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The Environmental Qudity Board (Board) published notice of the public comment
period and public hearings for the Solvent Cleaning Operations proposed rulemaking in the
Pennsylvania Bulletin on August 28, 1999 (29 Pa. B. 4661). The Board held three public
hearings on the proposd a the following Regiond Offices of the Department of Environmentd
Protection:

September 28, 1999

DEP Southwest Regiond Office
400 Waterfront Drive
Pittsburgh, PA

October 1, 1999

DEP Southeast Regiona Office
Suite 601 Lee Park

555 North Lane
Conshohocken, PA

October 5, 1999

DEP Southcentral Regiona Office
Susguehanna River Conference Room
909 Elmerton Ave.

Harrisourg, PA

The public comment period for the Solvent Cleaning Operations proposed rulemaking
closed on October 27, 1999. Testimony received during the public hearings and written
comments received during the public comment period are summarized in this comment and
response document. The identity of each commentator isindicated by the assigned number(s) in
parentheses after each comment.



Thisisalig of corporations, organizations and interested individuas from whom the

Environmenta Quality Board has received comments regarding the solvent cleaning proposed

regulation.
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Mr. Sean McGowan
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Vice Presdent, Government Affairs
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1. Comment: The proposed definitions of “cold cleaning maching’ and “vapor cleaning
maching’ are not condstent with the federa definitions. The definition of "cold cleaning
machine" should be revised to encompass dl non-boiling VOC solvent cleaners. This
would make the definition consstent with the EPA definition and definitions in other Sates
(1,2,6,9,14,16,21)

Response: The Department agrees. The definition of "cold cleaning machineg' has been
revised in the find rulemaking to include dl non-boiling VOC solvent cleaners. Solvent
cleaning machines that use heated, but non-boiling solvents, are not considered vapor
cleaning machines. These changes make the Pennsylvania definitions condstent with EPA.

2. Comment: It may be difficult for operatorsto find suitable, low volatility, replacement
solvents and if they are available, they may be costly and result in production inefficiencies
and quality problems. (1,15,16)

Response: Thefina rulemaking provides operators a choice of compliance options for
cold cleaners. Operators of affected cold cleaners can either implement a program using
low volatility solvents or they can assure that the affected unit meets specific hardware
requirements. For mog, if not al goplications, however, low volatility solvents and agueous
cleaning systems can provide acceptable cleaning at an acceptable or reasonable cog,
which will dleviate cogt, production and qudity problems. In addition, the fina rulemaking
exempts machines that are subject to the federal maximum achievable control technology
(MACT).

3. Comment: The proposed regulation extends the provisions of the federal MACT
gandards to dl solvent cleaning operations, including those using non-HAP solvents and
non-VOC solvents. The Environmental Quality Board (EQB) has not demonstrated that
these provisions, that are more regtrictive than the federa requirements, are necessary to
attain the NAAQS. Thisis contrary to Executive Order 1996-1 and Section 4.2 of the
Pennsylvania Air Pollution Control Act (APCA). (1,2,8,13,14,16,19,21)

Response: The Department, in part, agrees. The fina regulation applies only to those
solvent cleaning machines using volatile organic compounds (VOC) in the cleaning solvertt.
The find requirements do not gpply to agueous cleaning systems or to other cleaning
systems using compounds listed by EPA as exempt by the Administrator of EPA.

However, the Board believes that it is necessary to have essentidly the same leve of control
requirements for vapor cleaning machines using non-HAP VOC solvents asfor HAP VOC
solvents. Lower levels of control requirements for non-HAP VOC machines could result in
switching from non-VOC HAP solvents to non-HAP VVOCs with the resulting potentid for
increased ozone formation. While the find rulemaking is, in part, more stringent than federd
requirements, the emission reductions that will result from this rulemaking are a sgnificant
part of the Commonwedth’s efforts to continue toward atainment and maintenance of the



hedlth-based NAAQS for ozone throughout Pennsylvania. As aresult, this regulation is not
contrary to either Executive Order 1996-1 or Section 4.2 of the APCA.

. Comment: Thereis no supporting information to judtify extending the requirements of the
revised solvent cleaning limits beyond areas designated as moderate or severe ozone
nonattainment with the 1-hour National Ambient Air Qudity Standard (NAAQS). (1,19)

Response: With over 71, 000 solvent cleaning machines throughout the Commonwedlth,
the Board has determined that to limit this regulation to the Southeastern and Southwestern
regions only would be inequitable snce it would leave busnessesin those regions a a
competitive disadvantage. In addition, this regulation has been designed not only to achieve
the ozone standard, but to maintain it as well.

. Comment: The broad definition of "solvent" includes non-VOC compounds that are
exempted under EPA's definition of VOC. Since this proposed rulemaking is to address
ozone air quality issues, it does not seem reasonable to impose additiona control
requirements on materials that do not contribute to the ozone problem. Non-VOC cleaners
should be exempt from the requirements. (1,8,14,16)

Response: The Department agrees. The fina rulemaking has been revised to gpply only
to solvent cleaning machines usng VOC as the deaning solvent. As aresult, the definition
does not include non-VOC compounds.

. Comment: The requirements of the provisons for cold cleaners should be limited to
machines used for the remova of grease or contaminants and should not extend to the
remova of coatings and materids such as photoresist used in the dectronics industry.
(1,6,8,16)

Response: The Department agrees. The definition of solvent cleaning machine has been
revised in the fina rulemaking by removing the reference to removd of coatings. Removd
of coatings such as photoresist is not consdered solvent cleaning for purposes of this
rulemaking.

. Comment: Thereisno de minimisthreshold for solvent cleaning machinesin the proposed
regulation (1,2,8,14,15,16)

Response: Inthefind rulemaking the Department has established ade minimis
threshold for cold cleaning operations. The find rulemaking applies to cold cleaning
machines that contain 2 gallons or more of VOC.



8. Comment: The 10 square foot de minimis gpplicability criteriain the existing regulation
should be retained because these machines do not generate significant emissons.
(1,8,11,12,13,16)

Response: The sheer number of smdl cold cleaning solvent units and the aggregate mass
of emissions from these machines, based on emisson factor estimates, indicates a need for
measures to reduce emissons from smaler sources. In addition, the emission reductions
techniques for cold cleaners, in many cases, have been implemented. The operators of
smdl vapor cleaning machines may implement one of severd compliance options or they
may demondrate that emissons meet an dternative emisson limit as set forth in the
regulation.

9. Comment: The proposed rule is more stringent than the MACT for cold cleanersin that it
disdlowsthe use of the sx ha ogenated solvents covered by the MACT because their vapor
pressure exceeds the levels specified in the proposed regulation. (1,2,6,16)

Response: Thefind rulemaking dlowsthe use of solvents that exceed the 1.0 mm Hg
volatility limit if the cold cleaning machine has a fregboard ratio of 0.75 or gregter. Asa
result, use of these Sx solventsis adlowed.

10. Comment: Thefind rulemaking should exempt cold cleaning machines that are covered by
the MACT. However, these MACT requirements should not be mandated for machines
using non-HAP solvents. (1,2,16)

Response: Cold cleaning machines that use non-VOC solvents are not covered by the
fina rulemaking. Machines usng HAP solventsthat are dso VOC' s are subject to the find
rule. However, the final rulemaking has been revised to specify that cold cleaning machines
subject to the MACT are exempt from the provisions of Section 129.63.

The Department believesthat it is necessary to have essentidly the same leve of control
requirements for vapor cleaning machines using non-HAP VOC solvents as for HAP
solvents. Lower levels of contral requirements for non-HAP machines could result in
switching from non-VOC HAP solvents to VOCs, with the resulting potentia for increased
ozone formation. This should not be misconstrued as the Department is encouraging the
continued use of HAP solvents, but only as ameasure to minimize VOC emissonsto the
extent practica.

11. Comment: The requirement to dispose of hand-wipe cleaning rags into closed containers
will prohibit ar drying of rags and increase disposa codts, particularly for small businesses.
(1,2,16)

Response: The Department agrees. However, the Board is concerned that the practice of
“ar drying” of solvent deaning rags can result in the emissons of HAPs and VOCsthat are



12.

13.

cost effective to control. However, at thistime, the Board does not believe that imposing
regulatory requirements to prohibit this practice is the best approach to the issue, and has
ddeted the requirement from the find rulemaking, except for aerospace operations. Hand-
wipe cleaning rags in aerospace operations have been subject to requirements to store
solvent-laden rags in closed containers under existing requirements, and these will be
retained. For other hand-wipe activities the Department encourages, but will not require,
operaorsto implement pollution prevention programs, including use of non-VOC and non-
HAP solvents for hand-wipe cleaning.

Comment: The provisons of the regulation are interndly incongstent in that Section
129.63(f) satesthat “as an dternative to complying with subsections (a) through (d), the
operator of a solvent cleaning machine may demonsrate compliance with paragraph (1)”,
an exemption based on emission limits. The proposed regulation does not provide such
exemption levelsfor cold cleaning machines. (1,6,16)

Response: The Department agrees. Thiswas an error in the proposed rulemaking. The
aternative compliance provisions in the proposed Section 129.63(f), new subsection (€), do
not gpply to cold cleaning machines. Operators of cold cleaning machines containing VOCs
may ether use a solvent that meets the voldility limit or may use a machine with a freeboard
ratio of 0.75 or greater.

Comment: The Department’s calculation of the VOC reductions and the costs for the
program implementation are flawed. The mgority of the VOC losses from cold cleaners
are from drag-out and not from standing losses. Reducing the volatility of the solvent will
not sgnificantly reduce the drag-out of solvents on parts. It will only increase the parts
drying time and may reduce production efficiency. (1,6,16)

Response: Based on information developed by Maryland and incorporated into a sate
implementation plan (SIP) revison gpproved by EPA, the Department believes that the
emission reductions predicted are accurate and applicable to Pennsylvania. Codts of
compliance for cold cleaning machines may, in fact, be over-sated. Suppliers of solvents
and machines have indicated that a Sgnificant segment of the industry has dready changed
solvent blends and that much of the solvent in use meatsthe 1 mm Hg voldility limit. These
changes were made to facilitate compliance with other requirements, including those related
to hazardous materid trangport. Therefore, the cogts that were predicted for changing to
low voldility solvents have in many cases aready been imposed and would continue
regardless of the 1 mm Hg volatility limit.

For production shops, the find regulation provides the operator the aternative compliance
option of using a cleaning machine freeboard of 0.75 or greater and continuing the use of the
current solvent. If increased freeboard is necessary, the costs should be nominal.



14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

Comment: Exemptions should be provided for those who use non-VOC or low volatility
solvents. (1,16)

Response: The Department agrees. Thefind rulemaking exempts solvent cleaning
machines that use non-VOC solvents. The operating requirements gpplicable to those using
low volatility requirements are necessary to assure that machines are operated with good
operating practices. The record keeping requirements related to solvent purchases are
necessary to assure that operators are being provided with solvents at the compliance
levels

Comment: Low volatility and non-VOC products are unavailable for the semiconductor
and microelectronics industry that meet the stringent cleaning and production requirements
of the industry. The provisons should be limited to pertain only to the remova of
contaminants from meta parts or should carve out an exemption for certain eectronics
manufacturing operations. (2,8)

Response: The Department agrees. Thefind rulemaking applies only to the dleaning of
contaminants from metal parts. Therefore, removal of contaminants during the production
of dlicon wafersis not subject to these find regulations.

Comment: The requirement for afreeboard ratio of 0.75 or greater for immersion cold
cleanerswill result in the scrappage of alarge number of serviceable cold cleaning machines
and the resulting high cost for replacement. The regulation should adopt a Sze limitation for
the gpplicability of the 0.75 freeboard ratio. Alternatively, the regulation should specify a
freeboard ratio of 0.50 for al immersion cold cleaning machines. (3)

Response: Thefind rulemaking dlows operators of cold deaning machines the option of
using low valdility (1 mm Hg) solvents in amachine with a fregboard ration of 0.5 or
greater. A freeboard ratio of 0.75 or greeter isrequired if the solvent volatility is greater
than 1 mm Hg. Asaresult, there will not be high cost for replacement.

Comment: The provisons should provide an exemption for certain eectronics
manufacturing operations because low solvents are not available to meet the cleaning needs
for production of silicon wafers used for semiconductors. (4,8)

Response: The Department agrees. The find rulemaking gpplies only to the cleaning of
contaminants from metal parts. Therefore, remova of contaminants such as photoresist
during the production of silicon wafers is not subject to these find regulations.

Comment: Theremova of the 10 ft* gpplicability limit for solvent deaning mechines
should be retained. Eliminating the requirement will result in overly burdensome regulations
being applied to equipment that has ardatively smal impact on VOC emissons from
solvent cleaning. (5,19)

10
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20.

21.

22.

Response: Individudly, units smaller than 10 ft? are not significant sources of VOC.
However, in aggregate, their emissons are sgnificant, and reducing the VOC emissons
from this class of sourcesisimportant to the Commonwedth’ s attaining the NAAQS for
ozone. Consequently, the rulemaking will provide the 2-gallon gpplicability limit.

Comment: Use of low vapor pressure solvents creates a substantial risk if resdua solvents
are exposed to reactive atmospheres. An exception should be made to the volatility
requirements in the regulation if there are compelling hedth and safety reasons. (5,19)

Response: The Department agrees. Thefina rulemaking specifies safety related
exemptions. Cold cdeaning machines used in extreme cleaning service, i.e., highly reective
or corrosve atmospheres are exempt from the solvent volatility requirements. In addition, if
the owner or operator of the cold cleaning machine demongtrates that compliance with the
volatility requirements will result in unsafe operating conditions, an exemption can be granted
by the Department.

Comment: The regulation provides dternative compliance options for other types of
solvent cleaning, but not for cold cleaning machines. The regulation should provide
dternative compliance options for cold cleaners. (5,19)

Response: The find regulation provides that operators of immersion cold cleaning
machines may comply by the use of alow volatility solvent and a freeboard ratio of 0.50 or
gresater, or by usng a machine with afregboard ratio of 0.75 or greater. In addition, the
find regulation exempts units that are subject to the federal NESHAP for ha ogenated
solvent cleaning.

Comment: Theregulation should exempt halogenated solvent cleaning machines provided
the solvent cleaning machine is subject to the federd Nationd Emisson Standard for
Hazardous Air Pollutants, 40 CFR Part 63. (6)

Response: The Department agrees. Thefind rulemaking has been revised to provide this
exemption for both cold cleaning machines and vapor cleaning machines.

Comment: The regulation should not gpply the more stringent MACT provisonsto
machines using non-HAP solvents. (16)

Response: The Department agrees. Cold cleaning machines that use non-VOC solvents
are not covered by the fina rulemaking. Machines usng HAP solventsthat aedso VOC's
are subject to thefind rule. However, the fina rulemaking has been revised to specify that
cold cleaning machines subject to the MACT are exempt from the provisons of Section
129.63.

11



The Department believesthat it is necessary to have essentidly the same leve of control
requirements for vapor cleaning machines using non-HAP VOC solvents asfor HAP
solvents. Lower levels of contral requirements for non-HAP machines could result in
switching from non-VOC HAP solvents to VOCs, with the resulting potentia for increased
ozone formation. This should not be misconstrued as the Department’ s encouraging the
continued use of HAP solvents, but only as ameasure to minimize VOC emissonsto the
extent practicd.

23. Comment: The Department has not explained why the CTG and RACT requirements for
cold cleaning machines are inadequate to protect the public hedth. (9)

Response: Much of Pennsylvaniaisin nonattainment with the hedth related NAAQS for
ozone. Reductions of the precursors of ozone formation, VOC and oxides of nitrogen are
necessary to move the Commonwedth toward attainment of the health-related standard.
Attaining the ambient ozone standard will reduce the incidence of respiratory problemsin
susceptible individuas, the young, asthmatics, the ederly and those with pre-exigting
respiratory problems. Asaresult, this regulation has been designed to be more protective
to suit the current public hedlth needs of the Commonwedth.

24. Comment: The Department should clarify the language related to the requirements for a
“vapor up” control switch for vapor degressers. The change should clarify that aswitch is
needed only if the machine has a spray pump. (9)

Response: The Department agrees. The fina regulation incorporates this suggested
revison at Section 129.63(b)(iv).

25. Comment: The Preamble does not explain the rationde for limiting the voldility of solvents
used in cold cleaning machines. (9)

Response: The proposed cold deaning machine solvent volatility limits are part of the
Commonwedth’s efforts to reduce ambient ozone levelsto attain the NAAQS. Reduction
of the solvent volatility levelswill result in reduced emissions of VOC, an 0zone precursor.

Currently, most residents of the Commonwesdlth are exposed to levels of ozone that exceed
the levels determined by EPA to be necessary to protect the public hedth.

26. Comment: If the Department is going to submit this regulation to EPA as part of the SIP
for ozone, the Department should quantify the emission reduction that it anticipates from the
regulation. (9)

Response: The Department estimates that the reduced solvent volatility limits for cold
cleaning machines will result in VOC emission reductions of gpproximeately 66 percent from
currently enforcegble levels. This assumption is based in part on smilar SIP gpproved



27.

28.

29.

30.

regulatory programsin Maryland and lllinais. It is esimated thet the reduced volatility limits
will reduce enforceable VOC emissions by gpproximately 20 tons per day in the Southeast
Pennsylvania ozone nonattainment area.

Comment: The proposed rulemaking does not discuss the impacts of the revised
regulations and applicability levels on the Department’ s plan approva and permitting
process. Mgor sources will be subject to RACT, Title V, and perhaps the NESHAP. (9)

Response: The Department currently exempts certain sources and classes of sources from
plan gpprova and permitting requirements for a number of reasons, including inggnificant
levels of emissons. This regulation will not dter those determinations aready made under
the provisions of Section 127.14(a)(8).

If an existing sourceis so large as to be considered a mgjor source, the source could be
affected by other programs such as RACT, TitleV, and the NESHAP. The requirementsin
this regulation will affect those determinations.

Comment: The proposed rulemaking does not explain why the Department is deviating
from the NESHAP for halogenated solvent cleaning operations. (9)

Response: The Department has proposed reduced solvent voltility limitsfor VOC
solvents to reduce emissions of ozone precursors and therefore 0zone concentrations to
protect the public hedth. Inthefina rulemaking, the Board is providing an exemption from
the volatility limits for operations that are subject to the NESHAP requirementsin 40 CFR
Part 63.

Comment: The Department has not identified any non-regulatory dternativesto this
rulemaking or explained why it disagrees with EPA’ s conclusion that exiging regulations are
adequate to protect the public hedth. (9)

Response: The emisson reductions that will result from this rulemaking are a Sgnificant
component of the Commonwesdlth’s srategy to continue toward attainment of the hedth-
based NAAQS for ozone throughout Pennsylvania. Although certain of the requirementsin
the regulation may be being met through voluntary measures, in order for the emission
reductions to be creditable in the SIP, there must be an enforceable program to assure that
they are permanent.

Comment: The Department contends that the Degreasing Stakeholders indicated that the
best way to implement the regulation was through outreach and education. The proposed
rulemaking package does not discuss or define this gpproach, especidly asit relaesto smdll
business. (9)

13
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Response: The Department’s principal mechanism for outreach will be through the
Department’s Smal Business Compliance Assistance Program. In addition, because the
requirements are, for the most part, pollution prevention activities, DEP s Office of Pollution
Prevention and Compliance Assstance will beinvolved. Many smdl business operators of
cold cleaning machines use contract services to provide and maintain the machines. Itis
anticipated that the contractor will assure that the equipment isin compliance.

Comment: The preamble indicates that the Department is adverse to companies
subdtituting less toxic solvents for more toxic solvents. (14)

Response: Thisisan incorrect interpretation of the statement in the preamble. The
Department is proposing the same leve of contral for both HAP and non-HAP solvents to
remove incentives for converting from nonreactive compounds to reactive compounds that
will increase ozone concentrations. The Department is not averse to companies making the
change from HAP solvents, but such a change should not be made if the result is an increase
in emissons,

Comment: The Department indicatesin Section 10 of the Regulatory Andysis Form that
thereis no legd reason to adopt these requirements. (14)

Response: Section 10 of the Regulatory Analyss Form relates to whether thereisa
“mandate’ for aregulaory initiative. Thereis not amandate specificdly for these
requirements. The reduction of VOC emissons from solvent cleaning operations was a
recommendation of the Ozone Stakeholder Working Groups. The emission reductions are
adgnificant component of the Commonwedth’s efforts to meet and maintain the NAAQS
for ozone throughout the Commonwedlth.

Comment: The commentator indicates that the regulation will become federaly
enforceable as part of the SIP and that the requirements must be included in the Title V
permit. Thiswill pose compliance certification problems because of the sweeping nature of
the requirements. (14)

Response: Whether or not the regulations are part of the SIP, the requirements will be
included in the Title V permit, and the operator will be required to certify compliance. The
find rulemaking contains a number of revisons that should minimize the compliance
certification concerns. Among these is the establishment of ade minimisleve of two gdlons
for cold cleaners and limiting the applicability to the dleaning of metd parts.

Comment: The commentator indicates that the documentation does not present any
evidence that the regulation will have any specific benefit on air qudity in Pennsylvania or
describe who will benefit. 1n addition, the Department has described no compelling public
interest that demands stronger regulation than the federa requirements. (14)

14
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38.

39.

Response: Much of Pennsylvaniaisin nonattainment with the hedth-rdlated NAAQS for
ozone. Reductions of the precursors of ozone formation, VOC and oxides of nitrogen are
necessary to move the Commonwedth toward attainment of the health-related standard.
Attaining the ambient ozone standard will reduce the incidence respiratory problemsin
susceptible individuass, the young, asthmatics, the ederly and those with pre-existing
respiratory problems. In addition, the emission reductions that will result from this
rulemaking are a Sgnificant component of the Commonwed th’s strategy to continue toward
attainment of the health-based NAAQS for ozone throughout Pennsylvania.

Comment: The proposed regulation does not indicate how business will save money by
switching to lower volatility solvent. (14)

Response: Operators will save money because of a reduced need to replace solvent lost
due to evaporation.

Comment: The Department did not consider the increased codts for additional chemicas
needed to control rust on parts cleaned in non-solvent cleaners, nor did the Department
consder the parts damage that will result from the use of solvent aternatives. The
provisons of the regulation will drive business to non-solvent cleaners. (14)

Response: The busness decison to abandon solvent cleaning in favor of non-solvent
cleaning will be primarily on the basis of least cost while maintaining product qudity.
Switching to non-solvent cleaning systems will be done because it is alower cost option
than remaining with a solvent deaning system.

Comment: The Department did not take into account the number of businesses that will
cease operation because of the requirements of thisrule. (14)

Response: The Department is not aware of any businesses that will be forced to cease
operations because of the requirements in this regulation. Because many businesses have
aready complied with these requirements as a cost-efficiency measure, it is anticipated that
no business will be forced to close.

Comment: The commentator indicates that the proposed regulation will have sgnificant
adverse impact on the public, business and government because of its broad applicability.
(14)

Response: Thefind regulaion has limited the gpplicability of the requirements for the
program. Specificdly, the fina regulation applies only to metd parts cleaning usng VOC,
cold cleaning activities where the VOC quartity is less than 2 gdlons are exempted; and
operations subject to the federal NESHAPs are not regulated.

Comment: The Department’ s estimates of costs and benefits are inaccurate. (14)

15
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43.

Response: The Department believes that its cost and benefit assessments are accurate.
The Board based its estimates on the value of the solvent that would not belogt if the
anticipated emission reductions occur. The emission reduction estimates are consstent with
estimates for amilar SIP-gpproved programsin Maryland and Illinois.

Other cost data have not been provided to the Department.

Comment: The commentator asserts that the Department did not consider any non-
regulatory options. (14)

Response: The Department considered non-regulatory approaches, but in order to obtain
gpprova of emisson reductions for SIP purposes, the emission reduction strategy must be
enforcesble. Other than through permits, aregulatory gpproach is the only way to make the
reductions enforcesble. It is estimated that there are in excess of 10,000 smdl cold
cleanersin Pennsylvania. Permitting of this number of sourcesis not practica or cost
effective.

Comment: The regulation will impact certain waste disposd activities by smal quantity
generators who will no longer be able to alow solvent-contaminated rags to evaporate as a
method of waste disposa. (14)

Response: Managing solvent-contaminated rags and hazardous volatile materids by
evaporative drying is not an environmentally sound practice. Ozone levels throughout much
of Pennsylvania continue to exceed the hedlth-based ozone NAAQS. Toxic pollutantsin
the air, especidly in urban environments, are a growing concern.

Thefind regulation does not require that hand-wipe cleaning rags be placed in covered
containers. However, the Department recommends that operators develop dternative
disposdl techniques or implement non-solvent based cleaning dternatives.

Comment: The definition of *hand-wipe cleaning operation” is overly broad and should be
eliminated. (16)

Response: The Department agrees. Consgtent with diminating from the fina regulation
the requirements for placing of hand-wipe ragsin closed containers, the Department will not
expand the existing definition of “hand-wipe cleaning operation” adopted as part of the
Department’s VOC regulations for the aerospace industry.

Comment: The proposed language of Section 129.63 varies from the comparable federal

provisions a 40 CFR 63.463. The Department should either conform its requirements to
the federa requirements or adopt the federal NESHAP by reference. (8,19)
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45.

46.

47.

Response: The Department agrees. Thefind rule exempts from the requirements of
Section 129.63 those machines subject to the federd MACT. Therefore, there are no
incongstent provisions gpplicable to solvent cleaning machines.

. Comment: The commentator supports comments submitted by The PA Chamber of

Business and Industry and Lucent Technologies and encourages the Environmental Quaity
Board to consider the experiences and recommendations offered in those comments. (20)

Response: The Department has taken their comments into consideration and has made
changes where appropriate.

Comment: The EQB has not estimated the emission reductions that will be achieved
through implementation of the regulation, nor has it quantified the extent to which it will help
Pennsylvania atain the required reductions under the Clean Air Act. (21)

Response: The Department estimates that the reduced solvent voltility limits for cold
cleaning machines will result in VOC emisson reductions of gpproximately 66 percent from
currently enforcegble levels. This assumption is based in part on smilar SIP-gpproved
regulatory programsin Maryland and Illinois. Solvent cleaning VOC emisson reductions
are necessary for Pennsylvanid s efforts to attain and maintain the NAAQS for ozone
datewide. It isestimated that this regulation will result in gpproximately 14,375 tons of
enforceable emisson reductions statewide.

Comment: The EQB should explain the compelling public interest and environmenta
benefit of extending the more stringent MACT to non-HAP solvents. (21)

Response: The Department’ s intention in specifying the MACT leve of control for non-
HAP solvents was to assure that changes from HAP solvents to non-HAP VOCs would
not be made a the expense of the environment. The Department is proposing the same level
of contral for both HAP and non-HAP solvents to remove incentives for converting from
non-reactive compounds to reactive compounds that will increase ozone concentrations.
The Department is not averse to companies making the change from HAP solvents, but
such a change should not be made if the result is an increase in 0zone precursor emissons.

Comment: The Department should justify the expangon of the requirements to include
non-meta parts cleaning. Condderation should be given to exempting eectronics industry
and limiting the requirements to only metd parts. In addition, the Department should
provide a more accurate estimate of the costs associated with the gpplicability of the
requirements to include non-meta parts. (21)

Response: Thefind rulemaking limits the gpplicability to the removd of grease, oil and

soils from metd parts. The fina requirements do not gpply to the remova of paints, inks or
coatings, or to non-metd parts cleaning.
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48.

49,

50.

Comment: The Department should explain the reasonableness of iminating the de minimis
threshold and for not gpplying some smdler exemption level and should quantify the amount
of VOC reductions that will result from the eimination of the de minimisthreshold. (21)

Response: Mogt cold cleaning units presently in use are below the existing size threshold.
These are units used primarily in mobile equipment service facilities and industrid
maintenance shops. The bulk of the VOC emissions from cold cleaners reported in the
emission inventory for solvent cleaning arise from these historicaly unregulated repair and
maintenance degreasing operaions. Thefina regulation provides ade minimislevd of 2
gdlons of solvent for cold cleaning operations. Thislevd is conagtent with the MACT for
cold cleaning.

The exigting requirements for vapor cleaning machines are based on equipment technology
more than 25 years old. The technology specified for vapor cleaning machinesis readily
available to reduce emissions from the machines. As an dternative to meeting the
hardware/technology requirements, the operator can show that the VOC emissions from the
vapor cleaning machine meet certain gpecified levels.

Comment: The Department should dlarify the effect of this rulemaking on Title V permits,
including whether operators will be required to revise thar TitleV permitsto reflect the
revisons.(10,21)

Response: Facility operators may be required to revise their Title V operating permits
following the adoption of the fina regulation. For those Title V' permits with three or more
years remaining before the permit expiration, the operator will be required to revise the
permit. A review of Title V permit data indicates that gpproximately 240 of the
goproximatdy 600 Title V permits will have more than three years remaining as of the fal of
2002, the compliance date for the revised cold cleaner requirements. Itisnot clear that all
of these facilities will be affected.

The Department will develop a process for opening and revising those permits with longer
than 3 years to the permit expiration that will require minima effort for the affected facilities.

Comment: The Department should provide a more accurate estimate of the costs of the
rulemaking. (21)

Response: The Department believes that the cost estimates reflect the upper limits of the

new costs due to the requirements and are the most accurate costs. Most cold cleaning
meachines are dready using low volatility solvents and should experience no additional cods.

18



Sl

52.

53.

54.

Comment: The Department should provide an estimate of the benefits of diminating the de
minimis threshold and should address whether the reduced solvent volatility will result in
ggnificant VOC emission reductions. (21)

Response: Based on EPA emission factor estimates, the mgority of the emissons from
cold cleaning operations result from activities at automobile repair facilities where smdl cold
cleaning machines are the predominate sources. Emisson factor estimates indicate emissons
of gpproximately 2.5 pounds per person per year from automobile repair cold cleaning
activities. An additiona estimated 1.1 pounds per person per year results from
manufacturing cold cleaning activities. Tota solvent cleaning emisson factor estimates are
goproximately 4.3 pounds per person per year, including vapor and in-line cleaning
machines. The reduced voldtility is estimated to result in emission reductions of
goproximately 66 percent from unregulated levels from cold cleaning activities.

Comment: The commentator supports gppropriate handling of solvent bearing cloths, but
is concerned about permitting and enforcement issues related to the proposed regulatory
requirements. (9)

Response: The Department believes that the proper management of solvent-soaked cloths
can result in sgnificant reductions of HAPs and VOCs. Other commentators have
expressed that dlowing the clothsto air dry, releasing the solvent to the atmosphere, permits
the disposal of the cloths as genera waste, rather than as hazardous waste. Although the
requirement for properly managing these cloths may result in reduced emissons and
exposure for workers and the public, the implementation of such a program through
regulatory requirements may not be practicd a thistime. Therefore, the requirement for
placing solvent-bearing cloths into closed containers has been removed from the fina
rulemaking.

Comment: The Board indicates that the proposed requirements are consistent with the
requirementsin effect in Maryland and Illinois. However, those rules contain exemptions
not provided for in the proposed regulation. (8)

Response: The mgor differences between the proposed regulation and the rulesin other
dates relate to the applicability to the types of parts cleaned and the materials removed
during the cleaning. The proposed regulation gpplied to the remova of al types of coatings,
inks, greases, oil and other soilsfrom dl materids. Thefind regulation applies only to the
remova of grease, oil and Smilar soilsfrom metd parts. It does not apply to the remova of
coatings, inks or such materias as photoresst, and it does not apply to cleaning of non-
metd parts.

Comment: The Department has not identified non-regulatory aternativesto this proposa.
9)
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Response: The emisson reductions that will result from this rulemaking are a Sgnificant
component of the Commonwedth’s strategy to continue toward attainment and maintenance
of the hedth-based NAAQS for ozone throughout Pennsylvania. Although certain of the
requirementsin the regulation may be being met through voluntary measures, in order for the
emission reductions to be creditable in the SIP, there must be an enforceable program to
assure that they are permanent.

55. Comment: The Department has not identified the outreach effortsit will useto asss inthe
implementation of the requirements. (9)

Response: Because most of the affected solvent cleaning machines are located a small
businesses such as automotive repair facilities, the Department will work closdy with the
Small Business Compliance Assistance Program to dert these operators. In addition,
because many of these machines are indtalled and operated under contract with service
providers, the Department will coordinate its outreach efforts closely with these businesses.

56. Comment: The Department has not identified the emission reductions that will result from
the implementation of the requirements. (9,21)

Response: EPA emisson factor estimates indicate that unregulated emissions from cold
cleaning activities from facilities such as automobile repair facilities where smdl cold deaning
units predominate and from manufacturing cold cleaning are approximately 3.6 pounds per
person per year. Based on an estimated population of 12.1 million and this emission factor,
unregulated emissions are estimated to be 21,780 tons per year statewide. Based on
determinations of emission reduction benefits of gpproximately 66 percent resulting from
reduced solvent volatility for the Maryland state implementation plan (SIP) approved by
EPA, the Board estimates that the requirements will result in enforcegble emisson
reductions of approximately 14,375 tons per year statewide.

57. Comment: The Department does not explain the rationde for limiting the volatility of
solvents used in cold cleaning machines. (9)

Response: Egablishment of limits on the volatility of solvents used in cold cleaning
machinesis a part of the Board's efforts to move to attainment of the anticipated sandard
designations throughout the Commonwedth.

58. Comment: The Department does not explain why the proposed rulemaking requirements
deviate from the federd MACT. (9)

Response: The Department did not intend that the requirementsin the proposed
rulemaking deviate from or conflict with the federd MACT. Thefind rulemaking has been
revised to exempt from the requirements in Section 129.63 any solvent cleaning units
subject to the federad MACT.
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59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

Comment: The Department does not explain the implications of the rulemaking for
permitted sources. (9,10,15,21)

Response: The establishment of these requirements will impact only those sources with
Title V permits that have more than three years remaining in the life of the permit. Asis
discussed in the response to Comment 49, the Department will develop a program to
minimize the impact on the facilities that are affected. The revisons do not pecificaly
require permitting activities

Comment: The Department should change the definition of immersion cold cleanersto
include the phrase “an open top....” (12)

Response: The Department agrees. This change has been made in the find rulemaking.

Comment: The Department should consider exempting from the 0.75 freeboard
requirements immersion cold cleaning machines that are kept closed except when parts or
solvent are being added or removed. (12)

Response: The freeboard ratio requirement of 0.75 is applicable only to those machines
that use a solvent with volatility grester than 1.0 mm Hg. The operator may use 0.50 if the
meachine uses solvent with avolatility of 1.0 mm Hg or less.

Comment: The Department should revise the definition of remote reservoir cold cleaning
machine to include certain machines that drain solvent into a covered container. (12)

Response: The Department agrees. The definition of “remote reservoir cold cleaning
machine’ has been revised in the fina rulemaking to include the phrase suggested by the
commentator.

Comment: The Department should consder changing the title of the requirements to more
accurately describe the section of the regulations. (13)

Response: The Department agrees. Thetitle of section 129.63 has been revised in the
find rulemaking to reflect that it gppliesto “VOC Cleaning Operations.”

Comment: Theword “parts’ should be defined to specificadly include Sze, materid and/or
shape. (13)

Response: Theterm “parts’ isnot defined in the find rulemaking. The common meaning
of the word is adequate.
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65. Comment: The definition of “freeboard ratio” should be changed to be consstent with the
definition in the MACT. (17,18)

Response: The Department agrees. The definition of “freeboard ratio” has been revised
in the find rulemaking to be consgtent with the MACT definition.

66. Comment: The Department should add definitions for “idling mode” and “vapor pressure.”
(17,18)

Response: The Department agrees. Thefina rulemaking includes definitions for these
terms.

67. Comment: A deminimisleve should be incdluded for machines using low volatility solvent.
(17,18)

Response: The Department disagrees. Setting ade minimis exemption leve for smal units
isnot apracticd dternative. The mgority of anticipated emisson reductionswill result from
comparatively smal units. In order for emission reductions to be creditable for SIP
purposes, they must result from enforceable requirements.

68. Comment: The Department should identify the costs of recordkeeping associated with the
elimination of the de minimis exemption leve. (21)

Response: The additiona recordkeeping costs associated with the elimination of the de
minimis threshold for cold cleaners should not increase recordkeeping sgnificantly. As
commentators noted, the records reating to solvent volatility are avalable as part of the
MSDS record and are kept as anormal business practice, as are the bills of lading,
purchase receipts or other information necessary to demonstrate compliance. The
elimination of the threshold for vapor cleaning machines will require sgnificant additiona
recordkeeping.

69. Comment: The Department should provide an estimate of the increased costs associated
with compliance with the cold cleaning machine volatility requirements. (21)

Response: The find rulemaking provides compliance options for affected facilities The
operator can elect to use low volatility solvents or to increase the cleaning machine
freeboard ratio. In most cases, compliance can be achieved by the use of low volatility
solvents. Inasmuch as many facilities have switched to low volatility solvents, the cost has
aready been incurred. For facilities that prefer to continue to use higher voldility solvents,
increasing the height in the solvent tank should be nomind.



70. Comment: The Department should assure that the regulation addresses Stuations where
low voldility solvents or the specified compliance options are not viable options for solvent
cleaning machines. (21)

Response: Thefind rulemaking provides operators of affected cold cleaning machines the
option of using low volatility solvent, or increasing the freeboard ratio for the machine to
0.75 or greater. In addition, affected facilities have the option of demongtrating that an
dterndive program is as effective as the regulation under the equivaency provisonsin
Section 129.51 of Chapter 129. Operators of cold cleaning machines subject to the federal
MACT are not affected by the requirements of Section 129.63.

71. Comment: Theterm “solvent cleaning machineidietime’ is not used in Section 129.63,
and the definition in Section 121.1 is not necessary. (21)

Response: The Department agrees. The definition has been deleted from the find
regulation.

72. Comment: The terms “solvent vapor zone” and “vapor zone” appear to be used
interchangeably. One or the other should be defined and used. (21)

Response: The Department agrees. The term “solvent vapor zone” is defined and used in
the find regulaion.

73. Comment: The terms * solvent vapor layer” and “solvent vapor” are undefined. If theterms
are the same, one or the other should be defined and used. If they are different, each
should be defined. (21)

Response: Theseterms are used in definitions used in the federd MACT and are
undefined in the MACT. To assure consstency with the MACT interpretation, no
definitions are provided for the terms.

74. Comment: The definition of the term *vapor cleaning maching’ adds the phrase “or that
hests liquid solvent,” which isinconsstent with the federa definition. The EQB should
explan why it has diverted from the federd definition. (21)

Response: Thetechnica stakeholders who worked to formulate the regulation suggested
the proposed definition. In the fina rulemaking the definition is revised to be congstent with
the federd MACT definition.

75. Comment: Section 129.63(a)(3)(Vv) prohibits the use of air agitated baths. 40 CFR
63.462(c)(6) does not. The Board should explain this difference. (21)
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Response: Air agitated baths “strip” solvent from the solvent cleaning machine and
increase VOC emissions. Other agitation mechanisms are available that result in reduced
emissons

76. Comment: The EQB should address whether low volatility solvents are readily available to

77

78.

79.

80.

the affected industry. (21)

Response: The mgor cold cleaner service provider and other equipment suppliers have
indicated to the Board that the mgority of cold cleaning machines have been using lower
voldility solventsfor severa years. Adequate supplies of complying solvents do not appear
to be an issue.

Comment: The EQB should dlarify what is meant by the term “new in-line deaning
maching’ in paragraph 129.63(f)(2)(ii). (21)

Response: The Department agrees. The meaning of the phrase has been clarified. For
purposes of machines subject only to the provisions of Section 129.63, the phrase means
sources congtructed or re-condtructed after the date of publication of the final rulemaking.

Comment: The EQB should clarify whether the dternative compliance provisonsin the
proposed Section 129.63(f) apply to dl solvent deaning machines, including cold deaning
machines. (21)

Response: The Department did not intend that these dternative provisions would gpply to
cold cleaning machines. This has been corrected in the fina rulemaking.

Comment: The EQB should correct what appear to be numbering inconsstenciesin the
tablesin Section 129.63. (21)

Response: Corrections have been made in the fina regulation.

Comment: The EQB should determine the gpplicability of requirements smilar to the
proposed rulemaking in other dates. (21)

Response: Presently, Maryland's low volatility requirements gpply in the Batimore
nonattainment area. The Maryland requirements affect remova of grease, oil and soils from
metd parts and exempt non-metd cleaning activities. In lllinois, low voldility cold deaning
solvent requirements affect the cleaning of oil, grease, and soils from metd parts.

Most other satesthat regulate VOC emissions from solvent cleaning gpply the requirements
only to metd parts dleaning and do not gpecify maximum solvent voldility limits.
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81. Comment: The commentator supports proper handling and disposa of hand-wipe cleaning
cloths. However, the commentator expressed general concern about the hand-wipe
cleaning provison including: the lack of ade minimisleve in the proposad regulaion; no
information concerning costs and benefits; fire hazards related to rag storage; and possible
Title V permitting and enforcement issues. (7)

Response: The Department believes that al reasonable measures should be implemented
to reduce emission from the evaporative drying of solvent and HAP materiads from cloths.
However, the Department has removed the hand-wipe cleaning requirements from the fina
rulemaking and will not, at thistime, impose new regulatory requirements for general hand-
wipe deaning activities.

82. Comment: The commentator provided cost data related to development of dternative
solvent programs for a number of the company’ sfacilities. These facilitiesare involved in
printing and surface coating operations. The company estimates total development costs of
approximately $500,000 with an estimated $220,000 in annua operating costsif the
company’sfacilities are affected by the requirements. (15)

Response: Severd changes made in the find rulemaking will minimize the potentia cost
impact to the regulated community, including the operations a the commentator’ s facilities.
The find rulemaking has been revised to gpply only to the remova of oils, waxes, greases
and soils from metd parts where VOCs are used. It does not apply to the remova of
coatings and inks. In addition, the find rulemaking exempts operations that are subject to
the federal NESHAP for solvent cleaning. The provisons of Section 129.51 dlow an
operator the option of developing an dternative compliance plan. Thefind rulemaking aso
provides exemptions based on safety considerations.

83. Comment: The requirements for recordkeeping regarding the volatility of cold cleaning
solvent are redundant and should be eliminated. (15)

Response: The requirements for maintenance of the documentation regarding solvent
volatility areretained in the find rulemaking. If the operator can relate the Materid Safety
Daa Sheet (MSDS) on file to the solvent in use, that will be satisfactory for demondtration
of compliance.

84. Comment: The proposed rulemaking provides dternative compliance options for batch
vapor and in-line cleaning machines, but does not provide options for cold cleaning
machines. This could force operators to switch to vapor cleaning machines for cleaning
smdl pats. (15)

Response: The find rulemaking provides compliance dternatives for affected cold
cleaning machines. Operators can use either low volatility solvents or increased freeboard
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ratio as means of compliance. Also, operators can demondirate that some alternative
compliance program is equivaent under the provisons of Section 129.51 of Chapter 129.

85. Comment: The commentator indicated that the Department should maintain the 107 foot
exemption for cold cleaners and should exempt those units using solvent with avoldility less
than 1mm Hg. (15)

Response: The mgority cold cleaning machines are units less than 107 feet. Creditable
emisson reductions are a sgnificant part of the Commonwedth’s efforts to attain and
maintain the ozone standard throughout the Commonweslth.

86. Comment: The Regulatory Anaysis does not adequately support the Department’s
contention that the proposed rulemaking will save the regulated community $7.3 million the
firg year and $14.6 million in subsequent years. (9)

Response: These estimates were based on the vaue of the solvent that would not be lost
if the anticipated emisson reductions occur. The emission reduction estimates are cond stent
with estimates for amilar SIP-approved programs in Maryland and Illinois.

87. Comment: The commentators indicated that the regulation should clarify that the hand-
wipe cleaning provisions do not gpply to consumer products aready regulated by federa
requirements. (17,18)

Response: Except for pre-existing requirement related to hand-wipe cleaning a
aerogpace fadilities, the find rulemaking does not contain provisions regarding handling and
disposd of hand-wipe cleaning rags. Therefore, language dlarifying this exemption is not
necessary.

88. Comment: The commentator indicated that the Department should reviseits cost estimates
to account for commentators concerns. (21)

Response: Commentators indicated that the broadened scope of the requirements to
include remova of materias other than grease, ail, and the like, and the applicability to non-
metal parts could impose additiona costs for development of solvent systems for these uses.
The find rulemaking narrows the scope of gpplicability to deaning of ail, grease, and amilar
materids from meta parts. Further, the requirements apply only to machines usng VOC as
the cleaning solvent, and provide exemptions for machines subject to the federd NESHAP.
These changes have diminated most of the areas of cost concern raised by the
commentators. The availability of compliance options for affected facilities dlows operators
to chose the least-cost option.

89. Comment: The commentator indicated that the definitions of “dwdl” and “dwdl time’ are
incongstent and should be dlarified in the find regulation. (21)
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90.

91.

92.

93.

Response: The Department agrees. These terms have been darified in the fina regulation.

Comment: The commentator questioned whether awaiver process would be included in
the find rulemaking. (21)

Response: Thefind rulemaking provides a number of exemptions, including one rlated to
safety and another for sources subject to the federa NESHARP. In addition, the scope of
the find rulemaking has been narrowed to include only machines usng VOC for cleaning of
metd parts.

Comment: The commentator raised severd issues related to hand- wipe cleaning,
including: the gpplicability of the provisonsto janitoria supplies and consumer products;
enforcement and de minimis provisions, and uncertainty about how the requirements would
reduce emissons. (21)

Response: The hand-wipe cleaning provisions have been removed from the find
rulemaking.

Comment: The Department should revise terminology related to hand-wipe cleaning in
Sections 129.63 (c)(vi) and (d)(7)(v). (212)

Response: The find rulemaking does not contain provisons relating to hand-wipe cleaning
rags. However, the final rulemaking does require that wipe rags used for the clean-up of
solvent spills be placed into closed containers for storage and disposal.

Comment: Section 129.63(d)(3) in the proposed rulemaking requires the operator of a
machine to operate the machine in conformance with “good air pollution control practices”
To improve clarity, the EQB should define or reference what these practices are. (21)

Response: These“good air pollution control practices’ can vary with individua machines,

s0 agenerd definition of the practices that would apply to al machinesis not practicdl.
Therefore, the EQB has deleted the requirement from the find rulemaking.
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