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ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY

40 CFR Part 63

[FRL-7214-6]

RIN 2060-AG97

National Emission Standards for

Hazardous Air Pollutants: Surface
Coating of Metal Coil

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA).
ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: This action promulgates
national emission standards for
hazardous air pollutants (NESHAP) for
new and existing sources that coat metal
coil. The EPA has identified metal coil
surface coating as a major source of
hazardous air pollutant (HAP) emissions
such as methyl ethyl ketone, glycol
ethers, xylenes (isomers and mixtures),
toluene, and isophorone. Each of these
major HAP can cause reversible or
irreversible toxic effects following
sufficient exposure. The potential toxic
effects include eye, nose, throat, and
skin irritation, and blood cell, heart,
liver, and kidney damage.

The final rule implements section
112(d) of the Clean Air Act (CAA) and
will require all new and existing metal
coil coating operations that are major
sources to meet HAP emission standards
reflecting the application of the
maximum achievable control
technology (MACT). The EPA estimates
that the final rule will reduce
nationwide HAP emissions from metal
coil coating operations by

approximately 53 percent. The
emissions reductions achieved by these
NESHAP, when combined with the
emissions reductions achieved by other
similar standards, will provide
protection to the public and achieve a
primary goal of the CAA.

DATES: Effective June 10, 2002. The
incorporation by reference of certain
publications in this rule is approved by
the Director of the Federal Register as of
June 10, 2002.

ADDRESSES: Docket No. A-97—-47
contains supporting information used in
developing the standards. The docket is
located at the U.S. EPA, 401 M Street,
SW., Washington, DC 20460 in Room
M-1500, Waterside Mall (ground floor),
and may be inspected from 8:30 a.m. to
5:30 p.m., Monday through Friday,
excluding legal holidays.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For
information concerning applicability
and rule determinations, contact your
State or local representative or the
appropriate EPA Regional Office
representative. For information
concerning the analyses performed in
developing these NESHAP, contact Ms.
Rhea Jones, Coatings and Consumer
Products Group (C539-03), Emission
Standards Division, U.S. EPA, Research
Triangle Park, NC 27711, telephone
number (919) 541-2940, facsimile
number (919) 541-5689; electronic mail
address: jones.rhea@epa.gov.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Docket.
The docket is an organized and
complete file of all the information
considered by the EPA in the
development of the final rule. The

docket is a dynamic file because
material is added throughout the
rulemaking process. The docketing
system is intended to allow members of
the public and industries involved to
readily identify and locate documents
so that they can effectively participate
in the rulemaking process. Along with
the proposed and promulgated
standards and their preambles, the
contents of the docket will serve as the
record in the case of judicial review.
(See section 307(d)(7)(A) of the CAA.)
The regulatory text and other materials
related to the final rule are available for
review in the docket or copies may be
mailed on request from the Air Docket
by calling (202) 260-7548. A reasonable
fee may be charged for copying docket
materials.

World Wide Web (WWW). In addition
to being available in the docket, an
electronic copy of the final rule will also
be available on the WWW through the
Technology Transfer Network (TTN).
Following signature, a copy of the final
rule will be posted on the TTN’s policy
and guidance page for newly proposed
or promulgated rules http://
www.epa.gov/ttn/oarpg. The TTN
provides information and technology
exchange in various areas of air
pollution control. If more information
regarding the TTN is needed, call the
TTN HELP line at (919) 541-5384.

Regulated Entities. If a metal coil
coating line is operated at your facility,
it may be a regulated entity. Categories
and entities potentially regulated by this
action include:

Category

NAICS codes

Examples of potentially regulated entities

Metal Coil Coating Industry

3328122, 323122, 339991, 326113, 32613, 32614,
331112, 331221, 33121, 331312, 331314, 331315,
331319, 332312, 332322, 332323, 332311, 33637,
332813, 332999, 333293, 336399, 325992, 42183.

Those facilities that perform surface coating of metal
coil using HAP-containing materials.

aThe majority of facilities are included in NAICS 332812.

This table is not intended to be
exhaustive, but rather provides a guide
for readers regarding entities likely to be
regulated by this action. To determine
whether your facility is regulated by this
action, you should examine the
applicability criteria in § 63.5090 of the
final rule. If you have any questions
regarding the applicability of this action
to a particular entity, consult the
appropriate EPA Regional Office
representative.

Judicial Review. The NESHAP for
Metal Coil Coating were proposed on
]uly 18, 2000 (65 FR 44616). The final
rule announces the EPA’s final decision
on the rule. Under section 307(b)(1) of

the CAA, judicial review of these
NESHAP is available by filing a petition
for review in the U.S. Court of Appeals
for the District of Columbia Circuit by
August 9, 2002. Only those objections to
the rule which were raised with
reasonable specificity during the period
for public comment may be raised
during judicial review. Under section
307(b)(2) of the CAA, the requirements
that are the subject of the final rule may
not be challenged later in civil or
criminal court brought by the EPA to
enforce these requirements.

Outline. The information presented in
this preamble is organized as follows:

I. What are the background and public
participation for the rule?
II. What are the final standards?

A. What facilities are subject to the rule?

B. What is the affected source?

C. What are the emission limits and
operating limits?

D. What pollutants are limited by the rule?

E. When do I show initial compliance with
the standards?

F. How do I demonstrate compliance?

G. What are the notification,
recordkeeping, and reporting
requirements?

III. What are the major changes we have
made to the rule since proposal?

A. Rule applicability

B. Emission standards

C. Operating limits
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D. Compliance demonstration
IV. What are the responses to major
comments?
A. Impact analysis
B. Rule applicability
C. Definitions
D. MACT floor determination
E. Achievability of the Standards
F. Monitoring
G. Administrative Requirements
V. What are the environmental, energy, cost,
and economic impacts?
A. What are the HAP emissions
reductions?
B. What are the secondary environmental
impacts?
C. What are the energy impacts?
D. What are the cost impacts?
E. What are the economic impacts?
VI. What are the administrative
requirements?
A. Executive Order 12866, Regulatory
Planning and Review
B. Executive Order 13132, Federalism
C. Executive Order 13175, Consultation
and Coordination with Indian Tribal
Governments
D. Executive Order 13045, Protection of
Children From Environmental Health
Risks and Safety Risks
E. Executive Order 13211, Actions
Concerning Regulations that
Significantly Affect Energy Supply,
Distribution, or Use
F. Unfunded Mandates Reform Act of 1995
G. Regulatory Flexibility Act (RFA), as
Amended by the Small Business
Regulatory Enforcement Act of 1996
(SBREFA), 5 U.S.C. 601, et seq.
H. Paperwork Reduction Act
I. National Technology Transfer and
Advancement Act of 1995
J. Congressional Review Act

I. What Are the Background and Public
Participation for the Rule?

Section 112 of the CAA requires EPA
to list categories and subcategories of
major sources and area sources of HAP
and to establish NESHAP for the listed
source categories and subcategories.
Major sources of HAP are those that
have the potential to emit greater than
9.07 megagrams per year (Mg/yr) (10
tons per year (tpy)) of any one HAP or
22.68 Mg/yr (25 tpy) of any combination
of HAP.

Section 112 of the CAA requires that
we establish NESHAP for the control of
HAP from both new and existing major
sources. The CAA requires the NESHAP
to reflect the maximum degree of
reduction in emissions of HAP that is
achievable. This level of control is
commonly referred to as MACT.

The MACT floor is the minimum
control level allowed for NESHAP and
is defined under section 112(d)(3) of the
CAA. In essence, the MACT floor
ensures that the standard is set at a level
that assures that all major sources
achieve the level of control at least as
stringent as that already achieved by the

better-controlled and lower-emitting
sources in each source category or
subcategory. For new sources, the
MACT floor cannot be less stringent
than the emission control that is
achieved in practice by the best-
controlled similar source. The MACT
standards for existing sources can be
less stringent than standards for new
sources, but they cannot be less
stringent than the average emission
limitation achieved by the best-
performing 12 percent of existing
sources in the category or subcategory
(or the best-performing 5 sources for
categories or subcategories with fewer
than 30 sources) (CAA section
112(d)(3)).

In developing MACT, we also
consider control options that are more
stringent than the floor. We may
establish standards that are more
stringent than the floor based on the
consideration of the cost of achieving
the emissions reductions, any non-air
quality health and environmental
impacts, and energy requirements (CAA
section 112(d)(2)).

On July 16, 1992 (57 FR 31576), we
published a list of source categories
slated for regulation under section
112(c). The source category list included
the metal coil coating (surface coating)
source category regulated by the
standards being promulgated today. We
proposed standards for the metal coil
coating sources covered by the rule on
July 18, 2000 (65 FR 44616).

The preamble for the proposed
standards described the rationale for the
proposed standards. Public comments
were solicited at the time of the
proposal. The public comment period
lasted from July 18, 2000 to September
18, 2000. Industry representatives,
regulatory agencies, environmental
groups, and the general public were
given the opportunity to comment on
the proposed rule and to provide
additional information during and after
the public comment period. Although
we offered at proposal the opportunity
for oral presentation of data, views, or
arguments concerning the proposed
rule, no one requested a public hearing,
and a public hearing was not held.

We received a total of 17 letters
containing comments on the proposed
rule. Commenters included individual
companies with coil coating operations,
industry trade associations, State
regulatory agencies, and an association
of air pollution control vendors. Today’s
final rule reflects our full consideration
of all of the comments received. Major
public comments on the proposed rule,
along with our responses to those
comments, are summarized in this
preamble. See the Summary of Public

Comments and Responses document for
a more detailed discussion of public
comments and our responses (docket
number A-97-47).

II. What Are the Final Standards?

A. What Facilities Are Subject to This
Rule?

Metal coil surface coating is a process-
specific rather than a product-specific
operation. Accordingly, the final rule
applies to you if you own or operate any
coil coating line at a facility that is a
major source of HAP emissions. We
have defined a coil coating line as a
process and the collection of equipment
used to apply an organic coating to the
surface of metal coil that is at least 0.15
millimeter (0.006 inch) thick. A coil
coating line includes a web unwind or
feed section, a series of one or more
work stations, any associated curing
oven, wet section, and quench station.
A coil coating line does not include
ancillary operations such as mixing/
thinning, cleaning, wastewater
treatment, and storage of coating
material.

You are not subject to the final rule
if your coil coating line is located at an
area source. An area source of HAP is
any facility that has the potential to emit
HAP but is not a major source. You may
establish area source status by limiting
the source’s potential to emit HAP
through appropriate mechanisms
available through your permitting
authority.

The requirements of the final rule do
not apply to a coil coating line that is
part of research or laboratory
equipment, coats metal coil for use in
flexible packaging, or is a coil coating
line on which 85 percent or more of the
metal coil coated, based on surface area,
is less than 0.15 millimeter (0.006 inch)
thick. If you operate a coil coating line
on which 85 percent or more of the
metal coil coated, based on surface area,
is less than 0.15 millimeter (0.006 inch)
thick, it would be subject to the Paper
and Other Web Coating NESHAP (40
CFR part 63, subpart JJJJ) currently
under development. However, you may
choose to demonstrate compliance with
the requirements of today’s rule instead
of those of subpart JJJJ if either of the
following two criteria applies: (1) The
coating line is used to coat metal coil of
thicknesses both less than and greater
than or equal to 0.15 millimeter (0.006
inch) thick, regardless of the percentage
of surface area of each thickness coated,
or (2) the coating line is used to coat
only metal coil that is less than 0.15
millimeter (0.006 inch) thick and the
coating line is controlled by a common
control device that also receives organic
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HAP emissions from a coil coating line
that is subject to the requirements of
this subpart. Compliance with the
requirements of today’s rule in
accordance with either of the above
criteria constitutes compliance with the
Paper and Other Web Coating NESHAP
(40 CFR part 63, subpart JJJ]), therefore,
you would not be subject to the
compliance demonstration requirements
of subpart JJJJ.

This rule does not apply to facilities
that print a company logo for
identification purposes or other
markings for inventory control purposes
onto bare, uncoated metal coils using
flexographic printing equipment, where
no other coating is applied.

A major source is also subject to all
other applicable NESHAP for the
various source categories, other than
metal coil coating and paper and other
web coating, that may be present at the
facility. This means your facility may be
subject to multiple NESHAP, and you
are responsible for complying with the
standards set for each NESHAP.

B. What Is the Affected Source?

We define an affected source as a
stationary source, group of stationary
sources, or part of a stationary source to
which a specific emission standard
applies. Within a source category, we
select the specific emission sources
(emission points or groupings of
emission points) that will make up the
affected source for that category.

For the final metal coil NESHAP, the
affected source subject to the emission
standards is the collection of all of the
metal coil coating lines at your facility.
The portions of the metal coil coating
line to which the emission limitations
apply are the coating application
stations and associated curing ovens.
Wet section/pretreatment and quench
operations are part of the metal coil
coating line, but are not subject to the
emission limitations. The coil coating
line does not include ancillary
operations such as storage of coating
and cleaning material, wastewater
treatment, coating material mixing/
thinning, and parts and equipment
cleaning and, therefore, the standards
do not apply to these operations.

C. What Are the Emission Limits and
Operating Limits?

Emission Limits. Today’s final rule
provides you the option of limiting
organic HAP emissions to one of the
following three specified levels: (1) No
more than 2 percent of the organic HAP
applied (98 percent overall control
efficiency (OCE) limit); (2) no more than
0.046 kilogram of organic HAP per liter
(kg/1) (0.38 pound per gallon (Ib/gal)) of

solids applied during each 12-month
compliance period (emission rate limit);
or (3) if you are using an oxidizer to
control organic HAP emissions, operate
the oxidizer such that an outlet organic
HAP concentration of no greater than 20
parts per million by volume (ppmv) on
a dry basis is achieved and the
efficiency of the capture system is 100
percent (outlet concentration limit).

You may choose from several
compliance options in the final rule to
achieve the emission limits. You may
comply through a pollution prevention
approach by applying only coating
materials that meet the emission rate
limit, either individually or collectively.
Second, you may use a capture system
and add-on control device to either
reduce emissions by 98 percent or by
the degree needed to meet the emission
rate limit. Third, you may use a 100
percent efficient capture system and an
oxidizer that reduces organic HAP
emissions to no more than 20 ppmv.

Operating Limits. If you reduce
emissions by using a capture system and
add-on control device (other than a
solvent recovery system for which you
conduct a liquid-liquid material
balance), the final operating limits
would apply to you. These limits are
site-specific parameter limits that you
determine during the initial
performance test of the system. For
capture systems, you must develop a
capture system monitoring plan. The
monitoring plan must identify the
operating parameter to be monitored,
explain why this parameter is
appropriate for demonstrating ongoing
compliance, and identify the specific
monitoring procedures. In the plan you
must specify operating limits for the
capture system operating parameter that
demonstrate compliance with the
emission limits. The monitoring plan
must be available for inspection by your
permitting authority upon request.

For thermal oxidizers, you must
monitor the combustion temperature.
For catalytic oxidizers, you must either
monitor the temperature immediately
before and after the catalyst bed, or you
must monitor the temperature before the
catalyst bed and prepare and implement
an inspection and maintenance plan
that includes periodic catalyst activity
checks.

The site-specific operating limits that
you establish must reflect operation of
the capture system and control device
during a performance test that
demonstrates achievement of the
emission limits during representative
operating conditions.

If you use a capture system and
control device for compliance, you are
required to develop and operate

according to a startup, shutdown, and
malfunction plan (SSMP) during
periods of startup, shutdown, or
malfunction of the capture system and
control device.

The NESHAP General Provisions of
40 CFR part 63, subpart A codify certain
procedures and criteria for all 40 CFR
part 63 NESHAP and also apply to you,
as indicated in Table 2 to subpart SSSS.
The General Provisions contain
administrative procedures,
preconstruction review procedures for
new sources, and procedures for
conducting compliance-related
activities such as notifications, reporting
and recordkeeping, performance testing,
and monitoring. Subpart SSSS refers to
individual sections of the General
Provisions to highlight key sections that
are relevant. However, unless
specifically overridden in Table 2 to
subpart SSSS of Part 63, all of the
applicable General Provisions
requirements apply to you.

In addition to the metal coil surface
coating NESHAP, you may also be
subject to other future or existing rules,
such as State rules requiring reasonably
available control technology limits on
volatile organic compounds (VOC)
emissions or the new source
performance standards (NSPS) in 40
CFR part 60, subpart TT. You must
comply with all rules that apply to you.
Compliance with different standards
should be resolved through your title V
permit.

D. What Pollutants Are Limited by the
Rule?

Today’s final rule limits total organic
HAP emissions from coil coating lines.
These organic HAP are included on the
list of HAP in section 112(b) of the CAA.

E. When Do I Show Initial Compliance
With the Standards?

Existing sources will have to comply
with today’s final rule no later than 3
years after June 10, 2002. New or
reconstructed sources must comply
immediately upon startup of the
affected source or by June 10, 2002,
whichever is later.

The initial compliance period begins
on the applicable compliance date
described above for an existing source
or a new or reconstructed source and
ends on the last day of the 12th month
following the compliance date. If the
compliance date falls on any day other
than the first day of the month, then the
initial compliance period extends
through that month plus the next 12
months. For the purpose of
demonstrating continuous compliance,
a compliance period consists of 12
months. Each month after the end of the
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initial compliance period is the end of

a compliance period consisting of that
month and the preceding 11 months.
We have defined “month” as a calendar
month or a pre-specified period of 28 to
35 days to allow for flexibility at sources
where data are based on a business
accounting period.

F. How Do I Demonstrate Compliance?

You must account for all coating
materials used in the affected source
when determining compliance with the
applicable emission limit. To make this
determination, you must use at least one
of the following compliance options:
use of “‘as purchased” individually
compliant coating materials
(compliance option 1); use of “as
applied” compliant coating materials
(compliance option 2); use of a capture
system and control device to achieve 98
percent OCE or 20 ppmv outlet
(compliance option 3); and use of a
capture system and control devices to
maintain an acceptable emission rate
(compliance option 4). You may apply
any of the compliance options to an
individual coil coating line, or to
multiple lines as a group, or to the
entire affected source. You may use
different compliance options for
different coil coating lines, or at
different times on the same line.
However, you may not use different
compliance options at the same time on
the same coil coating line. If you switch
between compliance options for any coil
coating line or group of lines, you must
document this switch, and you must
report it in your next semiannual
compliance report.

If you use compliance option 1, then
you must demonstrate that the organic
HAP in each coating material used
during each compliance period does not
exceed 0.046 kg/1 (0.38 1b/gal) of solids,
as purchased.

There are two procedures for
demonstrating compliance through the
use of compliance option 2. You may
either demonstrate that the organic HAP
in each coating material used does not
exceed 0.046 kg/1 (0.38 1b/gal) of solids,
as applied for each compliance period
or demonstrate that the average of all
coating materials used does not exceed
this limit for each compliance period.

If you use compliance option 3, then
you must demonstrate that either the
overall organic HAP control efficiency is
at least 98 percent on a monthly basis
for individual or groups of coil coating
lines; or overall organic HAP control
efficiency is at least 98 percent during
the initial performance test for
individual coil coating lines; or oxidizer
organic HAP outlet concentration is no
greater than 20 ppmv and there is 100

percent capture efficiency during the
initial performance test. When using
emission capture and add-on controls to
demonstrate compliance, you must also
demonstrate that applicable operating
limits are achieved continuously.

If you use compliance option 4, then
you must demonstrate that the average
organic HAP emission rate does not
exceed 0.046 kg/1 (0.38 1b/gal) of solids
applied during each compliance period.

In addition to the testing and
monitoring requirements specified
below for the affected source to
demonstrate compliance, the final rule
adopts the testing requirements
specified in § 63.7.

1. Test Methods and Procedures

If you demonstrate compliance with
compliance option 1 or 2 based on the
application of compliant coating
materials on your coil coating lines or
with compliance option 4 based on the
combination of coating materials
applied and control devices, you must
determine the organic HAP content or
the volatile matter content, and the
solids content of coating materials ‘“‘as
purchased” or “as applied.” To
determine organic HAP content, you
may either use EPA Method 311 of
appendix A of 40 CFR part 63, use an
alternative method for determining the
organic HAP content (but only after
obtaining EPA approval), or use the
nonaqueous volatile matter content of
the coating materials applied as a
surrogate for the organic HAP content.
The nonaqueous volatile matter content,
which would include all organic HAP
plus all other organic compounds
(excluding water), must be determined
by EPA Method 24 of appendix A of 40
CFR part 60, or an EPA approved
alternative method. You may rely on
manufacturer’s data to determine the
organic HAP content or volatile matter
content. However, if there is any
inconsistency between the results of the
test methods specified above (or an
approved alternative) and
manufacturer’s or supplier’s data, the
test method results will prevail for
compliance and enforcement purposes.
You may use the test methods specified
in the rule for determining volume
solids content of the coating materials
(ASTM D2697-86 (Reapproved 1998) or
ASTM D6093-97), or you may rely on
manufacturer’s or supplier’s data.

You must determine the mass of each
coating material “as purchased” or “as
applied” using company records. If
diluent solvents or other ingredients are
added to a coating material prior to
application, then the total organic HAP
fractions and mass of coating material
““as applied” must be adjusted

appropriately to account for such
additions. You must calculate the
organic HAP content, solids content,
and mass of all coating materials
applied on the coil coating lines for
each monthly period. However, only
changes in a material formulation would
require a re-determination of total
organic HAP mass fraction for that
coating material.

If you use an emission capture and
control system to comply with
compliance option 3 of the standard,
you must demonstrate either the OCE or
the oxidizer outlet HAP concentration is
achieved. Alternatively, in accordance
with compliance option 4, you may use
capture and control equipment to
demonstrate you meet the organic HAP
emission rate limit specified. To comply
using this approach, you must
determine the OCE of the equipment
and the organic HAP and solids content
of the coating materials applied. These
values must be determined for each
monthly period and combined to
determine the emission rate for each
rolling 12-month compliance period.

If you use a capture system and add-
on control device other than a solvent
recovery system for which you conduct
liquid-liquid material balances, you
would use the specified test methods to
determine both the efficiency of the
capture system and the emission
reduction efficiency of the control
device (or the oxidizer outlet organic
HAP concentration). To determine the
capture efficiency, you must either
verify the presence of a permanent total
enclosure (PTE) using EPA Method 204
of 40 CFR part 51, appendix M (and all
coating materials must be applied and
dried within the enclosure); or use EPA
Method 204A through F of 40 CFR part
51, appendix M, to measure capture
efficiency. If you have a PTE and all
materials are applied and dried within
the enclosure and you route all exhaust
gases from the enclosure to a control
device, you assume 100 percent capture.
To demonstrate compliance using the
oxidizer outlet organic HAP
concentration limit, 100 percent capture
is required.

You must determine the emission
reduction efficiency of a control device
or the oxidizer outlet organic HAP
concentration by conducting a
performance test or using a continuous
emission monitoring system (CEMS). If
you use CEMS to calculate the control
efficiency, you must measure both the
inlet and outlet concentrations. The
CEMS must comply with performance
specification 8 or 9 in 40 CFR part 60,
appendix B.

If you conduct a performance test, we
are requiring that the emission
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reduction efficiency of a control device
or the oxidizer outlet organic HAP
concentration be determined based on
three runs, each run lasting 1 hour.
Method 1 or 1A of 40 CFR part 60,
appendix A is used for selection of the
sampling sites. Method 2, 2A, 2C, 2D,
2F, or 2G of 40 CFR part 60, appendix
A, is used to determine the gas
volumetric flow rate. Method 3, 3A, or
3B of 40 CFR part 60, appendix A, is
used for gas analysis to determine dry
molecular weight. You may also use as
an alternative to Method 3B, the manual
method for measuring the oxygen,
carbon dioxide, and carbon monoxide
content of exhaust gas in ASME PTC
19-10-1981—Part 10, “Flue and Exhaust
Gas Analyses.” Method 4 of 40 CFR part
60, appendix A, is used to determine
stack moisture. Method 25 or 25A of 40
CFR part 60, appendix A, is used to
determine organic volatile matter
concentration. You must use Method
25A to demonstrate compliance with
the oxidizer outlet organic HAP
concentration limit because the limit is
less than 50 ppmv. Alternatively, any
other test method or data that have been
validated according to the applicable
procedures in Method 301 of 40 CFR
part 63, appendix A, may be used upon
obtaining approval by the
Administrator. If you use a solvent
recovery system, you may choose to
determine the OCE using a liquid-liquid
material balance instead of conducting
an initial performance test. If you use
the material balance alternative, you
must measure the amount of all coating
materials applied in the controlled
coating operations served by the solvent
recovery system during each month and
determine the total volatile matter
content of these materials. You must
also measure the amount of volatile
matter recovered by the solvent recovery
system during the month and compare
the amount recovered to the amount
used to determine the OCE.

2. Monitoring Requirements

Monitoring is required by the
standards to ensure that an affected
source that does not use CEMS to
demonstrate compliance is in
continuous compliance. Monitoring
requirements apply if you comply with
the rule using emission capture and
control devices to meet compliance
option 3 or 4.

You must establish operating limits as
part of the initial performance test of a
capture system and control device other
than a solvent recovery system for
which you conduct liquid-liquid
material balances. The operating limits
are the minimum or maximum (as
applicable) values achieved for capture

systems and control devices during the
most recent performance test, conducted
under representative conditions, that
demonstrated compliance with the
emission limits.

The final rule specifies the parameters
to monitor for oxidizers, the type of add-
on control device most commonly used
in the industry. You must install,
calibrate, maintain, and continuously
operate all monitoring equipment
according to manufacturer’s
specifications and ensure that the
continuous parameter monitoring
systems (CPMS) meet the requirements
in § 63.5150 of today’s final rule. If you
use control devices other than oxidizers,
you must submit the operating
parameters to be monitored to the
Administrator for approval. The
authority to approve the parameters to
be monitored is retained by the
Administrator and is not delegated to
States.

If you use a capture and control
system to meet the emission limits and
you do not use liquid-liquid material
balances to demonstrate compliance,
you are required to develop a capture
system monitoring plan identifying the
operating parameter(s) to be monitored,
explaining the appropriateness of the
parameter(s) for demonstrating ongoing
compliance, and identifying the specific
monitoring procedures. The monitoring
plan also must establish operating limits
at the capture system operating
parameter value, or range of values, that
demonstrates compliance with the
emission limits. The plan must be
available for inspection by the
permitting authority upon request. You
must monitor in accordance with your
plan.

After proposal of this NESHAP, we
developed criteria to be used for setting
operating parameter limits for
monitoring capture systems and
proposed them in other surface coating
NESHAP (see, for an example, the
proposal of Subpart NNNN—National
Emission Standards for Hazardous Air
Pollutants: Surface Coating of Large
Appliances (65 FR 81133). These or
similar criteria will be included in
implementation materials we are
developing for today’s final rule as an
example that facilities may follow in
developing their monitoring plans.

If you use a thermal or catalytic
oxidizer, you must continuously
monitor the appropriate temperature
and record it at least every 15 minutes.
For thermal oxidizers, the temperature
monitor is placed in the firebox or in the
duct immediately downstream of the
firebox before any substantial heat
exchange occurs. The operating limit is
the average temperature measured

during each performance test; for each
consecutive 3-hour period, the average
temperature must be at or above this
limit. For catalytic oxidizers,
temperature monitors are placed
immediately before and after the
catalyst bed. The operating limits are
the average temperature just before the
catalyst bed and the average
temperature difference across the
catalyst bed during the performance
test. For each 3-hour period, the average
temperature and the average
temperature difference are required to
be at or above these limits.
Alternatively, you are allowed to meet
only the temperature limit before the
catalyst bed if you develop and
implement an inspection and
maintenance plan for the catalytic
oxidizer.

If you operate metal coil coating lines
with intermittently-controllable work
stations, you must demonstrate that
captured organic HAP emissions within
the affected source are being routed to
the control device by monitoring for
potential bypass of the control device.
You may choose from the following four
monitoring options:

(1) Flow control position indicator to
provide a record of whether the exhaust
stream is directed to the control device;

(2) Car-seal or lock-and-key valve
closures to secure the bypass line valve
in the closed position when the control
device is operating;

(3) Valve closure continuous
monitoring to ensure any bypass line
valve or damper is closed when the
control device is operating; or

(4) Automatic shutdown system to
stop the coil coating operation when
flow is diverted from the control device.

A deviation would occur for any
period of time the bypass monitoring
indicates that emissions are not routed
to the control device.

If you use a solvent recovery system,
you must conduct monthly liquid-liquid
material balances or operate CEMS as
described above in the test methods and
procedures section of this preamble.

If you use a capture system and add-
on control device other than a solvent
recovery system for which you conduct
liquid-liquid material balances, you are
required to achieve on a continuous
basis the operating limits you establish
during the performance test. In addition,
to demonstrate continuos compliance
with compliance option 4, you must
record data on the organic HAP and
solids content of the coating materials
applied to determine the organic HAP
emission rate for each compliance
period.
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G. What Are the Notification,
Recordkeeping, and Reporting
Requirements?

You are required to comply with the
applicable requirements in the NESHAP
General Provisions, subpart A of 40 CFR
part 63, as indicated in Table 2 to
subpart SSSS. The General Provisions
notification requirements include:
initial notifications, notification of
performance test if you are complying
using a capture system and control
device, notification of compliance
status, and additional notifications
required for affected sources with
continuous monitoring systems. The
General Provisions also require certain
records and periodic reports.

1. Initial Notification

If you own or operate an existing
affected source, you must send a
notification to the EPA Regional Office
in the region where your facility is
located and to your State agency no later
than 2 years after June 10, 2002. For
new and reconstructed sources, you
must send the notification within 120
days after the date of initial startup or
120 days after June 10, 2002, whichever
is later. That report notifies us and your
State agency that you have an existing
affected source that is subject to today’s
NESHAP or that you have constructed a
new affected source. Thus, it allows you
and the permitting authority to plan for
compliance activities. You also need to
send a notification of planned
construction or reconstruction of a
source that will be subject to the final
rule and apply for approval to construct
or reconstruct.

2. Notification of Performance Test

If you demonstrate compliance by
using a capture system and control
device for which you do not conduct a
liquid-liquid material balance, you must
conduct a performance test. The
performance test is required no later
than the compliance date for an existing
affected source. For a new or
reconstructed affected source, the
performance test is required no later
than 180 days after startup or 180 days
after today’s date, whichever is later.
You must notify us (or the delegated
State or local agency) at least 60
calendar days before the performance
test is scheduled to begin and submit a
report of the performance test results no
later than 60 days after the test.

3. Notification of Compliance Status

You must submit a Notification of
Compliance Status within 30 days after
the end of the initial 12-month
compliance period. In the notification,
you must certify whether each affected

source has complied with the final
standards, identify the option(s) you
used to demonstrate initial compliance,
summarize the data and calculations
supporting the compliance
demonstration, and provide information
on any deviations from the emission
limits, operating limits, or other
requirements.

If you elect to comply by using a
capture system and control device for
which you conduct performance tests,

you must provide the results of the tests.

Your notification must also include the
measured range of each monitored
parameter, the operating limits
established during the performance test,
and information showing whether the
source has complied with its operating
limits during the initial compliance
period.

4. Recordkeeping Requirements

You must keep records of reported
information and all other information
necessary to document compliance with
today’s final rule for 5 years. As
required under the General Provisions,
records for the 2 most recent years must
be kept on-site; the other 3 years’
records 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.

Depending on the compliance option
you choose, you may have to keep
records of one or more of the following:

 Organic HAP, volatile matter, and
solids content of the coating materials,
““as purchased” or “as applied.”

* Monthly usage of coating materials,
organic HAP, volatile matter, and solids
and compliance demonstrations using
these data.

* Continuous monitoring system
measurements.

* Liquid-liquid material balances.

If you demonstrate compliance by
using a capture system and control
device, you must keep records of the
following;:

» All required measurements,
calculations, and supporting
documentation needed to demonstrate
compliance with the standards.

 All results of performance tests and
parameter monitoring.

+ All information necessary to
demonstrate conformance with the
affected source’s SSMP when the plan
procedures are followed.

* The occurrence and duration of
each startup, shutdown, or malfunction
of the emission capture system and
control device.

* Actions taken during startup,
shutdown, and malfunction that are

different from the procedures specified
in the affected source’s SSMP.

» Each period during which a CPMS
is malfunctioning or inoperative
(including out-of-control periods).

Today’s final rule requires you to
collect and keep records according to
certain minimum data requirements for
the CPMS. Failure to collect and keep
the specified minimum data would be a
deviation that is separate from any
emission limits or operating limits.

Deviations, as determined from these
records, need to be recorded and also
reported. A deviation is any instance
when any requirement or obligation
established by the final rule including,
but not limited to, the emission limits
and operating limits, is not met.

If you use a capture system and
control device to reduce organic HAP
emissions, you must make your SSMP
available for inspection if the
Administrator requests to see it. The
plan must stay in your records for the
life of the affected source or until the
source is no longer subject to the
proposed standards. If you revise the
plan, you need to keep the previous
superseded versions on record for 5
years following the revision.

5. Periodic Reports

Each reporting year is divided into
two semiannual reporting periods. If no
deviations occur during a semiannual
reporting period, you must submit a
semiannual report stating that the
affected source has been in compliance.
If deviations occur, you must include
them in the report as follows:

» Report each deviation from the
emission limit.

* If you use an emission capture
system and control device other than a
solvent recovery system for which you
conduct liquid-liquid material balances,
report each deviation from an operating
limit and each time a bypass line diverts
emissions from the control device to the
atmosphere.

* Report other specific information
on the periods of time the deviations
occurred.

You also must include in each
semiannual report an identification of
the compliance option(s) you used for
each affected source and the beginning
dates you used each compliance option.

6. Other Reports

You are required to submit reports for
periods of startup, shutdown, and
malfunction of the capture system and
control device. If the procedures you
follow during any startup, shutdown, or
malfunction are inconsistent with your
plan, you must report those procedures
with your semiannual reports in
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addition to immediate reports required
by 40 CFR 63.10(d)(5)(ii).

III. What Are the Major Changes We
Have Made to the Rule Since Proposal?

This section summarizes the major
changes we have made to the rule since
proposal. We made the changes to
clarify the rule’s requirements and to
respond to public comments on the
proposed rule. A summary of responses
to major comments regarding rule
requirements is presented in section
IV.B of this preamble.

A. Rule Applicability

The rule applicability has been
clarified through revisions to the
definition of a coil coating line and
related definitions and the addition of a
paragraph explicitly presenting criteria
under which today’s rule does not apply
to a coil coating line. Also, a paragraph
has been added that gives you
compliance options if you operate a
coating line(s) that coats both coil and
foil.

The revised definition of a coil
coating line incorporates the proposed
definition of coil coating operation (the
collection of equipment used to apply
an organic coating to the surface of
metal coil that is at least 0.15 millimeter
(0.006 inch) thick). The definition of
coil coating operation has been removed
from the final standard. The coating of
metal coil for use in flexible packaging
(subject to the requirements of 40 CFR
part 63, subpart JJJ]) is explicitly
exempted from the requirements of
today’s rule through a revision to the
definition of metal coil stating that
metal coil does not include metal webs
that are coated for use in flexible
packaging. A definition of flexible
packaging has been added to the final
rule. A definition of protective oil,
which is identified as a material not
considered to be a coating in this
subpart, has been added to the final rule
to clarify what it includes.

A paragraph that explicitly presents
two criteria under which today’s rule
does not apply to a coil coating line has
been added. The first criterion, for a coil
coating line that is part of research or
laboratory equipment, was proposed in
§63.5100 as an exception to the
emission sources affected by this
subpart, and has been moved to the
applicability statement of § 63.5090. The
second criterion, for a coating line that
predominantly coats foil (a metal strip
that is less than 0.006 inch thick), has
been added to the final rule.

The paragraph that has been added
provides compliance options for a
coating line subject to both this subpart
and 40 CFR part 63, subpart JJJ] which

is currently under development. It
allows you to comply only with this
subpart if you operate a coating line that
coats both coil and foil, regardless of the
amount of each coated or if you coat
only foil but the coating line is
controlled by a common control device
that also receives organic HAP
emissions from a coil coating line that
is subject to the requirements of this
subpart. Compliance with this subpart
would constitute compliance with

subpart JJJJ.

B. Emission Standards

The proposed emission rate limit has
been revised in the final rule, and an
oxidizer outlet concentration limit has
been added. Also, the language of the
emission standards has been revised to
reflect the change in the compliance
period from one month to a 12-month
compliance period, as is described in
section IIL.D of this preamble.

The proposed emission rate limit
would have limited organic HAP
emissions to no more than 0.029 kg/1
(0.241b/gal) of solids applied for the
month. The final emission rate limit
requires that the level of organic HAP be
no more than 0.046 kg/1 (0.381b/gal) of
solids applied during each 12-month
compliance period.

If you use an oxidizer to control
organic HAP emissions, the final rule
allows you to operate the oxidizer such
that an outlet organic HAP
concentration of no greater than 20
ppmv by compound on a dry basis is
achieved, provided the efficiency of the
capture system is 100 percent. This
outlet concentration limit provides
oxidizers with an alternative to the 98
percent OCE limit.

C. Operating Limits

In response to comments regarding
the definition of deviation as it relates
to the failure to meet operating
parameters, oxidizer monitoring, and
the establishment of the operating
parameter to be monitored, we have
added §63.5121 entitled “What
operating limits must I meet?” to the
final rule. This section clarifies that the
operating limits must be met at all times
after you establish them and presents
the applicable operating limits for
oxidizers and methods of demonstrating
continuous compliance with the
operating limits in Table 1 to subpart
SSSS.

The catalytic oxidizer operating
parameter monitoring requirements
have been revised to incorporate the
option of catalyst bed inlet and outlet
gas temperature monitoring that is
described below. Regarding capture
system monitoring, the proposed

requirement that you submit your
monitoring plan to the Administrator
has been revised to require only that
you make the monitoring plan available
for inspection by the permitting
authority upon request.

We have also added a specific
operating limits paragraph to section
63.5160 of the final rule to clarify the
specific procedures to be followed to
establish the operating limits during a
performance test. The procedures for
establishing the operating limits for a
catalytic oxidizer have been corrected in
the final rule to require that both the
outlet temperature and the inlet
temperature to the catalyst bed be used
as operating parameters in order to
calculate the temperature change across
the catalyst bed. In addition, an
alternative to this monitoring has been
added to the final rule. In lieu of
monitoring the inlet and outlet gas
temperatures to calculate temperature
change across the catalyst bed, you may
monitor the gas temperature at the inlet
to the catalyst bed and develop and
implement an inspection and
maintenance plan for the catalytic
oxidizer.

D. Compliance Demonstration

Revisions to the proposed compliance
demonstration requirements discussed
below include explicitly allowing
compliance on a line-by-line basis,
changing the averaging period for the
emission rate limit from a monthly to a
rolling 12-month average, revising the
definition of the term M; to exclude
water, and removing the 98 percent cap
on destruction efficiency in calculating
HAP emitted to demonstrate compliance
with the emission rate limit.

We intended for the proposed rule to
allow line-by-line compliance. This
intent has been clarified in the final rule
by adding an introductory paragraph to
§63.5170 of the final rule. The
introductory paragraph states that you
may apply any of the compliance
options to an individual coil coating
line, or to multiple lines as a group, or
to the entire affected source. You may
use different compliance options for
different coil coating lines, or at
different times on the same line, but you
may not use different compliance
options at the same time on the same
coil coating line. Recordkeeping and
reporting requirements also are
specified if you switch between
compliance options.

The compliance period specified for
the emission rate limit in the proposed
rule was 1 month. The compliance
period specified in the final rule is 12
months, and compliance with the
emission rate limit is demonstrated on
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the basis of a rolling 12-month average.
The 12-month compliance period is
specified in § 63.5130 of the final rule
and also is reflected in the
specifications of the initial compliance
period and subsequent compliance
periods that have been added to this
section. The initial compliance period
begins on the compliance date and ends
on the last day of the 12th month
following the compliance date. If the
compliance date is not the first day of
the month, then the initial compliance
period extends through that month plus
the next 12 months. For subsequent
compliance periods, each month after
the end of the initial compliance period
is the end of a compliance period
consisting of that month and the
preceding 11 months.

The term M, is the mass of solvent,
thinner, reducer, diluent, or other
nonsolids-containing coating material, j,
applied in a month and is used in the
mass balance to determine the recovery
efficiency of a solvent recovery device.
The proposed definition of M; included
water as a nonsolids-containing coating
material. The definition of the term M,;
in Equation 6 of §63.5170 of the final
rule has been revised to explicitly
exclude water.

Finally, the proposed rule capped
oxidizer destruction efficiency at 98
percent in calculating organic HAP
emitted to demonstrate compliance with
the emission rate limit unless
performance was demonstrated with
CEMS data. The final rule has been
revised to allow the use of oxidizer
destruction efficiencies greater than 98
percent demonstrated during
performance testing, provided the
oxidizer has continuously operated
within the operating limits established
during the performance test.

IV. What Are the Responses to Major
Comments?

This section summarizes the major
public comments we received on the
proposed rule and our responses to
those comments. A more comprehensive
summary of comments and responses
can be found in Docket No. A-97—-47.

A. Impacts Analysis

Commenters identified flaws with
EPA’s impacts analysis and were
concerned that inaccuracies in the
impact analysis would affect bottom
line figures for the costs impacts,
secondary air impacts, and achievability
of the standards. Two commenters
asserted that EPA underestimated oven
air flow rates for the model plant
analysis due to failing to calculate air
flows in standard cubic feet per minute
(scfm) rather than actual cubic feet per

minute (acfm), underestimating air
flows by 1.5 to 2 times that used for
model plant analysis for determining
costs. They also claim that upgrading
control devices to achieve the 98
percent OCE limit would generate
additional air flow that has to be treated
by the oxidizer due to installing new
PTE with sufficient ventilation to
comply with OSHA permissible
exposure limits for the mix of solvents
used. Failing to include the associated
costs underestimates the initial capital
investment and annual operating costs
of an affected coating line.

Contrary to the commenter’s
assertion, the flow rates in acfm were
derived from Information Collection
Request (ICR) information and
converted to scfm for the design of
oxidizers; therefore, no error was made
in this calculation. However, after
further analysis comparing the
calculated air flow rates to the reported
air flow rates for all facilities that
reported air flow rates in acfm, we
found that model plant air flow rates
should have been about 50 percent
higher. Therefore, an adjustment factor
was developed, resulting in a 50 percent
increase in the model plant air flow
rates. The adjusted oven air flow rates
were used to revise compliance cost
estimates. We also reviewed the
additional capture measures reported by
respondents to the metal coil coating
ICR that use PTE. The ICR review
revealed that a large majority of
facilities reporting existing PTE did not
report the use of additional ventilation;
only 17 percent reported extra
ventilation.

However, we agree that approximately
40 percent more flow is needed for a
PTE if it cannot be designed with
adequate local exhaust ventilation in the
form of hoods and oven extensions to
ensure worker safety. Therefore, we
developed additional costs to reflect a
40 percent increase in flow for the 17
percent of facilities requiring extra
ventilation.

One commenter stated that EPA’s PTE
costs are significantly underestimated
based on a cost summary provided by
the commenter for a PTE installed for a
tandem coating line in a mezzanine
arrangement. The cost summary
included costs for reconfiguration of
make-up air duct work, new exhaust
duct work, a new plant make-up air
heater, and explosion proof electrical
systems. They assert that EPA estimates
neglect these additional costs. Our data
analysis revealed that PTE costs for a
mezzanine arrangement represent the
worst case situation for PTE application.
Of the seven facilities in the facility
database who use this configuration,

four already have PTE and six comply
with one of the compliance options. The
seventh mezzanine PTE was under
construction. Therefore, no additional
costs for this design have been added.
The PTE costs we derived represent
typical installations; however, we agree
with the commenter that electrical
fittings used in the presence of
flammable solvents should be explosion
proof. To account for the additional cost
of explosion-proof fittings, the estimated
cost of auxiliaries has been increased
from 50 to 80 percent of the PTE capital
cost. These revised costs were used in
revising the compliance cost estimates.

Two commenters believed that many
of the assumptions EPA used to
determine the cost of upgrading or
replacing thermal oxidizers contributed
to control system upgrade/replacement
costs that are substantially less than
what is truly needed. In addition to
their comments about gas flow rate
estimates for the model plant analysis,
they claim the following assumptions
should be revised or eliminated: (1) EPA
has assumed that costs for duct work,
dampers, fans, motors and stacks are not
required for a replacement oxidizer, (2)
a 20 percent discount is assumed for
purchase of two oxidizers in the same
order, (3) new oxidizers are assumed to
operate with 70 percent heat recovery,
which would likely preheat the inlet
stream to above auto-ignition
temperatures for the VOC involved, and
(4) EPA assumed that existing units will
be upgraded to achieve higher
destruction efficiencies and
accommodate increased flow. The
commenter claimed that it is much more
likely that a facility would choose to
replace rather than upgrade a unit given
the cost of modifications the commenter
asserted to be necessary, including
enlarging the combustion chamber,
increasing the oxidizer blower capacity,
increasing the size of the heat
exchanger, and enlarging duct work to
handle additional flow.

To address the comments on the costs
of upgrading or replacing thermal
oxidizers, for cases in which increased
flow to the replacement oxidizer is not
required, the assumption has been made
that new ducting is not required. For
cases in which air flow is increased, but
a rotary concentrator is installed, the air
flow to the oxidizer is not increased but
new ducting is needed to route air to the
rotary concentrator and from the
concentrator to the oxidizer. New costs
for the concentrator and associated
equipment have been estimated for
these cases and any others in which
increased ventilation air is required.

Since index values for thermal
oxidizers and catalytic oxidizers are
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now greater than for most other control
devices, discounts may not be available.
New costs have been developed that
have no discount for the purchase of
two oxidizers in the same order.

We reviewed the heat recovery
information in the facility database. In
addition, we contacted two oxidizer
vendors concerning the potential for
auto-ignition of the inlet stream. Despite
the high heat recovery efficiencies
reported by some facilities in the
database and the potential for designing
recuperative oxidizers to avoid auto-
ignition problems, we agree there is still
the potential of auto-ignition problems
for certain organic compounds used in
the metal coil coating industry. Hence,
we followed a conservative approach in
reevaluating the assumptions used in
costing replacement oxidizers.
Replacement oxidizers are assumed to
achieve a heat recovery of 60 percent
versus the 50 percent heat recovery of
baseline oxidizers. This number is based
on our review of the database balanced
by information provided by oxidizer
vendors and is appropriate for impact
analysis. In actuality, some sources may
achieve higher heat recovery and some
lower.

In determining whether an existing
oxidizer would be upgraded or replaced,
we assumed that the useful life of an
oxidizer is 15 years based on available
information. For sources with oxidizers
near the end of their useful lives, we did
not attribute the replacement cost to the
NESHAP since the source would incur
the cost in any case. To account for
specific situations where oxidizers are
not as old, we costed the addition of
PTE which will result in increased flow
requirements, and we costed the
addition of concentrators. We believe
these costing assumptions are
reasonable and realistic.

Two commenters claimed that it is
not cost effective to push the existing
source OCE limit to 98 percent. The
commenters stated that the incremental
cost of increasing the OCE limit from
their proposed 95 percent to 98 percent
is approximately $35,000/ton HAP
removed whereas the incremental cost
of moving from the current baseline to
95 percent control is approximately
$5,000/ton HAP removed based on an
economic assessment done by one of the
commenters.

The existing source OCE was not
pushed to 98 percent, but rather was
determined to be the MACT floor using
data available to the Administrator.
Consequently, the EPA’s economic
impact analysis was conducted only for
the MACT floor level of 98 percent OCE.
The appropriate cost effectiveness
analysis considers the cost of reducing

HAP emissions at the MACT floor level
of control compared to the baseline
level rather than the increment between
95 percent and 98 percent OCE which
the commenters suggested. The MACT
floor analysis results in a cost
effectiveness of approximately $4,500/
ton HAP removed.

One commenter noted that EPA’s
estimates of the nationwide incremental
costs incurred by the coil coating
industry to implement the rule were, at
proposal, a nationwide total capital
investment of $11.6 million and a total
annual cost of $5.9 million. The
commenter strongly disagreed with
these cost estimates and cited data from
an economic assessment done by their
contractor which estimated the total
annual incremental costs for the coil
coating industry to be approximately
$20.8 million. The commenter believes
that EPA’s estimate is incorrect because
(1) EPA calculated the incremental costs
by subtracting baseline costs from the
upgrade or replacement cost which they
believe assumes the replacement or
upgrade would have been necessary for
continued compliance with the VOC
standards, even in the absence of the
new coil NESHAP. (2) The EPA
extrapolated nationwide costs by
multiplying the model plant costs by the
ratio of total HAP emissions reported by
all facilities in the facility database
divided by the emissions from all plants
covered by the model plant analysis.
This assumes that EPA has collected
HAP emissions data on all existing coil
coating lines in the country which is
unlikely. (3) The EPA estimated
monitoring, recordkeeping, and
reporting costs by amortizing certain
one time costs over a 15-year period,
then adding the annual cost of
compliance demonstrations, reports,
and recordkeeping. Most permitting
agencies would require performance
testing, which EPA considered a one
time cost, at a greater frequency than 15
years which would cause cost estimates
to be understated.

Since we have revised our cost
estimates due to corrections needed as
described above, our estimated
nationwide capital and annual costs
have increased (see section V.D of this
preamble). The nationwide cost
estimates have been revised to
incorporate the revised MACT floor
costs associated with adding PTE,
upgrading or replacing existing
oxidizers and installing new condenser
systems in some situations as described
above. Even with these revisions, EPA’s
estimated costs are significantly lower
than the commenters’ costs. The revised
nationwide total costs for all plants
show an increase in capital costs to

$18.1 million and an increase in annual
costs to $7.6 million. Regarding the
commenters’ list of assumptions that
should be modified, these assumptions
were not changed for the following
reason. No assumption concerning
continued compliance with VOC
standards was made. Estimating
upgrade costs as the difference between
the baseline and the MACT floor level
of control is a technique for deriving
incremental costs when detailed site
specific data for all sources is not
available. The EPA believes that most
metal coil surface coating facilities in
the country are in the database,
therefore, any facilities omitted would
lead to a small underestimation of
nationwide costs. Finally, regarding the
assumption that the control system
performance test is a one time cost over
the 15-year life of the oxidizer, the
NESHAP only requires an initial
performance test. Any subsequent
testing would not be a result of the
NESHAP requirements, but would be at
the discretion of the permitting
authority. Therefore, the cost of
performance testing subsequent to the
initial performance test was not
attributed to the NESHAP.

One commenter questioned two of the
assumptions used by EPA in
determining how many facilities will
have to make control system upgrades.
The commenter submitted that EPA
assumed that ten of the facilities would
pursue synthetic minor permits and be
exempt from the coil NESHAP;
however, the commenter believed that
there is no certainty in this assumption,
as changes in market demand and/or
product mix at a facility may require it
to pursue a major source title V permit.
The commenter also submitted that EPA
estimated 26 facilities would be in
compliance with the OCE or emission
rate limit in the coil NESHAP; however,
the commenter believed there are
insufficient data to determine whether a
facility will be able to comply with the
monthly average requirements of the
emission rate approach because the ICR
data represent annual average emissions
of HAP per solids applied, and the
equivalent emission rate limit, as
proposed, will be enforced on a monthly
basis. One commenter noted that EPA’s
projected HAP emission reduction of 55
percent also appears to be based on the
assumption that some facilities could
comply with the monthly emission rate
limit. The commenter’s estimated
reduction was based only on achieving
98 percent OCE and was estimated at 77
percent. The commenter believes that
the Agency should not rely on
speculation of the annual reductions
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that will be achieved with the emission
rate approach.

The ten facilities that the commenter
describes as pursuing synthetic minor
permits were facilities in the database
reporting being already permitted as
synthetic minors. No assumption was
made that any facility not permitted as
a synthetic minor source would do so to
be exempt from the coil NESHAP. The
commenter has a valid point that basing
the assumption of whether a facility can
comply with the emission rate limit
during monthly compliance periods on
annual emission rate data may be
inappropriate. The compliance period
for the emission rate limit has been
revised to a rolling 12-month period to
better reflect the data.

The projected HAP emission
reduction (55 percent for the proposed
rule; 53 percent for the final rule) is
based on assuming that sources would
choose the least costly means necessary
to achieve either the facility 98 percent
OCE or the equivalent emission rate
compliance option. We believe it is
reasonable to assume that some facilities
will choose the emission rate limit as
the least costly compliance option,
particularly since it has been made less
stringent than the proposed limit and
since the compliance period has been
changed from a monthly average to a
rolling 12-month average. The revisions
to the emission rate limit will result in
a revised estimated HAP emission
reduction of 53 percent.

B. Rule Applicability

Two commenters noted that EPA
specifies that both the foil coating and
the coil coating operations would be
subject to the metal coil NESHAP at
facilities that perform both foil and coil
coating operations on the same
equipment. Facilities coating only foil
on their coating equipment would be
subject to the Paper and Other Webs
(POWC) NESHAP currently under
development. The commenters
suggested several ways to synchronize
these two NESHAP including adopting
95 percent OCE as the MACT floor,
revising the emission rate limit to reflect
a representative coating with a HAP to
solids ratio of 80/20, allowing sources to
switch between the POWC rule
currently under development and the
metal coil rule through their title V
permits, or specifying that the governing
NESHAP be based on a threshold
percentage of production time or of total
surface area coated.

The metal coil rule as proposed
specified that operations performing
both foil coating and coil coating on the
same equipment would be subject to the
metal coil NESHAP only. The CAA

directs EPA to develop standards that
require the maximum degree of
reduction in emissions of HAP that is
achievable for each source category,
which are commonly referred to as
MACT standards. For existing major
sources, MACT must be no less
stringent than the average emission
limitation achieved by the best
preforming 12 percent of sources in the
source category, which is referred to as
the MACT floor. The 98 percent OCE
was established using data submitted by
coil coating facilities on their ICR. Data
from facilities in the metal coil source
category indicates that 98 percent is
MACT for this source category.
Selecting a 95 percent OCE is, therefore,
not an option for the MACT floor.

To arrive at the emission rate limit,
we used the average volume solids
reported by each MACT floor facility.
We used a conservative assumption (i.e.,
tendency to overestimate HAP) that the
entire volatile fraction of the coating
was HAP to determine the HAP to solids
ratio for a representative coating for the
metal coil industry. For proposal, this
ratio was 60/40. For the final rule, we
revised this ratio, using the average of
the coatings with the lowest solids
content reported by each facility in the
MACT floor. This type of coating
represents the most adverse
circumstance that could reasonably be
expected to occur at a floor facility. The
resulting HAP to solids ratio is now 70/
30. We believe this higher ratio accounts
for the range in coatings used by floor
facilities and reflects a HAP/solids mix
of coatings that is representative for the
metal coil coating industry. The
resulting emission rate limit is 0.381b of
HAP/gal of solids. The HAP/solids ratio
used to establish the proposed emission
rate limit for the POWC rule and the
final printing and publishing rule were
based on information on coating
characteristics for each respective
source category and is not, according to
our data, representative of coatings on
average in the metal coil source
category.

The commenters proposed that we
allow a cutoff limit based on threshold
percentage of activity for each source
category which would determine the
rule with which a facility would
comply. Additional data analysis was
done to determine the degree to which
overlap occurs. Our data analysis
revealed there are six facilities in the
metal coil MACT database reporting
coating application on substrates of
thicknesses less than 0.006 inches,
which would be considered foil. One
facility reported the percentage of foil
coating as confidential business
information (CBI). Four facilities

reported less than 25 percent foil
coating, making coil coating the
principal surface coating activity for
their coating lines. However, one facility
reported at least 85 percent of the
substrate being coated as foil, making
foil coating the principal surface coating
activity for their coating lines. We
believe that coating lines for which 85
per cent of the substrate coated is foil
would be more appropriately covered by
the POWC NESHAP. Therefore, using
the available data, we have established
a special provision for this particular
circumstance. If 85 percent or more of
the substrate coated on a line, based on
surface area, is of a thickness of less
than 0.006 inches, then that line will be
covered under the POWC NESHAP
currently under development and is not
subject to the metal coil surface coating
NESHAP. We do not anticipate that
establishing this primary use provision
at 85 per cent will result in a significant
negative environmental impact. We
expect the provision to apply to a
limited number of coating lines (less
than ten), and the incremental
difference in emission reduction
achieved at those lines will be no more
than three per cent (i.e., the difference
between the 98 per cent OCE achieved
by the metal coil rule versus the 95 per
cent OCE achieved by the POWC rule).
We estimate this difference to be
approximately 75 tpy.

Facilities that may have coil and foil
coated on the same line, regardless of
the percentage of surface area, may opt
to subject that line to the metal coil
surface coating NESHAP. In addition,
facilities that have metal coil and foil
coated on separate lines at a facility may
opt to include all lines under the metal
coil NESHAP if the lines are controlled
by a common control device. If for any
year a line utilizing this cutoff limit and
complying with the POWC NESHAP
coats more than 15 percent coil
substrate based on surface area, that line
will from that point forward be subject
to the metal coil NESHAP, and will no
longer be able to utilize the cutoff limit
option. The applicability section of the
final rule has been revised accordingly.

The commenters suggested that
sources be allowed to switch between
rules through their title V permits when
their coating substrate changes. To do
this, sources would have to keep records
of substrate and coating use separately
for the POWC and metal coil rules, as
well as calculations for compliance
demonstrations and reports for each
rule. The 85 per cent primary use
provision allows facilities to comply
with the NESHAP representing their
principal coating activity.
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One commenter submitted that
product and packaging companies
applying coatings onto continuous
metal substrates greater than 0.006 inch
thick for flexible packaging should be
exempt from the coil coating MACT
rule. The commenter noted that the
facility and its process equipment is
either already subject to the printing
and publishing NESHAP or will be
subject to the POWC NESHAP.

We agree that the coating of metal
substrates for the purpose of flexible
packaging is an operation that is
covered under the proposed POWC
NESHAP. The final rule has been
revised to clarify that the metal coil
NESHAP does not apply to substrates
coated for flexible packaging.

One commenter noted that the
proposed applicability section 40 CFR
63.5090 provides that “The provisions
of this subpart apply to each facility that
is a major source of HAP, as defined in
§63.2, at which a coil coating line is
operated” (underlined emphasis added).
The commenter submitted that the
phrase “coil coating line is operated” is
not defined and “coil coating line”
includes any coating operation,
including those operations EPA seeks to
exclude in the definition of “coating” in
40 CFR 63.5110. The commenter
requested clarification of the proposed
applicability section to clearly identify
regulated facilities using the terms
defined at proposed 40 CFR 63.5110.

We agree with the commenter that the
proposed applicability language was not
clear. The definition of coil coating line
in section 63.5110 has been revised as
follows: “coil coating line means a
process and the collection of equipment
used to apply an organic coating to the
surface of a metal coil.” The definition
of coil coating operation has been
removed from that section. This revision
addresses the commenter’s concern.

Two commenters requested that EPA
specifically state in the preamble that all
of the equipment included as part of
ancillary operations has been evaluated
under the metal coil NESHAP and, thus,
is exempt from the proposed
Miscellaneous Organic NESHAP (MON)
(67 FR 16154, April 4, 2002).

The NESHAP to which the
commenters refer would regulate
coating manufacturing operations and
would require controls on the following
emission sources: storage tanks, process
(mixing) vessels, equipment
components, wastewater treatment and
conveyance systems, transfer
operations, and ancillary sources such
as heat exchange systems. As the
commenter stated, we evaluated all of
the equipment included as part of
ancillary operations as we developed

the proposed rule. We requested control
and emissions information on these
operations as part of our information
collection request. However, the
information we received was not
sufficiently detailed to give a clear
picture of the level of control achieved
for these operations. For example,
mixing can occur at the coating
application station inside a PTE, or it
can occur at a location away from the
application station without an
enclosure. If a facility reported
achieving 98 per cent control of mixing
tanks, it was not clear if all mixing was
controlled at this level or only a portion
of the mixing. Due to the lack of
detailed information available, we were
not able to determine a MACT floor for
such equipment. Consequently,
equipment that is part of ancillary
operations is not included in the
affected source for these standards.

The proposed MON is not intended to
apply to the end users of manufactured
coatings. As proposed, it will apply only
to sources that manufacture coatings
described by SIC codes 285 or 289 or
NAICS code 3255. Metal coil coating
facilities are not typically in these SIC
and NAICS codes and, therefore, would
not be subject to the MON, as proposed.
If a facility does meet the proposed
definition of a coating manufacturer in
the MON, its ancillary operations would
most likely not meet the criteria used to
determine whether controls are required
(e.g., the capacity of mixing vessels and
storage tanks, or the concentration of
total organic HAP in wastewater). The
MON preamble specifically requests
comment on the costs of controlling
emissions and appropriate size cutoffs
for coating manufacturers who produce
coatings for their own use. Facilities
that are potentially affected by the
proposed MON or concerned about how
it may apply to coating users may view
comments received on the MON
proposal by accessing Docket Number
A-96-04.

C. Definitions

Several commenters submitted that
the definition of “deviation” in the
proposed rule is very broad or overly
complicated and requested that the
definition be deleted. The commenters
are concerned that all deviations may be
considered violations of the standards.
Two commenters requested that in place
of the term ‘““deviation,” we include a
definition for “excursion” or
“monitoring excursion.”

We are using the term ‘“‘deviation” to
standardize the regulatory language
used in NESHAP and to avoid any
confusion that might be caused by using
multiple, related terms such as excess

emission, exceedence, excursion, and
deviation in the same regulatory
program. In the final rule, the definition
of deviation clarifies that any failure to
meet an emission limitation (including
an operating limit or work practice
standard) is a deviation, regardless of
whether such a failure is specifically
excused or occurs at times when the
emission limitations do not apply, for
example, during startup, shutdown, or
malfunction. The enforcement authority
determines violations. The definition of
deviation is consistent with the use of
the term deviation in the title V
operating permit program.

D. MACT Floor Determination

One commenter asserted that the
approach followed by EPA in setting the
OCE MACT floor was flawed and
proposed an alternative approach to
setting the MACT floor. The commenter
points out that the CAA gives EPA no
direction on how to determine which
sources are ‘‘best performing,”
accordingly, EPA has maximum
flexibility in making that determination.
In the commenter’s approach, the plants
in their database operating with add-on
controls were sorted from the lowest to
the highest post-control HAP emissions
in terms of lbs of HAP per lbs of solids
applied. The OCE was calculated for
each facility, and the arithmetic mean of
the best performing 12 percent of the
data set was calculated at 93.6 percent.
The commenter asserts that this
approach to setting the MACT floor is
more appropriate than EPA’s method
because it better defines the “best
performing sources,” basing
performance on the amount of HAP
emitted per solids applied rather than
just focusing on OCE. The commenter
claims that this approach also generates
a more diverse group of coating lines in
the MACT floor facilities than EPA’s
method. The commenter submitted that
EPA followed a flexible approach in
setting MACT floors for other NESHAP
because of the diversity of industry
sectors and types and formulation of
coatings used, diversity that is also
found in the coil coating industry.

We agree that we have flexibility in
determining what constitutes the best-
performing 12 percent of sources;
however, using the methodology
proposed by the commenter erroneously
accepts that low post-controlled
emissions is the result of OCE alone.
Post-controlled emissions most often
reflect a combination of low-HAP
coating formulation and OCE. Given the
nature of the metal coil surface coating
process and the prevalence of add-on
controls in the industry, we determined
that ranking facilities by the highest
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level of control their control devices
achieve is the correct method of
establishing the best performers. This
methodology generated a universe of
floor facilities that represents the
diversity of facilities in the industry.
The floor facilities coat the range of
product types found in the metal coil
coating source category.

Several commenters asserted that the
proposed OCE of 98 percent is too
stringent for existing sources. The
commenters supported an OCE of 95
percent for existing sources and 98
percent for new sources. The
commenters submitted that thermal
oxidation (the overwhelming choice for
VOC/HAP control in the coil coating
industry) is limited to achieving 98
percent destruction efficiency for new,
properly designed units and that
existing thermal and catalytic oxidizers
cannot achieve 98 percent destruction
efficiency on a long-term, continuous
basis.

The EPA used data submitted by coil
coating facilities on their ICR as the
primary basis for establishing a 98
percent OCE. Reported values show that
these control systems are capable of
achieving greater than 99 percent HAP
destruction, based on 100 percent
capture and greater than 99 percent
destruction efficiencies. The average
reported OCE of the MACT floor
facilities is 99.4 percent. To determine
the level of emission control that is
consistently achievable with this
technology, we also considered the level
of control that the EPA has generally
found to be achievable. In addition to
general EPA guidance, available
literature was reviewed and state
agencies and vendors of control
equipment were contacted (docket No.
A—97-47) for further information
indicating the appropriate control
efficiency for thermal oxidizers. All of
these sources indicate that thermal
oxidizers routinely achieve destruction
efficiencies of at least 98 percent.

With respect to the performance of
catalytic oxidizers, for inlet
concentrations greater than 100 ppm,
catalytic oxidizers can achieve 95 to 98
percent destruction (docket No. A—97—
47). Though 95 percent destruction is
typical, 98 percent can be achieved
through the use of larger catalyst
volumes and/or higher temperatures.

E. Achievability of the Standards

Several commenters submitted that
the emission rate limit should be less
restrictive. One commenter presented an
alternative emission rate proposal based
on upper-bound HAP formulation.
Under the commenter’s proposal, the
average minimum solids content for the

eleven floor facilities is 29.1 percent
solids by volume. Therefore, the
commenters request that EPA use a
representative coating of 30 percent
solids and 70 percent HAP to derive the
equivalent emission rate compliance
option instead of the 40 percent solids
and 60 percent HAP ratio used for the
proposed standard. The representative
coating would then yield a precontrol
emission rate of 18.5 Ibs HAP/gal solids
applied, which then generates an
equivalent emission rate of 0.37 1b HAP/
gal solids applied when factored by the
98 percent OCE. The commenters also
requested that the compliance averaging
period be a 12-month rolling average.
This would account for the use of
annual average data in the derivation of
the equivalent emission rate and the
significant variability in the types of
coatings toll coaters typically apply over
a 1-year period.

We agree with the commenter that in
this case, the emission rate limit should
be a rolling 12-month emission rate
because the data on which the limit was
set reflect annual averages and some
segments of the coil coating industry
may experience significant variation
from month to month in types of
coatings used and their HAP contents.
This revision has been incorporated into
§63.5170 of the final rule. In addition,
we agree that the alternative emission
rate limit and compliant coating option
should be revised to reflect the average
of the lowest solids/highest HAP
applied by the MACT floor facilities in
the database. The revised emission rate
limit and compliant coating option is
0.38 1b of HAP per gallon of solids
applied during each 12-month
compliance period.

Several commenters submitted that
EPA has proposed a single set of
emission standards to regulate the entire
coil coating industry, thereby failing to
account for the significant diversity in
various segments of the industry. One
commenter requested that EPA
subcategorize or, at a minimum, set
different emission limits for different
types of coil coating operations based on
coating use (water-borne or solvent-
borne), end use industrial sector or the
type of coating business (toll coating
versus captive coating). Two of the
commenters note that EPA specifically
requested comment on the
appropriateness of requiring the
proposed emission limits for
electrodeposition coating (e-coat) lines
using water-borne coatings that comply
with NSPS and reasonably available
control technology (RACT) VOC limits.
One commenter added that the MACT
floor facilities on which the emission
limits are based are comprised of a

disproportionate number of coating
lines that produce stock for architectural
and building products, a segment of the
coil coating industry characterized by
application of solvent-borne coatings
with significant HAP content and use of
enhanced VOC control systems.

We agree with the commenters that
there is some diversity in the industry
and designed the standard with
sufficient flexibility to accommodate
that diversity. It was based on emission
control levels achieved by the MACT
floor facilities which included most
segments of the industry. The emission
standard is in two different formats and
allows four options for demonstrating
compliance, providing significant
compliance flexibility for the various
segments of the industry. The various
options for demonstrating compliance
with the emission rate limit provide
viable alternatives for facilities using
water-borne coatings, electrodeposition
coating lines, or solvent borne coatings
with relatively higher solids and lower
HAP contents than facilities that choose
to comply with the 98 percent OCE. To
account for the variability in coatings
used from month to month and to allow
for the most adverse conditions that
could be expected, we revised the
emission rate limit and compliant
coating option to reflect the lowest
levels of solids used at facilities over a
year. In addition to this, the final rule
provides a rolling 12-month compliance
period over which emission rates are
determined rather than a block month
compliance period. These allowances
and adjustments to the final rule
provide greater flexibility for
compliance than subcategorization or
dividing facilities into sectors and
setting a separate limit for each sector.

One commenter submitted that due to
differences in operations and coating
type, water-based deck lines with in-
line tandem coating and roll forming
operations must be considered
separately from and treated differently
than traditional coil coating lines using
solvent-based coatings and requested
that a water-based compliant emission
rate alternative of 0.518 1b of HAP/gal of
solids applied (i.e., 0.062 kg/1) be
established because it is the lowest
water-based HAP emission rate
commercially demonstrated for all
colors and all seasons of the year.

A compliant coating option in the
form of an emission rate was included
in the proposed rule and has been
revised to be less stringent in the final
rule. The final emission rate is 0.38 1b
organic HAP per gallon of coating solids
applied, averaged over a 12-month
period. This compliance option was
included as a pollution prevention
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alternative for facilities using coatings
that contain lower levels of HAP so that
the application of controls like those
needed for higher-HAP coating
operations would not be necessary. Of
the six facilities in the MACT database
operating water-based deck lines, at
least two of the facilities should be able
to comply using this option without
reformulating coatings or applying any
controls. Data submitted by the
remaining four deck facilities indicate
that they will need neither oxidizers nor
PTE to achieve the emission rate limit.
They would be able to achieve the
needed emission reductions using other
options such as reformulation or solvent
recovery. The commenter suggested an
emission rate limit of 0.518 b HAP per
gallon of coating solids applied because
purportedly, it is the lowest rate that
can be achieved for all colors and for all
seasons. We believe the final emission
rate of 0.38 Ib/gallon is achie