non-
compliant maskants. As for primers and
topcoats, averaging uncontrolled and
controlled chercal milling maskants
together would be prohibited. Test
methods and procedures are, therefore,
necessary to determine the orgamic HAP
and VOC content of each chemical
milling maskant as applied. If control
devices are used, it 1s also necessary to
determine the overall control efficiency
of the control device. The test methods
selected and the rationale for the
selection are 1dentical to those
presented above for primers and
topcoats.

e. Handling and Storage of Waste. For
those wastes subject to the proposed
rule, no test methods or procedures are
required to demonstrate compliance
with the proposed housekeeping
measures.

2. Monitoring Requirements

In accordance with paragraph (a)(3) to
section 114 of the Act, enhanced
monitoring of stationary sources 1s
required to determne the compliance
status of the sources, and whether
compliance 1s continuous or
intermittent. For affected sources
complying with the proposed standards
through the use of control devices,
nitial compliance 1s determined
through the 1nitial compliance test, and
ongoing compliance through continuous
monitoring. The EPA has proposed the
parameters to be monitored for certain
types of control devices now used 1n the
mdustry. The values of these parameters
that correspond to compliance with the
proposed standards are set by the owner
or operator during the nitial
compliance test. If future monitoring
indicates that control equipment is
operating outside of the range of values
established during the initial
performance test, then the owner or
operator 1s out of compliance with the
proposed standards, except as specified
for malfunctions 1n § 63.6(e)(3) of 40
CFR part 63, subpart A.10

a. Cleaning operation. For cleaning
operations, the only portion of the
standards for which monitoring

10Tbid.
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requirements are being proposed 1s for
enclosed spray gun cleaner systems.
These systems are stationary sources
that have the potential to emit organic
HAP from around-ill-fitting or worn
seals or from leaking pumps or piping
connections. The effectiveness of these
systems thus depends on their bemng
“vapor-tight” and that there are no leaks
from the pumps or piping of these
systems. Therefore, the EPA 1s
proposing that such systems be visually
mspected for leaks. Since most of the
systems are used to clean paint spray
guns, leaks would be easily spotted by
visual nspection as the result of solvent
or paint residue escaping around the
source of the leak. The EPA does not
believe that monitoring with leak
detection equipment would provide a
significant mcrease, if any 1n the
detection of leaks from these systems.
Therefore, the EPA 1s proposing to
require visual 1nspection only.

The EPA then considered how
frequently the enclosed cleaners should
be inspected. The EPA considered daily,
weekly monthly and yearly
frequencies. The nature of the systems
being mspected 1s not expected to result
1n sudden failure, but rather failure due
to wear and tear. Thus, the EPA
considered it unnecessary to require
daily or even weekly 1nspection. On the
other hand, one year was considered too
long for a leak to go unrepaired.
Therefore, the proposed standards
would require a monthly inspection of
the systems. The EPA believes that this
1s a reasonable period-between
inspections, without overburdening the
industry and not allowing leaks to go
unrepaired for an extended period of
time..

Similarly the proposed work practice
and equipment standards require that
containers used to store solvents and
solvent laden cloth and paper be closed
when not 1n operation. The EPA could
not 1dentify any operating parameter
that would monitor whether this was
being done. Nor could the EPA 1dentify
a parameter to monitor when atormzed
cleaning 1s used. The proposed
standards require the use of a device
designed to capture the atomized
solvent emissions. No monitoring
parameters were 1dentified to indicate
pentods when the device may not be
functioming or when it may have been
removed. Rather, the determination
would be made during enforcement
inspections as.to whether the proper
procedures were being followed.

b. Primer, topcoat, and chemical
milling maskant application operations.
The proposed monitonng requirements
for primer, topcoat, and chemical
milling maskant application operations
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concern the operation of control devices
that may be used 1n demonstrating
compliance with the orgamic HAP
content levels. For control devices, the
parameters to be monitored are those
that have been typically used in other
standards. For example, where catalytic
incinerators are used to control organic
HAP and VOC emissions, the proposed
standards require that the temperature
of the air stream be monitored
immediately before and after the
catalyst bed. The rationale for selecting
the various control device parameters 1n
this proposed rule 1s long standing, and
for more mformation see the proposal
notice for the SOCMI reactor processes
NSPS (55 FR 26966 through 26969, June
29, 1990). The EPA 1s, therefore, simply
proposing to adopt the same monitoring
parameters as have been required for
previous standards.

For morganic HAP emissions from
primers and topcoats, the proposed
standards would require the use of
particulate filters or waterwash systems.
Two parameters were 1dentified that
could be menitored that directly relate
to the performance of the system—air
flow and pressure drop. The proposed
rule, however, would require
monitoring of only the pressure drop
across the filter or waterwash since the
air flow 1s directly related to the
pressure drop. Monitoring of both
parameters was considered to be
redundant.

c. Deparnting operation. The nature of
the proposed standards for depainting
operations 1s such that no meamngful
monitoring requirement was 1dentified
for the proposed orgamc HAP emission
standards. The orgamc HAP content
(less water as applied) of the chemical
strippers used must be calculated or
determined. But once 1dentified, there
are no requirements concermng their
application.

The rationale for the pressure drop
monitoring requirements proposed for
inorganic HAP emissions from
depainting operations 1s 1dentical to that
for primers and topcoats.

d. Handling and storage of waste. For
those wastes subject to the proposed
rule, the EPA could not 1dentify any
operating parameters that would
monitor whether housekeeping
measures were being performed.
Therefore, no monitoring requirements
are being proposed.

H. Selection of Recordkeeping and
Reporting Requirements

1. Recordkeeping

In addition to the specific
recordkeeping requrements described
below for each affected source, the

proposed rule adopts the provisions
specified 1n §63.10 (a), (b}, (d), and (f)
of the General Provisions, 40 CFR part
63, subpart A."! These were the only
paragraphs from §63.10 that were
considered to be applicable to the
proposed rule.

a. Cleaning operation. The proposed
standards for hand-wipe cleaning
operations require cleaning solvents to
be used that either comply with the
approved composition list or have a
composite vapor pressure less than or
equal to 45 mm Hg at 20 °C(24.1 1n.
H,0 at 68 °F). In order to determine
whether these requirements are being
complied with, it 1s necessary to keep
data on the cleaning solvents being used
1n these operations. Therefore, the EPA
1s proposing that each owner or operator

eep for each cleaming solvent used at
the facility, a record of the name of the
cleaning solvent and documentation
that shows the organic HAP content and
organic HAP constituents. In addition,
the EPA 1s proposing the following
records for specific cleamng operations
be kept.

For each cleaning solvent used in
hand-wipe cleanming operations that
conforms to the approved composition
list, the records that would be
maintaned are the name of each
cleaning solvent, documentation
demonstrating compliance to the
approved composition list, and annual
purchasing records showing the annual
volume purchased of each. For each
cleaning solvent used 1n hand-wipe
cleamng operations that does not
conform to the appraved composition
list, but does conform to the vapor
pressure requirement, the information
required to be recorded would be the
name of each cleaning solvent, the
monthly usage of the cleaning solvent at
each operation, the composite vapor
pressure, the manufacturer’s data sheets
or other documentation of the vapor
pressure, and any test reports and
calculations performed to determine the
composite vapor pressure (in order to
assess compliance with the vapor
pressure limit).

The proposed standards would allow
certain hand-wipe cleamng operations
to be exempt; that 1s, cleaming solvents
that do not comply with the approved
composition requirements or with vapor
pressure greater than 45 mm Hg at 20 °C
(24.1 1n. H,0 at 68 °F) can be used for
these exempt cleaning operations.
Therefore, affected facilities will have
both compliant and non-compliant
cleaning solventsn use. The EPA,
therefore, believes it 1s necessary to

ensure that cleaning solvents with vapor-
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pressures greater than 45 mm Hg at 20
°C (24.11n. H,O at 68 °F) are only used
for the exempted cleaning operations.
To this end, the EPA 1s proposing that
each owner or operator keep daily
records of thggname and volume of each
cleaning solv€nt used m each exempt
hand-wipe cleaning operation, as well
as the parts, assemblies, or
subassemblies on which it 1s used. The
EPA 1s requining daily recordkeeping for
these non-compliant solvents so that
adequate records exist to determine that
the solvents are used only 1n the exempt
operations.

The EPA 1s also proposing that
records be kept of each leak found when
visually inspecting enclosed spray gun
systems. These records would consist of
source 1dentification, the date of
discovery of the leak, and the date of
repair 1n order to ensure that repairs are
completed within 15 days as required
by the proposed standard.

For those portions of the cleamng
operation standards that require
contamers to be closed when not 1n use,
the EPA 1s not proposing any
recordkeeping requirements. Nor 1s the
EPA proposing any recordkeeping
requirements for the cleaning of spray
guns (other than for enclosed spray gun
cleaners) or flush cleamng.

b. Pnimer and topcoat application
operations. For all pnmer and topcoat
application operations, regardless of
which methods are used to'comply with
the proposed standards, the EPA 1s
proposing that each owner or operator
keep records of the name of each coating
and its organic HAP and VOC content
as recerved. In addition, the EPA 1s

.. proposing different levels of

recordkeeping requirements depending
on how the orgamc HAP and VOC
content levels are being met. If an owner
or operator 1s using compliant coatings
to meet the organic HAP or VOC content
levels, the EPA 1s proposing that the
owner or operator keep records that
wdentify for each coating (primer,
topcoat) used each calendar month, the
volume of each coating formulation
used each month, the masses of orgamc
HAP and VOC emitted per unit volume
as applied, and the manufacturer’s data,
calculations, and test results (including
Method 24 results taken during an
enforcement 1inspection) used to
determine orgamic HAP and VOC
content of each as applied. Daily records
are not necessary since, if the coatings
are compliant, the emssions from the
coatings will not exceed the emission

‘limitation 1n the proposed standards on

a daily basis. Monthly records, however;
are necessary to mamntain a check that
compliance 1s being maintained.
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if an owser oroperator elects to meet
the organic HAP or VOC content Jevel
by averagmg, the EPA 1s proposing that
records of the daily volume-weighted
average ‘erganic HAP and VOC contents
for primers and topepats Re kept as well
as all of the data and : iations used
tocaloulate these walues. This would
include the volume, organic HAP
content as applied, and VOC content as
applied ef each coating. This level of
information s requared foran inspector
to determine whether the facility was 1n
compliance and whether the proper data
and calculations were bemng used.

1f a control devace is used, each owner
or gperator would be required to keep
a record {or, where allowed 1n the
proposed standards, daily averages) of
the varons control device operating
parameters hemg monitored. Since for
some control devices compliance with
the proposed standards as dependent on
the control device being operated
properly, these records .are necessary to
determine compliance. Specifically, a
source would be out of compliance if
the recorded parameters were out of
range. As noted earlier, for incinerators,
this would be continuous records of the
operating temperature(s), while nno
operating parameters are required for
carbon adsorbers. Thus, the EPA is
requiring these records for compliance
determinations.

The recordkeeping requirements for
inorganic HAP emissions from pnmers
and toproats, which require recording of
the pressure drop across the filters or
waterwash ‘once per shift duning which
coating operdtions occur, were mcluded
to provide a means of obtaining data
that can be used to verify that the
pressure drop limits are not being
exceeded. The records can also be used
by the facility to determine when
prevemtative mamtenance should be
performed 'on the filter or waterwash
system. The proposed rule would also
require that the log snclude the pressure
drop operating range as specified by the
manufactarer so that the compliance
information 1s readily availabie at all
times.

¢. Depainting operation. For
compliance with the standard of no
orgamic HAP emissions through the use
of chernical staippers that contamn no
organic HAP, the mzmmum records
identified were the name:of each
chemcal stripper used 1n depainting
operations, the erganic HAP content of
each stripper, and its supporting
docummentation.

ensure that 'thas exemption is being
complied with, the EPA 15 propesing
that the owner-or operator-of an affected
source record ‘these annual averages.
Consequently records must be
mantained ef the number of aircraft
depainted, the volume of-organic HAP
containing stripper used for spot
stripping and decal removal, the average
nunber of gallons of organic HAP
contaiming chemrcal stripper used per
aircraft, and all supporting data-and
calculations. -
Similarly, the proposed standards

“have an exemption for radomes and

parts depamnting. While radomes are
self~evident, the parts normally removed
are not. Therefore, the EPA is proposing
that each owner or operator keep an up-
to-date list ofall awcralt depainted at
the facility and a Jist-of all parts
normally removed prier to depanting
from each aircraft arodel.

The EPA believes that it is necessary
to ensure that, if a depainting facility
uses organic HAP-gentaming chemical
strippers, they only be used 'on spot
stnipping, decal removal, radomes and
parts. Tracking the-dsily use of the
organic HAP-cortaining chemical
strnippers by velume would mdicate
whether ornot these strippers are being
used on the aircraft bedy. The amount
of stripper required to-depant an
aircraft body 15 sebstentially higher than
for the exempted operations. Therefore,
an accourding of stripper usage 15
necessary o ensure -orgamc HAP-
contamnng stripper 15 not being nsed on
the aircraft budy. The EPA considered
requaring records of the usage of both
strippers that contasn ergamc HAP and
those thatde not contain erganic HAP
be maintained. However, the EPA
believes that regquinmg records of both
types of stripper usage would be overly
burdensome to the industry and that
adequate acoounting would be obtained
from the usage of organic HAP-
containing chemical stripper. In
addition, records of the usage of orgamc
HAP-contaiming strippers are already
being required for spot stripping and
decal removal. Consequently, the EPA 1s
proposing that records be kept only of
the orgamic HAP-containing chemical
stripper usage.

Daily recordkeeping of the usage of
these stripperswas-considered to be
unnecessary since the intent of the
records is to-show long-term trends.
Annual records, on the other hand,
would require too longofa period to
establish thess trends. ‘Consequently,

The proposed stenderds contamn an the EPA 18 requiring monthly records of
exemption for sput stmppingand decal  the organic HAP-containing stripper
removal that 1s based :on :an annual usage.
average walume of srgamic HAP- Whenever non-chemical depainting
containng stripper iper arcraft. To techniques are being used, the propesed
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standards would require that during
penods of malfunction, alternate
depainting methods be used for no more
than 14 consecutive days unless the
alternative method contains no orgamec
HA®P In-order to-determume compliance
with these requirements, records must
be kept on the:dates the malfunction
occurred and was corrected, the
methods used to-depamt the aerospace
vehicles during the malfunction, and
the dates thatthese methods were begun
and disconfinued.

For inorgamc HAP emissions, records
of the daily pressure drop readings are

" necessary 1o:ensure that the

requirements of the proposed standards
are heing met. The rationale forthis
requirement 1s adentical to that
presented for pnmers and topcoats. In
addition, records must be maintained of
the manufacturer’s recommended
pressure drop limits, the particulate
filter control efficiency, and all test
results, data, and calculations used 1
determimng the control efficiency so
that compliance deterrminations can be
made.

d. Chemzcal ailling maskent
operation. For the organic HAP and
VOC content levels, ‘the EPA 15
proposing different levels of
recordkeeping requirements depending
on how the orgamc HAP and YOC
content levels are being met. The
selection of and rationale for these
recordkeeping requirements are
adentical to thase presented above for
prumers and topcoats. In addition,
where carhon adsorbers are msed to
control organsc HAP and V3C emission:.
from chemycal milling maskants, the
same recordkeeping requirements as
discussed fer prumer and tepcoat
application operations are being
propesed, and the rationale 1s the same.

e. Handling and sterage of waste.
Since the proposed standards would
exempt RCRA wastes, it 1s necessary to
1dentify which wastes are subject to
RCRA and which aresubject to the
proposed rule. Therefore, the EPA 1s
proposing that each owner or operator
keep an up-to-date list of which wastes
are subject to RCRA requrements and
which are subject to the proposed rule,
and to keep on file the decumentation
supﬁorting these determmnations.

The EPA received a comment
requesting that records be maintamed of
the quantity and type of solvents stored
and disposed, as well as the disposal
facility {if applicable). The purpose of
these records would be to ensure that
the wastes are not improperly disposed
since the wastes may not be RCRA listec
wastes (and, thus, wot subject to
applicable RCRA recordkeepmg
requirernents). The EPA 1s requesting
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additional comments concerning the
addition of these recordkeeping
requirements. The comments should
address whether there are any wastes
that contain HAP that are not subject to
RCRA and, if so, whether the
recordkeeping requirements under these
-standards should apply to all affected
waste streams or only non-RCRA listed
waste streams. In addition, the
comments should address what burden
these requirements would impose.

2. Reporting Requirements

In addition to the specific reporting
requirements described below for each
affected source, the proposed rule
adopts the provisions specified mn
§63.9(a) through § 63.9(e) and § 63.9(h)
through § 63.9(j) and § 63.10 (a), (b), (d),
and (f) of the -General Provisions, 40
CFR part 63, subpart A.12 However,
certain time penods specified in these
sections were changed as detailed 1n
Section ILF of this preamble. These time
pentods were changed 1n order to
provide additional time for the EPA to
review requests for changes to time
peniads for submittal of reports and for
owners or operators to respond to EPA
requests. These were the only
paragraphs from these sections {i.e.,
§63.9 and § 63.10) that were considered
to be applicable to the proposed rule.

The proposed rule would require an
owner or operator to submit the
following four types of reports:

(1) Initial notlfgcation,

(2) Notification of compliance status,

(3) Pertodic reports, and

(4) Other reports.

The purpose and contents of each of
these reports are described in this
section. The wording of the proposed
rule requires all reports to be submitted
to the “*‘Administrator.” The term
Admimstrator refers either to the
Admmstrator of the EPA, an EPA
regional office, a state agency or
another authority that has been
delegated the authority to implement
this rule. In most cases, reports will be
sent to state agencies. Addresses are
provided 1n the General Provisions of 40
CFR part 63, subpart A.13

Records of reported information and
other information necessary to
document compliance with the
regulation are required to be kept for 5
years. Per the General Provisions, the 2
most recent years must be kept on-site;
the other 3 years may be kept off-site.
Records pertaiming to the design and
operation of the control and monitoning
equipment must be kept for the life of
the equipment.

a. Initial Notification. The proposed
standards would require owners or
operators who are subject to this subpart
to submit an nitial notification. As
outlined 1n the General Provisions, 40
CFR 63.9, this report serves two basic
purposes: (1) Notifies the EPA that an
existing facility 1s subject to the
proposed standards and (2} notifies the
EPA of the construction of a new
facility.!4 A respondent must also report
any facility modifications as defined in
§63.5. This report will establish an
early dialogue between the source and
the regulatory agency, allowing both to
plan for compliance activities. The
notice 1s due no later than 12 months
before the final compliance date as
specified in the proposed standards.
Under the proposed rule, the 1nitial
notification 1s not required from any
source that has submitted a permit
application under title V of the Act,
provided that the permit application has
been submitted by the same due dates
as for the initial notification and that the
state to which the permit application
has been submitted has a permit
program 1n place and has received
delegation of authority from the EPA.

As called for by the General
Provisions, each owner or operator of an
affected source would be required to
submit a start-up, shut-down, and
malfunction plan. This plan would be
submitted with the initial notification.

b. Notification of Compliance Status.
As adopted through the General
Provisions, owners or operators who are
subject to this subpart would be
required to submit a notification of
compliance status. This report contains
the information necessary to
demonstrate that compliance has been
achieved, such as the results of
performance tests, Method 24 tests, and
design analyses, as well as the metheds
that will be used for determining
continuing compliance as outlined in
the General Provisions, 40 CFR 63.9.5
Another type of information to be
mcluded in the notification of
compliance status 1s the specific range
of each monitored parameter for each
affected source, the rationale for why
this range indicates compliance with the
emussion standard, and whether each
source has operated withm its
designated operating parameters. The
report would be due within 150 days
after the final compliance date as
specified in the General Provisions.

Although not specified in the
proposed rule, a description of
mformation specific to the aerospace
industry that should be contained n the

21bid. 19]nd.
3ibid. 151hnd.
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1nitial compliance notification for each
of the affected sources was presented
earlier 1n this preamble (see Section
11.B.2, Reporting Requirements). The
mformation presented 1n that section is
not necessarily exhaustive.

c. Peniodic Reports. The EPA 1s
proposing to adopt a standard basis for
submitting periodic reports for each of
the operations for which standards are
being proposed. Sermannual reports
would be required whenever an
operation was found to be 1n non-
compliance or whenever a monitored
parameter exceeded its value. For
example, for a primer application
operation where averaging 1s used, a
semiannual report would be tnggered
for any daily period covered by the
semiannual report 1n which the daily
primer volume-weighted average
organmc HAP content limit was
exceeded.

Semiannual reports would also be
required whenever a change occurred at
a facility that might affect a source’s
compliance status or that introduces a
new element to the operation that was
required to be reported 1n the
notification of compljance status. For
example, reformulation of a.chemical
milling maskant may change the orgamc
HAP content of the maskant. If the HAP
content increases, then the owner or
operator may have to average different
or additional chemical milling maskants
together, or add a control device 1n
order to maintain compliance. This
change in compliance status would
tnigger a semiannual report.

For operations that did not expenence
any exceedances or changes, the EPA 1s
proposing that annual reports be
submitted to this effect. In addition,
annual reports are required where
compliance 1s determined on an annual
basis and exceedances of these annual
limits occur.

The EPA 15 proposing to adopt the
above schedule of reporting because it
provides a fair balance between the
need to know certain informationn a
timely fashion and reduces the burden
to industry and provides consistency
within this regulation. The following
paragraphs discuss 1n more detail the
specific types of information to be

mcluded 1n these various penodic

reports. The information being
requested 1s that which the EPA
believes 1s necessary 1n the enforcement
of the proposed rule.

(1) Cleaning operation. Peniods of
non-compliance would be transmitted
to the EPA 1n a sermannual report. An
example of non-compliance for hand-
wipe cleaning 1s the use of a cleaning
solvent with a vapor pressure greater
than 45 mm Hg (24.1 1n. H,0 at 68 °F)
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and .does not conform to the approved
composition list in a nonexempt
cleaning operation. In addition, any
instance where a leakang.enclosed spray
gun cleaner 1s not sepaired within 15
days would be-considered an instance of
non-compliance that would tngger a
semiannual report.

The EPA 1s.also proposing a
semiannual reporting requirement if
changes, such.as the use .of new
cleaning solvents, ‘previously reparted
cleaming solvents no longer an use, or
new cleaning techmgques for spray guns,
are made to the cleaning-operations at
the facility. Where amew or
reformulated .cleaning solvent 1sused,
the semannual report would include
documentation of its vapor pressure or
documentation that it.conforms to the
approved compesition list.

If the cleaningoperation has been 1n
compliance for the annual period, then
an annual repart would be requared
-occurring every 12 snenths from the date
of the anitial report stating that the
cleaning operation has been an
compliance with the applicable
standards. .

{2) Prmer, topcoat, and .chemical
milling muaskant application operations.
A semannual report would be required
whenever an .exceedance of organic
HAP or VOC content levels occurred, as
well .as.any time.a primer or topcoat
.application wperation was not
immediately:shut-down when the
pressure-drop .across the filters.or
waterwash was out of range. Where
control devices are used to comply with
the organic.HAP or VOC content levels,
the EPA is also proposing to require
semannnal reporting whenever a
monitored parameter fallsoutside its
appropniate range.-Such situations
indicate noncempliance with the
propaosed standards.

T no exceedances occur, each owner
and operator would submit annnal
statements undicating that each affected
facility has been 1n compliance. The
annual reports for prmer and topcoat
operations would -a.so rdentify the
numberef times, if any, the pressure
drop limits for.each filter or waterwash
system were exceeded.

(3) Depainting Operations. If new
non-chemical depamnting technrques are
introduced to the facility since the filing
of the nofificatien of compliance status
or any subsequent:semiannual repert,
the EPA 1s proposingsemiannual
reports to identify these techmigues. The
sermiannual report would be required to
1dentify any penod of malfunction of
non-chemical depamnting methods and
techmgques.and any pemed where the
non-chemical depanting operation was
not ammediately shut:down when the
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pressuredrop.across the filters was.out
of range.

For penods-of mabfunction of non-
chemical depainting methods,
semiannual reports would be requured
that adentify the method ortechmque
that malfunctioned, the date that the
malfunction oecurred and was
corrected, a desoription of the
malfunction, the alternative method(s)
used for depainting ‘during the peniod -of
malfunctien, and ithe date(s) that the
methods were begun and discontinued.
This information ns necessary. so that
adequate documentation 1s available to
ascert#in whether malfunctions were
reparired ‘within the 15 day limit.

In addition, the facility would be
requured to repert-on a semannual basis
any new-chemcal strippers or changes
to exasting formulationsand the-organic
HAP content of each. /A semannual
report would also be required for-each
24-hour peried where orgamic HAP were
emitted from the dgpainting aperation,
other than frem spot, rademe, or parts
stripping or4decal remeval.

Finally, the semannual report would
be required to adentify all changes in the
type-of awrcraft.depainted at the facility
and to 1dentify the parts normally
removed for-depainting separate-from
the aircraft Tor each mew type-of.aircraft
depainted. This as impertant because of
the exemption’bempg proposed for
radomes and jparts that are nermally
removed prior to-depainting the aircraft.

1f the depamnting operation has been
in-compliance for the annual period,
then an annual report woeuld berequired
stating that the depainting operation has
been 1n compliance with the applicable
standards. An.annuel report would also
be required whenewver the:calculated
annual average volume of orgamc HAP
contaimng:strippers used per aircraft for
spot stripping and decal removal
exceeded ithe applicable limits. The
annual report would also report the
number oftimes the pressure drop
across the particulate filters used for the
control of anorgamc HAP emssions
from non-<chemical depainting
operations exceeded the limits specified
by the manufacturer.

(4) Handling.and sterage of waste. As
discussed earlier, since-an exemption
exists for RCRA-regulated wastes, itas
important to know which wastes are
subject to RCRA .and which are not.
Since facilities undergo change over
time, it 15 possible that these
designatiens may«change. Fusther, new
waste streams may be.created.
Therefore, semannual reports are being
proposed totrack changesan the RCRA
status of existing wastes and new
wastes. An annual report would be
required if no changes occurred 1nthe

59 Fed. Reg. 29250 1994

RCRA 'status to the-existing waste
streams .and if no new waste streams
were generated.

d.-Other Reports. The only “other
reports” 1n the proposed rule arethose
that are required underthe'General
Provisions, subpart A of 40 -CFR part
63.16.0f particular niote isthe report
reqquired in response to pertods of
startup, shutdown, and malfunction.
When the procedures used durmg-such
periods are completely consistent with
the plan, a report stating such as to be
delivered or postmarked by the thirtieth
(30th) day following the end of each
calendar half. T the procedures are not
completely consistent with the plan, an
owner or operatoristo report the
actions taken within 2 working days
«dfter commencing actions inconsistent
with the plan, followed by a letter
within '7'working days after the end of
the event. The EPA is proposing that for
non-cthemical depainting malfunctions
-only that the owner.or operator report
any plan mconsistency for dealing with
the malfunction within 24 hours after
the mconsistent depainting technique 1s
actualty utilized. Thiss different from
“after the end of the event” because
owners or gperdtors may be able to
adjust their depainting schedule to
-accommodate the time torepair a
malfunction without the need to
implement their malfunction plan.

I Selectionof Gompliance Deadlines

The EPA proposes to allow affected.
sources the following time periods after
promulgation for compliance, as
provaded for an section 112(i)-of the Act.
All sources, whether ungontroled or
having an place control systems or
measures reguinng upgrading to meet
the new rule, would be required to
reach full.compliance within 3 years
after promulgation of'the rule. In
addition, all .affected sources must
comply with the compliance:dates
specified 1n § 63.6:(b)and (c) of the

-General Provasions,-40 CER part 63,

subpart A.17

The EPA considered requiring earlier
compliance to some partsofithe
proposed standards. However,
comments received from state agenties
indicated that ‘there would be far less
burden enforcing the standards if there
was a:smgle compliance date. Multiple
compliance dates wonld makeit
difficult for.agencies m states with
numerous sources to keep track of
which standards:applied to each facilit
and when compliance would heave to
begin.

161hd.
171bid.
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The EPA recogmzes the need for the
full three-year pernod for facilities to
come 1nto compliance due to the nature
of testing and qualification necessary for
sources such as hand-wipe cleaning
solvents, primers, topcoats, and
chemical milling maskants. For all these
reasons, the EPA 1s proposing that all
sources be allowed up to three years
after the date of promulgation of the rule
to achieve compliance.

The EPA 15 requesting comments,
however, concerning alternative
compliance dates for certain pollution
prevention and housekeeping measures.
Specifically, the EPA 1s considering a
compliance date of 90 days after the
effective date of the proposed standards
for the cleaning operation housekeeping
measures 1n § 63.744(a) of the proposed
rule, the use of enclosed contamers for

“flush cleaning solvents in § 63.744(d),
and the provisions for handling and
storage of waste 1n §63.748. The EPA1s
also considening a compliance date of
180 days.after the effective date of the
proposed standards for the spray gun
cleaning provisions 1n § 63.744(c).

J. Operating Permit Program

Under 40 CFR part 70, all major
sources of HAP will be required to
obtain an operating permit. Emission
limits, monitoring, and reporting and
recordkeeping requirements are
typically scattered among numerous
provisions of State :implementation
plans (SIP’s) or Federal regulations. As
discussed 1n the rule for the operating
permit program, this new permit
program would include 1n a single
document all of the requirements that
pertain to a single source. Once a state’s
permit program has been approved,
each aerospace facility that 1s a major
source within that state must apply for
and obtain an operating permit. If the
state wherein the aerospace facility 1s
located does not have an approved
permitting program, the owner or
operator of an aerospace facility must
submit a part 71 permit application if
requested under 40 CFR part 71.

K. Solicitation of Comments ,

The Administrator welcomes
comments from interested persons on
any aspect of the proposed standards,
and on any statement in the preamble or
the referenced supporting documents.

The proposed standards were
developed on the basis of information
available. The Admimstrator 1s
specifically requesting factual
mformation that may support either the
approach taken 1n the proposed
standards or an alternate approach. To
recewve proper consideration,
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documentation or data should be
provided.

V1. Admmstrative Requirements

—

A. Public Hearing

A public hearing will be held, if
requested, to discuss the proposed
standards 1n accordance with section
307(d)(5) of the Act. Persons wishing to
make an oral presentation on the
proposed standards for aerospace
manufacturing and rework should
contact the EPA at the address given 1n
the ADDRESSES section of this preamble.
Oral presentations will be limited to 15
minutes each. Any member of the
public may file a written statement
before, during, or within 30 days after
the hearing. Written statements should
be addressed to the Air and Radiation
Docket and Information Center address
given 1n the ADDRESSES section of this
preamble, and should refer to Docket
No. A-92-20.

A verbatim transcript of the hearing
and any written statements will be
available for public ispection and
copying during normal working hours at
the EPA’s Air and Radiation Docket and
Information Center 1n Washington, DC
(see ADDRESSES section of this
preamble).

B. Docket

The docket 1s an orgamized and
complete file of all the information
submitted to or otherwise considered by
the EPA 1n the development of this
proposed rulemaking. The principal
purposes of the docket are: (1) To allow
interested parties to readily 1dentify and
locate documents so that they can
ntelligently and effectively participate
1n the rulemaking process, and (2) to
serve as the record 1n case of judicial
review (except for interagency review
matenals) {section 307(d)(7)(A) of the
Act).

C. Executive Order 12866

Under Executive Order 12866 (58 FR
61736 {October 4, 1993)), the EPA must
determine whether the regulatory action
15 “‘significant” and therefore subject to
Office of Management and Budget
(OMB) review and the requirements of
the Executive Order. The Order defines
“significant regulatory action” as one
that 1s likely to result in a rule that may:

(1) Have an annual effect on the
economy of $100 million or more or
adversely affect 1 a matenal way the
economy, a sector of the economy,
productivity, competition, jobs, the
environment, public health or safety, or
state, local, or tribunal governments or
communities,
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(2) Create a serious inconsistency or
otherwise interfere with an action taken
or planned by another agency

g:;) Matenally affect the budgetary
impact of entitlements, grants, user fees,
or loan programs or the nghts and
obligations of recipients thereof, or

(4) Raise novel legal or policy 1ssues
anising out of legal mandates, the
President’s priorities, or the principles
set forth 1n the Executive Order.

Pursuant to the terms of Executive
Order 12866, OMB has made the
determination that this action 1s not a
“significant regulatory action” within
the meaning of the Executive Order. For
this reason, this action was not
submitted to OMB for review.

D. Paperwork Reduction Act

The information collection
requirements 1n this proposed rule have
been submitted for approval to OMB
under the Paperwork Reduction Act, 44
U.S.C. 3501 et seq. An Information

-Collection Request (ICR) document has

been prepared by the EPA (ICR No.
1687.01) and a copy may be obtained
from Ms. Sandy Farmer, Information
Policy Branch, EPA, 401 M St., SW,
(2136), Washington, DC 20460 or by
calling (202} 260-2740.

The public reporting burden for this
collection of information 1s estimated to
average 366 hours per respondent for
the first year after the date of
promulgation of the rule, including time
for reviewing nstructions, searching
existing data sources, gathering and
mawntaining the data needed, and
completing and reviewing the collection
of information.

Send comments regarding the burden
estimate or any other aspect of this
collection of information, including
suggestions for reducing this burden, to
Chief, Information Policy Branch, 2136,
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
401 M St., SW., Washington, DC 20460;
and to the Office of Management and
Budget, Washington, DC 20503, marked
“Attention: Desk Officer for the EPA.”
The final rule will respond to any OMB
or public comments on the information
collection requirements contained 1n
this proposal.

E. Regulatory Flexibility Act

The Regulatory Flexibility Act (5
U.S.C. 601 et 5eq.) requires the EPA to
consider potential impacts of proposed
regulations on small “‘entities.”” Since
the proposed rule applies only to major
sources as defined 1n section 112(a) of
the Act, the EPA certifies that there
would not be a significant impact on a
substantial number of small entities.
Consequently a regulatory flexibility
analysis 1s not required.
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F Clean Air Act Section 117

In accordance with section 117 of the
Act, publication of this proposal was
preceded by consultation with
appropnate advisory.committees,
independent experts, and Federal
departments and agencies. The
Admimstrator welcomes comment on
all aspects of the proposed regulation,
including health, economc,
technological, or other aspects.

G. Regulatory Review

In accordance with sections 112(d)(6)
and 112(f)(2) of the Act, this regulation
will be reviewed within'8 years from the
date of promulgation. This review may
include an assessment of such factors as
evaluation of the residual health risk,
any overlap with other programs, the
existence of alternative methods,
enforceability 1mprovements in
emission control technology and health
data, and the recordkeeping and
reporting requirements.

List of Subjects 1n 40 CFR Part 63

Auir pollution control, Environmental
protection, Hazardous substances,
Reporting and recordkeeping
requirements.

VII. Statutory Authority

The statutory authority for this
proposal 1s provided by sections 101,
112, 114, 116, and 301 of the Clean Air
Act, as amended; 42 UJ.S.C., 7401, 7412,
7414, 7416, and 7601.

Dated: May 25, 1994.

Carol M. Browner,

Administrator.

[FR Doc. 94-13561 Filed 6-3-94; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6560-01-P

40 CFR Part 372
[OPPTS—400085; FRL-4765-8]
Copper Monochlorophthalocyanine

Pigment; Toxic Chemical Release
Reporting; Community Right-To-Know

AGENCY* Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA).
ACTION: Proposed rule.

SUMMARY* EPA 1s proposing to grant a
petition to delete Color Index (C.1.)
Pigment Blue 15:1 from the “copper
compounds’ category of the list of toxic
chemicals subject to reporting under
section 313 of the Emergency Planning
and Community Right-to-Know Act of
1886 (EPCRA). C.I. Pigment Blue 15:11s
a mixture of C.I. Pigment Blue 15
(copper phthalocyanine) and copper
monochlorophthalocyanine. C.I.
Pigment Blue 15 has already been

Hei nOnli ne --

deleted from the chemical category
“copper compounds' therefore, the
Agency 1s treating this petition as a
request to remove copper
monochlorophthalocyanine from the
chemical category “‘copper
compounds.” This proposed rule 1s
based on EPA’s belief that the copper
10n from copper
monochlorophthalocyamne will not
become available. In addition, EPA
requests comment on the alternative of
exempting all copper phthalocyanme
compounds that are substituted with
only hydrogen and/or bromine or
chlorine from the reporting
requirements under the “copper
compounds” category in EPCRA section
313.

DATES: Written comments on this
proposed rule should be received by
EPA on or before August 5, 1994.
ADDRESSES: Written comments should
be submitted 1n triplicate to: OPPT
Docket Clerk, TSCA Document Receipt
Office (7407), Office of Pollution
Prevention and Toxics, Environmental
Protection Agency, Rm. NE-B607 401
M St., SW., Washington, DC 20460.
Comments should include the
document control number for this
proposal, OPPTS—400085.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:-
Mana J. Doa, Petitions Coordinator,
202-260-9592, for specificinformation
on this proposed rule, or for more
information on EPCRA section 313, the
Emergency Planning and Community
Right-to-Know Hotline, Environmental
Protection Agency, Mail Code 5101, 401
M St., SW., Washington, DC 20460, Toll
free: 1~800-535-0202, 1 Virgma and
Alaska: 703—412-9877 or Toll free TDD:
1-800-553-~7672.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

I. Introduction

A. Statutory Authority

This proposed rule 1s 1ssued under
section 313(d) and {e)(1) of the
Emergency Planning and Community
Right-to-Know Act of 1986 (EPCRA), 42
U.S.C. 11023. EPCRA 1s also referred to
as Title I of the Superfund
Amendments and Reauthonization Act
of 1986 (SARA) (Pub. L. 99-499).

B. Background

Section 313 of EPCRA requires certain
facilities manufactunng, processing, or
otherwise using listed toxic chemicals
to report their environmental releases of
such chemicals annually. Beginning
with the 1991 reporting year, such
facilities must also report pollution
prevention and recycling data for such
chemicals, pursuant to section 6607 of
the Pollution Prevention Act (42 U.S.C.
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13106). When enacted, section 313
established an 1nitial list of toxic
chemicals that was comprised of more
than 300 chemicals and 20 chemical
categories. Section 313(d) authorzes
EPA to add chemicals to or delete
chemicals from the list, and sets forth
critena for these actions. Under section
313(e)(1), any person may petition EPA
to add chemcals to or delete chemicals
from the list. EPA has added and
deleted chemmcals from the oniginal
statutory list.

EPA 1ssued a statement of petition
policy and guidance 1n the Federal
Register of February 4, 1987 (52 FR
3479), to provide guidance regarding the
recommended content and format for
petitions. On May 23, 1991 (56 FR
23703), EPA 1ssued a statement of
policy and guidance regarding the
recommended content of petitions to
delete individual members of the
section 313 metal compound categones.
Pursuant to EPCRA section 313(ej(1),
EPA must respond to petitions within
180 days éither by initiating a
rulem¥ung or by publishing an
explanation of why the petition has
been demed.

IL. Description of Petition

On March 5, 1993, the Agency
recerved a petition from the Color
Pigments Manufacturers Association
(CPMA) to delete Color Index (C.1.)
Pigment Blue 15:1 from the chemical
category *‘copper compounds" subject
to EPCRA reporting requirements. C.1.
Pigment Blue 15:1 15 a mixture of C.L
Pigment Blue 15 (copper
phthalocyanine) and copper
monochlorophthalocyanine. C.I
Pigment Blue 15 has already been
deleted from the chemical category
*“copper compounds” (56 FR 23650);
therefore, the Agency 1s treating this
petition as a request to remove copper
monochlorophthalocyamne from the
chemical category “‘copper
compounds.”

The copper
monochlorophthalocyanmine pigment,
which 1s the subject of this petition,
exists as two 1somers. One 1somer 1s
substituted with a single chlorine atom
at the 1-position. The second 1somer 1s
substituted with a single chlonne atom
at the 2-position. The copper
monochlorophthalocyanine pigment 1s
described by three CAS numbers. CAS
number 15975-60-7 describes the
copper 1-chlorophthalocyamne
pigment. CAS number 147-13-7
describes the copper 2-
chlorophthalocyanine pigment. CAS
number 12239-87-1 describes the  ~
copper monochlorophthalocyanine
pigment with the position of a single





