
Federal Register. / V ol. 59, No. 107 / Monday, June 6, 1994 / Proposed Rules 29215(Lat. 32°38'25" N ., long. 83°35'; 31" W.) That airspace extending upward from the surface within a 4.1 -mile radius of Middle Georgia Regional Airport, excluding the portion south of a line connecting the 2 points of intersection within a 5.5-mile radius circle centered on the Robins AFB Airport. The Glass E airspace area is effective during the specific days and times , established in advance by a Notice to Airmen. The effective days and times will thereafter be continuously published in the Airport/Facility Directory.* * * * *Issued in College Park, Georgia, on May 13, 1994.Walter E. Denjey,
Acting Manager, Air Traffic Division Southern 
Region.[FR Doc. 94-13696 Filed 6—3—94v 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4910-13-M

14CFR Part 71[Airspace Docket No. 94-AGL-4]
Proposed Class E Airspace 
Modification; Freeport, IL

AGENCY: Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), DOT.
ACTION: Notice of proposed rulemaking; withdrawal.
SUMMARY: This action withdraws the Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM), which proposed to modify the Class E airspace near Freeport, IL, to accommodate a new Nondirectional Beacon (NDB) Runway 06 Standard Instrument Approach Procedure (SLAP) and a new Localizer (LOC) Runway 24 SIAP to Albertus Airport, Freeport, IL. The NPRM is being withdrawn since it is a duplicate of another regulation airspace action that was published in the Federal Register on April 6,1994. 
DATES: This withdrawal is effective June 6,1994.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Robert J. Woodford, Air Traffic Division, System Management Branch, AGL-530, Federal Aviation Administration, 2300 East Devon Avenue, Des Plaines, Illinois 60018, telephone (708) 294-7568.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

The Proposed RuleOn March 29,1994, a notice of proposed rulemaking was published in the Federal Register to modify the Class E airspace near Freeport, IL, to accommodate a new NDB Runway 06 SIAP and a new LOC Runway 24 SIAP to Albertus Airport, Freeport, IL (59 FR 14573). No comments were received. However, the NPRM is being withdrawn since it is a duplicate of another regulatory airspace action that was

published in the Federal Register on April 6,1994.
List of Subjects in 14 CFR  Part 71

Airspace, Incorporation by reference, 
Navigation (air).
Withdrawal of Proposed RuleAccordingly, pursuant to the authority delegated to me, Airspace Docket No. 94-AGL—4, as published in the Federal Register on March 29,1994 (59 FR 14573), is hereby withdrawn.Authority: 49 U .S.C . app. 1348(a), 1354(a), 1510; E.Q. 10854, 24 FR 9565, 3 CFR, 1959- 1963 Comp., p. 389; 49 U .S.C . 106(g); 14 CFR11.69.Issued in Des Plaines, IL on May 23,1994. Roger W all,
Manager, Air Traffic Division.[FR Doc. 94-13697 Filed 6-3-94; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 49KM 3-M

14 CFR Part 71[Airspace Docket No. 94-AGL-2]
Proposed Class E Airspace 
Establishment; Savanna, IL

AGENCY: Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA), DOT.
ACTION: Notice of proposed rulemaking; 
withdrawal.

SUMMARY: This action withdraws the Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM), which proposed to establish Class E airspace near Savanna, IL, to accommodate a new Very High Frequency Omnidirectional Range/ Distance Measuring Equipment (VOR/ DME-A) instrument approach procedure to Tri-Township Airport, Savanna, IL. The NPRM is being withdrawn since it is a duplicate of another regulatory airspace action that was published in the Federal Register on April 6,1994.
DATES: This withdrawal is effective June 6,1994.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Robert J. Woodford, Air Traffic Division, System Management Branch, AGL-530, Federal Aviation Administration, 2300 East Devon Avenue, Des Plaines, Illinois 60018, telephone (708) 294-7568. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

The Proposed RuleOn March 29,1994, a Notice of Proposed Rulemaking was published in the Federal Register to establish Class E airspace near Savanna, IL, to accommodate a new VOR/DME-A instrument approach procedure to Tri- Township Airport, Savanna, IL (59 FR 14578). No comments were received.

However, the NPRM is being withdrawn since it is a duplicate of another regulatory airspace action that was published in the Federal Register on April 6,1994.
List of Subjects in 14 CFR  Part 71

Airspace, Incorporation by reference, 
Navigation (air).
Withdrawal of Proposed RuleAccordingly, pursuant to the authority delegated to me, Airspace Docket No. 94-AGL-2, as published in the Federal Register on March 29,1994 (59 FR 14578), is hereby withdrawn.Authority: 49 U.S.C. app, 1348(a), 1354(a), 1510; E .0 .10854, 24 FR 9565, 3 CFR, 1959- 1963 Comp., p. 389; 49 U.S.C. 106(g); 14 CFR11.69.Issued in Des Plaines, Illinois on May 23, 1994.Roger W all,
Manager, Air Traffic Division.[FR Doc. 94-13698 Filed 6-3-94; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4910-13-M

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY

Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and 
Firearms

27 CFR Parts 6,8,10 and 11[Notice No. 796; Re: Notice No. 794]RIN 1512-AB10
Unfair Trade Practices Under the 
Federal Alcohol Administration Act; 
Extension of Comment Period and 
Correction (93F-003P)

AGENCY: Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco 
and Firearms (ATF), Treasury.
ACTION: Proposed rule; extension of 
comment period and correction.

SUMMARY: In Notice No. 794 (59 FR 
21698), published in the Federal 
Register on April 26,1994, the Bureau 
of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms (ATF) 
proposed changes to the trade practice 
regulations under the Federal Alcohol 
Administration (FAA) Act on tied- 
house, exclusive outlets, commercial 
bribery, and consignment sales. ATF is 
extending the comment period to allow 
persons who intended to comment 
additional time to submit such 
comments. This notice also makes an 
editorial correction to the text of the 
proposed regulations as described in the 
supplementary information below. 
DATES: Written comments must be 
received by July 27,1994.
ADDRESSES: Send written comments to: 
Chief, Wine and Beer Branch, Bureau of 
Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms, PO Box
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FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Marjorie Ruhf, Wine and Beer Branch, 650 Massachusetts Avenue, NW., Washington, DC 20226; telephone (202) 927-8230.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: BackgroundOn April 26,1994, ATF published a notice of proposed rulemaking, Notice No. 794 (59 FR 21698) in 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 appropriate and by revising other regulations as the result of an agency review and an industry petition. At this time, no final decision has been made on whether to hold public hearings and ATF continues to reserve that decision.Extension o f Comment PeriodIn order to allow interested persons to comment fully, the comment period, originally scheduled to close on June 27, 1994, will be extended until July 27, 1994. A ll 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.CorrectionIn notice no. 794, (93F-003P), beginning on page 21698 of the issue of Tuesday, April 26,1994, make the following correction:On page 21712, in the third column, Paragraph 55, the table of contents entry for section 10.54 read, "Criteria for determining retailer independence.” This should be changed to read,"Criteria for determining trade buyer independence.”Drafting InformationThe principal author of this document is Marjorie Ruhf, Wine and Beer Branch, Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms.List o f Subjects
27 CFR Part 6Advertising, Alcohol and alcoholic beverages, Antitrust, Credit and trade practices.

27 CFR Part 8Alcohol and alcoholic beverages, Antitrust, and Trade practices.
27 CFR Part 10Alcohol and alcoholic beverages, Antitrust, and Trade practices.
27 CFR Part 11Alcohol and alcoholic beverages, Antitrust, and Trade practices.AuthorityThis notice is issued under the authority of 27 U .S .C . 205.Approved: May 27,1994.Daniel R. Black,
Acting Director.[FR Doc, 94-13600 Filed 6-3-94; 8:45 ami 
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 is defined in section 112(a) of the Clean Air A ct as amended in 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 in 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 is to protect the public health by requiring new and easting major sources to control HAP emissions to the level attainable by the maximum achievable control technology (MACT). The EPA is also proposing Method 309 with the standards. Method 309 would

be used to determine the rolling material balance period for carbon 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: Com m ents: Comments must be received on or before August 5,1994. 
ADDRESSES: Com m ents: 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 hearing will be held at the EPA Office of Administration Auditorium in Research Triangle 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 Triangle 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, containing supporting information used in developing the proposed rule, is available for public inspection and copying between 8:30 a.m. and 3:30 p.m., Monday through Friday, 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 (919) 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 in this preamble is organized as follows:I. BackgroundII. Summary of the Proposed RuleA. ApplicabilityB. Proposed Standards for Affected SourcesC. Compliance Dates
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D. Compliance Extensions E Compliance Testing and MonitoringF. Recordkeeping and Reporting RequirementsHI Summary of Environmental, Energy, and Economic Impacts of the Proposed RuleA. Emission Reductions 8. Secondary Environmental ImpactsC. Energy ImpactsD. Cost ImpactsE. Economic ImpactsIV Process Descriptions and Control TechnologiesA . Process DescriptionsB. Control TechniquesV. Rationale for the Proposed RuleA. Regulatory Development Process for NESHAPB. Determining Maximum Achievable Control Technology (MACT) “ Floors”C . Selection of Pollutants and Source Category(ies)D. Selection of Emission Points Covered by the Proposed RuleE Selection of the Basis for the Proposed RuleF Selection of the Format of the Proposed RuleG. Selection of Emission Test Methods and Monitoring RequirementsH. Selection of Recordkeeping and Reporting RequirementsI. Sélection of Compliance DeadlinesJ. Operating Permit ProgramK. Solicitation of Comments VL Administrative RequirementsA. Public HearingB. DocketC. Executive Order 12866D. Paperwork Reduction ActE. Regulatory Flexibility ActF. Clean Air Act Section 117G. Regulatory' Review VII. Statutory Authority
The proposed regulatory text is not 

included in this Federal Register notice, 
but is available in 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 is also available on

the Technology Transfer Network (TTN), one of EPA’s electronic bulletin boards. The TTN provides information and technology exchange in various areas of air pollution control. The service is 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 is needed, call the HELP line at (919) 541-5384.
I. BackgroundThe Act requires, under section 112, that EPA evaluate and control emissions of HAP. The control of HAP is to be achieved through promulgation of emission standards under sections 112(d) and (f) for categories of sources that emit HAP. Pursuant to section 112(c) of the Act, EPA published in the 
Federal Register the initial list of source categories that emit HAP on July 16, 1992 (57 FR 31576). This list includes major and area sources of HAP that the EPA intends to regulate before November of the year 2000.For the purposes of the proposed rule, aerospace industries 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 is defined as any fabricated part, processed part, assembly of parts, or completed unit of any aircraft including, but not limited to, airplanes, helicopters, missiles, rackets, and space vehicles.Section 183(b)(3) of the Act requires the Administrator to issue control techniques guidelines (CTG) for volatile organic compound (VOC) emissions from aerospace coatings and solvents to such levels as the Administrator determines are achievable through adoption of best available control measures (BACM). The EPA is required

to take into account the applicable requirements of section 112 in developing the guidelines.The organic HAP emissions limitations described in the remainder of this notice also address the VOC emissions from aerospace coatings and solvents. Thus, the control techniques evaluated for the M ACT standard are also applicable to VOC emissions.The EPA traditionally issues a draft CTG containing recommended control levels for public comment. Rather than issue a separate draft CTG in this case, the EPA is using this notice to request public comment on a draft BACM , which is the same as the proposed M ACT for coatings and solvents. Comments received on the proposed M ACT 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 M ACT floor for these coatings would be no control. The EPA is requesting public comment on the need for a separate CTG providing guidance for the control of these coatings.
II. Summary of the Proposed RuleTable 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. S ummary o f  S ubpart  GG o f  40 CFR Part  63— National E m issio n  S tandards fo r  Ae r o sp a c eMa n u f a c t u r in g  a n d  R e w o r k  Fa c il it ie sAffected source Requirement DescriptionAerospace Facilities.......... Applicability: General Information.Estimated Number of Facilities.Permit Requirements.........
This rule applies to facilities engaged in original 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 include 3720, 3721, 3724, 3728, 3760, 3761, 3764, 3765, and 4581.1. Major sources required to obtain operating permit in State where facility is located according to procedures in 40 CFR part 70 and applicable State regulations. (63.741(d))All Affected Sources........... Standards................................. 1. Comply with §§63.4 through §63.6 of the General Provisions of 40 CFR part 63, Subpart A,1 (63.743(a))
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 requirements of this subpart. (63.741(e))
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T a b l e  1. S u m m a r y  o f  S u b p a r t  GG o f  40 CFR P a r t  63— Na t io n a l  E m is s io n  S t a n d a r d s  f o r  A e r o s p a c eMa n u f a c t u r in g  a n d  R e w o r k  Fa c il it ie s— ContinuedAffected source Requirement DescriptionCompliance Dates

Cleaning Operations

Hand-Wipe Cleaning Operations.

Spray Gun Cleaning

Flush Cleaning

Primer and Topcoat Application Operations.

Test Methods and Procedures.Monitoring Requirements..Recordkeeping Requirements.Reporting Requirements ... Standards................................
Test Methods and Procedures.Monitoring Requirements.. Recordkeeping Requirements.Reporting Requirements...
Standards
Test Methods and Procedures.
Monitoring Requirements..Recordkeeping Requirements.
Reporting Requirements ...
Standards
Test Methods and Procedures.Monitoring Requirements.. Recordkeeping Requirements.Reporting Requirements ...
StandardsTest Methods and Procedures.Monitoring Requirements.. Recordkeeping Requirements.Reporting Requirements ... Standards.........................

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 appropriate, 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 individual 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.3 (63.752(a))1. Comply with §§63.9 and 63.10 of the General Provisions.4 (63.753(a)(1) and (3))2. Operating permit application 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))
Semiannual1. 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 requirements. (63.744(e))1. Composition determination through manufacturer’s data. (63.750(a))2. Vapor pressure determination through readily available sources if single component; ASTM E 260-85 for multiple component solvents. (63.750(b))For enclosed spray gun cleaners, visual inspection for leaks at least once per month. (63.751(a))1. If complying with composition requirements, 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/assembiies cleaned. (63.752(b)(4))
Semiannual1. Noncompiiant solvent usage. (63.753(b)(1)(iii))2. New solvents and vapor pressure or composition. (63.753(b)(1)(iv))
Annual3. Everything is in compliance. (63.753(b)(2))1. Use one of four specified techniques or an equivalent. (63.744(c))2. For enclosed spray gun cleaners, repair as soon as practicable, but within 15 days. (63.744(c)(1)(H))None.None.Record ail leaks, including source identification and dates leaks found and repaired. (63.752(b)(5))
Semiannual1. Noncompiiant spray gun cleaner used. (63.753(b)(1)(v))2. Leaks of enclosed spray gun cleaners not repaired within 15 days of detection. (63.753(b)(1)(vi))
Annual3. Everything is in compliance. (63.753(b)(2))Operating procedures specify emptying into enclosed container or collection system or equivalent (63.744(d))None.None.None.
AnnualEverything is in compliance. (63.753(b)(2))
Uncontrolled Primers1. Organic HAP content limit: 350 grams/liter (2.9 lbs/gallon)(less water) as applied. (63.745(b)(1))
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T a b l e  1. S u m m a r y  o f  S u b p a r t  GG o f  40 CFR P a r t  63—N a t io n a l  E m is s io n  S t a n d a r d s  f o r  A e r o s p a c eMa n u f a c t u r in g  a n d  R e w o r k  F a c il it ie s— ContinuedAffected source Requirement Description2. VOC content limit: 350 grams/liter (2.9 Ibs/gallon) (less water and exempt solvents) as applied. (63.745(b)(2))
Uncontrolled Topcoats3. Organic HAP content limit: 420 grams/liter (3.5 Ibs/gallon)(less water) as applied. (63.745(b)(3))4. VOC content limit: 420 grams/liter (3.5 Ibs/gallon) (less water and exempt solvents). (63.745(b)(4))
Uncontrolled Primers and Topcoats5. Primers and topcoats can achieve compliance through: (1) being below limit , in themselves or (2) average with compliant primers. (63.745(d))6. Primers and topcoats cannot be averaged together. Controlled and uncontrolled cbatings cannot be averaged together. (63.745(d)(2)(ii) and (d)(2)(iii))
Controlled Primers and Topcoats7. If control device is usedr 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 Primers and Topcoats8. Specific application techniques must be used. If alternative is 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-

Performance Test Periods and Tests.
Test Methods and Procedures.

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 primers that contain inorganic HAP, including control with either particulate filters or waterwash and shutdown if pressure falls outside manufacturer’s specified operating limits. (63.745(f)(1) through (4))12. Exemptions from 11 provided for certain application operations. (63.745(f)(5))1. Test Periods For compliant coatings: each 30-day period. For “averaged” coatings: each 24-hour period. For “controlled” coatings, non-carbon adsorber: three 1-hour runs. For “controlled” coatings, carbon adsorber: each rolling period. (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 level determination procedures. (63.750(c) and (d))

Monitoring Requirements ..
Recordkeeping Requirements.

2. VOC level determination procedures. (63.750(e) and (f))3. Overall control efficiency of carbon adsorber determined using mass balance calculation in 40 CFR 60.433; for other control devices, determine capture efficiency 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)(iii) 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 period of time necessary to coat equivalent amount of parts with same coatings. Alternative application method may be used when émissions generated during the test period are less than or equal to the emissions generated during 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, calibrate, 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))1. Name and organic HAP and VOC contents for all primers 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 (Ha and Ga) and data calculations used to calculate Ha and Ga. (63.752(c)(3))4. For “controlled” coatings (incinerator), overall control efficiency and incinerator temperature(s). (63.752(c)(4))5. For "controlled” 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))Reporting Requirements Semiannual1. All instances where organic HAP/VOC levels were exceeded. (63.753(c)(1)(i) and
m2. Control device exceedances (out-of-compliance). (63.753(c)(1) (iii), (iv) and (v))3. Periods when operation not immediately shut down due to pressure drop being outside limits. (63.753(c)(1)(vi))4. New control devices. (63.753(c)(1)(vii))
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T a b l e  1. S u m m a r y  o f  S u b p a r t  GG o f  40 CFR P a r t  63— Na t io n a l  E m is s io n  S t a n d a r d s  f o r  A e r o s p a c eMa n u f a c t u r in g  a n d  R e w o r k  F a c il it ie s— ContinuedAffected source

Depainting Operations
Requirement

Applicability Standards ...

Chemical Milling Maskant Application Operations.

Performance Test Periods and Tests.
Test Methods and Procedures.
Monitoring Requirements .. Recordkeeping Requirements.

Reporting Requirements ...

Applicability Standards...

Description
Annual5. Number of times the pressure drop limits were exceeded. (63.753(c)(2))6. Everything is in compliance. (63.753(c)(2))Applies to the entire aerospace vehicle. Does not apply to parts or units normally removed. Wings and stabilizers always covered. (63.746(a))1. Unless exempted, no organic HAP are to be emitted from depainting operations (63.746 (b)(1), (b)(3))2. Requirement to minimize HAP during periods of non-chemical based equipment malfunction. (63.746(b)(2))3. Use of organic HAP-containing strippers for spot stripping and decal removal limited to 26 gallons per aircraft per year for commercial aircraft and 50 gallons per aircraft per year for military aircraft. (63.746(c))4. Operating requirements for depainting operations generating airborne inorganic HAP, including control with particulate filters that are at least 99% efficient (63.746(d))1. For no organic HAP emissions: each 24-hour period. (63.749(f)(1))2. For spot stripping and decal removal usage limits: each calendar year (63.749(f)(1))3. Initial performance test to demonstrate compliance with percent reduction efficiency requirement for particulate filters. (63.749(f)(2))1. Use manufacturer’s data (or approved alternative) to determine organic HAP content. (63.750(j))2. Procedures provided for determining gallons of HAP containing stripper used for aircraft. (63.750(k))3. Use EPA Method 5 to determine particulate filter control efficiency. (63.750(1))Continuously monitor pressure drop across filter. (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 non-chemical based equipment, name and type, and malfunction information including dates, description, and alternative methods used. (63.752(e)(3)!4. For spot stripping and decal removal, annual volume used, annual average volume per aircraft, and all data/calculations used to calculate volume per aircraft (63.752(e)(4))5. The pressure drop across the filter once per shift, pressure drop limits specified by manufacturers, and control efficiency including test results/data/caiculations (63.752(e)(5))
Semiannual1. Emission of organic HAP from nonexempted depainting operations. (63.753(d)(1)(i))2. New and reformulated chemical strippers and HAP contents. (63.753(d)(1) (ii), (iii) and (iv))3. New non-chemical based depainting techniques. (63,753(d)(t)(v))4. Malfunction information on non-chemical based techniques including dates, description, and alternative methods used. (63.753(d)(1)(vi))5. Periods when operation not immediately shut down due to pressure drop being outside 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))
Annual7. Exceedances of average annual volume limits for spot stripping and decal removal (63.753(d) (2)(i))8. Everything is in compliance. (63.753(d)(2)(H))9. Number of times the pressure drop limits were exceeded. (63.753(d)(2)(iii))Applies only to operations using Type II chemical milling etchants (63.747(a))
Uncontrolled\ Maskants1. Organic HAP emissions: <160 grams/liter (1.3 Ibs/gallon) (less water) as applied.(63.747(c)(1)) ' ™2. VOC emissions: <160 grams/liter (1.3 Ibs/gallon) (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 Maskants5. If control device is used, must be designed to capture and control all emissions from maskant operation and must achieve an overall control efficiency of at least 81%. (63.747(d))
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T a b l e  I .  S u m m a r y  o f  S u b p a r t  G G  o f  40 CFR P a r t  63— N a t io n a l  E m is s io n  S t a n d a r d s  f o r  A e r o s p a c eMa n u f a c t u r in g  a n d  R e w o r k  F a c il it ie s— ContinuedAffected source Requirement DescriptionPerformance Test Periods 1. Test Periods. For compliant maskants: each 30-day period. For “averaged”and Tests. maskants: each 24-hour period. For “controlled" coatings, carbon adsorber: each rolling period. For “controlled” coatings, non-carbon adsorber: three 1-hour runs. (63.749(g)(1))2. Initial performance test required for all control devices to demonstrate compliance with overall control efficiency requirement (63.749(g)(2))Test Methods and Proce- Procedures provided essentially identical to those for primers and topcoats for organicdures. HAP and VOC content levels. Use of Method 309 for determining rolling period for carbon adsorber. (63.750(m)-(p))Monitoring Requirements .. Same as for primers and topcoats if incinerators are used.Recordkeeping Requirements. Same as for primers and topcoats. (63.752(f))Reporting Requirements ... Semiannual1. Exceedances of organic HAPA/OC 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))
Annual5. Everything is in compliance. (63.753(e)(2))Waste Handling and Stor- Applicability ............................ Wastes that are subject to RCRA are exempt from the requirements of this iubpart.age Operations.. Standards ................................ (63.741(e))Unless subject to RCRA, work practice requirements to minimize spills during handling and transfer and storage in close containers. (63.748)Test Methods and Procedures. None.Monitoring Requirements .. None.Recordkeeping Require- Identification of each waste stream, whether or not it is subject to RCRA, and support-ments. ing documentation. (63.752(g))Reporting Requirements ... Semiannual1. Any change in RCRA status of waste stream, any new waste stream, and its RCRA status. (63.753(f)(1))
Annual2. No new waste streams and no change in RCRA status of existing waste streams. (63.753(f)(2))1 The EPA promulgated regulations for subpart A of 40 CFR 63, which were published in the Federal Register on March 16, 1994 at 59 FR 12408.2 Ibid. 3 Ibid. 4 Ibid.

A. A p p lica b ility1. Description of the Source CategoryThe proposed rule would apply to each aerospace manufacturing and rework facility that is a major source, as defined under section 112(a) 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 conduct both aerospace 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 major sources, the EPA requests 

comment on whether all or some of its

requirements should be applied to nonmajor sources. The Agency solicits available information from state and local air pollution control agencies and others on the nature, number and location of 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, aerospace facilities are covered by the SIC codes listed in Table2. 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 of the Census, there are an estimated 2,869 aerospace

facilities that will be subject to the proposed standards. O f 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 subcontractors that manufacture or rework aerospace vehicles or components. The subcontractors may work directly for theT a b l e  2 .— Aerospace Manufacturing 
SIC CodesSICCode Description3720 Aircraft and Parts.3721 Aircraft.3724 Aircraft Engines and Engine Parts.3728 , Aircraft Parts and Equipment.3760 Guided Missiles, Space Vehicles, and Parts.3761 Guided Missiles and Space Vehicles.3764 Space Propulsion Units and Parts.
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T a b l e  2 .— Aerospace Manufacturing 

SIC Codes— ContinuedSICCode Description3769 Space Vehicle Equipment.Aerospace Rework SIC Code4581 Airports, 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 SourcesThe proposed rule would limit organic HAP emissions from the following sources at aerospace facilities: cleaning 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 inorganic 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 contained in 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 in partially or fully enclosed spaces, such as within spray booths.Organic HAP emissions from cleaning and depainting operations occur from the evaporation of the volatile portion of the cleaning solvents or chemical strippers. Cleaning emissions are nearly always fugitive in nature and occur at essentially every processing step. Emissions from depainting are typically fugitive in nature since the operation is carried out within a large hangar or in open tanks.Organic HAP emissions from waste occur from evaporation of the volatile portion of the waste while it is being handled pr stored. These emissions are fugitive in nature, occurring from each waste container.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 inorganic HAP occur in large open areas, such as hangars, or in 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 inorganic HAP.) These emissions occur as particulates generated during the blasting process. The operation is typically carried 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 paint being stripped, although some stripping media may contain trace amounts of inorganic HAP.
B , Proposed Standards fo r  Affected  
SourcesIn 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 in the proposed rule as follows:(1) A ll 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 in.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 in an emissions average as provided for in § 63.6(i)(4)(i)(B),(2) The Administrator (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 (i)(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 in § 63.6(i)(12)(i) and § 63.6(i)(13)(i). In addition, if the Administrator does not notify the owner or operator in writing

’ The EPA promulgated regulations for subpart A  
of 40 CFR part 63, which were published in the 
Federal Register on March 16,1994 at 59 FR 12408.

of his/her intention to deny approval within 60 calendar days after receipt of sufficient information to evaluates request for an extension of compliance, then the request shall be considered approved,13) 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 is, 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 is submitted, rather than 15 calendar days as provided for in § 63.6(i)(13)(i). In addition, if the Administrator does not notify the owner or operator in writing of the status of his/her application within 30 calendar days after receipt of the original application and within 30 calendar days after receipt of any supplementary information that is submitted, then the information in the application or the supplementary information is to be considered sufficient upon which to make a determination,(4) Each owner or operator is to be provided 30 calendar days to present additional information to the Administrator after he/she is 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 in § 63.6(l)(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) is to be provided 30 calendar days to present additional information or arguments to the Administrator after he/she is notified that the application is not complete, rather than 15 calendar days as provided for in § 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 within 60 calendar days after presentation of additional information or argument (if the application is complete), or within 60 calendar days after the final date specified for the presentation if no presentation is made, rather than 30 calendar days as provided for in§ 63.6(i)(12)(iv) and § 63.6(i)(13)(iv).In addition, the proposed rule requires each owner or operator who uses a control device or equipment to control HAP emissions to prepare an operation and maintenance plan in accordance with §63.6 of subpart A of



Federal Register / Vol. 59, No. 107 / Monday, June 6, 1994 / Proposed Rules 2922340 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 maintenance criteria for each air pollution control device or equipment; including a standardized checklist to document the operation and maintenance of the equipment; (2) a systematic procedure for identifying malfunctions and for reporting them immediately to supervisory personnel; and (3) procedures to be followed to ensure that equipment or process malfunctions due to poor maintenance or other preventable conditions do not occur.The general standards also state that an owner or operator who uses an air pollution control device or equipment not 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.Finally, § 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 milling maskant application operation, which includes 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 handling 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^ the proposed standards. The EPA included this provision so that (he proposed standards would not require less strict handling and storage of waste than the RCRA reauirements.The following paragraphs summarize the proposed standards for each affected source.

1. Cleaning OperationThe 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 closed containers immediately after use. The bags or containers would be required to be kept closed at all times (except when depositing or removing material) and of such design so as to contain the vapors of the cleaning solvent In addition, the proposed standards would require the owner or operator to implement handling and transfer procedures to minimize spills during filling and transferring the cleaning solvent to or from enclosed systems, vats, waste containers, and other clèaning operation equipment that holds or stores fresh or spent cleaning solvents. The above requirements are known collectively a$ housekeeping measures, jThe 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 20PG (24.1 in. H2O
at 68°F).

Table 3.—-C om position  R eq u ir em en t s  fo r  A p p r o v ed  C leaning  S o lv en t sCleaning solvent type Composition requirementsAqueous
Hydrocarbon-Based

Cleaning solvents in which water is the primary ingredient (>80 percent of solvent as applied must be water). Aqueous solvents must be non-flammable, non-combustible, and 100 percent soluble in water. Detergents, Surfactants, and bioenzyme mixtures and nutrients may be combined with the water along with a variety of additives such as organic solvents (e.g., high boiling point alcohols), builders, saponifiers, inhibitors, emulsifiers, pH buffers, and antifoaming agents.Cleaners that are composed of a mixture of hydrocarbons and oxygenated hydrocarbons and have a maximum vapor pressure of 7 mm Hg at 20PC (3.75 in. H2O at 68°F). These cleaners also contain no HAP or ozone depleting compounds.
The EPA is proposing a work practice standard for the cleaning of spray guns at all new and existing affected sources. The proposed 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

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 proposing a work practice standard for the flush cleaning of parts, assemblies, and components of a coating unit. Under the propose.d rule, each time a part, assembly, or

component of a coating unit (with the 
exception of spray guns) is flush 
cleaned, the spent cleaning solvent 
would be emptied into an enclosed 
container or collection system that is 
kept closed when not in use.

The following cleaning operations, 
which would still be required to comply 
with the proposed housekeeping 
requirements, would be exempt from 
the proposed cleaning solvent 
composition and vapor pressure 
requirements:2 Ibid.



29224 Federal Register / Vol. 59, No. 107 / Monday, June 6, 1994 / Proposed Rules(1) Cleaning during the manufacture, assembly, installation, or testing of components of breathing oxygen systems that are exposed to the breathing oxygen,(2) Cleaning during the manufacture, assembly, installation, or testing of parts, subassemblies, or assemblies that are exposed to strong oxidizers or reducers (e.g., nitrogen tetroxide, liquid oxygen, hydrazine),(3) Cleaning and surface activation prior to adhesive bonding,(4) Cleaning of electronics and assemblies containing electronics,(5) Cleaning of aircraft fluid systems that are exposed to the fluid,(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, installation, and maintenance of upholstery, curtains, carpet, and other textile materials used on the interior of the aircraft,(9) Cleaning of metallic and non- metallic materials used in honeycomb cores during the manufacture of these cores, and cleaning of the completed cores used in the manufacture of aerospace vehicles or components,(10) Cleaning of polycarbonate substrates, and(11) Cleaning and solvent usage associated with production, research, development, quality control, and laboratory testing.2. Primer and Topcoat Application OperationsThe 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 inorganic HAP emissions from these operations.a. Organic H A P  and V O C  em issions. The standards being proposed would limit the organic HAP emissions from primer application operations to an equivalent organic HAP content level of 350 grams of organic HAP per liter (2.9 pounds per gallon (lb/gal)) of primer (less water) as applied, and from topcoat application operations to an equivalent organic HAP content level of 420 grams of organic HAP per liter (3.5 lb/gal) of topcoat (less water) as applied. In addition to the organic HAP limits, the proposed standards would limit VOC emissions from primer application operations to an equivalent V O C content level of 350 grams of V O C per liter (2.9 lb/gal) of primer (less water and exempt solvents) as applied, and from topcoat application operations to an equivalent

V O C content level of 420 grams of VO C per liter (3.5 lb/gal) of topcoat (less water and exempt solvents) as applied. Equivalent organic HAP and VOC content level means the calculated organic HAP (or VOC) content of coatings that when multiplied by the usage of the coatings yields the amount of organic HAP (or VOC) actually emitted to the atmosphere by the use of the coatings. Exempt solvents are those organic compounds that have been determined by the EPA to have negligible photochemical reactivity.The EPA has received information indicating that the organic HAP and V O C content limits for topcoats do not represent demonstrated technology for exterior commercial topcoats. Consequently, the EPA is soliciting comments on whether a separate category should be developed for exterior commercial topcoats witji HAP and VOC content levels higher than the proposed levels for topcoats. These comments should provide a technical justification for a higher limit, including why currently available commercial topcoats cannot be used by all sources.Sources would be allowed to comply with the proposed organic HAP and V O C 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 combination of uncontrolled coatings such that the daily volume-weighted average organic HAP and V O C contents of these coatings comply with the organic HAP and VO C levels for that category (averaging of primers and topcoats together is prohibited). Averaging between uncontrolled coatings and controlled coatings is 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 control device used for the control of organic HAP or VOC emissions from primer or topcoat application operations has an overall control efficiency, taking into account capture and removal efficiency, of greater than or equal to 81 percent. In addition, except for incidental emissions that may escape from the capture system, the control device cannot be used to control only a portion of emissions from a coating. operation.Compliance with the proposed organic 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

adsorbers would be shown on a continuous basis based on a specific operating parameter or parameters, such as temperature for incinerators. When a carbon adsorber is used to comply with the proposed standard, compliance with the 81 percent overall control efficiency requirement must be demonstrated for each rolling material balance period. The length of the rolling period will vary from source to source and is determined by the procedure specified in proposed Method 309 in the proposed rule. The minimum rolling period is one day, and the maximum rolling period is 30 days.The EPA is 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.A ll application equipment would be required to be operated and maintained according to manufacturer’s specifications at all times.The EPA is proposing to allow other application equipment that is demonstrated to achieve emission levels equivalent to HVLP or electrostatic spray guns. Compliance must be demonstrated by comparing the emissions 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 or operator must ensure that the coating dried film thickness is equivalent to that applied during the initial 90-day test period. This is required to ensure that the owner or operator does not bias the test results by applying an excessive amount of coating during the initial 90- day period and applying a minimal amount of coating during the alternative application method test period. The EPA is requesting comments on whether the requirements of the proposed standards are sufficient to ensure that this situation does not occur. Specifically, comments should address whether detailed recordkeeping should also be required in order to determine that equivalent dried film thicknesses were applied.The EPA is proposing to exempt the following situations and operations from the proposed equipment standards for the application of primers and topcoats, although whatever application equipment is used would still be



Federal Register / Vol. 59, No. 107 / Monday, June 6, 1994 / Proposed Rules 29225required to be operated and maintained 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 techniques, (3) the application of coatings that normally have a dried film thickness of less than0.0005 inch and cannot be applied by any of the specified application techniques, (4) the use of airbrush application methods for stenciling, lettering, and other identification markings, and (5) touchup and repair operations.b. Inorganic H A P  em issions. The standards being proposed for inorganic HAP emissions from primer and topcoat application operations would apply to those operations that spray apply coatings that contain inorganic HAP (usually chromium, cadmium, and selenium). Such operations would be required to be performed in a booth or hangar in which the air flow is 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 is returned to the limits specified by the manufacturer.The EPA is requesting comments on whether pressure drop is an appropriate parameter on which to make continuous compliance determinations with the inorganic 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 determinations, such a difference would result in different requirements from one facility to another. Thus, the EPA is requesting comments specifically on whether a standardized pressure drop limit can be established, or if  another operating parameter exists on which to make compliance determinations that

would be consistent and enforceable for all types and brands of filters and waterwash systems.If pressure drop is 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 is found to be outside the specified limits when monitored and recorded once per operating shift. As the proposed rule is currently written, a violation would occur in the latter situation. The EPA is requesting comments on which of these options, or another option, is most appropriate. .The EPA is proposing to exempt the following list of operations from the proposed standards for inorganic HAP emissions from primer and topcoat application operations:fl) Toüch-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 joining, and(7) Touch-up of bushings and other similar components.3. Depainting OperationStandards are being proposed for both organic HAP émissions and inorganic 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 H A P  em issions. 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) chemical strippers that contain no organic HAP or (2) media blasting equipment, high intensity ultraviolet light blasting, or any other nonchemical depainting technique.

However, the proposed rule would allow the use of organic HAP-containing chemical stripper for spot stripping and decal removal. The proposed rule would limit this pse of organic HAP-containing chemical stripper to an average of 26 gallons per aircraft for commercial aircraft 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.malfimction, the owner or operator would be allowed to use a substitute material to depaint the vehicles. Unless the substitute material does not contain any organic HAP, the substitute material would not be allbwed to be used for more than 14 consecutive days.
The proposed rule does not contain 

an annual limit oh the number of days 
a source may use HAP-containing 
chemical strippers during periods of 
malfunction of non-chemical-based 
depainting equipment. The EPA is 
requesting comments on whether an 
annual limit should be imposed and, if 
so, technical justification for the number 
of days specified by the limit.b. Inorganic H A P  em issions. The proposed rule for inorganic HAP emissions would apply to those depainting methods (typically blasting methods) that generate airborne particulate emissions, such as dust and paint particles, that contain inorganic HAP. The proposed standards would require that the depainting operation be carried out in 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 is within the limits specified by the manufacturer.As described above for primer and topcoat application operations, the EPA is requesting comments concerning the appropriateness of using pressure drop to make compliance determinations and what action should be taken when the pressure drop moves outside of the specified limits.



29226 Federal Register / Vol. 59, No. 107 / Monday, June 6, 1994 / Proposed Rules4. Chemical Milling Maskant Application OperationThe proposed standards for the chemical 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 organic HAP content level of 160 grams of organic HAP per liter (1.3 lb/gal) of chemical milling maskant (less water) as applied, and limit the VOC emissions to an equivalent V O C content level of 160 grams of VOC per liter (1.3 lb/gal) of chemical milling maskant (less 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 emissions (except for incidental emissions) may be used.Compliance with the organic 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 organic HAP and VO C content levels or (2) use any combination of chemical milling maskants such that the daily volume- weighted average organic HAP and V O C content levels of these chemical milling maskants used in the chemical milling maskant operation comply with the organic HAP and V O C content levels. Averaging uncontrolled chemical milling maskants with controlled chemical milling maskants, however, is prohibited under the proposed rule.Compliance with the proposed organic HAP and VO C content level standards would be shown on a monthly basis for compliant chemical milling maskants and on 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 incinerators. When a carbon adsorber is used to comply with the proposed standard, compliance with the 81 percent overall control efficiency requirement must be demonstrated for each rolling material balance period.The length of the rolling period will vary from source to source and is determined by the procedure specified in proposed Method 309 in the proposed rule. The minimum rolling period is one day, and the maximum rolling period is 30 days.

5. Handling and Storage of WasteThe 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- containing waste to or from containers, tanks, vats, vessels, or piping systems be conducted in such a manner that minimizes spills. In addition, all HAP- containing waste would be stored in . closed containers.C. Compliance DatesThe proposed rule would require all existing sources to comply no later than three years after the effective date of the standards. In addition, the proposed rule adopts the compliance dates specified in § 63.6(b) and § 63.6(c) of the General Provisions, 40 CFR part 63, subpart A .3
D. Compliance ExtensionsDuring development of the aerospace national emission standards for hazardous air pollutants (NESHAP), the EPA received comments from the regulated community regarding the process that would be used to comply 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 extension of compliance with a relevant standard established under part63.4 Specifically, § 63.6(i)(4) allows die issuance of a permit granting an extension of up to one year to comply with the standard, if  such additional period is necessary for the installation 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 is 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 is applied for and approved). In addition, the EPA is seeking comment regarding how these difficulties can be addressed within the confines of the statutory requirements of sections 112(d) and 112(i) of the Act. Specifically, the EPA is seeking

3 Ibid.
4 Ibid.

comment on what types of activities, such as technical assistance, can be provided to assist sources attempting to come into compliance with the aerospace NESHAP.
E. Compliance Testing and MonitoringIn addition to the specific testing and monitoring requirements specified below for each affected source, the proposed rule adopts the testing requirements specified in § 63.7 of the General Provisions, 40 CFR part 63, subpart A .5
1. Test Methods and Proceduresa. Cleaning operation. For multi- component cleaning solvents, compliance with the proposed vapor pressure specifications would be determined using E 260-85 to quantify the amount of each organic compound in the cleaning solvent. The vapor pressure of each organic compound would be determined from the manufacturer’s data, standard engineering reference texts, or other equivalent methods. The total composite vapor pressure would then be calculated by summing the partial vapor pressure of each component according to Raoult’s Law.For single component cleaning solvents, the EPA is proposing that vapor pressure data supplied by the manufacturer of the cleaning solvent, standard engineering reference texts, or other equivalent methods be used for compliance determinations.Owners or operators seeking to comply with the cleaning solvent approved composition list would have to show compliance using data supplied by the manufacturer of th,e cleaning solvent. The data must identify all components of the cleaning solvent and demonstrate that one of the approved composition definitions is met.b. Primer and topcoat application 
operations. As noted earlier, the proposed standards for organic HAP and VCX: emissions would require compliance with an equivalent organic HAP content level (pounds of organic HAP per gallon of coating (less water) as applied) and an equivalent VO C content level (pounds of V O C per gallon of coating (less water and exempt solvents) as applied) for primers and for topcoats. Compliance with these organic HAP and V O C content levels may be accomplished by using compliant coatings, averaging between compliant and non-compliant coatings, control devices, or any combination of these methods. In addition, the proposed standards would require the use of

5 Ibid.
J



Federal Register / Vol. 59, No. 107 / Monday, June 6, 1994 / Proposed Rules 29227certain application techniques for the application of primers and topcoats.Test methods and procedures have been identified for compliance with the organic HAP and V O C 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 land 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 topcoat 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 fpr each 24- hour period; however, only changes in formulation would require re- determination of total organic HAP and VOC weight fractions and density.The proposed standards would then require the owner or operator to calculate the volume-weighted average mass of both VO C and organic HAP in coatings emitted per volume of coating (less water and exempt solvents for V O C; 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 V O C  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 V O C  content levels would not be required. Where compliant coatings are used, the proposed rule would require the determination of the organic HAP content using manufacturer’s data and VO C content using Method 24 or manufacturer’s data.If a control device is used, the proposed standards require the owner or

operator to conduct an initial performance test to demonstrate compliance with the overall control efficiency requirement o f 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 rolling period (the length of the rolling period will vary from facility to facility and will range from 1 to 30 days).For control devices other than carbon adsorbers, the overall control efficiency would be based cm 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 O , 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 volumetric flow rate would be determined using Method 2, 2A, 2C, or 20 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 T O C minus methane and ethane or total organic 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 801 of 40 CFR part 63, appendix A , may be used.
The proposed standards would also 

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 for 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 then be used on actual production parts or

assemblies for a period of time sufficient to coat an equivalent amount of parts and assemblies as coated in the initial 90-day period. 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 V O C 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 method 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 protocol would represent an alternative method of qualifying application equipment for use under the proposed standards. Since this test protocol is still under development, the EPA is requesting comments from those familiar with this test protocol 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 information 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 removal, 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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stripper used per aircraft. This 
calculation would be performed for each 
annual period.The proposed standards require^ inorganic HAP emissions from depainting operations to be reduced by 99 percent using particulate filters such as baghouses, cartridge filters, or dry filter media. The EPA is proposing the use of Method 5 in 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. Chem ical M illing M askants. The same basic test methods and procedures identified for primer and topcoat application operations are also being proposed for chemical milling maskants, requiring the determination of total organic 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 identical to those given previously for primer and topcoat application operations.

e. Handling and storage o f waste. No 
test methods are being proposed.
2. Monitoring RequirementsMonitoring is required by the proposed standards to determine whether a source is in 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 is defined as the minimum or maximum value established for a control device or process parameter that, if achieved by itself or in combination with other operating parameter values, determines that an owner or operator is complying with the applicable emission limitation or standards. This type of enhanced monitoring would be required for those emission points for which the standards are expressed as a percent control. In

addition, the owner or operator is expected to install and operate the equipment properly. For owners or operators 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 II.F).The proposed rule would require temperature to be monitored, using a continuous recorder, for incinerators. For catalytic incinerators, temperature monitors would be placed immediately before and after the catalyst bed. For other incinerators, the temperature monitor would be placed in the firebox or in the ductwork immediately downstream of the firebox and before any substantial heat exchange occurs. A ll 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 emission reduction for complying with design, equipment, work practice, or operational emission standards, or combination thereof, established under this part.6 Under the proposed rule, an owner or operator of an affected source may also use control devices other than those specifically identified in the proposed rule as a means for achieving compliance with any portion of the rule. If devices other than those identified are used, the proposed standards would require the owner or operator to submit the parameters to be monitored to the Administrator 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 initial performance test. As long as the control device is operated within the established ranges, the proposed emission 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 inspections would occur while the enclosed cleaner is in operation.b. Primer and topcoat application 
operations. Where an incinerator or other control device is used to control organic HAP and V O C emissions from6 Ibid.

primer and topcoat application operations, the monitoring requirements specified above would be required.For control of inorganic HAP emissions 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 organic HAP emissions are being proposed. For inorganic HAP emissions, continuous monitoring of the pressure drop across the filter, as for primers and topcoats, is being proposed.d. Chem ical m illing maskant 
application operations. Where a control device is used to control organic HAP and VOC emissions from chemical milling maskant applicatidn operations, the monitoring requirements specified above would be required.e. Handling and storage o f waste. No monitoring requirements are being proposed.
F. Recordkeeping and Reporting 
RequirementsThe proposed rule proposes to adopt 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 .7 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 in § 63.10. These elements and changes are summarized below for each of the operations for which standards are being proposed.
1. Recordkeeping Requirementsa. 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 organic HAP constituents of the cleaning solvent. For each cleaning solvent used in 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 cleaning operations that does not conform to the approved composition list but does conform to the vapor pressure requirement, the information required to be recorded would be the name of each cleaning solvent, the7 Ibid.



Federal Register / Vol. 59 , No, 107 / Monday, June 6, 1994 / Proposed Rules 29229monthly 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 is used, and the parts, assemblies, or subassemblies cleaned at these operations.In addition, a record of all leaks from spray gun cleaners would he kept, including source identification, the date that the leak was discovered, and the date that the leak was repaired.b. Prim er and topcoat application 
operations. For all primers 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 is proposing different levels of recordkeeping requirements depending on how the organic HAP and VOC content levels are met. For primers or topcoats that are individually compliant with the organic HAP and VO C 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 during an enforcement inspection) used in determining the organic 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 is 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 in the coatings as applied be maintained. This information would include all data and calculations used in determining these daily values, such as manufacturer’s data certifying the organic HAP content of each coating as applied and Method 24 test results (including those taken during an enforcement inspection) or manufacturer’s data that show the VOC content as applied.If a control device is 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 or operator would be required to keep records of the equipment monitoring parameter measurements specified in the proposed

rule. For an incinerator other than a 
catalytic incinerator, continuous records 
must be maintained of the firebox 
temperature (or temperature in the 
ductwork immediately downstream of 
the firebox). Far a catalytic incinerator, 
continuous records must be maintained 
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 all test results, data, and 
calculations used in determining the 
overall control efficiency.

For carbon adsorbers, records must be 
maintained of the overall control 
efficiency, all test results, data, and 
calculations used in 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 period.For inorganic 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. Depainting operation. Each owner 
or operator of a depainting operation 
would be required to keep up-to-date 
records of the name of each chemical 
stripper used, the organic HAP content 
of each stripper and its supporting 
documentation, and the monthly 
volume usage of each chemical stripper 
that contains organic HAP.

For non-chemical depainting 
methods, such as media blasting, 
owners and operators would be required 
to maintain records of the type of non
chemical-biased 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 depaint 
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 stripping, spot stripping, and decal 
removal, each of which requires certain 
records to be maintained. 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-

containing chemical stripper used for 
spot stripping and decal removal, the 
average number of gallons of organic 
HAP-containing stripper used per 
aircraft, and all supporting data and 
calculations.For inorganic HAP emissions from depaintfng operations, either particulate filters or baghouses (equipped with either bag or cartridge filter media) would be used to achieve compliance. Records must be maintained of the filter manufacturer’s recommended pressure drop limits and the readings of the pressure drop across the filter taken once each shift during which the depainting process is 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. Chem ical m illing maskant 
application operation. The EPA is proposing different levels of recordkeeping requirements depending on how the organic HAP and VOC content levels are being met. For chemical milling maskants that are individually compliant with the organic H AP and V O C content levels, records of the volume-weighted average masses of organic HAP and VO C 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 is 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 in the chemical milling maskants as applied be maintained. This information would include all data and calculations used in determining these daily values, such as formulation data and Method 24 test results.As for primer and topcoat application operations, i f  a control device is 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 measurements specified in the proposed rule. For an incinerator other than a catalytic incinerator, continuous records must be maintained of the firebox temperature (or temperature in the ductwork immediately downstream of the firebox). For a catalytic incinerator, continuous records must be maintained of the gas stream temperature immediately before and after the catalyst bed. For both types of



29230 Federal Register / Vol. 59, No. 107 / Monday, June 6, 1994 / Proposed Rulesincinerators, records must be maintained of the overall control efficiency and all test results, data, and calculations used in determining the overall control efficiency.For carbon adsorbers, records must be maintained of the overall control efficiency, all test results, data, and calculations used in 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 period.e. Handling and storage o f 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, identification of which wastes are subject to RCRA and which are not, and documentation supporting those determinaiions.
2. Reporting RequirementsThe 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 40 CFR part 63, subpart A , be reported no later than 30 days after the completion of the test.8 A  permit application as required under 40 CFR part 70 may be used in lieu of the initial notification provided the same information is contained in the permit application as required for the initial notification.As stated above, the proposed standards adopt the reporting requirements contained in § 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 Administrator to notify the owner or operator in 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 information to evaluate the request, rather than 15 calendar days as provided for in § 63.9(i)(3).Sections 40 CFR 63.9 and 63.10 of the General Provisions identify the type of generic information to be included in. the initial notification, notification of compliance status, and other reports and, therefore, this information is not repeated in this preamble. The following paragraphs summarize the* Ibid.

additional information specific to the aerospace rule that should be included in the notification of compliance status and the type of information to be included in the periodic reports.a. Cleaning operation. The notification of compliance status should include an identification 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 in use and that cleaning solvents are stored in closed containers, the name of each cleaning solvent that does not conform to the approved composition list, and the vapor pressure test results of each.Specific 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 included in the semiannual 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 in a non-exempt operation. In addition, the semiannual report includes information on new cleaning solvents used for hand-wipe cleaning in the previous six months, as well as previously reported cleaning solvents no longer in use. The information to be provided is 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 composite vapor pressure of each.If the cleaning operation has been in compliance for the annual period, then an annual report would be required occurring every 12 months from the date of the initial report stating that the cleaning operation has been in compliance with the applicable standards.b. Primer, topcoat, and chem ical 
m illing maskant application operations. For primer, topcoat, and chemical milling maskant application operations, the notification of compliance status should identify 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 identified for continuous monitoring in order to ensure continuous compliance with the proposed standards.Owners and operators complying with the organic HAP and V O C content levels for primer, topcoat, and chemical

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, semiannual 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 in the operating permit.For incinerators, this would be whenever each 3-hour average temperature was below the average temperature established during the most recent performance test during which compliance was demonstrated.If no exceedances occur, each owner and operator would submit annual statements indicating that each affected facility has been in compliance. The annual reports for primer and topcoat application operations would also identify the number of timesi, 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 identify each chemical stripper used at the facility to depaint aerospace vehicles and the organic HAP content of each. Each chemical stripper that contains organic HAP and is used for decal removal, depainting of parts, and spot stripping would also be identified. In addition, the types of non-chemical depainting 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 identified. 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 in the 
semiannual report would include the 
name of any new chemical strippers 
used during the previous six months 
and the organic HAP content of each.For each chemical stripper used for depainting operations that undergoes reformulation, its organic 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 technique at the facility since the initial report or any subsequent semiannual report. The semiannual report would be required, to



Federal Register / Vol. 59, No. 107 / Monday, June 6, 1994 / Proposed Rules 29231identify 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 description 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 identify all changes in the type of aircraft depainted at the facility and to identify the parts normally removed for depainting separate from the aircraft for each new type of aircraft depainted.
For spot stripping 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 in the proposed rule for 
the annual period.

If the depainting operation has been 
in compliance for the annual period, 
then an annual report would be required 
every 12 months from the date of the 
initial report stating that the depainting 
operation has been in 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 the calculated annual average 
volume of organic HAP-containing 
strippers used per aircraft for spot 
stripping and decal removal exceeded 
the applicable limits.d. Handling and storage o f waste. The notification of compliance status would identify each waste stream and identify whether it is RCRA or non-RCRA regulated. The notification would also include a description of the procedures to be used to ensure that spills are minimized during handling and transfer operations. Also included would be the procedures to be used to ensure that waste is stored in closed containers.Semiannual reports are required to identify any waste stream whose RCRA or non-RCRA classification has changed. The semiannual report would also identify any new waste streams and whether each is 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.
III. Summary of Environmental,
Energy, and Economic Impacts of the 
Proposed Standards
A . Emission Reductions1. Existing FacilitiesFor the existing aerospace OEM and rework facilities (approximately 2,869 facilities in 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 FacilitiesFor the aerospace industry, no net growth is expected over the next five years; therefore, no net emission reduction due to new facilities is anticipated during this period.
B. Secondary Environmental ImpactsSecondary environmental impacts are considered to be any air, water, or solid waste impacts, positive or negative, associated with the implementation of the proposed standards. These impacts are exclusive of the direct air emission reductions discussed in the previous section. A ll of the impacts discussed below reflect the maximum increase or decrease, as appropriate, that would occur if all of the affected sources converted to the control option described.Some product reformulations that may be used to comply with the proposed standards for hand-wipe cleaning, primers, and topcoats may contain organic HAP or VOC not present in 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 organic HAP used for depainting may result in increased VOC emissions when used to replace methylene chloride-based chemical strippers (methylene chloride is a HAP, but not a VOC).There is 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 is generated; however, some of the sources may install a carbon adsorber to control solvent emissions. 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

sources, is 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 in a decrease in the amount of wastewater generated compared to baseline, which is 251 million gallons per year. The decrease in wastewater nationwide is estimated to be 251 million gallons and 86 million gallons if  all affected sources use dry media blasting or chemical strippers that do not contain organic HAP, respectively.Sources installing a carbon adsorption system 6n 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 is estimated to be 4,500 tons per year, compared to the baseline of 21,200 tons per year. Rework facilities that presently use a methylene chloride-based paint stripper must dispose of 3,469 tons per year of paint/solvent sludge created by depainting. A  total conversion to dry media paint rertioval would produce an increase in the amount of Solid waste composed of dry paint chips and spent blasting media. This increase in solid waste is estimated to be 13,280 tons per year on a nationwide basis. The proposed standards for the control of inorganic HAP émissions from primer and topcoat application operations would result in the increase in solid waste generation from the disposal of used dry filter media. The increased solid waste burden is estimated to be ' 640 tons per year, compared to the baseline solid waste generation of 3,540 tons per year.
C. Energy ImpactsSome of the control measures proposed for aerospace manufacturing and rework operations would lead to increases in 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 increased electricity 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 is estimated at 324,700 kWh per year. Baseline energy consumption for " chemical milling maskant operations is



29232 Federal Register l  Vol. 59, No. 107 / Monday, June 6, 1994 / Proposed Rulesconsidered to be negligible since the use of solvent-based chemical milling maskants does not directly require the use of electricity.The dry media paint removal systems that would be installed at rework facilities consume additional energy compared to the solvent stripping method. Baseline energy consumption for solvent stripping is considered to be negligible since the use of these strippers does not directly require the use of electricity. The increase in energy consumption involved in operating dry media blasting systems is estimated to be 51 million kWh per year. The use of chemical strippers that do not contain organic HAP is 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 inorganic HAP emissions from primer 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 o f the affected sources. This increase in energy consumption is estimated to be 5.9 million kWh per year, compared to the baseline energy consumption of 117.4 million kWh per year.
D . Cost Im pactsThe total capital and annualized control costs (1992 dollars), including 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 analysis.
1. Existing Facilitiesa. Capital costs. Capital costs would be incurred with the implementation of control measures for chemical milling maskants (both solvent-based chemical milling maskants with a carbon adsorber and waterborne chemical milling maskants), dry media blasting for depainting, spray gun cleaning, and control of HAP emissions from primer, topcoat, and depainting operations.With the exception of dry media blasting for depainting, the nationwide capital costs listed below represent the maximum costs that would be incurred assuming that all facilities implemented the specific control option. For dry media blasting, it is hot reasonable to assume that all commercial 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 size rework facilities and

all of the large rework facilities perform outer surface depainting.For carbon adsorbers used in conjunction With solvent-based chemical milling maskants, the nationwide capital cost is estimated to be $500 million, and for waterborne chemical milling maskants.it is estimated to be $289 million. The implementation o f dry media blasting systems for depainting would 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 chemical strippers that do not contain organic HAP, that require no capital investment. Selection of chemical strippers that do not contain organic 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 also require capital costs for high transfer efficiency application equipment and spray gun cleaning 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 million.Total nationwide capital costs range from $503 million to $714 million, depending on which chemical milling , maskant control option is used.b. Annual costs. A ll of the control options will result in some annual costs being incurred by the affected sources. However, the annualized cost figures presented below reflect the net cost to implement the control options after taking into account the costs that would have been incurred for baseline. This net cost (MACT cost minus baseline cost) resulted in net annual savings for primers, topcoats, and high transfer efficiency application methods; spray gun cleaning; and the use of chemical strippers that do not contain organic HAP. A ll other options resulted in 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 incurred assuming all affected sources implemented 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 being applied. In addition, the organic HAP and V O C limits on primers and topcoats will, due to higher solids

content, also result in a lower volume ol the coatings being applied. The reduction in coating usage due to the lower organic HAP and V O C content had to be taken into account first, then the reduction in coating usage due to high transfer efficiency application methods was applied to this reduced coating volume to obtain the true overall reduction in coating usage. After factoring in the annualized cost of the coating equipment, the analysis showed a nationwide savings of $71 million for commercial sources and $18 million for military sources.The savings for primers, topcoats, and high transfer efficiency application methods are due primarily to labor savings that would result from the reduced volume o f coatings to be applied. For example, if  it would have taken 15 gallons of primer under baseline conditions to coat an aircraft and only 12 gallons under M ACT conditions, then the cost analysis assumes a labor savings for the 3 gallons of primer that were not applied. The EPA has received some evidence, however, that the labor stays the same or may even increase 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 hours per gallon of coating applied for each application method.For spray gun cleaning, the proposed standards would result in a nationwide savings of approximately $56 million. This is due primarily to reduced solvent usage and associated spent solvent disposal.The use o f chemical strippers that do not contain organic HAP would result in a nationwide savings of approximately $2 million. While the cost of non-HAP strippers is generally higher than the cost of conventional strippers, this cost is offset by the reduced disposal costs incurred with non-HAP strippers. Since non-HAP strippers do not contain methylene chloride, they can typically be treated on-site. This eliminates the disposal costs incurred with the conventional strippers, which are typically shipped off-site for disposal.Nationwide annual costs are estimated to be $14 million for hand- wipe and flush cleaning, $111 million for waterborne chemical milling maskants, $2 million for inorganic HAP emissions from primer and topcoat application operations, and $0.3 million for inorganic H AP emissions from blast depainting operations.Total nationwide costs, taking into account both the savings and costs



29233Federal Register / Vol, 59, No. 107 / Monday, June 6. 1994 / Proposed Rulesdetailed above, are estimated to be a savings of $20 million. •Sources subject to the proposed rule would be required to perform certain monitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting tasks. These information collection requirements will create a burden on the affected sources in terms of resources needed to comply with these requirements (see section VI.D.), Thé 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 is 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 FacilitiesFor the aerospace industry, no net growth is expected over the next five years; therefore, no net costs (or savings) due to new facilities are anticipated during this period.
E. Economic ImpactsDue to the low total compliance costs associated with the proposed regulation, the discussion of the economic impacts is presented in a qualitative manner.The low costs of the proposed regulation are in a large part due to cost savings expected to be achieved by some model plants. The economic impact analysis discussed in a qualitative manner the primary impacts (the direction of price and output changes in the aerospace industry), as well as secondary impacts (the direction of changes in the demands for inputs such as coatings) associated with the proposed regulation.Cost estimates indicate 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 increase in production cost is expected to have minimal 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 impact of the regulation on spray gun cleaning is a decrease in the cost of performing this task, the actual cause of the decrease in the cost is a reduction in the use of methyl ethyl ketone and other solvents. Although compliance with the proposed

regulation is expected to reduce consumption of coatings and solvents in general and, therefore, negatively impact the producers of these products, compliance with the proposed regulation is 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 impacts.
IV. Process Descriptions and Control 
Technologies
A . Process DescriptionsAerospace manufacturing and rework operations consist of the following basic operations: Chemical milling maskant application, chemical milling, adhesive bonding, cleaning (e.g., hand-wipe, spray equipment, and flush), metal finishing, eleetrodeposition, 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 in its operations, such as an OEM  facility that produces the entire aircraft. However, art 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. Chemical M illing Maskant Application and Chemical MillingChemical milling uses etchant solutions to reduce the thickness of selected areas of metal parts in order to reduce weight. The process is typically used when the size or shape of the part precludes mechanical milling or when chemical milling is advantageous due to shorter processing time or its batch capability.Chemical milling maskants are typically rubber- or polymeric-based coatings applied to an entire part or subassembly by brushing, dipping, spraying, or flow coating. After the chemical milling maskant is cured, it is removed from selected areas of the part where metal is to be removed during the chemical milling process. The chemical milling maskant remaining on the part protects those areas from the etchant solution. Chemical milling maskants typically contain either a toluene/xylene mixture or perchloroethylerie as its solvent constituents.

Organic HAP emissions occur through evaporation of the solvent as the chemical milling maskant is applied and while it cures.2. Adhesive Bonding (Adhesives and Adhesive Bonding Primers)Adhesive bonding involves the joining together of two or more metal parts, such as the parts of a honeycomb core. This process is typically performed when the joints being 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 in an autoclave. Organic HAP emissions 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 Operationsa .Hand-wipe and flush cleaning. Aerospace components áre cleaned frequently during manufacturing to remove contaminants such as dirt, grease, arid oil, and to prepare the components for the next operation. Gleaning is typically performed by a hand wiping process using a wide variety of cleaning solvents. Assemblies and parts with concealed or inaccessible areas may be flush cleaned by pouring the cleaning solvent over or into the part. The cleaning solvent is then drained from the part and the procedure is repeated as many times as necessary to ensure the required cleanliness.Organic HAP emissions from hand- wipe and flush cleaning operations occur from the evaporation of cleaning solvents during the cleaning process, including evaporation o f 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 when switching from one coating to another and when they are not going to be immediately reused. The cleaning of spray guns can be performed either manually o r with enclosed spray gun cleaners. Manual cleaning involves disassembling the gun and placing the parts in a vat containing an appropriate cleaning solvent. The residual paint is brushed or wiped off the parts. After reassembling, the cleaning solvent may be sprayed through the gun for a final cleaning.Enclosed Spray gun cleaners áre self contained units that pump the cleaning



29234 Federal Register / Vol. 59, No. 107 / Monday, June 6, 1994 / Proposed Rulessolvent through the gun within a closed chamber. After the cleaning cycle is 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.Organic HAP emissions from spray gun cleaning occur from the evaporation of cleaning solvents during the cleaning cycle, such as while hand cleaning the guns in an open vat. Organic HAP emissions also occur from enclosed spray gun cleaners when they are opened to remove the guns.4. Metal Finishing and EleptrodepositionMetal finishing processes are used to prepare the surface of a part for better adhesion, improved surface hardness, and improved corrosion resistance. Typical metal finishing operations include conversion coating, anodizing, desmutting, descaling, and any operation that chemically affects the surface layer of a part.Electrodeposition, or metal plating, is an additive process for metal substrates in which another metal layer is added to the substrate in 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 finishing 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 23 they are removed from the processing tanks.5. Coating ApplicationA  coating is a material that is 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 using several methods of application. The methods most commonly used are spraying, brushing, 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 methods are generally accepted as having better transfer efficiency than other spraying methods and are gaining increased use

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

Nearly all aerospace coatings contain 
a mixture of organic solvents. Organic 
HAP emissions from coating application 
occur from the evaporation of the 
solvents during mixing, application, and 
drying. Inorganic HAP emissions of 
metal compounds (e.g., chromium and 
cadmium) also occur from overspray, 
which is exhausted from spray booths or 
paint spray hangars.
6. Depainting

The depainting operation involves the 
removal of coatings from the outer 
surface of aircraft. The two basic 
depainting methods are chemical 
depainting and blast depainting. 
Chemical depainting agents are applied 
to the aircraft, 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, or high pressure water to 
remove coatings by physically abrading 
the coatings from the surface of the 
aircraft.

Organic HAP emissions from 
chemical depainting occur from 
evaporation of the solvents in the 
stripping solution. The amount of 
emissions from the process is 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 various 
blast depainting methods. The inorganic 
HAP are contained in the coatings being 
removed (trace amounts of inorganic 
HAP may also be found in some blast 
media) and are emitted as particulates.7. Composite Processing

Composite processing consists of 
seven basic operations: Layup, thermal 
forming, debulking, curing, break-out, 
compression molding, and injection 
molding. Layup is the process of 
assembling die layers of the composite 
structure by positioning composite 
material in a mold and impregnating the 
material with a resin. Thermal forming 
is the process of forming the layup in a 
mold, which usually takes place in an 
autoclave. During the thermal forming 
process, debulking also may occur, 
which is the simultaneous application 
of low-level heat and pressure to the 
composite structure to force out excess 
resin, trapped air, vapor, and volatiles 
from between the layers of the 
composite structure. The curing step, 
which is the process of changing the 
resin into a solid material through a v 
polymerization reaction, also occurs in 
the autoclave. After curing and removal

from the autoclave, the break om process removes the composite m u *» Hire from the molds or curing fixturesTwo other methods ot forming composite structures are compression molding and injection molding Compression molding is the process of filling one half of a mold with a molding compound, closing the mold, and applying heat and pressure until the material is cured. Injection molding uses a closed mold, where the molding compound is injected into the mold, maintained under pressure, and then cured by applying heat.Organic HAP emissions from composite processing occur from volatilization of a small portion of die solvent components during curing, because the majority of these solvents are consumed in the curing reaction ot the resin.8. WastewaterNearly every aerospace man u far:turing and rework operation has the potential to generate wastewater. For example, metal finishing operations use water to - rinse parts after each processing step. These rinse steps are typically carried out in large tanks with either a continuous or intermittent water flow The wastewater generated is usually treated to some extent at the facility then discharged.HAP emissions from wastewater result from the evaporation of volatile components in the water. Evaporation may occur in open trenches, storage tanks, and treatment operations.9. Handling and Storage of WasteWaste is produced primarily from cleaning, coating, and depainting operations. Cleaning operations produce solvent laden cloth and paper and spent solvent which can emit organic HAP from the evaporation of the solvents. Coating operations produce waste paint and waste solvent thinner that also emit organic HAP through evaporation. Depainting operations can produce either a liquid or solid waste stream depending on the type of process used Chemical depainting processes produce a liquid sludge that consists of the stripper solution and paint residue. Emissions occur from the evaporation of the solvent from the stripper solution. Blast depainting processes produce a solid waste stream that consists of paint chips and spent Wasting media. Emissions do not directly occur from this waste stream, although particulate emissions are generated during the blasting process.



2923SFederal Register / Vói, 89, No. 107 1 Monday. June 6, 199« / Proposed Rules10. Storage of Hand-Wipe Cleaning SolventsMany large aerospace facilities use storage tanks for hand-wipe cleaning solvents. According to data obtained through responses to EPA questionnaires under section 114 of the Act (section 114 questionnaires), these tanks are primarily above ground, fixed- roof type ranging in size from 350 to 6800 gallons in size. Emissions from these tanks occur from evaporation o f the cleaning solvents, as well as breathing and working losses.
B. Control TechniquesThe principal techniques used by the aerospace industry to control organic HAP emissions are preventative measures and control devices. For the control of inorganic emissions, control devices such as filters and waterwash are used. Preventative measures are any action, product modification, process modification, or equipment change designed to eliminate or reduce the generation of emissions. Control devices do not prevent the generation of emissions, but rather capture or destroy the emissions generated by a source.Preventative measures are usually the most desirable method to reduce emissions since they eliminate or reduce the actual generation o f pollutants. Typically, the emission reduction is obtained using less energy and producing less waste than using a control device to achieve the same emission reductions. Preventative measures used by the industry are: (1) Product reformulations that replace products containing high levels of HAP and VO C with products containing less 

HAP and VOC or that eliminate the HAP or VO C content 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 VOC- 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 not feasible or where the concentration of the exhaust stream is sufficiently high to warrant their use. Control devices may destroy the HAP and VOC, as with an incinerator, 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

HAP emissions are; (1) Carbon 
adsorbers, (2) incinerators, and (3) 
ultraviolet oxidation. Activated carbon 
fiber adsorbents to concentrate VOC 
emissions are frequently used in 
conjunction with incinerators. For 
inorganic HAP particulate emissions, 
reduction is achieved predominantly 
through the use of filtration devices.
1. Preventative Measures

a. Product reformulation. HAP and 
VOC emissions may be controlled by 
replacing products containing high 
concentrations of HAP and VOC with 
ones that have reduced or eliminated 
HAP and VOC entirely. Each individual 
facility must evaluate the ability of the 
new product to maintain standards of 
quality and performance. In addition, 
the potential overall environmental 
benefit of the reformulated products 
must be carefully evaluated.

[1) Product reformulation—coatings. 
Product reformulations for coatings can 
be generally classified as waterborne, 
higher solids, powder, and self-priming 
topcoats. Each category is discussed 
below.

(a) Waterborne coatings. Waterborne 
coatings utilize a resin system that is 
dispersible in water. A  portion of the 
organic solvent is then replaced with 
water. Hie 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 60 percent by 
weight solvent.

In addition to the lower solvent 
content, waterborne coatings have other 
advantages over solvent-based coatings. 
Less qverspray and improved spray 
transfer efficiency may be achieved with 
waterborne coatings than with 
conventional coatings 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 
control 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 solids 
coatings are solvent-based coating 
formulations that have been modified to 
lower the solvent-to-solids ratio. The 
coatings usually contain 50 to 65 
percent by volume solids, compared to 
conventional solvent-based coatings that 
may contain up to 40 percent by volume

solids. The increased solids content 
gives greater surface area coverage per 
gallon of coating, which reduces the 
total volume of coating required. 
Consequently, solvent emissions are 
also reduced when higher solids 
coatings are used to apply the same 
volume of solids that are applied with 
a conventional solvent-based coating.

Higher solids coatings generally have 
higher viscosities and longer drying 
times than conventional solvent-based 
coatings. The higher viscosity tends to 
make spray application more difficult 
because it is harder to control gloss and 
film thickness, and may require the 
coating to be heated before application. 
Higher solids coatings typically are not 
used as dip coatings due to the 
difficulty in maintaining a uniform 
dispersion of solids in the dip tank.(c) Powder. Powder coatings are a class of coatings applied electrostatically in dry form and then baked to cure. The coatings consist of fine, dry particles of paint solids. During the curing step, the particles fuse to create a continuous film. Use of powder coatings requires that the substrate must be able to withstand the high temperatures (typically greater than 121 °C (250 °F) and frequently greater than 177 °C (350 °F)) necessary to cure the paint

The major advantage of using powder 
coatings is greatly reduced solvent 
emissions. The lack of a solvent base 
also reduces fire hazard, toxicity, and 
the make-up air requirements of the 
spray booth.

Powder coatings must be applied 
electrostatically, so they cannot be used 
on non-conductive parts such as 
composites. Other reported 
disadvantages of powder coatings are 
the difficulty in obtaining 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 
temperatures of powder coatings 
precludes their use on temperature- 
sensitive substrates.

(d)Self-prim ing topcoats. Self
priming topcoats eliminate the need to 
apply a primer coat between the 
substrate and the topcoat. Self-priming 
topcoats have the adhesion and 
corrosion characteristics of a 
conventional primer and the 
environmental resistance and functional 
fluid resistance of a conventional 
topcoat. These coatings also eliminate 
the need for chrome-containing primers.(2) Product reformulation—hand-wipe 
cleaning solvents. Product 
reformulations for hand-wipe cleaning 
that are prevalent in the aerospace



23236 Federal Register / Vol. 59, No. 107 / Monday, June 6, 1994 / Proposed Rulesindustry can be classified as aqueous, hydrocarbon-based, and non-chemical. Each category is 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 inhibitors, alkalinity builders, organic surfactants, and bioenzyme mixtures 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 nonsemi-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 in. H2O at 68 °F) and contain no HAP or ozone depleting compounds.(c) Non-chemical. Several aerospace facilities have demonstrated the viability of using non-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 industry 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 in the industry are high transfer efficiency spray guns, enclosed spray gun cleaners, and proportional paint mixers. Each of these equipment changes mo 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 in 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 electrically 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 in a tray containing an appropriate cleaning solvent. The residual paint is brushed or wiped off the parts, then the cleaning solvent is sprayed through the gun after it is 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 organic HAP emissions from evaporation.(3) Proportional paint mixers. The majority of coatings used in the aerospace industry are multi-component mixtures, consisting of a base component and one or more catalyst components. The components must be thoroughly mixed in the proper ratio immediately before application. When this mixing is performed manually, a greater volume of coating is mixed than will actually be used to ensure that there is 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 is mixed and immediately applied. This results in reduced coating waste and, consequently, reduced emissions.c. Work practice standards. Work. practice standards are changes in the method of operation that do not affect the products used in the process or the process itself, but result in a reduction in emissions. The aerospace industry has implemented work practice standards programs for housekeeping measures and managed chemical distribution systems.Emissions of organic HAP compounds, particularly solvents, can be reduced by limiting both the amount

of the material exposed to the atmosphere and the length of the exposure. The emission reductions can be achieved by implementing 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 in use. The bags or containers can then be collected and disposed in such a manner (e.g., by incineration) to eliminate any further solvent emissions.Managed chemical distribution systems centralize the distribution of solvents and coatings and control the amount of these materials 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 Devicesa. 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 is desired. Adsorption is effective on inlet 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 can also be regenerated with steam within the adsorber vessel. This option readily allows for the recovery of the organic compounds for recycling.b. Incinerators. Two basic types of incinerators, thermal and catalytic, are used in the aerospace industry to remove organic contaminants. Each type is discussed below.(1) Thermal incinerators. Thermal incinerators can be generally used on air 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 incinerators can achieve removal efficiencies of 98 percent and higher.The basic operation of thermal incinerators involves 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 is used to preheat the inlet air stream. An



29237Federal Register / Voi, 59, No. 107 / Monday, June 6, 1994 / Proposed Rulesauxiliary 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 (a substance that accelerates the rate of oxidation without undergoing a chemical change itself) to assist in the oxidation of organic compounds to carbon dioxide and water. These incinerators are typically used for air streams with a low concentration of organics. The removal efficiency of catalytic incinerators can be as high as 98 percent.c .  Ultraviolet oxidation. An ultraviolet light oxidation (UVOX) system has been developed as an abatement device for air streams with low concentrations of organic compounds. The air stream passes through particulate filters, then enters a reactor where it is exposed to ultraviolet light which initiates the oxidation of the organics. Ozone and other oxygen-based oxidants are injected into the reactor to react with th8 organics in the air stream to begin the oxidation of organics into carbon dioxide and water. A  typical removal efficiency for U VO X is reported to be 95 percent.d. Activated carbon fiber adsorbent. Another technology has been developed to control low concentration organic compound emissions (e.g., paint spray booths). This technology utilizes an activated carbon fiber adsorbent to initially capture the organic emissions, the concentration of which is too low to be removed 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 form. This structure adsorbs 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 controlled 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 conventional dry filters are used. The catalyst material, unlike activated carbon, permanently binds the organic material into its crystalline matrix so that it will not later desorb. In addition to the coated filters, the catalyst material can be used in a granular form to control emissions.

f. Filtration system s for inorganic H A P  
particulate em issions. Coating 
operations and blast depainting 
operations emit inorganic 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, aiT flow through and pressure 
drop across the filter media, and 
physical characteristics of the particle.

Waterwash spray booths capture 
particles by forcing the air stream to 
pass through a spray or 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 Proposed Rule
A . Regulatory Developm ent Process for 
N ESH AP

During development o f a NESHAP, 
the EPA collects information about the 
industry, including information on 
emission source characteristics, control 
technologies, data from HAP emission 
tests at well-controlled 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 sources. This level of 
control is referred to as the MACT  
"floor,” which needs to be determined 
as a starting point for developing the 
regulatory alternatives.

Once tne floor has been determined 
for new and existing sources for a 
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 
Subcategory (section 112(d)(l).of the 
Act). Thus, for example, the 
Administrator could establish two 
classes of sources within a category or 
subcategory based on size and establish

a different emission standard for each class as long as each standard is at least as stringent as the floor. The Act also contains provisions for regulating area sources. However, except for certain recordkeeping requirements contained in the General Provisions, these are not relevant to the proposed standards for aerospace sources, which apply only to major sources.The next step in establishing a M ACT standard is the development and analysis of regulatory alternatives. First, information about the industry is analyzed to develop model plant populations for projecting 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 one of which is the M ACT floor) are then evaluated to determine the most appropriate regulatory alternative to reflect the M ACT level.In addition, although NESHAP are normally- 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. For 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 regulatory alternative to represent M ACT, the EPA considers the achievable reduction in HAP emissions (and possibly other pollutants that are co-contrelled), the cost of control, and economic, 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 imparts.The selected regulatory alternative is then translated into a proposed regulation. The regulation implementing the M ACT decision typically includes sections addressing applicability, standards, test methods and compliance demonstration, monitoring, reporting, and recordkeeping. The preamble to the proposed 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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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, M ACT standards are set at a level at least as stringent as the “ floor.”  Congress has provided directives to guide the EPA in the process of determining the regulatory floor.Congress specified that the EPA must establish standards which require “ the maximum degree of reduction in emissions of the hazardous air pollutants * * * that the Administrator * * * determines is 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 is achieved in practice by the best controlled similar 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 o f Pollutants and Source 
Categories)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 in section 112(b). For the purpose of developing these standards, the EPA may distinguish among classes, types, and sizes 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 initial source category list (57 F R . 31576, July 16,1992), required by section 112(c) of the Act, identifies source categories for which NESHAP are

to be established. This 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 identifies “ 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 original 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 industry. 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 in many of the processes found at OEM or rework facilities, or in 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 in 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 in 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 is virtually indistinguishable 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 in 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 is no need to distinguish among these segments for the processes for which standards are being proposed under the proposed rule.
D. Selection o f Emission Points Covered 
by the Proposed RuleThe proposed rule would limit organic HAP emissions from the following basic aerospace operations:

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 in any of the operations for which standards are not being proposed. For example, hand-wipe Cleaning 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 in the facility it occurred.Standards are being proposed for inorganic HAP emissions from primer application, topcoat application, and depainting operations.A  discussion of the rationale for including or excluding in this proposed rule the basic processes listed in SectionV .A . is presented below.1. Operations for Which Standards Are Being Proposeda. Organic HAP emissions. As noted above, the EPA is proposing organic HAP emission 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 techniques to achieve substantial emission reductions in each of these operations. For example, many chemical milling maskant operations were reported as using either solvept-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 cleaning that reduce organic HAP emissions. While methylene chloride chemical stripping is 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 depainting operations. 
Therefore, these processes are included 
in the proposed rule. Section 114 
questionnaire data and the existence of 
State and local regulations identify 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 
establish MACT.

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

b. Inorganic H A P  em issions. The EPA 
is proposing inorganic HAP emission 
standards for primer application, 
topcoat application, and depainting 
operations. Based on section 114 
questionnaire responses,'there are 
readily available techniques that are 
used extensively in the industry to 
control these emissions. While the 
inorganic HAP emissions do not 
represent a large percentage of overall 
emissions from the industry, the 
emissions represent potential threats to 
health because of the highly toxic nature 
of the inorganic HAP (e.g., chromium 
and cadmium). For these reasons, the 
EPA selected these operations for 
regulation.2. Excluded Operations

The EPA is 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.

Organic 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 
emissions from aerospace facilities.
Most of the organic HAP emissions from 
these operations are due to emissions 
from the use of cleaning solvents, which 
are being proposed for regulation under . 
the proposed rule. The EPA has

determined that requiring control of the remaining organic HAP emissions is not feasible because no demonstrated control measures could be identified. Therefore, the EPA is proposing no further control for organic 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 in 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 organic HAP emissions, and the coatings tend to be very specialized. Subcategorization can be significant, especially for specialty coatings, resulting in lower potential emission reductions. Many of the coatings in these four operations (e.g., sealants and adhesives) are already being applied using high transfer techniques, including hand application. This results in little opportunity for emission reduction through improved transfer efficiency. For spray applied sealants, there is 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 questionnaire responses, no aerospace facilities used any means to control these emissions. The EPA then considered the option of requiring applicable controls used in 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 emissions reduction for storage tanks).Other requirements in the standards may result in 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 is

typically treated in wastewater treatment systems after use. Also, the hand-wipe cleaning standards will virtually eliminate the storage tanks for organic HAP-containing solvents since the use of these solvents will be significantly reduced. For these reasons, the EPA is not proposing to regulate HAP emissions from wastewater and storage tanks in the proposed rule.
E. Selection o f the Basis fo r the 
Proposed BuieSection 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 is the level of emission control already achieved in 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 into account cost, nonair quality health and environmental impacts, and energy impacts, M ACT is equal to the M ACT floors for both existing and new sources. In addition, M ACT for new sources was found to be equal to M A CT  for existing sources. The EPA has determined that no further emission reductions can be achieved for new sources through the use of demonstrated technology than the level of reduction represented by M ACT 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 characteristics were examined to determine whether any technological justification existed to differentiate the proposed standards by market segment, work type, or size.Based on this examination, the EPA has determined that, other than one exception under the depainting standards, there is 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 is not used by the OEM ’s. Also, no
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compelling reasons were identified as to why a facility of one size could not incorporate the technology used by a facility of another size.1. Cleaning OperationAccording to data obtained from the Bureau of the Census, approximately 25 percent of facilities with aerospace manufacturing SIC codes are located in California. Based on information provided by four California districts— SCAQM D, Imperial County Air Pollution Control District (APCD), Ventura County APCD, and San Diego APCD—virtually all of the California facilities are located in these districts, and more than half are located in the SCAQM D alone. Based on this information, more than 12 percent of the total number of sources are, then, subject to the rules in these four districts.Consequently, the regulations in these four districts (i.e., SCAQM D Rule 1124, Imperial County APCD Rule 425, Ventura County APCD Rule 74.13, and San Diego APCD Rule 67.91 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 in California facilities emitting less HAP from this process than facilities outside of California. Based on the section 114 questionnaire responses, California facilities emitted approximately 48 percent less HAP than non-California facilities in ozone nonattainment areas for hand-wipe cleaning operations. These emissions were calculated on a pounds of HAP emitted per employee basis, using the total number of employees at the facilities (the 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 emission reductions, and that the sources subject to these regulations are the best-performing sources in this source category. Since these sources also comprise more than 12 percent of the sources in the category, the M ACT 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 achieve the calculated emission reductions. While one cannot "average" housekeeping measures, based on common aspects

among the four rules, housekeeping measures of maintaining closed containers for the storage of fresh solvent, spent solvent, and solvent- soaked cloth and paper were established as one part of the M A CT  floor.The second part of the M ACT floor for hand-wipe cleaning is a vapor pressure limitation on the solvents being used.The SCAQM D, the San Diego AQM D, and the Imperial County APCD specify a maximum 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 is inappropriate to give equal weight to the Ventura rule in determining the M ACT 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 of 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 aerospace facilities in California are located in the South Coast district, the EPA has determined that the 45 mm Hg vapor pressure is more representative of the “ average” limitation on cleaning solvents among the best performing facilities and represents the M ACT floor for both new and existing sources. More stringent levels (e.g„ a weighted average vapor pressure value) were not considered to be achievable by all sources. Therefore, the EPA has selected the 45 mm Hg at 20 °C (24.1 in. H20  at 68 °F) as the basis for the standards forhand-wipe cleaning solvents.Information collected on cleaning solvents also showed that some 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 minimizing emissions. These cleaning solvents are demonstrated technology for limited applications and their use would reduce organic HAP emissions as much as or more than the proposed vapor pressure limit. Therefore, the EPA is proposing to encourage their use by including an approved composition list for cleaning solvents in the proposed rule. The EPA welcomes comments on this list and proposals for adding to the list before final promulgation of the rule.Based on data provided by aerospace facilities in response to the section 114 questionnaires, spray guns used to

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 facilities 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 M ACT floor level of control. The EPA also received information from the industry on the use o f cleaning methods other than enclosed gun cleaners. After review of this information, the EPA determined that adequate technical justification was presented to show that the alternate -cleaning methods were as effective as enclosed spray gun cleaners in controlling organic HAP emissions. Consequently, in addition to enclosed spray gun cleaners, the EPA is proposing to allow the use of: (1) Unatomized discharge of solvent into a waste container that is kept closed when not in use, (2) hand cleaning in a vat that is kept closed when not in use, and(3) the use of atomized spray into a waste container fitted with a device designed to capture atomized solvent emissions.Based on information received from the responses to the section 114 questionnaires, plant visits, and industry meetings, the EPA learned that there are certain cleaning operations for which low VQC, low H AP, or low vapor pressure cleaning solvents do not have widespread use that would constitute a demonstrated technology. The EPA, therefore, is 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 in. H20  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 is not yet demonstrated for the proposed exempt cleaning operations. However, there are many new cleaning solvents being develop«!, 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 imposing a limit on the annual usage of non-compliant cleaning solvents for exempt operations.



29241No» 107 / M onday, June 6, 1994 / Proposed RulesHowever, no data were available for use in establishing this lim it,2. Primer and Topcoat Application OperationsAs noted above, over 12 percent of the aerospace industry is located in four districts in California. The SCAQM D, Ventura County APCD, Imperial County APCD, and Sacramento Metropolitan AQM D rules all require high transfer - efficiency coating application methods, The application methods specified in these rules were adopted as the M ACT 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 is requesting comments identifying these other application methods. These comments should include test data demonstrating that, in 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 w ill 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 in conjunction with high transfer application methods to establish the M ACT floor to reduce emissions. 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 V O C content as the means of regulating coating emissions. Consequently, no directed effort has been made to control the organic HAP content of these coatings. £jata 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 VO C content. This is not surprising since, as noted above, there have been efforts to lim it only the VOC content in the coatings and not the organic HAP content. However, the data show that the organic HAP content is typically 50 percent less than the VO C content. Where the organic HAP content

was higher 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 photochemical reactivity) that are also organic HAP.There are a number of chem icals commonly found in coatings that are not on the list of 189 HAP (section 112(b) of the Act) including methyl amylketone (2-heptanone), cyclohexanone, and isopropyl alcohol. Currently, the EPA does not have adequate health data to determine the relative toxicity of these organic HAP substitutes and, therefore, does not want to establish a requirement that would encourage their use as substitutes in coatings. Since these potential substitutes are also V O C, the proposed standards would lim it both organic HAP and VO C content, rather than organic HAP only. The effect of this dual lim it w ill be to reduce the total amount of organic emissions from coating operations, eliminate the use of the few very high organic HAP content primers and topcoats, and establish a cap on the organic HAP content of primers and topcoats that w ill be developed in the future.The organic HAP and VO C lim its were determined by ranking the facilities that reported usage of primers or topcoats from the lowest to the highest weighted average VO C content o f 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 V O C lim it. This value was 350 g/1 (2.9 lb/gal) for primers and 420 g/1 (3.5 lb/ gal) for topcoats. As discussed earlier, the lim ited data available to the EPA indicate that organic HAP content is typically lower than VOC content. However, no reasonable lim it could be identified. Therefore, the EPA is proposing an organic HAP content lim it at the same level as for V O C. The proposed lim its for organic HAP are, therefore, 350 g/1 (2.9 lb/gal) for primers and 420 g/1 (3.5 lb/gal) for topcoats.The section 114 questionnaire responses showed that the inorganic HAP emissions from nearly all primer and topcoat application operations were controlled by dry particulate filters or waterwash spray booths. Since no other technology was identified that can be used to control inorganic HAP em issions, the use of filters and waterwash was adopted as the M ACT floor.3. Depainting OperationThe information obtained on depainting operations showed the pervasive use of organic HAP- containing chemical strippers to remove

paint. However, information was also obtained showing that many aerospace depainting operations are using alternative methods that do not utilize organic H AP, including organic HAP- free chem ical strippers and dry media blasting techniques. The information also showed that not all commercial aerospace vehicles are fully coated. In these instances, the amount of organic HAP emissions from depainting is 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 m ilitary aircraft depainting operations. The EPA considered several parameters to establish which facilities were the best performing ones. The most sim ple method would be to determine the pounds of organic HAP emissions per aircraft. This would not, however, take into account the difference in outer surface area from one model of aircraft to another and, hence, the difference in stripper volume required for each aircraft. Another basis would be to determine the organic HAP emissions per square foot of outer surface area actually painted. This method would not distinguish between the total emissions for stripping an aircraft that has only a portion of the outer surface area painted, and the total emissions for stripping the same aircraft 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. This 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 is painted from the emissions when a larger portion is painted. However, insufficient data were obtained through the section 114 questionnaire responses to develop an emission rate for military aircraft depainting operations.A  fourth consideration was to identify the basic techniques being used and rank them according to their relative effectiveness in reducing organic HAP emissions. The EPA elected to use this as the measure for identifying the best performing facilities. The different depainting techniques were also evaluated as to their applicability throughout the industry.Three basic depainting techniques are used by the facilities for which the EPA



29242 Federal Register 7 V o l. 59,. N o. 107 / M onday”, Ju n e 6-, 1994 / Proposed R uleshas information: Methylene chloride based chem ical strippers, chemical : strippers that contain no organic H AP, and blasting methods. (Although blasting methods are very effective in reducing and essentially eliminating organic HAP emissions from deparnting operations, they do produce particulate inorganic H AP em issions. However, these emissions are typically well- controlled with particulate filters» which are almost always integral to the blasting systems. In addition, the proposed standards would require such control on inorganic HAP em issions, as discussed in section Q .B. of this preambledBased on section 114 questionnaires, site visits, and information provided by the industry, theEPA  has information on depainting methods at 20 facilities. O f these facilities, 14 were identified as using either a blasting method (Le., wheat starch or plastic media) or chem ical 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 m ilitary fighters and transports, m ilitary and commercial 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 M ACT floor to be equivalent to the use of either media blasting or chem ical strippers that do no* contain organic HAP.This analysis also showed, however, that some organic HAP emissions from depainting still occurred at facilities using blast methods or chemical strippers that contain no organic H A P. This is  due to the fact that certain-parts (e.g., wing flaps, engine nacelles, and radomes) are removed from the aircraft and depainted separately. T his is primarily 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 chem ical strippers that contain no organic H AP on these parts could not be determined. Consequently, these parts are exempted from the proposed standards.In. addition, the EPA determined that a small portion of the aircraft cannot be stripped with blasting methods. For example, some areas of the aircraft are masked to prevent intrusion of the blast media. The edge of the masking w ill often cover coated areas and, thus, prevent the blasting media from

removing the coating from these areas. This coating must then be removed (referred to as spot stripping), usually with an organic HAP-containmg chemical stripper. Another example o f spot stripping is the removal e f coatings from a small area o f the outer surface of the aircraft in order to perform testing and inspection of the bare metal. Also , blasting methods may have difficulty removing some decals. Consequently, organic H AP solvents may be used to soften or remove these decals. For these reasons, exemptions for spot stripping 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 lim it the amount of organic HAP-contaming chem ical strippers used for radome, parts and spot stripping and decal removal. Data provided in the section 114 questionnaire responses were used to establish the amount of stripper used for these operations. Data were not available for radome and parts depainting; however, usage of chem ical strippers for spot stripping and decal removal was available from commercial airlines for à lim ited number of aircraft types. Since information was not available for all aircraft types, the stripper usage for the largest commercial aircraft was used as the basis for the usage exemption.The usage information was, however, lim ited to commercial aircraft. M ilitary sources within the aerospace industry provided additional data to the EPA that established a technical Justification for a higher usage lim itation for military aircraft. This information was used as the basis for the usage lim itation for spot stripping and decal removal for military aircraft.The section 114 questionnaire responses showed that all facilities (7 respondents) that use media blasting to depaint use either dry particulate filters orbeghouses to control particulate emissions from blast depainting methods. W hile electrostatic precipitators were identified as a possible control technology, the cost of the precipitators was believed to be considerably higher than the filtration methods already in use. Therefore, particulate filters and baghouses were used as the basis for developing the M ACT floor for operations that use media blasting.4. Chem ical M illing Maskant Application OperationNot all aerospace facilities perform chem ical m illing maskant operations. O f those responding to the section Î14 request, twelve reported chem ical

m illing operations. To identify 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 m illing maskants to obtain pounds of organic HAP emitted per gallon of chem ical m illing maskant (less water) as applied. The emissions value took into account control measures such as carbon adsorbers or waterborne chemical m illing maskants. The sources were then ranked from the lowest emission rate to the highest..For this operation, the best performing 12 percent of the sources is represented by the two sources with the lowest emission rates. One of these sources utilized a carbon adsorber to abate the emissions from a solvent- based chemical m illing maskant. The other source utilized a waterborne chem ical m illing maskant with no abatement. Each of these two facilities had the same organic HAP emission rate of 1.3 lb/gal. Therefore, this was selected to represent the M A CT floor.5. Handling and Storage of WasteBased 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 M ACT floor for handling and storage o f waste.W hile no data were available for the effect on emissions from the housekeeping measures, it is  expected that emissions w ill be reduced based on the data from California facilities for keeping cleaning solvents in 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 certain types o f wastes. Since the EPA did not want to create a situation where possible conflicts with the RCRA regulations could arise, the proposed rule exempts wastes covered under the RCRA regulations.
F. Selection o f the Format o f the 
Proposed RuleSeveral formats could be used to implement 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, in the judgment o f the Administrator, it Is not feasible to prescribe or enforce emission standards. Section 112(h) o f the Act defines two conditions under which it is not feasible to prescribe or
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Ir
to enforce emission standards. These conditions are: (1) If the H AP cannot be emitted through a conveyance device or {2) i f  the application of measurement methodology to a particular class of sources is not practicable due to technological or economic lim itations. If emission standards are not feasible to prescribe or enforce, then the Administrator may instead promulgate equipment, work practice, design or operational standards, or a combination thereof.1. Cleaning OperationThe cleaning operation for which the EPA is proposing standards emits a variety of organic HAP. For many of these organic H A P, emission measurement methods either do not exist or would be very expensive to implement. In addition, the nature of some cleáning operations (e.g., hand- wipe cleaning) makes collection through a conveyance device difficult i f  not impossible. Therefore, the EPA determined that emission standards are not feasible for these operations.The EPA then considered design, equipment, work practice, and operational standards for these operations. The EPA examined the California regulations, which had been determined to represent the floor level of control, to identify the specific types of measures adopted for hand-wipe cleaning, flush cleaning, and spray gun cleaning. A n 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 ozone 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 proposed 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 meas vires, (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 lim its was not possible, since there were no data to determine the emissions from leaks. A lso, no design, equipment, or work practice standards were-identified that would prevent leaks from occurring. Consequently, the EPA determined that the only format that

would ensure a minimum of organic H AP emissions from leaks was an operational standard that required leaks to be repaired w ithin a certain amount of time.2. Primer and Topcoat Application OperationsThe formats selected by the EPA for the proposed organic HAP emission lim its for primer and topcoat application operations are: (1) A  lim itation on both the VOC and organic HAP cqntent, (2) a percent reduction and performance standard for control 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 topcoat application operations.However, die EPA has information that many larger facilities have several hundred spray booths in which primer or topcoat 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 ageneies. 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 data to quantify emissions based on production or the product produced. Therefore, the EPA rejected this format.The EPA then considered a lim itation on the organic HAP and VO C content (mass o f organic HAP and V O C per unit volume) of coating as applied. This format would essentially impose an emission lim itation on each source, but allow flexibility in  the manner of com pliance. Each source would have the choice of using compliant coatings and averaging between compliant and non-compliant coatings. This format w ill reduce the amount of total organics, is easily enforced with Method 24 for VO C content and manufacturer’s data for organic HAP content, and w ill cap the total amount o f organic HAP that a primer or topcoat can contain.The EPA is also allowing the use of control devices to reduce organic HAP and VO C emissions from primer and topcoat application operations. The format of the standards must ensure that as much of the emissions as practicable are being controlled. The EPA chose a format that specifies the overall control efficiency (capture efficiency m ultiplied 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 set an equipment standard to reduce HAP emissions from the application of primers and topcoats. This format requires the use of certain specified coating application equipment or coating methods that result in higher ’ transfer efficiencies than conventional spray equipment, thus reducing emissions. This format allows facilities the flexibility to choose the method of application most appropriate to the coating and substrate being coated.The EPA first considered the data presented in the section 114 questionnaire responses to determine the format of the standards for inorganic HAP emissions from primers and topcoats. The level of control (expressed as a percentage) 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 manufacturer’s data, which could not be verified through standardized testing. W hile the A ct specifies that emission standards be developed whenever possible, the EPA determined that the available data were not of sufficient quality to develop such a 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 o f 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 application 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 OperationThe demonstrated technologies for depainting that represent the best performing 12 percent of sources are blast methods (e.g., plastic media and wheat starch blasting) and chem ical strippers that contain 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 chem ical strippers that contain no



29244 Federal Register / Vol. 59, No. 107 / Monday, June 6, 1994 / Proposed Rulesorganic HAP. The EPA did not want to lim it the development of these alternative depainting methods, so the operational format was rejected.The EPA then considered the level of organic HAP emissions from blasting, chem ical strippers that contain no organic H AP, and other alternative depainting methods. W ith 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 that 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 w ell as alternative methods that may be developed in the future.W hile spot stripping and decal removal have been exempted from the proposed standards, the EPA, in selecting the format of the exemption, intends to lim it the use of organic HAP- containing stripper to the lowest amount necessary. The EPA selected a lim itation on the annual average amount (in gallons) of organic HAP-containing stripper used per aircraft.Tne 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 M ACT floor.The control efficiency data reported in the section 114 questionnaire responses consisted of engineering judgement estimates and information obtained from the filter manufacturers. No test data were reported. Due to this lack of quantifiable test data, the EPA is 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 technical justification, including test data where possible, for any recommended level of control.4. Chem ical M illing Maskant Application OperationAn emission lim itation based on the mass of organic HAP and VOC per unit volume applied was selected for chem ical m illing maskants. There are

essentially two means of complying With the proposed standards: (1) Solvent-based chem ical m illing maskant with a carbon adsorber to reduce emissions or (2) a waterborne chem ical m illing maskant with an organic HAP content equal to or less than the proposed standard. This format allows facilities to choose either method (or develop an equivalent method) without giving preference to either solvent-based or waterborne chem ical m illing maskants.5 . Handling and Storage of WasteThe rationale for the format of the proposed standards for handling and storage of waste is essentially the same as that for housekeeping measures for cleaning solvents. Since no data were available to establish an emission lim itation and control equipment was not technically feasible, a work practice format requiring housekeeping measures was selected as the most appropriate means of reducing emissions,
G . Selection o f Em ission Test M ethods 
and Monitoring Requirements1. Emission Test MethodsIn 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 .9a. 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 lim itation.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 com pliance.Those facilities that use cleaning solvents that conform to the approved composition list would have to demonstrate how the solvents com ply. The EPA is proposing that data supplied by the manufacturer of the cleaning solvent be used to show com pliance.The data must show all components of the cleaning solvent and demonstrate that one of the approved composition definitions is met.To determine the composite vapor pressure of a cleaning solvent, die EPA

9 Ibid.

is proposing that for single-component cleaning solvents data supplied by the manufacturer or from standard engineering reference texts be used.This information is readily available and, for single component cleaning solvents, should be readily acceptable.For multi-component cleaning solvents, it is necessary to determine the composite vapor pressure of the cleaning solvent. This requires determining the amount of each organic compound in 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 is proposing that gas chromatographic analysis, following the procedures outlined in 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 combining these data to calculate the composite Vapor pressure, the EPA is proposing that die blend be assumed to be an ideal solution where Raoult’s law applies. W hile more accurate méthods are available, the cost and time to conduct those methods and the small gain in accuracy are not justifiable when compared to the ease of calculating composite vapor pressure assuming an ideal solution where Raoult’s law applies. Further, the composite vapor pressure of any blend changes with the conditions under which it is applied. This normal variability would cause some cleaning solvents to meet the composite vapor lim it under certain conditions, but not others, if  the vapor pressure test methods were used instead of the calculation.b. Primer and topcoat application 
operations. One part of the proposed standards for primer and topcoat application operations requires the use o f specified high transfer efficiency application equipment, or equivalent.A s long as tnis equipment is installed, operated, and maintained according to manufacturer’s specifications, it should perform with high transfer efficiency. Therefore, the EPA is 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 in the proposed rule must demonstrate that it is equivalent in reducing organic HAP and VOC emissions. To make an equivalency determination, the owner or operator must demonstrate that the organic HAP and VOC emissions generated by the



Federal Register / VoL 59, No. 107 / Monday, June 6, 1994 / Proposed Rules 29245alternative 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 VO C 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 VO C emissions generated by the same process using the alternative application method to coat an equivalent amount of parts and 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 VO C 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 VO C 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 method for such determinations. Sources may, at their discretion, use manufacturer’s data for determining the VO C 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 w ill always take precedence in compliance determinations. Since there are no generally available methods for testing organic H AP content, the EPA is 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

organic H AP content among all users. Several coating manufacturers have indicated to the EPA that they are w illing to supply such information.As noted above, the proposed standards would require the organic HAP contents to be determinéd on a “ less water as applied” basis and V O C 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 V O C 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 w ell 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 calculation 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 w ill be required by the proposed rule and w ill be readily available to the owner oroperator for making the necessary calculations. The pertinent information (i.e., density, organic HAP content, and VO C content) of the additives would be based on manufacturer supplied information. If that information is not available, then the owner or operator would be required to develop a procedure for determining the m issing information for approval by the Administrator.Since the proposed standards for organic HAP and VO C content levels would allow each owner or operator to average organic HAP or VO C 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 com pliance. 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 H AP and VOC content as applied are not necessary. The proposed rule does, however, require monthly determination of usage and HAP and VO C content as applied.If control devices (e.g:, incinerators, carbon adsorbers) are used, the proposed standards require them to

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 efficiency be determined by one o f two methods depending on whether the capture system is totally enclosed or 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 run lasting one hour. For control of organic compounds, Method 1 or 1A  of 40 CFR part 60, appendix A , as appropriate, would be used for selection of the sam pling 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 TO C 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 adsorber 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 V O C 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.Each owner or operator using a control device would be required to conduct an initial performance test. For



29246 Federal Register / V o l. 59, N o. 107 / M onday, June 6, 1994 / Proposed R ulescontrol 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 is necessary to establish, during the initial performance test, operating parameters that would be continuously monitored in order to show continuous com pliance. 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 immediately before and after the catalyst bed. No operating parameters are required to be monitored on carbon adsorbers since the material balance calculations provide a continuous check of proper operation.c. Depainting operation. The proposed standards for the depainting of aerospace Vehicles requires, in part, no organic HAP emissions, which w ill be achieved through the use of chemical strippers that do not contain any organic HAP or the use of non-chemical depainting methods or techniques.Since all of the known non-chemical depainting methods/techniques do not contain any organic H AP, the only test method or procedures needed are those associated with determining whether a chem ical stripper contains any organic H AP. For the reasons noted earlier under the discussion on test methods for primers and topcoats, the EPA is proposing that the organic HAP content be determined based on information supplied by the manufacturer of the chem ical stripper.In order to demonstrate compliance with the organic HAP-containing chemical stripper usage lim itation for spot stripping and decal removal, the source must calculate an average annual usage per aircraft. Since there is only one method to calculate this average (i.e., dividing the total gallons of organic HAP-containing chem ical stripper used for spot stripping and decal removal by the number of aircraft stripped), the EPA is proposing to use this method to determine com pliance. The information needed for this calculation would be obtained from company records.Particulate inorganic HAP emissions are generated by blast depainting methods. Therefore, the EPA is 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. Chem ical m illing m askant 
application operation. The proposed standards for chem ical m illing maskants

lim its the organic HAP content to the equivalent of 160 grams per liter (1.3 pounds/gallon) less water as applied and lim its the VO C 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 organic HAP and V O C content levels, an owner or operator would have the flexibility to use com pliant chem ical m illing maskants or averaging uncontrolled com pliant and non- compliant maskants. As for primers and topcoats, averaging uncontrolled and controlled chem ical m illing maskants together would be prohibited. Test methods and procedures are, therefore, necessary to determine the organic HAP and VO C Content of each chem ical m illing maskant as applied. If control devices are used, it is also necessary to determine thè overall control efficiency of the control device. The test methods selected and the rationale for the selection are identical to those presented above for primers and topcoats.e. Handling and Storage o f 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 RequirementsIn accordance with paragraph (a)(3) to section 114 of the A ct, enhanced monitoring of stationary sources is required to determine the compliance status of the sources, and whether compliance is continuous or intermittent. For affected sources complying with the proposed standards through the use of control devices, initial compliance is determined through the initial com pliance test, and ongoing compliance through continuous monitoring. The EPA has proposed the parameters to be monitored for certain types of control devices now used in the industry. The values of these parameters that correspond to com pliance with the proposed standards are set by the owner or operator during the initial 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 is out of com pliance with the proposed standards, except as specified for malfunctions in § 63.6(e)(3) of 40 CFR part 63, subpart A .10a. Cleaning operation. For cleaning operations, the only portion of the standards for which monitoring
10 Ibid.

requirements are being proposed is 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 being “ vapor-tight” and that there are no leaks from the pumps or piping of these systems. Therefore, the EPA is proposing that such systems be visually inspected for leaks. Since most of the systems are used to clean paint spray guns, leaks would be easily spotted by visual inspection 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 increase, if  any, in the detection of leaks from these systems. Therefore, the EPA is proposing to require visual inspection only,The EPA then considered how frequently the enclosed cleaners should be inspected. The EPA considered daily, weekly, m onthly, and yearly , frequencies. The nature of the systems being inspected is not expected to result in sudden failure, but rather failure due to wear and tear. Thus, the EPA considered it unnecessary to require daily or even weekly inspection. 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 is a reasonable period between inspections, without overburdening the industry and not allowing leaks to go unrepaired for an extended period of time.Sim ilarly, the proposed work practice and equipment standards require that containers used to store solvents and solvent laden cloth and paper be closed when nothin operation. The EPA could not identify any operating parameter that would monitor whether this was being done. Nor could the EPA identify a parameter to monitor when atomized cleaning is used. The proposed standards require the use of a device designed to capture the atomized solvent emissions. No monitoring parameters were identified to indicate periods when the device may not be functioning 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 chem ical 
m illing maskant application operations. The proposed monitoring requirements for primer, topcoat, and chemical m illing maskant application operations



29247F ed eral R egister / V o l. 59, N o. 107 / M onday, June 6, 1994 / Proposed R ulesconcern the operation of control devices that may be used in demonstrating compliance with the organic HAP content levels. For control devices, the parameters to be fnonitored are those that have been typically used in other standards. For example, where catalytic incinerators are used to control organic HAP and VOC em issions, 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 in this proposed rule is long standing, and for more information see the proposal notice for the SO CM I reactor processes N SPS (55 FR 26966 through 26969, June 29,1990). The EPA is, therefore, simply proposing to adopt the same monitoring parameters as have been required for previous standards.For inorganic HAP emissions from primers and topcoats, the proposed standards would require the use of particulate filters or waterwash systems. Two parameters were identified that could be monitored 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 is directly related to the pressure drop. Monitoring of both parameters was considered to be redundant.c. Depainting operation. The nature of the proposed standards for depainting operations is such that no meaningful monitoring requirement was identified for the proposed organic HAP emission standards. The organic HAP content (less water as applied) of the chemical strippers used must be calculated or determined. But once identified, there are no requirements concerning their application.The rationale for the pressure drop monitoring requirements proposed for inorganic HAP emissions from depainting operations is identical to that for primers and topcoats.d. Handling and storage o f waste. For those wastes subject to the proposed rule, the EPA could not identify any operating parameters that would monitor whether housekeeping measures were being performed. Therefore, no monitoring requirements are being proposed.
H. Selection o f Recordkeeping and 
Reporting Requirem entsI . RecordkeepingIn addition to the specific recordkeeping requirements described below for each affected source, the

proposed rule adopts the provisions specified in § 63.10 (a), (b), (d), and (f) of the General Provisions, 40 CFR part 63, subpart A .11 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 in.H2O at 68 °F). In order to determine whether these requirements are being complied w ith, it is necessary to keep data on the cleaning solvents being used in these operations. Therefore, the EPA is proposing that each owner or operator keep for each cleaning solvent used at the facility, a record of the name of the cleaning solvent and documentation that shows the organic H AP content and organic HAP constituents. In addition, the EPA is proposing the following records for specific cleaning operations be kept. >For each cleaning solvent used in 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 com pliance to the approved composition list, and annual purchasing records showing the annual volume purchased of each. For each cleaning solvent used in hand-wipe cleaning operations that does not conform to the approved 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 o f 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 lim it).The proposed standards would allow certain hand-wipe cleaning operations to be exempt; that is , cleaning solvents that do not com ply with the approved composition requirements or with vapor pressure greater than 45 mm Hg at 20 °C (24.1 in . H2O at 68 °F) can be used for these exempt cleaning operations. Therefore, affected facilities w ill have both compliant and non-compliant cleaning solvents in  use. The EPA, therefore, believes it is necessary to ensure that cleaning solvents with vapor"Ibid.

pressures greater than 45 mm Hg at 20 °C (24.1 in . H2O at 68 °F) are only used for the exempted cleaning operations. To this end, the EPA is proposing that each owner or operator keep daily records of the name and volume of each cleaning solvent used in each exempt hand-wipe cleaning operation, as well as the parts, assemblies, or subassemblies on w hich it is used. The EPA is requiring daily recordkeeping for these non-compliant solvents so that adequate records exist to determine that the solvents are used only in the exempt operations.The EPA is also proposing that records be kept of each leak found when visually inspecting enclosed spray gun systems. These records would consist of source identification, the date of discovery of the leak, and the date of repair in order to ensure that repairs are completed within 15 days as required by the proposed standard.For those portions o f the cleaning operation standards that require containers to be closed when not in use, the EPA is not proposing any recordkeeping requirements. Nor is the EPA proposing any recordkeeping requirements for the cleaning of spray guns (other than for enclosed spray gun cleaners) or flush cleaning.b. Primer and topcoat application 
operations. For all primer and topcoat application operations, regardless of w hich methods are used to comply with the proposed standards, the EPA is proposing that each owner or operator keep records of the name of each coating and its organic HAP and V O C content as received. In addition, the EPA is proposing different levels of recordkeeping requirements depending on how the organic HAP and VO C content levels are being met. If an owner or operator is using com pliant coatings to meet the organic HAP or VO C content levels, the EPA is proposing that the owner or operator keep records that identify for each coating (primer, topcoat) used each calendar month, the volume of each coating formulation used each month, the masses of organic 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 inspection) used to determine organic H AP and VOC content of each as applied. Daily records are not necessary since, if  the coatings are com pliant, the emissions from the coatings w ill not exceed the emission lim itation in the proposed Standards on a daily basis. M onthly records, however, are necessary to m aintain a check that compliance is being maintained.
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I f  an owner or operator elects ¡to 'meet the 'organic H A P or V O C -content level by averaging, lire iEPA  is proposing that records of ¡the daily volume-weighted average'organic MAP and V O C contents for primers and (topcoats he keptas well as-aid o f the data and ¿calculations used to calculate «these values. This woidd include the volume, organic H A P content-as appilied.-and VOCncm tentas applied «of each coating. This level off information ¿6 required for an inspector to determine «whether -the facility was in  compliance and whether -the proper data and calculations were beine used.If a control device is used, each-owner or operator would be required to keep a record dor, where allowed in the proposed standards, daily averages-) of the various control device operating parameters being m onitored. -Since lor some control devices compliance with the proposed standards ;is dependent on the control device being operated properly, these records are necessary to determine com pliance. Specifically, a source would be out o f compliance if  the recorded .parameters were out of range. A s noted earliex, for incinerators, this would becoritinuous Tecords of-the operating*temperature(s), w hile no operatingparameters are required for cafbon a&soibers. Thus, the EPA is requiring these records for compliance determinations.Therecordkeepmg requirements for inorganic H A Peim ssionsfim n primers and topcoats, wdiidh require recording of the pressure drop'across the filters or waterwaSh once per Shift during wlridh coating 'operations ‘trccur, were induded to provide a means of obtaming data that can be used -to verify that d ie pressure drop lim its are not being ' exceeded. The »records -can also he used by the facility to  determine when preventative maintenance should he performed on the 'filter or waterwash extern. The proposed rule w ould also require that die lo g  include the pressure drop operating range as-specitfied by the manufacturer so  that ’the com pliance information is «readily available at all times.
c . Depaihtingoperation. For compliance with the standard of no organic H A P emissions through the use of chem ical strippers that contain no organic ¡HAP, the minimum records identified were the name of each chem ical Stripper need ’in  depainting operations, ¡the organic H A P content of each stripper, and «its supporting documentation.The proposed standards contain an exemption for spot Stripping and decal * removal that is based on an annual average volum e of organic HAP- containing stripper per aircraft. To

ensure that fhsis exem ption is  ‘being complied w ith, «the E PA  is  proposing that the owner or operator o f an affected source record these annual averages. Consequently, records must be maintained ofthe m im berofarrcraft depainted, the volume o f‘organic HAP- containmg Stripper used for spot stripping and 'decal removal, 'the average number «cd gallons-of organic HAP- containmg Chemical stripper used per aircraft, and ail supporting data and calculations.Sim ilarly., the proposed Standards have an «exemption for radomes and parts deparrtting. W hile radomes are self-evi debt, the parts normally removed are not. Therefore,-the¡EPA is  proposing that eadh «owner or ‘operator keep an up- to-date ‘list df all aircraft depainted at the facility and a H St'dfsIl parts normally «removed prior to  'depainting from «each aircraft model.The EPA believes ¡that it  is  necessary to «ensure (that, i f  a 'depainting facility uses organic HAP-corttainmg chemical Strippers, they oidy he used on spot stripping, decal removal, radomes ¿and parts. Tracking the daily use of the organic HAP-coiitairirng Chemical strippers by volum e w ould indicate whether or «not these strippers are being used on the aircraft body.'The amount of stripper required to  depaint an aircraft body is substantially higher than forthe «exempted operations. Therefore, am -accounting df Stripper usage is necessary to  ensure organic HAP- contairiing stripper is  not being used on the aircraft body. T h eE P A  considered requiring records b f the usage u f both strippers thatuoM ain organic H AP and those that do not-contain organic HAT be maintained. However, ¡the EPA believes that requiring Tecords of both types df stripper «usage would be overly burdensome iofhe.industry and that adequate accauritmg w ould be obtained from the usage of organic H A P- containing «chemical stripper, in  addition, records'df the usage of organic HAP-ccmtaimng strippers are already being required for spot Stripping and decal removal. Consequently, the EPA is proposing that records be kept only of the organic HAT^coutaining chemical stripper usage.Bailyrecordkeepm g ofthe usage of these Strippers w asconsidered to be unnecessary since the «intent of the records ‘is ’to Show longterm  trends. Annual records , on the other band, would require too long of a period to establish these ¡trends. Consequently, the EPA is »requiring m onthly records of the organic HAT-coritemmg stripper usage.Whenever non-chemical depainting techniques are being used, the proposed

standards w ould require that during periods ctfm alfunction, .alternate depairtfmg methods be used for no more than 14 consecutive days unless the alternative method contains no organic HAP. In order to determine compliance with these requirements, records must be kept on the dates the m alfunction occurred and was corrected, the methods used to depaint the aerospace vehicles during the m alfunction, and the dates that these methods were begun and 'discontinued.For inorganic H AP emissions, records of ¡the daily pressure drop readings are necessary -to ensure that the requirements > of the proposed standards -are being met. The rationale for this requirement is  identical to that presented for primers and ¡topcoats. In  addition, records m ust be maintained df the manufacturer’s recommended pressure drop lim its, the particulate filter control efficiency, and dll test results, data, ¿and calculations used in determining the control efficiency so that com pliance determinations can be made.d. Chem ical m illing matikant 
operation. For the organic H A P and VO C content levels/'the EPA  is  proposing different levels of recordkeeping requirements depending on how ¿the organic H A P and VOC content levels are being m at. The selection cof and «rationale for these recordkeeping requirements are identical to those presented ¿above for primers and topcoats. )M addition, where «carbon adsorbers are used to control organic HAP and VO C emissions from chem ical m illing maskants, the same recordkeeping requirements as discussed feu* primer and topcoat application operations are‘being proposed, and the rationale is «the same.e. H andlingand storage o f  waste. Since the proposed standards would exempt RCRA wastes, it  is necessary to identify w hich wastes are subject to RCRA and w hich are subject to the proposed rule. Therefore, the EPA is proposing that each-owner or operator keep an up-to-date list of which wastes are subject to RCRA requirements and w hich are subject to the proposed «rule, and to keep o n  file  the «documentation supporting these determinations.The EPA recei ved-a comment requesting that records be m aintained of the quantity and type «of solvents stored and disposed, as w ell as the disposal facility f i f  applicable). The purpose of these records would be to ensure that the wastes are not improperly disposed since the wastes may not be RCRA listed wastes (and, ffras, not snbjedt to applicable RCRA recordkeeping requirements?), The E PA  is  requesting



29249No. 107 / Monday, June 6, 1994 / Proposed Rulesadditional 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 RequirementsIn addition to the specific reporting requirements described below for each affected source, the proposed rule adopts the provisions specified in § 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 periods specified in these sections were changed as detailed in Section ILF o f this preamble. These time periods were changed in order to provide additional time for the EPA to review requests for changes to time periods 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 notification,(2) Notification of compliance status,(3) Periodic 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 “ Adm inistrator.”  The term Administrator refers either to the Administrator 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 w ill be sent to state agencies. Addresses are provided in the General Provisions of 40 CFR part 63, subpart A .13Records of reported information and other information necessary to document com pliance 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 pertaining to the design and operation of the control and monitoring equipment must be kept for the life of the equipment.
12Ibid.
,3Ibid.

a. Initial N otification. The proposed standards would require owners or operators who are subject to this subpart to submit an initial notification. As outlined in the General Provisions, 40 CFR 63.9, this report serves two basic purposes: (1) Notifies the EPA that an existing facility is subject to the proposed standards and (2) notifies the EPA of the construction of a new facility.14 A  respondent must also report any facility m odifications as defined in § 63.5. This report w ill establish an early dialogue between the source and the regulatory agency, allowing both to plan for compliance activities. The notice is due no later than 12 months before the final compliance date as specified in  the proposed standards. Under the proposed rule, the initial notification is not required from any source that has submitted a permit application under title V  of the A ct, 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 in 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 m alfunction plan. This plan would be submitted with the initial notification.b. Notification o f Com pliance Status. 
A s  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 com pliance has been achieved, such as the results of performance tests, Method 24 tests, and design analyses, as w ell as the methods that w ill be used for determining continuing com pliance as outlined in the General Provisions, 40 CFR 63.9.15 Another type o f information to be included in the notification of compliance status is the specific range of each monitored parameter for each affected source, the rationale for why this range indicates compliance with the emission standard, and whether each source has operated within its designated operating parameters. The report would be due within 150 days after the final com pliance date as specified in the General Provisions.Although not specified in the proposed rule, a description of information specific to the aerospace industry that should be contained in the

l4Ibid. 
15 Ibid.

initial compliance notification for each of the affected sources was presented earlier in this preamble (see SectionII.B .2, Reporting Requirements). The information presented in that section is not necessarily exhaustive.c. Periodic Reports. The EPA is proposing to adopt a standard basis for submitting periodic reports for each of the operations for w hich standards are being proposed. Sem iannual reports would be required whenever an operation was found to be in non- com pliance or whenever a monitored parameter exceeded its value. For example, for a primer application operation where averaging is used, a semiannual report would be triggered for any daily period covered by the semiannual report in  which the daily primer volume-weighted average organic HAP content lim it 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 in the notification of compliance status. For example, reformulation of a chemical m illing maskant may change the organic HAP content of the maskant. If the HAP content increases, then the owner or operator may have to average different or additional chem ical m illing maskants together, or add a control device in order to m aintain com pliance. This change in com pliance status would trigger a semiannual report.For operations that did not experience any exceedances or changes, the EPA is proposing that annual reports be submitted to this effect. In addition, annual reports are required where compliance is determined on an annual basis and exceedances of these annual lim its occur.The EPA is proposing to adopt the above schedule of reporting because it provides a fair balance between the need to know certain information in a timely fashion and reduces the burden to industry and provides consistency within this regulation. The following paragraphs discuss in  more detail the specific types of information to be included in these various periodic reports. The information being requested is that which the EPA believes is necessary in the enforcement of the proposed rule.(1) Cleaning operation. Periods of non-compliance would be transmitted to the EPA in a semiannual report. An example of non-compliance for hand- wipe cleaning is the use of a cleaning solvent with a vapor pressure greater than 45 mm Hg (24.1 in . H2Q at 68 °F)



29250 ¿Federal Register // Vol. 5 9 , No. 107 / Monday, June 6 , 1994 / Proposed R ulesand does -not-conform to the approved composition list in a nonexempt cleaning operation. In addition, any instance where .a leaking enclosed spray gun cleaner is  not repaired within 15 days would be -considered an instance of non-compliance that would trigger a semiannual report.The ERA is also proposing a semiannual reporting requirement if changes, such as the use of new cleaning solvents, previously reported cleaning solvents no longer in use, or new cleaning techniques -for spray guns, are made to the cleaning operations at the facility. Where a new or reformulated cleaning solvent is used, the semiannual report would include documentation -of its vapor pressure or documentation that it -conforms to the approved com position list.If the cleaning operation has been in compliance for the annual period, then an annual report would he required occurring every 12 months from the date of the in itial report stating that the cleaning operation has been in compliance with the applicable standards.
Primer* topcoat, -and chem ical 

miming maskant application operations. 
A  semiannual report would be required whenever an exceedance -of organic HAP or VQ C content levels occurred, as w ell 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. Where control devioes are used to oonaply with the organic H AP ©r V Q C -content levels , the ERA is also proposing to require semiannual reporting whenever a monitored parameter falls outside its appropriate range. Such situations indicate noncompliance with the proposed standards.i f  no exceedances occur, each owner and operator would submit annual statements indicating that each affected facility has been in .compliance. The annual -reports for primer and topcoat operations would also identify -the number o f tim es, i f  any, the pressure drop lim its for each filter or waterwash system were exceeded.(3) Depaintipg Operations. If new non-chemical depainting techniques are introduced to the facility since the filing of the notification of compliance status or any subsequent sem iannual report; the EPA is proposing sem iannual reports to identify these techniques. The semiannual report w ould -be required to identify any period o f m alfunction o f non-chemical depainting methods and techniques .and any period where the non-chemical depainting -operation was not immediately shutdow n when the

pressure drop across the filters was out of range.For -periods o f m alfunction of non- chem ical depainting methods, semiannual reports would he required that identify the method or technique that m alfunctioned, the date that the m alfunction occurtced and was corrected, a description of the m alfunction, the alternative method(s) used for depainting during the period of m alfunction, and the date (s.) that die methods were begun and discontinued. This information is  necessary so that adequate documentation is available to ascertain whether malfunctions were repaired within the 15 day lim it.In addition, the facility would be required to reporten a semiannual basis any new chemical strippers or changes to existing formulations and the organic HAP content off each. A  semiannual report would also be required for each 24-hour period where organic HAP were emitted from the depainting operation, other than from spot, radome, or parts stripping or-decal removal.Finally , the semiannual report would be required to identify all changes in the type o f aircraft depainted at the facility and to identify the parts normally removed for -depainting separate from the aircraft for each new type of aircraft depainted. This is  important because of the exemption being proposed for radomes and parts that are normally removed -prior to depainting the aircraft.If the depaintiag »operation has been in  compliance for the annual -period, then an annual report would be required stating that the depainting operation has been in compliance w ith the applicable standards. An annual report would also be required whenever the calculated annual average volume o f organic HA1P- cont aiming strippers used per aircraft for spot stripping and decal removal exceeded the applicable lim its. The annual -report would -also report the number o f times the pressure drop across the particulate filters -used for the control of inorganic H AP emissions from non-chemical depainting operations exceeded the lim its specified by the manufacturer.(4U Handling and storage o f waste. A s discussed earlier, since an  exemption exists for RCRA-regulated wastes, it is  important to know w hich wastes are subject toRCRA-and w hich are not. Since facilities -undergo change over tim e, it is possible that these designations may change. Further, new waste streams may be created.Therefore, semiannual reports are being proposed to track changes in  the RCRA status of existing wastes and new wastes. An annual report would be required if no changes occurred in the

RCRA status to the existing waste streams and i f  no new waste streams were generated.d . O ther Reports. The only “other reports” in  the proposed rule are those that are required under the -General Provisions, subpart A  o f 40 QFR part 63.16 O f particular note is tire report required in response to periods o f startup, Shutdown, and m alfunction. When the procedures used during such periods are com pletely consistent with the plan, a report stating such is to be delivered or postmarked by the thirtieth (3:0th) day follow ing the end of each calendar h alf. If the procedures are not completely consistent with the plan, an owner or operator is to report the actions taken w ithin 2 working days after commencing actions inconsistent with the plan, follow ed by a letter w ithin 7 working days after the end of the event The ERA is proposing that for non-chemical depainting m alfunctions only, that the owner or operator report any plan inconsistency for dealing with the m alfunction w ithin 24 hours after the inconsistent depainting technique is actually utilized. This is different from “after die end of the event” because owners or operators may be able to adjust their depainting schedule to accommodate the tim e to repair a m alfunction without the need to implement their m alfunction plan.
I. Selection o f  Com pliance DeadlinesThe EPA  proposes to allow affected sources the fallow ing time periods after promulgation for com pliance, as provided for in  section o f the A ct.A ll sources, whether uncontrolled or having in  place control systems or measures requiring upgrading to meet the new rule, would be required to reach fu ll -compliance w ithin 3 years after promulgation of the rule. In addition, all affected sources must com ply with the -compliance dates specified in  -§-63.6 and (c) o f theGeneral Previsions; 40 CFR part 63, subpart A .17The EPA considered requiring earlier compliance to some parts of the proposed standards. However, comments received from state agencies indicated t h a t  there w o u l d  he far -less burden enfolding tfche standards af there was a-single compliance date. M ultiple compliance dates would make it difficult for agencies an states with numerous sources to keep track o f  which standards applied to  each facility and when compliance w ould have to begin.

,6Ibid. 
17 Ibid.
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The EPA recognizes the need for the full three-year period for facilities to come into compliance due to the nature of testing and qualification necessary for sources such as hand-wipe cleaning solvents, primers, topcoats, and chemical m illing maskants. For all these reasons, the EPA is proposing that all sources be allowed up to three years after the date of promulgation of the rule, to achieve com pliance.The EPA is requesting comments, however, concerning alternative compliance dates for certain pollution prevention and housekeeping measures. Specifically, the EPA is considering a compliance date o f 90 days after the effective date of the proposed standards for the cleaning operation housekeeping measures in  § 63.744(a) o f the proposed rule, the use of enclosed containers for flush cleaning solvents in § 63.744(d), and the provisions for handling and storage of waste in § 63.748. The EPA is also considering a compliance date of 180 days after the effective date of the proposed standards for the spray gun cleaning provisions in  § 63.744(c)./. Operating Permit ProgramUnder 40 CFR part 70, a ll major sources of HAP w ill be required to obtain an operating perm it Emission lim its, monitoring, and reporting and recordkeeping requirements are typically scattered among numerous provisions o f State implementation plans (SIP’s) or Federal regulations. As discussed in  the rule for the operating permit program, this new permit program would include in a single document a ll of the requirements that pertain to a single source. Once a state’s permit program has been approved, each aerospace facility that is a major source within that state must apply for and obtain an operating perm it If the state wherein the aerospace facility is 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 o f CommentsThe 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 o f information available. The Administrator is specifically requesting factual information that may support either the approach taken in  the proposed standards or an alternate approach. To receive proper consideration,

documentation or data should be provided.V I. Adm inistrative Requirements
A . Public HearingA  public hearing w ill be held, if requested, to discuss the proposed standards in accordance with section 307(d)(5) of the A ct. Persons wishing to make an oral presentation on the proposed standards for aerospace manufacturing and rework should contact the EPA at the address given in the ADDRESSES section o f this preamble. Oral presentations w ill be lim ited to 15 minutes each. Any member o f the public may file a written statement before, during, or within 30 days after the hearing. Written statements should be addressed to the A ir and Radiation Docket and Information Center address given in 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 w ill be available for public inspection and copying during normal working hours at the EPA’s A ir and Radiation Docket and Information Center in W ashington, DC (see ADDRESSES section o f this preamble).
B. DocketThe docket is an organized and complete file of all the information submitted to or otherwise considered by the EPA in the development o f this proposed rulemaking. The principal purposes o f the docket are: (1) To allow interested parties to readily identify and locate documents so that they can intelligently and effectively participate in the rulemaking process, and (2) to serve as the record in case of judicial review (except for interagency review materials) (section 307(d)(7)(A) of the Act).C. Executive Order 12866Under Executive Order 12866 (58 FR 61736 (October 4,1993)), the EPA must determine whether the regulatory action is “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 is likely to result in a rule that may:(1) Have an annual effect on the economy o f $100 m illion or more or adversely affect in a material way the economy, a sector o f the economy, productivity, com petition, jobs, the environment, public health or safety , or state, local, or tribunal governments or communities,

(2) Create a serious inconsistency or otherwise interfere with an action taken or planned by another agency,(3) M aterially affect the budgetary impact of entitlements, grants, user fees, or loan programs or the rights and obligations of recipients thereof, or(4) Raise novel legal or policy issues arising out of legal mandates, the President’s priorities, or the principles set forth in the Executive Order.Pursuant to'the terms of Executive Order 12866, OMB has made the determination that this action is 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 A ctThe information collection requirements in this proposed rule have been submitted for approval to OMB under the Paperwork Reduction A ct, 44 U .S .C . 3501 et seq. A n Information Collection Request (ICR) document has been prepared by the EPA (ICR No. 1687.01) and a copy may be obtained from M s. Sandy Farmer, Information Policy Branch, EPA, 401 M  S t., SW , (2136), Washington, DC 20460 or by calling (202) 260-2740.The public reporting burden for this collection o f information is estimated to average 366 hours per respondent for the first year after die date of promulgation of the rule, including time for reviewing instructions, searching existing data sources, gathering and maintaining the data needed, and completing and reviewing the collection of information.Send comments regarding the burden estimate or any other aspect o f 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 o f Management and Budget, Washington, DC 20503, marked “ Attention: Desk O fficer for the EPA. The final rule w ill respond to any OMB or public comments on the information collection requirements contained in this proposal,
E. Regulatory Flexibility A ctThe Regulatory Flexibility A ct (5 U .S .C . 601 et seq.) requires the EPA to consider potential impacts o f proposed regulations on small “ entities.”  Since the proposed rule applies only to major sources as defined in section 112(a) of the A ct, the EPA certifies that there would not be a significant impact on a substantial number of sm all entities. Consequently, a regulatory flexibility analysis is not required.
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F. Clean A ir A ct Section 117In accordance with section 117 of the A ct, publication of this proposal was preceded by consultation with appropriate advisory committees, independent experts, and Federal departments and agencies. The Administrator welcomes comment on all aspects of the proposed regulation, including health, economic, technological, or other aspects.
G. Regulatory ReviewIn accordance with sections 112(d)(6) and 112(f)(2) of the A ct, this regulation w ill 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, improvements in emission control technology and health data, and the recordkeeping and reporting requirements.List o f Subjects in 40 CFR Part 63A ir pollution control, Environmental protection, Hazardous substances, Reporting and recordkeeping requirements.
VII. Statutory AuthorityThe statutory authority for this proposal is provided by sections 101, 112,114,116, and 301 of the Clean Air A ct, as amended; 42 U .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 is proposing to grant a petition to delete Color Index (C.I.) Pigment Blue 15:1 from the “ copper compounds” category of the list of toxic chem icals subject to reporting under section 313 of the Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act of 1986 (EPCRA). C .I. Pigment Blue 15:1 is a mixture o f C .I. Pigment Blue 15 (copper phthalocyanine) and copper monochlorophthalocyanine. C .I. Pigment Blue 15 has already been

deleted from the chemical category “ copper compounds” ; therefore, the Agency is treating this petition as a request to remove copper monochlorophthalocyanine from the chem ical category “ copper com pounds.” This proposed rule is based on EPA’s belief that the copper ion from coppermonochlorophthalocyanine w ill not become available. In addition, EPA requests comment on the alternative of exempting all copper phthalocyanine 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 in triplicate to: OPPT Docket Clerk, TSCA  Document Receipt O ffice (7407), O ffice of Pollution Prevention and Toxics, Environmental Protection Agency, Rm. NE-B607, 401 M S t., SW ., Washington, DC 20460. Comments should include the document control number for this proposal, OPPTS-400085.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Maria J. Doa, Petitions Coordinator, 202-260—9592, for specific information on this proposed rule, or for more information on EPCRA section 313, the Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Hotline, Environmental Protection Agency, M ail Code 5101,401 M  S t., SW ., Washington, DC 20460, Toll free: 1-800—535-0202, in Virginia and Alaska: 703-412-9877 or Toll free TDD: 1-800-553-7672.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

I. Introduction
A . Statutory AuthorityThis proposed rule is issued 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 is also referred to as Title III of the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA) (Pub. L. 99-499).
B. BackgroundSection 313 of EPCRA requires certain facilities manufacturing, processing, or otherwise using listed toxic chem icals to report their environmental releases of such chem icals annually. Beginning with the 1991 reporting year, such facilities must also report pollution prevention and recycling data for such chem icals, pursuant to section 6607 of the Pollution Prevention Act (42 U .S .C .

13106). When enacted, section 313 established an initial list of toxic chem icals that was comprised of more than 300 chem icals and 20 chemical categories. Section 313(d) authorizes EPA to add chem icals to or delete chem icals from the fist, and sets forth criteria for these actions. Under section 313(e)(1), any person may petition EPA to add chem icals to or delete chemicals from the list. EPA has added and deleted chem icals from the original statutory list.EPA issued a statement of petition policy and guidance in 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 issued a statement of policy and guidance regarding the recommended content of petitions to delete individual members of the section 313 metal compound categories. Pursuant to EPCRA section 313(e)(1), EPA must respond to petitions within 180 days either by initiating a rulemaking or by publishing an explanation of why the petition has been denied.
II. Description of PetitionOn March 5,1993, the Agency received a petition from the Color Pigments Manufacturers Association (CPMA) to delete Color Index (C.I.) Pigment Blue 15:1 from the chemical category ‘‘copper compounds”  subject to EPCRA reporting requirements. C .I. Pigment Blue 15:1 is a mixture of C.I. 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 is treating this petition as a request to remove copper monochlorophthalocyanine from the chem ical category “ copper com pounds.”The coppermonochlorophthalocyanine pigment, w hich is the subject of this petition, exists as two isomers. One isomer is substituted with a single chlorine atom at the 1-position. The second isomer is substituted with a single chlorine atom at the 2-position. The copper monochlorophthalocyanine pigment is described by three CA S numbers. CA S number 15975^60—7 describes the' copper 1-chlorophthalocyanine pigment, CA S number 147-13-7 describes the copper 2- chlorophthalocyanine pigment. CA S number 12239-87—1 describes the copper monochlorophthalocyanine pigment with the position of a single _
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chlorine atom unspecified. EPA is proposing to delete both isomers and hence all three C A S numbers from the copper compounds category.In the statement o f policy and guidance on the metal compound categories of section 313 of EPCRA (56 FR 23703, M ay 23,1991), EPA articulated the view that the toxicity of a m etal-contain in g compound that dissociates or reacts to generate the metal ion can be expressed as a function of the toxicity induced by the intact species and the availability of the metal ion. Therefore, the degree of dissociation, bioaccum ulation, and the level at w hich toxicity is induced by the metal ion w ill be considered in making any delisting decision under EPCRA section 313. Thus, for petitions to exempt individual metal-containing compounds from the reporting requirements under EPCRA section 313, EPA has decided to base its decisions on the evaluation of all chem ical and biological processes that may lead to metal ion availability as w ell as on the toxicity of the intact species. These decisions w ill continue to be based on information provided by the petitioner, Agency documents, and available literature. EPCRA section 313 (d)(3) requires EPA to determine that none of the criteria in EPCRA section 313(d)(2) are met before a chem ical may be deleted from the EPCRA section 313 list. Under the policy for metal compound categories, this means that the effects induced by both a metal ion and the intact species described by the metal compound category must be considered in light of the EPCRA section 313(d)(2) criteria, th e  effects induced by each metal ion described by the metal compound categories meet the criteria under EPCRA section 313(d)(2). To delete a metal compound from the EPCRA section 313 list, EPA must conclude that the metal ion w ill not become available at a level that can be expected to induce toxicity of a type described in EPCRA section 313(d)(2), and that the intact species does not meet the criteria of EPCRA section 313(d)(2). Accordingly, EPA w ill generally deny petitions to delete chem icals if: (1) The intact species meets the EPCRA section 313(d)(2) criteria, (2) the chem ical w ill dissociate or react to generate the metal ion at levels which can reasonably be anticipated to cause adverse effects as described in  EPCRA section 313(d)(2), or (3) EPA does not possess and the petitioners failed to provide information to properly characterize the metal ion availability.

III. Technical ReviewThe Agency has previously addressed the transformation processes that may generate copper ion from copper phthalocyanine com pounds in its review o f a petition to delete three copper phthalocyanine pigments (Pigment Blue 15, copper phthalocyanine; Pigment Green 7, copper poly(14)chlorophthalocyanine; and Pigment Green 36, copper hexabromodecachlorophthalocyanine) from EPCRA section 313 reporting requirements. These three copper phthalocyanine pigments were deleted from EPCRA section 313 on May 23,1991 (56 FR 23650), because copper ion could not reasonably be expected to become available from these pigments and because there was no indication from the available data that the intact pigments could reasonably be anticipated to cause acute, chronic, or environmental toxicity. No data on the specific coppermonochlorophthalocyanine compounds which are the subject of this petition were found. However, in its analysis of the three previously deleted compounds, the Agency used data on both brominated/chlorinated copper phthalocyanine and copper phthalocyanine. This information was selected because Pigment Blue 15, Pigment Green 7, and Pigment Green 36 ranged in degree of bromination/ chlorination from zero (Pigment Blue 15) to 100 percent (Pigment Green 36). The transformation potential of many organic compounds is dependent, in part, on the number o f bromine or chlorine atoms present in the molecule. Although there are exceptions, generally, the more highly brominated or chlorinated an organic compound is, the less likely it is to undergo biotic or abiotic transformations. Once the transformation potential for copper phthalocyanine pigments at the extremes o f the range o f possible bromination/chlorination had been assessed, the transformation potential for those copper phthalocyanine pigments with brommation/chlorination greater than zero and less than 100 percent, including copper m onochlorophthalocyanine, could be inferred. The transformation processes reviewed included, hydrolysis, photolysis, abiotic and biotic aerobic degradation, abiotic and biotic anaerobic degradation, bioavailability of the ion when the com pounds are ingested or inhaled, and bioaccum ulation. The follow ing discussion summarizes the information reviewed.

1. Copper ion (Refs. 2 and 7). Copper is recognized as an essential element. It is essential to a number of normal physiological processes including erythropoiesis, connective tissue metabolism, bone development, and nervous system function. The National Academy of Sciences’ recommended daily allowance (RDA) for adults is 2.0 to 3.0 milligrams (mg) copper/day. Copper is also used as a hematinic (to stimulate red blood cell production) in adults at a dose of 3.8 to 7.6 mg/day.a. Human health effects. Copper poisoning has been demonstrated in animals and identified in humans. The liver is the main storage depot for copper, .and hepatic damage is associated with the accum ulation of high levels of copper. Hepatic toxicity is characterized by hepatocellular necrosis, regenerative activity, and cirrhosis. Kidney necrosis and eleVated levels of serum copper occur only after the liver begins to accumulate high levels of copper. These elevated serum copper levels can progress to sudden hem olytic anemia and jaundice.The types of neurological effects associated with copper poisoning can include demyelination and cerebral degeneration. These effects are thought to be related to defects in catecholamine metabolism. Alterations in brain neurotransmitter systems have been observed in rats follow ing intraperitoneal injections o f 2 milligrams/kilogram/day (mg/kg/day) for 21 days. There are two groups that are at a particularly increased risk from copper exposure. These include individuals with W ilson’s disease, w hich is an inborn error in copper metabolism. The m etabolic error in W ilson’s disease allow s copper to accumulate in the liver, brain, kidney, and cornea, causing hem olytic anemia, neurological abnormalities, and com eal opacity. In addition, individuals with glucose-6-phosphate dehydrogenase deficiencies may also be at greater risk of experiencing toxic effects from copper exposure.Copper is classified in  E PA ’s Group D (insufficient data) for carcinogenic potential. Copper is generally negative in mutagenicity bioassays. Oral bioassays using copper were negative; subcutaneous injection o f copper compounds has been reported to induce tumpr formation in one sex and strain of m ice.The maximum contam inant level (MCL) established for copper under the Safe Drinking Water A ct is 1.3 milligrams/liter (mg/L) (3.6 mg/day).b. Ecological effects. Copper is very toxic to aquatic life . It is sometimes used as a biocide to control undesirable



29254 Federal Register / V o l. 59, N o. 107 / M onday, June 6, 1994 / Proposed R ulesaquatic plants. EPA has issued Water Quality Criteria for copper to protect aquatic life. The acute criterion in fresh water at a hardness of 50 mg/L is 9.2 micrograms/liter (ug/L). The chronic criterion in fresh water is 6.5 ug/L at a hardness of 50 mg/L. In salt water at a hardness of 50 mg/L, the acute criterion is 2.9 ug/L. At a hardness of 100 mg/L, the freshwater acute criterion is 18 ug/L, the freshwater chronic criterion is 12 ug/L, and the salt water acute criterion is 2.9 ug/L.2. A vailability o f copper ion. The copper monochlorophthalocyanine pigments are expected to be extremely stable to chem ically and biologically induced transformations.a. Thermal stability. Based on their structural analogy to other copper phthalocyanine pigments, copper monochlorophthalocyanine pigments are expected to be extremely stable thermally. Copper phthalocyanine pigments only begin to show signs of decomposition at temperatures above 500 °C (Ref. 6).b. H ydrolysis. Copper phthalocyanine pigments have very low solubilities in water and are not expected to dissociate or hydrolyze in water under environmental conditions. Hydrolysis of copper phthalocyanine pigments does not occur in basic and nonoxidizing acidic media (Ref. 3)* By structural analogy to copper phthalocyanine pigments for which data are available, hydrolysis of the copper monochlorophthalocyanine pigments is not expected to be a significant environmental transformation process.c. Photolysis. Based on studies carried out to determine the light fastness of structurally sim ilar copper phthalocyanine pigm ents, it appears that photolysis of copper monochlorophthalocyanine pigments with resultant release of copper ion w ill not occur (Ref. 4).. d. Abiotic oxidation. Data indicate that under ambient environmental conditions, abiotic oxidation of copper phthalocyanine pigments does not occur. More rigorous conditions are required to effect the oxidation of copper phthalocyanine pigments and subsequent release of copper ipn. These pigments can be chem ically oxidized to yield phthalimides and copper nitrate by boiling in dilute nitric acid (Ref. 3). Oxidation of the pigments can also occur by treatment with ceric sulfate in dilute sulfuric acid at 25 °C , or by reaction with potassium permanganate (Ref. 1). Because rigorous conditions are required to oxidize copper phthalocyanine pigments, abiotic, oxidation of copper monochlorophthalocyanine pigments

under ambient environmental conditions is not likely to occur.e. M icrobial transformations. No data on the anaerobic or aerobic biodegradability of the copper monochlorophthalocyanine pigments were found. However, based on their extremely low solubility in water, their large cross-sectional diameter, and, with the exception of the chlorine, the lack of substituent groups associated with facile primary degradation, copper monochlorophthalocyanine pigments are expected to be very resistant to degradation processes (Ref. 5).i. Bioavailability. On the basis of molecular weight, extremely low solubility in water, and data from subchronic toxicity tests on other copper phthalocyanine pigments (Ref.7), copper monochlorophthalocyanine is not expected to be appreciably absorbed by any route of exposure or metabolized to yield copper ion.g. Bioaccum ulation. Because copper ion does not appear to be available from the copper phthalocyanine pigments, bioaccumulation of copper ion is not a concern for coppermonochlorophthalocyanine pigments.h . Summary. By virtue of their structural analogy to other copper phthalocyanine pigments, EPA believes that the availability of copper ion from the copper monochlorophthalocyanine pigments by hydrolysis, photolysis, and aerobic and anaerobic transformations is negligible. Copper ion is not expected to be bioavailable from the copper monochlorophthalocyanine pigments. The copper monochlorophthalocyanine pigments are not expected to be appreciably absorbed by any route of exposure or metabolized to yield the copper ion.3. Manufacturing, use, and release. Phthalocyanine blue pigments, such as copper monochlorophthalocyanine, are generally manufactured using one of two methods. Copper monochlorophthalocyanine is manufactured by a phthalonitrile baking process or a solvent process. The phthalonitrile baking process yields a range of 70 to 85 percent of product.The solvent process is more popular and yields a purer form with a yield of 85 to 95 percent of product. Following the synthesis the crude product is isolated. Finishing of the crude pigment can involve any of a number of processes such as dissolution in acid followed by controlled precipitation, intensive m illing with urea and sulfuric acid, m illing with sodium chloride, or m illing with sodium chloride and solvent.Copper monochlorophthlocyanine is often used in combination with other colorants. The primary uses of copper

monochlorophthalocyanine mixtures are as colorants for coatings, paints, printing inks, and plastics.The EPCRA section 313 reported releases of copper from three facilities which were identified as manufacturers of copper monochlorophthalocyanine were 2,354 pounds in 1990 and 491 pounds for 1991. Facilities that process or use coppermonochlorophthalocyanine pigment could not be identified and therefore releases from these facilities could not be estimated.IV . Explanation for Proposed Action To Delete Copper M onochlorophthalocyanineEPA is granting the petition and proposing to delete copper monochlorophthalocyanine from the copper compounds category of the EPCRA section 313 list of toxic chem icals. As stated in Unit II. of this preamble, petitions for delisting a member of a metal compound category w ill be denied unless EPA can conclude that the intact species does not meet the criteria of section 313(d)(2) arid the metal ion w ill not be available at a level that can reasonably be anticipated to induce toxicity. This decision to propose to delist copper monochlorophthalocyanine is based on EPA’s belief that: (1) The intact species does not meet the EPCRA section 313(d) criteria and (2) the copper ion from copper monochlorophthalocyanine w ill not become available.After reviewing the petition and available information, EPA has concluded that copper monochlorophthalocyanine is not known to cause or cannot reasonably be anticipated to cause acute or chronic toxicity in humans or adverse effects in the environment, and thus does not meet the criteria of EPCRA section 313(d)(2).V . Request for Public CommentEPA requests public comment on this proposed rule to delete copper monochlorophthalocyanine from the category “ copper compounds”  on the EPCRA section 313 list of toxic chem icals. In addition, EPA requests comment on the alternative of exempting all copper phthalocyanine compounds that are substituted with only hydrogen and/or bromine or chlorine from the reporting requirements under the “ copper compounds” category on the EPCRA section 313 list. As stated in Unit III. of this preamble, EPA has previously reviewed brominated/chlorinated copper phthalocyanine compounds as w ell as the parent compound, copper
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phthalocyanine, and believes that its conclusions regarding the availability of soluble copper from these compounds apply to all copper phthalocyanine compounds that are substituted with only hydrogen and/or bromine or chlorine. Comments should be submitted to the address listed under the ADDRESSES unit. A ll comments must be received by EPA on or before August 5,1994.V I. Rulem aking RecordThe record supporting this proposed rule is contained in docket number OPPTS-400085. A ll documents, including an index of the docket, are available in the TSCA  Nonconfidential Information Center (NCIC), also known as, T SCA  Public Docket Office from noon to 4 p.m ., Monday through Friday, excluding legal holidays. TSCA  NCIC is located at EPA Headquarters, Rm. N E- B607, 401 M St., SW ., W ashington, DC 20460. SV II. References(1) Dent, C .E ., Linstead, R .P ., and Lowe, A .R ., Journal of the Chem ical Society 1033-1039 (1934).(2) IRIS. 1992. Integrated Risk Information System. U .S . Environmental Protection Agency, W ashington DC.(3) Lever, A .B .P . ‘‘The Phthalocyanines.” In: Handbook of Pigments J. W iley and Sons, New York, NY (1975):27-114.(4) USEPA, OPTS, EED. Memorandum from D. Lynch to J. Rovinski, ETD entitled “ Exposure Report for Copper Phthalocyanine Petition,” dated October 7,1988.(5) U SEPA, OPTS, EED. Memorandumfrom D. Lynch to M . Doa, ETD entitled “Anaerobic Biodegradation of Copper Phthalocyanine Pigments,”  dated October 5,1990. ^(6) USEPA, O PTS, ETD.Memorandum from R. Raksphal to K. Moss, ETD entitled “ Section 313(e) Petition on Three Phthalocyanine Pigments,”  dated June 28,1988.(7) USEPA, OPTS, HERD. Memorandum and attachments from L. Randecker to R. Kent, HERD entitled “Petition to Delist Three Copper Phthalocyanine Pigm ents,dated October 3,1988.(8) U SEPA, OPPT, EETD. Darling, D ., “Chemistry Report for the Proposed Deletion of Monochlorophthalocyanine Blue (C.I. Pigment 15:2) from the EPCRA Section 313 List of Toxic Chem icals,” dated February 9,1994.(9) USEPA, OPPT, EETD. “ Economic Analysis of the Proposed Deletion of Monochlorophthalocyanine Blue from the EPCRA Section 313 List of Toxic Chem icals,”  dated January 19,1994.

(10) U SEPA , OPPT, EETD. Memorandum from J. Jon to D. Lynch, EETD entitled “ Engineering Report for Monochlorophtalocyanine Blue,” dated February 2,1994.V III. Regulatory Assessment Requirements
A . Executive Order 12866Under Executive Order 12866 (58 FR 51735, October 4,1993), the Agency must determine whether the regulatory action is “ significant” and therefore subject to review by the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) and the requirements of the Executive Order. Section 3(f) of the Order defines a “ significant regulatory action” as an action likely to lead to a rule (1) Having an annual effect on the economy of $100 m illion or more, or adversely and materially affecting a sector of the economy, productivity, competition, jobs, the environment, public health or safety, or State, local, or tribal governments or communities (also referred to as “ economically ' significant” ); (2) creating serious inconsistency or otherwise interfering with an action taken or planned by another agency; (3) materially altering the budgetary impacts of entitlements, grants, user fees, or loan programs; or (4) raising novel legal or policy issues arising out of legal mandates, the President’s priorities, or the principles set forth in this Executive Order.Pursuant to the terms of this Executive Order, it has been determined that this proposed rule is not “ significant” and therefore not subject to OMB review,
B. Regulatory Flexibility A ctUnder the Regulatory Flexibility Act of 1980, the Agency must conduct a sm all business analysis to determine whether a substantial number of sm all entities would be significantly affected by the proposed rule. Because the proposed rule eliminates an existing requirement, it would result in cost savings to facilities, including small entities.
C. Paperwork Reduction A ctThis proposed rule does not have any information collection requirements subject to the provisions of the Paperwork Reduction A ct of 1980, 44 U .S .C . 3501 etseq .List o f Subjects in 40 CFR Part 372Environmental protection, Chem icals, Community right-to-know, Reporting and recordkeeping requirements, and Toxic chem icals.

Dated: May 23,1994.Lynn R. Goldman,
Assistant Administrator, Office of Prevention, 
Pesticides and Toxic Substances.Therefore, it is proposed that 40 CFR part 372 be amended as follows:1. The authority citation for part 372 would continue to read as follows:Authority: 42 U .S.C . ll023 and 11048.
§ 372.65 [Amended]2. In § 372.65(c) by adding the following language to the copper compounds listing “ (except copper monqchlorophthalocyanine known by the following C A S numbers 15975—60—7,147-13-7, and 12239-87-1).”{FR Doc. 94-13677 Filed 6-3-94; 8:45 am] j 
BILUNG CODE 6560-50-f

40 CFR Part 72t 

[OPPTS-50612B; FRL-4750-4]

RIN 2070-AB27

Aromatic Amino Ether; Proposed 
Significant New Use RuleAGENCY: Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).ACTION: Proposed rule.
SUMMARY: EPA is proposing a significant new use rule (SNUR) under section 5(a)(2) of the Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) for the chemical substance described generically as an aromatic amino ether which is the subject of premanufacture notice (PMN) P-90— 1840 and which is subject to a TSCA  section 5(e) consent order issued by EPA. This proposal would require certain persons who intend to manufacture, import, or process this substance for a significant new use to notify EPA at least 90 days before commencing any manufacturing, importing, or processing activities for a use designated by this SNUR as a significant new use. The required notice would provide EPA with the opportunity to evaluate the intended use and, if necessary, to prohibit or lim it that activity before it can occur.
DATES: Written comments must be received by EPA by July 6,1994. 
ADDRESSES: Each comment must bear the docket control number OPPTS— 50612B. AH comments should be sent in triplicate to: T SCA  Document Receipt Office (7407), O ffice of Pollution Prevention and Toxics, Environmental Protection Agency, Rm. E-201, 401 M S t., SW ., W ashington, DC 20460. A ll comments which are claim ed confidential must be clearly marked as



29256 Federal Register i  Vol. 59» No. 107 / Monday, June 6, 1994 / Proposed Rulessuch. Three additional sanitized copies of any comments containing confidential business information (CB1) must also be submitted. Nonconfidential versions of comments on this proposed rule w ill be placed in the rulemaking , - record and w ill be available for public inspection.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Susan B. Hazen, Director,Environmental Assistance Division (7408), O ffice o f Pollution Prevention and Toxics, Environmental Protection Agency, Rm. E-543B, 401 M  S t., SW ., W ashington, DC 20460rTelephone:(202) 554-1404, TDD: (202) 554-0551. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This proposed SN UR would require persons to notify EPA at least 90 days before commencing the manufacture, import, or processing of P-90-1840 for the ' significant new uses designated herein. The required notice would provide EPA with information with which to evaluate an intended use and associated activities.I . AuthoritySection 5(a)(2) of TSCA  (15 U .S .C  2604(a)(2)) authorizes EPA to determine that a use of a chem ical substance is a “ significant new use.” EPA must make this determination by rule after .  considering all relevant factors, including those listed in section 5(a)(2). Once EPA determines that a use o f a chem ical substance is a significant new use, section 5(a)(1)(B) o f T SC A  requires persons to submit a notice to EPA at least 90 days before they manufacture, import, or process the chem ical substance for that use. Section 26(c) of T SCA  authorizes EPA to take action under section 5(a)(2) with respect to a category of chem ical substances.Persons subject to this SNUR would com ply with the same notice requirements and EPA regulatory procedures as submitters o f premanufacture notices under section 5(a)(1) of T SC A . In particular, these requirements include the information submission requirements o f section 5(b) and (d)(1), the exemptions authorized by section 5(h)(1), (h)(2), (h)(3), and (h)(5), and the regulations at 40 CFR part 720. Once EPA receives a SNUR notice, EPA may take regulatory action under section 5(e), 5(f), 6 , or 7 to control the activities for w hich it has received a SN UR notice. If EPA does not take action, section 5(g) o f T SCA  requires EPA to explain in the Federal Register its reasons for not taking action.Persons who intend to export a substance identified in a proposed or final SNUR are subject to the export notification provisions o f T SCA  section

12(b). The regulations that interpret section 12(b) appear at 40 CFR part 707.II . A pplicability o f General ProvisionsGeneral regulatory provisions ,  applicable to SNURs are codified at 40 CFR part 721, subpart A . On Ju ly 27, 1988 (53 FR 28354), and Ju ly 27,1989 (54 FR 31298), EPA promulgated amendments to the general provisions which apply to this SN UR. In the Federal Register of August 17,1988 (53 FR 31252), EPA promulgated a “ User Fee Rule”  (40 CFR part 700) under the authority o f T SCA  section 26(b). Provisions requiring persons submitting significant new use notices to submit certain fees to EPA are discussed in detail in that Federal Register - document. Interested persons should refer to these documents for further information.III. BackgroundEPA published a direct final SNUR for the chem ical substance, w hich was the subject of PMN P-90-1840 and a T SCA  -• section 5(e) consent order issued by EPA, in the Federal Register of October4,1993 (58 FR 51672). EPA received adverse comments following publication for This chem ical substance: Therefore, as requited by §721.160, the final SNUR for P-9D—1840 is being withdrawn elsewhere in this issue of the Federal Register and this proposed rule on the substance is being issued.EPA is not soliciting and w ill not respond to comments on any of the other SNURs that were published in the October 4,1993, Federal Register because those rules became final effective rules on December 3,1993, or are being withdrawn and proposed in a separate action. The supporting rationale and background to this proposal are more folly set out in the preamble to the direct final SNUR for this substance and in die preamble to EPA*s first direct final SNURs published in the Federal Register o f A pril 24,1990 (55 FR 17376). Consult that preamble for further information cm the objectives, rationale, and procedures for the proposal and on the basis for significant new use designations including provisions for developing test data.IV . Substance Subject to This RuleEPA is proposing significant new use ajid recordkeeping requirements for the follow ing chem ical substance under 40 CFR part 721.
PMN Number P-90-1840

Chem ical nam e: (generic) Aromatic amino ether.
C A S  number: Not available.

Effective date o f section 5(e) consent 
order: November 5,1992.
Basis fo r section 5(e) consent order: The order was issued under section 5(e)(4)(A)(i) and (iiKO o f TSCA  based on a finding that this substance may present an unreasonable risk o f injury to health and the environment.
Toxicity concern: The PM N substance and sim ilar chem icals have been shown to cause mutagenicity, carcinogenicity, neurotoxicity (retinopathy), hepatotoxidty, reproductive effects, and aquatic toxicity at concentrations as low as 1 ppb (part per billion) in test anim als.
Recom m ended testing: A  90-day subchronic rodent study (oral or inhalation route) with special attention given to hepatotoxicity, histopathological exam of the male and female reproductive organs, and retinopathy is needed to help characterize the neurotoxic, hepatotoxic, and reproductive effects of the PM N substance. The 90-day study must also include for each treatment group a satellite group of exposed animals to be retained for an additional 90-day recovery period to evaluate the possible reversibility o f retinopathy. Light and electron microscopy should be utilized to examine the ocular tissue (40 CFR 798.2650, modified). A  2-year two-species bioassay (40 CFR 798.3300) is also necessary to characterize the carcinogenic potential o f the PMN substance. The consent order contains two production volume lim its. The PM N submitter has agreed not to exceed the first production lim it without performing the 90-day subchronic study. The PMN submitter has also agreed not to exceed the second, higher production volume lim it without performing the 2-year, two-species bioassay. In addition, an early life stage toxicity study (40 CFR 797.1600), a 
Daphnia chronic toxicity study (40 CFR 797.1330), an algal acute toxicity study (40 CFR 797.1050), and a coupled units test (40 CFR 796.3300) would characterize the potential aquatic toxicity effects.
CFR citation: 40 CFR 721.3390.V . Applicability o f SN UR to Uses Occurring Before Effective Date o f the Final SN UREPA has decided that the intent o f section 5(a)(1)(B) is best served by designating a use as a significant new use as o f the date of proposal rather than as of the effective date o f the rule. Because this SNUR was first published on October 4,1993, as a direct final rule, that date w ill serve as the date after which uses w ill be considered to be new uses. If uses which had commenced



Federal. Register / Vol. 59, No. 107 / Monday, June 6, 1994 / Proposed Rules 29257between that date and the effective date of this rulemaking were considered ongoing, rather than new, any person could defeat the SNUR by initiating a significant new use before the effective date. This would make it difficult for EPA to establish SNUR notice requirements. Thus, persons who begin commercial manufacture, import, or processing of the substance for uses regulated through this SNUR after October 4,1993, w ill have to cease any such activity before the effective date of the rule. To resume their activities, such persons would have to comply with all applicable SNUR notice requirements and wait until the notice review period, including all extensions, expires. EPA, not wishing to unnecessarily disrupt the activities of persons who begin commercial manufacture, import, or processing for a proposed significant new use before the effective date of the SNUR, has promulgated provisions to allow such persons to comply with this proposed SNUR before it is promulgated. If a person were to meet the conditions of advance compliance as codified at § 721.45(h), the person would be considered to have met the requirements of the final SNUR for those activities. If persons who begin commercial manufacture, import, or processing of the substance between proposal and the effective date of the SNUR do not meet the conditions of advance com pliance, they must cease that activity before the effective date of the rule. To resume their activities, these persons would have to comply with all applicable SNUR notice requirements and wait until the notice review period, including all extensions, expires.V I. Economic AnalysisEPA has evaluated the potential costs of establishing significant new use notice requirements for potential manufacturers, importers, and processors of the chem ical substance at the time of the direct final rule. The analysis is unchanged for the substance in this proposed rule. The Agency’s complete economic analysis is available in the public record for this proposed rule (OPPTS—50612B).VII. Comments Containing Confidential Business InformationAny person who submits comments claimed as CBI must mark the comments as “ confidential,”  “ trade secret,” or other appropriate designation. Comments not claim ed as confidential at the time of submission w ill be placed in the public file. Any comments marked as confidential w ill be treated in accordance with the

procedures in 40 CFR part 2. Any party submitting comments claimed to be confidential must prepare and submit a nonconfidential public version in triplicate of the comments that EPA can place in the public file,
VIII. Rulemaking RecordEPA has established a record for this rulemaking (docket control number OPPTS-50612B), The record includes basic information considered by the Agency in developing this proposed rule. EPA w ill supplement the record with additional information as it is received.EPA w ill accept additional materials for inclusion in the record at any time between this proposal and designation of the complete record. EPA w ill identify the complete rulemaking record by the date of promulgation.A  public version of the record, without any CBI, is available in the T SCA  Nonconfidential Information Center (NCIC), also known as, TSCA  Public Docket O ffice, from 12 noon to 4 p .m ., Monday through Friday, except legal holidays. NCIC is located in Rm. E-G102, 401 M  St., SW „ W ashington,DC 20460.
IX, Regulatory Assessment 
Requirements
A . Executive Order 12866Under Executive Order 12866 (58 FR 51735, October 4,1993), the Agency must determine whether the regulatory action is “ significant” and therefore subject to all the requirements of the Executive Order (i.e., Regulatory Impact Analysis, review by the Office of Management and Budget (OMB)). Under section 3(f), the order defines “ significant” as those actions likely to lead to a rule (1) Having an annual effect on the economy of $100 m illion or more, or adversely and materially affecting a sector of the economy, productivity, compétition, jobs, the environment, public health or safety, or State, local or tribal governments or communities (also referred to as “ economically significant” ) ; (2) creating serious inconsistency or otherwise interfering with an action taken or planned by another agency; (3) materially altering the budgetary impacts of entitlement, grants, user fees, or loan programs; or (4) raising novel legal or policy issues arising out of legal mandates, the President’s prioritities, or the principles set forth in this Executive Order. Pursuant to the terms of this Executive Order, EPA has determined that this proposed rule is not “ significant” and is therefore not subject to OMB review.

B . Regulatory F lexib ility A ctUnder the Regulatory Flexibility Act (5 U .S .C . 605(b)), EPA has determined that this proposed rule would not have a significant impact on a substantial number of small businesses. EPA has not determined whether parties affected by this proposed rule would likely be small businesses. However, EPA expects to receive few SNUR notices for the substance. Therefore, EPA believes that the number of small businesses affected by the rule would not be substantial, even if  all of the SNUR notice submitters were small firms.C. Paperwork Reduction A ctOMB has approved the information collection requirements contained in this proposed rule under the provisions of the Paperwork Reduction Act (44 U .S .C . 3501 et seq.), and has assigned OMB control number 2070-0012.Public reporting burden for this collection of information is estimated to vary from 30 to 170 hours per response* with an average of 100 hours per response, including time for reviewing instructions, searching existing data sources, gathering and maintaining the data heeded, 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 (2131), U .S . Environmental Protection Agency, 401 M S t., SW ., W ashington, DC 20460; and to Office of Information and Regulatory Affairs, O ffice of Management and Budget, W ashington, DC 20503, marked “ Attention: Desk Officer for E P A .” The final rule w ill respond to any OMB or public comments on the information requirements contained in this proposed rule.
List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 721'Environmental protection, Chem icals, Hazardous materials, Recordkeeping and reporting requirements, Significant new uses.Dated: May 24,1994.Lynn R. Goldman,
Assistant Administrator for Prevention, 
Pesticides and Toxic Substances.Therefore, it is proposed that 40 CFR part 721 be amended as follows:
PART 721— [AMENDED]1. The authority citation for part 721 would continue to read as follows:Authority: 15 U.S.C. 2604, 2607, and 2625(c).
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§721.1640 Aromatic amino ether.(a) Chem ical substanbe and 
significant new  uses subject to reporting,(1) The chem ical substance identified genetically as aromatic amino ether (PMN P -90-1840) is subject to reporting under this section for the significant new uses described in paragraph (a)(2) of this section. The requirements o f this section do not apply once the substance has been incorporated into a final > product with residual monomer 50 ppm (parts per m illion) by w eight(2) The significant new uses are:(i) Protection in the workplace. Requirements as specified in§ 721.63(a)(1), (a)(2)(i), (a)(2)(ii),(a) (2)(iii), (a)(3), (a)(4), (a)(5)(i), (a)(6)(i).(b) (concentration set at 0.1 percent), and(c) . The demonstration of an impervious barrier for gloves required under paragraph (a)(3) of this section w ill require testing of the gloves as follow s. There must be no permeation of the PMN substance greater than 2 ppm after 8 h of testing in  accordance with the American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM ) F739 "Standard Test Method for Resistance o f Protective Clothing Materials to Permeation By Liquids and Gases" and ASTM  F1194 ‘'Guide for Documenting the Results of Chem ical Permeation Testing of Protective Clothing Materials.”  The employer must submit all test data to the Agency and must receive the Agency’s written approval of the test results for each type of glove tested prior to use of such gloves. Gloves may not be used for a time period longer than they are actually tested and must be replaced at the end of the work shift. As an alternative to the respiratory requirements in this section, manufacturers, importers, and processors may use the new chem ical exposure lim its provisions, including sampling and analytical methods which have previously been approved by EPA for this substance, found in the 5(e) consent order for this substance.(ii) Hazard com m unication program. Requirements as specified in§ 721.72(a), (b), (c), (d), (e)(concentration set at 0.1 percent), (f),(g)(D(vi), (gXl)ivii), {g){2Hi), (g)(2)(ii),(g)(2)(iii), (g)(2)(iv), (g)(2)(v), (g)(3)(i), (gM3)(ii), (g)(4), and (g)(5). The follow ing additional statements shall appear on each label and M SD S as required by this paragraph: This substance may cause liver damage. This substance may cause retinopathy.(iii) Industrial, com m ercial, and 

consumer activities. Requirements as specified in  § 721.80(1) and (q).

(i v) Release to water: Requirements as specified in § 721.90(a)(4), (b)(4), and(c)(4) (where N  *  1 jppb). When calculating the surface water concentrations according to the • instructions in § 721.91(a)(4), the statement that the amount of the substance that w ill be released w ill be calculated before the substance enters control technology does not apply. Instead, if  the waste stream containing the PMN substance w ill be treated before release, the amount o f the PM N substance reasonably likely to be removed from the waste stream by treatment may be subtracted in calculating the number o f kilograms released. No more than 45 percent removal efficiency may be attributed to such treatment.(b) Specific requirem ents. The provisions of subpart A  o f this part apply to this section except as m odified by this paragraph.(1) Recordkeeping requirem ents. Recordkeeping requirements as specified under § 721.125(a) through (i) and (k) are applicable to manufacturers, importers, and processors of this substance.(2) Lim itations or revocation o f 
certain notification requirem ents. The provisions of § 721.185 apply to this section.(3) Determining whether a specific use is subject to this section. 'Hie provisions o f § 721.1725(b)(1) apply to this section.(FR Doc. 94-13681 Filed 6-3-94; 8:45 amj 
BILUNG CODE $560-6O-f

40 CFR Part 721 

[OPPTS-50575E; FRL-4745-83

Substituted Ethylenediamine, Methyl 
Sulfate Quaternized; Revocation of a 
Significant New Use Rule

AGENCY: Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).
ACTION: Proposed rule.
SUMMARY: EPA is proposing to revoke a significant new use rule (SNUR) promulgated under section 5(a)(2) of the Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) for substituted ethylenediam ine, methyl sulfate quaternized, based on receipt o f new data. The data indicate that for purposes of T SC A  section 5, the substance w ill liot present an unreasonable risk to the environment. 
DATES: Written comments must be received by EPA by July 6,1994. 
ADDRESSES: A ll comments must be sent in triplicate to: T SCA  Document Receipt Office (7407), O ffice of Pollution

Prevention and Toxics, Environment a) Protection Agency, Rm. E -G 9 9 ,401M  S t., SW ., Washington, DC 20460. Comments that are confidential must be dearly marked confidential business information (CBI). I f  CBI is claim ed, three additional sanitized copies must also be submitted. Nonconfidential versions o f comments on this proposed rule w ill be placed in the rulemaking record and w ill be available for public inspection. Comments should include the docket control number. The docket control number for the chem ical substance in this SNUR is O PPT S- 50575. Unit HI. of this preamble contains additional information on submitting comments containing CBL 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Susan B. Hazen, Director, Environmental Assistance Division (7408), O ffice of Pollution Prevention and Toxics, Environmental Protection Agency, Rm. E-543A, 401 M  S t., SW ., Washington, DC 204«), Telephone:(202) 554-1404, TDD: (202) 554-0551, 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION; In the Federal Register o f April 24,1990 (55 FR 17376), EPA issued a SNUR establishing significant new uses for substituted ethylene diamine, methyl sulfate quaternized. Because of additional data EPA has received for .this substance, EPA is proposing to revoke this SN UR.I . Proposed RevocationEPA is proposing to revoke the significant new use and recordkeeping requirements for the following chemical substance under 40 CFR part 721 subpart E. hi this unit, EPA provides a brief description for the substance, including its PMN number, chem ical name (generic name if the specific name is claimed as CBI), C A S number (if assigned), basis for the revocation o f the section 5(e) consent order for the substance, and the CFR citation removed in the regulatory text section of this proposed rule. Further background information for the substance is contained in the rulemaking record referenced below in Unit IV . o f this preamble.
PMN Number P-69-650

Chem ical nam e: (generic) Substituted ethylenediamine, methyl sulfate quaternized.
C A S  number: Not available.
Effective date o f revocation o f section 
5(e) consent order: July 28,1993.
Basis fo r revocation o f section 5{e) 
consent order: The order was revoked based on test data submitted under the terms o f the consent order. Based on the Agency’s analysis o f the submitted data, EPA has sufficient information to



Federal Register / Vo-1. 59, N o . 107 / M onday, June 6, 1994 / Proposed R ules 2 9 2 5 9determine, for purposes of TSCA  section 5, that the manufacture, processing, distribution in  commerce, use, or disposal o f the PMN substance will' not present an unreasonable risk to the environment. Accordingly, EPA has determined that further regulation under section 5(e) is  not warranted at this time.
Toxicity testing results: A lgal toxicity study? 96-h EC50 = 320.0 mg/L Daphnid acute toxicity study: 48-h NEC = 390.0 mg/LFish acute toxicity study: 98-h NOEC =I . 000.0 mg/L
CFR citation: 40 CFR 721.3580.II. Objectives and Rationale for Proposed Revocation o f the RaleDuring review of the PM N submitted for the chem ical substance that is the subject c f this proposed revocation, EPA concluded that regulation was warranted under section 8(e) o f TSCA pending the development o f information sufficient to make a reasoned evaluation of the environmental effects o f the substance, and that the substance is expected to be produced m substantial quantities and there may be significant or substantial environmental exposure. EPA identified the tests necessary to make a reasoned evaluation of the risks posed by the substance to the environment. Based on these findings, a section 5(e) consent order was negotiated with the PM N submitter and a SNUR was promulgated»EPA reviewed testing conducted by the PMN submitter pursuant to the consent order for the substance and determined that the information available was sufficient to make a reasoned evaluation o f the environmental effects of the substance. EPA concluded that, for the purposes o f TSCA section 5, the substance w ill not preseht an unreasonable risk and consequently revoked the section 5(e) consent order. The proposed revocation of SN UR provisions for this substance designated herein is consistent with the revocation of the section 5(e) order.In light of die above, EPA is proposing a revocation of SNUR provisions for this chemical substance. W hen this revocation becomes final, EPA w ill no longer require notice of any company’s intent to manufacture, import, or process this substance. In addition, export notification under section 12(h) of TSCA w ill no longer be required.III. Comments Containing Confidential 
Business InformationAny person who submits comments claimed as confidential business information must mark the comments as . “co n fid e n tia l,“ trade secret,”  or other

appropriate designation. Comments not claim ed as confidential at the time o f submission w ill be placed in the public file. Any comments marked as confidential w ill be treated in  accordance with the procedures in 40 CFR part 2. Any party submitting comments claimed to be confidential must prepare and submit a public version of the comments that EPA can place in the public file.IV . Rulem aking RecordThe record for the rule w hich EPA is proposing to revoke was established at OPPTS—50575 (P-89-650). This record includes information considered by the Agency in developing the rule and includes the test data that formed the basis, for this proposal.V . . Regulatory Assessment RequirementsEPA is. proposing to revoke the requirements of the rule. A ny costs or burdens associated w ith the rule w ill be elim inated when the rule is  revoked. Therefore, EPA finds that no costs or burdens must be assessed under Executive Order 12886, the Regulatory Flexibility A ct f5 U .S .C . 605(b)), or the Paperwork Reduction A ct (44 U S .C  3501 et seq.}.List o f Subjects in  40 CFR Part 721Environmental protection, Chem icals, Hazardous materials, Recordkeeping and reporting requirements, Significant new uses.
Dated: May 25,1994.Lynn R. Goldman,

Assistant Administrator for Prevention, 
Pesticides and Toxic Substances»Therefore, it is proposed that 40 CFR part 721 be amended as follow s:
PART 721—[AMENDED]1. The authority citation for part 721 w ill continue to read as follows:

Authority? 15 ILS.C. 2604, 2607, and 
2625(c).§ 72H.3580 [Removed]2. By removing §721*3580.
[FR Doe. 94—13682: Filed 6-3-94; 8:45 am] 
BIUJNG CODE 656<£Sffi-F

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION  

Coast Guard

46 CFR Part 40 and 154 

[CGD 82-058]

Safety Standards for Self-Propelled 
Vessels Carrying Bulk Liquefied Gases

AGENCY: Coast Guard, DOT.
ACTION: Notice of proposed rulem aking
SUMMARY: The Coast Guard proposes to amend its regulations concerning safety standards for self-propelled vessels carrying bulk liquefied gases. These amendments are necessary because the International Maritime Organization (IMO) Code on which many of these regulations are based has been amended. This proposal would make the changes necessary to align these regulations with the IM O  Code and to clarify certain provisions in the existing regulations.DATES: Comments must be received on or before August 5,1994.
ADDRESSES: Comments may be m ailed to the Executive Secretary, Marine Safety Council, (G—LRA/3406) (CGD 82-058), U .S . Coast Guard Headquarters, 2100 Second Street SW ., Washington, D C 20593-0001, or may be delivered to room 3406 at the same address between 8 a.m . and 3 p.m ., Monday through Friday, except Federal holidays. The telephone number is (202) 267—1477. Comments on collection-of-information requirements must be mailed also to the O ffice of Information and Regulatory A ffairs, O ffice of Management and Budget, 725 17th Street N W ., W ashington, D C 20503, ATTN: Desk O fficer, U .S . Coast Guard.The Executive Secretary maintains the public docket for this rulemaking. Comments w ill become part of this docket and w ill be available for inspection or copying at room 3406,U.S» Coast Guard Headquarters between 8 a.m ., Monday through Friday, except Federal holidays.A  copy of the material listed in “ Incorporation by Reference”  o f this preamble is available for inspection at room 1218, U .S . Coast Guard Headquarters»
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Mr. Thomas J. Felleisen, Hazardous Materials Branch, O ffice of Marine Safety, Security and Environmental Protection, (202) 267-1217.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:Requests for CommentsThe Coast Guard encourages interested persons to participate in this



29260 Federal Register / Vol, 59, No. 107 / Monday, June 6, 1994 / Proposed Rulesrulemaking by submitting written data, view s, or arguments. Persons submitting comments should include their names and addresses, identify this rulemaking (CGD 82-058) and the specific section of this proposal to which each comment applies, and give the reason for each comment. The Coast Guard requests that two copies of all comments and attachments be submitted in an unbound format, no larger than 8V2 by 
11  inches, suitable for copying and electronic filing. Persons wanting acknowledgement of receipt of comments should enclose a stamped, self-addressed postcard or envelope.The Coast Guard w ill consider all comments received during the comment • period. It may change this proposal in view of the comments.The Coast Guard plan no public hearing. Persons may request a public hearing by writing to the Marine Safety Council at the address under 
ADDRESSES. The request should include reasons why a hearing would be beneficial. IT it determines that the opportunity for oral presentations w ill aid this rulemaking, the Coat Guard w ill hold a public hearing at a time and place announced by a later notice in the Federal Register.Dafting InformationThe principal persons involved in drafting this document are Mr. Thomas J. Felleisen, Project Manager, and Mr. Stephen H. Barber, Project Counsel, O ffice of Chief Counsel.Background and PurposeOn November 12,1975, the Inter- Govemmental Maritime Consultative Organization (now the International Maritime Organization or IMO) adopted the “ Code for Construction and Equipment of Ships Carring Liquefied Gases in Bulk”  (Gas Carrier Code), Resolution, A.328 (IX) without amendments. Coast Guard regulations based on this code Were put into effect May 3,1979 (44 25986), Since 1975, the Gas Carrier Code has been amended four times: April 19,1978 (see Maritime Safety Committee (MSC) XXXVm /22), May 8,1979 (see M SC XL/26), May 20, 1980 (see M SC/Cir. 284), and June 14, 1983 (see M SC/Cir. 356).IM O ’s amendments to the Gas Carrier Code include corrections and clarifications, incorporation of standards for new or novel containment systems, improvement of the carriage requirements for several of the more hazardous cargoes, expansion of the list of chem icals to which the code applies, and revisions to align the Gas Carrier Code with the “ International Code for the Construction and Equipment of

Ships Carrying Dangerous Chem icals in Bulk” (IBC) and the “ International Code for the Construction and Equipment of Ships Carrying Liquefield Gases in Bulk” (IGC).These amendments were developed by the IM O Subcommittee on Bulk Chem icals, the body responsible for maintenance of the Code. The Coast Guard actively participated in the development of these changes to the Gas Carrier Code by submitting position papers when the amendments were proposed. This rulemaking would revise the Coast Guard regulations in 46 CFR part 154 to reflect these amendments.One of the most notable revisions would be the inclusion o f standards for internal insulation tanks in new §§ 154.454 through 154.458, as well as in several existing sections. These standards would be included in order to bring the U .S . regulations for liquefied gas vessels in line with the Gas Carrier Code.Part 154 would be revised to include carriage requirements for seven cargoes previously regulated only under 46 CFR part 153. The cargoes are diethly ether, a mixture of ethylene oxide and propylene oxide containing not more than 30% ethylene oxide, isoprene, isopropylamine, monoethyamine, propylene oxide, vinyl ethyl ether, and vinylidene chloride. These cargoes are being added in order to bring the U .S . regulations for liquefied gas vessels in line with the Gas Carrier Code.Several sections of part 154 would be revised to clarify misinterpreted provisions. These are in §§ 154.630, 154.901,154.1831,154.1832, and 154.1834. See “ Section-by-Section Discussion of Proposed Changes” for the details of each clarification.Section-by-Section Discussion o f Proposed ChangesThe following is a section by section explanation of the proposed changes.1. 46 CFR part 40 would be removed. See the discussion in this section of the preamble on § 154.1745.
2. Existing § 154.1, Incorporation by reference, would be moved to new §154.8 and revised to conform to current formatting practices.3. The following sections would be revised to include requirements from the amended Gas Carrier Code applicable to internal insulation tanks: §§154.7,154.235,154.350, 154.454 through 154.459,154.468,154.615, and 154.902.4. The following sections would be revised to update references to other sections of this chapter and to ' incorporated material and to correct spelling errors: §§ 154.12,154.15,

154.151, 154.174, 154.176,154.188, 154.195,154.420,154.439,154.440, 1^4.448, 154.471,154,1005,154.1020, 154.1115, 154.1135,154.1735, 154.1800, 154.1803, and 154.1820.5. Section 154.19 would be revised to refer to the International Code for the Construction and Equipment of Ships Carrying Liquefied Gases in Bulk and to correct the date on the Gas Carrier Code for Existing Ships. The correct date is 1976.
6. Section 154.170 would be revised in accordance with an amendment to the Gas Carrier Code which sets the design temperature of the primary and secondary cargo tank barriers. A lso, paragraph (a) would be revised to comply with present procedures for incorporating material by reference.7. Table 1 (§ 154.172) would be revised to align it with the Gas Carrier Code by including higher tensile steel grades A H , DH, and EH for vessels designed for prolonged exposure to low service temperatures. The revisions to this table also would allow the use of grade A  steel for design temperatures of down to — 5 °C for thicknesses of up to 15mm. The reference in the table to an American Bureau of Shipping (ABS) standard would be updated.
8. Section 154.300 would be revised to allow category A  machinery spaces, for example spaces for bow thruster machinery, to be located forward of hold spaces if  specially approved by the Commandant (G-M TH).9. Section 154.315 would be revised to allow the Coast Guard to accept arrangements where the cargo pump room or cargo compressor room is located outside of the cargo area, as “ cargo area”  is defined in § 154.7, if the lim its of the cargo area are extended to include the cargo pump or compressor room and the areas below those spaces. The Coast Guard has accepted these arrangements in the past, but only on a case by case basis. In granting those acceptances, the Coast Guard used the same criteria that is contained in the amendments to the Gas Carrier Code which this notice proposes to adopt. Proposed § 154.315 continues to exceed the Gas Carrier Code in that the Gas Carrier Code allows cargo pump and compressor rooms to be located below the weather deck. The Coast Guard takes the position that locating the cargo pump and cargo compressor rooms on the weather deck reduces the likelihood o f permitting vapor accumulation in those rooms. O f course, such arrangements would be considered under the provisions of § 154.32 on equivalents. This is consistent with the amendments to the Gas Carrier Code which require special approval for
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specified locations o f the cargo pump and cargo compressor rooms.Section 154.315 also would be revised' to require that personnel wearing protective clothing have complete access to cargo pump and compressor rooms and are able to operate all valves necessary for cargo handling.10. Section 154.320 would be revised to align it with the Gas Carrier Code by specifying allowable openings for cargo control stations not having access to accommodation, service, or control spaces.11. Section 154J13Q would be revised to align it with the Gas, Carrier Code by allowing less stringent requirements for openings to accommodation, service, or control spaces on vessels dedicated to cargoes which are neither toxic nor flammable.12. Section 154.340 would be revised to clarify what is considered to be an acceptable access to gas-dangerous spaces, such as duct keels and ballast compartments, and also to clarify that entry into fuel o il tanks must not be necessary in  order to perform inspections of the inner hull in the cargo area. These revisions correspond to amendments made to the Gas Carrier Code.13. Section 154.345 would be revised to make it clear when airlocks are- required. The proposal also would prohibit essential electrical equipment which is non-explosion proof from being in a space protected by an airlock. This is necessary because non-explosion proof electrical equipment in such a space must be automatically deenergized upon pressure loss in the space.14. Section 154.350 would be revised, as was the Gas Carrier Code, to waive the requirement for liquid leak detection for certain spaces in internal insulation cargo containment systems, provided that those spaces are completely filled with approved insulation.15. Section 454.407 would be revised to designate the liquid height as “ Z b”  and to clarify that the definition of Z b does not include sm all tank domes which are not considered pert of the accepted total volume of the cargo tank. This amendment is consistent with the . Gas Carrier Code.16. A s discussed earlier, §§ 154.454 through 154.458 would be added to address the use of internal insulation tanks, as allowed by the amended Gas Carrier Code. The design o f each of these tanks would be required to be approved by the Coast Guard.17. As stated earlier, table 3 in§ 154.459 would be revised to include requirements for internal insulation tanks.

18. Under § 154.468, information on certain properties of the insulation material used in  internal insulation tanks: would be required to be submitted to the Coast Guard for approval. These properties were added to the list of insulation properties required to be tested for internal insulation tanks under fee  Gas Carrier Code." 19. Section 154.519 would be revised to clarify feat any cargo piping component capable of being isolated in fee liquid full condition must be fitted w ife a relief valve.20*. Section 154.522 would be revised in accordance w ife fee amended: Gas Carrier Code to allow relaxations; approved by the Commandant (G-M TH J of the minimum design temperature of open ended piping inside cargo tanks.21. The table in § 154.61© would be revised to raise fee required test temperature for material in the thickness range of 30 to 40mm from— 40 °C to — 550 °C , in accordance with the amended Gas Carrier Code.22. Section 154.630 would be revised to clarify that the minimum yield strength used in  the specified calculations must be fee yield strength of the aluminum alloy in the annealed condition. This section currently makes reference only to the minimum tensile strength.23. Section 154.901 w ould be revised to clearly state that fee cargo tank atmosphere is never permitted to be in the flammable range. It is  necessary to prevent a flammable atmosphere from developing on a liquefied gas vessel because there are no requirements prohibiting sources o f ignition from being present. These vessels are designed and operated based on fee assumption feat a flammable atmosphere w ill never be present.24. Section 154.1110 would be revised to include storerooms containing high fire risk items in the area to be protected by the water spray system and to clarify that each area listed is required to be covered by at least two jets of water. These amendments are in line with the amended Gas Carrier Code.25. Section 154.1115 would be revised to include guidance for determining the required capacity of the water spray systems. This revision is based on amendments to the Gas Carrier Code.26. Section 154.1320 would bere visaed to indicate that the pressure referred to is the design vapor pressure and not the M ARVS. This was also clarified in the, amendments to fee Gas Carrier Code.27. New § 154.1327 would provide a formula for determining the maximum

acceptable shutdown time once the emergency shutdown valve is activated. This maximum would represent fee time until fee tank becomes liquid full. T his is  consistent w ife amendments to fee Gas Carrier Code.28. Section 154.1343 would be added to require the installation of detectors, as required in the amended Gas Carrier Code, for determining when a teak has occurred in fee primary barrier. The detectors need only indicate that there is a leak. They need not be able to pinpoint feat leak.29. Existing § 154.1400 would be revised and §§,154.1401 and 154.1402 added to clearly indicate the required safety equipment for all vessels and fee additional equipment required for vessels carrying flammable and toxic cargoes. These revisions correspond to amendments to fee Gas Carrier Code.30. Section 154,1405 would be revised, as was fee Gas Carrier Code, to clearly indicate feat respiratory and eye protection equipment intended for use as emergency escape equipment be so marked and never be used for fire fighting or cargo handling. This section also would prohibit the use o f filter-type respiratory equipment.31. Section 154.1705 would be updated to include requirements for cargoes added to bring these regulations in lin e with the Gas Carrier Code.32. Section 154.1718 would be addedto require that eargo spaces w ife submerged electric eargo pumps be inerted when any of the sever high vapor pressure cargoes are carried. This is required by the amended Gas Carrier Code. .33. Section 154.1720 would be updated to include fee new cargoes for w hich indirect refrigeration is required. This is based on amendments to fee Gas Carrier Code,34. Sections 154.1721 through 154.1724 would be added to include requirements for separate piping systems for toxic products, flame screens on vent outlets, cargo tank quantity lim itations, and vapor return connections. These requirements are based on fe e  amended Gas Carrier Code.35. Section 154,1745 would be revised to include all of the requirements from 46 CFR part 40 for vinyl chloride transfer operations. Existing § 154.1745 references part 40, but there is no reason to have part 40’s requirements contained in a separate part. As part 50 addresses only vinyl chloride, this proposal would remove all o f part 40 and transfer its requirements to part 154.36. Section 154.1760 w ouldbe revised to address the problem of stress



29262 Federal R egister / V o l. 59, N o. 107 / M onday, June 6 , 1994 / Proposed R ulescorrosion cracking as it is addressed in the Gas Carrier Code.37. Section 154.1765 would be added to set forth the requirements for the carriage of diethyl ether and vinyl ethyl ether in accordance with the amended Gas Carrier Code.38. New §§ 154.1770 and 154.1775 would be added to set forth the requirements for the carriage of propylene oxide and mixtures of ethylene oxide and propylene oxide which contain no more than 30% ethylene oxide by weight. These requirements are consistent with the amended Gas Carrier Code.39. Section 154.1818 would be revised to add new products to the list of products which may be carried if the shipper certifies that they are inhibited. This revision is in accordance with the amended Gas Carrier Code.40. Section 154.1831 would be revised to list the qualifications of the person in charge of cargo transfer operations. Section 155.710 of 33 CFR, as referenced in proposed paragraph (a), was amende4 by a separate Coast Guard rulemaking (CGD 86-034; “ Hazardous Materials Pollution Prevention” ) applying § 155.710 to hazardous materials transfers as well as to oil transfers.41. Section 154.1832 would be added to clarify the necessary separation of cargo containment systems for incompatible cargoes. This section is being proposed to ensure that incompatible cargoes are not allowed to come in contact with each other on the vessel.42. Section 154.1834 would be revised to clarify the responsibilities of the person in charge of cargo transfer operations to ensure that the proper piping is used and to ensure that cargo vapors are properly handled.43. Section 154.1850 would be revised to focus attention on the special problems caused by the gas absorbing qualities of internal insulation materials. This is in accordance with the amended Gas Carrier Code.44. Section 154.1870 would be revised to update the list of cargoes which are prohibited from being transferred via bow or stem loading piping. This revision is based on the amendments to the Gas Carrier Code.45. Section 154.7 and the table 4 following existing § 154.1872 would be revised to include the minimum requirements for the new cargoes added in accordance with the amended Gas Carrier Code and to update existing requirements and references.

Incorporation by ReferenceThe following material would be incorporated by reference in § 154.8: American Bureau of Shipping (ABS) Rules for Building and Classing Steel Vessels, 1992.American National Standards Institute (ANSI) Z87.1—1989 Practice for Occupational and Educational Eye and Face Protection, 1989.AN SI Z89.1—1986 Protective Headwear for Workers, 1986.American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) A  20/A 20M-92a Standard Specifications for General Requirements for Steel Plates for Pressure Vessels, 1992.ASTM  F1017—92 Standard Specification for Flashlights on Vessels, 1992. International Maritime Organization (IMO) Code for the Construction and Equipment of Ships Carrying Liquefied Gases in Bulk, 1975, as amended (1983 edition).IM O Code for Existing Ships Carrying Liquefied Gases in Bulk, 1976.IM O International Code for the Construction and Equipment of Ships Carrying Liquefied Gases in Bulk, 1983.IM O M edical First A id  Guide for Use in Accidents Involving Dangerous Goods.IM O Resolution A.328, Code for the Construction and Equipment of Ships Carrying Liquefied Gases in Bulk, 1975.Underwriters Laboratories, Inc. (UL) No, 783, Standard for Electric Flashlights and Lanterns for Use in Hazardous (Classified) Locations, 1993.Copies o f the material are available for inspection where indicated under 
ADDRESSES. Copies of the material are available from the sources listed in §154.8.Before publishing a final, the Coast Guard w ill submit this material to the Director of the Federal Register for approval of the incorporation by reference.Regulatory EvaluationThis proposal is not a significant regulatory action under section 3(f) of Executive Order 12866 and does not require an assessment of potential costs and benefits under section 6(a)(3) of that order. It has not been reviewed by the Office of Management and Budget. It is not significant under the Department of Transportation (DOT) regulatory policies and procedures (44 FR 11040; February 26,1979). The Coast Guard expects the economic impact of this proposal to be so m inim al that a full Regulatory Evaluation under paragraphs lOe of the DOT regulatory policies and procedures is unnecessary.

These proposed regulations would apply only to “ new gas vessels” , as the term is defined in § 154.7. No currently operating “new gas vessels” would be affected. There are presently no U .S . flag “ new gas vessels” , and currently operating foreign "new  gas vessels” already meet the sim ilar requirements of the Gas Carrier Code.The impact of this proposal on U .S . flag vessels constructed in the future is also anticipated to be m inim al, because the major part of this proposal allows for the carriage of cargoes previously required to be carried on chemical tankers and for the addition of an alternative, less expensive, cargo containment system.As stated above, the impact on foreign flag vessels built in the future w ill continue to be minimal because these vessels w ill already comply with the requirements of the Gas Carrier Code.Sm all EntitiesUnder the Regulatory Flexibility Act (5 U .S .C . 501 et seq.), the Coast Guard must consider whether this proposal, if adopted, w ill have a significant economic impact on a substantial number of small entities. “ Sm all entities” may include (1) small businesses and not-for-profit organizations that are independently owned and operated and are not dominant in their fields and (2) governmental jurisdictions with populations of less than 50,000.These proposals would apply only to liquefied gas vessels, all of which are large in size and owned by large corporations.Therefore, the Coast Guard certifies under 5 U .S .C . 605(b) that this proposal, if adopted, w ill not have a significant economic impact on a substantial number of small entities. If, however, you think that your business or organization qualifies as a small entity and that this proposal w ill have a significant economic impact on your business or organization, please submit a comment (see ADDRESSES) explaining why you think it qualifies and in what way and to what degree this proposal w ill economically affect it. .Collection o f Inform ationUnder the Paperwork Reduction Act (44 U .S .C . 3501 et seq ), the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) reviews each proposed rule that contains a colleetion-of-information requirement to determine whether the practical value of the information is worth the burden imposed by its collection. Collection-of- information requirements include reporting, recordkeeping, notification, and other, sim ilar requirements.
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DOT No: 2115.
OMB-Control No: 2115-0113. 
Adm inistration: U .S . Coast Guard.
Title: Safety Standards for Self- Propelled Vessels Carrying Bulk Liquefied Gases.
Need for Inform ation: To prevent the uncontrolled release of cargo by liquefied gas carriers.
Proposed Use o f Inform ation: To verify compliance with safety regulations. 
Frequency o f Response: 1 per respondent per year.
Burden Estim ate: 10 hours per year. 
Respondents: Designers of cargo containment systems; eight worldwide
Form(s): No specific forms. Information supplied from existing plans and drawings used for designing a cargo containment system.
Average Burden Per Respondent: 10 hours per year.The Coast Guard has submitted the requirements to OMB for review under section 3504(h) of the Paperwork Reduction A ct. Persons submitting comments on the requirements should submit their comments both to OMB and to the Coast Guard where indicated under ADDRESSES.

FederalismThe Coast Guard has analyzed this proposal under the principles and criteria contain in Executive Order 12612 and has determined that this proposal does not have sufficient federalism im plications to warrant the preparation of a Federalism Assessment.
EnvironmentThe Coast Guard considered the environmental impact of this proposal and concluded that, under paragraph2.B.2 of Commandant Instruction M16475.1B, this proposal is categorically excluded from further environmental documentation. There is no environmental impact associated with these expanded safety requirements. A  “ Categorical Exclusion Determination” is available in the docket for inspection or copying where indicated under ADDRESSES.

American Bureau of Shipping (ABS):Two World Trade Center, 106th Floor, New Steel Vessels, 1992 ................. ...................................

List of Subjects 
46 CFR Part 40Cargo vessels, Hazardous materials transportation, Marine safety, Occupational safety and health,Seamen, V inyl chloride.
46 CFR Part 154- Cargo vessels, Gases, Hazardous materials transportation, Marine safety, Reporting and recordkeeping requirements.For the reasons set out in the preamble, the Coast Guard proposes to amend 46 CFR parts 40, and 154 as follows:PART 40— [REMOVED AND  
RESERVED]1. Part 40 is removed and reserved.
PART 154— SAFETY STANDARDS FOR 
SELF-PROPELLED V ESSELS  
CARRYING BULK LIQUEFIED G ASES2. The authority citation for part 154 continues to read as follows:

Authority: 46 U .S .C . 3703; E.O. 12234, 45 FR 58801, 3 CFR, 1980 Comp., p. 277; 49 CFR 1.46.§154.1 [Removed]3. Section 154.1, Incorporation by reference, is removed.4. In § 154.7, revise the section heading, and the introductory text and paragraph (a) of the definition for “ Gas- dangerous space” ; remove from the list under the definitions of “ Flammable cargoes” and “ Toxic cargoes”  the word “ Ethylam ine” ; add, in alphabetical order, to the list under “ Flammable cargoes” , the cargoes “ Diethyl ether” , “ Propylene oxide-ethylene oxide mixture” , “ Isoprene” ,“ Isopropylamine” , * ‘Monoethylamine’ ’, “ Propylene oxide” , “ Vinyl ethyl ether” , and “ Vinylidene chloride” ; add, in alphabetical order, to the list under “ Toxic cargoes” , the cargoes “ Diethyl ether” , “ Propylene oxide-ethylene oxide mixture” , “ Isopropylamine” , “ Monoethylamine” , “ Propylene oxide” , “ Vinyl ethyl ether” , and “ Vinylidene chloride” ; and add definitions for the words “ Boil-off gas” , “ Category A machinery space” , “ Internal insulation tank” , “ Membrane” , and “ O il fuel unit” to read as follows:§154.7 Definitions and abbreviations.
Hf *  *  . *  *

B oil-offgas means the vapor produced by cargo evaporation at ambient temperatures of 45 °C still air and 32 °C still water.
Hr Hr Hr Hr Hr

Category A  m achinery space means Category A  machinery space as defined . in § 30.10-6a of this chapter.
Hr *  *  Hr Hr

Gas-dangerous space means a space where gas may be present and includes the following spaces:'  (a) A  space in the cargo area which is not arranged or equipped in a manner to ensure that the space’s atmosphere is maintained at all times in a gas safe condition.
Hr Hr Hr Hr , Hr

Internal insulation tank means a nonself supporting cargo tank consisting of thermal insulation materials which contribute to cargo containment and which are supported by the structure of the adjacent inner hull or of an independent tank.
★  Hr Hr Hr Hr

Membrane means a non-self supporting m etallic, nonm etallic or composite material that is liquid tight and no thicker than 10 mm (0.394 in).
Hr Hr Hr *  Hr

O il fu el unit means a unit as defined in § 30.10-48a of this chapter.
Hr Hr Hr Hr Hr5. Section 154.8 is added to read as follows:§ 154.8 Incorporation by reference.(a) Certain material is incorporated by reference into this part with the approval of the Director of the Federal Register under 5 U .S .C . 552(a) and 1 CFR part 51. To enforce any edition other than that specified in paragraph(b) of this section, the Coast Guard must publish notice of change in the Federal Register, and the material must be available to the public. A ll approved material is available for inspection at the O ffice of the Federal Register, 800 North Capitol Street NW ., suite 700, W ashington, D C, and at U .S . Coast Guard, Marine Technical and Hazardous Materials Division, room 1218, 2100 Second Street SW ., W ashington, DC 20593-0001, and is available from the sources indicated in paragraph (b) of this section.-(b) The material approved for incorporation by reference in this part and the sections affected are as follows:

York, N Y 10048. Rules for Building and Classing 154.170;154.176;154.420;154.440.
154.172;154.188;154.421; 154.174154.195154.439
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American National Standards Institute (ANSI):1430 Broadway, New York, NY 10018.ANSI Z87.1-1989, Practice for Occupational and Educational Eye and Face Protection, 1989ANSI Z89.1-86, Protective Headwear for Workers, 1986 ......................... ....................................................... .................
American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM):1916 Race Street, Philadelphia, PA 19103.A  20/A 20M-92a, Standard Specification for General Requirements for Steel Plates for Pressure Vessels, 1992.ASTM  F 1014-92, Standard Specification for Flashlights on Vessels, 1992 ...................................... ....................
Internationa] Maritime Organization: •4 Albert Embankment, London S E l 75R, U.K.Code for the Construction and Equipment of Ships Carrying Liquefied Cases in Bulk, 1975, as amended (1983 edition).Code for Existing Ships Carrying Liquefied Gases in Bulk, 1976 .......................................................... .........................International Code for the Construction and Equipment of Ships Carrying Liquefied Gases in Bulk, 1983.Medical First Aid Guide for Use in Accidents Involving Dangerous Goods .................................................Resolution A . 328, Code for the Construction and Equipment of Ships Carrying Liquefied Gases in Bulk, 1975.
Underwriters Laboratories, Inc.:333 Pfingsten Rd., Northbrook, IL 60062.UL No. 783 Standard for Electric Flashlights and Lanterns for Use in Hazardous (Classified) Locations, 1993. - . : f •

154.1400; 154.1401; 154.1402. 
154.1400; 154.1401; 154.1402.

154.610.

154.1400.

154.19.

154.19; 154.24.
154.19.

154.1435; 154.1440. 
154.24.

154.1400; 154.1401; 154.1402.

6. In § 154.12, paragraphs (e)(2), (4), (7), and (26) are revised to read as follows;
§ 154.12 Existing gas vessel: 
Endorsements and requirements. 
* * * * *

(0) * *(2) Section 154.320 (b) and (d).
*  *  . *  *  *(4) Section 154.340(e).
* * * * . *(7) Section 154.519(b)(2).
* * * * *(26) Sections 154.1110 through 154.1130, except §§ 154.1115(c), 154.1120(b), and 154.1125 (c) and (f). * * * * *7. In § 154.15, paragraph (b)(1) is revised to read as follows:
§ 154.15 U.S. flag vessel; Endorsement 
application.
* * * . * *(b) * * *(1) Calculations for hull design required by part 172, subpart G , of this chapter;* * * * *8. In § 154.19, paragraph (a) is revised to read as follows:

§ 154.19 U.S. flag vessel: IMO certificate 
issuance.(a) The Coast Guard Officer in Charge, Marine Inspection, issues an IM O Certificate to a U ,S . flag vessel, when requested by the owner or representative, if  the vessel meets the requirements of this part and—(1) For a gas vessel the construction of which began on or after July 1,1986, meets the International Code for the Construction and Equipment of Ships Carrying Liquefied Gases in Bulk;(2) For a gas vessel contracted for construction on or after October 31,1976 and constructed before July 1, 1986, meets the Code for the Construction and Equipment of Ships Carrying Liquefied Gases in Bulk, 1975, as amended (1983 edition); or(3) For a gas vessel constructed before October 31,1976, meets the Code for Existing Ships Carrying Liquefied Gases in Bulk.* * * * *
Subpart B (Amended]9. The heading to subpart B is revised to read “ Subpart B—Inspections” .

§ 154.151 [Amended]10. In § 154.151(c) introductory text, remove “ § 154.5(b)”  and add, in its place, “ § 154.22(b)” .11. In § 154.170, in paragraph (a), remove the words after “ material standards”  and add, in their place, the words “ in Rules for Building and Classing Steel Vessels” ; and revise paragraphs (b)(3)(ii) and (b)(3)(iii) to read as follows:
§ 154.170 Outer hull steel plating.
* * * * *(b)* * *(3) * * *(ii) For cargo containment systems with secondary barriers, the temperature of the secondary barrier is the cargo boiling temperature at atmospheric pressure; and(iii) For cargo containment systems without secondary barriers, the temperature of the primary barrier is the cargo carriage temperature.12. Following § 154.172, by revising table 1 to read as follows:
§ 154.172 Contiguous steel hull structure.
* * * * ■ *T a b l e  1 .— M in im um  T e m p e r a t u r e , T h ic k n e s s , a n d  S t e e l  G r a d e s  in  C o n t ig u o u s  H u l l  S t r u c t u r e s

Minimum temperature (X ) Maximum thickness (mm) for steel grades A B D 3 AH DH EH0 and above ..............-  5 and below -  0 .. -1 0  and below - 5  -2 0  and below -1 0  -3 0  and below -2 0  Below -3 0  ...........
......................................... . “Rules for Building and Classing Steel Vessels”15 25 30 50 25 45 50......................................... X 20 25 50 20 40 50.....v .................... .................. X X 20 50 X 30 50................ ............................... X  X X 40 X 20 40......................... ..................  In accordance with §154.615 of this part"X” means steel grade is not used.



Federal Register / Vol. 59, No. 107 7  Monday, June 6, 1994 / Proposed Rules 29265

§§154,174,154.176,154.188, and 154.195 
[Amended]13. In §§ 154.174(a), 154.176(a), 154.188, and 154.195(b), remove the words “ of the American Bureau of Shipping published in “ Rules for Building and Classing Steel Vessels ” , 1981”  and add, in their place, the words “ in Rules for Building and Classing Steel Vessels” .14. In § 154.235, redesignate paragraph (d) as paragraph (e) and add a new paragraph (d) to read as follows:
§154.235 Cargo tank location.
*  *  *  f i  ft(d) In vessels having internal insulation tanks, the extent of damage must be measured to the supporting tank plating.
* *  ft  it  ft15. In § 154.300, redesignate the introductory text and paragraphs (a), (b), and (c) as paragraphs (a), (a)(1), (a)(2), aiid (a)(3), respectively, and add a new paragraph (b) to read as follows:
§ 154.300 Segregation of hold spaces from 
other spaces.* * * * *(b) Hold spaces must be located forward of Category A  machinery spaces, unless specially approved by the Commandant (G-M TH).16. In § 154.315, revise paragraph (a); redesignate piaragraph (b) as paragraph (f); and add new paragraphs (b), (c), (d), ■ (e), (g), and (h) to read as follows:
§ 154.315 Cargo pump and cargo 
compressor rooms.(a) Cargo pump rooms and cargo compressor rooms must be located above the weather deck.(b) Cargo pump rooms and cargo compressor rooms must be located between the after end of the aftermost hold space and the forward end of the forwardmost hold space, unless otherwise permitted by the Commandant (G-M TH).(c) When cargo compressor rooms are permitted under paragraph (b) of this section to be located at the after end of the aftermost hold space or at the forward end of the forwardmost hold space, the lim its of the cargo area must be extended to include the cargo pump rooms and the cargo compressor rooms for the full beam and depth of the ship.(d) Where the lim its of the cargo area are extended under paragraph (c) of this section, the bulkhead which separates the cargo pump rooms or cargo compressor rooms from accommodation, service, or control spaces or Category A  machinery spaces must be located so as to prevent gas from entering these spaces through a single failure of a bulkhead.

(e) For the purposes of fire protection, cargo compressor rooms are treated as cargo pump rooms.( f l *  *  *(g) Cargo pump rooms and cargo compressor rooms must be arranged to allow unrestricted access by personnel wearing protective clothing and, in the event of injury, to allow  unconscious"personnel to be removed.(h) A ll valves necessary for cargo handling must be readily accessible to personnel wearing protective clothing.17. In § 154.320, redesignate paragraph (c) as paragraph (d) and add a new paragraph (c) to read as follows:
§ 154.320 Cargo control stations.
*  ★  ft ft ft(c) If a cargo control station has no access to an accommodation, service or control space, the openings from the cargo area must com ply with § 154.345.
*  *  ft ft  ft18. In §154.330, paragraph (g) is added to read as follows:
§ 154.330 Openings to accommodation,

' service, or control spaces.
ft ft ft  ft  ft(g) Vessels dedicated to cargoes which are neither toxic nor flammable may have openings to accommodation, service, or control spaces which do not meet the requirements of paragraphs (a) through (f) of this section, if  specially approved by the Commandant (G - MTH).19. In § 154.340, revise the introductory text of paragraph (b); redesignate paragraphs (c), (d), (e), and(f), as paragraphs (d), (e), (f), and (g), respectively: revise redesignated paragraph (f); and add a new paragraph(c) to read as follows:
§ 154.340 Access to tanks and spaces in 
the cargo area.
* * * * *(b) Each access into or through a void space or other gas-dangerous space in the cargo area, except for spaces separated by a single gastight boundary from a hold or a space with a secondary barrier, must — * * *•(c) Spaces separated by a single _ gastight boundary from a hold or a space with a secondary barrier must be provided with either a direct access from the weather deck or an indirect access from the weather deck w hich does not include an enclosed gas-safe space.
★  *  ft ft ft(f) The inner hull in the cargo area must be accessible for inspection from at least one side without the removal of any fixed structure or fitting. If a visual inspection is possible only at the outer

face of the inner hu ll, the inner hull must hot be a fuel oil tank boundary w all.
ft  ft ft  ft ft20. In § 154.345, revise paragraph (a) and add paragraph (d) to read as follows:§154.345 Airlocks.(a) Access through doors, gas tight or otherwise, is not permitted from a gas- safe space to a gas-dangerous space; except that, access to service spaces forward of the cargo area through air locks, under this section, which open on the weatherdeck, may be permitted when accommodation spaces are aft.* * * * *(d) Emergency fire pumps and nonexplosion proof electrical equipment for maneuvering, anchoring, or mooring the vessel must not be located in spaces protected by air locks.21. In § 154.350, revise the section heading; redesignate paragraph (d) as paragraph (e); add new paragraphs (d) and (f); and revise redesignated paragraph (e) to read as follows:§154.350 Bilge, ballast, and fuel oil system s in the cargo area.
f t  ft  ft  ft . . f t(d) For internal insulation tanks, paragraphs (a), (b), and (c) of this section do not apply to thé following spaces, provided that the spaces are completely filled with insulation approved under § 154.467:(1) Interbarrier spaces.(2) Spaces between the secondary barrier and the inner hull.(3) Spaces between the secondary barrier and independent tank structures.(e) Spaces in the cargo containment portion of the vessel, except ballast spaces and gas-safe spaces, must not connect to pumps in the main machinery space. Pump vents must not be open to machinery spaces.(f) Duct keels may be connected to pumps in the machinery space if—(1) The connections are led directly to the pumps;(2) The discharge from the pumps is led directly overboard; and(3) There are no valves or manifolds in either line which could connect the line from the duct keel to lines serving gas-safe spaces.22. In § 154.407(a), remove “ Z8” wherever it appears and add, in its place, “ Z b ”  and revise the definition of 
“ Z b ”  to read as follows:§ 154.407 Cargo tank internal pressure head.(a) * * *“ Z b” = largest liquid height (m) above the point where the pressure is to be
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§§ 154.420 and 154.439 [Amended]23. In § 154.420(a) and § 154.439 introductory text, remove the words “ of the American Bureau of Shipping published in “ Rules for Building and Classing Steel Vessels” , 1981”  and add, in their place, the words “ in Rules for Building and Classing Steel Vessels.”
§154.421 [Amended]24. In § 154.421, remove " , 1983” .25. In 154.440, paragraph (c) is revised to read as follows;
§ 154.440 Allowable stress.* -  * * *■ *(c) For an internal pressure head that meets § 154.439(a), tank plating must meet the deep tank standards in Rules for Building and Classing Steel Vessels.
§154.448 [Amended]26. In § 154.448(b), remove the word “ its” before the word “ support” .27. Before the undesignated heading “ SECONDARY BARRIER” , add a new undesignated heading and §§ 154.454 through 154.458 to read as follows:Internal Insulation Tanks
§ 154.454 General.(a) The design of an internal insulation tardé and its supporting hull structure or independent tank structure must be specially approved by the- Commandant (G-M TH).

(b) Internal insulation tanks must be made of materials that withstand the combined strains calculated under § 154.457(a).
§ 154.455 Design vapor pressure.

The design vapor pressure (P°) of an 
internal insulation tank must not exceed25.4 kPa gauge (3.55 psig). For internal insulation tanks supported by the hull structure, the Commandant (G-M TH) may specially approve a P° between24.5 kPa gauge (3.55 psig) and 69 kPa gauge (10 psig). For internal insulation tanks supported by independent tank structures, the Commandant (G-M TH) may specifically approve a P° greater than 69 kPa gauge (10 psig).
§ 154.456 Internal insulation tank system 
design.An internal insulation tank must be designed for the following:(a) Any static and dynam ic loads with respect toil)  Fatigue failure;(2) Crack propagation from both free and supported surfaces;(3) Adhesive and cohesive strength; *(4) Compressive, tensile, and sheer strength; and(5) Water ballast in spaces adjacent to the inner hull forming the supporting structure of the internal insulation tank.(b) Combined strains from static, dynam ic, and thermal loads.(c) Com patibility of the tank insulation material with the deflections of the vessel’s inner hull or independent tank structures.
§154.457 Calculations.The tank design load calculations for an internal insulation tank must include the following:

(a) The combined strains from static, dynam ic, and thermal loads.(b) The response of the internal insulation tank, its cargo, its supporting structures, and any ballast adjacent to the supporting structure of the internal insulation tank to the vessel motion and acceleration under worst weather conditions. Calculations for a similar vessel may be submitted to meet the requirements of this paragraph.(c) Plastic deformation and fatigue life resulting from static and dynamic loads in the insulation and in the supporting hull structure or independent tank structure.
§ 154.458 Model test.(a) A  test must be performed to determine whether the primary and secondary barriers of an internal insulation tank, including comers, joints, pump mounts, piping penetrations, and other critical areas, are capable of withstanding the combined strains from the static, dynam ic, and thermal loads calculated under § 154.457(a).(b) Combined tension and fatigue tests must be performed to evaluate crack behavior of the insulation material in the event a through crack develops in the inner hull or independent tank structure.(c) Analyzed data from the tests under paragraphs (a) and (b) of this section must be submitted to the Commandant (G-M TH) for acceptance.28. In § 154.459, add a new entry and new footnotes to table 3 to read as follows:
§ 154.459 General. 
* * * * *

Ta b le  3,— S e c o n d a r y  Ba r r ie r s  fo r  Ta n k s

Tank type Cargo temperature (T) at atmospheric pressure T>-10°C(14°F) T<— 10°C(14oF)à-5 5 °C(-6 7 oF) T <-55°C(-67°F)
Internal insulation:Type 1 2 ................. .Type 2 3 .................. d o ........ .................... Complete secondary barrier .............. . Complete secondary barrier.d o ...  ............ Complete secondary barrier is incor- Complete secondary barrier is incor-_________________________porated. __________________. porated.. “ Type 1 tanks are tanks in which insulation or a combination of the insulation and one or more liners* function as a primary barrier. The inner hull or independent tank structure functions as the secondary barrier when required.3 Type 2 tanks are tanks in which the insulation or a combination of the insulation and one or more liners* function as both the primary and secondary barner, and where these barriers are clearly distinguishable. ■ y* A liner as used in footnotes 2 and 3, means a thin, non-self supporting metallic, nonmetaliic or composite material which forms part of an internal insulation tank in order to enhance its fracture resistance or other mechanical properties. A liner differs from a membrane in that a liner is not intended by itself to function as a liquid barrier.

29. Before the undesignated heading “ SUPPORT SYSTEM ” , add § 154.464 to read as follows: § 154.468 Subm ission of insulation 
information for internal insulation tanks.(a) In addition to the information required in § 154.467, information on

the following properties of the insulation materials Which contribute to cargo containment in internal insulation tanks must be submitted to the



Federal Register / Vol. 59, No. 107 / Monday, June 6, 1994 / Proposed Rules 29267Commandant (G-M TH) for special approval:(1) Bonding (adhesive and cohesive strength).(2) Resistance to cargo pressure.(3) Fatigue and crack propagation.(4) Com patibility with cargo constituencies and with any other agency normally expected to come in contact with the insulation.(5) Gas desorbing.(b) The influence of the presence of water and water pressure on the insulation properties must be taken into account,(c) The properties listed in paragraph(a) of this section must be— '(1) Obtained after simulation o f aging and thermal cycling; and(2) Tested for in the temperature range between the expected maximum temperature in service and 5 °C (8 °F) below the minimum design temperature, but no lower than -1 9 6  °C (-321 °F).30. Section 154.471(a)(3) is revised to read as follows:
$154,471 Design criteria.(a) * * *'(3) To withstand a collision force, in the forward direction, equal to at least one-half o f the weight of the cargo tank and cargo and, in the aft direction, equal to at least one-quarter of the weight o f the cargo tank and cargo; and*  *  *  *  *31. In § 154.519, paragraph (c) is added to read as follows:
§ 154.519 Piping relief valves.
* *  *  *  *(c) A ll pipelines or components which may be isolated in a liquid full condition must have a relief valve.32. In § 154.522(a), revise the introductory test to read as follows:
§ 154.522 Materials for piping.I (a) The materials for piping systems t must meet § 154.625 for the minimum ■ design temperature of the piping; except [ that, the material for open-ended vent Piping, open-ended piping inside the | cargo tanks (excluding discharge Piping), and all piping inside membrane and semimembrane tanks may be specially approved by the Commandant (G-MTH) if—* * * * *33. In § 154.610, in paragraph (c), remove “ASTM  A -2 0-7 5 ” and add, in its place, “ ASTM  A  20/A 20 M -83” and, hi paragraph (i), revise the table to read as follows:
§ 154.610 Design temperature not colder 
than 0°C (32°F)*  *  *  *  *

(i)* * *Material thickness Test temperaturet < 20 mm (0.788 in.) ............... 0°C (32 ̂ F)20 < t < 40 mm (1.576 in .).... -2 0 °C(-4 °F )34. In § 154.615, designate the text as joaragraph (a) and add a new paragraph (b) to read as follows:
§154.615 Design temperature below 0°C 
(32°F) and down to - 5 5 °C (-67°F).
* * * * *(b) Insulation materials forming a secondary barrier must be approved under § 154.468.35. In § 154.630, paragraph (b) is revised to read as follows:
§ 154.630 Cargo tank material.
* * * * *(b) For aluminum alloy cargo tankswith welded connections, the minimum yield strength (o y ) and the minimum tensile strength (oB) for the calculations under §§ 154.440,154.447, and 154.450 must be the minimum respective value of the alloy in an annealed condition. * * * . * * *36. In § 154.901(c), add a sentence at the end of the paragraph to read as follows:
§154.901 Atmospheric control within 
cargo tanks and cargo piping systems.
* * * * *(c) * * *. No flammable mixture is permitted at any time within the cargo tank.
*  *  *  *  *37. In § 154.902, paragraph (e) is added to read as follows:
§ 154.902 Atmospheric control within hold 
and interbarrier spaces.
* * * * *(e) For internal insulation tanks, atmospheric control is not required for interbarrier spaces and spaces between the secondary barrier and the inner hull or independent tank structures which are completely filled with insulation approved under § 154.46838. In § 154.1005, paragraphs (c) and(d) are revised to read as follows:
§ 154.1005 Equipment approval.
*  *  *  *  *(c) Electrical equipment that is required to be intrinsically safe under § 154.1010 must com ply with §111.105-11 o f this chapter.(d) Electrical equipment that is required to be explosion proof under § 154.1010 must com ply with§ 111.105—9 of this chapter.

§ 154.1020 [Amended]39. In § 154.1020, remove“ § 154.230(a)” and add, in its place “ §154.200” .40. In § 154.1110, redesignate the introductory text and paragraphs (a) through (h) as paragraphs (a) and (a)(1) through (a)(8), respectively; revise redesignated paragraphs (a)(6) and(a)(7); and add paragraphs (b) and (c) to read as follows:
§ 154.1110 Areas protected by system.(a) * * *(6) Each boundary facing the cargo area of eaeh superstructure that contains storerooms containing high fire risk items or accommodation, service, or control spaces;(7) Each boundary facing the cargo area of each deckhouse that contains storerooms containing high fire risk items or accommodation, service, or control spaces; and* * * * *(b) Every area under paragraph (a) of this section also must be covered by at least two jets of water from the fire main system.(c) Boundaries o f unmanned forecastle structures not containing high fire risk items or equipment do not require water spray protection41. In § 154.1115, redesignate paragraph (b) as paragraph (o); add a new paragraph (b); and revise redesignated paragraph (c) to read as follows:

§154.1115 Discharge. 
* * * * *(b) For structures not having clearly defined horizontal or vertical surfaces, the capacity of the water spray system must be determined by the greater of the following;(1) The projected horizontal surface m ultiplied by 10,000 cm 3/m2/min (0.25 gpm/ft.2).(2) The actual surface m ultiplied by 4,000 cm 3/m 2/min (0.10 gpm/ft.2 ).(c) The water spray protection under § 154.1110 (a)(4) and (a)(5) must cover an area in a horizontal plane extending at least 0.5 m (19 in.) in each direction from the pipes, fittings, and valves or must cover the area of the drip tray, whichever is greater.42. In § 154.1135, paragraphs (d)(1) and (d)(2) are revised to read as follows:

§154.1135 Pumps.
*  *  *  *  *(d) * * *(1) The areas in §§ 154.1110 (a)(6) through (a)(8) and 154.1115(c); and . (2) The largest section that includes the required protection under § 154.1110(a)(1), (a)(2), and (a)(3).
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43. In § 154.1320, paragraph (a)(1) is revised to read as follows:

§.154.1320 Sighting ports, tubular gauge 
glasses, and fiat plate type gauge glasses.(a) * * *(1) The tank has a design vapor pressure that is less than 69 kPa gauge (10 psig);
*  i t  a  *  *44. Section 154.1327 is added to read as follows:
§ 154.1327 Valve closing time.(a) The closing time (i.e. the time from shutdown signal initiation to complete valve closure) of valves under§ 154.1325 must not be greater than—

3600U-------— secondsLRU=ullage volume at operating signal level m3.LR=maximum loading rate agreed on m3/h.(b) The loading rate must be adjusted to lim it the surge pressure on valve closure to an acceptable level.45. Section 154.1343 is added to read as follows:
§154.1343 Leak detection.(a) A ll cargo containment systems requiring a secondary barrier must be provided with permanently installed instrumentation to detect—(1) Failure of the primary barrier to be liquid tight at any location; or(2) Contact of liquid cargo with the secondary barrier at any location.(b) The instrumentation required in paragraph (a) of this section must be the appropriate gas detection equipment under § 154.1345 and need not be capable of detecting the exact location of the leak.46. Section 154.1400 is revised to read as follows:
§ 154.1400 Safety equipment; All vessels.(a) Instead of the equipment under § 35.30-20 of this chapter, each vessel must have two fireman’s outfits and two sets of personnel safety equipment on board.(b) Each fireman’s outfit must consist of the following:(1) A  pressure-demand, open circuit, self-contained breathing apparatus approved by the M ining Safety and Health Administration (MSHA) and by the National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health (NIOSH), and having at a minimum a 30 minute air supply and a full facepiece.(2) A  steel-cored lifeline.(3) A  three-cell, explosion proof flashlight manufactured to U L No. 783- 79 with an Underwriters’ Laboratories

label for Class I, Division 1, and the Electrical Hazard Group listed in table 4 of this part for each cargo carried.(4) A  fire axe.(5) A helmet that meets A N SI Z89.1-
86.(6) A  set of boots and gloves that are made o f rubber or other electrically non- conductive material.(7) A  set of goggles that meets AN SI Z87.179.(8) An outfit that protects the skin: from scalding steam and the heat of fire and that has a water resistant outer surface.(c) Each set of personnel safety equipment must consist of the following:(1) A  pressure-demand, open circuit, self-contained breathing apparatus approved by the M ining Safety and Health Adm inistration (MSHA) and by the National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health (NIOSH), and having at a minimum a 30 minute air supply and a full facepiece.(2) A  steel-cored lifeline.(3) A  three-cell, explosion proof flashlight manufactured to UL No. 783— 79 with an Underwriters’ Laboratories label for Class I, Division 1, and the Electrical Hazard Group listed in table 4 of this part for each cargo carried.(4) A  helmet that meets A N SI Z89.1-
86.(5) A  set of boots and gloves that are made of rubber or other electrically non- conductive material.(6) A  set of goggles that meets AN SI Z87.179.(7) A  chem ically protective outfit that protects the wearer from the particular personnel hazards presented by the cargo vapor.(d) Each vessel must have a spare air supply consisting of at least one of the following:(1) One fully-charged air cylinder unit for each self-contained breathing apparatus required under paragraph (b) vor (c) of this section, each air cylinder unit having at least a thirty minute supply of air with—(1) A n air compressor capable of supplying high pressure air of the proper purity for recharging the Cylinders; and(ii) A  charging m anifold capable of recharging two air cylinder units sim ultaneously.(2) Ten fully-charged air cylinder, units, each with at least a thirty minute supply of air.(3) A  low pressure-supplied air line system with—(i) Hose connections compatible with the self-contained breathing apparatus;(ii) Sufficient high pressure air capacity to supply,-through pressure

reduction devices, low pressure air to two persons for at least one hour; and(iii) A n air compressor capable of supplying high pressure air of the purity for recharging the self-contained breathing apparatus and all fixed air bottles, i f  any.47. Section 154.1401 is added to as follows:
§ 154.1401 Safety equipment: Vessels 
carrying flammable cargoes.(a) Each vessel that has a cargo capacity of from 2,000 m3 through 5,000 m3 and that is  carrying a cargo designated with an “ I” or “ I&T” in the “ Vapor detection’’ column of table 4 of this part must have the safety equipment required under § 154.1400 and two additional fireman’s outfits as described in § 154.1400(b).(b) Each vessel that has a cargo capacity of 5,000 m3 or more and that is carrying a cargo designated with an “ I”  or “ I&T” in the “ Vapor detection” colum n of table 4, this part must have the safety equipment required under § 154.1400 and three additional fireman’s outfits as described in§ 154.1400(b).48. Section 154.1402 is added to read as follows:
§ 154.1402 Safety equipment: Vessels 
carrying toxic cargoes.(a) Each vessel that has a cargo capacity of greater than 2,000 m3 and that is carrying a cargo designated with an “ T ” in the “ Vapor Detection” colum n of table 4 of this part must have the safety equipment required under§ 154.1400 and, in addition, must have the following:(1) Two sets of personnel safety equipment as described in§ 154.1400(c).(2) One spare fully-charged air cylinder unit for each breathing apparatus required under paragraph (a)(1) of this section.(b) Each vessel that has a cargo capacity of greater than 2,000jm3 and that is carrying a cargo designated with an “ I&T” in the “ Vapor detection” colum n of table 4 of this part must have the safety equipment required under §§ 15411400 and 154.1401. In addition, the vessel must have the following:(1) One fully-charged air cylinder unit for each breathing apparatus required under § 154.1401.(2) Two chem ical protective outfits that protect the wearer from the particular personnel hazards presented by the cargo vapor.49. Section 154.1405 is revised to read as follows:
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§ 154.1405 Respiratory and eye protection.(a) When table 4 of this part references this section, a vessel carrying the listed cargo must have—(1) Respiratory protection and eyeprotection equipment for each person oh board that protects the person from the cargo vapor for at least five minutes; and „(2) Two additional sets of respiratory protection and eye protection equipment that are stowed in the wheel house and protect the wearer from the cargo vapor for at least five minutes.(b) ,The equipment in paragraph (a) of this section must be used for emergency escape purposes only and must be marked to indicate that it is not suitable for, and must not be used for, fire fighting or cargo handling.(c) Filter type respiratory protection equipment is unacceptable for the purposes of this section.50. Section 154.1705 is revised to read as follows:
§154.1705 Independent tank.(a) The following cargoes must be carried in an independent tank:(1) Diethyl ether.(2) Monoethylamine.(3) Propylene oxide.(4) Vinyl ethyl ether.(b) The follow ing cargoes must be carried in an independent tank type C that meets § 154.701(a):(1) Ethylene oxide.(2) M ethyl bromide.(3) Sulfur dioxide.51. Section 154.1718 is added to read as follows:
§ 154.1718 Submerged electric cargo 
pumps.The vapor space of cargo tanks equipped with submerged electric cargo pumps must be inerted to a positive pressure before loading, during carriage, and during unloading of high vapor pressure flammable liquids.52. Section 154.1720 is revised to read as follows:
§ 154.1720 Indirect refrigeration.A refrigeration system that is used to cool acetaldehyde, ethylene oxide, methyl bromide, propylene, oxide, mixtures of propylene oxide/ethylene oxide, or sulfur dioxide must be an indirect refrigeration system that does not use vapor compression.• 53. Sections 154.1721 through 154.1724 are added to read as follows:
§154.1721 Piping system s for toxic products.The cargo piping, vent piping, and refrigeration equipment of acargo tank carrying isopropylamine or •monoethylamine must be completely

separate from all other piping systems on the vessel.
§ 154.1722 Flame screens on vent outlets.When table 4 of this part refers to this section, the vent outlets need not comply with § 154.805(c) but must meet either of the following:(a) Be provided with a flame screen that—(1) Meets § 30.10-25 of this chapter;(2) Is readily renewable; and(3) Is designed and installed so as to prevent blockage by freezing cargo vapors or by icing in bad weather.(b) Have a device approved by the Commandant (G—MTH) to prevent the passage of flame.
§ 154.1723 Maximum allowable quantity of 
cargo per tank.When table 4 of this part refers to this section, no person may operate a tankship that carries a cargo tank containing in excess of 3,000 m 3 (105,923 ft-.3) of the listed cargo.
§ 154.1724 Vapor return connections.When table 4 of this part refers to this section, connections for returning the expelled gases ashore during loading must be provided.§154.1735 [Amended]54. In § 154.1735(b)(2)(ii), remove the word “guage”  and add, in its place, the word “gauge” .55. Section 154.1745 is revised to read as follows:
§ 154.1745 Vinyl chloride: Transfer 
operations.(a) The person in charge of a vinyl chloride transfer operation shall ensure that the follow ing are complied with during that operation:(1) Cargo vapors are returned to the cargo tank or shore disposition for reclamation or destruction.(2) Continuous monitoring for vinylchloride vapor leaks is conducted. Fixed or portable instrumentation may be used to ensure that personnel are not exposed to vinyl chloride vapor concentrations in excess of 1 ppm averaged over any eight hour period or 5 ppm averaged over any period not exceeding 15 minutes. The method of monitoring and measurement must have an accuracy (with a confidence level of 95%) of not less than plus or minus 50% from 0.25 ppm through 0.5 ppm, plus or m inus 35% from over 0.5 ppm through 1.0 ppm, and plus or minus 25% over 1.0 ppm .. ■ • -(3) The cargo transfer operation is discontinued or corrective action is initiated by the person in charge to minimize personnel exposure whenever a vinyl chloride vapor concentration in

excess of 1 ppm is detected. If the vinyl chloride concentration exceeds 5 ppm for over 15 minutes, action to reduce the leak may be continued only if  each person in  the area of the leak uses a respirator which meets the following:(i) The respirator must be approved bythe Mine Safety and Health Administration (MSHA) under 30 CFR part 11. When filter elements are used, they must include approval for vinvl chloride. ,(ii) An electrically powered respirator also must meet the electrical engineering requirements in subchapter J of this chapter for the electrical hazard class and group listed in table 4 of this part.(4) Those portions of the cargo line that would be open to the atmosphere after piping is disconnected are free of vinyl chloride liquid and that the vinyl chloride vapor concentration in the area of the vinyl chloride piping disconnect points is not greater than 5 ppm.(5) Any restricted gauge fitted on a . tank containing vinyl chloride is locked or sealed so that the gauge cannot be used.(6) A  restricted gauge is not used as a means of verifying the reading obtained by the closed gauge or as a means of sampling.(b) The words “ Cancer Suspect Agent” must be added to the warning sign, as required by § 154.1830(f).(c) Signs bearing the legend “ CANCER SUSPECT AGENT IN THIS A R E A - PROTECTIVE EQUIPM ENT REQUIRED—AUTHORIZED PERSONNEL O N LY” must be posted whenever hazardous operations, such as tank cleaning, are in progress,(d) When vinyl chloride, transfer operations are conducted, the vessel must be designated as a regulated area and access must be lim ited to authorized persons. A  daily roster of persons authorized to enter the regulated area must be m aintained on the vessel.(e) Personnel engaged in hazardous operations, such as tank cleaning, must be provided with, and required to wear and use, respirators under paragraph(a) (3) of this section. A lso, protective garments capable of preventing skin contact with liquid vinyl chloride must be provided. The garments must be clean and dry for each use.56. In § 154.1760, designate the text as paragraph (a) arid add a new paragraph(b) to read as follows:§154.1760 Liquid ammonia/
*  • *  *  *  *  •(b) For pressure vessels and pipelines made of carbon-manganese steel, the oxygen content of the vapor space must
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be reduced to^the minimum level practicable before the introduction of liquid ammonia at temperatures of greater than — 20 °C (— 4 °F).57. Sections 154.1765,154.1770, and 154.1775 are added to read as follows:
§ 154.1765 Diethyl ether; vinyl ethyl ether.(a) Diethyl ether and vinyl ethyl ether cargoes must be discharged by deepwell pumps or by hydraulically operated submerged pumps.(b) When a diethyl ether or vinyl ethyl ether cargo is carried in independent tanks type C , inert gas displacement may be used to discharge the cargo if the cargo system is designed for the expected pressure.
§154.1770 Propylene oxide and mixtures 
of propylene oxide and ethylene oxide 
containing not more than 30% ethylene 
oxide by weight: Requirements for carriage;(а) Vessels carrying propylene oxide or a mixture of propylene oxide and ethylene oxide containing not more than 30% ethylene oxide by weight must meet the following:(1) Acetylene must not be present in the propylene oxide or the mixture of propylene oxide and ethylene oxide.(2) Cargo piping, vent piping, refrigeration equipment, and inert gas supply lines must be completely separate from piping systems for all other tanks, including empty tanks and cargo compressors. If the piping systems are not separate, they may be made separate by removing spool pieces, valves, and other pipe sections and installing blank flanges.(3) Valves, flanges, fittings, and accessory equipment must be made of steel, stainless steel, or other material specially approved by the'Commandant (G-M TH).(4) Valve disk faces, seats, and other wearing parts of valves must be made of stainless steel containing not less than 11% chromium.(5) Gaskets must be constructed of spirally wound stainless steel with teflon or other material specially approved by the Commandant (G - MTH). Gaskets made of neoprene or natural rubber, asbestos or asbestos mixed with other materials, or materials containing oxides of magnesium must not be used in propylene oxide containment systems.(б) Cargo piping must not have threaded joints.( 7) The vessel m ust have an exterior water spray system under § 154.1105 that protects the above deck cargo piping.(8) The vessel must have a nitrogen inerting system or on board nitrogen gas storage system capable of maintaining,

for a period of thirty days at an oxygen level of 2% or less, an inert atmosphere in the vapor space of a tank carrying these cargoes.(b) Cargo tanks carrying propylene oxide which have a design vapor pressure of less than 0.6 Bar gauge (8.5 psig) and cargo tanks carrying mixtures of propylene oxide and ethylene oxide containing not more than 3 0 %  ethylene oxide by weight which have a design vapor pressure of less than 1.2 Bar gauge (17.1 psig) must have a refrigeration system that maintains the product at a temperature below the reference temperature umder § 154.1844(b).(c) Cargo tanks in which the product is to be carried must meet the following:(1) Be constructed of steel or stainless steel.(2) For independent tanks of type C , have pressure relief valves settings that are—. (i) Not less than 0.2 Bar gauge (2-8Psig); - -(ii) For propylene oxide, not morethan 7.0 Bar guage (99.6 psig); and(iii) For propylene oxide and ethylene oxide mixtures, not more than 5.3 Bar guage (7,5.4 psig).(3) Have an automatic nitrogen makeup system that provides a padding of nitrogen and that does not allow the tank pressure to fall below 0.07 Bar guage (1.0 psig) in the event of a decrease in cargo temperature.Sufficient nitrogen of commercially pure quality must be available to satisfy this requirement. This requirement for automatic pressure control may be satisfied by a battery of nitrogen bottles connected to the cargo tank by a pressure reduction valve.(4) Be thoroughly cleaned, including washing or purging of associated piping, before other cargoes may be carried. ,
§ 154.1775 Propylene oxide and mixtures 
of propylene oxide and ethylene oxide 
containing not more than 30%  ethylene 
oxide by weight: Transfer operations.(a) Propylene oxide and mixtures of propylene oxide and ethylene oxide containing hot-more than 30% ethylene oxide by weight may be transported only in accordance with cargo, handling plans which have been approved by the Commanding Officer, U .S . Coast Guard Marine Safety Center (G—M SC). A separate cargo handling plan for each loading arrangement must be prepared which shows the entire piping system and the location of all blank flanges installed under § 154.1770(a)(2). A  copy of each approved cargo handling plan must be kept on board the vessel. The IM O Certificate must be endorsed to , include reference to the approved cargo handling plans.

(b) Before loading the product, a person acceptable to the Captain of the Port must perform the following:(1) Certify in writing that the piping separation under § 154.1770(a)(2) has been achieved. This certification must be kept on board the vessel.(2) Fit a wire and seal to each connection between a blank flange and a pipeline flange to ensure that the blank flange is not inadvertently removed.(c) A  list of the maximum allowable tank filling lim its for each cargo tank, at each of the planned loading temperatures and at the maximum reference temperature, must be prepared and submitted to the Commanding Officer, U .S . Coast Guard Marine Safety Center (G-M SC) for approval. A  copy of the approved list must be kept on board the vessel.(d) The master shall ensure that, before the product is loaded into a cargo tank—(1) The tank is thoroughly clean, dry, and free from rust;(2) The hold spaces are inerted withan inert gas that meets § 154.1710(b)(1); and *(3) The cargo tank vapor space is tested to ensure that the oxygen concentration is 2% (by volume) or less,(e) Cargo hoses used for the transfer of these products must be marked “ FOR ALKYLENE OXIDE TRANSFER O N LY” .(f) Filling and discharge piping must extend to within 100mm (4 in) of the bottom of the tank or any sump pit.(g) Venting of the cargo tanks to the atmosphere must not occur during loading or discharge. A  vapor return to shore may be used during loading provided that the vapor return system connected to a containment system for the product is separate from all other containment systems.(h) The pressure in the cargo tank must be maintained above 0.07 Bar guage (1.0 psig) during discharge operations.(i) The cargo must be discharged bydeepwell pumps, hydraulically operated submerged pumps, or inert gas displacement. ,(j) Cargo pumps must be arranged to ensure that, if the discharge from the pump is turned off or otherwise blocked, there w ill not be a significant increase in the temperature of the cargo.(k) Before disconnecting the lines connecting to the shore facility, the pressure in liquid and vapor lines must be relieved through valves installed at the loading header. Liquid and vapor from the lines must not be discharged to the atmosphere.58. Section 154.1800 is revised to read as follows:
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§154.1800 Operating requirements under 
part 35 of this chapter.Each vessel must operate in accordance with part 35 of this chapter, except for §35.30—20 of this chapter.59. In § 154.1803, paragraph (b) is revised to read as follows:
§ 154.1803 Expiration of Certificates of 
Compliance.*  *  *  *  . .*  '(b) If a vessel’s IM Q Certifícate expires or otherwise becomes invalid, the vessel’s Certificate of Com pliance becomes invalid for the carriage of cargoes listed in table 4 of this part or authorized by special approval under § 154.30. To maintain the validity of the Certificate of Com pliance, the vessel’s owner must submit a copy of the revised or reissued IM Q Certificate to the Commanding Officer, U .S . Coast Guard Marine Safety Center (G-M SC).60. Section 154.1818, paragraph (a) is revised to read as follows:
§ 154.1818 Certification of inhibition.(a) Except as provided in § 154.1740(b), no person may operate a vessel carrying butadiene, isoprene, vinyl chloride, vinyl ethyl ether, or vinylidene chloride without carrying in the wheelhouse written certification from the shipper that the product is inhibited.

*  *

§154.1820 [Amended]61. In § 154.1820 introductory text, remove the word “ wheelhoue” and add, in its place, the word “ wheelhouse” .62. Section 154.1831 is revised to read as follows:
§ 154.1831 Person in charge of cargo 
transfer operations.(a) The master of a U .S . flag vessel shall ensure that cargo transfer operations are supervised by a person designated as a person in charge of cargo transfer operations under 33 CFR 155.710(a)(1).

(b) The master of a foreign flag vessel shall ensure that the cargo transfer operations are supervised by a person who—(1) Holds a valid document issued by the flag nation which authorizes that person to serve as a person in charge of cargo transfer operations on board the vessel that is transferring cargo;(2) Is designated as a person in charge of cargo transfer operations by the master;(3) Is readily able to communicate in English, either directly or through an interpreter, with the person in charge of cargo transfer at the transfer facility; and(4) Has studied and understands the responsibilities described in this subchapter.63. Section 154.1832 is added to read as follows:
§ 154.1832 Incompatible cargo.(a) The person in charge of cargo transfer operations under § 154.1831 may not authorize the loading of incompatible cargoes under part 150 of this chapter, unless the cargo containment systems meet the following:(1) Are separated by—(1) Cofferdams, other than spaces between primary and secondary barriers;(ii) Empty tanks;(iii) Tanks containing m utually compatible cargoes;(iv) Pipe tunnels; or(v) Void spaces.(2) Have separate cargo piping and venting systems.(b) The person in charge of cargo transfer operations may not authorize the loading into a tank of a cargo that is incompatible under part 150 of this chapter with residue left in the tank from a previous cargo.64. Section 154.1834 is revised to read as follows:

§ 154.1834 Cargo transfer piping.The person in charge of cargo transfer operations under § 154.1831 shall ensure that—(a) Cargo is transferred to or from a cargo tank only through the vessel’s cargo piping system; and(b) A ll cargo vapor or cargo tank inert gas displaced by the Cargo loading operation is—-(1) Managed on board the vessel to eliminate atmospheric venting; or(2) Returned to shore through the vapor return connections under§ 154.1724, if  the transfer terminal has vapor fetum  equipment capable of handling the vapor from the cargo tank.65. In § 154.1850, paragraph (d) is added to read as follows:§ 154.1850 Entering cargo handling spaces.* * * * *(d) Before permitting hot work near internal insulation tanks, the gas absorbing and desorbing characteristics of the tank insulation material must be taken into consideration.66. In § 154.1870(d), revise the list of chem icals to read as follows:§ 154.1870 Bow and stem loading.
*  *  *  *  *(d) * * *(1) Acetaldehyde.(2) Am m onia, anhydrous.(3) Diethyl ether.(4) Dimethylamine.(5) Ethyl chloride.(6) Isopropylamine.(7) M ethyl chloride.

(8) Monethylamine.(9) Propylene oxide. •(10) V inyl chloride.(11) Viny ethyl ether.(12) Vinylidene chloride.67. Following § 154.1872, revise table 4 and its footnotes to read as follows;§ 154.1872 Cargo emergency jettisoning.* * * * *
Table  4,— S um m ary o f  Minímum R eq u irem ents

Cargo name12 Ship type Independent tank type C required
Control of cargo tank vapor space Vapor detection3 Gauging4 Electrical hazard class and group5Acetaldehyde .......................... IIG/HPG Inprt I & T c 1—PAmmonia, anhydrous ...................... IIG/IIPG j c nButadiene ............. ' ........................... . IIG/IIPG Inert I pButane................................................... IIG/IIPG I R 1 nButylene........................... ..................... IIG/IIPG I p 1 nDiethyl ether 6 .................................  , IIG/IIPG Inert I & T C 1-C

Special requirements in part 154
1401, 1402, 1410, 1710, 1720, 1870.1402, 1405, 1410, 1702 (b), (c) & (e), 1760,1870.1401, 1702 (b), (d) & (f), 1710, 1750, 1818.1401.1401.1401, 1405, 1410, 1702(b),1705(a), 1710, 1722-1724,1765,1870(d).
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Ta ble  4.— S um m ary o f  M inim um  R e q u ir e m e n t s— Continued

Cargo name12
Dimethylamine _ _____Ethane......... ...................Ethyl chloride_________Ethylene---------Ethylene oxide___ ___
Isoprene6 ---------------Isopropylamine6 ______
Methane (LNG)..................  ».Methyl acetylene-propadiene mixture.Methyl bromide____ ___ ——........
Methyl chloride ..._______Monoethylamine6 ______
Nitrogen............................ .Propane.............................Propylene-------------- —Propylene oxide6 _____ _
Propylene oxide and ethylene oxide mixture (30% w/w ethylene oxide)6.Refrigerant g a se s ................. .......Sulfur dioxide ..................................—
Vinyl chloride
Vinyl ethyl ether6
Vinylidene chloride6 »

Ship type Independent tank type C required
Control of cargo tank vapor space Vapor detection3 Gauging4 Electrical hazard class and group5I1G/I1PG i c 1-CIIG l R 1-DIIG/IIPG 1 & T R 1-DIIG 1 R 1-CIG Y e s .......... Inert.......... I& T C 1-B

IIG/IIPG 1 R 1-DIIG/IIPG I& T Ç 1-D
IIG i C 1-DIIG/IIPG 1 R 1-CIG Yes .......... T C 1-D
IIG/IIPG 1 & T C 1-DIIG/IIPG 1 & T c 1-D
I1IG O  ............... cIIG/IIPG 1 R 1-DIIG/IIPG 1 R 1-DIIG/IIPG Inert_____ I& T C 1-B
MG/HPG Inert......... 1 & T C 1-B
I1IG RIG Drv ........... T c

IIG/IIPG i& T C 1-D
IIG/IIPG inert.......... 1 & T c

IIG/IIPG Inert......... I& T R 1-D

Special requirements in part 154
1401, 1402, 1405, 1410. 1702(b) , (c) & (e), 1870.1401.1401, 1402, 1870.1401..660(b)(3), 1401, 1402, 1405, 1410, 1702 (b), (d) & (0. 1705(b), 1710, 1720, 1725, 1730. 1870 (a) & (b).1401, 1410, 1718, 1722, 1724, 1728, 1818.1401, 1405, 1702 (b) & (c), 1718. 1721, 1722, 1723, 1724, 1870(d).703-709,1401, 1854.1401, 1735.660(b)(3), 1345 (c) & (d), 1402, 1405, 1410, 1702 (a) & (d), 1705(b), 1720. 1870 (a) & (b). 1401,1402,1702(a), 1870.1401, 1402, 1405, 1702 (b) &(c) , 1718. 1721, 1722, 1723, 1724, 1870(d).1755.1401.1401.1401, 1402, 1410, 1705(a),1710.1720, 1722,1723, 1724, 1770, 1775, 1870(d).1401, 1402, 1410, 1705(a),1710, 1720, 1722, 1723, 1724, 1770, 1775, 1870(d).None.660(b)(3). 1345 (c) & (d). 1401, 1402, 1405. 1410. 1705(b),1715.1720, 1870 (a) & (b). 1401, 1405, 1410, 1702 (a), (b),(d) & (f), 1710, 1740, 1745, 1750, 1818, 1830(f), 1870.1401, 1402. 1405. 1410,1705(a), 1710, 1722, 1723, 1724, 1765, 1818, 1870(d). 1401, 1402, 1405, 1410, 1710, 1722, 1723, 1724, 1818,1870(d).1 Refrigerant gases include non-toxic, non-flammable gases, such as dichlorodifluoromethane, dichloromonofluoromethane, dichlorotetrafluoroethane, monochlorodifluororhethene, monochlortetrafluoroethane, and monochlortrifluoromethane.2 Unless otherwise specified, a cargo may be shipped under these requirements when it contains up to 5% total acetylene.a As used in this column, “I” stands for flammable vapor detection, ‘T* stands for toxic vapor detection, and “O” stands for oxygen detection. See §§154.1345 through 154.1360. .4 As used in this column, “C” stands for closed gauging and R” stands for restricted gauging. See § 154.1300.5 The designations used in this column are from the National Electrical Code.6 This cargo is covered also by part 153 of this chapter.

Dated: April 16,1994.
A.E. Henn,
Rear Admiral, U S . Coast Guard, Chief, Office 
o f Marine Safety, Security and Environmental 
Protection.[FR Doc. 94-13537 Filed 6-3-94; 8:45 am) 
BILLING  CODE 4910-14-4*

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS 
COMMISSION

47 CFR Part 73

[MM Docket No. 93-285, RM-8376]

Radio Broadcasting Services; Alamo, 
NVAGENCY: Federal Communications Commission.

ACTION: Proposed rule; dism issal of.
SUMMARY: The Commission dismisses the petition filed by Keith E. Lamonica requesting the allotment of Channel 228A to Alam o, Nevada, as the community's first local aural transmission service. See 58 FR 62319, November 26,1993. Neither the petitioner nor any other party filed


