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mediately or the 'degreaser shall be shut
down umtil repairs are made.
(6)-(7) (No change.)

(c) The owner or operator of any
conveyorized degreasing operation in Dal-
las or Tarrant Counties shall maintain the
following records at the facility for at least
two years and shall make such records
available to representatives of the Texas Air
Control Board or the local air pollution
control agency having jurisdiction in the
area, upon request:

(1) a record of confrol equip-
ment maintenance, such as replacement of
the carbon in a carbon adsorption unit; and

(2) the results” of all tests com-
ducted at the facility in accordance with the
requirements described in subsection {(a)(9)
of this section.

§115.175. Exceptions.
(a)(d) (No change.)

(e) An owner or operator who oper-
ates a remote reservoir cold solvent cleaner
which uses solvent with a volatility equal to
or less than 0.6 psia (4.1 kPa) measured at
100 degrees Fahrenheit (38 degrees Centi-
gra(iﬁ) and which has a drain area less than
16 ih (100 cin) and who properly disposes
of waste solvent in enclosed containers is
exempt from §115.172(a)-(b) of this title
(relating to Cold Solvent Cleaning).

{f) After December 31, 1987, only
those degreasing operations located on any
property in Dallas and Tamant Counties
which, when combined, would emit, when
uncontrolled, a combined weight of volatile
organic compounds less than three pounds
(1.4 kg) in any consecutive 24-hour period
shall be exempt from the provisions of
§115172 of this title (relating to Cold
Solven Cleaning), §115.173 of this title (re-
lating to Open-Top Vapor Degreasing), and
- §115.174 of this title (relating to Conveyer-
ized Degreasing).

(g) After August 31, 1990, no

degreasing operations located on any prop-
erty in Dallas and Tarrant Counties shall be
exempt from the provisions of §115.172 of
this title (relating to Cold Solvent Clean-
ing), §115.173 of this title (relating to
Open-Top vapor Degreasing), and 115,174
of this title (relating to Conveyorized
Degreasing).
This agency heraby certifies that the rule 'as
adopted has been reviewed by legal ccunsel
and found to be a valid exercise of the agen-
cy's legal authority.

Issusd in Austin, Texas, on November 30,
1988.

TRD-8812236 Allen Ell Bell

Executive Director
Texas Alr Control Board

Effective date: December 21, 1968
Proposal publication date: June 7, 1888
For further information, please call: {512}
451-5711, ext. 354

¢ ¢ 4

Surface Coating Processes
e 31 TAC §§115,191-115.193

The Texas Air Control Beard (TAGB) adopts
amendments to §§116.191-115, 193, Section
115.191 and §115,193 are adopted with
changes to the proposed text as published in
the June 7, 1988, issue of the Texas Register
{13 TexReg 2812). Section 115.192 is
adopted without changes and will not be re-
published.

The amendments to §115.191, concerning
emission limitations, delste the emission limi-
tations exprossed as pounds of volatile or-
ganic compounds (VOC) per gallon’ of solids
for automobile refinishing and architectural
coatings. Limitations axpressed as pounds of
VOCG per gallon of coating (minus water and

axempt solvents) are retained. However, the-

amendments clarify that emission calcula-
tions for surface coating operations to satisty
the conditions for approval of any demonstra-
tion of equivalency with specified limitations
will be performed on a solids basis for all
affected coatings. The amendments also clar-
ify that emission limits are to be determined
for coatings as delivered to the application
system. The amendments specify that only
those architectural coatings manufactured al-
tor December 31, 1988, will be required to
satisfy the spacified emission limitations but

‘that the date of manufacture must be clearly

marked on each coating container. The
amendments also eliminate the architectural
coating categories and associated limitations
for volatile organic compounds exterior flat
and interior flat latex paints and combine all
flat and non-flat. latex paints under a single
limitation of 2.2 pounds per gallon of coaling
{minus water and exempt sclvent). The
amendments specify additional test proce-
dures and necessary recordkeeping to be
maintained at all afiected coating facilities
and sales outlets in Dallas and Tarrant coun-
ties.

The amencments to §115192, conceming
control -techniques, specify test methods to
determine compliance with applicable re-
quirements for add-on controls and the nec-
essary recordkseping for affected surface

- coating facilities in Dallas and Tarrant coun-

ties.

The amendments to §115.193, concerning
exemptions, establish the following three ex-
emption levels fof surface coating operations
in Dallas and Tarran! counties: 1) exemption
for all surface coating operations on a prop-
erty which emits less than three pounds per
hour or 15 pounds per day of VOC fiom the
requirement to use fow-sclvent coatings or to
install add-on control equipment; 2) exemp-
tien for all surface coating operations on a
property which emits |ess than 100 pounds
per day of VOC from the requirement to use
law-soivent coatings if documentation is pro-
vided to demonstrate that necessary coating
performance criteria cannot be achieved with
coatings which satisfy applicable control fimi-
tations; and 3) exemption for all surface coal-
ing cperations on a property which emit less
than 100 pounds per day of VOC from the
requiremant to install add-on c¢ontrol equip-
ment, Exempted facilites will be required to
maintain records sufficient to document the
applicability of the conditions of the exemp-
tion. Various additional amendments 1o these
sections clarify and simplify the enforcement

of current requirements,

The Administrative Procedure and Texas
Register Act, Texas Civil Statutes, Article
6252-13a, §5(C)(1), requires categetization of
comments as being fot or against a proposal.
A commenter who suggested any changes in
the proposal is categorized as against the
proposal, while a commenter who agreed
with the proposal in its entirety Is categorized

" as being for the proposal.

Eloven commenters, the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency (EPA), General Dynamics
Corporation {GD), the City of Fort Worth
Health Department (FW), Dupont Corporation

(Dupent), BASF  Corporation  {BASF),
Sherwin-Willams . Company  (Sherwin-
Williams), Jones-Blair Company (Jones-

Blair), Glidden Company {(Giidden), Olympic
Homecare Products Company (Clympic),
Caldwell Paint Manufacturing’ Company
(Caldwell), and the National Paint and Coat-
ings Association {(NPCA) testified against the
proposed amendments to’ §115:.191. Two
cornmenters, an individual commenter. and
General Motors Corporation {GM), tostified
against the proposed amendments fo
§115,192, Eight commenters, EPA, the North
Central Texas Council of Governments
{NCTCOG), Sherwin-Williams, Jones-Blair,

Glidden, Olympic, Caldwell, and NPCA, tosti-

fied against the proposed amendments to

§116. 193. No comments were received in.

favor of the proposals,

A summary of comments and a discussion of
issues follows, Copies of the written test-
mony and of the hearing transcript are avail-
able for inspection at the TACB office, 6330
Highway 290 East, Austin, Texas 78723

The individual commenter recommended
contro! efficiency requirements greater than
the 80% proposed. This control efficlency is
based on an assumed 90% efficiency of the
contrel equipment and 90% efficiency of the

* vapor caplure system. While control equip-

ment may have efficiencies substantially
greater than 90%, vapor capture systerns at
some facilities can not always be expected to
achiove the assumed efficiency. The rule pro-
vides for a balance of the two points of con-
trol.

GM suggested that control efficiency should
be based only on those emissions capable of
being controlled by a specific exhaust stream
and that the need for a specific control effi-
ciency was unnecessary where identifiable
emission limits were applicable. As stated
earlier, capture efficiency must be considered
fn the calculation of overall efficiency of con-
trol- of a specific surface coaling operation,
However, only those emissions from individ-
ual sources within a facilily, such as spray
booths or baking ovens, should be addressed
in these caloulations. Total plant-wide emis-
sions may not nead to be included. Howsver,
all control equipment, if required, should be
expected to meet minimum performance cri-
teria regardless of any specified reduction
goal or equivalency requirement,

The EPA and the NCTCOG commented on
the proposal to drop the cutrent exemption of
100 Ib/day (12,5 tly at typlcal operating
schedules) to 10 ty, The EPA stated that a
10 ty exemption level would be acceptable
onily if compliance with the exemption was
evaluated based on an emission rate deter-
mined by multiplying the maximum hourly
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emission fate by 8,760 hours per year (24
hours per day, 385 days per year) regardless
of the actual operating schedule of the plant.
If the actual plant operating schedule and
emissions were used to determine compli-
ance with the exemption, the EPA indicated
an exemption level of three pounds per hour
{lo/hr) and 15 Ib/day must be used. NCTCOG
recommended delaying adoption of any lower
exemption. level until a more complete as-
sossment of the cost and identlfication of the
affected sources can be pstformed. A maxi-
rum hourly emisslon rate of only 2.8 Ib/hr
would exceed the 10 ¥y limit if an operating
schedule of 8,760 hours per year is assumed,
making that option even more restrictive than
the three Ib/hr EPA recommendation. At the
fnore common operating schedule of 2080
hours per year for thess. types of operations,
10 Vy represents approximately 10 Ibshr. The
TACB has performed an analysis of the po-
tential cost of additional contrels on a three
Is/hr source if it wers required fo install an
incinerator or other control device. At a typical
operating schedule of 2080 per year such a
source would emit three t/y, The economic
analysis Indicated a potential capital and op-
eraling cost of $134,000 per year to reduce
emissions by 1.5 Yy representing a cost el
fectiveness of $88, 000 per ton of VOC emis-
sion reduced. Based on this economic
analysis performed by TACB staff, the EPA
recommendad exemption levels of thres tbihr
and 15 Ib/day may be considered reasonable
only if aquivalent coating performance can be
achieved with compliant coatings rather than
add-on controls, Sources with emissions less
than 100 Ib/day which cannot use compliant
coatings cannot reasonably be required to
install add-on controls This approach is con-
sistent with an EPA policy discussed in a
February 9, 1988, lettor to the TACB requiring
low-solvent coating wherever {easible without
requiring an unreasonable financial burden
on small opsrations.

The EPA, FW, and GD addressed the
recordkeeping requirements which wers pro-
posed as a condition for qualifying for an
exemption. The EPA stated racordkeeping
was required for exempt sources, white GD
opposed daily recordkeeping. Fort Wonh sup-
ported recordkeeping but expressed concern
regarding the sources, expertise and re-
sources to comply. Since the emission limita-
tions are based on a daily weighted average
and the ozone standard is based on a daily
maximumn, the EPA has insisted that compli-
ance and, therefore, recordkeeping must be
determined on a daily basis as well. The
TACB staff is pfanning to develop. and distrib-
ute information to affected scurces and will
be available to answer inguiries.

GD recommended a separate rule for aero-
space coatings since the asfospaca industry
is currently covered under the provisions for
"miscellanecus metal parts” with an overall

limitation of 3.5 pounds per gallon (lb/gal). .
- GD felt that a separate rule that would take

into consideration the highly complex naturs
of aerospace coatings was needed. The
TACB is working with the EPA and the aero-
space industry regarding this issue and may
consider future rulemaking.

The EPA recommended several changes to
§115.191(a)(9)(A), regarding miscellaneous
metal parts coatings, which expand the types
of coating currently regulated and change the
calcWlation methods used to determine com-

pliance with applicable limitations. The pro-
posed revision was a clarification of an
existing procedure and included no changes
to actual control requirements. The changes
indicated by the EPA would be significant,
necessitating additienal rulemaking.

Dupont suggested averaging the YOG con-
tant of color additives in calculating the total

- VOC content for a paint used in automobile

refinishing. The dse ¢f a small amount of
concantrated color additives to blend custom
paints prior to distribution is not currently in-
cluded in this regulation. However, blending
of coatings at the automobile refinishing facil-
ity must still satisfy the limitations prior-to
delivery to the spray equipment. Averaging
would require unreasonable recordkeeping
requiremants and wouid be unenforcoable.

BASF Corporation, Inmont Division {BASF),
suggested that while the prime coat fimitation

of 2.1 Ib/gal for automobile refinishing was

appropriate in most cases, a prime coal of at
least 2.5 Ib/gal is needed jor base coat/clear
coat application systems. The Sherwin-
Williams Company (Sherwin-Williams) sug-
gested that while a 6.2 Ibfgal limitation on
base coat for autemcbile refinishing was ap-
propriate in most cases, & higher |imitation of
6.5 |b/gal is needed to provide for a three-
stage coating system now being applied to
some new cars TACB staff did not intend to
praclude the use of any coating system when
these limitations were developed in 1987.
The limitations were based on the best infor-
mation available at the time, and while differ-
ent types of coating technologies may be
subsequently developed, changes to specific
limitations are not appropriate without careful
consideration of asseciated control technolo-
gies and & detailed technical assessment.of
potential emission impacts. Therefore, the
comments received will be evaluated and any
necassary revisions to the prime coat and
base coat limitations to address other coating
systems will be considered in subsequent
ruiemaking.

Sherwin-Willams, the EPA, Jones-Blair Com-

pany (Jones-Blair}, The Glidden Company
{Glidden), The QOlympic Homecare Products
Company (Olympic), Caldwell Paint Manufac-

tuing Gompany (Caldwell), and National

Paint and Coatings Association (NPCA) pro-
vided extensive comment and documentation
regarding -the structure and content .of the
architectural rule. Primary suggestions includ-
ed: (1) regulating on the basis of date of
manufacture rather than the date of sale; (2)
gliminating the unintentional effect of the ex-
isting regulation t¢ discourage the use of la-
tex paints by sither providing an exemption or
an overall limitation of 22 Ib/gal for latex
paints; (3) providing a small package exemp-
tion for sizes less than one quart; (4) includ-
ing an exemption for color additives; (5)
providing a format more consistent with other
similar regulations in other parts of the coun-
try; and (6) defining and regulating a more
comprehensive set of coating categories.

Prohibiting the sale of coatings manufactured
after a specified date may reduce the eco-
nomie impact on affected companies by re-
ducing recalls. However, an additional
requirement that the date of manufacture be
clearly marked on cans musi be included.
The TACB did not intend to predude the sale
of any latex paint and, in fact, agrees that use
of latex paint should be encouraged, Existing

limits (0.7 and 0 8 Ib/gal) would apparently
preclude the marksting of certain high quality
Jatex paints in Dallas and Tarrant counties,
and therefore may be counterproductive to
the original goal of the regulation by encour-
aging use of higher solvent paints from other
categories to achiove the desired characteris-
tics, Exempting latex paints from conlrol or
covering ail latex coatings under a single jimi-

" tation of 2.2 Ib/gal would provide for market-

ing of these high quality coatings without a
change in the emission reduction credits as-

- sociated with this control, While the surrant

definitions of architectural coafings excludes
pint containers, a quart or liter size exemption
would not significantly reduce the benefits of
the rule and may provide reasonable distribu-
tion of specially-coatings.. Goncentrated color
additives are commonly used to blend custom
paints at the sales outlet, The small amount
of this matetial does not significantly alter the
final VOC content of the paint as sold and
was not intended to be regulated separately.
Other changes to address national consis-
tency and to provide more comprehensive
categories will be considered in subsequent
ruiemaking in conjunclion with Post-87 State
Implementation Plan {SIP) revision develop-
ment.

The amendments are adopted under Texas
Civil Statutes, Article 4477-6, §3. 09(a), which
provide the TACB with the authorily to make

rules and regulations consistent with the gen-

eral intent and purpose of the Texas Clean
Air Act and to amend any rule or regulation
the TACE makes.

§115.191. Emission Limitations.

(a) No person may cause, suffer,
allow, or permit volatile organic compound
emissions from the surface coating pro-
cesses (defined in §101.1 of this title (relat-
ing to Definitions)} affected by paragraphs
(1)-(11) of this subsection to exceed the
specified emission limits, which are based
on the daily weighted average of all coat-
ings delivered io the application systems,
except for those in paragraph (10) of this
subsection which are based on paneling sur-
face area, and those in paragraph (11) of
this subsection which are based on the vola-
tile organic compound content of architec-
tural . coatings sold or offered for sale.
Emisston calculations for surface coating
operations performed to satisfy the condi-
tions of §101.23 of this title (relating to
Alternate Emission Reduction ("Bubble")
Policy), §115.401 of this title (relating to
Alternate Means of Control), or other dem-
onstrations of equivalency with the speci-
fied emission limits in this section shall be
based on the pounds of volatile organic
compounds per gallon of selids for all af-
fected coatings. Exempt solvent, as used in
this section, shall mean any solvent consist-
ing of compounds excluded frem the defini-
tion of volatile organic compounnd in §101.1
of this title (relating to Definitions).

(17} (No change.)

(8) Automobile and light-duty
iruck coating. .

¢ Adopted Sections
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{A) The following volatile
organic compound emission limits shall be
achieved, on the basis of solvent content per
gallon of coating (minus water) applied, as
scon as practicable but no later than De-
cember 31, 1987:

Rt
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Operation (including applica-

tion, flashoff, and coven areas)

prime application (body

and front-end sheet metal)
primer surfacer application
topcoat application

final repair application

voC Emission Limitation

‘pounds per gallon kg per liter

1.2 0.15
2.8 ' 0.34
2.8 0.34

4.8 | 0.58

¢ Adopted Sections  December 9, 1988 13 TexReg 6091



(B) Volatile organic com-
pound emissions from the coatings or sol-
vents used in automobile refinishing in
Dallas and Tarrant counties shall be based
on an assumed 30% transfer efficiency from
an afr spray applicator or equivalent, unless
otherwise specified in an alternate means of
control approved by the Executive Director
in accordance with §$115.401 (relating to
Alternate Means of Control), and shall not
exceed the following limits:

(i) 2.1 pounds per galion
(0.25 kgfliter} of coating (minus water and
exempt solvent) delivered to application
systems for primers or primer/surfacers;

(i) 5.2 pounds per gallon
(0.62 kg/liter) of coating (minus water and
exempt solvent) delivered to application
systems for acrylic enamel coatings;

(i) 5.0 pounds per gallon
(0.60 kg/liter) of coating (minus water and

exempt solvent} delivered to application
sysiemns for alkyd enamel coatings;

{iv) 5.2 pounds per gailon
(0.62 kg/liter) of coating {minus water and
exempt solvent) delivered to application
systems for clear coatings;

(v} 6.2 pounds per gaflon
(0.74 kg/liter) of coating (minus water and
exempt solvent) delivered to application
systems for base coatings;

. (vi) 6.2 pounds per gal-
lon (0.74 kgfliter) of coating (minus water
and exempt solvent) delivered to applica-
ton systems for lacquers; and

(vii) 1.4 pounds per gal-
lon (0,17 kgfliter) of wipe-down solutions.

(C)  Automobile refinishing
operations in Dallas and Tarrant counties
shall minimize volatile organic compound
smissions during equipment cleanup by the
following procedures: :

()-(ii) (No change.)

{9) Miscellaneous metal parts
md products coating.

(A)-(B) (No change.)

{C) All VOC emissions from
wlvent washings shall be included in deter-
nination of compliance with the emission
imitations in paragraph (9)(A)} of this sub-
ection unless the solvent is directed into
oniainers that prevent evaporation into the
Imosphere.

(10) (No change.)

{11) = Architectural éoating. The
olatile organic compound content of any
oating manufactured after December 31,
988 and sold or offered for sale as an
rehitectura] coating in Dallas and Tarrant

counties shail Have the date of manufacture
clearly marked on each container and shall
not exceed the following limits:

(A} 22 pourds per gallon
(0.26 kg/liter) of coating (minus water and
exempt solvent) for non-flat and flat latex
paints;

3.5 pounds per gallon
(0.42 kg/liter) of coating (minus water and
exempt solvent) for interior alkyd paints;

{©) 4.0 pounds per gallon
(0.48 kgfliter) of coating (minus water and
exempt solvent) for exlerior alkyd paints:

{D) 4.5 pounds per gallon
{0.54 kgfliter) of coating (minus water and
exempt solvent) for epoxy paints;

{E) 6.0 pounds per gallon
(0.72 kgfliter) of coating (minus water and
exempt solvent) for exterior stains:

(F) 7.0 pounds per gallon
(0.84 kg/liter) of coating (minus water and
exemnpt solvent) for interior stains;

{G) 45 pounds per gallon
(0.54 kg/liter) of coating (minus water and
exempt solvent) for urethane coatings;

(H) 4.5 pounds per gallon
(0.54 kg/liter) of coating (minus water and
exempt solvent) for alkyd varnishes; and

() 5.6 pounds per gallon
(€.67 kgfliter) of coating (minus water and
exerpt solvent) for nitrocellulosebased lac-
quers, '

(b) Compliance with subsection (a)
of this section shall be determined by ap-
plying the following test methods, as appro-
priate:

(1} Test Methed 24 (40 Code of
Federal Regulations 60, Appendix A) with
one-hour bake;

(2) ASTM Test Mothods D
1186-06.01, D 1200-06.01, D 3794-06.01,
Dr 2832-69, D 1644-75, and D 3960-81;

(3) "Procedures for Certifying
Quantity of Volatile Organic Compounds
Emitted by Paint, Ink, and Other Coatings”
(EPA. 450/3-84.01, December, 1984);

{(4) additonal test procedures
deseribed in 40 Code of Federal Regula-
tions 60.446; or

(5) equivalent test method ap-
proved by the executive director.

(¢) Any person in Dallas and
Tarrant counties affected by this section

* shall satisfy the folfowing recordkeeping re-

quirements,

(1) A material data sheet shall
be maintained which documents the volatile
organic compound contenf, composition,
and other relevant information regarding
each coating and solvent available for use
in the affected surface coating processes
sufficient to determine continuous compli-
ance with applicable control limits,

(2) Records shall be maintaimed
of the quantity and type of each coating and
solvent consumed during the specified aver-
aging period if any of the coatings, as deliv-
ered to the coating application system,
exceed the applicable control limits. Such
records shall be sufficient to calculate the
applicable weighted average of volatile or-
ganic compounds for all coatings.

(3} Records shall be maintained
of any testing conducted at an affected fa-
cility in accordance with the provisions
specified in subsection (b) of this section.

(4) Records required hy para-
graphs (1)-(3) of this subsection shall be
maintained for at least two years and shall
be available for inspection by repre-
sentatives of the Texas Air Control Board
or local air pollution control agency.

§115.193. Exemptions.
(a)-(e) (No change.)

(f) After August 31, 1990, the fol-
lowing exemptions shall apply to sprface
coating operations in Pallas and Tarrant
counties, except for aircraft prime coating
controlled by §115.191(a)(9(H)v) and au-
tomobile  refinishing  eontrolled
§115.191(a}8)B) and (C) of this tide (re-
laing to Emission Limitations). Records
shall be maintained sufficient to document
the applicability of the conditions of these
exemptions,

(1) Surface coating operations
On a property, which when uncontrolled,
will emit a combined weight of .volatile
organic compounds of less than three
pounds per hour and 15 pounds in any
consecutive 24-hour period shall be exempt
from the provisions of §115.191 of this title
(relating to Emission Limitations) and
§115.192 of this title (relating to Control
Techniques),

(2} Surface coating operations
on a property, which when uncontrolled,
will emit a combined weight of volatile
organic compounds of less than 100 pounds
i any consecutive 24-hour period shall be
exempt from the provisions of §115.191 of
this title (relating to Emission Limitations)
if documentation is provided to demonstrate
that necessary coating performance criteria
cammot be achieved with coatings which
satisly applicable control limitations.

(3) Surface coating operations
on an property, which when uncontrolled,
will emit a combined weight of wvolatile

i3 TexReg 6092
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organic compounds of less than 100 pounds
in any consecutive 24-hour period shall be
exempt from the provisions on §115.192 of
thiz title (relating to Control Techniques).

This agenoy hereby cerlifies that the rule as

adopted has been reviewed by legal counsel
and found to be a valid exercise of the agen-
cy's lagal authority,

Issued in Austin, Texas, on November 30 :

1948,

TRD-8812244 Aflen Ell Bell
Executlve Director

Texas Alr Gontrol Board
Effective date: December 21, 1988
Proposal publication date: June 7, 1988
For further information, please' call: (512)
451-6711, ext, 8564, ,
4 4 $
Graphic Arts (Printing) by
‘Rotogravure and
Flexographic Processes
e 31 TAC §115.201, §115.203

The Texss Air Control Board (TACB). adopls
amendments to §115.201 and §115.203. Sec-
tion 115.201 is- aclopted with changes to the
propesed text as- published in the June 7,
1988, issue of the Texas Register {13
TexReg 2820). Section 115.203 is adopted
-without changes and will not be republished.

The amendments to §115.201, concerning
control requirements, clarify that the emission
limitations for low-selvent inks. are to be cal-
culated minus -water and exempt solvents.
The amendments also specify necossary test
metheds and recordkeeping requirements for
affacted facilities. The amendments to
§115.203, com:ermng compliance scheduls
_and counties, require final conirol plans sub-
mitted by affected facilities to indlude a com-
- mitment to conduct appropriate initial
compliance testing no later than 90 days after

the specified compilance deadiine. Various:

additional proposed amendments to these

sections clarify and simplify the enforoement .

of current requirements.

The Administrative Procedure and Texas
Ragister Act, Texas Civil Statites, Article
6252-13a, §5(C)(1), requires categarization of
comments as being for or against a proposal.
A commenter whe suggested any changes in
the propesal is categorized as against the
proposal, while a commenter who agreed
with the proposal in its enfirety is categorized
as being for the proposal, .

Two commenters, an individual commenter
and the Envirenmental Protection Agency
{EPA), testified agsinst the proposed amend-
ments to §115.201, whileé no comments were

received in: favor of this proposal. No com--

ments were. receivad regarding amendments
to §116.208, -

A summary of comments and a dlscIJSSIon of
issues follows. Copias-of the written testi-

mony and of the hearing transcript are avail-
able for inspection at the TACB office, 6330

Highway 280 East, Austin, Texas 76723.

The individual commenter suggested that
overall control affectiveness for add-on con-
trols should be ‘greater than 90%. Thé re-

quired sffectivensss for varous types -of
printing operations is establishéd by CTGs
published by the EPA to define RACT,

The EPA noted that §115.201(c), regarding
recordkeeping, as written would. apply to all
counties as written. Since the current propos-
als were intended to include additional
recordkeeping requiremenis for Dallas and
Tarrant counties only, it 1s approptiate to limit
this revision to these two counties.

The amendments are adopted under Texas
Civil Statutes, Arlicle 4477-5, §3. 09(a), which
provide the TAGB with the authority to make
rules and regulations-consistent with the gen-
eral intent and purpose of the Texas Clean
Alr Act and to amend any rule or regulation
the TACB makes.

§115.201. Conirol Requirements.

" (a) No person shall operate or allow
the cperation of a packaging: rotogravure,
publication ' rotogravure, or flexographic
printing facility that uses solvent-containing
ink unless volatilo organic compound emis-
sions are Hmited by one of the following:

(1) application to the substrate
of low solvent ink with a volatile fraction
containing 25% by volume or less of vola-
tile organic compound solvent and 75% by

" yolume or more’ of waler ‘and exempt sol-
" vent;

(2) application to I;he substrate

of high solids solvent-borne ink containing
60% by volume or more of nonvolatile ma-
terial (minus water and exempt solvent); or

(3) operatmn of a carbon ad-

sorption or ineineration system to reduce

the volatile' organic compound emissions

from an effective capturs system by at least -

50% by weight. The design and operation
of the capture system must be consistent

. with good engineering practice and shall be

required to provide for an overall reduction
in volatile organic compound emissions, as
demonstrated to the satisfaction of the exec-
ufive director, upon request, of at.least the
following weight percentages: 75% for a
publication rotogravure process; 65% for a
packaging rotogravure ‘process; and 60% for
a flexographic printing process.

(b) Compliance with subsection (a)
of this section in Dallas and Tarrant coun-
ties shall be determined upon request of the
executive director by applying the follow-
ing test methods, as appropriate:

(1} (Mo change.)

. (2) Test Method 24-(40 Code of

Federal Regulations 60, Appendix A) for
determining the volatile organic compound .
content and density of printing inks and °

related coatings;

(3) Test Method 25 (40 Code of
Federal Regulations 60, Appendix A) for
determining total gaseous nonmethane or-
ganic emissions as. carbon;

(4) Test Methods 25A or 25B
(40 Code of Federal Regulations 60, Ap-

pendix A) for determining total gaseous
organic concentrations uging flame ioniza-
tion or nondispersive infrared analysis;

(5) United States Environmental
Protection Agency guidelines series docu-
ment Procedures for Certifying Quantity of
Volatile Organic Compounds Emitted by
Paint, Ink, and Other Coatings, EPA-450/3-
84.011, as in effect December, 1984; or

(6) equivalent test methods and
procedures approved by the executive direc-

© tor.

() The owner or operator of any
graphic arts facility in Dallas and Tarrant
counties subject to the conirel requirements
of this section shall:

(1) maintain records of the vola-
tile organic compound content of all inks as
applied to the substrate. The composition of
inks may be determined by the methods
referenced in subsection (b) of this section
or by examining the manufacturer’s formu-
lation data and the amount of dilution sol-
vent added to adjust the viscosity of inks
prior to application to the substrate;

(2) maintain daily records of the
quaniity of each ink and solvent used at a
facility subject fo the requirements of an
alternate means of control approved by the
executive director .in accordance with
§115.401 of this title (relating to Alternate
Means ‘of Control) which allows the appli-
cation of inks exceeding the applicable con-
trol limits, Such records must be sufficient
to demonstrate compliance with the applica-
ble emission limitation on a’daily weighted
average,

{(3) install and maintain monitors
o accurately measure and  tecord
operational parameters of any emission con-
trol device installed to meet applicable con-

“trol requirements, Such records must be

sufficlent to demenstrate proper functioning

of those devices to design specifications,
including:

. {A) the exhaust gas tempera-
ture of direct-flame incirerators and/or the
gas temperature immediately upstream and
downstream of ary catalyst bed, in degrees -
Celsius; -~

(B) the total amount of vola-
tile organic compounds recovered by a
carbon adsorption or other solvent recovery
system during a calendar month; and

(C) the dates and reasons for
any maintenance and repair of the required
control devices and the esiimated quantity
and duration of volatile organic compound
emissions during such activities,

" (4) maintain ‘the results of any

testing conducted -at an affected facility in

accordance with the provisions specified in
subsection (b) of this -section;

¢ Adopted Sections -
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