
tt script are avail~ble forinspectionat 
U . TACB offic~,.6330 U.S. Highway 290 
East; Austin. 

Three gasoline produc.ers recommended 
changes to the propo~~d §1.15.132which 
wouJd allow for the use of alternate meth· 
ods of satisfying the de'sign criteriaofah 
adequate vapor balance system. ~ec~io(l 
115;132 describesavaporbalance system •. 
which may be assumed to provide ade­
quate control during ~he transfer and 
transport of vapors to ~n off-site vapo_r 
recovery unit. The· reg-uTafion does not 
preclude the use of another vapor bal­
ance system design if it can be demon· 
strated to be substantially equivalent. In 
addition, §115.401 also provides a pro­
cedure· for obtaining the approval of the 
executive director for equivalent alter· 
nate methods to any control requirement 
of Regulation V. 

Two industry· commenters also sug­
gested that Stage I vapor recovery re­
quirements cannot be economically im~ 
plemented in El Paso County. The effec­
tiveness of .Stage ,I controls is reduced 
in El Paso County because the City of El 
Paso enforces an ordinance restricting 
the operation of gasoline tank trucks or 
more than 1,500 gallons capacity within 
the city limits; the volatility of gasoline 
marketed in El Paso during the summer 
months Is less than in other urban areas 
in Texas; and emmissions from the 
neighboring city of Cuidad Juarez, Mex­
ico, are uncontrolled and seriously im­
pact any VOC control efforts in El Paso. 

consistent With the general intent and 
purpose of t~e _Texas Gle!:ln Air Act and 

.· t()'amendanyrule or regulat·ion tt1eTACB 
,makes,; · 

This agency hereby certifies that the rule 
as ~dopted. has. beer•. reviewed .. bY ... legal 
co~psel and found to be a valid exercise 
of:the agency's .legal authority. · 

·Issued in;Austin, Texa~. qn Augusf28, 1985; 

TRo,s57804 (3nt ·Stewart,· P. E 
Executive Director 

·Texas Air Control Board 

Effective date: September 18, 1985 
Proposal publication qate: March 1, 1985 
For further information, plf:lase call 

\512) 451.-5711, ext. 354. 

* * * 
Vent Gas Control in Brazoria, 

Dallas, El Paso, Galveston, 
Harris, Jefferson, Nueces, · 
Orange, Tarrant, and Victoria 
Counties 

*31 TAC §§.115~162:-115.164 

The Texas Air Control Board (TACB) adopts 
amendments to §§115.1'62-115.164, con­
cerning vent gas control in Brazoria, Dal­
las, El Paso, Galveston, Harris, Jefferson, 
Nueces, Orange, Tarrant, and Victoria 
Counties, without changes to the pro­
posed text published il) the March 1, 
1985, issue of the Texas Register (10 Tex· 
Reg 732). · 

The amendments to §115.162, concerning 
general vent gas streams, change the ref­
erence to §115.163, concerning general 
vent gas streams in Harris County, to in­
clude the addition of Dallas and Tarrant 
·counties. The amendments to §115.163, 
add the more stringent vent gas control 
requirements currently applicable in Har­
ris County to Pallas and· Tarrant Coun­
ties. 

Stage I controls have been successfully. 
implemented in several other counties in 
Texas since 1978. Board analysis, how­
ever, indicates an increase in the cost of 
implementing these controls in El Paso 
County of approximately .$112 per ton of 
VOC reduced relative to other areas. of 
the state due to the lower gasoline vola· 
tility and theuse ofsmaller tank trucks. 
Therefore, Stage I controls, while 'signl· 
ficantly more expensive, remain reason­
able and cost effective for El Paso Coun­
ty at any estimated cost of $257 per ton 
of VOC reduced. The effects of emmis· 
sions from Juarez rernainvncertain, but 
consideration . of appropriate . control 
measures mustbe limited to El Paso un •. 
til international agreeine11ts concer~ing 
the improvement ano protection of air re· 
sources are reached: · 

Brandt M·annchen pbject~<;J i()Jh~ provi" 
sion in§115,132 which aii()WSfotga_'uging 
of tank trucks after deliv.ery of gasoline 
to a dispensing facility is completed; The 
t~mporary loss .of voC.yapors is neces~ 
sary to determine thequ:antity ofgas.O· . 
line delive·red and no pr~ctical alternative 
exists. Gauging losses are considered, 
during computation of emrnission reduc­
tions from Stage I controls. 

Th~ controls and exemptions in §115.163 
- aFe retainedun.changedforfacilities in 
.Harris County. A morerestrictivE:l.exemp· 

. tipn tor.vent 9as_strearnshavin9.~>C()Ill· 
bined weight (>f yoJatile Qrganic. com~ 

· pound~ (V0C) greater than 10QpoundsJn 
·any consecutive;44~hour.peri.o£1,.but l~ss 
th~n 25bpQur,tds p~rhqurayer~Qedpver. 

· · .·.~- .~nycpn.~~putive.. 24~noJJrP~riod, arid hay··, 
.Jng atrqe y~por pr~,ssure oll.e~s t~an. · 
O~Q09psi.a isad~ed fo.daqil,ities in Dal!as 
and Tarrant Counties; · .. · . _ ..•. · .. 

These amendments· are adopted under 
Texas Civil Statutes, Article 4477·5, 
§3~09(a), which provide the TACB with the 
authority to make rules and regulations 
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The ame.nq01ents '9§115~164, concerning . 
·· q,omplia,nce $qhfldure~nc:J counties, ~dd 
a final compliance date of December 31; 
1987, and a final control ·plan submittal 
date of June 30, 1986, for the new con· 
trol requirements of §115.163, that apply. 
to affepted facilities in Dallas and Tarrant 
Counties; 

The Administrative Procedure and Texas 
Register Act, Texas Civi.l Statutes, Article 

Texas Register · • 

6252-13a, §~(C)(1), requires categorization 
. of comments as being for or against a _ 
• proposaL ~ corf1menter who suggested 
any changes in the proposal is catego- · 

. rized as against the proposal, while. a 
commenter who agreed with the propo­
sal in its et~tirety is categorized as being. 
for the proposaL 

Four cornmenters, the City of Dallas; 
Gardere & Wynne, Printpack, Inc., and 
Mill.er Brewing Conipany, te~tified against 
the proposed amendments to §115.163. 
No comments were received in favor of 
the proposal. Notestimonywasreceived 

- . regardingtheamendments to· §115.162 or 
§115.164. 

A complete summary of comments and 
a discussion of issl.fes follows. Copies of 
the written testimony and of the hearing 
transcript are available for inspection at 
the TACB office, 6330 U.S. Highway 290 
East, Austin, Texas 78723. 

The City of Dallas and Gardere & Wynne 
objected to the- provision of §115.163 
which requires the incineration of certain 
vent gas streams with a true vapor pres­
sure of VOC greater than or equal to 
0.009 psia. The primary confusion ap­
parently arises from the use of true vapor 
pressure to identify affected vent gas 
streams. The intent of the regulation is 
to ensure incineration of any VOC vent 
gas stream which does not. require a 
significant amount of additional fuel to 
reach combustible .limits. In the TACB . 
general rules, true vapor pressure is 
defined as aggregat~·partial vapor pres­
sure. Based on this definition, the vent· 
gas streams with low VOC concentra­
tions specified by the commenters would 
not be affected by this rule. 

Gardere & Wynne also provided informa· 
tion which indicated that the estimated 
costs of vent gas control were too low. · 
The capital costs provided by the TACB 
were estimated using a rate of $13.50 per 
standard cubic foot per minute of vent 
gas to be incinerated. Th.is figure is 
based on the capital cost of catalytic in· 
cinera:tion included inthe Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) Control Tech· 
f'!f_qu~ Guidelines. for_ ?_!:!.tJ.~t;e 9oating of 
Cans, Coils, Paper,· Fabrics, A~tomiblles, 
and Light·Duty 7i"uoksadjusted to 1984 · 
dollars. Operating costs were computed 
separatelY and determirwd to represent 
the largefjt portionqf.the tqtal e)(pectecj .. · 
co~t of control. Other alternatives to .· 
catalytic inCiQeration, such as conden- · 
sat ion, carbon absorption, or a cqmbina. 
tion of various methods may also be ~P· 
proved by the executiVe director under 
§115.401. . . 

P'rintpack, Inc., and Miller Brewing Com­
pany claimed that the proposed vent gas 
controls would create a financial burden 
on them whHe providing insignificant 
emission reductions. In evaluating poten­
tial emission reductions, all reasonable 
control measures must be considered. 
Relatively small sources may be includ-



ed in several more general source. cate· use.of cutback asphalt in· Dallas, El Paso, 
gories, such as graphic arts or surface and Tarrant Counties to no more than 
co~ting. The control of emissions from 7.0% of the total annual volume, aver-
these combinations of sources may be aged avera two,year period.The amend-
very significant even though emissions me11t to §115.175, concerning e)(emp-
from a single source may be insignifi- · tions, ·adds subsection (f) to reduce the 
cant. Since attainment cannot·be dem- exemption for volatile. organic cornpollnd. 
onstrated in Dallas andTarrant Counties, (VOC) emissions fromdegreasing opera-
all reasonable measures must be imple, tions in Dallas andTarrant Counties from 
rriented to satisfy EPA requirements. 550 pounds to three pounds i.n anY qon-
Printpack, Inc:, also suggested thatTACB . . secuttve 24~hour period after December 
wa$ being inconsistent byrequiring co,m• 31 , 19B7.The amendments fo;§115~t76, 

· t 1 · 'th b th · · 1 · · concerning. counties and compliance 
pames o comp Y WI · 0 · gener(;l. as·· · · schedule, add a fin.al co.mplia~cie date o"f 

el for open top vapor degreasing opera­
tions from three pounds per day to 60 
pOIJnds per day. The proposed section 
should notreqt.iire extensive changes to 
operating equiqment ·or procedures at 
mostexisting small facilities. Many of the 
procedures outlined in the section have 
already been implemented by some of 
these busines~es for econ()mic reasons, 
anctthe economic advantage of follow­
ing prescribed procedures should make 
routine inspections t,~nnecessary. Since 
ari attainment demonstration is not pos­
sibl.e forDallas·and Tarrant Counties, all 

well a.s industry-specific regulations: Tt)e December 31' 1987, and a}inat con\!Jol 
. TACB has always required companies to plan >Submittal date of Oecernber 31 ~ . 

cofllplywit11aU •applicableregulations ·. ·1985,.Jor .• n~v.(.c9ntrol'·require~rnen,ts. of·· 

reqsonable .control ·measures, including 
solvent-use control, must be imple­
mented to satisfy EPArequirements.ln 

unless specifically e)(empted •• ernissionS, . §t15.171(b}Jh(;l.t .aPP.IY toclltpack, asph~lt 
from vent gas controls at. graphic arts ope __ r .. ·_at_io. n __ .s. i ___ n _o. ·.a_lla_s_·,_ E._·.l_ P .. _a_. s_. o .. ,._·.a_·. _.n_._d .. T. a_ .. rra. n.t .. 

·facilities were inci!.Jded in the emissions · 
inventory and the proj~ctedemiss.iC,nre- (}c;>unties ~nd~11$;175(f)that apply to'de~ 
duct. ion c .. o. mpu_. t. at.ion. s .. fa .. r e. a. c. h. of. th_e. af_. greasing operations in Dallas and T~;trrant Counth3s. · · · · · 
fected counties. · 
The qmendments are adopted . under the. Admh1istrative Procedi;Jrc:n;~nd Texas 
Texas Ci\fi' statutes, A.rticle 4477-5, Register Act, Texas Civil Stat~tes, Arti~ 
§3.09(a), which provide the TACB with the ole 6252-13a, §5(C)(1), requires cah~goriza-

h · k 1 · d 1 f · tion of comments as being for9ragainst 
aut ontyto ma e rues an r~gua Jons · a proposal. A conimenter Who suggested 
consistent with the general intent and any changes 1·n the pr · P sal ··s ·c·a·t f h ll . Cl A' A t d . . . . · .. . · · 0 o . I . ego-
pl,lrposes 0 t e. exas · ean . lr · 0 'an rized as against t. he propo_ .sal, while a. 

. to amend any rule or regulation the TACB 
makes. · · commenter who agreed with the prppo- · 

sal in its entirety is categorized as being 
This agency hereby certifies that the rule for the proposaL · 

as adopted has been reviewed by legal o. ne co.mmenter_·,·_t. h_ e En. vi_ro. nmentai_Pro-
counsel and found to be a valid exercise 
of the agency's legal authority. tection Agency (EPA), testi_fied against 

the proposed amendments to §115.171, 
lssuea .in Austin, Texas, on August 28,· 1985. and one. commenter, the City of Dallas, 

. TRD-857ao5 . Bill stewart, P.J:. testified against the proposed amend-
Executive Director ments to §115.175. No comments we.re re-
Texas Air Control Board ceived in favor of either proposal. No 

Effective date: September _18, 1985 
Proposal publication date: March 1, 1985 
For further information, please call 

(512) 451-5711, ext. ·354. 

* * * 
Specified Solvent-Using Processes 

in- Bexar, Brazoria, Dallas, 
El Paso, Galveston, Gregg,· 
Harris, Jefferson, Nueces, 
Ora,nge, Tarrant, and, Victoria 
Counties · 

*31 TAC§§11~.171,115.175,115.176 

The Texas Air Control Board (T ACB) adopts 
amendments to §115.175 and ·§1 15.176, 
concerning specified solve.nt-using pro: 
cesses in Brazoria, Dallas, El Paso, Gal­
veston, Gregg, Harris, Jeffer~on;Nu~ces, 
Orange, Tarrant, and Victori~ Counties, 
with. changes to the-· proposed . text 
published in the March 1f1985, issue of 
the Texasf1eglster(10TexReg 733). Sec­
tion 115.171 is adopted withoutchanges 
and will not be reput:>lisl1ed. 

. Theamendments to §115.171, co~cerning 
cutback asphalt, restructure the section 
and add subsection (b), which~imits the 

comments were received regarding ame.nd­
ments to §115.176. 

A complete.summary of comments and 
a discussion of issues follows. Copies of 
the written testimony ~nd of the hearing 
transcript are available for inspection at 
the TAGS' o.ffice, 6330 U.S. Highway 290 
East, Austin, Texas 78723. 

The EPA expressed concern that the lim­
itation on· the use of cutback asphalt pro­
posed in § 115,171 was not practically en­
forceable. The periodic evaluation and 
enforcement of this regulation should be 
relatively simple. All state, munJcipal, and 
county agencies which use or specify the 
use of asphalt application maintain de­
tailed records of related operations with­
in their jurisdictions. Inspection of these. 
rec()rds can b~ performed to determine 
·compliance. While the use of cutback 
asphalt is expected to remain below the 

. regulatory limit due to ec;:ohomicreasohs, 
negotiations with aff~ctect agenci~s should 
be sufficient to,cor'rect .. any future prob-
le.ms. ·. . · . . · .· ..... · ... 

Ttie Oity Of Dallas expressed a similar 
concern th~tthe more restrictive controls . 
on_small·degreasingoperationsresuitlng 
from the. proposed amendments to 
§1 15;175 may also be difficult to .enforce 
at existingsources, The commenter.rec-·_ 
ommend.ed(ncreasing the exE:)rr1ption l~v- .·. 

E.I_.Paso qo~nty, however, while these 
· . controls· remain··. economically· reason­

~ble~ they are not req!.Jire_d to demon­
strate ·attainment, and the. proposed de­
greasing·corftrols.arenot included. in this 
adoption. · 

The amendments are adopted under 
Texas Civil Statutes, Article 4477-5, 
§3.09(a), which provide the T ACB with the 
authority to make rules and regulations 
oonsistent with the general intent and 
purposes of the Texas Clean Air Act and 
to amend any rule or regulation theTACB 
makes, 

§115.175. Exemptions. 
(a)-(e) (No change.) 
(f). After December 31, 1987, on,ly 

those degr~asing operations located on any 
property in Dallas and Tarrant Counties 
which, when combined, would emit, when · 
uncontrolled, a combined weight of volatile 
organic comppunds less than three pounds 
(1.4 kg) in ::my consecutive 24-hour perio<;l 
shall be exempt frpm the provisions of 
§115.172 of this title (relating to Cold Sol­
vent Cleaning), § 115.173 of this titl~ (re­
lating to Op~n-Top Vapor Pegreasing), and 
§11~.174. of this title (relating to Con­
veyorized Degreasing). 

§115.176. Counties and Compliance Sched­
ule. 

(a). The provisions of §115.171 of this 
title (relating to Cutback Asphalt) shall ~pp­
ly only within Brazoria, Dallas, EI' Paso, 
Jefferson, Galveston, Harris, Nueces, 
Orange, and Tarrant Counties. All persons 
affected by§ll5.171(a) shall submita·final 

. control plan to. the Texas Air Control Board 
no later than December 31, 1980, and shall 
be 'in compliance with the rule as. sooil as 
practical;>le but no later than December 31, 
1~82. All persons affectedby §115.171(b) 

. shall also submit a ~upplemental final con­
trol plan to the Texas AirControl Board 
no later than Decem"Qer 31, 1985, and shall 

.. p¢ in compliance with the rule as soon as 
practicable. but no later· than December 31 , 
1987... . .. ···.·· ~-,...... . . . .. ···- .... _ 

('lJ) (No change.) 
(c)·. The provisions of §115.175(f) of 

this title (relating. to~ Exemptions) shall 
.supercede' · a11d · delete .·· the p:t;ovisions · . of 
§n5.175(a) in Dallas and Tarrant Counties 
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