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Department of
Environmental Protection

, Twin Towers Office Building

Jeb Bush 2600 Blair Stone Road David B. Struhs
Governor Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400 Secretary
October 6, 1999

CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Mr. Dennis Wilson, VP/General Manager
Sea Ray Boats, Inc.

350 Sea Ray Drive

Merritt Island, Florida 32953

Re: DEP File No. 0090093-003-AC, PSD-FL-274
Sea Ray Boats, Inc., Merritt Island Facility, Cape Canaveral Plant

Dear Mr. Wilson:

Enclosed is one copy of the Intent to Issue, Draft Air Construction Permit pursuant to the requirements
for the Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD), Technical Evaluation and Preliminary
Determination, Draft Best Available Control Technology (BACT)/Maximum Achievable Control
Technology (MACT) Determination for the referenced project at 350 Sea Ray Drive, Merritt Island,
Brevard County. The Department's Intent to 1ssue Air Construction Permir and the "PUBLIC NOTICE OF
INTENT TO ISSUE AIR CONSTRUCTION PERMIT" are also included.

The "PUBLIC NOTICE OF INTENT TO ISSUE AIR CONSTRUCTION PERMIT" must be pubiished
ene time oniy as soon as possible in a newspaper of general circulation in the area affected, pursuant to the
requirements of Chapter 50, Florida Statutes. Proof of publication, i.e., newspaper affidavit, inust be
provided tc the Department's Bureau of Air Regulation office within 7 (seven) days of publication. Failare
to publish the notice and provide proof of publication within the allotted time may result in the denial of
the permit.

Please submit an updated construction schedule including Phase II. Please submit any updated
engineering documents (such as the BACT/MACT proposals) or provide (prior to issuance of the final
permit) an engineer’s certification that Sea Ray will comply with the Final BACT/MACT. This will
provide reasonable assurance as required to issue the final permit in accordance with Rule 62-4.070,
F.A.C.

Please submit any written comments you wish to have considered concerning the Department’s
proposed action to A. A. Linero, P.E., of the New Source Review Section at the above letterhead address.
If you have any other questions, please contact John Reynolds at 850/921-9523.

Sincerely,
C. H. Fancy, PE., Chief,
Bureau of Air Regulation
CHFal
Enclosures

“Protect, Conserve and Manage Florida’s Environment and Natural Resources”

Printed on recycled paper.



In the Matter of an
Application for Permit by:

Mr. Dennis Wilson, VP/General Manager DEP File No. 0090093-003-AC

Sea Ray Boats, Inc. Merritt Island Facility PSD-FL-274

350 Sea Ray Drive Cape Canaveral Plant

Merritt Island, Florida 32953 Brevard County
/

INTENT TO ISSUE AIR CONSTRUCTION PERMIT

The Department of Environmental Protection (Department) gives notice of its intent to issue an air construction
permit (copy of DRAFT Permit attached) for the proposed project, detailed in the application specified above and the
attached Technical Evaluation and Preliminary Determination, for the reasons stated below.

The applicant, Sea Ray Boats, Inc. applied on May 10, 1999 to the Department to construct a new fiberglass boat
production plant near its existing Merritt Island Facility in Brevard County. Additional details regarding control
technology were received on July 17 and September 3. Additional fees were received on September 30.

The Department has permitting jurisdiction under the provisions of Chapter 403, Florida Statutes (F.S.), and .
Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.) Chapters 62-4, 62-204, 62-210, and 62-212. The above actions are not exempt
from permitting procedures. The Department has determined that an air construction permit pursuant to the rules for
the Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) is required to conduct the work. The project must also satisfy
requirements for maximum achievable control technology (MACT) for hazardous air pollutants (HAP) and best
available control technology (BACT) for volatile organic compounds (VOC) and HAP.

The Department intends to issue this air construction permit based on the belief that reasonable assurances have
been provided to indicate that operation of these emission units will not adversely impact air quality, and the emission
units will comply with all appropriate provisions of Chapters 62-4, 62-204, 62-210, 62-212, 62-296, and 62-297,
F.A.C.

Pursuant to Section 403.815, F.S., and Rule 62-110.106(7)(a)1., F.A.C., you (the applicant) are required to
publish at your own expense the enclosed Public Notice of Intent to Issue Air Construction Permit. The notice shall
be published one time only in the legal advertisement section of a newspaper of general circulation in the area
affected. Rule 62-110.106(7)(b), F.A.C., requires that the applicant cause the notice to be published as soon as
possible after notification by the Department of its intended action. For the purpose of these rules, "publication in a
newspaper of general circulation in the area affected” means publication in a newspaper meeting the requirements of
Sections 50.011 and 50.031, F.S., in the county where the activity is to take place. If you are uncertain that a
newspaper meets these requirements, please contact the Department at the address or telephone number listed below.
The applicant shall provide proof of publication to the Department's Bureau of Air Regulation, at 2600 Blair Stone
Road, Mail Station #5505, Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400 (Telephone: 850/488-0114; Fax 850/ 922-6979). You
must provide proof of publication within seven days of publication, pursuant to Rule 62-110.106(5), F.A.C. No
permitting action for which published notice is required shall be granted until proof of publication of notice is made
by furnishing a uniform affidavit in substantially the form prescribed in section 50.051, F.S. to the office of the
Department issuing the permit. Failure to publish the notice and provide proof of publication may result in the denial
of the permit pursuant to Rules 62-110.106(9) & (11), F.A.C.

The Department will issue the final permit with the attached conditions unless a response received in accordance
with the following procedures results in a different decision or significant change of terms or conditions.

The Department will accept written comments and requests for public meetings concerning the proposed permit
issuance action for a period of 30 (thirty) days from the date of publication of Public Notice of Intent to Issue Air
Permit. Written comments and requests for public meetings should be provided to the Department's Bureau of Air
Regulation at 2600 Blair Stone Road, Mail Station #5305, Tallahassee, FL 32399-2400. Any written comments filed
shall be made available for public inspection. If written comments received result in a significant change in the
proposed agency action, the Department shall revise the proposed permit and require, if applicable, another Public
Notice.
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The Department will issue the permit with the attached conditions unless a timely petition for an administrative
hearing is filed pursuant to sections 120.569 and 120.57 F.S., before the deadline for filing a petition. The procedures
for petitioning for a hearing are set forth below.

A person whose substantial interests are affected by the proposed permitting decision may petition for an
administrative proceeding (hearing) under sections 120.569 and 120.57 of the Florida Statutes. The petition must
contain the information set forth below and must be filed (received) in the Office of General Counsel of the
Department at 3900 Commonwealth Boulevard, Mail Station #35, Tallahassee, Florida, 32399-3000. Petitions filed
by the permit applicant or any of the parties listed below must be filed within fourteen days of receipt of this notice of
intent. Petitions filed by any persons other than those entitled to written notice under section 120.60(3) of the Florida
Statutes must be filed within fourteen days of publication of the public notice or within fourteen days of receipt of this
notice of intent, whichever occurs first. Under section 120.60(3), however, any person who asked the Department for
notice of agency action may file a petition within fourteen days of receipt of that notice, regardless of the date of
publication. A petitioner shall mail a copy of the petition to the applicant at the address indicated above at the time of
filifg. The failure of any person to file a petition within the appropriate time period shall constitute a waiver of that
person’s right to request an administrative determination (hearing) under sections 120.569 and 120.57 F.S., or to
intervene in this proceeding and participate as a party to it. Any subsequent intervention will be only at the approval
of the presiding officer upon the filing of a motion in compliance with Rule 28-106.205 of the Florida Administrative
Code.

A petition that disputes the material facts on which the Department’s action is based must contain the following
information: (a) The name and address of each agency affected and each agency’s file or identification number, if
known; (b) The name, address, and telephone number of the petitioner, the name, address, and telephone number of
the petitioner’s representative, if any, which shall be the address for service purposes during the course of the
proceeding; and an explanation of how the petitioner’s substantial interests will be affected by the agency
determination; (¢) A statement of how and when petitioner received notice of the agency action or proposed action;
(d) A statement of all disputed issues of material fact. If there are none, the petition must so indicate; (e) A concise
statement of the ultimate facts alleged, including the specific facts the petitioner contends warrant reversal or
modification of the agency’s proposed action; (f) A statement of the specific rules or statutes the petitioner contends
require reversal or modification of the agency’s proposed action; and (g) A statement of the relief sought by the
petitioner, stating precisely the action petitioner wishes the agency to take with respect to the agency’s proposed
action.

A petition that does not dispute the material facts upon which the Department’s action is based shall state that no
such facts are in dispute and otherwise shall contain the same information as set forth above, as required by Rule 28-
106.301.

Because the administrative hearing process is designed to formulate final agency action, the filing of a petition
means that the Department’s final action may be different from the position taken by it in this notice. Persons whose
substantial interests will be affected by any such final decision of the Department on the application have the right to
petition to become a party to the proceeding, in accordance with the requirements set forth above.

Mediation is not available in this proceeding.

In addition to the above, a person subject to regulation has a right to apply for a variance from or waiver of the
requirements of particular rules, on certain conditions, under Section 120.542 F.S. The relief provided by this state
statute applies only to state rules, not statutes, and not to any federal regulatory requirements. Applying for a variance
or waiver does not substitute or extend the time for filing a petition for an administrative hearing or exercising any
other right that a person may have in relation to the action proposed in this notice of intent.

The application for a variance or waiver is made by filing a petition with the Office of General Counsel of the
Department, 3900 Commonwealth Boulevard, Mail Station #35, Tallahassee, Florida 32399-3000. The petition must
specify the following information: (a) The name, address, and telephone number of the petitioner; (b) The name,
address, and telephone number of the attorney or qualified representative of the petitioner, if any; (¢) Each rule or
portion of a rule from which a variance or waiver is requested; (d) The citation to the statute underlying
(implemented by) the rule identified in (c) above; (¢) The type of action requested; (f) The specific facts that would
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Jjustify a variance or waiver for the petitioner; (g) The reason why the variance or waiver would serve the purposes of
the underlying statute (implemented by the rule); and (h) A statement whether the variance or waiver is permanent or
temporary and, if temporary, a statement of the dates showing the duration of the variance or waiver requested.

The Department will grant a variance or waiver when the petition demonstrates both that the application of the
rule would create a substantial hardship or violate principles of fairness, as each of those terms is defined in Section
120.542(2) F.S., and that the purpose of the underlying statute will be or has been achieved by other means by the
petitioner. :

Persons subject to regulation pursuant to any federally delegated or approved air program should be aware that
Florida is specifically not authorized to issue variances or waivers from any requirements of any such federaily
delegated or approved program. The requirements of the program remain fully enforceable by the Administrator of
the EPA and by any person under the Clean Air Act unless and until the Administrator separately approves any
variance or waiver in accordance with the procedures of the federal program.

CLK

C. H. Fancy, PE., Chief
Bureau of Air Regulation

Executed in Tallahassee, Florida.

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned duly designated deputy agency clerk hereby certifies that this INTENT TO ISSUE AIR
CONSTRUCTION PERMIT (including the PUBLIC NOTICE, Technical Evaluation and Preliminary Determination,
Draft BACT and MACT Determinations, and the Draft Permit) was sent by certified mail (*) and copies were mailed

by U.S. Mail before the close of business on [O-7)- Qﬁ to the person(s) listed:

Dennis Wilson, Sea Ray*

Kevin Thompson, Sea Ray

Len Kozlov, DEP CD

Gregg Worley, EPA

John Bunyak, NPS

Chairman, Brevard County BCC

Leesa Souto, Brevard County ONRM
" Pete Cantelou, P.E., CHP, Inc.

Angela Morrison, Esq., HGSS

Clerk Stamp
FILING AND ACKNOWLEDGMENT FILED, on this
date, pursuant to §120.52, Florida Statutes, with the

designated Department Clerk, receipt of which is hereby
acknowledged.

#‘gm; e 1p-9-99

(Clerk) (Date)




PUBLIC NOTICE OF INTENT TO ISSUE AIR CONSTRUCTION PERMIT

STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

DEP File No. 0090093-003-AC (PSD-FL-274)

Sea Ray Boats, Inc., Merritt Island Facility
Cape Canaveral Plant
Brevard County

The Department of Environmental Protection (Department) gives notice of its intent to issue an air construction
permit pursuant to the Rules for the Prevention of Significant Deterioration of Air Quality (PSD) to Sea Ray Boats, Inc.
to construct a new fiberglass boat production plant at 1200 Sea Ray Drive, Merritt Island, Brevard County. A Best
Available Control Technology (BACT) determination and a Maximum Achievable Control Technology (MACT)
determination were required pursuant to Rules 62-212.400 and 62-204.800(10)(d)2, F.A.C. for volatile organic
compounds (VOC) and hazardous air pollutants (HAP), respectively. The applicant’s name and address are Sea Ray
Boats, Inc., 350 Sea Ray Drive, Merritt Island, Florida 32953.

The existing facility lies on property bounded by the Barge Canal to the North, Sea ray Drive (parallel to SR 528)
to the South, Highway 3 to the West and Sykes Creek to the East. The new plant will be located West of the Banana
River and 1.2 miles East of the existing facility. The Department determined that the new plant will be part of the
existing facility based on common control, industrial classification, and adjacency. Because the new plant is considered
by the Department to be a modification of an existing major facility, PSD review and a BACT determination are
required. The Region IV U.S. Environmental Protection Agency office made the same determination.

EPA is developing MACT standards for the fiberglass boat industry pursuant to Section 1 12(d) of the Clean Air
Act. Because the standards have not been finalized, the State must prepare a case-by-case new source MACT
determination in accordance with Section 112(g) of the Act and 40CFR63, Subpart B as adopted in the Department’s
Rules. The final permit, if issued, will serve the purposes of the required Notice of MACT Approval

Sea Ray produces fiberglass boats by a process called “contact open molding.” Emissions of VOC/HAP result
primarily from the application and curing of gel coat and resin that is applied to various molds for the boat parts. The
plant will be constructed in three phases. Per Sea Ray’s applications and control technology proposals, VOC emissions
from the fully constructed new plant are expected to be 211 tons per year (TPY), including 149 TPY of HAP, of which
125 TPY will be styrene. This level of control will be accomplished by limits on HAP content of raw materials and
low-emitting application techniques.

The Department’s preliminary determination is that further control may be feasible and cost-effective including:
capture and add-on controls for gel coat application and lamination emissions; compliant finishing materials for interior
wood finishing parts; compliant materials for bottom and non-wood exterior coatings; and non-HAP resin and gel coat
cleaning solvents. Therefore emissions could be substantially lower than projected by Sea Ray.

The Department will initially require additional control of emissions from gel coat application and lamination by a
system designed to capture and destroy at least 50 percent of the total VOC/HAP. If the initial control system is shown
to be feasible and cost-effective, a full-scale control system designed to capture and destroy at least 85 percent will be

“required. Fabric filters will control particulate emissions from wood shop operations. '

Sea Ray will be required to submit a proposed pilot-scale add-on control system design for the Department’s
approval six months after beginning lamination. One year will be allowed for installation following approval of the
control system design. During a one-year demonstration program, the Department will make a final determination
whether a full-scale control system is feasible and cost-effective. Another Public Notice will be published if the
Department determines that a full-scale system is not required.

The applicant believes that particulate emissions will be minimal because of high efficiency filtration throughout
the ventilation system. VOC emissions will contribute to ground-level ozone formation. The impacts of this type of
project on ambient ozone levels cannot be accurately modeled. However the Department believes that the project will
not cause or contribute to a violation on any National Ambient Air Quality Standards or Increments.

The Department will accept written comments and requests for public meetings concerning the proposed permit
issuance action for a period of 30 (thirty) days from the date of publication of this Public Notice of Intent to Issue Air
Construction Permit. Written comments and requests for public meetings should be provided to the Department's



Bureau of Air Regulation at 2600 Blair Stone Road, Mail Station #5505, Tallahassee, FL 32399-2400. Any written
comments filed shall be made available for public inspection. If written comments received result in a significant
change in the proposed agency action, the Department shall revise the proposed permit and require, if applicable,
another Public Notice.

The Department will issue the permit with the attached conditions unless a timely petition for an administrative
hearing is filed pursuant to sections 120.569 and 120.57 F.S., before the deadline for filing a petition. The procedures
for petitioning for a hearing are set forth below. Mediation is not available in this proceeding.

A person whose substantial interests are affected by the proposed permitting decision may petition for an
administrative proceeding (hearing) under sections 120.569 and 120.57 of the Florida Statutes. The petition must
contain the information set forth below and must be filed (received) in the Office of General Counsel of the Department
at 3900 Commonwealth Boulevard, Mail Station #35, Tallahassee, Florida, 32399-3000. Petitions filed by the permit
applicant or any of the parties listed below must be filed within fourteen days of receipt of this notice of intent.
Petitions filed by any persons other than those entitled to written notice under section 120.60(3) of the Florida Statutes
must be filed within fourteen days of publication of the public notice or within fourteen days of receipt of this notice of
intent, whichever occurs first. Under section 120.60(3), however, any person who asked the Department for notice of
agency action may file a petition within fourteen days of receipt of that notice, regardless of the date of publication. A
petitioner shall mail a copy of the petition to the applicant at the address indicated above at the time of filing. The
failure of any person to file a petition within the appropriate time period shall constitute a waiver of that person’s right
to request an administrative determination (hearing) under sections 120.569 and 120.57 F.S., or to intervene in this
" proceeding and participate as a party to it. Any subsequent intervention will be only at the approval of the presiding
officer upon the filing of a motion in compliance with Rule 28-106.205 of the Florida Administrative Code.

A petition that disputes the material facts on which the Department’s action is based must contain the following
information: (a) The name and address of each agency affected and each agency’s file or identification number, if
known; (b) The name, address, and telephone number of the petitioner, the name, address, and telephone number of the
petitioner’s representative, if any, which shall be the address for service purposes during the course of the proceeding;
and an explanation of how the petitioner’s substantial interests will be affected by the agency determination; (c) A
statement of how and when petitioner received notice of the agency action or proposed action; (d) A statement of all
disputed issues of material fact. If there are none, the petition must so indicate; (¢) A concise statement of the ultimate
facts alleged, including the specific facts the petitioner contends warrant reversal or modification of the agency’s
proposed action; (f) A statement of the specific rules or statutes the petitioner contends require reversal or modification
of the agency’s proposed action; and (g) A statement of the relief sought by the petitioner, stating precisely the action
petitioner wishes the agency to take with respect to the agency’s proposed action.

A petition that does not dispute the material facts upon which the Department’s action is based shall state that no
such facts are in dispute and otherwise shall contain the same information as set forth above, as required by Rule 28-
106.301

Because the administrative hearing process is designed to formulate final agency action, the filing of a petition
means that the Department’s final action may be different from the position taken by it in this notice. Persons whose
substantial interests will be affected by any such final decision of the Department on the application have the right to
petition to become a party to the proceeding, in accordance with the requirements set forth above.

A complete project file is available for public inspection during normal business hours, 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.,
Monday through Friday, except legal holidays, at:

Florida Department of Florida Department of Brevard County Office of Natural
Environmental Protection Environmental Protection Resource Management

Bureau of Air Regulation Central District Office Building A

111 S. Magnolia Drive, Suite 4 3319 Maguire Boulevard, Suite 232 2725 Judge Fran Jamison Way

Tallahassee, Florida, 32301 Orlando, Florida 32803-3767 Melbourne (Viera), Florida 32940

Telephone: 850/488-1344 Telephone: 407/894-7555 Telephone: 407/633-2016

Fax: 850/922-6979 Fax: 407/897-5963 Fax: 407/633-2029

The complete project file includes the application, technical evaluation, draft permit, and the information submitted
by the responsible official, exclusive of confidential records under Secticn 403.111, F.S. Interested persons may
contact the Administrator, New Resource Review Section at 111 South Magnolia Drive, Suite 4, Tallahassee, Florida
32301, or call 850/488-0114, for additional information.
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TECHNICAL EVALUATION AND PRELIMINARY DETERMINATION

1. APPLICATION INFORMATION
Applicant Name and Address

Sea Ray Boats. Inc.
350 Sea Ray Drive
Merritt Island, Florida 32953

Authorized Representative: Dennis Wilson, VP/General Manager
Application Review Schedule

05-05-99 Date of Receipt of Application by Central District
07-19-99 Received Revised Volume II and MACT Proposal
08-11-99 Received EPA PSD Applicability Determination
09-03-99 Received PSD Analysis and Control Technology Review
09-30-99 Received Supplemental PSD Application Fee

10-06-99 Intent Issued

2. FACILITY INFORMATION

The existing Sea Ray Merritt Island Facility is located at 100, 200, and 350 Sea Ray Drive,
South of the Barge Canal and East of Highway 3 on Merritt Island, Brevard County. This
facility is approximately 190 kilometers East of the Chassahowitzka National Wilderness Area.
Following is a map showing the general location of the existing facility.
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Figure 1. Location of Sea Ray Merritt Island Facility

Sea Ray Merritt Island Facility DEP File No. 0090093-001-AC
Cape Canaveral Plant PSD-FL-274



TECHNICAL EVALUATION AND PRELIMINARY DETERMINATION

The developed properties include the Merritt [sland Plant, the Product Development and
Engineering Plant (PD&E), and the Sykes Creek Plant. Below is an aerial view (down-loaded
from Sea Ray’s website) of the existing plants. The Merritt [sland Plant is in the foreground
(West). The PD&E and the Sykes Creek Plant are to the East. The Barge Canal, SR 528, and
Sykes Creek are clearly visible. The Banana River can be discerned in the background (East).
Sea Ray Drive is the frontage road visible to the South of the facility (parallel to SR 528).

Figure 2. Aerial View of Developed Facility (Source: www.searay.com)

The proposed Cape Canaveral Plant will be located at 1200 Sea Ray Drive, 1.2 miles East of the
Sykes Creek Plant and just West of the Banana River. The UTM coordinates of the proposed
Cape Canaveral Plant are Zone 17; 531.85 km E; 3242.15 km N. Following is a map showing
the relative locations of the facility and proposed project on Merritt Island.

Sea Ray Merritt [sland Facility DEP File No. 0090093-001-AC

Cape Canaveral Plant PSD-FL-274
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TECHNICAL EVALUATION AND PRELIMINARY DETERMINATION
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Figure 3. Relative Location of Project to Existing Facility

Standard Industrial Classification Codes (SIC)

Industry Group No. 37 Transportation Equipment
Industry No. 3732 Boat Building and Repairing

Facility Category

The existing facility is a Major or Title V Source of air pollution because emissions of VOC
exceed 100 TPY or because emissions of a hazardous air pollutant (HAP — styrene) exceed 10
TPY,

It is also a Major Facility with respect to Rule 62-212.400, F.A.C., Prevention of Significant
Deterioration (PSD), because emissions of volatile organic compounds (VOC) exceed 250 tons

per year (TPY).
Sea Ray Merritt Island Facility DEP File No. 0090093-001-AC
Cape Canaveral Plant PSD-FL-274
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TECHNICAL EVALUATION AND PRELIMINARY DETERMINATION

3. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

This permit addresses the following emissions units at the proposed Cape Canaveral Plant:

EMissioN UNIT No. SYSTEM EMISSION UNIT DESCRIPTION
. Building 101. 88,400 square feet (ft*) Building and
001 Lamination/ Additions including 72,000 ft* housing Gel Coat &
Assembly Lamination Application Area, Assembly Space, and

Inspection/Cutting Area.

Building 102. 48,000 ft* Building and Additions

002 Fabrication including 20,100 ft? Fabrication Area and 22,900 ft* of
Support Areas such as Woodshop and excluding
Administration.

Accessory . . . .
003 : Structures Resin and Materials Storage. Marine Refueling.

Sea Ray Boats, Inc. proposes to construct a fiberglass boat production plant near its existing
Merritt Island Facility. The project is planned for three phases. Only plans related to the first
phase are described in the application. These consist of the construction of three buildings to be
known as the Lamination/Assembly Building, the Fabrication Building, and Accessory
Structures. The second phase includes a separate building (Building 201) for assembly.
Thereafter Building 101 will be used primarily for gel coat application and lamination.

In addition to or within the functions listed within the described emission units, there will be
administrative offices and restrooms, a final finishing overhang, a lamination woodshop, an
upholstery shop, a lectra room, loading docks and a hose, insulation and wirepull room. The
plant will include dust control equipment as well as ventilation equipment.

Following is a listing of proposed emission points. All are related to Building 101 (Emission
Unit 101) and, per the application, exhaust at approximately ambient temperature and humidity.

EMISSION POINT HEIGHT (FT) FLOW (ACFM) FUNCTION

101-01 55 20,000 Vent Small Parts Assembly

101-02 55 40,000 Vent Lamination

101-03 55 40,000 Vent Lamination

101-04 55 40,000 Vent Lamination

101-05 55 40,000 Vent Lamination

101-06 55 40,000 Vent Lamination

101-07 55 40,000 Vent Lamination

101-08 55 30,000 Vent Lamination

101-09 55 15,000 Vent Gel Coat Booth

101-10 S5 15,000 Vent Assembly/Fabrication

101-11 55 15,000 Vent Assembly/Fabrication
Sea Ray Merritt 1sland Facility DEP File No. 0090093-001-AC
Cape Canaveral Plant PSD-FL-274
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TECHNICAL EVALUATION AND PRELIMINARY DETERMINATION

Emissions from the proposed plant for all phases were estimated by the applicant as 211 TPY of
VOC including 149 TPY of HAP of which 125 TPY are styrene.

4. PROCESS DESCRIPTION

Much of the following discussion is paraphrased from a discussion supplied by the applicant that
partially relied on a discussion prepared by Radian Corporation. The process is based on
“Contact Open Molding.” The specific steps employed by Sea Ray are as follows:

e Mold maintenance

e Gel Coat Application

e Gel Coat Holding

¢ Lamination (resin and wood application)
e Parts Extraction (from molds)
e Parts Inspection,

e Repair

e Wood Shop

e Upholstery

e Assembly

e Test, Final Finish, Inspection
e Delivery

The gel coat is a pigmented polyester resin that forms the smooth visible surface of the molded
piece. Gel coat application can actually be a high technology operation due to precision
requirements. Following are pictures from Sea Ray’s website showing computerized precision
mold cutting and robotic application of the materials onto a mold.

Figure 4. Mold Cutting

Sea Ray Merritt Island Facility DEP File No. 0090093-001-AC

Cape Canaveral Plant PSD-FL-274
TE-6



TECHNICAL EVALUATION AND PREL]]\'IINARY DETERMINATION

(Note that the precise techniques used at the Cape Canaveral Plant might be different than those
shown in the photographs depending on whether a particular model is suited for a repetitive
production run or is a unique product).

The gel coat cures and hardens and leaves a tacky surface on the open side that promotes
adherence of the subsequent first layer of laminate. Layers of resin, fiberglass laminate, and
structural reinforcement material are progressively added and cured until the desired thickness is
attained.

Sea Ray employs two variations in the lamination step. The first (hand lay-up) relies on resin
application with a catalyst injection resin gun followed by application of a variety of fiberglass
reinforcement. The second relies on chopper gun application of resin and chopped fiberglass.
The choice depends on the strength requirement of the particular component. Sea Ray proposes
non-atomizing methods at the new plant.

Most emissions are generated in the application and curing of the laminates. These consist
primarily of styrene monomer that is evolved prior to completion of polymerization. Trimming
is performed by grinding in closed booths. Because of the presence of very efficient filters in
the air handling (extraction) system, Sea Ray believes that very little particulate matter will
leave the buildings. Styrene and other VOC evolved are extracted by the ventilation system and
emitted from the building(s) at ambient conditions from eleven 55-feet stacks.

5. RULE APPLICABILITY

The proposed project is subject to preconstruction review and permitting requirements under the
provisions of Chapter 403, Florida Statutes, and Chapters 62-4, 62-204, 62-210, 62-212, 62-296,
~ and 62-297 of the Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.).

This facility is located in Brevard County, an area designated as attainment for all criteria
pollutants in accordance with Rule 62-204.360, F.A.C. The proposed project is subject to Rule
62-212.400, F.A.C., Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD), for VOC. The reasons are
summarized below: .

e VOC emissions from the three project phases are estimated by the applicant as 211 TPY.

e VOC emissions from the Merritt Island Facility already exceed 250 TPY. The projected
increase from the Cape Canaveral Plant exceeds the Significant Emission Rate of 40 TPY for
VOC given in Table 62-212.400-2, F.A.C. Thus the increase of 211 TPY subjects the
modification (construction of the Cape Canaveral Plant) to the PSD requirements of Rule 62-
212.400.

Sea Ray believes the project is a separate facility and is not subject to PSD because it will emit
less VOC than the Major Facility threshold of 250 TPY. Sea Ray’s rationale is:'

e The project will be approximately 1 mile from the existing facility

e Current Sea Ray facilities are not capable of building boats longer than 65 feet
e New plant will be capable of building boats over 65 feet

e The land in-between is not owned, leased, or used by Sea Ray

e The plant is designed and planned to operate separately and independently

Sea Ray Merritt Island Facility DEP File No. 0090093-001-AC
Cape Canaveral Plant PSD-FL-274



TECHNICAL EVALUATION AND PRELIMINARY DETERMINATION

e The plant will have a separate manager, staff, financial reporting, etc.
e There will be no functional interrelationship between the facility and the new plant

Department’s Rationale for Determination as Single Facility
The Department’s definition of a facility is:’

“Facility” — All of the emissions units which are located on one or more
contiguous or adjacent properties and which are under the control of the same
person (or persons under common control).

Although the plants might have separate managers, they will be under control of Mr. Dennis
Wilson, VP/General Manager. He is the Responsible Official indicated in the Title V Permit for
the existing facility and the Authorized Representative with respect to the present application.
This is sufficient to establish common control since the same corporation controls the
management at each of the several locations.

Although the Cape Canaveral Plant is not contiguous to properties on which the other Merritt
Island plants are located (it is 1.2 miles east of the Sykes Creek Plant) the Department considers
it to be “adjacent” to the Merritt Island facility for the following reasons: The word “adjacent”
is defined as:’

“Adjacent” — ad. 1. Close to; Lying near. 2. Next to; adjoining. [ME < Lat.
Adjacens, pr. Part. Of adjacere, to lie near : Ad-, near to + jacere, to lie.] —
adjacently adv

Since the second connotation “next to; adjoining” is already covered by the term “contiguous,”
the connotation of adjacent in the facility definition is “close to; lying near.” “Near” simply
means to be within a short distance of interval in space or time. These are relative terms, but are
encountered every day and readily interpreted based on context.

Referring back to Figure 1, it is clear that on the large scale, the project property lies near the
existing facility. The star shown in the diagram would hardly shift based on whether it is placed
on 100, 200, or 350 Sea Ray Drive (Merritt Island Facility addresses) or 1200 Sea Ray Drive
(Cape Canaveral Plant address).

On a smaller scale such as Figure 3, it can also be shown that the proposed plant may still be
considered close to the existing facility. Both properties lie within a sliver of land bounded by
the Barge Canal to the North, Sea Ray Drive (parallel to SR 528) to the South, Highway 3 to the
West, and Kelly Park to the East. Both lie on Merritt Island, which is the narrow island between
the Indian and Banana Rivers.

If the plots of land occupied by the facility and proposed project were small, it could be argued
that they are not near, just as two cabinet shops in an densely populated area containing a variety
of small businesses might not consider themselves close. Their owners might not even know of
each other’s existence. Two large cement plants separated by the same distance would clearly
be near to each other and known to each other, whether or not they are under common control.
The Sea Ray properties have total frontage along both the Barge Canal and Sea Ray Drive that is
on the order of the distance between them. They are the only air pollution sources at or between
the two properties. These facts together would seem to fit a common sense notion of nearby

Sea Ray Merritt Island Facility DEP File No. 0090093-001-AC
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TECHNICAL EVALUATION AND PRELIMINARY DETERMINATION

PSD applies to pollutants at certain Major Facilities as follows:*

“For any pollutant regulated under the Act, except for lead, the sum of the
quantifiable fugitive emissions and the potential emissions of all emissions units
at the facility which have the same “Major Group” Standard Industrial
Classification (SIC) Code (as described in the Standard Industrial manual, 1972,
as amended by the 1977 Supplement; U.S. Government Printing Office, stock
numbers 4101-006 and 003-005-00176-01, respectively) would be equal to or
greater than 250 tons per year; or”

The emissions from the existing facility and the proposed project emanate from emissions units
having the same “Major Group” SIC Code. It is Industry Group 37, Transportation Equipment.
Even if totally different types of transportation equipment were manufactured at the proposed
project compared to the existing facility, the emissions units could still be aggregated to
determine whether or not they are equal to 250 TPY. In fact the business of the existing facility
and the project is to produce fiberglass boats. They are linked beyond the Industry Group
Classification all the way to the specific Industry Number 3712, Boat Building and Repair and
even beyond to Fiberglass Boat Production.

There is nothing in the above definitions that provides for the argument that the facility and
proposed plant can be treated as different facilities if they are operated independently. EPA
addressed this matter in the preamble to the 1980 PSD Rules as follows:’

“....While EPA sought to distinguish between activities on that basis (SIC
Codes), it also sought to maximize the predictability of aggregating activities
and to minimize the difficulty of administering the definition. To have merely
added function to the proposed definition as another factor would have reduced
the predictability of aggregating activities under the definition dramatically,
since any assessment of functional interrelationships would be highly subjective.
To have merely added function would have embroiled the Agency in numerous
fine-grained analyses. A classification Code by contrast, offers objectivity and
relative simplicity.” Parenthetical note (SIC Codes) added by Department.

The possibility of this determination was conveyed to Sea Ray via written correspondence dated
June 28, 1999.° The decision of PSD applicability was conveyed to Sea Ray at a meeting held at
their request on July 23, 1999.” Sea Ray then requested the ability to get EPA’s input prior to
making a final decision on the matter. The Department agreed to take EPA’s opinion into
consideration but that opinion had not yet been provided by the time the Department prepared its
initial analysis.® On August 11°, the Department received EPA’s determination, which is
consistent with the Department’s interpretation of its rules.

MACT Applicability

The project is subject to Rule 62-204.800(10)(d)2, F.A.C., which requires a Maximum
Achievable Control Technology (MACT) determination for all major sources of HAPs to be
constructed or reconstructed, except under certain specific circumstance that are not applicable
to this project. The initial application did not indicate that a Major Source of HAP is to be
constructed. However based on a subsequent submittal and MACT proposal, Sea Ray agrees
that it is subject to a MACT determination.

Sea Ray Merritt Island Facility DEP File No. 0090093-001-AC
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TECHNICAL EVALUATION AND PRELIMINARY DETERMINATION

The Department received a letter on October 1 from Sea Ray’s legal representatives requesting
inclusion in the draft permit of a condition that will ultimately require replacement of the
Department’s new source case-by-case MACT determination pursuant to section 112(g) with
EPA’s future fiberglass boat industry MACT pursuant to section | 12(d)."°

According to section 112(a)(4) of the Clean Air Act, if the source begins construction before the
section 112(d) standard is proposed, then it is considered an existing source under a Section
112(d) MACT standard. Sources constructed after a section 112(d) standard is proposed are
treated as new sources under section 112(d). This applies as well to sources that have met new
source MACT under section 112(g).!! For all practical purposes, the request can only relax the
Department's case-by-case MACT.

The Department is not required to change the MACT requirements in the permit to reflect the
future EPA 112(d) standard if the level of control required by the MACT in the permit is as least
as stringent as that required by the final EPA MACT standard.'?. It appears that Department is
not prohibited from changing the MACT in the permit condition to reflect the future EPA 112(d)
MACT and has proposed a condition in the draft permit allowing for the future change.

The Department’s case-by-case MACT determination will be the "floor” for the case-by-case
BACT determination for the present project. The BACT will continue to be based on that floor
regardless of any relaxation. It is also noted that the BACT can be re-assessed in the future
based on the results of a pilot plant demonstration proposed by the Department and the authority -
provided by the rules for BACT determinations at phased construction projects.13

The emission units affected by this permit shall comply with all applicable provisions of the
Florida Administrative Code (including applicable portions of the Code of Federal Regulations
incorporated therein) and, specifically, the following Chapters and Rules:

Chapter 62-4 Permits.

Rule 62-204.220
Rule 62-204.240
Rule 62-204.800
Rule 62-210.300
Rule 62-210.350
Rule 62-210.370
Rule 62-210.550
Rule 62-210.650
Rule 62-210.700
Rule 62-210.900
Rule 62-212.300
Rule 62-212.400
Rule 62-213

Rule 62-296.320
Rule 62-297.310
Rule 62-297.401

Ambient Air Quality Protection

Ambient Air Quality Standards

Federal Regulations Adopted by Reference (40CFR63 in Particular)
Permits Required

Public Notice and Comments

Reports

Stack Height Policy

Circumvention

Excess Emissions

Forms and Instructions

General Preconstruction Review Requirements
Prevention of Significant Deterioration (including BACT)
Operation Permits for Major Sources of Air Pollution
General Pollutant Emission Limiting Standards

General Test Requirements

Compliance Test Methods

Sea Ray Merritt Island Facility
Cape Canaveral Plant

DEP File No. 0090093-001-AC
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TECHNICAL EVALUATION AND PRELIMINARY DETERMINATION

6. AIR POLLUTION CONTROL TECHNOLOGY

The emission control technology proposed by the applicant and by the Department is discussed
at length in the draft BACT/MACT determination issued with this review. The applicant
proposes to control VOC/HAP emissions by use of resins with relatively low styrene content and
“non-atomizing” application techniques wherever possible, claiming that these emissions will be
40 percent less than emissions from a similar plant that does not employ these techniques.

The Department has determined that additional measures are necessary in accordance with its
case-by-case MACT determination. These include: compliant finishing materials for interior
wood finishing parts; compliant materials for bottom and non-wood exterior coatings; and non-
HAP resin and gel coat cleaning solvents.

The Department believes that add-on BACT controls are feasible and cost-effective, but is not
requiring a full-scale control system until the feasibility and cost-effectiveness are actually
demonstrated on a pilot scale. Then, if the Department finds that the full-scale control system
will be feasible based on the pilot system, the full-scale system can be required with the
assurance that experience provides. In view of the applicant’s combined emissions exceeding
600 tons per year of VOC/HAP and styrene’s status as both a HAP and a possible carcinogen, it
is reasonable and justifiable that the applicant should be required to install an add-on control
system to reduce these emissions.

7. AIR QUALITY IMPACTS

Although VOC emissions will contribute to ground-level ozone formation, the air quality
impacts of this type of project cannot be accurately modeled. However, the Department believes
that the project will not cause or contribute to a violation of any National Ambient Air Quality
Standards or Increments. Though this project will cause increased ambient concentrations of
VOC/HAP including styrene, there are no applicable ambient standards for these pollutants.
Implementation of BACT and MACT will ensure that this impact will be reduced.

Impacts from subsequent ozone formation would be minimal in the vicinity of the plant and in
the surrounding PSD Class Il Area and the nearest Class I Area (Chassahowitzka National
Wilderness Area). The Department did not review the impacts of styrene on nearby soils and
vegetation.

Visibility will probably not be affected from operations, with the exception of occasional smoke
from maintenance work at the facility such as the starting of engines, etc. Styrene has a
characteristic odor, which may be noticeable under certain meteorological conditions.

The proposed project will provide a wide variety of employment in the area. It is not likely to
place undue demands on local resources beyond those already expected from generalized
sustained growth.

Sea Ray Merritt Island Facility DEP File No. 0090093-001-AC
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8. PERMIT PROCESSING

The non-PSD, non-MACT application submitted to the Department’s Central District Office in
defaulted to completeness on June 3, 1999. It was subsequently recognized that a case-by-case
MACT determination was required and that the project was possibly subject to PSD. The
applicant was immediately notified that a MACT proposal is required. The proposed MACT
was received by the Department’s Bureau of Air Regulation (BAR) on July 19. After
determinations by both the Department and EPA that PSD is applicable, responsibility for the
permitting action was transferred to the BAR in Tallahassee.

Due to these circumstances, the applicant provided until August 30 to review the material."* The
applicant subsequently requested several extensions of the 90-day permit-processing clock. The
latest extension is until October 11'°. The applicant submitted a PSD Analysis a control
technology proposal on September 3 and the Department received a supplementary payment of
$2,500 on September 30 thus completing the PSD application fee.'® Sea Ray reserves the option
to challenge the PSD applicability determination.

9. CONCLUSION

The Department conducted its own accelerated, extensive review of the control technology
alternatives for this project. This review resulted in a draft BACT/MACT determination and
proposed permit that will require the applicant to further control the significant increases in
VOC/HAP emissions from its proposed expansion. Because the determination is more stringent
than the applicant’s proposal, the Department does not yet have reasonable assurance per Rule
62-4.070, F.A.C. that the applicant will comply with the Department’s BACT/MACT
determination. This level of assurance is expected to be attained through future negotiations
with the applicant and consideration of public and agency input.

Based on information provided by the applicant and supplemented by the Department’s own -
research, the Department has reasonable assurance that the proposed project will not cause a
violation of any air quality standard or PSD increment.

J. M. Reynolds, Permit Engineer
A. A. Linero, P.E. Administrator
Cindy Phillips, P.E. Il

Cleve Holladay, Meteorologist
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PERMITTEE

Sea Ray Boats, Inc. Permit No. 0090093-003-AC

Cape Canaveral Plant PSD-FL-274
350 Sea Ray Drive Project Fiberglass Boat Mfg. Plant
Merritt Island, Florida 32953 Expires: April 6, 2001

AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE:
Mr. Dennis Wilson, General Manager/Vice President
PROJECT AND LOCATION

This permit authorizes the applicant to construct a fiberglass boat manufacturing plant (Cape Canaveral
Plant). The SIC code for this project is 3732.

The project is to be located at 1200 Sea Ray Drive, Merritt Island, Brevard County "The UTM
coordinates are Zone 17; 531.85 km E; 3142.15 km N. This site is not located within- 100 km of any
Class I PSD Area. The Chassahowitzka National Wildlife Refuge is approxnmately 191 km west-
northwest of the site.

STATEMENT OF BASIS

This construction/PSD permit is issued under the provisions of Chapter 403 of the Florida Statutes (F.S.),
and the Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C:) Chapters 62-4, 62-204, 62-210, 62-212, 62-296, and 62-
297. The above named permittee is authorized to construct the emissions units in accordance with the
conditions of this permit and as described in the':_a_p_plication, approved drawings, plans, and other
documents on file with the Department of Environmental Protection (Department).

APPENDICES
The attached appendlces are a part ofthls permit;

Appendix A - _:BACT/MACT Determination

Appendix B ~NESHAP General Provisions

Appendix C Appllcant s Table 3 — Proposed Emissions Calculatlons
Appendix GC . General Permit Conditions

Howard L. Rhodes, Director
Division of Air Resources
Management



AIR CONSTRUCTION PERMIT
SECTION 1. FACILITY INFORMATION

FACILITY DESCRIPTION

Sea Ray Boats operates three existing plants; the Merritt Island Plant, the Product Development and
Engineering Plant, and the Sykes Creek Plant, located on Sea Ray Drive in Merritt Island approximately
one mile west of the proposed plant. These plants are used to design and manufacture fiberglass boats.
These plants and the proposed Cape Canaveral Plant are considered by the Department to comprise one

facility.
PROJECT DETAILS

The propesed Cape Canaveral Plant will manufacture fiberglass boats of varying sizes up to 75 feet in
length. The plant’s two production buildings will house facilities for the gel coat and lamination
processes as well as parts and fabrication activities such as woodshop operations and warehousing. A
separate building will be erected for offices and administration. The new plant will be located on Sea
Ray Drive approximately one mile east of the existing plants between Sea Ray Drive to the south and the
barge canal to the north. The first phase of the proposed plant will consist of the following emissions
units.

EMISSIONS UNIT NO. EMISSIONS UNIT DESCRIPTION
001 Building 101, Lamination & Assembly
002 Building 102, Fabrication
003 Accessory Structures

REGULATORY CLASSIFICATION

The facility, consisting of the three existing plants and the proposed plant, is classified as a Major or
Title V Source of air pollution because emissions of volatile organic compounds (VOC) exceed 100 tons
per year (TPY), and because emissions of one hazardous air pollutant (HAP) (styrene) exceed 10 tons per
year and emissions of total HAP exceed 25 tons per vear. This facility is not within an industry included
in the list of the 28 Major Facility Categories per Table 62-212.400-1, F.A.C. Since emissions are
greater than 250 TPY for VOC, the facility is also a Major Facility with respect to Rule 62-212.400,
Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD). The emissions units are subject to limits determined as
BACT for VOC and are subject to limits determined to be MACT for HAP.

REVIEWING AND PROCESS SCHEDULE

05-05-99 Date of Receipt of Application by Central District
07-19-99 Received Revised Volume Il and MACT Proposal
08-11-99 ‘Received EPA PSD Applicability Determination
09-03-99 Received PSD Analysis and Control Technology Review
09-30-99 Received Supplemental PSD Application Fee

10-06-99 Distributed Notice of Intent and Supporting Documents
DRAFT Notice of Intent Published in

RELEVANT DOCUMENTS

- The documents listed below constitute the basis for the permit and are on file with the Department.

e Permit app]icati:c‘)hk
e Applicant's additional information noted above
» Department's Technical Evaluation and Preliminary Determination and Intent to Issue

Sea Ray Boats, Inc. DEP File No. 0090093-003-AC
Cape Canaveral Plant . PSD-FL-274
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AIR CONSTRUCTION PERMIT
SECTION I1. FACILITY-WIDE SPECIFIC CONDITIONS

The following specific conditions apply to all emissions units at this facility addressed by this permit.

ADMINISTRATIVE

l.

Regulating Agencies: All documents related to applications for permits to construct, operate or
modify an emissions unit should be submitted to the Bureau of Air Regulation (BAR), Florida
Department of Environmental Protection at Mail Station #5505, 2600 Blair Stone Road, Tallahassee,
Florida 32399-2400, phone number 850/488-0114. All documents related to reports, tests, minor
modifications and notifications shall be submitted to the Department's Central District office at 3319
Maguire Boulevard, Suite 232, Orlando, Florida 32803-3767, phone number 407/894-7555.

General Conditions: The permittee is subject to and shall operate under the attached General Permit
Conditions G.1 through G.15 listed in Appendix GC of this permit. General Permit Conditions are
binding and enforceable pursuant to Chapter 403 of the Florida Statutes. [Rule 62-4.160, F.A.C:]

Terminology: The terms used in this permit have specific meanings as defined in the correspondmg
chapters of the Florida Administrative Code. :

Applicable Regulations. Forms and Application Procedures: Unless otherwise indicat'ed' in this "
permit, the construction and operation of the subject emissions unit shall be in accordance with the
capacities and specifications stated in the application. The facility is subject to all applicable
provisions of Chapter 403, F.S. and Florida Administrative Code Chapters 62-4, 62-110, 62-204, 62-
212, 62-213, 62-296, 62-297 and the Code of Federal Regulations Title 40, Part 60, adopted by
reference in the Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.) regulations. The permittee shall use the
applicable forms listed in Rule 62-210.900, F.A.C. and follow the application procedures in Chapter
62-4, F.A.C. Issuance of this permit does not relieve the facility owner or operator from compliance
with any applicable federal, state, or local perm:ttmo or regulatlons [Rules 62-204.800, 62-210.300
and 62-210.900, F.A.C.]

New or Additional Conditions: Bu'rsuant"to: Rule 62-4.080, F.A.C., for good cause shown and after
notice and an administrative hé’éifing, if requested, the Department may require the permittee to
conform to new or additional conditions. The Department shall allow the permittee a reasonable
time to conform to the new or a'da'i"ti_onal conditions, and on application of the permittee, the
Department may grant additional time. [Rule 62-4.080, F.A.C.]

Expiration: This air construction permit shall expire on April 6,2001. The permittee, for good
cause, may request that this construction/PSD permit be extended. Such a request shall be submitted
to the Department’s Bureau of Air Regulation prior to 60 days before the expiration of the permit.
[Rules 62-210.300(1), 62-4.070(4), 62-4.080, and 62-4.210, F.A.C]

PSD Expiration: Approval to construct shall become invalid if construction is not commenced
within 18 months after receipt of such approval, or if construction is discontinued for a period of 18
months or more, or if construction is not completed within a reasonable time. The Department may
extend the 18-month period upon a satisfactory showing that an extension 15Just1ﬁed [Rules 62-
4.070(4), 62-4.210(2) & (3), and 62-210.300(1)(a), F.A.C.]

BACT Determination: [n conjunction with extension of the 18 month periods to commence or
continue construction, extension of the permit expiration date, or construction of Phases II and III,
the permittee may be required to demonstrate the adequacy of any previous determination of Best
Available Control Technology (BACT) for the source. [Rules 62-4.070(4), 62-4.210(2) & (3), 62-
210.300(1)(a), and 62-212.400(6)(b), F.A.C.]

Sea Ray Boats, Inc. DEP File No. 0090093-003-AC
Cape Canaveral Plant PSD-FL-274
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AIR CONSTRUCTION PERMIT
SECTION II. FACILITY-WIDE SPECIFIC CONDITIONS

Modifications: No emissions unit or facility subject to this permit shall be constructed or modified

without obtaining an air construction permit from the Department. Such permit must be obtained
prior to the beginning of construction or modification. [Rules 62-210.300(1) and 62-212.300(1)(a),

F.A.C)

Title V Operation Permit Required: This permit authorizes construction and/or installation of the
permitted emissions unit and initial operation to determine compliance with Department rules. A
Title V operation permit is required for regular operation of the permitted emissions unit. The owner
or operator shall apply for and receive a Title V operation permit prior to expiration of this permit.
To apply for a Title V operation permit, the applicant shall submit the appropriate application form,
compliance test results, and such additional information as the Department may by law require. The
application shall be submitted to the Department’s Central District office. [Rules 62-4.030, 62-
4.050, 62-4.220, and Chapter 62-213, F.A.C.]

GENERAL EMISSIONS LIMITING STANDARDS

9.

10.

General Visible Emissions Standard: Except for emissions units that are subject to a particulate
matter or opacity limit set forth or established by rule and reflected by conditions in this perfnit no
person shall cause, let, permit, suffer, or allow to be discharged into the atmosphere the emissions of
air pollutants from any activity, the density if which is equal to or greater than that designated as
Number 1 on the Ringelmann Chart (20% opacity). The test method for visible emissions shall be
EPA Method 9, incorporated and adopted by reference in Chapter 62-297, F.A.C. Test procedures
shall meet all applicable requirements of Chapter 62-297, F.A.C. [Rule 62-296.320(4)(b)1, F.A.C.]

Unconfined Emissions of Particulate Matter: [Rules 62-296.320(4)(c) and 62-212.400, F.A.C.]

(a) No person shall cause, let, permit, suffer or allow the emissions of unconfined particulate matter
from any activity, including vehicular movement; transportation of materials; construction,
alteration, demolition or wreckmg, or industrially related activities such as loading, unloading,
storing or handling; without takmg reasonable precautlons to prevent such emissions.

(b) Any permit issued to a facility with emissions of unconfined particulate matter shall specify the
reasonable precautions to be taken by that facility to control the emissions of unconfined
particulate matter. '

(c) Reasonable precautions include the following:

» Paving and maintenance of roads, parking areas and yards.

» Application of water or chemicals to control emissions from such activities as demolition of
buildings, grading roads, construction, and land clearing.

» Application of asphalt, water, oil, chemicals or other dust suppressants to unpaved roads,
yards, open stock piles and similar activities.

» Removal of particulate matter from roads and other paved areas under the control of the
owner or operator of the facility to prevent reentrainment, and from buildings or work areas
to prevent particulate from becoming airborne. '

» Landscaping or planting of vegetation.

» Use of hoods, fans, filters, and similar equipment to contain, capture and/or vent particulate
matter.

« Confining abrasive blasting where possible.

« Enclosure or covering of conveyor systems.

Sea Ray Boats, inc. DEP File No. 0090093-003-AC
Cape Canaveral Plant - PSD-FL-274
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AIR CONSTRUCTION PERMIT
SECTION II. FACILITY-WIDE SPECIFIC CONDITIONS

11.

(d) In determining what constitutes reasonable precafjtions for a particular source, the Department
shall consider the cost of the control technique or work practice, the environmental impacts of
the technique or practice, and the degree of reduction of emissions expected from a particular
technique or practice.

General Pollutant Emission Limiting Standards: [Rule 62-296.320(1)(a)&(2), F.A.C.]

(a) No person shall store, pump, handle, process, load, unload or use in any process or installation,
volatile organic compounds or organic solvents without applying known and existing vapor
emission control devices or systems deemed necessary and ordered by the Department.

(b) No person shall cause, suffer, allow or permit the discharge of air pollutants which cause or
contribute to an objectionable odor.

[Note: An objectionable odor is defined in Rule 62-210.200(203), F.A.C., as any odor present in the
outdoor atmosphere which by itself or in combination with other odors, is or may be harmful or
injurious to human health or welfare, which unreasonably interferes with the comfortable use and
enjoyment of life or property, or which creates a nuisance.]

OPERATIONAL REQUIREMENTS

12.

13.

14.

Plant Operation - Problems: If temporarily unable to comply with any-of the conditions of the permit
due to breakdown of equipment or destruction by hazard of fire, wind or by other cause, the
permittee shall immediately notify the Department’s Central District office. The notification shall
include pertinent information as to the cause of the problem, and what steps are being taken to
correct the problem and to prevent its recurrence, and where applicable, the owner’s intent toward
reconstruction of destroyed facilities. Such notification does not release the permittee from any
liability for failure to comply with Department rules. [Rl:ll”e 62-4.130, F. A.C/]

Circumvention: No person shall circumvé_nt any air pollution control device or allow the emission of
air pollutants without the applicable air pollution control device operating properly. [Rule 62-
210.650, F.A.C.] '

Excess Emissions:

For purposes of this permit, all limits established pursuant to the State Implementation Plan,
including those limits established as BACT, include emissions during periods of startup and
shutdown, and are not subject to the provisions of Rule 62-210.700(1), F.A.C. This provision can
not be used to vary any NESHAP requirements from any subpart of 40 CFR 63. Excess emissions
which are caused entirely or in part by poor maintenance, poor operation, or any other equipment or
process failure which may reasonably be prevented during start-up, shutdown or malfunction shall be
prohibited pursuant to Rule 62-210.700(4), F.A.C. [Rules 62-4.070(3) and 62-210.700(5), F.A.C.]

Excess emissions resulting from malfunction of any emissions units shall be permitted providing (1)
best operational practices to minimize emissions are adhered to and (2) the duration of excess
emissions shall be minimized, but in no case exceed two hours in any 24 hour period unless
specifically authorized by the Department for longer duration. [Rule 62-210.700(1), F.A.C.]

Sea Ray Boats, Inc. DEP File No. 0090093-003-AC
Cape Canaveral Plant PSD-FL-274

Page 5 of 12



AIR CONSTRUCTION PERMIT
SECTION I1. FACILITY-WIDE SPECIFIC CONDITIONS

COMPLIANCE MONITORING AND TESTING REQUIREMENTS

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

Required Number of Test Runs: For mass emission limitations, a compliance test shall consist of
three complete and separate determinations of the total air pollutant emission rate through the test
section of the stack or duct and three complete and separate determinations of any applicable process
variables corresponding to the three distinct time periods during which the stack emission rate was
measured; provided, however, that three complete and separate determinations shall not be required
if the process variables are not subject to variation during a compliance test, or if three
determinations are not necessary in order to calculate the unit's emission rate. The three required test
runs shall be completed within one consecutive five-day period. In the event that a sample is lost or
one of the three runs must be discontinued because of circumstances beyond the control of the owner
or operator, and a valid third run cannot be obtained within the five-day period allowed for the test,
the Secretary or his or her designee may accept the results of two coniplete runs as proof of
compliance, provided that the arithmetic mean of the two complete runs is at least 20% below the
allowable emission limiting standard. [Rule 62-297.310(1), F.A.C.]

Operating Rate During Testing: Unless otherwise stated in the applicable emission limiting standard
rule, testing of emissions shall be conducted with the emissions unit operation at permitted capacity.
Permitted capacity is defined as 90 to 100 percent of the maximum operation rate allowed by the
permit. Ifit is impracticalto test at permitted capacity, an emissions unit may be tested at less than the
minimum permitted capacity; in this case, subsequent emissions unit operation is limited to 110 percent
of the test load until a new test is conducted. Once the unit is so limited, operation at higher capacities
is allowed for no more than 15 consecutive days for the purpose of additional compliance testing to
regain the authority to operate at the permitted capacity. [Rule 62-297.310(2),F.A.C.]

Calculation of Emission Rate: The indicated emission rate or concentrationshall be the arithmetic
average of the emission rate or concentration determined by each of the three separate test runs unless
otherwise specified in a particular test method or applicable rule. [Rule 62-297.310(3),F.A.C.]

Test Procedures shall meet all applicable requirements of Rule 62-297.310(4), F.A.C. [Rule 62-
297.310(4), FAC] '

Determination of Process Variables: [Rule 62-297.310(5), F.A.C.]

(a) Required Equipment. The owner or operator of an emissions unit for which compliance tests are
required shall install, operate, and maintain equipment or instruments necessary to determine
process variables, such as process weight input or heat input, when such data are needed in
conjunction with emissions data to determine the compliance of the emissions unit with
applicable emission limiting standards. '

(b) Accuracy of Equipment. Equipment or instruments used to directly or indirectly determine
process variables, including devices such as belt scales, weight hoppers, flow meters, and tank
scales, shall be calibrated and adjusted to indicate the true value of the parameter being measured
with sufficient accuracy to allow the applicable process variable to be determined within 10% of
its true value.

Required Stack Sampling Facilities: Sampling facilities include sampling ports, work platforms,
access to work platforms, electrical power, and sampling equipment support. All stack sampling
facilities must meet any Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) Safety and Health
Standards described in 29 CFR Part 1910, Subparts D and E. Sampling facilities shall also conform
to the requirements of Rule 62-297.310(6), F.A.C. [Rule 62-297.310(6), F.A.C.]
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Cape Canaveral Plant PSD-FL-274

Page 6 of 12



AIR CONSTRUCTION PERMIT
SECTION II. FACILITY-WIDE SPECIFIC CONDITIONS

21. Test Notification: The permittee shall notify the Dep’hrtment’s Central District office and, if
applicable, appropriate local program, at least 15 days prior to the date on which each formal
compliance test is to begin. Notification shall include the date, time, and place of each such test, and
the test contact person who will be responsible for coordinating and having such test conducted for
the owner or operator. [Rule 62-297.310(7)(a)9., F.A.C.]

22. Special Compliance Tests: When the Department, after investigation, has good reason (such as
complaints, increased visible emissions or questionable maintenance of control equipment) to
believe that any applicable emission standard contained in a Department rule or in a permit issued
pursuant to those rules is being violated, it shall require the owner or operator of the facility to
conduct compliance tests which identify the nature and quantity of pollutant emissions from the
emissions units and to provide a report on the results of said tests to the Department. [Rule 62-
297.310(7)(b), F.A.C.]

REPORTING AND RECORD KEEPING REQUIREMENTS

23. Duration of Record Keeping: Upon request, the permittee shall furnish all records and plans required
under Department rules. During enforcement actions, the retention period for all records will be
extended automatically unless otherwise stipulated by the Department. The permittee shall hold at
the facility or other location designated by this permit records of all monitoring information
(including all calibration and maintenance records and all original strip chart recordings for
continuous monitoring instrumentation) required by the permit, copies of all reports required by this
permit, and records of all data used to complete the application for this permit. These materials shall
be retained at least five three years from the date of the sample, measurement, report, or application
unless otherwise specified by Department rule. [Rules 62-4.160(14)(a)&(b)and 62-213.440(1)(b)2.b.,
F.A.C]

24. Test Reports: The owner or operator of an emissions unit for which a compliance test is required
shall file a report with the Department on the results of each such test. The required test report shall
be filed with the Department as.soon as practical but no later than 45 days after the last sampling run
of each test is completed. The test report shall provide sufficient detail on the emissions unit tested
and the test procedures used to allow the Department to determine if the test was properly conducted
and the test results properly.computed. As a minimum, the test report, other than for an EPA or DEP
Method 9 test, shall proyide the applicable information listed in Rule 62-297.310(8)(c),F.A.C. [Rule
62-297.310(8),F.AC]

25. Excess Emissions Report: If excess emissions occur, the owner or operator shall notify the Department
within one working day of: the nature, extent, and duration of the excess emissions; the cause of the
excess emissions; and the actions taken to correct the problem. In addition, the Department may
requesta written summary report of the incident. Pursuantto the NESHAP requirements, excess
emissions shall also be reported in accordance with 40 CFR 63, Subpart A. [Rule 62-4.130,F.A.C.]

26. Excess Emissions Report - Malfunctions: In case of excess emissions resulting from malfunctions,
each owner or operator shall notify the Department’s Central District office in accordance with Rule
62-4.130, F.A.C. A full written report on the malfunctions shall be submitted in a quarterly report if
requested by the Department. [Rule 62-210.700(6), F.A.C.]

27. Annual Operating Report for Air Pollutant Emitting Facility: The Annual Operating Report for Air
Pollutant Emitting Facility shall be completed each year and shall be submitted to the Department’s
Central District office by March 1 of the following year. [Rule 62-210.370(3),F.A.C.]
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AIR CONSTRUCTION PERMIT
SECTION III. EMISSIONS UNITS SPECIFIC CONDITIONS

The following specific conditions apply to the following emissions units:

EMISSIONS EMISSIONS UNIT DESCRIPTION
UNIT NO.

001 Building 101, Lamination & Assembly

002 Building 102, Fabrication

003 Accessory Structures

[Note: Emissions units 001, 002 and 003 are subject to PSD for VOC; subject to MACT for HAPs; and
are subject to the requirements of the state rules as indicated in this permit. This permit includes the
MACT requirements, and constitutes MACT for this project.]

OPERATIONAL REQUIREMENTS

1.

Hours of Operation: These emissions units may operate continuously, i.e., 8,760 hours/year. [Rule

62-210.200, F.A.C., Definitions-potential to emit (PTE)]

MATERIAL USAGE/APPLICATION REQUIREMENTS AND LIMITATIONS

2.

VOC and Styrene Emissions Limited: Emissions of volatile organic compounds (VOC) (including
styrene) shall not exceed 211 tons prior to capture and control, and emissions of styrene shall not
exceed 125 tons prior to capture and control, in any consecutive 12-month period. These emission
rates are the total for a]l three project phases. [Rules 62-4.070(3), ~62-204.800(1;Q)(d)2., and 62-
210.200 (PTE), F.A.C., and BACT/MACT] ' o o

Resins and Gel Coats HAP Contents Limits: The following components shall be limited to the
following maximum average HAP contents as listed.on thé'__r'esp’é_c_:tive Manufacturer’s Safety Data
Sheets, expressed as percent by weight, and based ori a-3-month rolling weighted average:

e Production resins, 35% total HAP content. '

« Pigmented gel coats, 33% total HAP content.

» Base gel coats, 33% total HAP content.

+  Clear gel coats, 48% total HAP content. . -

e Sprayed tooling resins, used for making and repair of molds, 30% total HAP content.

« Non-atomized tooling resins, used for making and repair of molds, 39% total HAP content.
» Tooling gel coats, used for making and repair of molds, 40% total HAP content.

[Rules 62-4.070(3) and 62-204.800(10)(d)2., F.A.C., and MACT]

Records of Weighted Average HAP Contents Required: The permittee shall keep and maintain the
following records to demonstrate compliance with the HAP content limitations of the previous
specific condition. Records shall be completed no later than five days after the end of each month.
« Weight in pounds of each material used each - month. :

«  Weight percentage of total HAP (expressed as a decimal fraction) in each material using the
highest value for each range listed on the Manufacturer’s Safety Data Sheets.

» Rolling 3-month weighted average total HAP content, expressed as a weight percentage, for each
component specified in the previous specific condition, based on the materials used in the current
month and preceding two months. The weighted average shall be calculated for each component
by multiplying the weight of each material used during the three month period times the total
HAP content of each material, totaling the results, and then dividing the resulting sum by the
total weight of all materials. For example, for the production resins component, the 3-month
weighted average would be:

Sea Ray Boats, Inc.
Cape Canaveral Plant
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AIR CONSTRUCTION PERMIT
SECTION I1II. EMISSIONS UNITS SPECIFIC CONDITIONS

(HAPa) WTa + (HAPb) WTb + ... + (HAPi) WTi

PR avg = x 100
WTa+ WTb + ... + WTi
Where,

PR avg = The 3-month weighted average, expressed as a percentage, for the
production resins component;

HAP;i = The weight percentage of total HAP (expressed as a decimal fraction) in
material i; and

WTi = The weight of material i used in the current month and preceding two

months.
[Rules 62-4.070(3) and 62-204.800(10)(d)2., F.A.C., and MACT]

Resin & Gel Coat Cleaning Solvents: The owner or operator shall only use resin and gel coat
cleaning solvents which contain no HAP except for the use of solvent cleaning machines which
comply with the requirements of 40 CFR 63 Subpart T — Halogenated Solvent Cleamng

[Rules 62-4.070(3) and 62-204.800(10)(d)2., F.A.C., and MACT]

Carpet and Fabric Adhesives: The permittee shall use carpet and fabric adhesives that contain no
HAP. [Rules 62-4.070(3) and 62-204.800(10)(d)2., F.A.C., and MACT] s

Carpentry Adhesives: The owner or operator shall use carpentry adhesives which achieve a volatile
HAP (VHAP) limit for contact adhesives of no greater than 0.2 kg VHAP/kg solids (0.2 Ib VHAP/Ib
solids) as applied using either of the compliance methods’in 40 CFR 63.804(e). Excluded from this
limit are aerosol adhesives and contact adhesives applied to nonporous substrates.

[Rules 62-4.070(3) and 62-204.800(10)(d)2., F.A.C., and MACT]

Non-atomizing Equipment Required: The owner or operator shall only use non-atomizing

~ application equipment for production resins. Sea Ray shall submit an operation and

10.

11.

maintenance plan and operator training f)la_n including but not limited to equipment
calibration methods to achieve maximum HAP reduction;
[Rules 62-4.070(3) and 62-204.800(10)(d)2., F.A.C., and MACT]

No Controls Required: The owner or operator is not required to control emissions of HAP from
mold sealing, releasing, stripping and repair materials. The owner or operator is not required to
control emissions of HAPs from coating processes for exterior wood parts.

[Rules 62-4.070(3) and 62-204.800(10)(d)2., F.A.C., and MACT]

Interior Wood Parts: The owner or operator shall only use finishing materials for interior wood parts
which are compliant with 40 CFR 63 Subpart JJ - NESHAP for Wood Furniture Manufacturing
Operations.

[Rules 62-4.070(3) and 62-204.800(10)(d)2., F.A.C., and MACT]

Bottom Coatings & Other Exterior Coatings: The owner or operator shall only use bottom coatings
and any other exterior coatings (except for wood parts) which are compliant with 40 CFR 63 Subpart
IT - NESHAP for Ship Building and Ship Repair (Surface Coating).

[Rules 62-4.070(3) and 62-204.800(10)(d)2., F.A.C., and MACT]

Sea Ray Boats, Inc. DEP File No. 0090093-003-AC
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AIR CONSTRUCTION PERMIT
SECTION IHII. EMISSIONS UNITS SPECIFIC CONDITIONS

CONTROL SYSTEMS REQUIRED/EMISSION LIMITS

12. VOC/HAP Capture and Control Svstem Required: Emissions Unit 001 shall be equipped with a
pilot-scale capture system ducted to a control system sized to treat at least 10,000 cfm of VOC/HAP-
laden air exhausted from the hull lamination process. Within 180 days following commencement of
hull or deck lamination processing, the permittee shall submit its proposed design for a 10,000 cfm
VOC/HAP BACT control system to the Department’s Bureau of Air Regulation for approval. The
permittee shall provide written notice of the lamination commencement date to the Bureau of Air
Regulation and the Department’s Central District Office. The design submittal shall contain all data
necessary to evaluate the system’s performance capabilities. The pilot-scale control system must
utilize one or more of the following: a localized pickup system, a permanent booth enclosure or a
movable-enclosure venting and capture system. The system shall be designed and operated to capture
least 53 percent of the total VOC and HAP emissions generated in the hull Jamination process while
destroying 95 percent. The Department shall notify the permittee within 30 days of receipt of the
design proposal as to whether it will be accepted as BACT. If the proposal is not approved, the
Department shall notify the permittee within the same 30 day period as to what modifications are
required to make the proposal acceptable. Construction of buildings and installation of process
equipment may begin upon issuance of this PSD permit. The permittee shall have a period of one
year following the Department’s written approval of the design to install and commence operation of
the pilot-scale BACT system. Quarterly progress reports detailing the status-of the pilot project shall
be submitted to the Bureau by the permittee during the one year construction period. The permittee
shall notify the Bureau and the Department’s Central District Office-at least 15 days in advance of
the startup date of the pilot project. Within one year following commencement of operation of the
pilot system, and after notifying the Bureau and the Central District Office at least 15 days in
advance, the permittee shall conduct a capture efficiency test and a VOC/HAP destruction efficiency
test on the system according to the procedures specified below in Specific Conditions No. 15 and 16.
Results of these tests shall be submitted to the Department with 45 days after completion. Unless the
test results or other data provided by the permittee convince the Department that a full-scale system
is not feasible from a technical, operational or cost standpoint, the Department shall provide one
additional year for installation of a full-scale control system based on the pilot system. The full-scale
system, which may augment or replace the pilot system, shall be designed to capture 90 percent of
the total VOC/HAP emissions generated from the hull and deck lamination process while destroying
at least 95 percent. Appropriate emission limits and compliance requirements for the full-scale
VOC/HAP control system shall be established by the Department within 45 days following receipt of
test results for the pilot-scale system and shall be incorporated into the Title V permit for this
facility. [Rules 62-4.070(3) and 62-212.400, F.A.C., and BACT]

PM/PM10 Control System Required: The grinding operations of Emissions Unit 001 shall be
equipped with a local exhaust ventilation system ducted to a fabric filter to capture and control
emissions of particulate matter. The opacity of the fabric filter exhaust shall be limited to 5 percent.
[Rule 62-4.070(3), F.A.C.]
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SECTION I1l. EMISSIONS UNITS SPECIFIC CONDITIONS

13.

Doors and Openings to Remain Closed During Gel Coat/Resin Application and Curing. Following
the startup date for the pilot VOC/HAP emission control system, access doors and openings for
Emissions Unit 001 shall not be opened except for transfer of materials, components and finished
products, and entry and exit of personnel, or as specified in the operation plan required by Specific
Condition No 14. [Rules 62-4.070(3) and 62-212.400, F.A.C., and BACT]

. Air Makeup/Ingress Operation Plan Required: At least 45 days prior to the initial operation of the

lamination process, the permittee shall submit an air makeup/ingress operation plan for the
lamination building (Emission Unit 001) to the Department for approval specifying the operating
conditions under which doors and openings may remain open and for what duration. The plan must
provide a detailed description of how the permittee’s internal approval process for opening doors
will work and how the door openings and duration will be monitored and recorded. [Rules 62-
4.070(3) and 62-212.400, F.A.C., and BACT]

COMPLIANCE MONITORING AND TESTING REQUIREMENTS

15.

16.

17.

Capture Efficiency Demonstration: During the first year of operation of the pilot control system, the
permittee shall demonstrate the capture efficiency of the pickup system by comparing raw
VOC/HAP emissions generated over a six-hour lamination period (based on material usage rates and
appropriate emission factors) with captured emissions based on measured flow rates and VOC
concentrations in the exhaust duct as determined by EPA Methods 2 and 25 or 25A, as described in
40 CFR 60 Appendix A (1997 version). [Rules 62-4.070(3) and 62-212.400, F.A.C., and BACT]

Destruction Efficiency Test: During the first vear of operation of the pilot control system, the
permittee shall determine the destruction efficiency required in Specific Condition 12 of this section
by sampling the inlet and outlet of the destruction device over a three-hour lamination period for
VOC concentrations using EPA Method 25 or 25A, as described in 40 CFR 60 Appendix A (1997
version). [Rules 62-4.070(3) and 62-212.400, F.A.C., and BACT]

PM Testing Required: Visible emissions from the fabric filter controlling the grinding operation of
Emissions Unit 001 shall be tested initially and annually using EPA Method 9. If the opacity limit is
not met, a particulate matter emission test using EPA Method 5 as described in 40 CFR 60 Appendix
A (1997 version) shall be conducted within 72 hours and a PM/PM,; mass emission limit shall be
established based on the results and added as a condition of the facility’s Title V permit. [Rule 62-
4.070(3), F.A.C] '

REPORTING AND RECORD KEEPING REQUIREMENTS

18. Records of Emissions Required: The permittee shall keep and maintain for at least five years the
following records to demonstrate compliance with the VOC and styrene emissions limitations of
Specific Condition No. 2 of this section. Records shall be completed no later than five days after the
end of each month.

e Amounts in pounds of each material used each month that contains VOC/HAP.
o  Weight percentage of VOC/HAP in materials using the highest value listed on Manufacturer’s
Safety Data (MSD) Sheets.
Sea Ray Boats, Inc. DEP File No. 0090093-003-AC
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e Amount in pounds of VOC/HAP emitted each month from each material used during the month,
calculated by multiplying the amount of each material used by its VOC/HAP content and then by
the appropriate emission factor. Unless notified otherwise, tlie permittee may use emission
factors contained in Table Three: Proposed Emissions Calculations, submitted as part of the
permittee’s MACT application dated July 16, 1999.

» Total amount in pounds of VOC/HAP emitted each month, calculated as the sum of VOC/HAP
emitted from each material used during the month as determined above.

» Rolling 12-month total amount in pounds and tons of VOC/HAP emitted in the most recent
consecutive 12-month period, calculated as the sum of VOC/HAP emitted for the current month
and the preceding eleven months.

[Rules 62-4.070(3) and 62-212.400, F.A.C., and BACT]

PROVISION FOR FUTURE EPA SECTION 112(D) MACT DETERMINATION

19. At such time as the U.S. EPA promulgates final regulations in 40CFR63 establishing standards for
the Boat Manufacturing Industry, and the Department adopts such standards into its rules, the
permittee may provide reasonable assurances of its ability to comply with any such standards and
may then, for purposes of MACT compliance, comply with any less restrictive specific provision of
the promulgated MACT rather than the more restrictive specific provisions of the case-by-case
MACT. However, if this change results in a modification, as defined by the State Implementation
Plan (S.I.P.), it shall be processed as a permit revision in accordance with the S.I.P. 'In any event, the
case-by-case MACT shall remain as the BACT floor for PSD purposes in the event that the
Department must reconsider the BACT provisions of this permit.
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APPENDIX A. BACT/MACT DETERMINATION

The BACT/MACT Determination is attached as part of this permit following this page.
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BACT/MACT DETERMINATION

Sea Ray Boats, Inc.
Cape Canaveral Project
Merritt Island, Brevard County

Sea Ray proposes to construct a new fiberglass boat production plant near its existing Merritt
Island Facility in Brevard County. The proposed site is approximately 1 mile East of Sykes Creek
and West of the Banana River between the Barge Canal and SR528.

The proposed project will result in a significant emissions increase of volatile organic compounds
(VOC) with respect to Table 212.400-2, Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.). The project is
therefore subject to review for the Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) and a
determination of Best Available Control Technology (BACT) in accordance with Rule 62-
212.400, F.A.C. The project is also subject to a case-by-case Maximum Achievable Control
Technology (MACT) Determination in accordance with Rule 62-204.800(10)(d)2, F.A.C. since it
will be a major source of hazardous air pollutants (HAP) and the federal MACT standards for the
Fiberglass Boat Building industry have not yet been promulgated under the National Emission
Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP).

The details of PSD applicability and a description of the process are presented in the separate
Technical Evaluation and Preliminary Determination issued on October 6,1999."
DATE OF RECEIPT OF APPLICATION:

The original application was received on May 5, 1999. A éepéirate: MACTJ'proposal for HAP
emissions was received on July 19, 1999. A PSD apphcatlon and BACT proposal was
subsequently received on September 3, 1999.

BACT/MACT DETERMINATION REOUESTED BY THE APPLICANT:

SOURCE CONTROL TECHNOLOGY PROPOSED BACT LIMIT
Production Resins ~Styrene Content 35 percent (%) styrene
Resin Application - Non-Atomizing Equipment

Gel Coats Styrene Content 34 % styrene

The Department and EPA determined that the applicant’s proposed Cape Canaveral Plant and the
existing Merritt Island Facility are adjacent and comprise a single facility. PSD applies to the
proposed project since the VOC emission increases at a major facility will exceed significant
levels. This BACT/MACT determination covers the requirements of both the PSD and NESHAP
regulations. The applicant requested that the Department’s BACT and MACT determinations be
the same and as indicated above.

The applicant’s position is that add-on controls are not cost-effective and therefore should not be
required. Emissions from the Cape Canaveral project are proposed at 211 tons per year of
VOC/HAP vented primarily through 11 stacks located on the roof of Building 101 and exhausting
55 feet above the ground. Total VOC emissions would exceed 600 tons per year from the existing
Merritt Island Facility and the Cape Canaveral Plant combined.

Sea Ray Merritt Island Facility DEP File No. 0090093-003-AC
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BACT/MACT DETERMINATION

BACT/MACT DETERMINATION PROCEDURE:

In accordance with Chapter 62-212, F.A.C., this BACT determination is based on the maximum
degree of reduction of each pollutant emitted which the Department of Environmental Protection
(Department), on a case by case basis, taking into account energy, environmental and economic
impacts, and other costs, determines is achievable through application of production processes and
available methods, systems, and techniques. In addition, the regulations state that, in making the
BACT determination, the Department shall give consideration to:

e Any Environmental Protection Agency determination of BACT pursuant to Section 169, and
any emission limitation contained in 40 CFR Part 60 - Standards of Performance for New
Stationary Sources or 40 CFR Part 6] - National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air
Pollutants.

e All scientific, engineering, and technical material and other information available to the
Department.

e The emission limiting standards or BACT determination of any other state.

e The social and economic impact of the application of such technology.

The EPA currently stresses that BACT should be determined using the "top-down" approach. The
first step in this approach is to determine, for the emission unit in question, the:most stringent
control available for a similar or identical emission unit or emission unit category. If it is shown
that this level of control is technically or economically unfeasible for the emission unit in
question, then the next most stringent level of control is determined and similarly evaluated. This
process continues until the BACT level under consideration cannot be eliminated by any
substantial or unique technical, environmental, or economic objections.

There are no promulgated emission limitations contained in 40 CFR Part 60 - Standards of
Performance for New Stationary Sources (NSPS) or 40 CFR Part 61 - National Emission
Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) that apply to “Contact Open Molding,” which
is the main process emission generating process involved in fiberglass boat manufacturing.

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is currently developing MACT standards for
processes used in the fiberglass reinforced plastics/composites (FRP/C) and boat manufacturing
industries and will propose them next year. Until a NESHAP is proposed, the Department is
required by its rules to develop a case-by-case determination of Maximum Achievable Control
Technology (MACT) for new major sources of HAP. In this instance, the MACT determination
forms the basis for the minimum level of control required by the BACT determination. The
MACT determination procedure is outlined below.

The provisions of 40 CFR 63, Subpart B, Requirements for Control Technology Determinations
for Major Sources in Accordance with Clean Air Act Sections, Sections 112(g) and 112(j), were
adopted as Rule 62-204.800(10)(d)2, F.A.C. Section 112(g) requires the case-by-case MACT
determination mentioned above. Following is the definition of case-by-case MACT pursuant to
Section 112(g) for new sources of hazardous air pollutants:

Sea Ray Merritt Island Facility DEP File No. 0090093-003-AC
Cape Canaveral Plant PSD-FL-274
BD-3



BACT/MACT DETERMINATION

Maximum Achievable Control Technology (MACT) emission limitation for new sources
means “the emission limitation which 1s not less stringent than the emission limitation
achieved by the best controlled similar source, and which reflects the maximum degree of
reduction in emissions that the permitting authority, taking into consideration the cost of
achieving such emission reduction, and any non-air quality health and environmental
impacts and energy requirements, determines is achievable by the constructed source.”

Similar source means “a stationary source or process that has comparable emissions and
is structurally similar in design and capacity to a constructed or reconstructed source such
that the source could be controlled using the same control technology.”

Per Federal Register Volume 61, Number 250, Pages 68394-95, EPA believes that because the
Clean Air Act specifically indicates that existing source MACT should be determined from within
the source category (e.g. Fiberglass Boat Manufacturing) and does not make this distinction for
new source MACT, that Congress intends for transfer technologies to be considered when
establishing the minimum criteria for new sources. EPA believes that Congress could have -
explicitly restricted the minimum level of control for new sources, but did not. The use of the
term “best controlled source” rather than “best controlled source within the source category
suggests that the intent is to consider transfer technologies when appropriate.

In addition, the regulations state that in making the MACT Determmatron the Department should
give consideration to:

(a) Any Environmental Protection Agency proposed relevant emission standard pursuant to
section 112(d) or section 112(h) of the Act or an adopted presumptive MACT determination
for the source category which includes the constructed or reconstructed major source.

(b) Available information as defined in 40 CFR 63.41. Available information means, for purposes
of identifying control technology options for the affected source, information contained in the
following information sources as of the date of the approval of the MACT determination by
the permitting authority:

(1) A relevant proposed regul’a‘tﬂie'n including all supporting information;
(2) Background 1nformat10n documents for a draft or proposed regulation;

(3) Data and 1nformat10n avarlable for the Control Technology Center developed pursuant to
Section 113 of the Act;

(4) Data and information contained in the Aerometric Informational Retrieval System
including information in the MACT data base;

(5) Any additional information that can be expeditiously provided by the Administrator; and

(6) For the purpose of determinations by the permitting authority, any additional information
considered available by the permitting authority.
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BACT/MACT DETERMINATIONS BY EPA AND STATES:

The EPA is currently working on a draft proposed MACT for boat manufacturing sources,
although the regulations have not been published as of this issuance. However, based upon
statements by the EPA, the proposed MACT for new and reconstructed sources is expected to
include:

1. The use of production resins that contain a maximum average of 35% total HAP content,
based on Manufacturer’s Safety Data Sheets (MSDS), with compliance determined on a 3-
month rolling average;

2. The use of non-atomizing application equipment for production resins;

The use of base gel coats and pigmented gel coats that contain a maximum average of 33%
total HAP content, based on MSDS, with compliance determined on a 3-month rolling
average;

(V8]

4. The use of clear gel coats that contain a maximum average of 48% total HAP content based '
on MSDS, with compliance determined on a 3-month rolling average; ' : L

5. The use of sprayed tooling resins, used for repair of molds, that contain a maximum average of
30% total HAP content, based on MSDS, with compliance determmed on a 3-month rolling
average; : :

6. The use of non-atomized tooling resins, used for making and repair of molds that contain a
maximum average of 39% total HAP content based on MSDS W1th compliance determined on
a 3-month rolling average; - '

7. The use of tooling gel coats, used for making and E:Lrepaif zbf molds, that contain a maximum
average of 40% total HAP content, based on MSDS, w1th compliance determined on a 3-
month rolling average; :

8. No control of hazardous a1r pollutants em1tted from mold sealing, releasing, stripping, and
repair materials; g

9. No control of hazardods' 'air:poullutants emitted from wood coating ; .
10. The use of resin and gel coat cleaning solvents that contain no HAP;

11. The use of carpet and fdbric adhesives that contain no HAP;

12. The use of the highest styrene content in calculations when MSDS ranges are used.

Consideration has been given by EPA to use of add-on control equipment. It is not certain
whether such equipment will be required at new sources by the time EPA issues new source
MACT requirements for the industry pursuant to Section 112(d). This uncertainty does not affect
consideration of add-on control equipment under Section 112(g) case-by-case MACT
determinations or case-by-case BACT determinations.

The following table provides information on recent emission limitations by EPA and the States for
projects involving gel coat and resin application in a lamination process.
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Eggfflgl\l lNSTgl;lf[%TION TECHNOLOGY FL(/CA)‘\(?:\/I]:{Q)FE COMMENTS
Makes up to 20 ft. sport boats using

Bombardier, IL 1996 Thermal Oxidizer ~40,000 enclosed automated assembly line

Metro Machine, VA 1999 Thermal Oxidizer 60,000 Uses modular enclosure for painting
hulls of large ships

Corsair Marine ? Vacuum bagging Makes Trimarans

Cor Tec, OH 1992 Catalytic 5,000

Tomkins-L.asko, TX 1983 Thermal Oxidizer 18,000

Tomkins-Lasko, PA 1985 Thermal Oxidizer 24,000

Tomkins Lasko, VA 1986 Thermal Oxidizer 18,000

A.RE. OH 1995 Thermal Oxidizer 100,000

Crane Kemlite 1990 Thermal Oxidizer 26,000

Enduro 1991 Thermal Oxidizer 15,000

OTHER INFORMATION AVAILABLE TO THE DEPARTMENT:

In addition to the information submitted by the applicant and that fnérifi_oned above, other
information available to the Department includes the references;at the end of this review and the -
following: =

C aﬁd Bbat Building Industries

e Assessment of Styrene Emissions Controls for FRP/

e EPA communication approving_analternative shipbuiiding MACT for Metro Machine
Corporation’s Norfolk, VA facility using an enclosure and RTO

e EPA Unified Air Toxics Web site includir:iié‘ information on the Boat Manufacturing MACT

o' Web Site for Anguil En\Ziranriehtal Systems, Inc.: http://www.anguil.com

» Web Site for Bombardier Motor Corporation of America: http://www.bombardier.com

e Web Site for National Marine Manufacturers Association: http://www.nmma.org

» Web Site for Sea Ray Boats, Inc.: http://www.searay.com

o Wéb; Site‘for Big Top Manufacturing, Inc.: http://www.bigtopshelters.com

. Memdféndum to the EPA from the Eastern Research Group, Inc. dated July 7, 1999.

e Informational Paper entitled, “Fiberglass Reinforced Plastics: Indiana’s Section 112(g)
Experience” by the Indiana Department of Environmental Management

e Bombardier permit file obtained from the Illinois Environmental Protection Agency
e Personal communications with control equipment manufacturers

e Personal communications with state environmental agencies

DEP File No. 0090093-003-AC
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VOC/HAP CONTROL/PREVENTION BACT OPTIONS

Most VOC emissions are generated in the application, holding, and curing of the gel coat and
subsequent laminates. These emissions consist primarily of styrene monomer that is evolved prior
to completion of polymerization. In combustion processes the key is to prevent VOC formation.
In this process, the VOC is a process raw material and the key is to prevent its evolution.
Thereafter possibilities exist to contain it, possibly concentrate it and destroy or consume it.

The applicant and the Department were able to identify several potential methods available to
prevent and/or control VOC and styrene emissions from this production facility. These include a
variety of add-on control equipment, materials substitution, process modifications, solvent
replacement, and transfer efficiency improvements. A brief description is presented below.

Local Airflow Control: This involves moving air pollutants directly from the emission source to
minimize the amount of air to be ventilated. In a large open space, this can be achieved by
supplying fresh air toward the emission source and capturing the emissions with a mobile exhaust
hood and flexible duct in the vicinity of the source. Such push-pull systems have been installed in
other industries to provide effective capture and treatment. The capture efficiency is generally
better for a push-pull system than for an exhaust hood by itself. The applicant’s airflow
arrangement amounts to a large push-pull system for the entire buﬂdmg rather than an optimized
design for the collection of pollutants.

Several companies in Europe have installed “displacement ventilation” sy"stems tO reduce worker
exposure to contaminants, as well as the volume of air to be handled. Displacement ventilation
relies on the concept that there is a temperature gradient between air near the ceiling and air near
the floor, at a typical industrial facility. Cool, “fresh” air is supplied, at a low velocity, to the work
zone. If the source of the work zone emissions is at a higher temperature than the supply air, the
supply air is heated and picks up contaminants as it rises out of the work zone. Because the
proposed project involves handling and moving very large parts, displacement ventilation may or
may not be feasible for this project.

Enclosures: An enclosure is simply a means of physically confining the emissions at the source
to prevent dispersion into-the surrounding air. Enclosures might include covers on resin mixing
tanks, enclosed resin baths, and spray booths for the lamination process. Captured emissions
would be contained in lower volumes at higher concentrations making it easier to control.
Enclosures could also be fashioned with curtains or portable walls. A high-velocity air curtain
down draft system may also be technically feasible.

The airflow rate and VOC concentration play an extremely 1mportant part in determining costs.
To develop an accurate assessment of the related control costs, it is first necessary to investigate
minimizing the flow rates to be treated and concentrating the VOC captured prior to treatment, or
capturing emissions at the source. A complete assessment of the possible capture and control
systems, integrated with the ventilation design, is what is needed.

Materials Substitution: The emissions of VOC and HAP result from the evaporation of these
pollutants during the use of raw materials in the fabrication process. Substituting low or non-
VOC/HAP raw materials in place of solvent containing raw materials can significantly reduce
emissions. For example, the majority of styrene emissions come from the application of the resins
and gel coats during the lamination process. It may be feasible to substitute low styrene resins and
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gel coats to minimize the available styrene that could be emitted. However, because much of the
styrene polymerizes to form the fiberglass part, this method has a practical limit. Another
example would be replacing solvent-containing coatings with water-based coatings. This not only
eliminates the VOC/HAP from the application of the paint, but also the need for solvent-based
thinners and cleaning agents. Other processes that may benefit from material substitution would
include interior wood surface coating, exterior wood surface coating, carpet and upholstery
adhesives, and hull bottom surface coating. Raw material substitutions for the fiberglass boat
fabrication industry have been identified as commercially available and result in quantifiable
reductions. This strategy should be included as part of the final control technology determination.
The applicant has proposed the use of low styrene resins and gel coats as MACT.

Process Modifications: Some plants that fabricate the same small model of fiberglass boat are
able to make process modifications to reduce emissions. It may be possible for such a plant to
adopt the fabrication process to include closed molds, which emit much less VOC/HAP than the
open molding process. Closed molding has been successfully used for small assemblies and parts.-
Another example of process modification would be vacuum bagging an open mold process to.
reduce emissions. Vacuum bagging has been successful for the narrow, long hulls on catamarahs"
and trimarans. However, the applicant indicated that closed molding and vacuum bagging is not
feasible for this specific plant. The Department does not have enough information to.confirm or
deny the applicant’s assertion that open molding in a very large unrestrlcted Space is the only
workable method of fabricating its product. -

Solvent Replacement: Existing fiberglass boat fabrication plantS" use a wide variety of cleaning
and thinning solvents, many containing numerous VOC/HAP.- Replacement of many of these
solvents with low or zero VOC/HAP is possible without affecting product quality. For example, it
may be possible to replace a solvent-cleaning agent with a non-VOC/HAP cleaning agent for the
majority of hand-wipe cleaning operation's' Replacing organic solvents with low- or non-
VOC/HAP solvents have been identified as commercially available for the fiberglass boat
fabrication industry. This alternatlve particularly for cleaning agents, will result in measurable
emission reductions and should bev, included as part of the final control technology determination.

Transfer Efficiency Imbi‘dVemehts Conventional spray applicators will atomize gel coats and
resins and greatly increase: VOC/HAP emissions. To decrease emissions and reduce raw material
costs, most plants sw1tched to high volume, low-pressure applicators that would increase the
transfer efﬁc1ency Current technology for this industry includes the use of non-atomizing
applicators and flow coaters to further reduce VOC/HAP emissions. This technology is
commerc1allyv available and demonstrated. Therefore, it should be included as part of the final
control technology determination. The applicant proposed non-atomized applicators as MACT.

Add-On Control Equipment: A review of the EPA RACT/BACT/LAER Clearinghouse
database shows that add-on controls have not generally been applied to fiberglass boat fabrication
plants except for the Bombardier facility in Illinois. This is most likely due to the approach to
ventilation used and the high capital and operating costs associated with the capture and control of
a large exhaust stream containing a relatively low VOC concentration. Yet, a wide variety of add-
on control equipment may be applicable to such a plant, including thermal oxidation, catalytic
oxidation, activated carbon adsorption, biofiltration, chemical scrubbers, and condensation. Recent
efforts by several manufacturers have focused on concentrating the VOC prior to destruction with
a conventional technology. The following section describes available control options.
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Thermal Oxidation (Incineration) o

The gas stream is exposed to high temperatures (approximately 1480°F for styrene) to oxidize the
VOC to carbon dioxide and water. An auxiliary fuel is used to initially reach and then maintain
the high operating temperatures required. A recuperative thermal incineration system includes a
heat exchanger to preheat the inlet gas stream prior to incineration. A regenerative thermal
incinerator typically uses ceramic materials to store a large thermal mass generated by the thermal
incinerator and then use the fuel value of the inlet gas stream to maintain the incineration process.
Both of these methods attempt to reduce the operating costs incurred from firing an auxiliary fuel.
Thermal incineration is technically feasible and commercially available. However, because this
project requires the treatment of a large volume of dilute gas, a standard thermal incinerator would
probably be cost prohibitive. However, combined with a preconcentrator system (described
below) or a ventilation system with a reduced airflow, this technology could be cost effective.

A preconcentrator removes the organic compounds from the dilute gas stream and then releases it
back to a smaller, purging gas stream with a much higher concentration. The smaller flow rate
and higher concentration of the new gas stream is much easier and cost effective to control with
conventional technology. For example, the dilute gas stream could be passed over a bed of
activated carbon to remove organics. When the carbon bed approaches saturation, a diverter valve
switches the exhaust stream to a second carbon bed. A small volume of hot air or steam is then
passed across the saturated carbon bed to release the organics, which are destroyed by a catalytic
or thermal oxidizer. A new technology involves a “rotor concentrator” that consists of a large,
slowly rotating concentrator wheel coated with activated carbon or zeolites. The carbon or
zeolites adsorb the organics as they pass through the wheel. A small sector of the wheel is
partitioned off from the inlet gas stream and hot air is passed through this portion to desorb the
organics for destruction in a small thermal incinerator. A rotor concentrator is capable of reducing
the treatable gas stream to 10% of the original stream and concentrating the organic compounds by
a factor of ten. Although a rotor concentrator has a relatively high capital cost, operating costs are
greatly reduced due to the smaller, more concentrated gas stream requiring treatment.

Catalytic Oxidation ( Incmeratlon)

This technology passes the captured gas stream over a catalyst bed at a moderate temperature
(approximately 450°F for styrene), oxidizing the organic compounds to carbon dioxide and water.
An auxiliary fuel is required to elevate the gas stream to the required temperature range. Ideally,
once this temperature is reached and the incineration process begins, there would be enough fuel
value in the inlet gas stream so that only minor amounts of auxiliary fuel would be required to
maintain the operating temperature. A heat exchanger may be added to preheat the inlet gas
stream prior to incineration (recuperative incineration). Likewise, ceramic materials may be
included in the design to store a large thermal mass generated by the incinerator in order to make
use of the fuel value of the inlet gas stream to maintain the incineration process (regenerative
incineration). Both of these methods attempt to reduce the operating costs incurred by the
combustion of an auxiliary fuel. The applicant commented that it is possible for styrene to
polymerize on the precious metal catalyst bed and gradually decrease the effectiveness. However,
case studies seem to indicate that the loss in effectiveness may be due the VOC concentration of
the inlet gas stream and the life of the catalyst, as much as polymerization. There does not appear
to be enough information to reject this technolooy solely based on p01son1ng due to
polymerization.
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Activated Carbon Adsorption

The captured gas stream is passed across a bed of activated carbon to adsorb the volatile organic
compounds. Activated carbon is generally used because its internal pore structure provides a very
large surface area on which to adsorb the volatile organic compounds. Once the carbon bed
becomes saturated with organic compounds, hot air or steam is used to release the VOC for
recovery or destruction and regenerate the bed for another cycle. For these systems, when one
carbon bed is in operation, another carbon bed is being regenerated. Destruction may include a
small catalytic or thermal incinerator and recovery could include refrigeration. In this manner, the
carbon bed acts as a preconcentrator. The applicant commented that it is possible for styrene to
polymerize on the activated carbon and decrease the effectiveness. However, the carbon bed only
remains “active” for a defined period and must eventually be replaced. It is uncertain whether
polymerization would significantly reduce the life of the activated carbon.

Biofiltration

This relatively new technology has been used in Europe to control odors from organic compounds.
The VOC-laden gas stream is collected and passed under an active bed of soil containing
microorganisms. As the air rises through the soil, the microorganisms consume the chemicals and
convert them to carbon dioxide and water. Although there are a few applications of biofiltration
for odor control in the United States, the effect of styrene on such a system is unknown as well as
the level of control. Therefore, this technology is not yet con51dered to be commermally available
or demonstrated as technologically feasible for this project. :

Chemical Scrubber : :

Chemical scrubbers are absorption systems designed to dlssolve a specrﬁc pollutant in a solvent,
usually water, but based on the chemistry of the exhaust stream.” Exhaust streams that include a
variety of chemicals may also require a variety of solvents, adding complexity to the control
system and potential disposal costs if recovery is not practical. Although the primary pollutant
from the fabrication of fiberglass boats is styrene, there are significant amounts of many other
volatile organic compounds. Typically, a VOC concentration above 200 ppm is necessary to
make chemical scrubbing practical. Chemical scrubbers have been tested on a pilot scale, but do
not appear to be a viable control technology for this industry at this time.

Condensation :

A condensation system includes refrlgeratlon units to cool the exhaust stream and condense out
the chemical contaminants. The condensate is collected and perhaps separated for reuse or
disposed of as a waste. For highly concentrated gas streams, these systems can be more than 95%
efficient. However, the gas stream from this plant would be very dilute and the condensate would
have little or no value for reuse. Therefore, a condensation system is not considered a viable
option for this project. However, combined with a preconcentrator system (described below), this
technology could be considered technically feasible.

Emerging BACT Technologies: The Department also identified the following emerging add-on
control technologies that are in various stages of development: membrane technology, biofilter
systems, ultraviolet/oxidation technology, and photocatalytic oxidation.
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INITIAL COST ESTIMATES FOR ADD-ON BACT CONTROLS

The following tables present cost estimates and assumptions made initially by the applicant and
the Department prior to the applicant’s submittal of the PSD analysis and control equipment
evaluation. It is noted that per the original application, the applicant had already designed the
project under the assumption that neither PSD/BACT nor MACT applied. The original project
design included fixed airflow requirements that became Sea Ray’s basis when subsequently
considering add-on control equipment. The applicant’s cost estimates (prior to submission of the
September 3 analysis) indicate that treating a large volume of dilute gas makes the cost of add-on
controls prohibitively expensive. The Department’s initial estimates demonstrated that reducing
the ventilation flow rate greatly affects cost effectiveness.

Table A. Assumptions made for cost estimates.

Parameter Applicant Department

Flow Rate, cfm 290,000 97,000
(Based on ventilation rate (Assumes one-third of applicant’s flow rate
proposed by the applicant) may be adequate to capture emissions at

source.) : :

VOC available for control, TPY 141 : . - 171
(Assumes 20% are fugitive and (Assume‘:s‘_81% capture and includes all
escape capture.) VOC emissions.)

Operation, hours per year 5000 N S 8760

' '(ASSUmes continuous operation.)
VOC concentration of gas stream 12 o 25
prior to treatment, ppm

Table B. Cost Estimates for Several Control Options Cost Estimate
$/ton of VOC Removed
CONTROL OPTION _ Applicant Department
Fluidized Bed Preconcentrator W/Oxidizer (EC&C) 17,597 5351
Rotor Prec_qncentrator W/Thennal Oxidizer & Heat Recovery 14,050 3849
Catalytic Oxidizer W/70% Heat Recovery | 20,058 6510
Condenser. . .. Infinite Infinite
MIAB-C'.“‘f__Carbon Bed Preconcentrator W/Oxidizer 12,722 4830
Polyad'™ Fluidized Bed Preconcentrator W/Oxidizer 11,232 4375
Thermal Oxidizer W/95% Heat Recovery 19,828 7094
PADRETM Adsorber W/Solvent Recovery 23,742 6434
Biofiltration 20,743 6301

The following section was prepared following the PSD Applicability Determination and receipt of
the applicant’s PSD and control equipment dated September 3, 1999.

Sea Ray Merritt Island Facility DEP File No. 0090093-003-AC
Cape Canaveral Plant PSD-FL-274
BD-11



BACT/MACT DETERMINATION

FEASIBILITY AND COST OF ADD-ON CONTROLS

The applicant asserts that add-on control technologies are not feasible due to the prohibitive cost
of treating a very large volume of exhaust air with low VOC concentrations. The applicant’s
position is based on the presumption that making changes to the air handling system so that less
air is introduced into the building (making the exhaust treatable while not exceeding OSHA
exposure limits) is not possible where large boats are being manufactured. However, in other
industries such as automobile manufacturing, ways have been found to reduce air volumes
substantially by rethinking the approach to ventilation and optimization of current designs. In that
industry, exhaust volumes similar to the applicant’s proposed 290,000 cfm have been reduced to
as low as 80,000 acfm or less through optimization of existing designs using computerized models
for calculating contaminant concentration with greater precision.

In every case, ventilation design procedures require reconciliation of the geometry of the system
with the volumetric flow rates required to capture air contaminants and evacuate them properly.
The extent to which a building is evacuated depends on the factor of safety that the designer
selects relative to the permissible exposure level (PEL). In the applicant’s case, a safety factor of
4.2 has been selected (12 ppm styrene vs. the OSHA limit of 50 ppm). Therefore, the issue that
must be addressed here is whether or not the applicant’s safety factor is really justifiable for
employee safety or for other considerations such as insurance costs, legal liability concerns, or
perhaps for other reasons. Industrial ventilation literature contains several references that deal with
this issue, one of which appears in the Handbook of Ventilation for Contammant Control by
Henry J. Dermott, Second Edition, 1985, p. 283:

“The adequacy of a ventilation system is determined by evaluating employee exposures
with the system in operation. If the exposures are within acceptable limits compared to
OSHA permissible exposure standards, Threshold Limit Values (TLVs) or other
toxicological guidelines, the system is providing sufficient protection to the workers.”
(emphasis added)

The above excerpt affirms that no particular safety factor is really required in ventilation design.
Due to the variable nature of pollutant concentrations for a process such as fiberglass boat
building, it appears that some safety factor is a prudent practice but perhaps not the four-fold
factor that the applicant proposes here. There may exist a less conservative safety factor that
would allow for feasible add-on controls while adequately providing for worker safety. The need
for very close examination of the feasibility of add-on controls for Sea Ray’s proposed Cape
Canaveral Complex is clear in view of styrene’s classification as a hazardous air pollutant and the
fact that proposed emission levels would bring Sea Ray’s total VOC emissions to well over 600
tons per year emitted in an area with a radius of only a couple of miles.

According to the “Toxicological Profile for Styrene” published by the U.S. Public Health Service
(1992), adverse health effects of short-term styrene exposure include nervous system effects such
as nausea, muscle weakness, tiredness, and depression, while the ill effects of long-term exposure
in the workplace remain unknown. Studies on high level exposure of female workers to styrene
have suggested that lower birth rates and risk of spontaneous abortions may be linked to elevated
air concentrations of the chemical. However, these studies are inconclusive because the workers
were exposed to other chemicals as well as styrene. Animal studies have shown that styrene can
have a prolonged effect on the lining of the nose as well as cause liver damage when the exposure
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is at higher concentrations. The International Agency for Research on Cancer has determined that
styrene is possibly a carcinogen.

Although a lot of work in ventilation research appears in the professional literature for other
manufacturing processes, not as much effort has been undertaken to optimize air handling and
ventilation design in the fiberglass boat building industry. Certainly there has been little if any
impetus for boat builders to research this on their own in the absence of a regulatory requirement
for add-on controls. Consequently, rethinking the approach to ventilation design for boat building
will require some effort as it has in the automobile and other industries. Yet, the need for further
research and development in the area of ventilation should not forestall efforts by regulatory
agencies to do something about the styrene pollution problem within the confines of existing
regulations.

The Bombardier boat building facility in Benton, Illinois installed a thermal incineration control
system in 1996. This facility avoided PSD review by installing control equipment that was
sufficient to mitigate PSD threshold emission increases. According to information in the Illinois
Environmental Protection Agency’s (IEPA) permitting file, Bombardier acquired the Benton
facility from Celebrity Boats several years ago. Bombardier continued to manufacture Celebrity’s
line of 18 to 31-foot pleasure boats while adding an automated production system for its new line
of smaller sport boats called “jet boats” that are made in 14.5 and 18 foot lengths. The Automated
Assembly Line (AAL) had an initial total capacity of 10 boats per hour for these two sizes - - 6 for
the smaller size and 4 for the larger boats. Total raw materials used including gel coat, resin and
catalyst were approximately 6,350 Ibs/hr with about 83 percent of the total or 5,310 lbs/hr
consisting of resin and about 14 percent or 915 lbs/hr of gel coat.

Emissions increases from the AAL for its sport boats caused Bombardier to instal] a 95 percent
efficient (design) Regenerative Thermal Oxidizer (RTO) using natural gas as fuel. According to
the Illinois Administrative Code (35 IAC215.301), VOC emissions must be less than 8 Ibs/hr per
“source” which has been interpreted to mean “per spray gun”. Since “per-gun” emissions were
determined to be 11 Ibs/hr, 35 TAC 215.302 applies requiring 85% VOC control. This required a
system with a capture efficiency of 90% and a destruction efficiency of 95% (0.9 x 0.95 = 0.855).
Regenerative Thermal Oxidation was selected over Catalytic Oxidation due to the low VOC
concentrations involved. o

When initially permitted in 1995, styrene emissions from the AAL totaled about 156 Ibs/hr - - 106
from resin and 50 from gel coat. Other VOC emissions brought the total uncontrolled VOC
emissions vented to the incinerator to 179 lbs/hr. Following thermal destruction, about 120 TPY
are emitted from the AAL to the atmosphere. Another 105 TPY of VOC were emitted from the
facility’s non-AAL sources. The following assumptions were made in arriving at these emissions
estimates:

Content of styrene in gel coat and resin 35%

Percent of styrene emitted from gel coat 30%

Percent of styrene emitted from resin 11%

“Other” VOC content of gel coat 5%

No. of applicator guns/lbs. per gun 22/8.2

Design Capture/Destruction Efficiency 90%/95%*

Minimum Thermal Destruction 85%
Sea Ray Merritt Island Facility DEP File No. 0090093-003-AC
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At present, Bombardier still operates under its construction permit, which has been revised several
times since its issuance on December 21, 1995. Revisions have included increasing the styrene
content from 35 to 42% and an associated reduction in the total material usage from 14,382 to
9,011 TPY. Most recently the permit was modified to include an annual cap on VOC (VOM)
emissions from the AAL of 120 TPY and an annual cap on plant-wide emissions of 225 TPY (to
clarify the AAL’s status as a “non-major” source or modification).

The controversy about applying Bombardier’s control technology elsewhere in the boat industry
was discussed at the June 8, 1999 Boat Manufacturing NESHAP meeting between the EPA and
the National Marine Manufacturers Association (NMMA) dealing with MACT floors for boat
manufacturing operations. An excerpt from the written summary of that meeting follows. (The
summary was prepared by staff of the Eastern Research Group, Inc.):

“The boat manufacturers stated that they are concerned that the Bombardier facility,
which has a thermal oxidizer on the jet boat line, could be new source MACT for
production resin operations. The industry does not believe this facility is representative
of the industry. They stated that Bombardier has the only capture and control system in
the industry and was set up specifically for controlling emissions from small, jet boat
production. They added that boat manufacturers often change the sizes and type of boats
they produce and this capture and control system is not flexible to-allow larger boats in
the capture enclosure. Industry representatives also mentioned that a control system
similar to Bombardier’s is not cost feasible for most of the boat manufacturers. ... The
EPA responded that they currently have concluded, based on available data, that
Bombardier is not the best-controlled source in the industry and their emissions are
probably no better than a facility using 35-percent styrene resin and non-atomized
application. Therefore, the Bombardier facility will not affect the new source floor. In
addition, EP4 has made the determ‘ind_tion that new source MACT and existing source
MACT are both 33- percent styrene resin and non-atomized resin application.

The boat manufacturers stated that they are still concerned about the physical
performance of 35-percent styrene resins. They noted that many boat manufacturers
guarantee their boats for 3 or 10 years and that earlier low-styrene resins led to hull
cracking and expensive warranty repairs. ...

The EPA responde’id that they will...consider the same limits for new and existing
sources for all of the open molding resin and gel coat operations.”

At this time, the Department questions the accuracy of the statement that Bombardier’s emissions
are no better than a facility using 35% styrene resin and non-atomized application. A review of
Bombardier’s permit file reveals that the facility uses spray lay-up for resin and gel coat and that
the originally permitted 35% styrene resin was increased to 42% while the originally permitted
material usage has been reduced from 14,382 to 9,011 TPY. Total VOC emissions from
Bombardier’s AAL after control are limited to 120 TPY. Using spray lay-up and 35% non-vapor
suppressed resin results in an EPA MACT Model Point Value of 160 (points equal pounds of HAP
per ton of resin or gel coat).

For non-atomized application of 35% non-vapor suppressed resin, the EPA MACT Model Point
Value is 85. Bombardier’s calculated uncontrolled styrene emissions from the originally permitted
35% resin is 77.2 pounds per ton of resin. However, after 90% capture and 95% destruction, this
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value drops off the EPA’s Point Value chart to 11.2. If the current 42% resin is compared at the
lower material usage rate, a similar result is obtained. Therefore, unless shown otherwise, the
Department cannot agree that Bombardier is not the best-controlled MACT or BACT boat
building source. At the very least, the Department can consider Bombardier as a similar source
within the MACT definition for 112(g) determinations. At this time it appears that a section
112(d) MACT will rely almost exclusively on ‘pollution prevention’ to protect the environment.
As a result, in this case, BACT will be the ‘pace-setter’ regulation for new major sources since it is
always a case-by-case determination.

The ventilation system for Bombardier’s AAL uses two 3.5 MMBtu/hr air makeup units each
providing about 40,000 cfm of conditioned (heated) air to the manufacturing areas from above the
production lines. The production lines are housed in a building that is roughly 530 feet by 230
feet at its widest point. The width narrows to about 110 feet at one end so the total area is
probably around 100,000 square feet. Each of the lines is conveyorized and has its own air
management system, which is tied into the general ventilation system for the RTO. There are a
total of 11 spray application booths. Enclosures are utilized to contain emissions within each
respective area so that they are captured and vented to the RTO without being released into the
general air space of the plant. : :

In contrast, Sea Ray’s facility, as proposed, would emit 211 TPY of VOC in total (con31st1ng of
125 TPY of styrene) from two (or possibly three) buildings - the_Lar_nmatlon/Assembly
Building(s) (No. 101) and the Fabrication Building (No. 102). Most.of the VOC emissions would
be emitted from the Lamination/Assembly Building which; covers 72,000 square feet (21,000 for
gel coat/lamination, 36,000 for assembly and 15,000 for parts processing and inspection). The
total area of Sea Ray’s Fabrication Building would be 43,000 square feet, about half of which
would be used for fabrication and the other half for woddworking, warehousing, and related
activities. The heights of Sea Ray’s Lamlnatlon/Assembly Building and Bombardier’s building
are believed to be roughly equivalent. -

The ventilation system that Sea Ray proposes would supply fresh makeup air from fans mounted
on the ceiling above the lamination.area blowing down across the open molds. Along the outside
walls would be intake ducts to exhaust the VOC-laden air to the ventilation fans on the roof of the
building. Sea Ray claims that the ventilation design should achieve a level of 12 ppm as the
average indoor air concentration of styrene to provide a safe margin for workers, as well as Sea
Ray’s health and liability insurance premiums. Sea Ray proposes to evacuate around 335,000 cfm
from the 72,000 square foot Lamination/ Assembly Building which results in an overall
ventilation ratio of 4.7 cfm per square foot of plant area compared to Bombardier’s ventilation
ratio for the AAL of 0.8. Thus, Sea Ray proposes to ventilate at an overall flow rate per square
foot that is-almost six times that of Bombardier’s facility. Sea Ray’s ventilation ratio for the
lamination area itself is about 12.1 cfm per square foot based on exhausting 290,000 cfm from a
24,000 square foot “enclosed” room. Although designed to be enclosed, it’s doors are left open
for employee comfort and movement of materials.

Although there are commonalties with Bombardier’s process in the way emissions are generated,
Sea Ray’s process is not an automated conveyor-type operation and it produces larger boats (58,
63, and 65 feet long). Total allowable VOC emissions from the two companies are comparable,
however. Sea Ray’s lamination area is a 24,000 square foot room with a height of 50 feet, which
must remain open at the top for operation of a bridge crane system whereas Bombardier’s
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conveyor-type operation is compartmentalized.

Sea Ray’s ventilation practice of keeping the doors open for employee comfort and movement of
materials defeats the purpose of a conventional ventilation system for contaminant control. Thus,
it appears that a different type of ventilation system is needed - one that balances the need for
worker protection with the protection of the facility’s neighbors. A duct system with its intake
mounted below a floor grate network would take advantage of styrene’s 3.6 to 1 density ratio
relative to air and perhaps offset the “open door” factor while allowing concentrations high
enough for treatment with add-on controls.

The main questions that arise about ventilation are: Is it necessary for Sea Ray to ventilate at such
a high rate? If not, what is the minimum practical rate at which the building must be ventilated to
meet OSHA standards while allowing ? How can that be done? It seems that these questions can
be answered only by investigating ventilation rates and flow patterns under actual operating
conditions such as afforded by a pilot-scale demonstration project.

Ventilation options that might be investigated in a pilot project include lowering the maximum
volume of exhaust air, varying the air flow according to the measured concentrations in specific
processing zones, exhausting only the more concentrated air using mobile hoods and ducts, or
using floor level exhaust intakes to prevent updraft dilution. A variable zone airflow system
would provide needed operational flexibility since there is no way de51gners can know for sure
what the concentrations will be at any given point in the system." g

Enclosure options that can be evaluated include fixed and movable de51gns Metro Machine
Corporation of Norfolk, Virginia provides an example of how eaptuye problems have been solved
for coating operations involving large vessels. Metro has developed a movable modular enclosure
system used with a Regenerative Thermal Oxidizer (RTO) to capturc and treat VOCs emitted from
coating operations at the Norfolk shipyard. Metro’s CAPE (Compliant All Position Enclosure)
system is designed to exhaust 60,000 cfm to a fabric filter while recycling 10,000 of the 60,000
cfm to the RTO. This system has been approved by the EPA as an alternative to the shipbuilding
MACT. As previously mentioned, the similar-source definition for case-by-case MACT under
Section 112(g) as well as-the BACT procedures certainly allow for consideration of technologies
and approaches in-use out51de the narrow category of the fiberglass boat industry.

The Department research',ndlcates that relatively inexpensive movable spray booth enclosures
are presently available for large boats. Big Top Manufacturing of Perry, Florida, manufactures
movable enclosures for spray painting of boats up to 125 feet. An enclosure for attachment to an
exhaust duct can be made for repositioning with an overhead crane or mounted on wheels. An
aluminum framed enclosure measuring 36 feet wide, 100 feet long and 25 feet high and mounted
on wheels costs less than $40,000.

Sea Ray evaluated the cost effectiveness of two control options for exhausting and treating VOC
emissions from the boat hull lamination process. The first involves two spray booth designs - -
one for length-wise ventilation at 40,000 cfm and the other for cross-flow ventilation of the spray
booth at 100,000 cfm. These are based on the American Conference of Governmental Industrial
Hygienists’ (ACGIH) recommended ventilation rate of 50 cfm per square foot of cross sectional
area and areas of 8§00 and 2,000 square feet for the length-wise and cross-flow options,
respectively. The second control option evaluated by Sea Ray involves exhausting the entire
lamination building with a flow of about 370,000 cfm. Sea Ray based this on treating the entire
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lamination working area as a spray booth using the 50 cfm/ft* spray booth ventilation factor (250
ft long x 30 ft high x 50 cfm/ft").

Sea Ray estimated the total annual VOC (styrene) emissions for the 40,000 and 100,000 cfm cases
using an emission factor of 48 percent of the styrene in the gel coat and skin coats and 11 percent
emitted from the total styrene content in the resin. These factors were multiplied by the material
usage rates for one hull and then projected to an annual emission basis using a total of 5,000 hours
of production time per year. Based on Sea Ray’s estimate of 62.75 hours per boat hull and 5,000
hours of production per year, approximately 80 hulls per year would be produced (assuming hulls
of the same size). This would roughly equate to one hull manufactured every 2.6 days (based on
208 days per year of lamination production time). However, Sea Ray stated on page 2-4 of the
application that one hull takes about 6 working days to construct. ‘

Nonetheless, Sea Ray projected its total VOC emissions for the two spray booth cases at only 12.4
TPY based on 80 hulls per year being produced at an emission rate of 312.3 Ib. per hull. This
assumes that the majority of emissions occur from processing steps other than applying gel coat
and resin to the hulls, which is not the case. Yet, for the option of ventilating the entire building,
Sea Ray used the total VOC removal of 167 tons for its cost effectiveness calculation. - If the same
tonnage removed is applied to all three cases, the cost effectiveness of the 40,000 cfm option (as
calculated by Sea Ray) becomes $2,383/ton vs. $33,610/ton and the 100,000 cfm option becomes
$4,315/ton vs. $60,847. Consequently, Sea Ray’s cost effectiveness analysis is interpreted to
reflect the control costs being applied to the entire 167 tons removed in each case. This means
that both spray booth options as calculated by Sea Ray are cost-effective.

The Department’s cost effectiveness calculations are based on quotes received from MEGTEC
Systems of De Pere, Wisconsin. MEGTEC has installed over 4,000 VOC control systems
throughout the world since 1970 covering a variety of industries. A 100,000 cfm Regenerative
Thermal Oxidizer unit will cost about $13 per treated cfm for the basic equipment. Installation
adds another 40 per cent resulting in an installed equipment cost of approximately $1,800,000 for
the 100,000 cfm option. Indirect costs add another 35 percent yielding a total capital cost of about
$2,448,000 ($269,000 annualized over 15 years). Operating costs bring the total annualized RTO
system cost to about $514,000 for a cost effectiveness of $514,000/167 = $3,078/ton VOC
removed. Adding Sea Ray’s cost estimate for the spray booth ($116,864) results in a worst-case
total cost effectiveness of (514,000 + 116,864)/167 = $3,777/ton for the 100,000 cfm option.
Given styrene’s status as a‘hazardous air pollutants, this cost per ton is within the Department’s
guidelines for cost-effective add-on controls.

MACT DETE-RMINATION:

Background information documents posted on the United Air Toxics Website include Draft Data
Summary Tables. The Production Resin Draft Summary Table lists Bombardier Motor Corp. of
America as the best controlled fiberglass boat manufacturing facility. Bombardier uses a thermal
oxidizer to control emissions from atomized spray application of resin. The table notes that
Bombardier uses a resin with a weighted average of 42.0 % HAP in “neat resin plus”, and notes
that for the thermal oxidizer,; 100% capture and 95% control are assumed. “Neat resin plus” is
defined as the neat resin plus and HAP that is added to the resin at the facility (fillers not
included).
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Sea Ray Boats, Inc. does not believe that they are similar to Bombardier because Bombardier uses

“their thermal oxidizer to control VOC emissions from their personal water craft manufacturing
line. Sea Ray Boats, Inc. believes that it is not cost effective to use a thermal oxidizer to control
VOC emissions from the manufacturing of large yachts. The Production Resin Draft Summary
Table lists Corsair Marine as the second best controlled fiberglass boat manufacturing facility.
Corsair Marine located in Chula Vista, California, uses low styrene content materials and vacuum
bagging to manufacture trimarans, 3-part catamarans. Vacuum bagging reduces HAP emissions by
45 percent. Sea Ray Boats, Inc., states that vacuum bagging 1s not compatible with their
manufacturing process.

The Department requested a determination from USEPA Region 4 as to whether or not 40 CFR 63
Subpart IT - NESHAPs for Shipbuilding and Ship Repair (Surface Coating) applies to facilities
that coat pleasure vessels that are 20 meters or greater in length. Regardless of this determination,
the HAP limits for ship marine coatings as listed in Subpart II can be reasonably applied to boat
marine coatings on the basis of the similar source definition applicable to 112(g) case-by-case
MACT determinations. Marine coatings for ships have emissions comparable to emissions from -
marine coatings for boats. Ships and boats are structurally similar in design and capaC1ty such that
the source could be controlled using the same control technology, i.e., low-HAP marine coatings.
The Antifoulant Coatings Draft Summary Table found on the United A1r Toxics Website,
indicates that the ship antifoulant coating HAP limits contained in Subpart II can be met by boat
manufacturers as well. In terms of “similar sources,” it is also reasonable to expect coatings and
adhesives, used for custom wood furniture and cabinetry installed inside yachts, to be able to
comply with the wood furniture coating limitations found in 40 CFR 63 Subpart JJ NESHAPs for
Wood Furniture Manufacturmg Operations. ¢ S

After reviewing the applicant’s proposed MACT, mformatlon from EPA, information concerning
facilities permitted in other states, and ex1stmg NESHAP standards, the Department has made the

determination that Maximum Achlevable Control Technology (MACT) for this facility shall be:

1. the use of production resins that contain a maximum average of 35% total HAP content, based
on Manufacturer’s Safety Data (MSD) Sheets, with compliance determined on a 3-month
rolling average; ,

2. the use of non-atomizing: apphcatlon equipment for production resins; Sea Ray shall submit an
operation and maintenance plan and operator training plan including but not limited to
equipment calibration methods to achieve maximum HAP reduction;

the use of base gel coats and pigmented gel coats that contain a maximum average of 33%
total HAP content, based on Manufacturer’s Safety Data (MSD) Sheets, with compliance
determined on a 3-month rolling average;

(03]

4. the use of clear gel coats that contain a maximum average of 48% total HAP content, based on
Manufacturer’s Safety Data (MSD) Sheets, with compliance determined on a 3-month rolling
average;

5. the use of sprayed tooling resins, used for making and repairing molds, that contain a
maximum average of 30% total HAP content, based on Manufacturer’s Safety Data (MSD)
Sheets, with compliance determined on a 3-month rolling average;
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- 6. the use of non-atomized tooling resins, used for making and repair of molds, that contain a
maximum average of 39% total HAP content, based on Manufacturer’s Safety Data (MSD)
Sheets, with compliance determined on a 3-month rolling average;

7. the use of tooling gel coats, used for making and repair of molds, that contain a maximum
average of 40% total HAP content, based on Manufacturer’s Safety Data (MSD) Sheets, with
compliance determined on a 3-month rolling average;

8. no control of hazardous air pollutants emitted from mold sealing, releasing, stripping, and
repair materials;

9. no control of hazardous air pollutants emitted from coating processes for exterior wood parts.

10. the use of finishing materials for interior wood parts which are compliant with 40 CFR 63
Subpart JJ — NESHAPs for Wood Furniture Manufacturing Operations; '

11. the use of marine coatings for coating surfaces (except for wood parts) that are compliant with
40 CFR 63 Subpart II - NESHAPs for Shipbuilding and Ship Repair (Surface Coating);

12. the use of resin and gel coat cleaning solvents that contain no HAPs. An exception is
the use of solvent cleaning machines which comply with the requirements of 40 CFR 63
Subpart T- Halogenated Solvent Cleaning;

13. the use of carpet and fabric adhesives that contain no HAPs;

14. the use of carpentry adhesives that achieve a volatile hazardous air pollutant (VHAP) limit for
contact adhesives, excluding aerosol adhesives and excluding contact adhesives applied to
nonporous substrates, of no greater than 0.2 kg VHAP/kg solids (0.2:1b VHAP/Ib solids), as
applied using either of the compliance methods in 40 CFR 63.804(¢).

15. the use of the highest styrene content in calculatlons when Manufacturer s Safety Data (MSD)
Sheets with styrene content ranges are used. )

16. Add-on control equipment derived from similar sources evaluation as described in the BACT
determination

Recordkeeping and Reporting Requiremems -

1. Sea Ray Boats, Inc., shall compile records on a monthly basis and maintain those records for a
minimum of 5 years. At a minimum, these records shall include:

the identification of all coatings used (resins, gel coats, marine coatings, adhesives, etc.),
certification of the as-supplied HAP/VOC content of each batch of coating,
the volume of each coating applied, :

~_amount of thinner used, and

e. determination of compliance with the appropriate HAP limit.

o op

2. Within 60 days following the end of each 6-month period after startup, Sea Ray Boats, Inc.,
shall submit a semi-annual compliance report.
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BACT DETERMINATION:

The MACT determination above is adopted and incorporated into this BACT determination. Add-
on control equipment is also required as described in the following section.

In reaching a decision on the BACT determination, the above facts led to two questions that had to
be resolved. The first was whether the control technology demonstrated in these other facilities is
available for full-scale adaptation in Sea Ray’s lamination operation. The second question
concerned whether adaptation and operating costs that may approach the ‘upper range’ of cost
effectiveness (around $4,000 per ton) can be justified considering that Sea Ray’s Merritt Island
and Cape Canaveral Plants together will be emitting over 600 tons per year of VOCs of which the

" major part are hazardous air pollutants. The Department finds that both questions can be answered
in the affirmative.

Based on a review of the information currently available, the Department finds that differences
pointed out by Sea Ray between the proposed Cape Canaveral plant and other controlled facilities
are not sufficient to rule out a capture and control system to meet BACT requirements. The
Department concludes that there are cost-effective add-on control technologies that are available
for application to Sea Ray’s lamination process and that Sea Ray can adapt one or more of them
with the assistance of qualified ventilation and control system specialists. There is every
indication that fiberglass boat building ventilation and capture issues can be resolved by qualified
consultants with sufficient experience in industrial ventilation d651gn as has been the case in other
industries such as automobile manufacturing.

The facts indicate that Sea Ray can install either a localized pickup/t_reatment system or an
enclosure/treatment system for the application of gel coat and resin while ventilating the rest of the
building to a lesser extent than Sea Ray proposed. There is no evidence that a capture and control
system will subject workers to higher concentrations of styrene. Either type of capture system
should improve the quality of the air inside the lamination building so that net worker exposure
will be reduced. Bureau staff who visited Sea Ray’s Merritt [sland Plant on September 21, 1999,
indicated that possibilites exist for further improvement in air quality for workers inside the
lamination building, particularly in the hull processing area. They observed that workers doing
flow coating inside the hull could probably wear air-supplied respirators but if not, workers would
probably benefit from any type of pickup system that would vent the hull itself. A flexible
exhaust duct routed through the engine hole and tied into a localized pickup system would be one
way of doing this.

Since there are several control options that can be applied, the Department believes that Sea Ray
can best make the selection of available control technology to be adapted to its Cape Canaveral
Plant. The adaptation can be structured in stepwise fashion according to accepted procedures for
implementing and demonstrating new applications; i.e., a pilot-scale project. Thus, a pilot project,
designed by Sea Ray and its consultants and approved by the Department, will be required as a
condition for issuing a permit for construction of the applicant’s proposed facility. Overall
specifications for the scope of the project along with a firm schedule for research, installation, and
testing will be included as a specific condition of the final permit.

At a minimum, the pilot project must involve the installation of one or more of the following: a
localized pickup system, a permanent booth enclosure, or a movable-enclosure venting and
capture system. For the pilot project to be scaleable to a larger size, the pilot system equipment
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must be designed to handle at least 10,000 c¢fm of exhausted air from the hull lamination area
while capturing at least 53 percent of the total VOC/HAP emissions and destroying 95 percent (50
percent overall control). The picture on the following page shows a typical spray booth enclosure
designed for boats that can be mounted on wheels or lifted out of the way by an overhead crane. A
flexible duct carries the fan exhaust to the control device. The Department estimates that the
installed cost of the pilot project including enclosures and/or pickup devices and ductwork along
with the destruction device will be in the range of $350,000 to $450,000 (based on equipment
costs of $25/cfm and associated installation/startup costs of $10 - $20/cfm).

A reasonable period for the applicant to select a control technology and submit a complete design
to the Department for approval would be six months after the applicant has begun the lamination
process so that production details and refinements that will affect the control system design are
known. By the end of this six-month period, Sea Ray must have hired a qualified consultant
experienced specifically in industrial ventilation design for contaminant control and have
submitted a proposed design for the control option selected. The design report should provide a
detailed description of the control option selected, the rationale for its selection, the projected
performance in terms of VOC/HAP capture and destruction efficiencies, the projected costs of -
installation and operation, and a recommended test protocol for evaluating the performance of the
pilot project. The Department shall notify the applicant within 30 days of receipt of the design
report as to whether it will accepted as BACT. If the proposal is not approved the Department
will notify the applicant within the same 30-day period as to what modlﬁcatlons are required to
make the proposal acceptable. S :

By the end of the eighteenth month after hull or deck lamination processing begins, the pilot
project must be installed and operating. A reasonable amount of time for testing and evaluation
would be six months beyond the deadline for the startup date of the pilot control system. By the
end of the twenty-fourth month after lamination has begun, a VOC/HAP capture efficiency test
and a destruction efficiency test shall have been conducted on the pilot system and the results
submitted to the Department for evaluation. Unless the test results or other data provided by the
applicant convince the Department that a full-scale control system is not feasible from a technical,
operational or cost standpoint, the Department shall provide one additional year for installation of
a full-scale control systefh based on the pilot system. The full-scale system, which may augment
emissions gene;ratpd in _the hull and deck lamination process while destroying 95 percent (85
percent overall control).” Appropriate emission limits and compliance requirements for the pilot
and/or full-scale VOC/HAP control system shall then be established by the Department and
incorporated into the Title V permit for the facility.
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DETAILS OF THE ANALYSIS MAY BE OBTAINED BY CONTACTING:

Cindy L. Phillips, P.E. (MACT) John Reynolds (BACT) or A.A, Linero, P.E.
Air Toxics/Title III Section New Source Review Section

2600 Blair Stone Road, MS #5505 2600 Blair Stone Road, MS # 5505
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400 Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400
850/921-9534 850/921-9536, 921-9523

Cindv.Phillips@dep.state.fl.us

Recommended By: Approved By:

C. H. Fancy, P.E., Chief Howard L. Rhodes, Director .
Bureau of Air Regulation Division of Air Resources Management

Date: ' Date:
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AIR CONSTRUCTION PERMIT
APPENDIX B. NESHAP GENERAL PROVISIONS

The NESHAP General Provisions is attached as part of this permit following this page.
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40 CFR 63 Subpart A - General Provisions (applicable to Boat Manufacturing MACT)

{Last Updated 8/4/99}

[SOURCE: 40 CFR 63 (7-1-96 Edition) and Federal Register revisions dated 12-17-96,
12-10-97, 5-4-98, 5-13-98, 9-21-98, and 4-12-99]

§ 63.1 Applicability.

(a) General.

(1) Terms used throughout this part are defined in § 63.2 or in the Clean Air Act (Act)
as amended in 1990, except that individual subparts of this part may include specific definitions
in addition to or that supersede definitions in § 63.2.

(2) [Reserved]

(3) No emission standard or other requirement established under this part shall be
interpreted, construed, or applied to diminish or replace the requirements of a more stringent
emission limitation or other applicable requirement established by the Administrator pursuant to
other authority of the Act (including those requirements in part 60 of this chapter), or a standard
issued under State authority.

(4) The provisions of this subpart (i.e., subpart A of this part) apply to owners or -
operators who are subject to subsequent subparts of this part, except when otherwise specified in
a particular subpart or in a relevant standard. The general provisions in subpart A eliminate the
repetition of requirements applicable to all owners or operators affected by this part. The general
provisions in subpart A do not apply to regulations developed pursuant to section 112(r) of the
amended Act, unless otherwise specified in those regulations.

(5) [Reserved] -

(6) [Reserved]

(7) Subpart D [of 40 CFR 63] contains regulations that address procedures for an owner
or operator to obtain an extension of compliance with a relevant standard through an early
reduction of emissions of hazardous air pollutants pursuant to section 112(i)(5) of the Act.

(8) [Reserved]

(9) [Reserved] .

(10) For the purposes of this part, time periods specified in days shall be measured in
calendar days, even if the word ‘‘calendar’’ is absent, unless otherwise specified in an applicable
requirement.

(11) For the purposes of this part, if an explicit postmark deadline is not specified in an
applicable requirement for the submittal of a notification, application, test plan, report, or other
written communication to the Administrator, the owner or operator shall postmark the submittal
on or before the number of days specified in the applicable requirement. For example, if a
notification must be submitted 15 days before a particular event is scheduled to take place, the
notification shall be postmarked on or before 15 days preceding the event; likewise, if a
notification must be submitted 15 days after a particular event takes place, the notification shall
be postmarked on or before 15 days following the end of the event. The use of reliable non-
Government mail carriers that provide indications of verifiable delivery of information required
to be submitted to the Administrator, similar to the postmark provided by the U.S. Postal
Service, or alternative means of delivery agreed to by the permitting authority, is acceptable.

(12) Notwithstanding time periods or postmark deadlines specified in this part for the
submittal of information to the Administrator by an owner or operator, or the review of such
information by the Administrator, such time periods or deadlines may be changed by mutual
agreement between the owner or operator and the Administrator. Procedures governing the
implementation of this provision are specified in § 63.9(1).



(13) Special provisions set forth under an applicable subpart of this part or in a relevant
standard established under this part shall supersede any conflicting provisions of this subpart.

(14) Any standards, limitations, prohibitions, or other federally enforceable requirements
established pursuant to procedural regulations in this part [including, but not limited to,
equivalent emission limitations established pursuant to section 112(g) of the Act] shall have the
force and effect of requirements promulgated in this part and shall be subject to the provisions of
this subpart, except when explicitly specified otherwise.

(b) Initial applicability determination for this part.

(1) The provisions of this part apply to the owner or operator of any stationary source
that - (i) Emits or has the potential to emit any hazardous air pollutant listed in or
pursuant to section 112(b) of the Act; and

(ii) Is subject to any standard, limitation, prohibition, or other federally
" enforceable requirement established pursuant to this part. '

(2) [Reserved]

(3) An owner or operator of a stationary source that emits (or has the potential to emit,
without considering controls) one or more hazardous air pollutants who determines that the
source is not subject to a relevant standard or other requirement established under this part, shall
" keep a record of the applicability determination as specified in § 63.10(b)(3) of this subpart.

(c) Applicability of this part after a relevant standard has been set under this part.

(1) If a relevant standard has been established under this part, the owner or operator of
an affected source shall comply with the provisions of this subpart and the provisions of that
standard, except as specified otherwise in this subpart or that standard.

(2) [Reserved]

(3) [Reserved]

(4) If the owner or operator of an existing source obtains an extension of compliance for
such source in accordance with the provisions of subpart D of this part, the owner or operator
shall comply with all requirements of this subpart except those requirements that are specifically
overridden in the extension of compliance for that source.

(5) If an area source that otherwise would be subject to an emission standard or other
requirement established under this part if it were a major source subsequently increases its
emissions of hazardous air pollutants (or its potential to emit hazardous air pollutants) such that
the source is a major source that is subject to the emission standard or other requirement, such
source also shall be subject to the notification requirements of this subpart.

(d) [Reserved]
(e) [Reserved]
§ 63.2 Definitions.
The terms used in this part are defined in the Act or in this section as follows:
Act means the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7401 et seq., as amended by Pub. L. 101-549,
104 Stat. 2399).

Actual emissions is defined in subpart D of this part for the purpose of granting a
compliance extension for an early reduction of hazardous air pollutants.



Administrator means the Administrator of the United States Environmental Protection
Agency or his or her authorized representative (e.g., a State that has been delegated the authority
to implement the provisions of this part).

Affected source, per 40 CFR 63.41, means the stationary source or group of stationary
sources which, when fabricated (on site), erected or installed meets the definition of “construct a
major source” or the definition of “reconstruct a major source.”

Alternative emission limitation means conditions established pursuant to sections
112(1)(5) or 112(1)(6) of the Act by the Administrator or by a State with an approved permit
program. ,
Alternative emission standard means an alternative means of emission limitation that,
after notice and opportunity for public comment, has been demonstrated by an owner or operator
to the Administrator’s satisfaction to achieve a reduction in emissions of any air pollutant at least
equivalent to the reduction in emissions of such pollutant achieved under a relevant design,
equipment, work practice, or operational emission standard, or combination thereof, established
under this part pursuant to section 112(h) of the Act.

Alternative test method means any method of sampling and analyzing for an air pollutant
that is not a test method in this chapter and that has been demonstrated to the Administrator’s
satisfaction, using Method 301 in Appendix A of this part, to produce results adequate for the
Administrator’s determination that it may be used in place of a test method specified in this part.

Approved permit program means a State permit program approved by the Administrator
as meeting the requirements of part 70 of this chapter or a Federal permit program established in
this chapter pursuant to title V of the Act (42 U.S.C. 7661).

Area source means any stationary source of hazardous air pollutants that is not a major
source as defined in this part.

Commenced means, with respect to construction or reconstruction of a stationary source,
that an owner or operator has undertaken a continuous program of construction or reconstruction
or that an owner or operator has entered into a contractual obligation to undertake and complete,
within a reasonable time, a continuous program of construction or reconstruction.

Compliance date means the date by which an affected source is required to be in
compliance with a relevant standard, limitation, prohibition, or any federally enforceable
requirement established by the Administrator (or a State with an approved permit program)
pursuant to section 112 of the Act.

Compliance plan means a plan that contains all of the following:

(1) A description of the compliance status of the affected source with respect to all
applicable requirements established under this part;

(2) A description as follows:

(i) For applicable requirements for which the source is in compliance, a
statement that the source will continue to comply with such requirements;

(ii) For applicable requirements that the source is required to comply with by a
future date, a statement that the source will meet such requirements on a timely basis;

(iii) For applicable requirements for which the source is not in compliance, a
narrative description of how the source will achieve compliance with such requirements on a
timely basis;

(3) A compliance schedule, as defined in this section; and

(4) A schedule for the submission of certified progress reports no less frequently than
every 6 months for affected sources required to have a schedule of compliance to remedy a
violation.

Compliance schedule means:



(1) In the case of an affected source that is in compliance with all applicable
requirements established under this part, a statement that the source will continue to comply with
such requirements; or

(2) In the case of an affected source that is required to comply with applicable
requirements by a future date, a statement that the source will meet such requirements on a
timely basis and, if required by an applicable requirement, a detailed schedule of the dates by
which each step toward compliance will be reached; or

(3) In the case of an affected source not in compliance with all applicable requirements
established under this part, a schedule of remedial measures, including an enforceable sequence
of actions or operations with milestones and a schedule for the submission of certified progress
reports, where applicable, leading to compliance with a relevant standard, limitation, prohibition,
or any federally enforceable requirement established pursuant to section 112 of the Act for which
the affected source is not in compliance. This compliance schedule shall resemble and be at least
as stringent as that contained in any judicial consent decree or administrative order to which the
source is subject. Any such schedule of compliance shall be supplemental to, and shall not
sanction non-compliance with, the applicable requirements on which it is based.

Construction means the on-site fabrication, erection, or installation of an affected source.

Continuous emission monitoring system (CEMS) means the total equipment that may be
required to meet the data acquisition and availability requirements of this part, used to sample,
condition (if applicable), analyze, and provide a record of emissions.

Continuous monitoring system (CMS) is a comprehensive term that may include, but is
not limited to, continuous emission monitoring systems, continuous opacity monitoring systems,
continuous parameter monitoring systems, or other manual or automatic monitoring that is used
for demonstrating compliance with an applicable regulation on a continuous basis as defined by
the regulatior.

Continuous opacity monitoring system (COMS) means a continuous monitoring system
that measures the opacity of emissions.

Continuous parameter monitoring system means the total equipment that may be
required to meet the data acquisition and availability requirements of this part, used to sample,
condition (if applicable), analyze, and provide a record of process or control system parameters.

Effective date means:

(1) With regard to an emission standard established under this part, the date of
promulgation in the FEDERAL REGISTER of such standard; or

(2) With regard to an alternative emission limitation or equivalent emission limitation
determined by the Administrator (or a State with an approved permit program), the date that the
alternative emission limitation or equivalent emission limitation becomes effective according to
the provisions of this part. The effective date of a permit program established under title V of the
Act (42 U.S.C. 7661)is determined according to the regulations in this chapter establishing such
programs. '

Emission standard means a national standard, limitation, prohibition, or other regulation
promulgated in a subpart of this part pursuant to sections 112(d), 112(h), or 112(f) of the Act.

Emissions averaging is a way to comply with the emission limitations specified in a
relevant standard, whereby an affected source, if allowed under a subpart of this part, may create
emission credits by reducing emissions from specific points to a level below that required by the
relevant standard, and those credits are used to offset emissions from points that are not
controlled to the level required by the relevant standard.

EPA means the United States Environmental Protection Agency.

Equivalent emission limitation means the maximum achievable control technology
emission limitation (MACT emission limitation) for hazardous air pollutants that the



Administrator (or a State with an approved permit program) determines on a case-by-case basis,
pursuant to section 112(g) or section 112(j) of the Act, to be equivalent to the emission standard
that would apply to an affected source if such standard had been promulgated by the
Adminijstrator under this part pursuant to section 112(d) or section 112(h) of the Act.

Excess emissions and continuous monitoring system performance report is a report that
must be submitted periodically by an affected source in order to provide data on its compliance
with relevant emission limits, operating parameters, and the performance of its continuous
parameter monitoring systems.

Existing source means any affected source that is not a new source.

Federally enforceable means all limitations and conditions that are enforceable by the
Administrator and citizens under the Act or that are enforceable under other statutes
administered by the Administrator. Examples of federally enforceable limitations and conditions
include, but are not limited to:

(1) Emission standards, alternative emission standards, alternative emission limitations,
and equivalent emission limitations established pursuant to section 112 of the Act as amended in
1990;

(2) New source performance standards established pursuant to section 111 of the Act,
and emission standards established pursuant to section 112 of the Act before it was amended in
1990;

(3) All terms and conditions in a title V permit, including any provisions that limit a
source’s potential to emit, unless expressly designated as not federally enforceable;

(4) Limitations and conditions that are part of an approved State Implementation Plan
(SIP) or a Federal Implementation Plan (FIP),

(5) Limitations and conditions that are part of a Federal construction permit issued under
40 CFR 52.21 or any construction permit issued under regulations approved by the EPA in
accordance with 40 CFR part 51;

(6) Limitations and conditions that are part of an operating permit issued pursuant to a
program approved by the EPA into a SIP as meeting the EPA’s minimum criteria for Federal
enforceability, including adequate notice and opportunity for EPA and public comment prior to
issuance of the final permit and practicable enforceability;

(7) Limitations and conditions in a State rule or program that has been approved by the
EPA under subpart E of this part for the purposes of implementing and enforcing section 112;
and

(8) Individual consent agreements that the EPA has legal authority to create.

Fixed capital cost means the capital needed to provide all the depreciable components of
an existing source.

Fugitive emissions means those emissions from a stationary source that could not
reasonably pass through a stack, chimney, vent, or other functionally equivalent opening. Under
section 112 of the Act, all fugitive emissions are to be considered in determining whether a
stationary source is a major source.

Hazardous air pollutant means any air pollutant listed in or pursuant to section 112(b) of
the Act.

Issuance of a part 70 permit will occur, if the State is the permitting authority, in
accordance with the requirements of part 70 of this chapter and the applicable, approved State
permit program. When the EPA is the permitting authority, issuance of a title V permit occurs
immediately after the EPA takes final action on the final permit.

Lesser quantity means a quantity of a hazardous air pollutant that is or may be emitted
by a stationary source that the Administrator establishes in order to define a major source under
an applicable subpart of this part.



Major source means any stationary source or group of stationary sources located within
a contiguous area and under common control that emits or has the potential to emit considering
controls, in the aggregate, 10 tons per year or more of any hazardous air pollutant or 25 tons per
year or more of any combination of hazardous air pollutants, unless the Administrator establishes
a lesser quantity, or in the case of radionuclides, different criteria from those specified in this
sentence.

Malfunction means any sudden, infrequent, and not reasonably preventable failure of air
pollution control equipment, process equipment, or a process to operate in a normal or usual
manner. Failures that are caused in part by poor maintenance or careless operation are not
malfunctions.

New source means any affected source the construction or reconstruction of which is
commenced after the Administrator first proposes a relevant emission standard under this part.

One-hour period, unless otherwise defined in an applicable subpart, means any 60-
minute period commencing on the hour.

Opacity means the degree to which emissions reduce the transmission of light and
obscure the view of an object in the background. For continuous opacity monitoring systems,
opacity means the fraction of incident light that is attenuated by an optical medium.

Owner or operator means any person who owns, leases, operates, controls, or supervises
a stationary source.

Part 70 permit means any permit issued, renewed, or revised pursuant to part 70 of this
chapter.

- Performance audit means a procedure to analyze blind samples, the content of which is
known by the Administrator, simultaneously with the analysis of performance test samples in
order to provide a measure of test data quality.

Performance evaluation means the conduct of relative accuracy testing, calibration error
testing, and other measurements used in validating the continuous monitoring system data.

Performance test means the collection of data resulting from the execution of a test
method (usually three emission test runs) used to demonstrate compliance with a relevant
emission standard as specified in the performance test section of the relevant standard.

Permit modification means a change to a title V permit as defined in regulations codified
in this chapter to implement title V of the Act (42 U.S.C. 7661).

Permit program means a comprehensive State operating permit system established
pursuant to title V of the Act (42 U.S.C. 7661) and regulations codified in part 70 of this chapter
and applicable State regulations, or a comprehensive Federal operating permit system established
pursuant to title V of the Act and regulations codified in this chapter.

Permit revision means any permit modification or administrative permit amendment to a
title V permit as defined in regulations codified in this chapter to implement title V of the Act
(42 U.S.C. 7661). ’

Permitting authority means:

(1) The State air pollution control agency, local agency, other State agency, or other
agency authorized by the Administrator to carry out a permit program under part 70 of this
chapter; or

(2) The Administrator, in the case of EPA-implemented permit programs under title V of
the Act (42 U.S.C. 7661). .

Potential to emit means the maximum capacity of a stationary source to emit a pollutant
under its physical and operational design. Any physical or operational limitation on the capacity
of the stationary source to emit a pollutant, including air pollution control equipment and
restrictions on hours of operation or on the type or amount of material combusted, stored, or



processed, shall be treated as part of its design if the limitation or the effect it would have on
emissions is federally enforceable.

Reconstruction means the replacement of components of an affected or a previously
unaffected stationary source to such an extent that:

(1) The fixed capital cost of the new components exceeds 50 percent of the fixed capital
cost that would be required to construct a comparable new source; and

(2) It is technologically and economically feasible for the reconstructed source to meet
the relevant standard(s) established by the Administrator (or a State) pursuant to section 112 of
the Act. Upon reconstruction, an affected source, or a stationary source that becomes an affected
source, is subject to relevant standards for new sources, including compliance dates, irrespective
of any change in emissions of hazardous air pollutants from that source.

Regulation promulgation schedule means the schedule for the promulgation of emission
standards under this part, established by the Administrator pursuant to section 112(e) of the Act
and published in the FEDERAL REGISTER.

Relevant standard means:

(1) An emission standard;

(2) An alternative emission standard;

(3) An alternative emission limitation; or

(4) An equivalent emission limitation established pursuant to section 112 of the Act that
applies to the stationary source, the group of stationary sources, or the portion of a stationary
source regulated by such standard or limitation. A relevant standard may include or consist of a
design, equipment, work practice, or operational requirement, or other measure, process, method,
system, or technique (including prohibition of emissions) that the Administrator (or a State)
establishes for new or existing sources to which such standard or limitation applies. Every
relevant standard established pursuant to section 112 of the Act includes subpart A of this part
and all applicable appendices of this part or of other parts of this chapter that are referenced in
that standard.

Responsible official means one of the following:

(1) For a corporation: A president, secretary, treasurer, or vice president of the
corporation in charge of a principal business function, or any other person who performs similar
policy or decision-making functions for the corporation, or a duly authorized representative of
such person if the representative is responsible for the overall operation of one or more
manufacturing, production, or operating facilities and either:

(i) The facilities employ more than 250 persons or have gross annual sales or
expenditures exceeding $25 million (in second quarter 1980 dollars); or

(i1) The delegation of authority to such representative is approved in advance by
the Administrator.

(2) For a partnership or sole proprietorship: a general partner or the proprietor,
respectively. '

(3) For a municipality, State, Federal, or other public agency: either a principal executive
officer or ranking elected official. For the purposes of this part, a principal executive officer of a
Federal agency includes the chief executive officer having responsibility for the overall
operations of a principal geographic unit of the agency (e.g., a Regional Administrator of the
EPA).

(4) For affected sources (as defined in this part) applying for or subject to a title V
permit: ‘‘responsible official’’ shall have the same meaning as defined in part 70 or Federal title
V regulations in this chapter (42 U.S.C. 7661), whichever is applicable.

Run means one of a series of emission or other measurements needed to determine
emissions for a representative operating period or cycle as specified in this part.



Shutdown means the cessation of operation of an affected source for any purpose.

Six-minute period means, with respect to opacity determinations, any one of the 10 equal
parts of a 1-hour period.

Standard conditions means a temperature of 293 °K (68° F) and a pressure of 101.3
kilopascals (29.92 in. Hg).

Startup means the setting in operation of an affected source for any purpose.

State means all non-Federal autliorities, including local agencies, interstate associations,
and State-wide programs, that have delegated authority to implement:

(1) The provisions of this part and/or

(2) the permit program established under part 70 of this chapter. The term State shall
have its conventional meaning where clear from the context.

Stationary source means any building, structure, facility, or installation which emits or
may emit any air pollutant.

Test method means the validated procedure for sampling, preparing, and analyzing for an
air pollutant specified in a relevant standard as the performance test procedure. The test method
may include methods described in an appendix of this chapter, test methods incorporated by
reference in this part, or methods validated for an application through procedures in Method 301
of appendix A of this part.

Title V permit means any permit issued, renewed, or revised pursuant to Federal or State
regulations established to implement title V of the Act (42 U.S.C. 7661). A title V permit issiied
by a State permitting authority is called a part 70 permit in this part.

Visible emission means the observation of an emission of opacity or optical density
above the threshold of vision.

§ 63.3 Units and abbreviations. [Reserved]
§ 63.4 Prohibited activities and circumvention.

(a) Prohibited activities.

(1) No owner or operator subject to the provisions of this part shall operate any affected
source in violation of the requirements of this part except under-

(i) An extension of compliance granted by the Administrator under this part; or

(ii) An extension ot compliance granted under this part by a State with an
approved permit program; or

(iii) An exemption from compliance granted by the President under section
112(1)(4) of the Act.

(2) No owner or operator subject to the provisions of this part shall fail to keep records,
- notify, report, or revise reports as required under this part.

(3) After the effective date of an approved permit program in a State, no owner or
operator of an affected source in that State who is required under this part to obtain a title V
permit shall operate such source except in compliance with the provisions of this part and the
applicable requirements of the permit program in that State.

(4) [Reserved]

(5) An owner or operator of an affected source who is subject to an emission standard
promulgated under this part shall comply with the requirements of that standard by the date(s)
established in the applicable subpart(s) of this part (including this subpart) regardless of whether
- (i) A title V permit has been issued to that source; or

(i1) If a title V permit has been issued to that source, whether such permit has
been revised or modified to incorporate the emission standard.




(b) Circumvention. No owner or operator subject to the provisions of this part shall build, erect,
install, or use any article, machine, equipment, or process to conceal an emission that would
otherwise constitute noncompliance with a relevant standard. Such concealment includes, but is
not limited to

(1) The use of diluents to achieve compliance with a relevant standard based on the
concentration of a pollutant in the effluent discharged to the atmosphere;

(2) [Reserved]; and

(3) The fragmentation of an operation such that the operation avoids regulation by a
relevant standard.

(c) Severability. Notwithstanding any requirement incorporated into a title V permit obtained
by an owner or operator subject to the provisions of this part, the provisions of this part are
federally enforceable. ‘

§ 63.5 Construction and reconstruction.

(a) Applicability. :

(1) This section implements the preconstruction review requirements of section
112(i)(1) [of the Clean Air Act] for sources subject to a relevant emission standard that has been
promulgated in [40 CFR 63]. In addition, this section includes other requirements for constructed
and reconstructed stationary sources that are or become subject to a relevant promulgated
emission standard.

(2) After the effective date of a relevant standard promulgated under [40 CFR 63], the
requirements in this section apply to owners or operators who construct a new source or.
reconstruct a source after the proposal date of that standard. New or reconstructed sources that
start up before the standard’s effective date are not subject to the preconstruction review
requirements specified in paragraphs (b)(3), (d), and (e) of this section.

(b) Requirements for existing, newly constructed, and reconstructed sources.

(1) Upon construction an affected source is subject to relevant standards for new sources,
including compliance dates. Upon reconstruction, an affected source is subject to relevant
standards for new sources, including compliance dates, irrespective of any change in emissions
of hazardous air pollutants from that source.

(2) [Reserved]

(3) After the effective date of any relevant standard promulgated by the Administrator
under [40 CFR 63], whether or not an approved permit program is effective in the State in which
an affected source is (or would be) located, no person may construct a new major affected source
or reconstruct a major affected source subject to such standard, or reconstruct a major source
such that the source becomes a major affected source subject to the standard, without obtaining
written approval, in advance, from the Administrator in accordance with the procedures specified
in paragraphs (d) and (e) of this section. A

(4) After the effective date of any relevant standard promulgated by the Administrator
under this part, whether or not an approved permit program is effective in the State in which an
“.affected source is (or would be) located, no person may construct a new affected source or
reconstruct an affected source subject to such standard, or reconstruct a source such that the
source becomes an affected source subject to the standard, without notifying the Administrator
of the intended construction or reconstruction. The notification shall be submitted in accordance
with the procedures in § 63.9(b) and shall include all the information required for an application



for approval of construction or reconstruction as specified in paragraph (d) of this section. For
major sources, the application for approval of construction or reconstruction may be used to
fulfill the notification requirements of this paragraph.

(5) After the effective date of any relevant standard promulgated by the Administrator
under this part, whether or not an approved permit program is effective in the State in which an
affected source is located, no person may operate such source without complying with the
provisions of this subpart and the relevant standard unless that person has received an extension
of compliance or an exemption from compliance under § 63.6(i) or § 63.6(j) of this subpart.

(6) After the effective date of any relevant standard pron:ulgated by the Administrator
under this part, whether or not an approved permit program is effective in the State in which an
affected source is located, equipment added (or a process change) to an affected source that is
within the scope of the definition of affected source under the relevant standard shall be
considered part of the affected source and subject to all provisions of the relevant standard
established for that affected source. If a new affected source is added to the facility, the new
affected source shall be subject to all the provisions of the relevant standard that are established
for new sources including compliance dates.

(c) [Reserved]

(d) Application for approval of construction or reconstruction. The provisions of this paragraph
implement section 112(i)(1) of the Act.
(1) General application requirements.

(1) An owner or operator who is subject to the requirements of paragraph (b)(3)
of this section shall submit to the Administrator an application for approval of the construction
of a new major affected source, the reconstruction of a major affected source, or the
reconstruction of a major source such that the source becomes a major affected source subject to
the standard. The application shall be submitted as soon as practicable before the construction or
reconstruction is planned to commence (but no sooner than the effective date of the relevant
standard) if the construction or reconstruction commences after the effective date of a relevant
standard promulgated in this part. The application shall be submitted as soon as practicable
before startup but no later than 60 days after the effective date of a relevant standard
promulgated in this part if the construction or reconstruction had commenced and initial startup
had not occurred before the standard’s effective date. The application for approval of
construction or reconstruction may be used to fulfill the initial notification requirements of §
63.9(b)(5) of this subpart. The owner or operator may submit the application for approval well in

advance of the date construction or reconstruction is planned to commence in order to ensurea
timely review by the Administrator and that the planned commencement date will not be
delayed.

(ii) A separate application shall be submitted for each construction or
reconstruction. Each application for approval of construction or reconstruction shall include at a
minimum:

(A) The applicant’s name and address;

(B) A notification of intention to construct a new major affected source
or make any physical or operational charnige ‘_e 2 "-‘."_]OI‘ affected source that may meet or has been
determined to meet the criteria for a reconstructlon as defined in § 63.2;

(C) The address (i.e., physical location) or proposed address of the
source;

(D) An identification of the relevant standard that is the basis of the
application;




(E) The expected commencement date of the construction or
reconstruction;

(F) The expected completion date of the construction or reconstruction;

(G) The anticipated date of (initial) startup of the source;

(H) The type and quantity of hazardous air pollutants emitted by the
source, reported in units and averaging times and in accordance with the test methods specified
in the relevant standard, or if actual emissions data are not yet available, an estimate of the type
and quantity of hazardous air pollutants expected to be emitted by the source reported in units
and averaging times specified in the relevant standard. The owner or operator may submit
percent reduction information if a relevant standard is established in terms of percent reduction.
However, operating parameters, such as flow rate, shall be included in the submission to the
extent that they demonstrate performance and compliance; and

(I) [Reserved]

(J) Other information as specified in paragraphs (d)(2) and (d)(3) of this
section.

(iii) An owner or operator who submits estimates or preliminary information in
place of the actual emissions data and analysis required in paragraphs (d)(1)(ii))(H) and (d)(2) of
this section shall submit the actual, measured emissions data and other correct information as
soon as available but no later than with the notification of compliance status required in § 63.9(h)
(see
§ 63.9(h)(5)). _

(2) Application for approval of construction. Each application for approval of
construction shall include, in addition to the information required in paragraph (d)(1)(ii) of this
section, technical information describing the proposed nature, size, design, operating design
capacity, and method of operation of the source, including an identification of each point of
emission for each hazardous air pollutant that is emitted (or could be emitted) and a description
of the planned air pollution control system (equipment or method) for each emission point. The
description of the equipment to be used for the control of emissions shall include each control
device for each hazardous air pollutant and the estimated control efficiency (percent) for each
control device. The description of the method to be used for the control of emissions shall
include an estimated control efficiency (percent) for that method. Such technical information
shall include calculations of emission estimates in sufficient detail to permit assessment of the
validity of the calculations. An owner or operator who submits approximations of control
efficiencies under this subparagraph shall submit the actual control efficiencies as specified in
paragraph (d)(1)(ii1) of this section.

(3) Application for approval of reconstruction. Each application for approval of
reconstruction shall include, in addition to the information required in paragraph (d)(1)(ii) of this
section - (i) A brief description of the affected source and the components that are to be
replaced; .

(i1) A description of present and proposed emission control systems (i.e.,
equipment or methods). The description of the equipment to be used for the control of emissions
shall include each control device for each hazardous air pollutant and the estimated control
efficiency (percent) for each control device. The description of the method to be used for the
control of emissions shall include an estimated control efficiency (percent) for that method. Such
technical information shall include calciilations of émission estirhates in sufficient detail to
permit assessment of the validity of the calculations;

(111) An estimate of the fixed capital cost of the replacements and of constructing
a comparable entirely new source;

(iv) The estimated life of the affected source after the replacements; and



(v) A discussion of any economic or technical limitations the source may have in
complying with relevant standards or other requirements after the proposed replacements. The
discussion shall be sufficiently detailed to demonstrate to the Administrator’s satisfaction that
the technical or economic limitations affect the source’s ability to comply with the relevant
standard and how they do so.

(vi) If in the application for approval of reconstruction the owner or operator
designates the affected source as a reconstructed source and declares that there are no economic
or technical limitations to prevent the source from complying with all relevant standards or other
requirements, the owner or operator need not submit the information required in subparagraphs
(d)(3) (iii) through (v) of this section, above.

(4) Additional information. The Administrator may request additional relevant
information after the submittal of an application for approval of construction or reconstruction.

(e) — (f) [Reserved]
63.6 Compliance with standards and maintenance requirements.

(a) Applicability. :

(1) The requirements in this section apply to owners or operators of affected sources for
which any relevant standard has been established pursuant to section 112 of the Act unless -

(i) - (ii) [Reserved]

(2) If an area source that otherwise would be subject to an emission standard or other
requirement established under this part if it were a major source subsequently increases its
emissions of hazardous air pollutants (or its potential to emit hazardous air pollutants) such that
the source is a major source, such source shall be subject to the relevant emission standard or
other requirement.

(b) — (d) [Reserved]

(e) Operation and maintenance requirements.

N (1) At all times, including periods of startup, shutdown, and malfunction, owners
or operators shall operate and maintain any affected source, including associated air pollution
control equipment, in a manner consistent with good air pollution control practices for
minimizing emissions at least to the levels required by all relevant standards.

(i1) Malfunctions shall be corrected as soon as practicable after their occurrence
in accordance with the startup, shutdown, and malfunction plan required in paragraph (e)(3) of
this section.

(ii1) Operation and maintenance requirements established pursuant to section 112
of the Act are enforceable independent of emissions limitations or other requirements in relevant
standards. '

(2) Determination of whether acceptable operation and maintenance procedures are
being used will be based on information available to the Administrator which may include, but is
not limited to, monitoring results, review of operation and maintenance procedures (including
the startup, shutdown, and malfunction plan required in paragraph (e)(3) of this section), review
of operation and maintenance records, and inspection of the source.

(3) Startup, shutdown, and malfunction plan.

(i) The owner or operator of an affected source shall develop and implement a
written startup, shutdown, and malfunction plan that describes, in detail, procedures for
operating and maintaining the source during periods of startup, shutdown, and malfunction and a



program of corrective action for malfunctioning process and air pollution control equipment used
to comply with the relevant standard. As required under § 63.8(c)(1)(i), the plan shall identify all
routine or otherwise predictable CMS malfunctions. This plan shall be developed by the owner
or operator by the source’s compliance date for that relevant standard. The plan shall be
incorporated by reference into the source’s title V permit. The purpose of the startup, shutdown,
and malfunction plan is to -

(A) Ensure that, at all times,:owners or operators operate and maintain
affected sources, including associated air pollution control equipment, in a manner consistent
with good air pollution control practices for minimizing emissions at least to the levels required
by all relevant standards;

(B) Ensure that owners or operators are prepared to correct malfunctions
as soon as practicable after their occurrence in order to minimize excess emissions of hazardous
air pollutants; and

(C) Reduce the reporting burden associated with periods of startup,
shutdown, and malfunction (including corrective action taken to restore malfunctioning process
and air pollution control equipment to its normal or usual manner of operation).

(ii) During periods of startup, shutdown, and malfunction, the owner or operator
of an affected source shall operate and maintain such source (including associated air pollution
control equipment) in accordance with the procedures specified in the startup, shutdown, and
malfunction plan developed under paragraph (e)(3)(i) of this section.

(iii) When actions taken by the owner or operator during a startup, shutdown, or
malfunction (including actions taken to correct a malfunction) are consistent with the procedures
specified in the affected source’s startup, shutdown, and malfunction plan, the owner or operator
shall keep records for that event that demonstrate that the procedures specified in the plan were
followed. These records may take the form of a ‘‘checklist,’” or other effective form of
recordkeeping, that confirms conformance with the startup, shutdown, and malfunction plan for
that event. In addition, the owner or operator shall keep records of these events as specified in
§ 63.10(b) (and elsewhere in this part), including records of the occurrence and duration of each
startup, shutdown, or malfunction of operation and each malfunction of the air pollution control
equipment. Furthermore, the owner or operator shall confirm that actions taken during the
relevant reporting period during periods of startup, shutdown, and malfunction were consistent
with the affected source’s startup, shutdown and malfunction plan in the semiannual (or more
frequent) startup, shutdown, and malfunction report required in § 63.10(d)(5).

(iv) If an action taken by the owner or operator during a startup, shutdown, or
malfunction (including an action taken to correct a malfunction) is not consistent with the
procedures specified in the affected source’s startup, shutdown, and malfunction plan, the owner
or operator shall record the actions taken for that event and shall report such actions within 2
working days after commencing actions inconsistent with the plan, followed by a letter within 7
working days after the end of the event, in accordance with § 63.10(d)(5) (unless the owner or
operator makes alternative reporting arrangements, in advance, with the Administrator
(see § 63.10(d)(5)(i1))).

(v) The owner or operator shall keep the written startup, shutdown, and
malfunction plan on record after it is developed to be made available for inspection, upon
request, by the Administrator for the life of the affected source or until the affected source is no
longer subject to the provisions of this part. In addition, if the startup, shutdown, and malfunction
plan is revised, the owner or operator shall keep previous (i.e., superseded) versions of the
startup, shutdown, and malfunction plan on record, to be made available for inspection, upon
request, by the Administrator, for a period of 5 years after each revision to the plan.



(vi) To satisfy the requirements of this section to develop a startup, shutdown,
and malfunction plan, the owner or operator may use the affected source’s standard operating
procedures (SOP) manual, or an Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) or
other plan, provided the alternative plans meet all the requirements of this section and are made
available for inspection when requested by the Administrator.

(vii) Based on the results of a determination made under paragraph (e)(2) of this
section, the Administrator may require that an owner or operator of an affected source make
changes to the startup, shutdown, and malfunction plan for that source. The Administrator may
require reasonable revisions to a startup, shutdown, and malfunction plan, if the Administrator
finds that the plan:

(A) Does not address a startup, shutdown, or malfunction event that has
occurred;

(B) Fails to provide for the operation of the source (including associated
air pollution control equipment) during a startup, shutdown, or malfunction event in a manner
consistent with good air pollution control practices for minimizing emissions at least to the
levels required by all relevant standards; or

(C) Does not provide adequate procedures for correcting malfunctioning
process and/or air pollution control equipment as quickly as practicable.

(viii) If the startup, shutdown, and malfunction plan fails to address or
inadequately addresses an event that meets the characteristics of a malfunction but was not
included in the startup, shutdown, and malfunction plan at the time the owner or operator
developed the plan, the owner or operator shall revise the startup, shutdown, and malfunction
plan within 45 days after the event to include detailed procedures for operating and maintaining
the source during similar malfunction events and a program of corrective action for similar
malfunctions of process or air pollution control equipment.

(f) Compliance with nonopacity emission standards -

(1) Applicability. The nonopacity emission standards set forth in this part shall apply at
all times except during periods of startup, shutdown, and malfunction, and as otherwise specified
in an applicable subpart.

(2) Methods for determining compliance.

(i) — (iii) [Reserved]

(iv) The Administrator will determine compliance with design, equipment, work
practice, or operational emission standards in this part by review of records, inspection of the
source, and other procedures specified in applicable subparts of this part.

(v) The Administrator will determine compliance with design, equipment, work
practice, or operational emission standards in this part by evaluation of an owner or operator’s
conformance with operation and maintenance requirements, as specified in paragraph (e) of this
section and applicable subparts of this part.

(3) Finding of compliance. The Administrator will make a finding concerning an
affected source’s compliance with a nonopacity emission standard, as specified in paragraphs
(H)(1) and (£)(2) of this section, upon obtaining all the compliance information required by the
relevant standard (including the written reports of performance test results, monitoring results,
and other information, if applicable) and any information available to the Administrator needed
to determine whether proper operation and maintenance practices are being used.

(g) — (j) [Reserved]

§ 63.7 Performance testing requirements. [Reserved]



§ 63.8 Monitoring requirements. [Reserved]
§ 63.9 Notification requirements.

(a) Applicability and general information.

(1) The requirements in this section apply to, owners and operators of affected sources
that are subject to the provisions of this part, unless specified otherwise in a relevant standard.

(2) [Reserved]

(3) If any State requires a notice that contains all the information required in a
notification listed in this section, the owner or operator may send the Administrator a copy of the
notice sent to the State to satisfy the requirements of this section for that notification.

(4) (1) [Reserved]

(ii) After a State has been delegated the authority to implement and enforce
notification requirements established under this part, the owner or operator of an affected source
in such State subject to such requirements shall submit notifications to the delegated State
authority (which may be the same as the permitting authority). In addition, if the delegated
(permitting) authority is the State, the owner or operator shall send a copy of each notification
submitted to the State to the appropriate Regional Office of the EPA, as specified in paragraph
(a)(4)(i) of this section. The Regional Office may waive this requirement for any notifications at
its discretion.

(b) Initial notifications.

(N (1) The requirements of this paragraph apply to the owner or operator of an
affected source when such source becomes subject to a relevant standard.

(ii) If an area source that otherwise would be subject to an emission standard or
other requirement established under this part if it were a major source subsequently increases its
emissions of hazardous air pollutants (or its potential to emit hazardous air pollutants) such that
the source is a major source that is subject to the emission standard or other requirement, such
source shall be subject to the notification requirements of this section.

(iii) Affected sources that are required under this paragraph to submit an initial
notification may use the application for approval of construction or reconstruction under
§ 63.5(d) of this subpart, if relevant, to fulfill the initial notification requirements of this
paragraph.

(2) The owner or operator of an affected source that has an initial startup before the
effective date of a relevant standard under this part shall notify the Administrator in writing that
the source is subject to the relevant standard. The notification, which shall be submitted not later
than 120 calendar days after the effective date of the relevant standard (or within 120 calendar
days after the source becomes subject to the relevant standard), shall provide the following
information:

(i) The name and address of the owner or operator;

(i1) The address (i.e., physical location) of the affected source;

(iil) An identification of the relevant standard, or other requirement, that is the
basis of the notification and the source’s compliance date;

(iv) A brief description of the nature, size, design, and method of operation of
the source, including its operating design capacity and an identification of each point of emission
for each hazardous air pollutant, or if a definitive identification is not yet possible, a preliminary
identification of each point of emission for each hazardous air pollutant; and



(v) A statement of whether the affected source is a major source or an area
source.

(3) The owner or operator of a new or reconstructed affected source, or a source that has
been reconstructed such that it is an affected source, that has an initial startup after the effective
date of a relevant standard under this part and for which an application for approval of
construction or reconstruction is not required under § 63.5(d), shall notify the Administrator in
writing that the source is subject to the relevant standard no later than 120 days after initial
startup. The notification shall provide all the information required in paragraphs (b)(2)(i) through
(b)(2)(v) of this section, delivered or postmarked with the notification required in paragraph
(®)(3).

(4) The owner or operator of a new or reconstructed major affected source that has an
initial startup after the effective date of a relevant standard under this part and for which an
application for approval of construction or reconstruction is required under § 63.5(d) shall
provide the following information in writing to the Administrator:

(1) A notification of intention to construct a new major affected source,
reconstruct a major affected source, or reconstruct a major source such that the source becomes a
major affected source with the application for approval of construction or reconstruction as
specified in § 63.5(d)(1)(i);

(ii) A notification of the date when construction or reconstruction was
commenced, submitted simultaneously with the application for approval of construction or
reconstruction, if construction or reconstruction was commenced before the effective date of the
relevant standard;

(iii) A notification of the date when construction or reconstruction was
commenced, delivered or postmarked not later than 30 days after such date, if construction or
reconstruction was commenced after the effective date of the relevant standard;

(iv) [Reserved]; and

(v) A notification of the actual date of startup of the source, delivered or
postmarked within 15 calendar days after that date.

(5) After the effective date of any relevant standard established by the Administrator
under this part, whether or not an approved permit program is effective in the State in which an
affected source is (or would be) located, an owner or operator who intends to construct a new
affected source or reconstruct an affected source subject to such standard, or reconstruct a source
such that it becomes an affected source subject to such standard, shall notify the Administrator,
in writing, of the intended construction or reconstruction. The notification shall be submitted as
soon as practicable before the construction or reconstruction is planned to commence (but no
sooner than the effective date of the relevant standard) if the construction or reconstruction
commences after the effective date of a relevant standard promulgated in this part. The
notification shall be submitted as soon as practicable before startup but no later than 60 days
after the effective date of a relevant standard promulgated in this part if the construction or
reconstruction had commenced and initial startup had not occurred before the standard’s
effective date. The notification shall include all the information required for an application for
approval of construction or reconstruction as specified in § 63.5(d). For major sources, the
application for approval of construction or reconstruction may be used to fulfill the requirements
of this paragraph.

(c) = (g) [Reserved]

(h) Notification of compliance status.



(1) The requirements of paragraphs (h)(2) through (h)(4)of this section apply when an
affected source becomes subject to a relevant standard.

) (i) Before a title V permit has been issued to the owner or operator of an affected
source, and each time a notification of compliance status is required under this part, the owner or
operator of such source shall submit to the Administrator a notification of compliance status,
signed by the responsible official who shall certify its accuracy, attesting to whether the source
has complied with the relevant standard. The notification shall list -

(A) The methods that were used to determine compliance;

(B) The results of any performance tests, opacity or visible emission
observations, continuous monitoring system (CMS) performance evaluations, and/or other
monitoring procedures or methods that were conducted;

(C) The methods that will be used for determining continuing
compliance, including a description of monitoring and reporting requirements and test methods;

(D) The type and quantity of hazardous air pollutants emitted by the
source (or surrogate pollutants if specified in the relevant standard), reported in units and
averaging times and in accordance with the test methods specified in the relevant standard;

(E) An analysis demonstrating whether the affected source is a major
source or an area source (using the emissions data generated for this notification);

(F) A description of the air pollution control equipment (or method) for
each emission point, including each control device (or method) for each hazardous air pollutant
and the control efficiency (percent) for each control device (or method); and

' "(G) A statement by the owner or operator of the affected existing, new,
or reconstructed source as to whether the source has complied with the relevant standard or other
requirements.

(i1) The notification shall be sent before the close of business on the 60th day
following the completion of the relevant compliance demonstration activity specified in the
relevant standard (unless a different reporting period is specified in a relevant standard, in which
case the letter shall be sent before the close of business on the day the report of the relevant
testing or monitoring results is required to be delivered or postmarked). For example, the
notification shall be sent before close of business on the 60th (or other required) day following
completion of the initial performance test and again before the close of business on the 60th (or
other required) day following the completion of any subsequent required performance test. If no
performance test is required but opacity or visible emission observations are required to
demonstrate compliance with an opacity or visible emission standard under this part, the
notification of compliance status shall be sent before close of business on the 30th day following
the completion of opacity or visible emission observations.

(3) After atitle V permit has been issued to the owner or operator of an affected source,
the owner or operator of such source shall comply with all requirements for compliance status
reports contained in the source’s title V permit, including reports required under this part. After a
title V permit has been issued to the owner or operator of an affected source, and each time a.
notification of compliance status is required under this part, the owner or operator of such source
shall submit the notification of compliance status to the appropriate permitting authority
following completion of the relevant compliance demonstration activity specified in the relevant
standard.

(4) [Reserved]

(5) If an owner or operator of an affected source submits estimates or preliminary
information in the application for approval of construction or reconstruction required in § 63.5(d)
in place of the actual emissions data or control efficiencies required in paragraphs (d)(1)(ii)(H)
and (d)(2) of § 63.5, the owner or operator shall submit the actual emissions data and other



correct information as soon as available but no later than with the initial notification of
compliance status required in this section.

(6) Advice on a notification of compliance status may be obtained from the
Administrator.

(i) Adjustment to time periods or postmark deadlines for submittal and review of required
communications.

nH (i) Until an adjustment of a time period or postmark deadline has been approved
by the Administrator under paragraphs (i)(2) and (i)(3) of this section, the owner or operator
of an affected source remains strictly subject to the requirements of this part.

(i) An owner or operator shall request the adjustment provided for in paragraphs
(1)(2) and (i)(3) of this section each time he or she wishes to change an applicable time period or
postmark deadline specified in this part. .

(2) Notwithstanding time periods or postmark deadlines specified in this part for the
submittal of information to the Administrator by an owner or operator, or the review of such
information by the Administrator, such time periods or deadlines may be changed by mutual
agreement between the owner or operator and the Administrator. An owner or operator who
wishes to request a change in a time period or postmark deadline for a particular requirement
shall request the adjustment in writing as soon as practicable before the subject activity is
required to take place. The owner or operator shall include in the request whatever information
he or she considers useful to convince the Administrator that an adjustment is warranted.

(3) I, in the Administrator’s judgment, an owner or operator’s request for an adjustment
to a particular time period or postmark deadline is warranted, the Administrator will approve the
‘adjustment. The Administrator will notify the owner or operator in writing of approval or
disapproval of the request for an adjustment within 15 calendar days of receiving sufficient
information to evaluate the request.

(4) If the Administrator is unable to meet a specified deadline, he or she will notify the
owner or operator of any significant delay and inform the owner or operator of the amended
schedule.

(j) Change in information already provided. Any change in the information already provided
under this section shall be provided to the Administrator in writing within 15 calendar days after
the change.

§ 63.10 Recordkeeping and reporting requirements.

(a) Applicability and general information.

(1) The requirements of this section apply to owners or operators of affected sources
who are subject to the provisions of this part [40 CFR 63], unless specified otherwise in a
relevant standard.

(2) [Reserved]

(3) If any State requires a report that contains all the information required in a report
listed in this section, an owner or operator may send the Administrator a copy of the report sent
to the State to satisfy the requirements of this section for that report.

€)) (i) [Reserved]

(ii) After a State has been delegated the authority to implement and enforce
recordkeeping and reporting requirements established under this part, the owner or operator of an
affected source in such State subject to such requirements shall submit reports to the delegated
State authority (which may be the same as the permitting authority). In addition, if the delegated
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(permitting) authority is the State, the owner or operator shall send a copy of each report
submitted to the State to the appropriate Regional Office of the EPA, as specified in paragraph
(a)(4)(i) of this section. The Regional Office may waive this requirement for any reports at its
discretion.

(5) If an owner or operator of an affected source in a State with delegated authority is
required to submit periodic reports under this part to the State, and if the State has an established
timeline for the submission of periodic reports that is consistent with the reporting frequency(ies)
specified for such source under this part, the owner or operator may change the dates by which
periodic reports under this part shall be submitted (without changing the frequency of reporting)
to be consistent with the State’s schedule by mutual agreement between the owner or operator
and the State. For each relevant standard established pursuant to section 112 of the Act, the
allowance in the previous sentence applies in each State beginning 1 year after the affected
source’s compliance date for that standard. Procedures governing the implementation of this
provision are specified in § 63.9(i).

(6) If an owner or operator supervises one or more stationary sources affected by more
than one standard established pursuant to section 112 of the Act, he/she may arrange by mutual
agreement between the owner or operator and the Administrator (or the State permitting
authority) a common schedule on which periodic reports required for each source shall be
submitted throughout the year. The allowance in the previous sentence applies in each State
beginning 1 year after the latest compliance date for any relevant standard established pursuant
to section 112 of the Act for any such affected source(s). Procedures governing the
implementation of this provision are specified in § 63.9(i).

(7) If an owner or operator supervises one or more stationary sources affected by
standards established pursuant to section 112 of the Act (as amended November 15, 1990) and
standards set under part 60, part 61, or both such parts of this chapter, he/she may arrange by
mutual agreement between the owner or operator and the Administrator (or the State permitting
authority) a common schedule on which periodic reports required by each relevant (i.e.,
applicable) standard shall be submitted throughout the year. The allowance in the previous
sentence applies in each State beginning 1 year after the stationary source is required to be in
" compliance with the relevant section 112 standard, or 1 year after the stationary source is
required to be in compliance with the applicable part 60 or part 61 standard, whichever is latest.
Procedures governing the implementation of this provision are specified in § 63.9(i).

(b) General recordkeeping requirements.

(1) The owner or operator of an affected source subject to the provisions of this part shall
maintain files of all information (including all reports and notifications) required by this part
recorded in a form suitable and readily available for expeditious inspection and review. The files
shall be retained for at least 5 years following the date of each occurrence, measurement,
maintenance, corrective action, report, or record. At a minimum, the most recent 2 years of data
shall be retained on site. The remaining 3 years of data may be retained off site. Such files may
be maintained on microfilm, on a computer, on computer floppy disks, on magnetic tape disks,
or on microfiche.

(2) The owner or operator of an affected source subject to the provisions of this part shall
maintain relevant records for such source of -

(i) The occurrence and duration of each startup, shutdown, or malfunction of
operation (i.e., process equipment);

(ii) The occurrence and duration of each malfunction of the air pollution control
equipment;

(iii) All maintenance performed on the air pollution control equipment;



(iv) Actions taken during periods of startup, shutdown, and malfunction
(including corrective actions to restore malfunctioning process and air pollution control
equipment to its normal or usual manner of operation) when such actions are different from the
procedures specified in the affected source’s startup, shutdown, and malfunction plan (see §
63.6(e)(3));

(v) All information necessary to demonstrate conformance with the affected
source’s startup, shutdown, and malfunction plan (see § 63.6(e)(3)) when all actions taken during
periods of startup, shutdown, and malfunction (including corrective actions to restore
malfunctioning process and air pollution control equipment to its normal or usual manner of
operation) are consistent with the procedures specified in such plan. (The information needed to
demonstrate conformance with the startup, shutdown, and malfunction plan may be recorded
using a ‘‘checklist,”” or some other effective form of recordkeeping, in order to minimize the
recordkeeping burden for conforming events);

(vi) [Reserved];

(vii) [Reserved]

(3) Recordkeeping requirement for applicability determinations. If an owner or operator
determines that his or her stationary source that emits (or has the potential to emit, without
considering controls) one or more hazardous air pollutants is not subject to a relevant standard or
other requirement established under this part, the owner or operator shall keep a record of the
applicability determination on site at the source for a period of 5 years after the determination, or
until the source changes its operations to become an affected source, whichever comes first. The
record of the applicability determination shall include an analysis (or other information) that
demonstrates why the owner or operator believes the source is unaffected (e.g., because the
source is an area source). The analysis (or other information) shall be sufficiently detailed to
allow the Administrator to make a finding about the source’s applicability status with regard to
the relevant standard or other requirement. If relevant, the analysis shall be performed in
accordance with requirements established in subparts of this part for this purpose for particular
categories of stationary sources. If relevant, the analysis should be performed in accordance with
EPA guidance materials published to assist sources in making applicability determinations under
section 112, if any.

(c) [Reserved]

(d) General reporting requirements.

(1) Notwithstanding the requirements in this paragraph or paragraph (e) of this section,
the owner or operator of an affected source subject to reporting requirements under this part shall
submit reports to the Administrator in accordance with the reporting requirements in the relevant

standard(s).
(2) — (4) [Reserved] .
5 (i) Periodic startup, shutdown, and malfunction reports. If actions taken by an

owner or operator during a startup, shutdown, or malfunction of an affected source (including
actions taken to correct a malfunction) are consistent with the procedures specified in the
source’s startup, shutdown, and malfunction plan [see § 63.6(e)(3)], the owner or operator shall
state such information in a startup, shutdown, and malfunction report. Reports shall only be
required if a startup, shutdown, or malfunction occurred during the reporting period. The startup,
shutdown, and malfunction report shall consist of a letter, containing the name, title, and
signature of the owner or operator or other responsible official who is certifying its accuracy,
that shall be submitted to the Administrator semi-annually (or on a more frequent basis if
specified otherwise in a relevant standard or as established otherwise by the permitting authority



in the source’s title V permit). The startup, shutdown, and malfunction report shall be delivered
or postmarked by the 30th day following the end of each calendar half (or other calendar

© reporting period, as appropriate). If the owner or operator is required to submit excess emissions
and continuous monitoring system performance (or other periodic) reports under this part, the
startup, shutdown, and malfunction reports required under this paragraph may be submitted
simultaneously with the excess emissions and continuous monitoring system performance (or
other) reports. If startup, shutdown, and malfunction reports are submitted with excess emissions
and continuous monitoring system performance (or other periodic) reports, and the owner or
operator receives approval to reduce the frequency of reporting for the latter under paragraph (e)
of this section, the frequency of reporting for the startup, shutdown, and malfunction reports also
may be reduced if the Administrator does not object to the intended change. The procedures to
implement the allowance in the preceding sentence shall be the same as the procedures specified
in paragraph (e)(3) of this section.

(i) Immediate startup, shutdown, and malfunction reports. Notwithstanding the
allowance to reduce the frequency of reporting for periodic startup, shutdown, and malfunction
reports under paragraph (d)(5)(i) of this section, any time an action taken by an owner or
operator during a startup, shutdown, or malfunction (including actions taken to correct a
malfunction) is not consistent with the procedures specified in the affected source’s startup,
shutdown, and malfunction plan, the owner or operator shall report the actions taken for that
event within 2 working days after commencing actions inconsistent with the plan followed by a
letter within 7 working days after the end of the event. The immediate report required under this
paragraph shall consist of a telephone call (or facsimile (FAX) transmission) to the
Administrator within 2 working days after commencing actions inconsistent with the plan, and it
shall be followed by a letter, delivered or postmarked within 7 working days after the end of the
event, that contains the name, title, and signature of the owner or operator or other responsible
official who is certifying its accuracy, explaining the circumstances of the event, the reasons for
not following the startup, shutdown, and malfunction plan, and whether any excess emissions
and/or parameter monitoring exceedances are believed to have occurred. Notwithstanding the
requirements of the previous sentence, after the effective date of an approved permit program in
the State in which an affected source is located, the owner or operator may make alternative
reporting arrangements, in advance, with the permitting authority in that State. Procedures
governing the arrangement of alternative reporting requirements under this paragraph are
specified in § 63.9(i).

(e) — (f) [Reserved]

§ 63.11 - 63.13 [Reserved]

63.14 Incorporations by reference.

(a) The materials listed in this section are incorporated by reference in the corresponding
sections noted. These incorporations by reference were approved by the Director of the Federal
Register in accordance with 5 U.S.C. 552(a) and 1 CFR part 51. These materials are incorporated
as they exist on the date of the approval, and notice of any change in these materials will be
published in the FEDERAL REGISTER. The materials are available for purchase at the
corresponding addresses noted below, and all are available for inspection at the Office of the
Federal Register, 800 North Capitol Street, NW, suite 700, Washington, DC, at the Air and



Radiation Docket and Information Center, U.S. EPA, 401 M Street, SW., Washington, DC, and
at the EPA Library (MD-35), U.S. EPA, Research Triangle Park, North Carolina.

(b) The matérials listed below are available for purchase from at least one of the following
addresses: American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM), 1916 Race Street, Philadelphia,
Pennsylvania 19103; or University Microfilms International, 300 North Zeeb Road, Ann Arbor,
Michigan 48106.

(1)=(7) [Reserved]

(8) ASTM D523-89, Standard Test Method for Specular Gloss, IBR approved for
§ 63.782.

(9) ASTM D1475-90, Standard Test Method for Density of Paint, Varnish, Lacquer, and
Related Products, IBR approved for § 63.788 appendix A.

(10) ASTM D2369-93, Standard Test Method for Volatile Content of Coatings, IBR
approved for § 63.788 appendix A.

(11) ASTM D3912-80, Standard Test Method for Chemical Resistance of Coatings Used
in Light-Water Nuclear Power Plants, IBR approved for § 63.782.

(12) ASTM D4017-90, Standard Test Method for Water and Paints and Paint Materials
by Karl Fischer Method, 1BR approved for § 63.788 appendix A.

(13) ASTM D4082-89, Standard Test Method for Effects of Gamma Radiation on
Coatings for Use in Light-Water Nuclear Power Plants, IBR approved for § 63.782.

(14) ASTM D4256-89 [reapproved 1994], Standard Test Method for Determination of
the Decontaminability of Coatings Used in Light-Water Nuclear Power Plants, IBR approved for
§ 63.782.

(15) ASTM D3792-91, Standard Test Method for Water Content of Water-Reducible
Paints by Direct Injection into a Gas Chromatograph, IBR approved for § 63.788 appendix A.

(16) ASTM D3257-93, Standard Test Methods for Aromatics in Mineral Spirits by Gas
Chromatography, IBR approved for § 63.786(b). '

(17) ASTM E260-91, Standard Practice for Packed Column Gas Chromatography, IBR
approved for § 63.786(b).

(18) ASTM E180-93, Standard Practice for Determining the Precision of ASTM
Methods for Analysis and Testing of Industrial Chemicals, IBR approved for § 63.786(b).

(19) [Reserved]

(c) — (f) [Reserved]

§ 63.15 Availability of information and confidentiality.

(a) Availability of information.

(1) With the exception of information protected through part 2 of
this chapter, all reports, records, and other information collected by the Administrator under this
part are available to the public. In addition, a copy of each permit application, compliance plan
(including the schedule of compliance), notification of compliance status, excess emissions and
continuous monitoring systems performance report, and title V permit is available to the public,
consistent with protections recognized in section 503(e) of the Act.

(2) The availability to the public of information provided to or otherwise obtained by the
Administrator under this part shall be governed by part 2 of this chapter.

(b) Confidentiality.



(1) If an owner or operator is required to submit information entitled to protection from
disclosure under section 114(c) of the Act, the owner or operator may submit such information
separately. The requirements of section 114(c) shall apply to such information.

(2) The contents of a title V permit shall not be entitled to protection under section
114(c) of the Act; however, information submitted as part of an application for a title V permit
may be entitled to protection from disclosure.



AIR CONSTRUCTION PERMIT
APPENDIX C. APPLICANT’S TABLE 3 - EMISSIONS CALCULATIONS

The Applicant’s Table 3, Proposed emissions calculations, is attached as part of this permit following
this page.

Sea Ray Boats, Inc, DEP File No. 0090093-003-AC
Cape Canaveral Plant ‘ PSD-FL-274



BEST AVAILABLE COPY

Table Three. Proposed Emissions Calculations

~
cc|sc| MRP4# DESCRIPTION USAGE | UOM | WTIGAL| uom USAGE UN? Chemical CAS # ;22 c|% Chem | Chemlcal (ibs) | Emis 1 otr| EMissions Emissions
clelsle HIYr Tons/Yr
10 7120) 7 100073[Orange Tooling " "1 ) || [T 5400] s |Mellyl iethacryidte 80-62:5 x| x 5.0% 270 | 54% 15 | o
10| 120/ 100073 |Orange Tooling R R e e 54.00 || Ibs |Siyrene 100-42:5| x| x 40.8% 2201 54% 1189 7 oo
10| 120| 101154(Bige GreyGe | | |[L_18476500] s [Slyrene 100-42-5| x| x| 34.4% 63,562.86 | 16.5%| 10,487.87 | 574
_Jop1e0| 101410|Polygard 33441 | | L 243800] Ibs |Hexechioroethane | T 67.72-1| x| 100.69 | 11% 08 |77 oo
~10[190| 101410 |Polygard 33441 o T e 2a38 00 | s (Siyrene 100-425| x| x|~ 00669 1% 9974 0w
10{120|  101436|Black Tooling I Y Y R 162,00 )| ibs |Melhyl Melhaciylafe 80-626| x| x 712 54% 1777 om
10[ 120 101436|Black Tooling - 0 | 162.00]) s [Siviene : 100125 x| x 6079 | 54% P
15| 60| 101485 |Paint, Latex Black (Delta Labs) [ 1,246 00 gal | 101 | gl 1258460 | Ibs |Elhylene Glycol 10721 x| x| | | 29% 36495 | 100% 018
15]_70]_ 101923 Paint, Plasti-Dip (Red) [ 100) ga gl |Hexane 110543/ x| x 10.0% 124| 100% 000
_15/770| 101923 |Paint, Plasti-Oip (Red) - 100 Melhyl Ethyl Kelone 78933|x|x| | | 80% 055 100% 000
15| 70| 101923|Paint, PlastiDip (Red) 100] ) {GiRervoe ” 350% 228 | To00% 300
15| 70| 101923 |Paint, Plasti-Oip (Red) o 1.00]| Toluene 108-88-3| x| x 15.0% 1.04 100% 000
15[ 50| 102475 Moist Resist Lacquer [ 18%00] Methy! Eihyl Ketone 76.933| % x| |~ 3.0% 200 100% o on
15| 50) 102475|Moist Resist Lacquer 1800] gal | 74 Ibs |OtherVOT RE 65.5% 87.25 100% {104
15| 50| 102475 |Moist Resist o [_—18—6()] g | Toluenc 108883 | x| x| 3.0% 4.00 100% ann
15| 80| 102475 T 1800 u/q| ’ |Rylene™ 1330207 x| x| | 4.0% 5337 T100% 000
15| 790| 102497 [Additive, Retordant la(ll'y_l_(*éﬂljl()ao [ 20a0] gal gl s |2-Buloiyethano ™ 4 11.76-2x [x ||| 100.0% 1%2.59 | 100% 008
15[ 100| 102525 Sanding Scalor T asa0]| Tgal g [T 4330 Melhyl Ricohof x| 3% 4407 |T 100% “o0?
15| 100| 102525 |8anding Sealer || 161.00 Caigt - [Melhyi Bty Kelone™ ™ |” x|x 15 0%| 17147 | T100%, oo
T15|100| " 102525 |sanding Sealer 161.00] ¢ Targt T T390 [ bs [OlierVOC x| 427% a80.10 | 100% ey
“i5 (00| 107525 |Sanding Sealer T[T A6t00) oAl ST T390 [ s |Toitiene T0s8a3|x | x| [ 150% 3717 100%| 0o
15100 102525|Sanding Sealer || 461.00] gal g |TTTT144370 | ibs |Xviene 1330207 | x| x| [ 3% da0) | AR T A e
1025 T Tesann || bs |Styrene 100-425|x | x| || 315% 3,113.03 11.0%) 3624317 T o
1665 | Silicon, Lubricant (W 5.00 “ibs |Olher VOT T 710% 2371 100% 27177 won
25| 7190| 156984 |Sealant, Silicone o 780700 ea | s [OlherVGC T 37% 10610 | 100%| 18810 | oo
25770 156992(Seatant, Siicane B N ETXl ( 21| ibs |OtherVGC - T 37% 567 | 100% 557 [ oo
“25|770| 157008 |Seatant, Silicone .+ |[15,437.00 ‘ibs |[Other:VOC - T 37% 367.69 100% 37697 7 om
195 35| 164939|Compound, Edge Wax Fin-Kare [ 13.00| e O CHerVOT T a47% 38.64 |  100% 34| 0w
10| 730| 166488 w1 fact Disc Cement 148.00|| 5 S 110-543 | x [ x| 37.5% 1734 100% 1734 T oo
“10| 30| 16614 act Disc Cement 74800 5T oz | ; [oiervoc 1|7 2r5% 1272 |7 100%| 272 G
1631 735| 17631 |Compound Sealer Glaze | 11.00]| gal | 875 |Formaidelyde - 50-00-0| x| 0.5% 0.24 ‘ 021 o
195|735|" 179341 |Compound Scaler Glo»r o) s | '|Cther:voC x T 330% 15.80 ‘001
195/ 35| 179358 |Compound, Mutd Release TR 1ii-Te Il _ 310.00 T s |Other:vOC % 70,0% 10988 | 100%|  109.88 | now
15| 80| 181255 |Paint, Spray Pt (Black) '3,692.00 W T e T T 2m30 "|Butane 106978 x| |x| [ 13.7%| 100% 29596 [ 015
15| 80| 111255 |Paint, Spray Pt (Rlack) [3.69200]| can | 11 | ez | 253 A)o "|isobutane - 75285 x| [x| | 11.7% 100% 20506 1777 0y
15|80 181255 [Paint, Spray : t (ack) 3.692.00]| can | 11 | ez | 2538.25 | Ibs |OtherVGC x 8% 100% 20661 | 010
15|80 Paint, Spray Pl (Black) 369200 can | 11 s [Piopane 74-98°6| x| | x 11.7% TTH00%| 29595 | 015
15 Paint, Spray Pt (Black) 3,692.00] 9 b | Toliene T 08803 x| x| | | 25.0% 100% 63456 | 0
5| Paint, Spray Pt (Black) T A 000 11 Xylche 133020-7| x| x| | | 12.5% 100% ao70 | o1e
"15| 50| 191429 |Paint, Lacquer Hi-Gion i 7400 g 31 “Ibs | MethyT ;T Kelone 78-93-3| x| x 0% 100% 2164 T om
15| 50| 191428 |Paint, Lacquer Hi-Gloss For Vilracor |[ - 74.00 31 T 540,94 | Tibs |Other:VOC T ~100% 37325 | o
15| s0 Paint, Lacquer Hi-Gloss For Vitracor 74.00 S T 54064 | bs [Xvlene T 1330207 | x| x T 300% 1623 [ om
30| 30 M N EEE "7712,838.31 | ibs |Acelone 6rea1| | | T i00%| 186155 | oen
10| 30 TT|A.90800]  en e T 12,838,317 ibs |Other:VOC X 100%|  5,045.46 2
"I0| 30| 181510|3M Fast Foam Adhesive 11,008.00] ea oz 7| T TA2,83831 [bs |Penfane T T 09:66-0 x| | x 3,106.87 | 100%| 310587 [ 116
10| 735 7101500 [ Adiesive, Thieadiocker [ 89.00] ea or | T 9,40 | ibs |Melhyl Alcahol 67561 | x| x 019 | 100% 019 0o
Sea Ray Boats, Inc., Cape Canaveral Plant Chapter 2 Section [
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BEST AVAILABLE COPY

Table Three. Proposed Emissions Calculations

v[H|R[A .
€| sC| . MRP# DESCRIPTION USAGE uom WT/GAL uom USAGE L:V? Chemlcal CAS# |O|A|F|c|%Chem | Chemical (Ibs}|Emls Fctr Em:’s;’lrons E?!zzlf:',‘s
RO U P ———— | e e c P S e
10| 30| 191569 |Adhcsive, Thieadlocker [, ®o00]| ea | 169 | oz 9.40 | Ibs |Othervoc N X 3% 108| 100% 106 0.00
10| 30| 191585 | Adhesive, Thrcadiocker Primer Only 200 can | 6 Tz 0.75 | Ibs |Acelone 67-64-1 | | |x| 7000% 0.53 100%| 063 0.0u
70| 30| 191585 |Adhesive, Threadlocker Primer Only 200] can |6 | ez 0.75 | Ibs |lsobulane 75-285| x| | x 2250% 017 100%| 0.17 0.00
0| 730] 191585 |Adhesive, Threadliocker Primer Only 200] ean |76 | ez | 0.75 | ibs |isopropyl Alconal 67-630| X 10.00% 008 100% 0.08 0 Ou
10| 30| 191585 |Adhesive, Threadiocker Primer Only 2.00|| can 6 oz | 075/ Ibs |OtherVGC x| 2.96%) 0.02 100% 0.02 0.00
16!730| 7191718 Adhesive, Pvc Cement 203.00 | 799 rigl | 405.49 | 1os | Methyl EiinT Ketorie 78933 x| x 15.0%) 60.82 0% 2433 0.01
10| 30| 191718|Adhesive, Pvc Cement [ 20300 at 799 | gl 405.49 | 1bs |Other:VOC x 66.5% 269.65 40% 107.86 0.05
195] 65| 191734 |Silicone Spray Lubricant 266800| can - | 24 0z 4002.00 | Ibs |Hexane 110543 | x | x 15.0% 600 30 100% 600.30 0.30
13 "7191734|Silicone Spzray Lubricant 2,668.00]  can 24| oz | 4.002.00 | Ibs |Other VT x £0.0% ERGRIER 100%|  3,201.60 160
19 ra2|Cleaner, Glax 125.00]| ot 20 oz | 156.25 | Ibs |2-Buloxyethanol 1762 x|x| | | 5.7% 8.95 100% 8.95 0.00
"191742|Cleaner, Glass Spaitan 125.00]| ot 20 Tz | 156.25 | Ibs |I=abutane 75-205| x| | x 57%| 8.95 100% 8.95 000
7191858 |Fast Dry Lacquer T 24000] can | 12 | oz | j80.00 | Ibs |Acelone 67-6a1| | | |x|” 49.0% 88.20 100% 8.20 004
191858 |Fast Dry Lacquer [, 240.00] can 12| oz |7 180,00 Tbs |MetRyl Alcohol 67-56.1| x 1.0% 1.80 100% 1.80 000
50| 191858 |Fast Dry Lacquer 240.00] can | 12 | oz | 7180.00 | Ibs |Melhyl EihyiKelone T 78933 x|x| | | 1.0% 180 100% 1.60 000
15| 50| 191858|Fasl Dy La- -uer " 24000 can 2| oz ’ 180,00 | Ibs |OhervoT I x T 7.0% 30.60 100% 30.60 oo
15| 50| 191858 |Fast Diy Lacquer 24007 can 2 | ez 160.00 | ibs |Piopane 74:986(x| |x 15.0% 27.00 | 100% 27.00 001 ‘
15| 50| 191856 |Fast Dry Lacquer 240.00)|  can | 12 | oz | 180.00 | Ibs |Tollene 108-88-3| x| x| 3.0% 5.40 100%| 540 000
15| 50| 191858 |Fasl Dry Lacquer 240.00]  can | 12 | oz 180.00 | Ibs |Xylene 1330207 x|x| | | 1.0% 1.80 100% 1.80 0.00 ‘
15| 80| 191866 |Painl, Spray Black Hi-Temp 8.00]| can 12| ez 600 | Tos |Acéione 67-641| | | [x| 45.0%| | 2.70 100%| 270|000
15| 80| 191866 |Paint, Spray Black Hi-Temp 800] can | 12 | oz | 600 Ibs |MelIEIRTREGne |7 78933 x| x| | | 11.0% 0.66 100% 0.66 000
15| 00| 191866 |Pairs, Spray Black Hi-Temp 800] can | 12 oz | 6.00 | 1bs |OlherVOC x| |~ 31.0% 186 100%| 186 0.00
15| 80| 191866 |Paint, Spray Black Hi-Temp 800 can | 12 oz | 6.00 | Ibs |Propane 74-98.6|x| |x 3.0%| 0.18 100% 0.18 0.00
15| 80| 191865 Paint, Spray Black Hi-iemp 8.00| can | 12 oz T 776.00 | bs |Toluene 108-883 | x| x| 10.0%| 0.60 100% 0.60 00U ;
15| 80| 191862|Paint, Spray Red 4800) “can | 12 | ez [ 36.75 | Ibs |Acetone 67641 x| 36.0%| . 13.23 100% 13.23 001
15| 80| 191882 |Paint, Spray Red [ 49.00] can 12 oz | 36.75 | Ibs |Bulane 106-97.8| x| |x 8.0%| 2.94 100% 2.94 0.00
15| 80| 191882 |Paint, Spray Red " T4900]| can 12 oz 36.75 | lbs |OtherVOC % 10%] . 0.37 100% 0.37 000
15| 80| 191882|Painl, Spray Red 49.00] can | 12 | oz | 36.75 | Ibs |Propane 74.98:6| x| |x 5% 5.88 100% | 5.88 000}
Propylene Glycol Methyl
15| 80| 191882|Paint, Spray Red 49.00| can 12 oz 36.75 | Ibs |Ether Acetate 108.-£5.6| x| x 12.5%| 459 100% 459 000
15| 80| 191802 |Paint, Spray Red 49.00|| can 12 oz | 36.75 | Ibs |Xylene 1330-20-7 | x | x 12.0%| . a.41 100% 441 00V
15| 80| 191924|Spray Paint Hard Hat 821.00] can 15 oz 76969 | Ibs |OhervoC x 50.0% 391.00 100% 391.00 0.20
15| 80| 191924|Spray Paint Hard Hat 821.00] can 15 oz 769.69 | Ibs [Xvlene 1330-20-7| x XF 1.0% 770 100% 7.70 0.00
15| 80| 191932|Paint, Spray Pt (White) 18400] can | 11 0z 126.50 | Ibs [P e “T906-97-81 x| | x| 7% 12.75 100% 14.75 0.01
15| 80| 191932|Paint, Spray Pt (White) 18400 can 11 oz 126.50 | Ibs |istuulane 75205) x| [ 11.7% 14.75 100% 14.75 0.01
15| 80| 191932|Paint, Spray Pt (White) 184.00] can 11 oz 126.50 | lbs [OlhervOC X 8.1% 10.30 100% 10.30 0.01
15| 80| 191932 |Paint, Spray Pt (While) 184.00] can 1 oz 126.50 | Ibs |Propane 74-98.6| x| |x 1.7% 14.75 100% 14.75 0.01
15| 80| 191932|Paint, Spray Pt (White) 104.00|| can 1 oz 126.50 | ibs |Toluene 108883 x | x| 25.0% 31.63 100% 31.63 002
15| 780| 191932 |Paint, Spray Pt (White) 184.00| can | 19 oz | 126.50 | Ibs |Xylene 1330-20-7| x| x 12.5% 1581 100% 15.81 0.01
i95| 35| "192864|Super Polyglaze 8600 cn(2q) | 7.92 gl 340.55 | Ibs |OlhervOC ¥ 65.0% 221.36 100% 221.36 0.11
95| 35| 192872 |imperial Hand Glaze 600 en(qy | 7.92 | #igl 31.68 | Ibs |OtherVOT x| 14.3% 453 100% 453 0.00
751715 192898|Bilge Cleaner ~2.00 ca 1% | oz 2.00 | Tos |OMhervoc MEE 1.0% 0G.  100% 002 0.00
75| 15| 192922|Cleaner, Vinyl Formula Lf 500] can | 14 oz 238 | ibs |Olhervoc X 95.0% 416 100% 416 0.00
95| 35| 194274|Cpd Poiishing Lackryl I 72.00]  gal | 1168 | #igl 840.96 | Ibs |OherVOC MEe 2.4% 2018 100% 20.18 0.01
95| 35| 194282|Compound, Polishing Dixiler 2000]|  gal 1081 | #igl 216.20 | ws |OherVOC i 33.3% 72.06 100% 72.06 . 0.04
25| 30| 194308 |Dykem Co 1.00] gal | 748 | #igl 78.98 | los |OtherVOC X 89.4% 70.61 100%|  70.61 004 |
25| 30| "194415|Denalured Alcohol [ 68500 gal | 67 | g 4,509.50 | lbs |Melhyl Alcohol 67-56-1| x| x| 50.0% 2294.75 100%| 229475 ERER
Sea Ray Boals, Inc., Cape Canaveral Plant ' Chapter 2, Section f
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Table Three.
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Proposed Einvissions Calculalions

sc| mnp#
30| 194 5|
110|200 06

30| 2098783 (A
30| 209783
15 ;.:um

T257907
270009

277681

140 1o'a'oJ
Ja0| 3u8205
140| 308213

0| "308213| Re

321190

DESCRIPTION

Dena(urcd /\Icohul
Sealanl Slhconc

/\dhcswn Con!“f‘l Spray Stuck- Up

/\dhcswc Contacl Spray Stuck- Up

USAGE

Cleaner Induslnal Cilius Base

C,Iuaner Spol Remover

Cleaner \,pol ‘Remover

[_a00]

Sealart, Utc(hanc White Sikallex

NEET

Chermcal Minetal Spunq

Seamn Fil Antique White

T

Seam Fil Antique White

N (I

[20,1 u,tm] _

e 1uuoou] ':
[ 131200]
T131200]
™ qa00].
[ o0

_—_"iv.00]
[ 6100

120.00]

Seam Filt Antrque While

81 |Searn Fil Anlique = White

Sealdnl Smcone Whlle

ekp-9H

’ 130.00

T 9200

T?;:EM—E-RpQ H

Red Meka) H

Lok /eld Con' Tadn

Adh
Lokweld Contact Adh

T321190
321190

tokweld Conlact Adh

Lokweld Cartact Adh

Lokweld Conlacl Al

Qk alant, §|Ilcone

3,894.00

Compound, Pollshing Finesse It Il

120 #230(T
120] T 440230]T
20| 210230
120 "440230
120| " 440230
Tis( w07

150 " aa0727|c
120| 556944 7
0| 555044
110] " 581975(P
“30| 592790

Compound Pohshmg Finesse It H

[ 293.00
00

170 Lacquer Thinner

170 Lacﬁl_u'r Thinner

128.00

[ ws.00
|~ aus.00

7.70 Lacquer Thinner

T70L acquer Thinner

1.093.00]| -

T-70 Lanuer Thinner

(fin-wricr Al Pilrpoce

Clcancr ‘Al Purpose

e While Gel
Anhque While Ge!

P()I)esler Pully >>>> B 1,602.?)—61 g
Boltomkole Black 149.00 |

UOoM

gl

(3]

en

can
(50 m1y

©en

ea

gal

e

[L389100] oat |
[ 389400]
[ 369400] g

3.694.00

e |

[asoo|| gal | 672 | g
T as00 | :

WTIGAL

3 )/
"8

uom

H/(]I
0.72
(I7_

07

/I/ql
M/()l

uo R VIHIR A Ermi-sions | Emissions
USAGE M Chemical CAS # O|A|F|c|% Chem | Chemical (Ibs) | Emis Fctr
e clplsle BIYr Tons/Yr
258950 | ibs |[Other VO™ T T G s 100 T o
S Nﬁ,?ﬁ' “ihs |Olher:VOT T M 5.2% Tq00%| oas | T 000
16 347 Jo s |Acelone - T T % T R
Ibs |Hexaie i x|x| T 3% h 283
' ié’:i«w 50 ) MEN 152% ) T4
' 16 347 Jo bs |Piopane - x| T 2a7820 | 100% - Y
N “|Gther VOC - x| ﬁm"'?iiiso - TTi21360 | 06t
s |Propane 74.986|x| 303.40 30340 | 015
s |OlherVoT - Sl TS 455 T oo
los |Perchicroetlyiene ™ 127384 x| x 15 - 15177777 oo
" [Trichioroethylene ™| T 7 g 01l VI T T T v s T T TGS T 00wl S95 o000
|Other VST - Ty 000
o ) s [Eilyl Benzene™ | 100-41-4| x| x| - Tom
723756 | Ihe [Xylene T 330207 v % oo
103523 | s [OlerVOC T T T T M T o5
T3 | s |Acstone T " ersad| (- , T oo
) Metiwl Elhyl Ketone 78-93.3[ x| % - 0.74 100% 074 | oo
n x| R ET 100% 516 o000
17330207 | x| % IREN 100%| A “o00
i M 1.84 100% 184 “ oo
13113 x| x 6,373.46 na neg 000
s |Meliyl Eliyi Keloie 78-933| x| x T 296 49 14229 o b'()z
A2 . |Dimeltyi Phihafate 1aax|x| |7 s00% 19,651.00 “na neg|
[ 39.302.00| ibs [Xylene 1330207 | x| x| {7 [ 175% %|  6.877.85
B 26,712.87 | Ibs |Acclone 67.64-1| | | [x| 265% 7.078.90
T7726.712.84 | bs [Hexane ’ 110543 | x| x 19.2% 5.128.87
TT26.712.84 | ibs |Methyl Alcohol 67561 x|x| | | 25% 667.62
26,712.84 | s |OliierVOT o XU 19.2% 517587 | 256
o 26 71) 84 |Tolutie T H0e883| x| x| || 13.0%|  3,47267 100%|  3.47267 |
’ B TothervoCT ™ T XTI 5% 1159 100% 1759
Ethylbenzene - 100-41-4] x| x 0.1% 0.61 100% 0.61
Other:VOC o x| 22.8%
Xylenc 1330-20-7( x| x 0.1%
: 67-6a1| ||+
s |Acelone — 7 __~Z37 a4l ||
| Metiyl iyl Ketore™ |7 78933 x| x| |
MeliwTisobribi Rowone” | 108104 | x| x| || 25.0%|
nervot - < 25.0%
Toluene ™ T '_"_]'Z)h_uh—g x T 35.0%
|2- Du!oxyc!hanol el kx| T 60%
’ PIOPJHF‘ T B T Vaen6 )( - x T -5;)—5,'; &)(][)
- Melhyl Mummylate ST 30wl o
g T x|xh |~ T
1T 2125664 | bs |Styrene T T 0025 X x| T | T 15.0% ) BORE
TTTR00820 | s [OlherVET T T T T T T T T 2000% T T 100% 4104 | o
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Table Three. Froposed Emissions Calculations

vIH|R[A
cc|sc| MRrpa DESCRIPTION USAGE | uoMm |wriGaL| uom USAGE lfwo Chemlcal CAS# |O|A|F|c|% Chem | Chemlcal (tbs) | Emis Fete| EMISStons | Emissions
o o B | clelsle #iYr TonsfYr .
15| 30| 592790|Boltomkole Black [ 14s00]l gat | 148 | wigl 2,205.20 | Ibs [Xylene 1330207 x| x| | | 5.0% 11026 | 100% 110.26 0.06
15| 30| 592816 Paint, Botton Red ~ 200]| 17637 | wgl | T 32560 | Ios |Othervoc X 17.0% 554 100% 554 0.0u
“15| 30| 592816|Paint, Bollon Red [ 200 17963 7| wg 32.60 | Ibs |Xylene 1330207 | x| x| || 50% 163 100% 163 0.00
15| 120|  592899|Boltom Paint Thinner T asoo]| T T g 350.40 | Ibs |Xylene 1330207 | x | x 100.0% 350.40 | 100% 350.40 0.1u
"25[100|  604025|Solvent, Vinyl-Lux Primer Wash 1200]| g 75 | gl 90.00 | Ibs |Methyl sobulylKetone | 10:-30-1| x| x 13.0% 11.70 100% 1170 001
"25|100| " 604025|Solvent, Vinyl-Lux Primer Wash 12.00 75 gl 90.00 | Ibs |OtherVoC X 69.0% 62.10 100% 62.10 003
15| 30| 612077 |Epoxy Btm Coat w/Hardener 2000 129 fifgl 232.20 | Ibs |Melhylene Chioride 75.09.2| [x| | |7 107% 2478 | 100% 24.78 001
15| 30|  612077|Epoxy Bim Coat w/Hardener 2001 18.00]| 73 High 131.40 | Ibs |OtherVOC X 48.3% 6352 |  100% 63.52 0.03
“15[ 30| 612077 |Epoxy Blm Coal w/Hardener 2001 18.00] 73 gl 131.40 | ibs |Xylene 1330207 x| x| | | 38.0% 49.93 100% 49.93 002
15| 30| " 612077|Epoxy Bim Coal w/Hardener 2000 18.00]| 129 igh 232.20 | Ibs |Xylene 1330207 x [ x 7.7% 17.89 100% 17.81 0.01
"15| 30|  612085|Epoxy, Bim Coal w/Hardener 1000/1|[~ __ 19.00| 8.1 #igl 153.90 | Ibs |Other:VOC x 35.5% 54.63 100% 54.63 0.03
ig __éé _612085|Epoxy, Btm Coal w/Hardener 1000/1 19.00 | 8.1 tigh 153.90 wphenol 108-95-2( x| x 12.5% 19.24 100% 19.24 001
10| 190| 619981 Alpha Altek BO602F [ [3552,635.00| ibs |Styiene 100-42-5| x | x 350%| 1,243,422.25 11%| 136,776.45 68.39
175| 15| 645952 |Cleaner, TFX "T14.00 gal 8.21 gl 114.94 | Ibs |Other'VOC x 8.4% 9.65 100% 9.65 0.00
175| 15| 645952|Cleaner, TFX 1400 gal 8.21 gl 114.94 | Ibs |Xylene 1330-20-7 | x [ x 1.6% 1.84 100% 1.84 000,
Dipropylene glycol T [
175| 15| 662437 |Cleaner, Super Blue Resin 211200 gat 8.8 Hig) 18,585.60 | Ibs |melhyl ether 34950.94-8| x | x 7.0% 1,300.99 100%|  1,300.99 0.65
R - Dipropylene Glycol o
25(100| 662445 |Solvent, Super Flush $-260 6,006.00 || gal 8.66 #igl 53,333.28 | Ibs [Methyl Ether 34590-94-8| x | x 9.0% 4,800.00 100%|  4.800.00 240
"25/100| 662445 |Solvent, Super Flush $-260 5,006.00 gal 5.88 gl 53,333.26 | Ibs |OtherVOC X 90.9% 48,479.95 100%| 48,479.95 2424
"10|190| "666057| Hydropell A35 o 210,060.00 | Ibs |Slyrene 100-42:5| x | x 35.0% 73.521.00 11%|  8,087.31 404
15| 90| 667337|Paint, Imron Sea Ray White 8.00] ga | 918 gl 73.44 | Ibs ;-5:hervOC x 43.5% 31.95| 100% 31.95 0.02
T T T Propytene Glycol H
15[ 90| 667337|Paint, Imron Sea Ray White 8.00 gal 9.18 gl 73.44 | Ibs |Monomethyl Ether 108-G5-6| x | x 7.2% 5.29 100% 5.29 0.00
"7 790| 667337 |Paint, Imron Sea Ray While 800 gal 918 gl 73.44 | Ibs |Toluene 108-88-3| x | x 3.7% 272 100% 272 0.00
“15| 90| 667337 |Paint, Imron Sea Ray White 8.00|| gal 918 | #igl 73.44 | Ibs |Xylene 3330207 x| x| | | 1.4% 103 100% 103 0.00
"15|710| 667451 |Addilive, Activator Imron 1200] | 801 | #igl 24.03 | Ibs |Other:VOC x 67.8% 16.29 100% 16.29 0.01
10|120| 677732| Arctlic White Gel Coat [ 483,374.00]| 1bs |Melhyl Melhacrylale "~ B0-626|x|x 4.0% 19,334.96 48%| 928078 4564
10|120|  677732| Auclic White Gel Coal I [ 483,374.00]| Tbs |Styrene : 100-425| x| x 20.5%|  137,848.60 48%| 66,167.33 33.08
"10[120| 680751| Silge Grey Gel Coat T [ 55,200.00 || tbs |Siyrene 100-42°5| x| x 30.0% 1R587.00 | 48.0%| 7.961.76 398
10] 60| 699553|Gel Patch, Slow Patchaid I 168.00 ]| ibs | Methyl Melhacrylate B80-626| x| x| 47.9% 80.47 100% 80 47 0.04
"10| 60| 699553 |Gel Patch, Slow Palchaid o 168.00 || Ibs |Styrene 100-42-5 x| x 48.0% 80.64 100% 80.64 0.04
195| 35| 715581 |Cpd Polishing Lackryl 5 gal 101.00]| pl(5g) | 11.68 gl 5,898.40 | Ibs |OtherVOC x| |~ 2.4% 141.56 100% 14156 0.07 |
15| 80| 716936|Paint, Spray White High Glass “Hard 40.00]|  can 15 oz 37.50 | Ibs |Acelone 67-64-1 Ix[ 27.0% 1013 100% 10.13 0.01
15| 80| 716936 |Paint, Spray White High Glass "Hard 40.00]| can 15 oz 37.50 | Ibs |Bifine 106-97-8| x| | x 6.0% 2.25 100% 2.25 0.00
15| 80| 716936|Paint, Spray While High Glass "Hard 40.00]| can | 15 oz 37.50 | Ibs |OtherVOC X 15.9% 5.96 100% 5.96 0.00
15| 80| 716936 |Paint, Spray White High Glass "Hard 40.00]| can 15 oz 37.50 | Ibs |Propane 74986 x| |x 14.0% 525 100% 525 0.00
15| 80| 716936|Paint, Spray White High Glass "Hard 4000| can | 15 oz 37.50 | ws |Toluene 108-88-3| x (x| | | 10.0% 375 100% 3.75 0.00 !
15| 80| 716936|Paint, Spray White High Glass “Hard[_ 40.00] can | 15 | oz 37.50 | Ibs |Xylene 1330-20-7) x [ x 3.0% 113 100% 113 0.00
10| 120|~ 721126 |Gelcoal, Zephyr Armorcote - 18,773.00 || tbs | Melhyl Methaciylale 80-62.6| X | X 9.4% 1,768.42 48% 848 84 0.42
30| 120| ~ 721126 |Gelcoat, Zephyr Armorcole , 18,773.00] Ibs |Slyrene 100-a25 x| x| | |~ 33.7% 6.320.87 28%| 3,032.02 152
"10|120| 721548 Airless Tooling Gel Coat - 1,296.00 || ibs |Melhyl Melhacrylate 89.62-8| x | x 5.0% 64.80 54% 34.99 0.02
10| 120| 721548| Airless Tooling Gel Coat T 1,296.00 || Ibs |Styrene 100-42-5| x | x 42.7% 553.52 54% 298.90 | 015
"10[110| 723080|Hvy Wt Bonding Pulty o [ 74,204.00] bs |Styrene - 100-42:5| x | x |, 15.0% 1913060 | 11.0%|  1,22437 0.61
"25[160| 761346 |Poly vinyl Alcohol 7400 |] gal 7.63 nigl | 564.62 | Ibs |OtherVOC X 44.2% 249,56 100% 24956 |~ " 0.12
10|"110| " 761643|Hvy Wt Bond Pully Low \ [ [~ 90.540.00]} ibs |Styrene 100-425)x|x| | | 15.0% 13,581.00 | 11.0%] 1,493.91 075
Sea Ray Boats, Inc., Cape Canaveral Plant . Chapter 2, Section f

Page 4 of 6




r . BEST AVAILABLE COPY

Table Three. Proposed Emissions Calculations

. V|H|R|A . AN
c|sc| MRP# DESCRIPTION USAGE | UOM | WTIGAL| uoMm USAGE l:v? Chemlcal cAs# |0 ﬂ F| c|% chem | chemicat ibs) | Emis Fetr| EMIsslons | Emissions
L . . clpls|e #Yr Tons/Yr
15/ 120| 789719 |Thinner, Dykem Blue 191.00] gat | 688 | g 1,314.08 | Ibs |Methyl Tsobuiyl Kelone 108101 | x[x| || 3.0% 39.42 100% 39.42 0.02
E 120 75'39719 Thinner, Dykem Blue [ i91.00]| gal 6.80 | gl 1,314.08 | Ibs [OtherVOC X 97.0% 127466 |  100%|  1,274.66 0.64
25| 100( 790477 [Isopropyl Acelale | 24,480.00 || Ibs [Other:VOC % 100.0% 24,480.00 100%| 24,480.00 12.24
195/ 65| 810820|Lubricant, Protecto-Fiex [[1,28200] ea 15 oz 1,201.88 | Ibs |OtherVOC X 50.0% 600.94 100% 600.94 030
250110 813220|Sealant, Silicone Lt Gray Slarbrile R 500) (1030o| B63 | #ig 3.49 | Ibs 10iher:VOC x 5.0% 0.17 100% 017 000
15[ 20| 825745 |Paint, Acrylic Black Fast Drying 144.00 gal 8.345 gl 7.201.66 | Tos [Ohervoe X 6.1% 73.30 100% 73.30 0.04
o : T Dipropylene Glycol
25) 100| 846824|Thermaclean, Wipe-Brile 3,168.00 [ 1bs |Methyl Ether 34590-94-8) x| x 7.5% 237.60 100% 237.60 012

' T Dipropylene Glycol
25| 100| 846824|Thermaclean, Wipe-Brite 3,168.00 || 1bs |Monobutyl Ether 29911-28-2| x| x 3.0% 95.04 100% 95.04 0.05
25[100| 8468241 Thermaclean, Wipe-Brite - . 3,168.00 || Ibs |Other.VOC x 78.2% 2,477.38 100%| 2.477.38 1.24
15[ 120|  848242|Thinner, Lacquer PPG.DLT/16 { 100]| gal 6.67 figl 6.67 | Ibs |Aelone 67-64-1 x| 27.5% 183 100% 1.83 0.00
15[ 120| 848242[Thinner, Lacquer PPG-DLT/6 [... 100] gal 6.67 #tigl ‘ 6.67 | Ibs |OtherVOC x 7.5% 0.50 100% 0.50 0.00
150120| 848242|Thinner, Lacquer PPG-DLT/16 [ 1.00)  gal 6.67 gl 6.67 | Ibs [Other:VOC X 17.5% 1.17 100% 1.17 000 -;
e P(Opyiéne GlyCOl BN )
Monomethy! Ether
15| 120| 848242|Thinner, Lacquer PPG-DLT/16 1.00 gal 6.67 #Higl 6.67 | Ibs |Acetale 108-65-6 x| x 7.5% 0.50 100% 0.50 0.00
15 120—._838242 Thinner, Lacquer PPG-DLT/16 1.00 gal 6.67 gl 6.67 | ibs |Toluene 108-88-3| x| x 22.5% 1.50 100% 1.50 0.00
15[120| 848242 (Thinner, Lacquer PPG-DLT/16 { 100] gal 6.67 gt 6.67 | Ibs |Xylene 1330-20-7 | x| x 17.5% 117 100% 117 0.00
10{ 30/ 863142/Adhesive, Glue Instabond 527.00 ea 175 | oz 57.64 | Ibs |Other.VOC x | 86.0% 4957 100% 4957 0.02
10| 30| 863159|Adnesive, Primer 48 335.00 ea 1| oz 20.94 | Ibs |Hydroquinone 123316 x| x 0.1% 0.02 100% 0.02 0.00
10| 30| 853159|Adhesive, Primer 48 335.00 ea | 1 oz 20.94 | 1bs |OtherVOC x| | || 99.8% 20.90 100% 20.90 0.01
15| 30| 868885 |Paint, Boltom Black (Aqua-Clean) 716.00|| gal | 19.9 | &gt 14.248.40 2"Butoxyethano! 111.76:2| x | 2.9% 406.08 100% 406.08 0.20
15| 30| 868885|Paint, Boltom Black (Aqua-Clean) 716.00 gal 19.9 gl 14,248.40 | Ibs |Elhylene Glycol 107.21-1| x| x 2.9% 406.08 100% 406.08 0?2—0
15| 70| 868885|Paint, Primer Sandless 238.00 gal 7.8 fiig! 1,856.40 | Ibs |Methy! Isobutyl Ketone 108-10-1] x | x 50.0% 928.20 100% 928.20 0.46 ‘
15/ 70[ 868893|Paint, Piimer Sandless 238.00 gal 7.8 #igl 1,856.40 | Ibs |Other:VOC % 30.0% 556.92 100% 556.92 028 :
"15[120| 868901 [Thinner, Btm Paint Brushing Dewax 64.00 gal 71 figt 454.40 | 1bs |Other VOC X 100.0% 454.40 100% 454.40 023| =
10| 120| 893420 |Gelcoat, Biack Backcoal 1,380.00 || Tbs |Styrene 100-42-5] x | x 3z A 441.60 48% 211.97 0.11|
10120 894782 |Gelcoal, Sandstone T 7.920.00 || tbs |Methy! Methacrylate 80-62-6| x| x 40% 76.60 48% 36.86 0.02
70/ 120| 894782[Gelcoal, Sandslone 1,920.00 || 1bs |Stmene 100-42-5) x| x 24.0% 460.80 |  48% 221.18 0.11
10| 120 894790 |Gelcoat, Bone Backcoat 2,580.00 || Ibs |Styrene 100-42-5 x | 32.0% 825.60 48% 396.29 0.20
70| 110| 896886 [Gunk, Hvy Wi Bonding Pully Lg 56,654.00 || Ibs |Styrene 100-42-5| x| x 12.0% 6,798.48 11.0% 747.83 0.37
t75| 15| 900381|Cleaner, Dishsoap 8.00 gal 8.6 #igl 68.80 | Ibs |Other:-VOC x 1.4% 0.96 100% 0.96 0.00
25| 110| 911859(Sealant, Sificone Clear (Corian) || 170.00]| ea 15 oz 15.94 | Ibs |Other:VOC X 5.0% 0.80 100% 0.80 0.00
'25[110|  918706|Sealant, .loint Compound Bone/Bisq 302.00 ea 15 oz 28.31 | Ibs |Other:VOC X 40.0% 11.33 100% 11.33 001
15/ 80| 945980 |Primer, Beataseal #43518 55.00]| 30cc bl | 6.9 #/g| 3.01 | Ibs |Methyl Alcohol 67-56-1| x | x 47.5% 1.43 100% 1.43 0.00
15| 80| 945980|Primer, Bealaseal #43518 | 5500 30 ccbli | 69 Higl 3.01 | Ibs |Toliene 108-88-3[ x| x 52.5% 1.58 100% 158 0.00
15| 80| 9459¢%|Piiner, Bealaseal #43520 84.00]| 30 cc bl 8.2 figi 5.46 | tbs |Methyi Ethyl Kelone 78-93-3| x| x 40.0% 2.18 100% 2.18 000
15| 80| 945998 |Primer, Bealaseal #43520 84.00]| 30ccbll | 8.2 ig! 5.46 | Ibs |Other.VOC 8.7% 0.47 100% 0.47 0.00
15| 80| 945998 Primer, Bealaseal #43520 84.00]/ 30ccbll | 82 Higl 546 | Ibs |Toluene 108-80-3| x| x 10.0% 0.55 100% 0.55 0.00
15| 80| 946004 |Primer, Beataseal #43532 65.00]| 30ccbll | 8.5 gl 573 | lbs |Acelone 67-64-1 x| 15.0% 0.86 100% 0.86 0.00
15 80| 946004|Primer, Beataseal #43532 85.00]| 30 cc bt 8.5 tigl 5.73 | ibs [MOI 101-68-8| x [ x 3.9% 0.22 na negl 0.00
15| 80| 946004 Primer, Beataseal #43532 85.001) 30 cc by 8.5 g 5.73 | Ibs |Methyl Ethyl Ketone 78-93-3{ x| x 45.0% 2.58 100% 2.58 0.00
10| 30| 946012|Adhesive, Beatseal #58702 223.00] 10500z | 993 .| Mgl 181.65 | Ibs |MDI 101688 x [ x|\ 1.0% 1.82 na negl "0.00
10| 30| 946012|Adhesive, Beatseal #58702 22300]| 10500z | 9.93 #igl 181.65 | Ibs |Toluene 108-86-3| x | x 50% 9.08 100% 9.08 0.00
10| 120| 946327 [Gelcoat, Black | [ 648.00 | Ibs |Methyl Melhacrylale 80-62-6| x| x 3.0% 19.44 51% 9.91 0.00
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Table Three. Proposed Emissions Calculations

cc|sc| MRPH DESCRIPTION USAGE UOM | WT/GAL | uoMm USAGE ~2 | Chemical CAS ¥ X ’/1 F: lé % Chem | Chemical (ibs) |Emls Fte| EMIssions | Emisslons
M #IYr Tons/Yr
I c|p|s|e
101 0| 946327 |Gelcoat, Black T T 646.00 | Ibs |Styrene 100425 x| x| || 37.7%| 244.42 51% 124.65 006
15| '60| 983130 |Painl, Lai-< Cream Touch-Up Bllw/ [ 36.00]| ea | 06 | oz | 135 Ibs |OWerVoC X[V [ 276% 0.37 100% 037 0.00
“15| 60| 983130/ Paint, Latex Cream Touch-Up Bl w/’ 36.00] ea | 06 . | oz 77135 | Ibs |Xylene 1330-20-7 | x| x 30.0% T9.41 100% 0.41 0.00
10| 120| "987792|Cizoal, Aurora (Granicoat) T B [ 15780.00 ] 1bs |Methyi Methacrylate 80-62-6| x | x 4.0% 631.20 8% 302.98 015
"10[120| 987792|Gelcoat, Aurora (Granicoal) T T [ 15.780.00]| Ibs |Styrene 100-42°5| x | 24.0% 3.787.20 48%| 1.817.86 0.91
10| 120 992677 |Gelcoal, Burnt Amber (Granicoat) 900,00 || bs |Melhyl Melhacrylate 80-62-6| x| x 4.0% 36.00 4% 17.28 0.01
10| 120( 992677 | Geleoat, Burnt Amber (Granicoal) T 500.00 ]| s |Styrene 100-42°5| x| x 24.0% 216.00 48% 103.68 0.05
30| 120| 992685 | Gelcoal, Oceanic {Granicoat) _ T 300.00 || Ibs |Melhyl Hiethaciyl=e 80-62-6| x| x 2.0% 12.00 48% 5.76 0.00
“10[120| 992685 |Gelcoat, Oceanic (Granicoat) | | T 300.00 || tbs |Styrene 100425 % x| 24.0% 72.00 a8% 34,56 002
10| 120| 1003250 |Gelcoat, Tan Backcoa e 200.00]| tos |Siyrene 100-42-5| x| 32.0% $6.00 48% 46.08 0.0
175| 15| 1004217 [Cleaner, PVC Klean-N-Prime [ 2600] ea | 08 | oz 1.43 | Ibs |Acelone 67-64-1 x| 775% 111 100% 111
7751 15| 1004217 |Cleaner, PVC Kiean-N-Prime 26.00 ea | 0086 oz 1.43 | Ibs |fsobutane 75-285| x| | x 225 0.32 100% 032
"25| 110] 1019231(Seatant, Pipe (PST) -, 26.00][ea(10m)| 9.18 gl 0.63 | Ibs |OtherVOC || 13.3% 0.08 100% 0.08
725[110| 1081694 |Sealant, Silicone Creamn Starbrite RT||_ 133.00 | (10310| 6.60 g | §2.90 | Ibs |OherVGC x| | 5.0% 464 100% 464
15| 80| 1084912|Paint, Spray Royal Blue "Great Day" [ 43.00f ea | 115 | oz | 773091 | Ibs |Anclone 1T 67-641 x| 32.0% 989 100% 989
15| 80| 1084912|Paint, Spray Royal Blue "Great Day'" || 43.00 aE Tz | 73091 | Ibs |Eihyibenzene 100-41-4[ x | x 4.0% 1.24 100% 1.24
15( 80| 1084912 |Paint, Spray Royal Blue “Great Day" || 43.00]} 0z ‘ 30.91 | Ibs |Other’VOC X 27.2% 8.42 100% 8.42
15| 80| 1084912 |Paint, Spray Royal Blue “Great Day" 43.00] oz 30.91 | tos |Xylene 1330-20-71 x| x 21.0% T 6.49 100% 6.49
15/ 110| 1084920 [Stain, Maple Wiping 2.00 Higl 27.04 | lbs |Oher:VOC n 77.3% 21.06 100% 21.06
15| 110| 1084920 [Stain, Maple Wiping 4.00 High 27.04 | Ibs |Tolucne 108-883 | x | x| 3.0% 0.81 100% 0.81
25| 110| 1096072 |Sealant, Silicone Zephyr RTV [_484.00 T | lbs |Oller:VOC x| ||| 50w 7 eso| 0% 1690
"25| 30| 1101843 Aiconol, Denalured | 87200 Higl Ibs | Methyl Alcohol 67561 x| x| | | 16.04% "T93992(  100%|  939.92
25| 30! 1104843 |Alcohol, Denatured 872.00 #igh Ibs | Methyl Tsobutyl Ketone 108-10-1| x 1.00% 58.60 100% 58 60
1104843 | Alcohol, Denatured [_er2o0| g9a | 672 | g 5859.84| Ibs |OtherVOC x 82.96% 4.861.32]  100% 4.861.32 2,23
1105485 |Wax, Gruber Care X-Wax Soft 26.00 |px (2.5 gal|  7.93 gl 515.45 | Ibs (Other:VOC X 15.0% 77.32 100% 77.32 0.04
"10| 35! 1129691 [Toaling, Strippable Wht 156.00] gal | 7.68 fiig) 1.213.44 | 1bs |Acelone 67-64-1 “Ix|T 240% 29123 100% 291.23| 015
"10] 35| 1129691|Coaling, Sliippable Wht 158.00)| gal | 768 | #igi | 1.213.44 | Tbs |MelyTEyI Ketone 78-933| x| x| 10.0% 121.34 100% 121.34 0.06
710|” 35| 1129691|Coaling, Strippable Whi 158.00)| gal | 7.68 | gl 1,213.44 | lbs |Methyl Tsobutyl Ketone 108-10-1| x | x 10.0% 121.34 100% 121.34 006
10| 35| 1129691 Coating, Strippable Wht [T 158.00]| gal | 768 #ig) 1,213.44 | Ibs |OlherVOC X 22.0% 266.96 100% 266.96 013
10| 35| 1129691 |Coating, Strippable Wit 158.00 gal | 7.68 gl | 1.213.44 | Ibs |Toiene 108-88-3| x | x 4.0% 48.54 100%) 48.54 0.02 .
"25[100| 1151588 [Satety Clean Solvent 33000 93 | 665 ngl | 2,194.50 | Ibs |0l VOT X 100.0% 2.19450 100%|  2.194.50 110
10| 30| 1209303 |Adhesive, Spray Whisper [ 71400]| 93t | 989 tifg! 7,061.46 | lbs |Olher:VOC X 70.0% 4.943.02 100%|  4,943.02 2.47
"10[159| 1226638 |Resin, Hydropell A-35 o [ 23,220.00] lbs |Styrene 100-42-5| x| x 35.0% 8,127.00 1% 893.97 0.45
T10[110| 71235316 |Gunk, Lt Wt Bonding Putty LV | | | 51,840.00 || lbs |Styrene 100-426| x| x 16.0% 8294.40 | 11.0% 912.38 0.46
710{ 110| 1235324 |Gunk, LI Wt Bonding Putly LG o [ 48,000.00 | lbs |Styrene 100-42-7| x| x 16.0% 7.680.00 | 11.0% 844.80 0.42 ;
TOTAL o [ 435274.10| 217.64
Subtotals
Total VOC Compounds (\"TC) I T ‘ 422,181.12 211.0¢
Tolal Hazzardous Air Pollutants (HAPS) R ] o 29743350 14872
Tolal Acelone . _ ] 13,092.98 6.55
Total Regulated and Toxic Subslances (RFS) 6,875.76 3.41
LY
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APPENDIX GC
GENERAL PERMIT CONDITIONS [F.A.C. 62-4.160]

G.1

G.2

G4

G5

G.6

G.7

G.8

The terms, conditions, requirements, limitations, and restrictions set forth in this permit are "Permit
Conditions” and are binding and enforceable pursuant to Sections 403.161, 403.727, or 403.859 through
403.861, Florida Statutes. The permittee is placed on notice that the Department will review this permit
periodically and may initiate enforcement action for any violation of these conditions.

This permit is valid only for the specific processes and operations applied for and indicated in the
approved drawings or exhibits. Any unauthorized deviation from the approved drawings or exhibits,
specifications, or conditions of this permit may constitute grounds for revocation and enforcement action
by the Department.

As provided in Subsections 403.087(6) and 403.722(5), Florida Statutes, the issuance of this permit does
not convey any vested rights or any exclusive privileges. Neither does it authorize any injury to public
or private property or any invasion of personal rights, nor any infringement of federal, state or local laws
or regulations. This permit is not a waiver or approval of any other Department permit that may be
required for other aspects of the total project which are not addressed in the permit.

This permit conveys no title to land or water, does not constitute State recognition or acknowiedgment of
title, and does not constitute authority for the use of submerged lands unless herein provided and the
necessary title or leasehold interests have been obtained from the State. Only the Trustees of the Internal
Improvement Trust Fund may express State opinion as to title.

This permit does not relieve the permittee from liability for harm or injury to human health or welfare,
animal, or plant life, or property caused by the construction or operation of this permitted source, or from
penalties therefore; nor does it allow the permittee to cause pollution in contravention of Florida Statutes
and Department rules, unless specifically authorized by an order from the Department.

The permittee shall properly operate and maintain the facility and systems of treatment and control (and
related appurtenances) that are installed or used by the permittee to achieve compliance with the
conditions of this permit, as required by Department rules. This provision includes the operation of
backup or auxiliary facilities or similar systems when necessary to achieve compliance with the
conditions of the permit and when required by Department rules.

The permittee, by accepting this permit, specifically agrees to allow authorized Department personnel,
upon presentation of credentials or other documents as may be required by law and at a reasonable time,
access to the premises, where the permitted activity is located or conducted to:

a) Have access to and copy and records that must be kept under the conditions of the permit;

b) Inspect the facility, equipment, practices, or operations regulated or required under this permit, and,

c) Sample or monitor any substances or parameters at any location reasonably necessary to assure
 compliance with this permit or Department rules.

Reasonable time may depend on the nature of the concern being investigated.

If, for any reason, the permittee does not comply with or will be unable to comply with any condition or
limitation specified in this permit, the permittee shall immediately provide the Department with the
following information:

a) A description of and cause of non-compliance; and

b) The period of noncompliance, including dates and times; or, if not corrected, the anticipated time the
non-compliance is expected to continue, and steps being taken to reduce, eliminate, and prevent
recurrence of the non-compliance. "

The permittee shall be responsible for any and all damages which may result and may be subject to
enforcement action by the Department for penalties or for revocation of this permit.
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G.9

G.10

G.11

G.12
G.13

G.14

G.15

GENERAL PERMIT CONDITIONS [F.A.C. 62-4.160]

In accepting this permit, the permittee understands and agrees that all records, notes, monitoring data and
other information relating to the construction or operation of this permitted source which are submitted
to the Department may be used by the Department as evidence in any enforcement case involving the
permitted source arising under the Florida Statutes or Department rules, except where such use is
prescribed by Sections 403.73 and 403.111, Florida Statutes. Such evidence shall only be used to the
extend it is consistent with the Florida Rules of Civil Procedure and appropriate evidentiary rules.

The permittee agrees to comply with changes in Department rules and Florida Statutes after a reasonable
time for compliance, provided, however, the permittee does not waive any other rights granted by Florida
Statutes or Department rules.

This permit is transferable only upon Department approval in accordance with Florida Administrative
Code Rules 62-4.120 and 62-730.300, F.A.C., as applicable. The permittee shall be liable for any non-
compliance of the permitted activity until the transfer is approved by the Department.

This permit or a copy thereof shall be kept at the work site of the permitted activity.

This permit also constitutes:

a) Determination of Best Available Control Technology (X)

b) Determination of Case-by-Case Maximum Achieveable Control Technology (X)
¢) Determination of Prevention of Significant Deterioration (X); and
d) Compliance with New Source Performance Standards (X).

The permittee shall comply with the following:

a) Upon request, the permittee shall furnish all records and plans requiréd under Department rules.
During enforcement actions, the retention period for all records will be extended automatically
unless otherwise stipulated by the Department.

b) The permittee shall hold at the facility or other location designated by this permit records of all
monitoring information (including all calibration and maintenance records and all original strip chart
recordings for continuous monitoring instrumentation) required by the permit, copies of all reports
required by this permit, and records of all data used to complete the application or this permit. These
materials shall be retained at least three years from the date of the sample, measurement, report, or
application unless otherwise specified by Department rule.

¢) Records of monitoring information shall include:

The date, exact place, and time of sampling or measurements;

The person responsible for performing the sampling or measurements;
The dates analyses were performed; '

The person responsibie for performing the analyses;

The analytical techniques or methods used; and

6. The results of such analyses.

DR

When requested by the Department, the permittee shall within a reasonable time furnish any information
required by law which is needed to determine compliance with the permit. If the permittee becomes
aware that relevant facts were not submitted or were incorrect in the permit application or in any report
to the Department, such facts or information shall be corrected promptly.

Page GC-2
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STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
NOTICE OF FINAL PERMIT

In the Matter of an
Application for Permit

Mr. Dennis Wilson, VP/General Manager DEP File No. 0090093-003-AC
Sea Ray Boats, Inc. Pennit No. PSD-FL-274

350 Sea Ray Drive Cape Canaveral Plant

Merritt Island, Florida 32953 Brevard County

Enclosed 1s Final Permit Number PSD-FL-274 to construct a new fiberglass boat manufacturing plant located at 1200 Sea Ray
Drive, Merritt Island, Brevard County, Florida. This permit 1s issued pursuant to Chapter 403, Florida Statutes (F.S.).

Any party to this order (permit) has the right to seek judicial review of the pennit pursuant to Section 120.68, F.S., by the filing of
a Notice ot Appeal pursuant to Rule 9.110, Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure, with the Clerk of the Departiient in the Legal Office;
and, by filing a copy of the Notice of Appeal accompanied by the applicable filing fees with the appropriate District Court of Appeal.
The Notice of Appeal mnust be filed within 30 (thirty) days {rom the date this Notice is {iled with the Clerk of the Department.

Executed in Tallahassee, Florida.

C.H. Fancy, P.E., Chief
Bureau of Air Regulation

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned duly designated deputy agency clerk hereby certifies that this NOTICE OF FINAL PERMIT (including the -
FINAL permit) was sent by certified mail (*) and copies were mailed by 1.S. Mail before the close of business on i‘ 1 =0C w0
the person(s) listed or as otherwise noted:

Mr. Dewns Wilson, Sea Ray Boats, Inc.*
Mr. Kevin Thompson, Sea Ray Boats, lnc.
Mr. Clarence Rowe

Mr. Lewis A. Bowman

Mr. Isam Yunis

Mr. Len Kozlov, DEP CD

Mr. Gregg Worley, U.S. EPA, Region 4
Mr John Bunyak, NPS

Chairman, Brevard County BCC

Ms, Leesa Souto, Brevard County ONRM
Mr. Pete Cantelou, P.E., CHP, Inc.

Ms. Angela Mommison, Esq., HGSS

Clerk Stamp

FILING AND ACKNOWLEDGMENT FILED, on this date,
pursuant to §120.32(7), Florida Statutes, with the designated
Department Clerk, receipt of which is hereby acknowledged.

%ﬂ; —@Z%L \ S-11-00

(Clerk) (Date)




FINAL DETERMINATION
SEA RAY BOATS, INC.
Merritt Island Facility
Cape Canaveral Plant
Permit No. 0090093-003-AC
PSD-FL-274

An Intent to Issue Air Construction Permit to Sea Ray Boats, Inc. for the construction of a fiberglass
boat manufacturing plant in Cape Canaveral, Brevard County, Florida was distributed on October 7, 1999.
The proposed permit covered the construction of a new plant to expand the applicant’s Merritt Island
facility by adding production capability for larger boats. The proposed Cape Canaveral plant is designed to
produce approximately 80 boats per vear in the sixty-five to seventy foot range and will be a major source
of emissions of Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC) and Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAP) including
styrene. This chemical is used in the lamination process and its emissions are a source of public concern
regarding its objectionable odor as well as its potential adverse health effects from ambient exposure levels
in nearby neighborhoods.

The Public Notice of Intent to Issue Air Construction Permit was published by the Department in the
Florida Today newspaper on October 31, 1999, Copies of the draft construction permit and related
“documents were available for public inspection at the Department’s offices in Tallahassee and Orlando and
at the Brevard County Office of Natural Resource Management in Viera.

During the Department’s public meeting on November 17, 1999 in Viera, and during the 30-day public
comment period ending on November 30, many comments were received from the public opposing the
issuance of the permit. Commenters requested that the permit be denied, or in the alternative, that the plant
be required to have full emission controls at startup rather than tli: Department’s proposed pilot-scale
controls initially followed by total controls installed within a threc year period afer startup (if economically
and technologically feasible).

In addition to the many comments from the public. comments were also received from the National
Park Service, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Eastern Research Group, Inc., the National
Marine Manufacturers Association, and the applicant. All of these comments are addressed below:

Public’s Comments: (Due to their large number, these comments have been summarized and grouped
by issues) '

Issue: Permit Denial vs. Issuance

Commenters stated that the permit should be denied on the basis of the Department's existing rule
prohibiting the discharge of air pollutants that cause or contribute to an objectionable odor (Rule 62-
296.320(2), F.A.C.). Following the issuance on October 7, 1999 of an Intent to Issue the proposed permit,
Department staff were heading cast on Sea Ray Drive just off of SR 528 preparing to visit the site of Sea
Ray’s new construction on November 17, 1999 when each of them became highly aware of the odor of
styrene that penetrated the automobile. Since there are no other styrene emitters in that area, the styrene
was believed to have come from the existing Merritt Island facility operated by the applicant. Thus, the
odor problem the public complains of was witnesed first-hand and documented by the Department. The
severity of the odor situation had not been made known to the department prior to issuing the Intent to
Issue.

Response:

As a result of the large number of public complaints and comments, the Department has revised its
permitting approach. Instead of viewing the odor problem and the HAP emissions (stvrene) as concomitant
problems to be addressed in the pilot program. the Department will require that Sea Ray take measures



initially that will prevent objectionable odors going bevond its property line. The basis for this change 1s
Rule 62-296.320(2), Florida Administrative Code. Pursuant to this rule, permit conditions have been added
that will make continued operation of Sea Ray’s new plant contingent upon the avoidance of objectionable
odors being experienced in the local neighborhoods. The originally-proposed pilot-scale program for
capturing and destroving styrene vapors will also be required allowing Sea Ray to have a period of between
two and three years to demonstrate the feasibility of controls on a small scale before implementing them at
full-scale (if economically and technologically feasible). The rationale for the change in approach is that
odor controls can be required independently from the Department’s Determination of Best Available
Control Technology made pursuant to the federal Prevention of Significant Deterioration regulations
(40CFR52.21) and the corresponding state regulations (Rule 62-212.400, F.A.C.). Those regulations
require that cost effectiveness be considered in the determination of Best Available Control Technology.

Many commenters requested that the permit be denied outright. By law, as long as all requirements
of the Department’s rules and permit conditions are met and the applicant has not indicated by past or
present actions that it will not abide by said rules and permit conditions, the Department must issue the
permit. One of the aforesaid requirements is that the applicant must provide the Department with
reasonable assurance that it can and will comply with all conditions of the final permit. Although the
applicant has not provided such reasonable assurance totally on its own, the Department, through its own
research, now has reasonable assurance that styrene air concentrations will be reduced to acceptable levels
in the areas surrounding the new plant site. The Department’s reasonable assurance is based, in part, on the
combination of modifications to the building ventilation system (negative pressure-no air outflow) and
exhaust stack design (single stack-high velocity discharge for greater dispersion).

Issue: Sea Rav's Pre-Permit Construction Activities

Several commenters questioned whether Sea Ray should have been allowed to begin construction
of buildings at the Cape Canaveral site prior to obtaining a construction permit from the Department.

Response:

This issue was explained at the public hearing by the Department’s Central District Office staff.
Essentially, upon learning of the construction, the Central District Office told Sea Ray that it should not
construct any facilities that could be used to generate emissions of air pollutants. Sea Ray replied that the
construction going on involved only an office building and a warehouse. Sea Ray was then authorized to
complete the construction of the office and warchouse buildings but to cease all other construction
activities. The PSD rules do allow certain pre-construction activities such as clearing of the site prior to
obtaining a PSD permit, but construction of facilities that enable an owner or operator to generate
emissions of air pollutants may not be commenced until the permit is obtained. Construction of such
facilities at Sea Ray’s new site has been stopped and will not be allowed to resume until the permit has
been issued. Therefore, this issue has been resolved. ‘

Issue: Appropriateness of the original BACT Determination

Several commenters raised the issue of whether full controls should be required initially. They
suggested that the pilot plant approach would.cndanger the health of nearby residents by prolonging the
timetable for installation of full-scale air pollution controls. Their concern arises from the status of styrene
as both an EPA-listed hazardous air pollutant and a “potential carcinogen” as classified by the International
Agency for Research on Cancer. Some commenters also stressed concern about possible genotoxic effects
of styrene exposure, citing studies reported in the medical literature.

Response:

The Department is aware that a number of medical studies have concluded that .stvrene can and
does cause mutagenic and other damage to humans as a result of varving levels of occupational exposure.
These effects reportedly can result from exposure levels as low as 18 PPM in the workplace. However, the
exposure levels that will be incurred by nearby residents will be far lower, in all likelihood as low as a few
parts per billion (ppb). Although this is a very low level of exposure, unfortunately there is no conclusive



evidence to indicate what level of ambient exposure might be harmful to nearby residents. The U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency has cstablished an air Reference Concentrauion (RfC) for styrene that is
intended to indicate concentration levels at which no adverse health effects are known or suspected to occur
in humans. For styrenc, this level is 1,000 micrograms per cubic meter {(approximately 235 ppb). Air
pollution dispersion models indicate that, under the revised permit conditions, ambient concentrations of
styrene from the proposed Cape Canaveral Plant should be less than the stvrene odor detection threshold at
Sea Ray’s property line as a worst case estimate. :

Eastern Research Group’s comments:

Issue: Appropriateness of comparing Sea Rav's new plant with Bombardicr

The Eastern Research Group, Inc., (ERG) submitted its comments to the EPA instead of the
Department but they will be addressed since the EPA forwarded them to the Department. The ERG pointed
out that EPA’s revised MACT mode! point value equations are based on more current data than the original
point value table that the Department used in its BACT determination and therefore should be used for
comparing the Bombardier facility with Sea Ray’s new plant. However, after applying the revised values,
the ERG found that the Department’s conc!usion about Bombardier’s plant being “best controlled™ is still
valid, with the existing line having a point value of 242 Ib/ton and the new line achieving 36 Ib/ton.
Combining these separate line values results in a facility value of 88 Ib/ton compared to the existing source
MACT floor value of 91 Ib/ton. Yet, the ERG stated that since the performance of Bombardier’s control
device had not been confirmed as of the date of EPA’s MACT proposal, the EPA removed the Bombardier
facility from its MACT analysis.

Response:

Whereas the EPA grouped the existing uncontrolled line at Bombardier’s plant into its MACT
analysis, resulting in a higher “facilitv”’ emission factor, the Department’s approach was based on
comparing “new source MACT” with BACT fo: a new facility. The Department believes that.to include
Bombardier's existing line in an evaluation of new source control technology is “mixing apples and
oranges” and creates the false notion that a BACT determination should not consider the control technology
employed in Bombardier’s facility.

National Marine Manufacturers Association’s (NMMA) comments:
Issue: Concern about this BACT affecting fiture boat building BACT/MACT Determinations

The boat manufacturers association expressed concern about the Sea Ray BACT/MACT
determination sctting a ‘BACT floor’ for other boat builders. It took issue with the Department’s reference
to the Bombardier plant in Benton, lllinois as a *best controlled plant” that could be used as a basis for
requiring controls for Sea Ray’s plant. NMMAs argument is essentiallv that since Sea Ray makes boats
that are three times longer with deeper hulls than those built bv Bombardier, it is therefore improper to
assume that extrapolations can be made about emission control equipment for the two facilities. NMMA
attempts to bolster this argument by pointing out the differences in processing techniques such as use of

robotic resin application equipment, intermittent incineration requirements, and the unique tunnel enclosure

design used at the Bombardier facility.

Response:

The Department stated in its BACT determination that the aforementioned differences are not

- sufficient to rule out a similar capture and control svstem at Sca Ray. This is still the case after reviewing
comments by Sea Ray and the NMMA. Clearly, no evidence has been presented to show that a control
svstem similar to Bombardier's cannot be installed in Sea Rayv’s plant in a cost-effective manner. In fact,
the cost estimates reviewed by the Department indicate that such a control system would be cost-effective.

Issue: Whether commonly available enclosures desioned for paint sprav operations can be
effectivelv applied for stvrene capture in boal manufacturing

al



The NMMA objected to the idea that a commonly-used paint spray booth enclosure could be
apphied in conjunction with a control device for capturing and destroving styrene emissions from the boat
lamination process. The NMMA stated that this a “technically irrelevant” discussion, evidently for the
reason that the enclosure illustrated in the BACT determination was actually capturing paint emissions
rather than styrenc. '

Response:

The Department’s discussion of the paint sprayv booth enclosure depicted in the BACT
determination clearly explains that it is used for paint spraving operations but that it can be easily adapted
for the boat lamination process and mounted on wheels if necessary. Therefore, the NMMA’s comment
about paint booths not being applicable misses the point of the BACT discussion which is that paint
spraving enclosures could be easily adapted for boat lamination processing.

Issue: Whether incineration would be effective at concentrations well below the flammability limit

The NMMA stated, ©...the problem with incinerating styrene is achieving a high enough
concentration so that it will burn. The lower flammability limit for styrene is 11,000 PPM. ... When
ventilating the work area to achieve the levels necessary to meet the worker exposure limits, the vapor
concentration levels passing through the plenum of the incinerator would be less than 1% of the lower
flammability limit. To operate an efficient incinerator system requires much higher concentrations.

EX]

Response:

The NMMA s discussion of styrene concentrations being below flammability limits (and therefore
too low to properly incinerate) is misplaced from an engineering standpoint because this is not a case where
styrene 1s being bumned as a fuel. Rather, the process of incineration involves the thermal destruction of an
organic substance, which does not depend upon flammability limits. Lower flammabrhity limits refer to the
concentration below which a combustible component in a gaseous mixture such as air will not support
combustion to the extent that flame is self-propagating through it. Likewise, an upper flammability limit or
concentration exists above which combustion would not be self-propagating. Simply stated, this means that
there are lean and rich boundary limiting compositions bevond which flame will not propagate. These
limits for styrene are 0.9 to 6.8% by volume, respectivelv. However, flame propagation is not required for
thermal destruction mechanisms that occur in an oxidizer. Thermal destruction occurs as a result of the high
temperatures to which organic substances are exposed for the required time and the resulting breakdown of
molecular bonds such that the hydrocarbon is directly oxidized. Hydrocarbons ordinarily will oxidize
beginning at 1100 - 1200°F, forming relatively high amounts of CO, while reaching ideal conversions to
COsat around 1350 — 1400°F. Catalytic oxidizers accomplish destruction through the use of catalysts that
lower the activation energyv necessary for the molecules to react.

Where flammability limits do enter the picture in choosing a VOC control svstem (thermal vs.
catalvtic oxidizer or other technology) is in the arca of opcrating costs for auxiliary fuel. Generally, if the
VOC concentration is greater than the upper explosive limit, incineration is definitely not appropriate and
carbon adsorption may be the proper choice. 1f the VOC concentration is above 50% of the mixture’s
lower explosive limit (LEL), safety considerations generally dictate that technologies other than
incineration be considered. If the concentration is less than 30% of the LEL, incineration is appropriate.”
However, where very low concentrations exist, as here, auxiliary fuel must be supplied for either thermal or
catalvtic incineration. Thus. the primary consideration in incinerating very low concentrations of VOCs is
whether the fuel cost can be justified on the basis of accepted ranges for cost effectiveness (dollars per ton
removed). In the case of stvrene abatement. tests on a commercially available rotary concentrator installed
in a plastics plant have demonstrated that stvrene can be efficientlv recovered from ventilated work areas at
concentrations below 50 PPM and elevated to practical incineration levels for cost effective destruction in a
regenerative thermal oxidizer.

Sea Rav's comments:




Issue: What Sea Rav proposes (o do in response 1o the public’'s comments

Following the public meeting and receipt of public comments, Sea Ray met with the Department
and proposed a revised design of the lamination building exhaust system. The revised design will involve
maintaining a negative pressure at all times in the lamination building. Also, the various rooftop emission
points will be combined into a single discharge stack while injecting additional air at the base of the
common stack so that a minimum stack velocity of 70 feet per second is maintained at all times while the
lamination process is in operation. According to air dispersion modeling calculations, this stack velocity,
combined with increasing the stack height by five feet, will effectively cause dissipation of the styrene
component to levels below the styrene odor threshold in the areas surrounding the new plant. Sea Ray
further proposed masking of the odor by injecting chemical substances into the stack discharge air that will
overcome the distinctive odor of styrene. '

Sea Ray also submitted a document that assesses the health risk of ambient exposure to styrene in
the vicinity of Sea Ray’s proposed plant. The report concludes:

“In response to concerns that have been expressed regarding the potential health risks
that may be associated with air emissions of styrene from the proposed Cape Canaveral
plant of Sea Ray Boats, Inc., modeling and risk evaluation activities have been
conducted. Long and shorter term projected air concentrations are in the range where
some odor may be detectable from time to time at or beyvond the property boundary.
"However, in all instances the projected styrene air concentrations are well below those
which would cause any health effects to local residents, including potentially more
sensitive individuals.”

The report also stated:

“The projected average and maximum annual average air concentrations at the property
boundary and at the nearest residential property boundary ranges from 61.5 to 73 ppb
(average of 65.7 ppb). These values for the residential property arc in the range of those
reported for odor thresholds of 10-150 ppb, but are on the low end of the detectable
range based on most reported studies. These predicted concentrations at the closest
residential property boundary may explain why some complaints of odor in the vicinity
of the Sea Ray plant have occurred in the past. However, as discussed in Section III of
this report, the annual average values are all at least 65 times lower than the reference
concentration of 235 ppb established by the U.S. EPA as the concentration that is likely
to be without an appreciable risk of delcterious effects during a life time of exposure.
Thus, while odor may be detected from time to time, this does not mean that a health
risk is associated with those odors. Sea Ray has operated in their present location in the
Merritt Island community for over 27 years. While odor complaints have occasionally
been received, they arc irregular short-term events generally related to specific weather
conditions. The low level at which styrene can be detected by odor i1s much less than the
level associated with any health effects. Therefore, this information suggests that the air
modeling data are a reasonable representation of conditions at and near the plant site.”

Response:

The Department evaluated Sea Ray’s proposed design revision and their air dispersion modeling
results. In addition. the Department consulted EPA’s Reference Guide to Odor Thresholds for Hazardous
Air Pollutants Listed in the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990, EPA/600/R-92/047. The best available
EPA-peer reviewed and -approved information on odor thresholds for styvrene are contained in this
document. Two types of odor thresholds are evaluated in this document: the derection threshold and the
recognition threshold. The detection threshold is the lowest concentration of odorant that will elicit an




olfactorv response without reference to odor quality in a specified percentage of a given population. The
recognition threshold is defined as the minimum concentration that is recognized as having a characteristic
odor quality by a specific percentage (usually 50%) of the population. The difference in concentration
between detection and recognition thresholds can vary from approximately two to ten times. In the case of
styrene, the EPA-accepted detection threshold value is 73 ug/m® (17 ppb) and the recognition threshold
value is 640 ug/m> (150 ppb). Sea Ray compared their modeling results to the odor recognition threshold
value of 640 ug/m’. In order to provide further assurance that the public’s objectionable odor concerns
have been adequately addressed, the Department did additional modeling, which included varying stack
heights and stack velocities in order to arrive at an optimum combination of stack parameters that would
result in the lowest reasonably achievable predicted styrene impacts. The Department compared its
modeling results to the lower detection threshold value of 73 ug/m®. This modeling showed maximum
predicted 1-hour impacts of about 100 ug/m’ with a 75-ft stack and a 70 ft/sec exhaust stack velocity. The
75-ft stack and 70 fi/sec stack exhaust velocity will be the permitted values. If a variance from the zoning
ordinance necessary for a 75-ft stack is not received from Brevard County, then ambient concentrations of
styrene may be greater and the stvrene odors may be detectable under certain atmospheric conditions.
Based on these stack parameters the dilution is down near the detection level and ts six times below the
recognition threshold level. In addition, the Department did modeling to evaluate the predicted percentage
of time that styrene emission tmpacts would be above the detection threshold, both in an area surrounding
the proposed facility and in the adjoining neighborhood to the south. Inyzacts greater than the detection
threshold are predicted to occur less than 7% of the time throughout a 2 km area surrounding the facility
and less than | % of the time in the adjoining neighborhood. In the event that objectionable odors persist,
this permit contains further measures that will be put n place to reduce odor impacts.

While masking of the styrene odor is utilized by Sea Ray at other manufacturing sites, the
Department believes that, due to the proximity of the Cape Canaveral site to a residential area, a way
should be found to eliminate the styrene odors rather than masking them. Masking reduces the perception
of the odor problem but does not destroy the cause of the odor. According to Sea Ray’s representatives,
some of the neighbors do not want the odors masked. The Department has learned that it may be practical
to install new odor destruction techinology at the Sea Ray site that will actually destroy the styrene using
enzyme bioaerosol technology. This technology involves injecting an atomized spray into the duct system
ahead of the discharge stack. The solution acts to destroy the styrene through biodegradation and catalytic
oxidation. Reports indicate that only a few seconds of contact time are required to achieve significant
reductions in the concentration of organic contaminants. The revised permit includes a requirement that Sea
Ray investigate the feasibility of this technology by having a special test performed at the existing Merritt
Island plant within 60 days after receiving the final construction permit for the Cape Canaveral site. The
time required to complete these special tests would be approximately two months. If the tests indicate that
the technology is technically feasible and cost-effective, Sea Ray will be required to use it for the
Lamination/Assembly Building at the Cape Canaveral plant beginning with the very first day of lamination
processing. If the special test at the existing Merritt Island plant does not demonstrate conclusively that the
new technology is technically feasible and cost-effective, then the originally proposed pilot-scale control
project will be required as indicated in the final permit. If it is concluded from the test that the enzyme
bioaerosol technology is technically feasible and cost-effective for destroving stvrene, then it shall be
installed on the Cape Canaveral Lamination/Assembly Building exhaust and no other air pollution control
equipment shall be required.

Another condition that has been incorporated into the permit requires ambient monitoring for
styrene. Prior to the commencement of lamination processing, Sca Ray must conduct ambient monitoring
to detect and record styrene emissions. Ambient monitoring will have to be conducted once a week during
the operation of the lamination building. The monitoring will be done on the first day of the business week
that the wind blows in the direction of the Island Crossing and Riverwalk neighborhoods between the hours
of 6:00 a.m. and 8:00 a.m.: otherwise, the monitoring will be conducted on Thursdayv regardless of the wind
direction. The monitoring will be conducted for at least 30 months starting within 30 days after issuance of



this permit. Cessation of the ambient monitoring requircment after the 30-month period will require
Department approval and will depend upon the number and nature of complaints registered by neighbors
over the 30-month period. The ambient monitoring will be performed at a location selected jointly by the
Department and representatives of the local residential community. “Authorized representatives of the local
residential community,” means any member of a single board or council established by local homeowners
for this purpose. In addition, within 90 days after commencement of operation of the lamination building,
the permittee will be required to conduct an odor test to confirm that no odors can be detected when one
volume unit of ambient air (at the property boundary) is mixed with 7 volumes of odorless air based on
ASTM Method E769-91.

To provide further assurances that Sea Rav’s neighbors will have knowledge of any styrene
emissions that may be carried across State Road 528 into their neighborhoods, the Department plans to set
up, for a limited time, a Differential Optical Absorption Spectroscopy (DOAS) system that will
continuously detect styrene emissions and record their concentrations in the ambient air. This svstem
utilizes the variations in optical absorption characteristics of various substances when a light source is
beamed across a specific linear path. It will specifically identify styrene and will provide monitoring data
that can be accessed remotely by telephone. The DOAS system has already been ordered by the
Department for other projects and it will be assigned for monitoring Sea Ray’s operations at the Cape
Canaveral site.

EPA’s Comments:

Region IV commended the Department on the thoroughness of the BACT analysis and agreed with
the decision to require a pilot-scale program for capturing and treating VOC emissions. EPA also pointed
out that the pilot-plant implementation schedules proposed in the BACT determination and in the permit
should coincide in regard to the startup of the full-scale control system. As a result of the public’s concern
about exposure to a hazardous air pollutant as well as the odor of styrene in the interim period prior to
startup of the full-scale system, the pilot-scale implementation schedule has been tightened by 14 months
from the published intent.

National Park Service’s comments:

The only concern mentioned by the NPS was the possibility of stvrene emissions impacting the
Merritt Island National Wildlife Refuge and the prescribed burns that are periodically conducted.

Final Action:

The final action of the Department will be to issue the permit as discussed above.

136387.1



Department of
Environmental Protection

Twin Towers Office Building

Jeb Bush : 2600 Blair Stone Road ' David B. Struhs
Governor Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400 Secretary
PERMITTEE
Sea Ray Boats, Inc. Permit No. 0090093-003-AC
Cape Canaveral Plant ‘ PSD-FL-274
350 Sea Ray Drive Project Fiberglass Boat Mfg. Plant
Merrnitt Island, Florida 32953 Expires: Januarv 31, 2003

AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE: _
Mr. Dennis Wilson, General Manager/Vice President
PROJECT AND LOCATION

This permit authorizes the applicant to construct a fiberglass boat manufacturing plant (Cape Canaveral
Plant) initially consisting of a single lamination/assembly building, a single warehouse building, and
associated facilities for employee offices and testing of finished boats. Any phased expansion of this facility
that may involve segregation or separation of lamination processing into additional buildings will require a
modification of this permit per Rule 62-4.080 and Chapters 62-210 and 62-212 of the Florida
Administrative Code. The SIC code for this project is 3732.

The project is to be located at 1200 Sea Ray Drive, Merritt Island, Brevard County. The UTM coordinates
are Zone 17; 531.83 km E: 3142.15 km N. This site is not located within 100 km of any Class T PSD
Area. The Chassahowitzka National Wildlife Refuge is approximately 191 km west-northwest of the site.

STATEMENT OF BASIS

This construction/PSD permit is issued under the provisions of Chapter 403 of the Florida Statutes (F.S.),
and the Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.) Chapters 62-4, 62-204, 62-210, 62-212, 62-296, and 62-
297. The above named permittee is authorized to construct the emissions units in accordance with the
conditions of this permit and as described in the application, approved drawings, plans, and other -
documents on file with the Department of Environmental Protection (Department).

APPENDICES
The attached appendices are a part of this permit:

Appendix A BACT/MACT Determination
Appendix B NESHAP Gencral Provisions
Appendix C Applicant’s Table 3 — Proposed Emissions Calculations

Appendix GC  General Permit Conditions

Howard L. Rhodes, Director
Division of Air Resources
Management

“More Protection, Less Process”

Printed on recycled paper.



AIR CONSTRUCTION PERMIT
SECTION I." FACILITY INFORMATION

FACILITY DESCRIPTION

Sea Ray Boats operates three existing plants; the Merritt Island Plant, the Product Development and
Engineering Plant, and the Sykes Creek Plant, located on Sca Ray Drive in Merritt Island approximately
one mile west of the proposed plant. These plants are used to design and manufacture fiberglass boats.
These plants and the proposed Cape Canaveral Plant arc considered by the Department to comprise one
facility.

PROJECT DETAILS

The proposed Cape Canaveral Plant will manufacture fiberglass boats of varying sizes up to about 75 feet
in fength. The plant’s two production buildings will house facilities for the gel coat and lamination
processes as well as parts and fabrication activities such as woodshop operations and warchousing. A
separate building will be erected for offices and administration. The new plant will be located on Sea Ray
Drive approximately one mile east of the existing plants between Sea Ray Drive to the south and the barge
canal to the north. The first phase of the proposed plant will consist of the following emissions units.

EMISSIONS UNIT NO. EMISSIONS UNIT DESCRIPTION
001 Building 101, Lamination & Assembly
002 Building 102, Fabrication .
003 Accessory Structures

REGULATORY CLASSIFICATION

The facility, consisting of the three existing plants and the proposed plant, is classified as a Major or Title
V Source of air pollution because emissions of volatile organic compounds (VOC) exceed 100 tons per
year (TPY), and because emissions of one hazardous air pollutant (HAP) (styrene) exceed 10 tons per year
and emissions of total HAP exceed 25 tons per year. This facility is not within an industry included in the
list of the 28 Major Facility Categories per Table 62-212.400-1, F.A.C. Since emissions are greater than
250 TPY for VOC, the facility is also a Major Facility with respect to Rule 62-212.400, Prevention of
Significant Deterioration (PSD). The emissions units are subject to limits determined as BACT for VOC
and are subject to limits determined to be MACT for HAP.

REVIEWING AND PROCESS SCHEDULE

05-05-99 Date of Receipt of Application bv Central District
07-19-99 Received Revised Volume I and MACT Proposal
08-11-99 ., Received EPA PSD Applicability Determination
09-03-99 Received PSD Analvsis and Control Technology Review
09-3G-99 Received Supplemental PSD Application Fee

10-06-99 Distributed Notice of Intent and Supporting Documents
10-31-99 Notice of Intent Published n Florida Todav Newspaper
RELEVANT DOCUMENTS

The documents listed below constitute the basis for the permit and are on file with the Department.

e Permit application
e Applicant's additional information noted above
e Department's Technical Evaluation and Preliminary Determination and Intent to Issue
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AIR CONSTRUCTION PERMIT
SECTION II. FACILITY-WIDE SPECIFIC CONDITIONS

The following specific conditions apply to all emissions units at this facility addressed by this permit.

ADMINISTRATIVE

L.

Regulating Agencies: All documents related to applications for permits to construct, operate or modify
an emissions unit should be submitted to the Bureau of Air Regulation (BAR), Florida Department of
Environmental Protection at Mail Station #5503, 2600 Blair Stone Road, Tallahassee, Florida 32399-
2400, phone number 850/488-0114. All documents related to reports, tests, minor modifications and
notifications shall be submitted to the Department's Central District office at 3319 Maguire Boulevard,
Suite 232, Orlando, Florida 32803-3767, phone number 407/894-75535.

General Conditions: The permittee is subject to and shall operate under the attached General Permit
Conditions G.1 through G.135 listed in Appendix GC of this permit. General Permit Conditions are
binding and enforceable pursuant to Chapter 403 of the Florida Statutes. [Rule 62-4.160, F.A.C.]

Terminology: The terms used in this permit have specific meanings as defined in the corresponding
chapters of the Florida Administrative Code.

Applicable Regulations. Forms and Application Procedures: Unless otherwise indicated in this permit,

the construction and operation of the subject emissions unit shall be in accordance with the capacities

and specifications stated in the application. The facility is subject to all applicable provisions of
Chapter 403, F.S. and Florida Administrative Code Chapters 62-4, 62-110, 62-204, 62-212, 62-213,
62-296, 62-297 and the Code of Federal Regulations Title 40, Part 60, adopted by reference in the
Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.) regulations. The permittee shall use the applicable forms listed
in Rule 62-210.900, F.A.C. and follow the application procedures in Chapter 62-4, F.A.C. Issuance of
this permit does not relieve the facility owner or operator from compliance with any applicable federal,
state, or local permitting or regulations. [Rules 62-204.800, 62-210.300 and 62-210.900, F.A.C.]

New or Additional Conditions:* Pursuant to Rule 62-4.080, F.A.C., for good cause shown and after
notice and an administrative hearing, if requested, the Department may require the permittee to
conform to new or additional conditions. The Departiment shall allow the permittee a reasonable time
to conform to the new or additional conditions, and on application of the permittee, the Department
may grant additional time. [Rule 62-4.080, F.A.C.]

Expiration: This air construction permit shall expire on January 31, 2003. The permittee, for good
cause, may request that this construction/PSD permit be extended. Such a request shall be submitted
to the Department’s Bureau of Air Regulation prior to 60 days before the expiration of the pernut.
[Rules 62-210.300(1), 62-4.070(4), 62-4.080, and 62-4.210, F.A.C]

PSD Expiration: Approval to construct shall become nvalid if construction is not commenced within
18 months after receipt of such approval, or if construction is discontinued for a period of 18 months
or more, or if construction is not completed within a reasonable time. The Department may extend the
18-month period upon a satisfactory showing that an extension is justified. [Rules 62-4.070(4), 62-
4.210(2) & (3), and 62-210.300(1)(a), F.A.C.]

BACT Determination: In conjunction with extension of the |8 month periods to conunence or continue
construction, extension of the permit expiration date, or construction of Phases 11 and 111, the permittee
may be required to demonstrate the adequacy of any previous determination of Best Available Control
Technology (BACT) for the source as applied to anv new or modified emission units. [Rules 62-
4.070(4), 62-4.210(2) & (3). 62-210.300(1)(a), and 62-212.400(6)(b), F.A.C.]
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| AIR CONSTRUCTION PERMIT
SECTION 11. FACILITY-WIDE SPECIFIC CONDITIONS

7. "Modifications: No emissions unit or facility subject to this permit shall be constructed or modified
without obtaining an air construction permit from the Department. Such permit must be obtained prior
to the beginning of construction or modification. [Rules 62-210.300(1) and 62-212.300(1)(a), F.A.C.]

8. Title V Operation Permit Required: This permit authorizes construction and/or installation of the
permitted emissions unit and initial operation to determine compliance with Department rules. A Title
V operation permit is required for regular operation of the permitted emissions unit. The owner or-
operator shall apply for and receive a Title V operation permit prior to expiration of this permit. To
apply for a Title V operation permit, the applicant shall submit the appropriate application form,
compliance test results, and such additional information as the Department may by law require. The
application shall be submitted to the Department’s Central District office. [Rules 62-4.030, 62-4.050,
62-4.220, and Chapter 62-213, F.A.C ]

GENERAL EMISSIONS LIMITING STANDARDS

9. General Visible Emissions Standard: Except for emissions units that are subject to a particulate matter
or opacity limit set forth or established by rule and reflected by conditions in this permit, no person
shall cause, let, permit, suffer, or allow to be discharged into the atmosphere the emissions of air
pollutants from any activity, the densitv if which is equal to or greater than that designated as Number
1 on the Ringelmann Chart (20% opacity). The test method for visible emissions shall be EPA Method
9, incorporated and adopted by reference in Chapter 62-297, F.A.C. Test procedures shall meet all
applicable requirements of Chapter 62-297, F. A.C. [Rule 62-296.320(4)(b)1, F.A.C.]

10. Unconfined Emissions of Particulate Matter: [Rules 62-296.320(4)(c) and 62-212.400, F.A.C.]

(a) No person shall cause, let, permit, suffer or allow the emissions of unconfined particulate matter
from any activity, including vehicular movement: transportation of materials; construction,
alteration, demolition or wrecking; or industrially related activities such as loading, unloading,
storing or handling: without taking rcasonable precautions to prevent such emissions.

(b) Any permit issued to a facility with emissions of unconfined particulate matter shall specify the
reasonable precautions to be taken by that facility to control the emissions of unconfined
particulate matter.

(c) Reasonable precautions include the following:

» Paving and maintenance of roads, parking arcas and yards.

« Application of water or chemicals to control emissions from such activities as demolition of
buildings, grading roads, construction, and land clearing.

« Apphcation of asphalt, water. oil, chemicals or other dust suppressants to unpaved roads,
vards, open stock piles and similar activitics.

« Removal of particulate matter from roads and other paved areas under the control of the owner
or operator of the facility to prevent reentraiment, and from buildings or work areas to
prevent particulate from becoming airborne.

« Landscaping or planting of vegetation.

o Use of hoods, fans. filters. and similar equipment to contain. capture and/or vent particulate
matter. :

« Confining abrasive blasting where possible.

» Enclosure or covering of convevor systems.

(d) In determining what constitutes reasonable precautions for a particular source, the Department
shall consider the cost of the control technique or-work practice, the environmental impacts of the
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AIR CONSTRUCTION PERMIT
SECTION II. FACILITY-WIDE SPECIFIC CONDITIONS

technique or practice, and the degree of reduction of emissions expected from a particular
technique or practice.

11. General Pollutant Emission Limiting Standards: [Rule 62-296.320(1)(a)&(2), F.A.C.]

(a) No person shall store, pump, handle, proccss, load, unload or use in any process or installation,
volatile organic compounds or organic solvents without applying known and existing vapor
emission control devices or systems dcemed necessary and ordered by the Department.

(b) No person shall cause, suffer, allow or permit the discharge of air pollutants which cause or
contribute to an objectionable odor. (Not federally enforceable)

[Note: An objectionable odor is defined in Rule 62-210.200(203), F.A.C., as any odor present in the
outdoor atmosphere which by itself or in combination with other odors, is or may be harmful or
injurious to human health or welfare, which unreasonably interferes with the comfortable use and
enjoyment of life or property, or which creates a nuisance.]

OPERATIONAL REQUIREMENTS

12. Plant Operation - Problems: If temporarily unable to comply with any of the conditions of the permit
due to breakdown of equipment or destruction by hazard of fire, wind or by other cause, the permittee
shall immediately notify the Department’s Central District office. The notification shall include
pertinent information as to the cause of the problem, and what steps are being taken to correct the
problem and to prevent its recurrence, and where applicable, the owner’s intent toward reconstruction
of destroved facilities. Such notification does not release the permittee from any liability for failure to
comply with Department rules. [Rule 62-4.130. F.A.C] '

13. Circumvention: No person shall circumvent any air pollution control device or allow the emission of
air pollutants without the applicable air pollution control device operating properly. [Rule 62-210.650,
FAC] '

14. Excess Emissions:

For purposes of this permit, all limits established pursuant to the State Implementation Plan, including
those limits established as BACT, include emissions during periods of startup and shutdown, and are
not subject to the provisions of Rule 62-210.700(1), F.A.C. This provision can not be used to vary any
NESHAP requirements from any subpart of 40 CFR 63. Excess emissions which are caused entirely
or in part by poor maintenance, poor operation, or any other equipment or process failure which may
reasonably be prevented during start-up, shutdown or malfunction shall be prohibited pursuant to Rule
62-210.700(4), F.A.C. [Rules 62-4.070(3) and 62-210.700(3), F.A.C.]

Excess emissions resulting from malfunction of any emissions units shall be permitted providing (1)
best operational practices to minimize enussions are adhered to and (2) the duration of excess
emissions shall be minimized, but in no case exceed two hours in any 24 hour period unless specifically
authorized by the Department for longer duration.  [Rule 62-210.700(1), F.A.C/]
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AIR CONSTRUCTION PERMIT

SECTION II. FACILITY-WIDE SPECIFIC CONDITIONS

COMPLIANCE MONITORING AND TESTING REQUIREMENTS

15.

16.

Required Number of Test Runs: For mass emission limitations, a compliance test shall consist of three
complete and separate determinations of the total air pollutant emission rate through the test section of
the stack or duct and three complete and scparate determinations of any applicable process variables
corizsponding to the three distinct time periods during which the stack emission rate was measured;
provided, however, that three complete and separate determinations shall not be required if the process
variables are not subject to variation during a compliance test, or if three determinations are not
necessary in order to calculate the unit's emission rate. The three required test runs shall be completed
within one consecutive five-day period. In the event that a sample is lost or one of the three runs must
be discontinued because of circumstances beyond the control of the owner or operator, and a valid third
run cannot be obtained within the five-day period allowed for the test, the Secretary or his or her
designee may accept the results of two complete runs as proof of compliance, provided that the
arithmetic mean of the two complete runs is at least 20% below the allowable emission limiting
standard. [Rule 62-297.310(1), F.A.C]

Operating Rate During Testing: Unless othenwvise stated in the applicable emission limiting standard rule,
testing of enissions shall be conducted with the emissions unit operation at permitted capacity. Permitted
capacity is defined as 90 to 100 percent of the maximum operation rate allowed by the pernut. If it is
umpractical to test at pernitted capacity, an emissions unit may be tested at less than the minimum permitted
capacity; in this case, subsequent emissions unit operation is limited to 110 percent of the test load until a
new test is conducted. Once the unit is so limited, operation at higher capacities is allowed for no morc than
15 consecutive days for the purpose of additional compliance testing to regain the authority to operate at the

* permuitted capacity. [Rule 62-297.310(2), F. A.C/]

17,

18.

19.

20.

Calculation of Emission Rate: The indicated emission rate or concentration shall be the arithmetic average of
the emission rate or concentration determined by each of the three separate test runs unless othenwise
specified in a particular test method or applicablc rule. [Rule 62-297.310(3), F.A.C.]

Test Procedures shall meet all applicable requirements of Rule 62-297.310(4), F.A.C. [Rule 62-
297.310(4), F.AC]

Determination of Process Variables: [Rule 62-297.310(5), F.A.C]

(a) Requircd Equipment. The owner or operator of an emissions unit for which compliance tests are
required shall install, operate, and maintain equipment or instruments necessary to determine
process variables, such as process weight input or heat input, when such data are needed in
conjunction with emissions data to determine the compliance of the emissions unit with applicable
emission limiting standards.

(b) Accuracy of Equipment. Equipment or instruments used to directly or indirectly determine process
variables, including devices such as belt scales. weight hoppers, flow meters, and tank scales, shall
be calibrated and adjusted to indicate the true value of the parameter being measured with

sufficient accuracy to allow the applicable process variable to be determined within 10% of its true

value.

Required Stack Sampling Facilities: Sampling facilitics include sampling ports. work platforms,
access to work platforms, electrical power. and sampling equipment support. All stack sampling
facilities must meet any Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) Safety and Health
Standards described in 29 CFR Part 1910. Subparts D and E. Sampling facilities shall also conform to
the requirements of Rule 62-297.310(6). F.A.C. [Rule 62-297.310(6), F A.C]
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AIR CONSTRUCTION PERMIT
SECTION II. FACILITY-WIDE SPECIFIC CONDITIONS

21. Test Notification: The permittee shall notify the Department’s Central District office and, if
applicable, appropriate local program, at least |5 days prior to the date on which each formal
compliance test is to begin. Notification shall include the date, time, and place of each such test, and
the test contact person who will be responsible for coordinating and having such test conducted for the
owner or operator. [Rule 62-297.310(7)(a)9., F.A.C]

22. Special Compliance Tests: When the Department, after investigation, has good reason (such as
complaints, increased visible emissions or questionable maintenance of control equipment) to believe
that any applicable emission standard contained in a Department rule or in a permit issued pursuant to
those rules 1s being violated, it shall require the owner or operator of the facility to conduct compliance
tests which identify the nature and quantity of pollutant emissions from the emissions units and to
provide a report on the results of said tests to the Department. [Rule 62-297.310(7)(b), F.A.C ]

REPORTING AND RECORD KEEPING REQUIREMENTS “

23. Duration of Record Keeping: Upon request, the permittee shall furnish all records and plans required
under Department rules. During enforcement actions, the retention period for all records will be
extended automatically unless othenvise stipulated by the Department. The permittee shall hold at the
facility or other location designated by this permit records of all monitoring information (including all
calibration and maintenance records and all original strip chart recordings for continuous monitoring
mstrumentation) required by the permit, copies of all reports required by this permit, and records of all
data used to complete the application for this permit. These materials shall be retained at least five
years from the date of the sample, measurement. report, or application unless otherwise specified by
Department rule. [Rules 62-4.160(14)(a)&(b)and 62-213.440(1)(b)2.b.., F.A.C]

24. Test Reports: The owner or operator of an emissions unit for which a compliance test is required shall
file a report with the Department on the results of cach such test. The required test report shall be filed
with the Department as soon as practical but no later than 45 days after the last sampling run of each
test is completed. The test report shall provide sufficient detail on the emissions unit tested and the test
procedures used to allow the Department to determine if the test was properly conducted and the test
results properly computed. As a minimum, the test report, other than for an EPA or DEP Method 9
test, shall provide the applicable information listed in Rule 62-297.310(8)(c), F.A.C. [Rule 62-297.310(8),
FAC]

25. Excess Emissions Report: If excess emissions occur, the owner or operator shall notify the Department
within one working day of: the nature. extent, and duration of the excess emissions: the cause of the
excess emissions: and the actions taken to correct the problem. In addition, the Department may request a
written summary report of the incident.  Pursuant to the NESHAP requirements, excess emissions shall also
be reported 1 accordance with 40 CFR 63, Subpart A. [Rule 62-4.130, F A.C]]

26. Excess Emissions Report - Malfunctions: In case of excess emissions resuiting from malfunctions,
each owner or operator shall notify the Department’s Central District office in accordance with Rule
62-4.130, F.A.C. A full written report on the malfunctions shall be submitted in a quarterly report if
requested by the Department. [Rule 62-210.700(6). F.A.C.] '

27. Annual Operating Report for Air Pollutant Emitting Facilitv: The Annual Operating Report for Air
Pollutant Emitting Facility shall be completed each vear and shall be submitted to the Department’s Central
District office by March | of the following vear. [Rule 62-210.370(3). F.A.C.]
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AIR CONSTRUCTION PERMIT
'SECTION I1I. EMISSIONS UNITS SPECIFIC CONDITIONS

The following specific conditions apply to the following ecmissions units:

EMISSIONS EMISSIONS UNIT DESCRIPTION
UNIT No.
001 Building 10!, Lamination & Assembly
002 Building 102, Fabrication
003 Accessory Structures

[Note: Emissions Units 001, 002 and 003 are subject to PSD for VOC; subject to MACT for HAPs; and
are subject to the requirements of the state rules as indicated in this permit. This permit includes the
MACT requirements, and constitutes MACT for this project.]

OPERATIONAL REQUIREMENTS

1.

Production Limits/Hours of Operatio‘n: Emissions Units 001, 002 and 003 may each operate for up to
5,000 hours/vear. The facility 1s required to keep daily records of the operating hours. [Rules 62-
210.200, Definitions-Potential to Emit (PTE) and 62-213.440(1)(b)!.b., F.A.C]

MATERIAL USAGE/APPLICATION REQUIREMENTS AND LIMITATIONS

2.

VOC and HAP Emissions Limited: Emissions of volatile organic compounds (VOC) including
hazardous air pollutants (HAP) shall not exceed 211 tons prior to capture and control; emissions of
HAP (including styrene) shall not exceed 149 tons prior to capture and control; and emissions of
styrene shall not exceed 125 tons prior to capture and control, in any consecutive |2-month period.
[Rules 62-4.070(3), 62-204.800(10)(d)2., and 62-210.200 (PTE), F.A.C., and BACT/MACT]

Resins HAP Contents Limits: The weight percentage of total HAP content in resins shall be limited to
an aggregate resin maximum average limit (ARMAL) calculated from the following resin component
maximum average HAP contents: '

¢ Production resins (pr), 35% total HAP content.

* Non-atomized tooling resins (natr), used for making and repair of molds, 39% total HAP content.
The ARMAL is based on a 3-month rolling average and is calculated using the following equation:

ARMAL = [(0.35 WT,) + (0.39 Wt,.,,)] x 100
[(WTpr) + (V\"’[n.’llr)]

Where, _

WT,, = Total weight of production resins used in the current month and preceding two months:

Wt = Total weight of non-atomized tooling resins used in the current month and preceding
two months. V

[Rules 62-4.070(3) and 62-204.800(10)(d)2.. F.A.C.. and MACT]

Gel Coats HAP Contents Limits: The weight percentage of total HAP content in gelcoats shall be
limited to an aggregate gelcoat maximum average limit (AGMAL) calculated from the following gel
coat component maximum average HAP contents:

» Pigmented gei coats (pge). 33% total HAP content.
« Base gel coats (bge). 33% total HAP content.
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AIR CONSTRUCTION PERMIT
SECTION 111. EMISSIONS UNITS SPECIFIC CONDITIONS

o Clear gel coats (cgc), 48% total HAP content.
o Tooling gel coats (tgc), used for making and repair of molds, 40% total HAP content.

The AGMAL is based on a 3-month rolling average and is calculated using the following equation:

AGMAL = [(0.33 WT,.) + (0.33 Wtn,o) + (0.48 Wto,.) +(0.40 Wr..)] x 100
[(WTpgc) + (Wtbgc) + (Wtcgc) + (thgC) ]

Where,

WTpe=  Total weight of pigmented gelcoats used in the current month and preceding two months;
Wipge = Total weight of base gel coats used in the current month and preceding two months.

Wi = Total weight of clear coats used in the current month and preceding two months.

Wt = Total weight of tooling gel coats used in the current month and preceding two months.

[Rules 62-4.070(3) and 62-204.800(10)(d)2.. F.A.C., and MACT]

5. Spraved tooling resins HAP Contents Limits (SL): The maximum average weight percentage of total
HAP content in sprayed tooling resins, used for the making and repair of molds shall be limited to
30%, based on a 3-month rolling weighted average. ‘

[Rules 62-4.070(3) and 62-204.800(10)(d)2., F.A.C., and MACT]

6. Calculation of weighted average HAP contents:

. The weighted average HAP content shall be calculated for each component (i.e., resins, gelcoats,
sprayed tooling resins) by multiplying the weight of each material used during the three month period
times the total HAP content, in weight percent, of each material, totaling the results, and then dividing
the resulting sum by the total weight of all materials used. For example, for the resins component, the
3-month weighted average would be: ‘

[(HAP.,) WT,, + (HAPy) WT & .+ (HAP) WTy]

AVG, = - 0
WT,+ WTy + ...+ WT,
Where,

AVG, = 3-month weighted average. expressed as a percentage, for the resins
component: .

HAP,; = Waeight percentage of total HAP (expressed as a decimal fraction) in resin i,
based on the highest value for each range listed on the Manufacturer’s Safety
Data Sheets: and

WT, = Weight of resin i used in the current month and preceding two months.

The 3-month weighted average percentage for the gelcoat component, AVG,, and the 3-month weighted
average percentage for the sprayed tooling resin component, AVG,, shall be hkewise calculated.

[Rules 62-4.070(3) and 62-204.800(10)(d)2., F.A.C., and MACT]

7. Records of Weighted Average HAP Contents Required: The permittee shall keep and maintain the
following records to demonstrate compliance with the HAP content limitations of the previous specific
condition. Records shall be completed no later than five working davs after the end of each month.

»  Weight in pounds of each material used each month.
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AIR CONSTRUCTION PERMIT
SECTION 111. EMISSIONS UNITS SPECIFIC CONDITIONS

8.

10.

11

12.

o Weight percentage of total HAP (expressed as a decimal fraction) in each material using the
highest value for each range listed on the Manufacturer’s Safety Data Sheets.

+ Rolling 3-month limits: ARMAL, AGMAL, and SL, expressed as weight percentages.

» Rolling 3-month weighted average total HAP contents: AVG, AVG, AVG,, expressed as weight
percentages, based on the materials used in the current month and preceding two months.

[Rules 62-4.070(3) and 62-204.800(10)(d)2., F.A.C., and MACT]

Resin & Gel Coat Cleaning Solvents: The owner or operator shall only use resin and gel coat cleaning
solvents which contain no HAP. If solvent cleaning machines are used, they must comply with the
requirements of 40 CFR 63 Subpart T — Halogenated Solvent Cleaning. A solvent cleaning machine
means device or piece of equipment that uses halogenated HAP solvent liquid or vapor to clean the
surfaces of materials. Buckets, pails, and beakers with capacities of 7.6 liters (2 gallons) or less are not
considered solvent cleaning machines. Halogenated HAP solvents are: methylene chloride,
perchloroethylene, trichloroethylene, 1,1,1,-trichloroethane, carbon tetrachloride, and chloroform.
[Rules 62-4.070(3) and 62-204.800(10)(d)2., F.A.C., and MACT]

. Carpet and Fabric Adhesives: The permittee shall use carpet and fabric adhesives that contain no HAP.

Excluded from this limit are aeroso! adhesives. [Rules 62-4.070(3) and 62-204.800(10)(d)2., F.A.C,,
and MACT]

Non-Atomizing Equipment Required: The owner or operator shall only use non-atomizing application
equipment for production resins. Sea Ray shall submit an operation and maintenance plan and
operator training plan including but not limited to equipment calibration methods to achieve
maximum HAP reduction. [Rules 62-4.070(3) and 62-204.800(10)(d)2., F.A.C., and MACT]

No Controls Required: The owner or operator is not required to control emissions of HAP from mold
sealing, releasing, stripping and repair materials. The owner or operator is not required to control
emissions of HAP from coating processes for exterior wood parts.

[Rules 62-4.070(3) and 62-204.800(10)(d)2., F.A.C., and MACT]

Non-Structural Interior Wood Parts: The owner or operator shall comply with 40 CFR 63 Subpart JJ -
NESHAP for Wood Furniture Manufacturing Operations for carpentry adhesives and non-structural
interior wood parts (e.g., cabinets, furniture and trim). [Rules 62-4.070(3) and 62-204.800(10)(d)2.,
F.A.C., and MACT]

. Bottom Coatings & Other Exterior Coatings: The owner or operator shall only use bottom coatings and

any other exterior coatings (except for wood parts) which are compliant with 40 CFR 63 Subpart I -
NESHAP for Ship Building and Ship Repair (Surface Coating). [Rules 62-4.070(3) and 62-
204.800(10)(d)2., F.A.C., and MACT]

CONTROL SYSTEMS REQUIRED/EMISSIONS LIMITS

14.

Odor Prevention Measures Required: To prevent odors from escaping at ground level, Emissions Unit
001 (Lamination/Assembly Building) shall be properly ventilated under negative pressure. “Properly
ventilated under negative pressure” means no venting of air from the building’s interior except through a
single stack, the top of which is at least 75 feet above ground elevation and which discharges air from
the building at a minimum stack velocity of 70 feet per seccond. In the event a zoning variance is not
approved by Brevard County for a 75-foot stack. an altemative stack/velocity design shall be submitted
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SECTION L1l. EMISSIONS UNITS SPECIFIC CONDITIONS

16.

17.

to the Department for approval. At all times during lamination processing, and for at least two hours
after the last application of resin or gel coat, Emissions Unit 001 shall be operated under negative
pressure as specified above and the stack discharge velocity continuously measured and recorded.
Emissions Unit 001 shall be equipped with a system that will prevent the detection of objectionable
odors bevond the permittee’s property line.

Ambient Monitoring/Odor Testing Required: Prior to the commencement of lamination processing, the
permittee shall conduct ambient monitoring to detect and record styrene emissions. Ambient monitoring
shall be conducted once a week during the operation of the Lamination/Assembly Building. The
monitoring shall be done on the first day of the business week that the wind blows in the direction of the
Island Crossing and Riverwalk ncighborhoods between the hours of 6:00 a.m. and 8:00 a.m.; otherwise,
the monitoring shall be conducted on Thursday regardless of the wind direction.. The monitoring shall
be conducted for at least 30 months starting within 30 days after issuance of this permit. Cessation of
the ambient monitoring requirement after the 30 month period shall require Department approval and
shall depend upon the number and nature of complaints registered by neighbors over the 30-month
period. The ambient monitoring shall be conducted using EPA Method TO14. Thc ambient monitoring
location shall be selected jointly by the Department and representatives of the local residential
community. The ambient monitoring data shall be made available for inspection by the Department
and/or authorized representatives of the local residential community as reasonably requested.
“Authorized representatives of the local residential community” means any member of a single board or
counclil established by local homeowners for this purpose. [Rules 62-296.320(1)(a)&(2) and 62-
210.200(203), F.A.C.]

Odor Testing. Within 90 dayvs after commencement of operation of the lamination building, permittee
shall conduct an odor test to confirm that no odors can be detected when one volume unit of ambient air
(at the property boundary) is mixed with 7 volumes of odorless air based on ASTM Method E769-91.
[Rule 62-296.320(2), F.A.C.. Applicant Request]

Evaluation of Odor Control (Destruction) Technology Required Initiallv: An initial requirement shall be
the immediate evaluation of state-of-the-art enzvime bioaerosol odor destruction technology for the Cape
Canaveral plant. This technology shall be evaluated with the objective of removing approximately 70 to
80 percent of the styrene from the Lamination/Assembly Building exhaust air. To determine the
technical and economic feasibility of the technology. the permittee shall, within 60 days after issuance
of this permit, conduct special feasibility tests consisting of injecting test solutions into the ventilation
svstem at its existing Merritt Island boat manufacturing plant and measuring the destruction of styrene.
The styrene destruction results shall be provided to the Department’s Bureau of Air Regulation within
14 days after completion of the tests. If the feasibility tests at the existing Merritt Island plant
demonstrate to the Department’s satisfaction that stvrene control technology would be technically
feasible and cost effective at the Cape Canaveral site, the Department may propose to revise this permit,
as provided under Condition II.5. to require that the permittee install a full-scale system based on this
technology and have it operating properly prior to the initial commencement of lamination processing.
The Department shall modify this permit as provided under Condition I1.5 to include operating, testing
and compliance parameters for this system and no other air pollution control equipment shall be
required. [Rules 62-296.320(1)(a)&(2), 62-210.200(203). and 62-4.070(3), F.A.C]

18. Pilot Plant Required if Odor Destruction Not Feasible: If enzyme bioacrosol destruction technology is
Sea Rav Boats, Inc. DEP File No. 0090093-003-AC
Cape Canaveral Plant . PSD-FL-274
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19.

20.

shown not to be technically and cconomicallv feasible on the basis of the Department’s evaluation of the
feasibility tests, then, as an additional requirement, within 120 days following the commencement of
lamination processing, the permittee shall submit a proposed design for a pilot-scale VOC and/or HAP
(VOC/HAP) capture and control system to the Department’s Bureau of Air Regulation for approval.
The pilot-scale svstem shall be sized to capture for treatment at least 10,000 cfim of VOC/HAP-laden
air exhausted from a single boat hull of at least 65 feet in length. The design submittal shall contain all
data necessary to evaluate the svstem’s performance capabilities for arriving at a net overall VOC/HAP
capture and destruction efficiency of 76 percent for Emissions Unit 001. The pilot-scale control system
may utilize one or more of the following approaches for a selected area of hull lamination processing
within the Lamination/Assembly building: a localized pickup system, a permanent booth enclosure or a
movable-enclosure venting and capture system. The Department shall notify the permittee within 30
days of receipt of the design proposal as to whether it will be accepted. If the proposal is not approved,
the Department shall notify the permittee within the same 30 day period as to what changes are required
to make the proposal acceptable. Construction of buildings and installation of process equipment,
including the pilot plant control project. may begin upon issuance of the PSD permit. Lamination

. processing may begin at any tume thereafter provided that 15 days advance written notification is

provided to the Department’s Bureau of Air Regulation in Tallahassee and the Department’s Central
District Office in Orlando. {Rules 62-296.320(1)(a)&(2), 62-210.200(203), 62-4.070(3), 62-212.400,
F.A.C., and BACT]

Testing and Evaluation of Pilot Plant Required: The permittee shall commence operation of the pilot- .
scale control system within 180 davs following the approval of the pilot system design by the
Department. The permittee shall provide written notice of the lamination commencement date to the

Bureau of Air Regulation and the Department’s Central District Office. Monthly progress reports

detailing the status of the pilot project shall be submitted to the Bureau by the permittee during the
construction period. The permittee shall notify the Bureau and the Department’s Central District Office

at least 15 days in advance of the startup date of the pilot project. Within 180 days following

commencement of operation of the pilot system, and after notifving the Bureau and the Central District

Office at least 15 days in advance, the permittee shall have conducted a capture efficiency test and a
VOC/HAP destruction efficiency test on the svstem according to the procedures specified below in

Specific Conditions No. 26 and 27 and shall have presented the results of these tests along with a cost
effectiveness determination to the Department. The permittee is authorized to continue operating the
lamination building following the conclusion of the pilot system testing and shall be given a reasonable
amount of time to conform to any new requirements imposed as provided under Condition 20. {Rules
62-4.070(3) and 62-212.400, F. A C.. and BACT]

Full-Scale VOC/HAP Controls Required if Pilot Plant Demonstrates Feasibilitv:  Unless the test results
or other data provided by the permittee convince the Department that a full-scale system is not feasible
from a technical, operational or cost standpoint. the Department will propose (as provided under
Condition I1.5.) that the permittee install a full-scale VOC/HAP control svstem for the entire
Lamination/Assemblyv Building. The Department’s proposal will include a revised BACT
determination, which will be subject (in its entircty). to the protections provided under Condition I1.5.
The permittee shall begin its operation of the full-scale svstem within twelve months from the date of
the submission of test results from the pilot-scale project. The full-scale control system may augment
or replace the pilot svstem and shall be designed to capture at least 90 percent of the total VOC/HAP
emissions generated from the hull and deck lamination process while destroving at least 95 percent
(83.5 percent minimum overall capture and destruction). The full-scale control svstem shall be

Sea Ray Boats, Inc. DEP File No. 0090093-003-AC
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21

22.

24

operated at the maximum capture rate demonstrated by the pilot-scale control system. Appropriate
emission limits and compliance requircments for the full-scale VOC/HAP control system shall be
established by the Department within 435 davs following receipt of test results for pilot-scale system and
shall be incorporated into the Title V permit for this facility (as provided under Condition I1.5). [Rules
62-4.070(3) and 62-212.400. F.A.C._ and BACT]

Removal of Pilot Plant Control System if Not Feasible: If the Department determines that a full-scale
VOC/HAP capture and control system is not feasible, the permittee shall be allowed to remove the
pilot-scale control system following publication by the Department of a public notice of such action in a
newspaper of general circulation in the area in accordance with Rule 62-210.350(1) and (2), F.A.C.
However, the permittee shall continue to comply with the Department’s odor control rules. [Rules 62-
4.070(3), 62-296.320, and 62-212.400, F. A.C]

Public Notice: After the Department analvzes the test results and other data from the pilot-scale
project to determine the feasibility of full-scale controls and revises its BACT determination
accordingly, the Department will provide notice and an opportunity for hearing. The notice shall be
published in accordance with Rule 62-210.350(1) and (2), F.A.C. The determination of what
constitutes BACT will be subject (in its entirety) to the procedures under Condition I1.5. [Rules 62-
4.080 and 62-212.400, F.A.C/]

. PM/PM,,_Control Svstem Required: The woodworking operations of Emissions Unit 002 shall be

equipped with a local exhaust ventilation svstem ducted to a fabric filter to capture and control
emissions of particulate matter. The opacity of the building exhaust shall be limited to 5 percent. [Rule
62-4.070(3), F.A.C ] '

No Air Outflow Through Doors and Openings Allowed. The Lamination/Assembly Building air
ventilation system shall be designed so that whenever anv doors or openings are either partially or
totally open the total air volume exhausted through the “pull side™ air fans shall always exceed the total
volume entering from the “push side™ air fans by a mmimum of 10 percent. Fan motor amperages for
all Lamination/Assembly Building ventilation fans shall be continuously monitored and recorded to
show compliance with this requirement. [Rule 62-4.070(3), F.A.C ]

. Air Outflow Prevention Design and Operation Plan Required: Pursuant to the requirements of Specific

Condition 24 above, and 45 davs prior to the initial operation of the lamination process, the permittee
shall submit its Air Qutflow Prevention Design and Operation plan for the Lamination/Assembly
Building to the Department for approval. The plan shall identify the final ventilation design air flows for
the push and pull sides and show in detail how the fan motor amperages will be monitored and recorded.
[Rule 62-4.070(3), F.A.C.]

COMPLIANCE MONITORING AND TESTING REQUIREMENTS

26.

Capture Efficiency Demonstration: Pursuant to the requirements of Specific Condition 19, the
permittee shall demonstrate the capture efficiency of the pilot plant pickup system by comparing raw
VOC/HAP emissions generated over a six-hour lamination period (based on material usage rates and
appropriate emission factors) with captured emissions based on measured flow rates and VOC
concentrations in the exhaust duct as determined by EPA Methods 2 and 18, 25 or 25A, as described in
40 CFR 60 -Appendix A (1997 version). Within 90 days following commencement of operation of the

- full scale control system required by Specific Condition 20 above, the same capture efficiency

demonstration shall be performed on the full scale control svstem after providing 135 davs written
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notification to the Bureau of Air Regulation and the Central District Office. [Rule 62-4.070(3) and 62-
212,400, F. A.C., and BACT]

27. Destruction Efficiency Test: Pursuant to the requirements of Specific Condition 19, the permittee shall
determine the destruction efficiency of the pilot plant control system by sampling the inlet and outlet of
the destruction device over a three-hour Jamination period for VOC concentrations using EPA Method
18, 25 or 25A, as described in 40 CFR 60 Appendix A (1997 version). The same requirement shall
apply to the full scale control system as specified in Specific Condition 20 above. [Rules 62-4.070(3)
and 62-212.400, F.A.C., and BACT]

28. PM Tesung Required: Visible emissions from Emissions Unit 002 shall be tested nitially and annually
using EPA Method 9. [Rule 62-4.070(3), F.A.C ]

REPORTING AND RECORD KEEPING REQUIREMENTS

29. Records of Emissions Required: The permittee shall continuously keep and maintain a five-year
ongoing compilation of the following records to demonstrate compliance with the VOC and HAP
emissions limitations of Specific Condition No. 2 of this section. Records shall be completed no later
than five working days after the end of each month.

+  Amounts in pounds of each material used each month that contains VOC and/or HAP.

«  Weight percentage of HAP in materials using the highest value listed on Manufacturer’s Safety
Data (MSD) Sheets. For non-HAP VOC the mid-point value may be used.

¢ Amount in pounds of VOC/HAP emitted cach month from each material used during the month,
calculated by multiplving the amount of each material used by its VOC/HAP content and then by
the appropriate emission factor. The permittee may use emission factors contained in Table Three:
Proposed Emissions Calculations, submitted as part of the permittee’s MACT application dated
July 16, 1999.

« Total amount in pounds of VOC/HAP cmitted cach month, calculated as the sum of VOC/HAP
emitted from each material used during the month as determined above.

« Rolling 12-month total amount it: pounds and tons of VOC/HAP emitted in the most recent
consecutive 12-month period, calculated as the sum of VOC/HAP emitted for the current month
and the preceding eleven months. '

[Rules 62-4.070(3), 62-212.400, F.A.C., MACT and BACT]

PROVISION FOR FUTURE EPA SECTION 112(D) MACT DETERMINATION

30. At such time as the U.S. EPA promuilgates final regulations in 40CFR63 establishing standards for the
Boat Manufacturing Industry, and the Department adopts such standards into its rules, the permittee
may provide reasonable assurances of its ability to comply with the “new source” standards and may
then, for purposes of MACT compliance. comply with any less restrictive specific provision of the
promulgated MACT for “new” sources rather than the more restrictive specific provisions of the case-
bv-case MACT. However. if this change results in a modification. as defined by the State
Implementation Plan (S.I.P.), it shall be processed as a permit revision in accordance with the S.LP. In
any event, the new source MACT when adopted shall be the BACT floor for PSD purposes in the event
that the Department must reconsider the BACT provisions of this permit. '

Sea Ray Boats. Inc. DEP File No. 0090093-003-AC
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APPENDIX A. BACT/MACT DETERMINATION

The BACT/MACT Determination is attached as part of this permit following this page.
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BACT/MACT DETERM‘INATION

Sea Ray Boats, Inc.
Cape Canaveral Project
Merritt Island, Brevard County

Sea Ray proposes to construct a new fiberglass boat production plant near its existing Merritt
Island Facility in Brevard County. The proposed site is approximately 1 mile East of Sykes Creek
and West of the Banana River between the Barge Canal and SR528.

The proposed project will result in a significant emissions increase of volatile organic compounds
(VOC) with respect to Table 212.400-2, Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.). The project is
therefore subject to review for the Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) and a
determination of Best Available Control Technology (BACT) in accordance with Rule 62-
212.400, F.A.C. The project is also subject to a case-by-case Maximum Achievable Control
Technology (MACT) Determination in accordance with Rule 62-204.800(10)(d)2, F.A.C. since it
will be a major source of hazardous air pollutants (HAP) and the federal MACT standards for the
Fiberglass Boat Building industry have not yet been promulgated under the National Emission
Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP).

The details of PSD applicability and a description of the process are presented in the separate
Technical Evaluation and Preliminary Determination issued on October 6, 1999.

DATE OF RECEIPT OF APPLICATION:

The original application was received on May 5, 1999. A separate MACT proposal for HAP
emissions was received on July 19, 1999. A PSD application and BACT proposal was
subsequently received on September 3, 1999.

BACT/MACT DETERMINATION REQUESTED BY THE APPLICANT:

SOURCE CONTROL TECHNOLOGY PROPOSED BACT LIMIT
Production Resins Styrene Content 35 percent (%) stvrene
Resin Application Non-Atomizing Equipment

Gel Coats : Styrenc Content 34 % styrene

The Department and EPA determined that the applicant’s proposed Cape Canaveral Plant and the
existing Merritt Island Facility are adjacent and comprise a single facility. PSD applies to the
proposed project since the VOC emission increases at a major facility will exceed significant
levels. This BACT/MACT determination covers the requirements of both the PSD and NESHAP
regulations. The applicant requested that the Department’s BACT and MACT determinations be
the same and as indicated above.

The applicant originally proposed no add-on emission controls, but subsequently agreed to operate
the Lamination Building with negative pressure and a single high velocity exhaust stack to
dissipate emissions for odor control reasons. Emissions from the Cape Canaveral project are
proposed at 211 tons per year of VOC/HAP vented primarily through | stack of Building 101 and
exhausting 60-75 feet above the ground. Total VOC emissions would exceed 600 tons per year
from the existing Merritt Island Facility and the Cape Canaveral Plant combined.

Sea Ray Merritt Island Facility DEP File No. 0090093-003-AC
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BACT/MACT DETERMINATION PROCEDURE:

In accordance with Chapter 62-212, F.A.C, this BACT determination is based on the maximum
degree of reduction of each pollutant emitted which the Department of Environmental Protection
(Department), on a case by case basis, taking into account energy, environmental and economic
impacts, and other costs, determines is achievable through application of production processes and
available methods, systems, and techniques. In addition, the regulations state that, in making the
BACT determination, the Department shall give consideration to:

* Any Environmental Protection Agency determination of BACT pursuant to Section 169, and
any emission limitation contained in 40 CFR Part 60 - Standards of Performance for New
Stationary Sources or 40 CFR Part 61 - National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air
Pollutants.

o All scientific, engineering, and technical material and other information available to the
Department. '

e The emission limiting standards or BACT determination of any other state.
e The social and economic impact of the application of such technology.

The EPA currently stresses that BACT should be determined using the "top-down" approach. The
first step in this approach is to determine, for the emission unit in question, the most stringent
control available for a similar or identical emission unit or emission unit category. If it is shown
that this level of control is technically or economically unfeasible for the emission unit in
question, then the next most stringent level of control is determined and similarly evaluated. This
process continues until the BACT level under consideration cannot be eliminated by any
substantial or unique technical, environmental, or economic objections.

There are no promulgated emission limitations contained in 40 CFR Part 60 - Standards of
Performance for New Stationary Sources (NSPS) or 40 CFR Part 61 - National Emission
Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) that apply to “Contact Open Molding,” which
is the main process emission generating process involved in fiberglass boat manufacturing.

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is currently developing MACT standards for
processes used in the fiberglass reinforced plastics/composites (FRP/C) and boat manufacturing
industries and will propose them this year. Until a NESHAP is proposed, the Department is
required by its rules to develop a case-by-case determination of Maximum Achievable Control
Technology (MACT) for new major sources of HAP. In this instance, the MACT determination
forms the basis for the minimum level of control required by the BACT determination. The
MACT determination procedure is outlined below.

The provisions of 40 CFR 63, Subpart B, Requirements for Control Technology Determinations
for Major Sources in Accordance with Clean Air Act Sections, Sections 112(g) and 112(j), were
adopted as Rule 62-204.800(10)(d)2, F.A.C. Section 112(g) requires the case-by-case MACT
determination mentioned above. Following is the definition of case-by-case MACT pursuant to
Section 112(g) for new sources of hazardous air pollutants:

Sea Ray Merritt Island Facility DEP File No. 06090093-003-AC
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Maximum Achievable Control Technology (MACT) emission limitation for new sources
means “the emission limitation which is not less stringent than the emission limitation
achieved by the best controlled similar source, and which reflects the maximum degree of
reduction in emissions that the permitting authority, taking into consideration the cost of
achieving such emission reduction, and any non-air quality health and environmental
impacts and energy requirements, determines is achievable by the constructed source.”

Similar source means “a stationary source or process that has comparable emissions and
is structurally similar in design and capacity-to a constructed or reconstructed source such
that the source could be controlled using the same control technology.”

Per Federal Register Volume 61, Number 250, Pages 68394-95, EPA believes that because the
Clean Air Act specifically indicates that existing source MACT should be determined from within
the source category (e.g. Fiberglass Boat Manufacturing) and does not make this distinction for
new source MACT, that Congress intends for transfer technologies to be considered when
establishing the minimum criteria for new sources. EPA believes that Congress could have
explicitly restricted the minimum level of control for new sources, but did not. The use of the
term “best controlled source” rather than “best controlled source within the source category”
suggests that the intent is to consider transfer technologies when appropriate.

In addition, the régulations state that in making the MACT Determination, the Department should
give consideration to:

(a) Any Environmental Protection Agency proposed relevant emission standard pursuant to
section 112(d) or section 112(h) of the Act or an adopted presumptive MACT determination
for the source category which includes the constructed or reconstructed major source.

(b) Available information as defined in 40 CFR 63.41. Available information means, for purposes
of identifying control technology options for the affected source, information contained in the
following information sources as of the date of the approval of the MACT determination by
the permitting authority:

(1) A relevant proposed regulation, including all supporting information;
(2) Background information documents for a draft or proposed regulation;

(3) Data and information available for the Control Technology Center developed pursuant to
Section 113 of the Act;

(4) Data and information contained in the Aerometric Informatlonal Retrieval System .
including information in the MACT data base;

(5) Any additional information that can be expeditiously provided by the Administrator; and

(6) For the purpose of determinations by the permitting authority, any additional information
considered available by the permitting authority.

Sea Ray Merritt Island Facility DEP File No. 0090093-003-AC
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BACT/MACT DETERMINATIONS BY EPA AND STATES:

The EPA is currently working on a draft proposed MACT for boat manufacturing sources,
although the regulations have not been published as of this issuance. However, based upon
statements by the EPA, the proposed MACT for new and reconstructed sources is expected to
include:

1. The use of production resins that contain a maximum average of 35% total HAP content,
based on Manufacturer’s Safety Data Sheets (MSDS), with compliance determined on a 3-
month rolling average;

2. The use of non-atomizing application equipment for production resins;

3. The use of base gel coats and pigmented gel coats that contain a maximum average of 33%
total HAP content, based on MSDS, with compliance determined on a 3-month rolling
average;

4. The use of clear gel coats that contain a maximum average of 48% total HAP content, based
on MSDS, with compliance determined on a 3-month rolling average;

5. The use of sprayed tooling resins, used for repair of molds, that contain a maximum average of
30% total HAP content, based on MSDS, with compliance determined on a 3-month rolling
average;

6. The use of non-atomized tooling resins, used for making and repair of molds, that contain a
maximum average of 39% total HAP content based on MSDS, with compliance determined on
a 3-month rolling average;

7. The use of tooling gel coats, used for making and repair of molds, that contain a maximum
average of 40% total HAP content, based on MSDS, with compliance determined on a 3-
month rolling average; ‘

8. No control of hazardous air pollutants emitted from mold sealing, releasing, stripping, and
repair materials;

9. No control of hazardous air pollutants emitted from wood coating ;

10. The use of resin and gel coat cleaning solvents that contain no HAP;

11. The use of carpet and fabric adhesives that contain no HAP;

12. The use of the highest styrene content in calculations when MSDS ranges are used.

Consideration has been given by EPA to use of add-on control equipment. It is not certain
whether such equipment will be required at new sources by the time EPA issues new source
MACT requirements for the industry pursuant to Section 112(d). This uncertainty does not affect
consideration of add-on control equipment under Section 112(g) case-by-case MACT
determinations or case-by-case BACT determinations.

The following table provides information on recent emission limitations by EPA and the States for
projects involving gel coat and resin application in a lamination process.
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P ON INSTALLATION | tEcNoLOGY FLSQ&?}\’Z‘)T E COMMENTS
Makes up to 20 ft. sport boats using

Bombardier, IL 1996 Thermal Oxidizer ~40,000 enclosed automated assembly line

Metro Machine, VA 1999 Thermal Oxidizer 60,000 Uses modular enclosure for painting
hulls of large ships

Corsair Marine ? Vacuum bagging Makes Trimarans

Cor Tec, OH 1992 Catalytic 5,000

Tomkins-Lasko, TX 1985 Thermal Oxidizer 18,000

Tomkins-Lasko, PA 1985 Thenmal Oxidizer 24,000

Tomkins Lasko, VA 1986 Thermal Oxidizer 18,000

ARE., OH 1995 Thermal Oxidizer 100,000

Crane Kemlite | 1990 Thermal Oxidizer 26,000

Enduro 1991 Thermal Oxidizer 15,000

OTHER INFORMATION AVATLABLE TO THE DEPARTMENT:

In addition to the information submitted by the applicant and that mentioned above, other
information available to the Department includes the references at the end of this review and the
following: '

Assessment of Styrene Emissions Controls for FRP/C and Boat Building Industries

EPA communication approving an alternative shipbuilding MACT for Metro Machine
Corporation’s Norfolk, VA facility using an enclosure and RTO

'EPA Unified Air Toxics Web site including information on the Boat Manufacturing MACT

Web Site for Anguil Environmental Systemé, Inc.: http://www.anguil.com

Web Site for Bombardier Motor Corporation of America: http://www.bombardier.com

Web Site for National Marine Manufacturers Association: http://www.nmma.org

Web Site for Sea Ray Boats, Inc.: http://www.searay.com

Web Site for Big Top Manufacturing, Inc.: http://www.bigtopshelters.com
Memorandum to the EPA from the Eastern Research Group, Inc. dated July 7, 1999.

Informational Paper entitled, “Fiberglass Reinforced Plastics: Indiana’s Section 112(g)
Experience” by the Indiana Department of Environmental Management

Bombardier permit file obtained from the Illinois Environmental Protection Agency
Personal communications with control equipment manufacturers

Personal communications with state environmental agencies

Sea Ray Merritt Istand Facility
Cape Canaveral Plant
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VOC/HAP CONTROL/PREVENTION BACT OPTIONS

Most VOC emissions are generated in the application, holding, and curing of the gel coat and
subsequent laminates. These emissions consist primarily of styrene monomer that is evolved prior
to completion of polymerization. In combustion processes the key is to prevent VOC formation,
In this process, the VOC is a process raw material and the key is to prevent its evolution.
Thereafter possibilities exist to contain it, possibly concentrate it and destroy or consume it.

The applicant and the Department were able to identify several potential methods available to
prevent and/or control VOC and styrene emissions from this production facility. These include a
variety of add-on control equipment, materials substitution, process modifications, solvent
replacement, and transfer efficiency improvements. A brief description is presented below.

Local Airflow Control: This involves moving air pollutants directly from the emission source to
minimize the amount of air to be ventilated. In a large open space, this can be achieved by
supplying fresh air toward the emission source and capturing the emissions with a mobile exhaust
hood and flexible duct in the vicinity of the source. Such push-pull systems have been installed in
other industries to provide effective capture and treatment. The capture efficiency is generally
better for a push-pull system than for an exhaust hood by itself. The applicant’s airflow
arrangement amounts to a large push-pull system for the entire building rather than an optimized
design for the collection of pollutants. '

Several companies in Europe have installed “displacement ventilation” systems to reduce worker
exposure to contaminants, as well as the volume of air to be handled. Displacement ventilation
relies on the concept that there is a temperature gradient between air near the ceiling and air near
the floor, at a typical industrial facility. Cool, “fresh” air is supplied, at a low velocity, to the work
zone. If the source of the work zone emissions is at a higher temperature than the supply air, the
supply air is heated and picks up contaminants as it rises out of the work zone. Because the
proposed project involves handling and moving very large parts, displacement ventilation may or -
may not be feasible for this project.

Enclosures: An enclosure is simply a means of physically confining the emissions at the source
- to prevent dispersion into the surrounding air. Enclosures might include covers on resin mixing
tanks, enclosed resin baths, and spray booths tor the lamination process. Captured emissions
would be contained in lower volumes at. higher concentrations making it easier to control.
Enclosures could also be fashioned with curtains or portable walls. A high-velocity air curtain
down draft system may also be technically feasible.

The airflow rate and VOC concentration play an extremely important part in determining costs.
To develop an accurate assessment of the related control costs, it 1s first necessary to investigate
minimizing the flow rates to be treated and concentrating the VOC captured prior to treatment, or
capturing emissions at the source. A complete assessment of the possible capture and control
systems, integrated with the ventilation design, is what is needed.

Materials Substitution: The emissions of VOC and HAP result from the evaporation of these
pollutants during the use of raw materials in the fabrication process. Substituting low or non-
VOC/HAP raw materials in place of solvent containing raw materials can significantly reduce
emissions. For example, the majority of styrene emissions come from the application of the resins
and gel coats during the lamination process. It may be feasible to substitute low styrene resins and
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gel coats to minimize the available styrene that could be emitted. However, because much of the
styrene polymerizes to form the fiberglass part, this method has a practical limit. Another
example would be replacing solvent-containing coatings with water-based coatings. This not only
eliminates the VOC/HAP from the application of the paint, but also the need for solvent-based
thinners and cleaning agents. Other processes that may benefit from material substitution would
include interior wood surface coating, exterior wood surface coating, carpet and upholstery
adhesives, and hull bottom surface coating. Raw material substitutions for the fiberglass boat
fabrication industry have been icentified as commercially available and result in quantifiable
reductions. This strategy should be included as part of the final control technology determination.
The applicant has proposed the use of low styrene resins and gel coats as MACT.

Process Modifications: Some plants that fabricate the same small model of fiberglass boat are
able to make process modifications to reduce emissions. It may be possible for such a plant to
_adopt the fabrication process to include closed molds, which emit much less VOC/HAP than the
open molding process. Closed molding has been successfully used for small assemblies and parts.
Another example of process modification would be vacuum bagging an open mold process to
reduce emissions. Vacuum bagging has been successful for the narrow, long hulls on catamarans
and trimarans. However, the applicant indicated that closed molding and vacuum bagging is not
feasible for this specific plant. The Department does not have enough information to confirm or
deny the applicant’s assertion that open molding in a very large unrestricted space is the only
workable method of fabricating its product.

Solvent Replacement: Existing fiberglass boat fabrication plants use a wide variety of cleaning
and thinning solvents, many containing numerous VOC/HAP. Replacement of many of these
solvents with low or zero VOC/HAP is possible without affecting product quality. For example, it
may be possible to replace a solvent-cleaning agent with a non-VOC/HAP cleaning agent for the
majority of hand-wipe cleaning operations. Replacing organic solvents with low- or non- ‘
VOC/HAP solvents have been identified as commercially available for the fiberglass boat
fabrication industry. This alternative, particularly for cleaning agents, will result in measurable
emission reductions and should be included as part of the final control technology determination.

Transfer Efficiency Improvements: Conventional spray applicators will atomize gel coats and
resins and greatly increase VOC/HAP emissions. To decrease emissions and reduce raw material
costs, most plants switched to high volume, low-pressure applicators that would increase the
transfer efficiency. Current technology for this industry includes the use of non-atomizing
applicators and flow coaters to further reduce VOC/HAP emissions. This technology is
commercially available and demonstrated. Therefore, it should be included as part of the final
control technology determination. The applicant proposed non-atomized applicators as MACT.

Add-On Control Equipment: A review of the EPA RACT/BACT/LAER Clearinghouse
database shows that add-on controls have not generally been applied to fiberglass boat fabrication
plants except for the Bonibardier facility in Illinois. This is most likely due to the approach to
ventilation used and the high capital and operating costs associated with the capture and control of
a large exhaust stream containing a relatively low VOC concentration. Yet, a wide variety of add-
on control equipment may be applicable to such a plant, including thermal oxidation, catalytic
oxidation, carbon adsorption, biofiltration, bio/chemical scrubbers, and condensation. Recent
efforts by several manufacturers have focused on concentrating the VOC prior to destruction with
a conventional technology. The following section describes available control options.
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Thermal Oxidation (Incineration)

The gas stream is exposed to high temperatures (approximately 1480°F for styrene) to oxidize the
VOC to carbon dioxide and water. An auxiliary fuel is used to initially reach and then maintain
the high operating temperatures required. A recuperative thermal incineration system includes a
heat exchanger to preheat the inlet gas stream prior to incineration. A regenerative thermal
incinerator typically uses ceramic materials to store a large thermal mass generated by the thermal
incinerator and then use the fuel value of the inlet gas stream to maintain the incineration process.
Both of these methods attempt to reduce the operating costs incurred from firing an auxiliary fuel,
Thermal incineration is technically feasible and commercially available. However, because this
project requires the treatment of a large volume of dilute gas, a standard thermal incinerator would
probably be cost prohibitive. However, combined with a preconcentrator system (described
below) or a ventilation system with a reduced airflow, this technology could be cost effective.

A preconcentrator removes the organic compounds from the dilute gas stream and then releases it
back to a smaller, purging gas stream with a much higher concentration. The smaller flow rate
and higher concentration of the new gas stream is much easier and cost effective to control with
conventional technology. For example, the dilute gas stream could be passed over a bed of
activated carbon to remove organics. When the carbon bed approaches saturation, a diverter valve
switches the exhaust stream to a second carbon bed. A small volume of hot air or steam is then
passed across the saturated carbon bed to release the organics, which are destroyed by a catalytic
or thermal oxidizer. A new technology involves a “rotor concentrator” that consists of a large,
slowly rotating concentrator wheel coated with activated carbon or zeolites. The carbon or
zeolites adsorb the organics as they pass through the wheel. A small sector of the wheel is
partitioned off from the inlet gas stream and hot air is passed through this portion to desorb the
organics for destruction in a small thermal incinerator. A rotor concentrator is capable of reducing
the treatable gas stream to 10% of the original stream and concentrating the organic compounds by
a factor of ten. Although a rotor concentrator has a relatively high capital cost, operating costs are
greatly reduced due to the smaller, more concentrated gas stream requiring treatment.

Catalvtic Oxidation (Incineration)

This technology passes the captured gas stream over a catalyst bed at a moderate temperature
(approximately 450°F for styrene), oxidizing the organic compounds to carbon dioxide and water.
An auxiliary fuel is required to elevate the gas stream to the required temperature range. Ideally,
once this temperature is reached and the incineration process begins, there would be enough fuel
value in the inlet gas stream so that only minor amounts of auxiliary fuel would be required to
maintain the operating temperature. A heat exchanger may be added to preheat the inlet gas
stream prior to incineration (recuperative incineration). Likewise, ceramic materials may be
included in the design to store a large thermal mass generated by the incinerator in order to make
use of the fuel value of the inlet gas stream to maintain the incineration process (regenerative
incineration). Both of these methods attempt to reduce the operating costs incurred by the
combustion of an auxiliary fuel. The applicant commented that it is possible for styrene to
polymerize on the precious metal catalyst bed and gradually decrease the effectiveness. However,
case studies seem to indicate that the loss in effectiveness may be due the VOC concentration of
the inlet gas stream and the life of the catalyst, as much as polymerization. There does not appear
to be enough information to reject this technology solely based on poisoning due to
polymerization.
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Activated Carbon Adsorption )

The captured gas stream is passed across a bed of activated carbon to adsorb the volatile organic
compounds. Activated carbon is generally used because its internal pore structure provides a very
large surface area on which to adsorb the volatile organic compounds. Once the carbon bed
becomes saturated with organic compounds, hot air or steam is used to release the VOC for
recovery or destruction and regenerate the bed for another cycle. For these systems, when one
carbon bed is in operation, another carbon bed is being regenerated. Destruction may include a
small catalytic or thermal incinerator and recovery could include refrigeration. In this manner, the
carbon bed acts as a preconcentrator. The applicant commented that it is possible for styrene to
polymerize on the activated carbon and decrease the effectiveness. However, the carbon bed only
remains “active” for a defined period and must eventually be replaced. It is uncertain whether
polymerization would significantly reduce the life of the activated carbon.

Biofiltration

This relatively new technology has been used in Europe to control odors from organic compounds.
The VOC-laden gas stream is collected and passed under an active bed of soil containing
microorganisms. As the air rises through the soil, the microorganisms consume the chemicals and
convert them to carbon dioxide and water. Although there are a few applications of biofiltration
for odor control in the United States, the effect of styrene on such a system is unknown as well as
the level of control. Therefore, this technology is not yet considered to be commercially available
or demonstrated as technologically feasible for this project.

Bio/Chemical Scrubber ‘

Chemical scrubbers are absorption systems designed to dissolve a specific pollutant in a solvent,
usually water, but based on the chemistry of the exhaust stream. Exhaust streams that include a
variety of chemicals may also require a variety of solvents, adding complexity to the control
system and potential disposal costs if recovery is not practical. Although the primary pollutant
from the fabrication of fiberglass boats is styrene, there are significant amounts of many other
volatile organic compounds. Typically, a VOC concentration above 200 ppm is necessary to
make chemical scrubbing practical. Conventional chemical scrubbers have been tested on a pilot
scale, but do not anpear to be a viable control technology for this industry at this time. However, a
new technology that shows great promise for removing VOC/HAP emissions from building
ventilation systems is the injection of finely atomized bioenzyme spray into the air inlet ducts
allowing catalytic degradation of organic compounds to occur prior to their exhaust from the
building. A scrubber can be added at the outlet to insure maximum destruction of air pollutants.

Condensation

A condensation system includes refrigeration units to cool the exhaust stream and condense out
the chemical contaminants. The condensate is collected and perhaps separated for reuse or
disposed of as a waste. For highly concentrated gas streams, these systems can be more than 95%
efficient. However, the gas stream from this plant would be very dilute and the condensate would
have little or no value for reuse. Therefore, a condensation system is not considered a viable
option for this project. However, combined with a preconcentrator system (described below), this
technology could be considered technically feasible. :

Emerging Technologies: The Department also identified the following emerging add-on control
technologies that are in various stages of development: membrane technology, biofilter systems,
ultraviolet/oxidation technology, and photocatalytic oxidation.
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FEASIBILITY AND COST OF ADD-ON CONTROLS

The applicant asserts that add-on control technologies are not feasible due to the prohibitive cost
of treating a very large volume of exhaust air with low VOC concentrations. The applicant’s
position is based on the presumption that making changes to the air handling system so that less
air is introduced into the building (making the exhaust treatable while not exceeding OSHA
exposure limits) is not possible where large boats are being manufactured. However, in other
industries such as automobile manufacturing, ways have been found to reduce air volumes
substantially by rethinking the approach to ventilation and optimization of current designs. In that
industry, exhaust volumes similar to the applicant’s proposed 290,000 cfm have been reduced to
as low as 80,000 acfm or less through optimization of existing designs using computerized models
for calculating contaminant concentration with greater precision.

In every case, ventilation design procedures require reconciliation of the geometry of the system
with the volumetric flow rates required to capture air contaminants and evacuate them properly.
The extent to which a building is evacuated depends on the factor of safety that the designer
selects relative to the permissible exposure level (PEL). In the applicant’s case, a safety factor of
4.2 has been selected (12 ppm styrene vs. the OSHA limit of 50 ppm). Therefore, the issue that
must be addressed here is whether or not the applicant’s safety factor is really justifiable for
employee safety or for other considerations such as insurance costs, legal liability concerns, or
perhaps for other reasons. Industrial ventilation literature contains several references that deal with
this issue, one of which appears in the Handbook of Ventilation for Contaminant Control by
Henry J. Dermott, Second Edition, 1985, p. 283:

“The adequacy of a ventilation system is determined by evaluating employee exposures
with the system in operation. If the exposures are within acceptable limits compared to
OSHA permissible exposure standards, Threshold Limit Values (TLVs) or other
toxicological guidelines, the system is providing sufficient protection to the workers.”
(emphasis added) '

The above excerpt affirms that no particular safety factor is really required in ventilation design.
Due to the variable nature of pollutant concentrations for a process such as fiberglass boat
building, it appears that some safety factor is a prudent practice but perhaps not the four-fold
factor that the applicant proposes here. There may exist a less conservative safety factor that
would allow for feasible add-on controls while adequately providing for worker safety. The need
for very close examination of the feasibility of add-on controls for Sea Ray’s proposed Cape
Canaveral Complex is clear in view of styrene’s classification as a hazardous air pollutant and the
fact that proposed emission levels would bring Sea Ray’s total VOC emissions to well over 600
tons per year emitted in an area with a radius of only a couple of miles.

According to the “Toxicological Profile for Styrene” published by the U.S. Public Health Service
(1992), adverse health effects of short-term styrene exposure include nervous system effects such
as nausea, muscle weakness, tiredness, and depression, while the 1l effects of long-term exposure
in the workplace remain unknown. The International Agency for Research on Cancer has
determined that styrene is possibly a carcinogen.

Although a lot of work in ventilation research appears in the professional literature for other
manufacturing processes, not as much effort has been undertaken to optimize air handling and
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* ventilation design in the fiberglass boat building industry. There has been little impetus for boat
builders to research this on their own in the absence of a regulatory requirement for add-on
controls. Consequently, rethinking the approach to ventilation design for boat building will
require some effort as it has in the automobile and other industries. Yet, the need for further
research'and development in the area of ventilation should not forestall efforts by regulatory
agencies to do something about the styrene pollution problem within the confines of existing
regulations. '

The Bombardier boat building facility in Benton, Illinois installed a thermal incineration control
system in 1996. This facility avoided PSD review by installing control equipment that was
sufficient to mitigate PSD threshold emission increases. According to information in the Illinois
Environmental Protection Agency’s (IEPA) permitting file, Bombardier acquired the Benton
facility from Celebrity Boats several years ago. Bombardier continued to manufacture Celebrity’s
* line of 18 to 31-foot pleacure boats while adding an automated production system for its new line
of smaller sport boats called “jet boats” that are made in 14.5 and 18 foot lengths. The Automated.
Assembly Line (AAL) had an initial total capacity of 10 boats per hour for these two sizes - - 6 for
the smaller size and 4 for the larger boats. Total raw materials used including gel coat, resin and
catalyst were approximately 6,350 Ibs/hr with about 83 percent of the total or 5,310 Ibs/hr
consisting of resin and about 14 percent or 915 Ibs/hr of gel coat.

Emissions increases from the AAL for its sport boats caused Bombardier to install a 95 percent
efficient (design) Regenerative Thermal Oxidizer (RTO) using natural gas as fuel. According to
the Illinois Administrative Code (35 TAC 215.301), VOC emissions must be less than 8 Ibs/hr per
“source” which has been interpreted to mean “per spray gun.” Since “per-gun” emissions were
determined to be 11 Ibs/hr, 35 TAC 215.302 applies requiring 85% VOC control. This required a
system with a capture efficiency of 90% and a destruction efficiency of 95% (0.9 x 0.95 = 0.855).
Regenerative Thermal Oxidation was selected over Catalytic Oxidation due to the low VOC
concentrations involved.

When initially permitted in 1993, styrene emissions from the AAL totaled about 156 lbs/hr - - 106
from resin and 50 from gel coat. Other VOC emissions brought the total uncontrolled VOC
emissions vented to the incinerator to 179 lbs/hr. Following thermal destruction, about 120 TPY
are emitted from the AAL to the atmosphere. Another 105 TPY of VOC were emitted from the
facility’s non-AAL sources. The following assumptions were made in arriving at these emissions
estimates:

Content of styrene in gel coat and resin 35%
Percent of styrene emitted from gel coat 30%
Percent of styrene emitted from resin 11%
“Other” VOC content of gel coat 5%

No. of applicator guns/lbs. per gun - 22/82
Design Capture/Destruction Efficiency 90%/95%*
Minimum Thermal Destruction 85%

At present, Bombardier still operates under its construction permit, which has been revised several
times since its issuance on December 21, 1995 Revisions have included increasing the styrene
content from 35 to 42% and an associated reduction in the total material usage from 14,382 to
9,011 TPY. Most recently the permit. was modified to include an annual cap on VOC (VOM)
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emissions from the AAL of 120 TPY and an annual cap on plant-wide emissions of 225 TPY (to
clarify the AAL’s status as a “non-major” source or modification).

The controversy about applying Bombardier’s control technology elsewhere in the boat industry
was discussed at the June 8, 1999 Boat Manufacturing NESHAP meeting between the EPA and
the National Marine Manufacturers Association (NMMA) dealing with MACT floors for boat
manufacturing operations. An excerpt from the written summary of that meeting follows. (The
summary was prepared by staff of the Eastern Research Group, Inc.):

“The boat manufacturers stated that they are concerned that the Bombardier facility,
which has a thermal oxidizer on the jet boat line, could be new source MACT for
production resin operations. The industry does not believe this facility is representative
of the industry. They stated that Bombardier has the only capture and control system in
the industry and was set up specifically for controlling emissions from small, jet boat
production. They added that boat manufacturers often change the sizes and type of boats
they produce and this capture and control system is not flexible 1o allow larger boats in
the capture enclosure. Industry representatives also mentioned that a control system
similar to Bombardier's is not cost feasible for most of the boat manufacturers. ... The
EPA responded that they currently have concluded, based on available data, that
Bombardier is not the best-controlled source in the industry and their emissions are
probably no better than a facility using 33-percent styrene resin and non-atomized
application. Therefore, the Bombardier facility will not affect the new source floor. In
addition, EPA has made the determination that new source MACT and existing source
MACT are both 35- percent styrene resin and non-atomized resin application.

The boat manufacturers stated that they are still concerned about the physical
performance of 35-percent styrene resins.  They noted that many boat manufacturers
guarantee their boats for 5 or 10 years and that earlier low-styrene resins led to hull
cracking and expensive warranty repairs. ...

The EPA responded that they will ...consider the same limits for new and existing
sources for all of the open molding resin and gel coat operations.”

At this time, the Department questions the accuracy of the statement that Bombardier’s emissions
are no better than a facility using 35% styrene resin and non-atomized application. A review of
Bombardier’s permit file reveals that the facility uses spray lay-up for resin and gel coat and that
the originally permitted 35% styrene resin was increased to 42% while the originally permitted
material usage has been reduced from 14,382 t0 9,011 TPY. Total VOC emissions from
Bombardier’s AAL after control are limited to 120 TPY. Using spray lay-up and 35% non-vapor
suppressed resin results in an EPA MACT Model Point Value of 160 (points equal pounds of HAP
per ton of resin or gel coat).

For non-atomized application of 35% non-vapor suppressed resin, the EPA MACT Model Point
Value is 85. Bombardier’s calculated wncontrolled styrene emissions from the originally permitted
35% resin is 77.2 pounds per ton of resin. However, after 90% capture and 95% destruction, this
value drops off the EPA’s Point Value chart to 11.2. If the current 42% resin is compared at the
lower material usag: rate, a similar result is obtained. Therefore, unless shown otherwise, the
Department cannot agree that Bombardier is not the best-controlled MACT or BACT boat
building source. At the very least, the Department can consider Bombardier as a similar source
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within the MACT definition for 112(g) determinations. At this time it appears that a section
112(d) MACT will rely almost exclusively on “pollution prevention’ to protect the environment.
As aresult, in this case, BACT will be the ‘pace-setter” regulation for new major sources since it Is
always a case-by-case determination.

The ventilation system for Bombardier’s AAL uses two 3.5 MMBtu/hr air makeup units each
providing about 40,000 cfm of conditioned (heated) air to the manufacturing areas from above the
production lines. The production lines are housed in a building that is roughly 530 feet by 230
feet at its widest point. The width narrows to about 110 feet at one end so the total area is
probably around 100,000 square feet. Each of the lines is conveyorized and has its own air
management system, which is tied into the general ventilation system for the RTO. There are a
total of 11 spray application booths. Enclosures are utilized to contain emissions within each
respective area so that they are captured and vented to the RTO without being released into the
general air space of the plant.

In contrast, Sea Ray’s facility, as proposed, would emit 211 TPY of VOC in total (consisting of
125 TPY of styrene) from two (or possibly three) buildings - the Lamination/Assembly
Building(s) (No. 101) and the Fabrication Building (No. 102). Most of the VOC emissions would
be emitted from the Lamination/Assembly Building which, covers 72,000 square feet (21,000 for
gel coat/lamination, 36,000 for assembly and 15,000 for parts processing and inspection). The
total area of Sea Ray’s Fabrication Building would be 43,000 square feet, about half of which
would be used for fabrication and the other half for woodworking, warehousing, and related
activities. The heights of Sea Ray’s Lamination/ Axssembly Building and Bombardier’s building
are believed to be roughly equivalent,

The ventilation system that Sea Ray proposes would supply fresh makeup air from fans mounted
on the ceiling above the lamination area blowing down across the open molds. Along the outside
walls would be intake ducts to exhaust the VOC-laden air to the ventilation fans on the roof of the
building. Sea Ray claims that the ventilation design should achieve a level of 12 ppm as the
average indoor air concentration of styrene to provide a safe margin for workers, as well as Sea
Ray’s health and liability insurance premiums. Sea Ray proposes to evacuate around 335,000 cfm
from the 72,000 square foot Lamination/Assembly Building which results in an overall ventilation
ratio of 4.7 cfm per square foot of plant area compared to Bombardier’s ventilation ratio for the
AAL of 0.8. Thus, Sea Ray proposes to ventilate at an overall flow rate per square foot that is
almost six times that of Bombardier’s facility. Sea Ray’s ventilation ratio for the lamination area
itself is about 12.1 cfm per square foot based on exhausting 290,000 cfm from a 24,000 square
foot “enclosed” room. Although designed to be enclosed, doors are typicaliy left open at the
existing Merritt Island plant for employee comfort and movement of materials.

Although there are commonalties with Bombardier’s process in the way emissions are generated,
Sea Ray’s process is not an automated conveyor-type operation and it produces larger boats (58,
63, and 65 feet long). Total allowable VOC emissions from the two companies are comparable,
however. Sea Ray’s lamination area is a 24,000 square foot room with a height of 30 feet, which
must remain open at the top for operation of a bridge crane system whereas Bombardier’s
conveyor-type operation is compartmentalized. '

- Sea Ray’s current ventilation practice at the Merritt Island Plant of keeping the doors open for
employee comfort and movement of materials defeats the purpose of a conventional ventilation
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system for contaminant control. Thus, it appears that a different type of ventilation system is
needed - one that balances the need for worker protection with the protection of the facility’s
neighbors. A duct system with its intake mounted below a floor grate network would take
advantage of styrene’s 3.6 to 1 density ratio relative to air and perhaps offset the “open door”
factor while allowing concentrations high enough for treatment with add-on controls.

The main questions that arise about ventilation are: Is it necessary for Sea Ray to ventilate at such
a high rate? If not, what is the minimum practical rate at which the building must be ventilated to
meet OSHA standards while at the same time allowing cost effective emission control and how
can that be effected? It seems that these questions can be answered only by investigating
ventilation rates and flow patterns under actual operating conditions such as afforded by a pilot-
scale demonstration project.

Ventilation options that might be investigated in a pilot project include Jowering the maximum
volume of exhaust air, varying the air flow according to the measured concentrations in specific
processing zones, exhausting only the more concentrated air using mobile hoods and ducts, or
using floor level exhaust intakes to prevent updraft dilution. A variable zone airflow system
would provide needed operational flexibility since there is no way designers can know for sure
what the concentrations will be at any given point in the system.

Enclosure options that can be evaluated include fixed and movable designs. Metro Machine
Corporation of Norfolk, Virginia provides an example of how capture problems have been solved
for coating operations involving large vessels. Metro has developed a movable modular enclosure
system used with a Regenerative Thermal Oxidizer (RTO) to capture and treat VOCs emitted from
coating operations at the Norfolk shipyard. Metro’s CAPE (Compliant All Position Enclosure)
system is designed to exhaust 60,000 cfm to a fabric filter while recycling 10,000 of the 60,000
cfm to the RTO. This system has been approved by the EPA as an alternative to the shipbuilding
MACT. As previously mentioned, the similar source definition for case-by-case MACT under
Section 112(g) as well-as the BACT procedures certainly allow for consideration of technologies
and approaches in-use outside the narrow category of the fiberglass boat industry.

The Department’s research indicates that relatively inexpensive movable spray booth enclosures
are presently available for large boats. Big Top Manufacturing of Perry, Florida, manufactures
movable enclosures for spray painting of boats up to 125 feet. An enclosure for attachment to an
exhaust duct can be made for repositioning with an overhead crane or mounted on wheels. An
aluminum framed enclosure measuring 36 feet wide, 100 feet long and 25 feet high and mounted
on wheels costs less than $40,000. '

Sea Ray evaluated the cost effectiveness of two control options for exhausting and treating VOC
emissions from the boat hull lamination process. The first involves two spray booth designs - -
one for length-wise ventilation at 40,000 cfm and the other for cross-flow ventilation of the spray
booth at 100,000 cfm. These are based on the American Conference of Governmental Industrial
Hygienists’ (ACGIH) recommended ventilation rate of 50 cfm per square foot of cross sectional
area and areas of 800 and 2,000 square feet for the length-wise and cross-flow options,
respectively. The second control option evaluated by Sea Ray involves exhausting the entire
lamination building with a flow of about 370,000 cfm. Sea Ray based this on treating the entire
lamination working area as a spray booth using the 50 cfm/ft* spray booth ventilation factor (250
ft long x 30 ft high x 50 cfin/ft?).
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Sea Ray estimated the total annual VOC (styrene) emissions for the 40,000 and 100,000 cfm cases
using an emission factor of 48 percent of the styrene in the gel coat and skin coats and 11 percent
emitted from the total styrene content in the resin. These factors were multiplied by the material
usage rates for one hull and then projected to an annual emission basis using a total of 5,000 hours
of production time per year. Based on Sea Ray’s estimate of 62.75 hours per boat hull and 5,000
hours of production per year, approximately 80 hulls per year would be produced (assuming hulls
of the same size). This would roughly equate to one hull manufactured every 2.6 days (based on
208 days per year of lamination production time). However, Sea Ray stated on page 2-4 of the
application that one hull takes about 6 working days to construct.

Nonetheless, Sea Ray projected its total VOC emissions for the two spray booth cases at only 12.4
TPY based on 80 hulls per year being produced at an emission rate of 312.3 Ib. per hull. This
assumes that the majority of emissions occur from processing steps other than applying gel coat
and resin to the hulls, which is not the case. Yet, for the option of ventilating the entire building,
Sea Ray used the total VOC removal of 167 tons for its cost effectiveness calculation. If the same
tonnage removed is applied to all three cases, the cost effectiveness of the 40,000 cfm option (as
calculated by Sea Ray) becomes $2,383/ton vs. $33,610/ton and the 100,000 cfm option becomes
$4,315/ton vs. $60,847. Consequently, Sea Ray’s cost effectiveness analysis is interpreted to
reflect the control costs being applied to the entire 167 tons removed in each case. This means
that both spray booth options as calculated by Sea Ray are cost-effective, assuming all lamination
is performed in one spray booth.

The Department’s cost effectiveness calculations are based on quotes received from MEGTEC
Systems of De Pere, Wisconsin. MEGTEC has installed over 4,000 VOC control systems '
throughout the world since 1970 covering a variety of industries. A 100,000 cfm Regenerative
Thermal Oxidizer unit will cost about $13 per treated cfm for the basic equipment. Installation
adds another 40 percent resulting in an installed equipment cost of approximately $1,800,000 for
the 100,000 cfm option. Indirect costs add another 35 percent yielding a total capital cost of about
$2,448,000 ($269,000 annualized over 15 years). Operating costs bring the total annualized RTO
system cost to about $514,000 for a cost effectiveness of $514,000/167 = $3,078/ton VOC
removed. Adding Sea Ray’s cost estimate for the spray booth ($116,864) results in a worst-case
total cost effectiveness of (514,000 + 116,864)/167 = $3,777/ton for the 100,000 cfm option.
Given styrene’s status as a hazardous air pollutants, this cost per ton is within the Department’s
guidelines for cost-effective add-on controls. :

MACT DETERMINATION:

Background information documents posted on the United Air Toxics Website include Draft Data
Summary Tables. The Production Resin Draft Summary Table lists Bombardier Motor Corp. of
America as the best controlled fiberglass boat manufacturing facility. Bombardier uses a thermal
oxidizer to control emissions from atomized spray application of resin. The table notes that
Bombardier uses a resin with a weighted average of 42.0 % HAP in “neat resin plus,” and notes
that for the thermal oxidizer, 100% capture and 95% control are assumed. “Neat resin plus” is
defined as the neat resin plus and HAP that is added to the resin at the facility (fillers not
included).

Sea Ray Boats, Inc. does not believe that they are similar to Bombardier because Bombardier uses
their thermal oxidizer to control VOC emissions from their personal water craft manufacturing
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line. Sea Ray Boats, Inc. believes that it is not cost effective to use a thermal oxidizer to control
VOC emissions from the manufacturing of large yachts. The Production Resin Draft Summary
Table lists Corsair Marine as the second best controlled fiberglass boat manufacturing facility.
Corsair Marine located in Chula Vista, California, uses low styrene content materials and vacuum
bagging to manufacture trimarans, 3-part catamarans. Vacuum bagging reduces HAP emissions by
45 percent. Sea Ray Boats, Inc,, states that vacuum bagging is not compatible with their
manufacturing process. '

The Department requested a determination from USEPA Region 4 as to whether or not 40 CFR 63
Subpart I - NESHAPs for Shipbuilding and Ship Repair (Surface Coating) applies to facilities
that coat pleasure vessels that are 20 meters or greater in length. Regardless of this determination,
the HAP limits for ship marine coatings as listed in Subpart II can be reasonably applied to boat
marine coatings on the basis of the similar source definition applicable to 112(g) case-by-case
MACT determinations. Marine coatings for ships have emissions comparable to emissions from
marine coatings for boats. Ships and boats are structurally similar in design and capacity such that
the source could be controlled using the same control technology, i.e., low-HAP marine coatings.
The Antifoulant Coatings Draft Summary Table found on the United Air Toxics Website,
indicates that the ship antifoulant coating HAP limits contained in Subpart Il can be met by boat
manufacturers as well. In terms of “similar sources,” it is also reasonable to expect coatings and
adhesives, used for custom wood furniture and cabinetry installed inside yachts, to be able to
comply with the wood furniture coating limitations found in 40 CFR 63 Subpart JJ NESHAPs for
Wood Furniture Manufacturing Operations.

After reviewing the applicant’s proposed MACT, information from EPA, information concerning
facilities permitted in other states, and existing NESHAP standards, the Department has made the
determination that Maximum Achievable Control Technology (MACT) for this facility shall be:

1. the use of production resins that contain a maximum average of 35% total HAP content, based
on Manufacturer’s Safety Data (MSD) Sheets, with compliance determined on a 3-month
rolling average;

2. the use of non-atomizing application equipment for production resins; Sea Ray shall submit an
operation and maintenance plan and operator training plan including but not limited to
equipment calibration methods to achieve maximum HAP reduction;

3. the use of base gel coats and pigmented gel coats that contain a maximum average of 33%
total HAP content, based on Manufacturer’s Safety Data (MSD) Sheets, with compliance
determined on a 3-month rolling average;

4. the use of clear gel coats that contain a maximum average of 48% total HAP content, based on
Manufacturer’s Safety Data (MSD) Sheets, with compliance determined on a 3-month rolling
average;

5. the use of sprayed tooling resins, used for making and repairing molds, that contain a
maximum average of 30% total HAP content, based on Manufacturer’s Safety Data (MSD)
Sheets, with compliance determined on a 3-month rolling average;

6. the use of non-atomized tooling resins, used for making and repair of molds, that contain a
maximum average of 39% total HAP content, based on Manufacturer’s Safety Data (MSD)
Sheets, with compliance determined on a 3-month rolling average;
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

the use of tooling gel coats, used for making and repair of molds, that contain a maximum
average of 40% total HAP content, based on Manufacturer’s Safety Data (MSD) Sheets, with
compliance determined on a 3-month rolling average;

no control of hazardous air pollutants emitted from mold sealing, releasing, stripping, and
repair materials;

no control of hazardous air pollutants emitted from coating processes for exterior wood parts.
compliance with 40 CFR 63 Subpart JJ, NESHAPs for Wood Furniture Manufacturing

Operations, for carpentry adhesives and non-structural interior wood parts (e.g., cabinets,
furniture and trim);

the use of bottom coatings and any other exterior coatings (except for wood parts) that are
compliant with 40 CFR 63 Subpart II - NESHAPS for Shipbuilding and Ship Repair (Surface
Coating);

the use of resin and gel coat cleaning solvents that contain no HAPs. An exception is the use

of solvent cleaning machines which comp]y with the requirements of 40 CFR 63 Subpart T-
Halogenated Solvent Cleaning;

the use of carpet and fabric adhesives that contain no HAPs. An exception is the use of aerosol
adhesives;

the use of the highest styrene content in calculations when Manufacturer’s Safety Data (MSD)
Sheets with styrene content ranges are used.

Recordkeeping and Reporting Requirements:

1.

Sea Ray Boats, Inc., shall compile records on a monthly basis and maintain those records for a
minimum of 5 years. At a minimum, these records shall include:

a. the identification of all coatings used (resins, gel coats, marine coatings, adhesives, etc.),
b. certification of the as-supplied HAP/VOC content of each batch of coating,
c. the volume of each coating applied,

d. amount of thinner used, and

e. determination of compliance with the appropriate HAP limit.

Within 60 days following the end of each 6-month period after startup, Sea Ray Boats, Inc.,
shall submit a semi-annual compliance report.

PROVISION FOR FUTURE EPA SECTION 112(D) MACT DETERMINATION

At such time as the U.S. EPA promulgates final regulations in 40CFR63 establishing standards
for the Boat Manufacturing Industry, and the Department adopts such standards into its rules,
the permittee may provide reasonable assurances of its ability to comply with the “new source”
standards and may then, for purposes of MACT compliance, comply with any less restrictive
specific provision of the promulgated MACT for “new” sources rather than the more
restrictive specific provisions of the case-by-case MACT.
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BACT DETERMINATION:

In reaching a decision on the BACT determination, the above facts led to two questions that had to
be resolved. The first was whether the control technology demonstrated in these other facilities is
available for full-scale adaptation in Sea Ray’s lamination operation. The second question
concerned whether adaptation and operating costs that may approach the ‘upper range’ of cost
effectiveness (around $4,000 per ton) can be justified considering that Sea Ray’s Merritt Island
and Cape Canaveral Plants together will be emitting over 600 tons per year of VOCs of which the
major part are hazardous air pollutants. The Department believes that both questions can be
answered in the affirmative, but additional information is needed before full-scale controls can be
proven feasible for the Cape Canaveral Plant.

Based on a review of the information currently available, the Department finds that differences
pointed out by Sea Ray between the proposed Cape Canaveral plant and other controlled facilities
are not sufficient to rule out a capture and control system to meet BACT requirements. The
Department concludes that there may be cost-effective add-on control technologies that are
available for application to Sea Ray’s lamination process and that Sea Ray may be able to adapt
one or more of them with the assistance of qualified ventilation and control system specialists.
Fiberglass boat building ventilation and capture issues may be resolvable by qualified consultants
with sufficient experience in industrial ventilation design as has been the case in other industries
such as automobile manufacturing.

The facts indicate that Sea Ray may be able to install either a localized pickup/treatment system or
an enclosure/treatment system for the application of gel coat and resin while ventilating the rest of
the building to a lesser extent than Sea Ray proposed. There is no evidence that a capture and
control system will subject workers to higher concentrations of styrene. Either type of capture
system should improve the quality of the air inside the lamination building so that net worker
exposure will be reduced. Bureau staff who visited Sea Ray’s Merritt Island Plant on September
21, 1999, indicated that possibilities exist for further improvement in air quality for workers inside
the lamination building, particularly in the hull processing area. They observed that workers
doing flow coating inside the hull could probably wear air-supplied respirators but if not, workers
would probably benefit from any type of pickup system that would vent the hull itself. A flexible
exhaust duct routed through the engine hole and tied into a localized pickup system would be one
way of doing this.

Since there are several control options that can be applied, the Department believes that Sea Ray
can best make the selection of available control technology to be adapted to its Cape Canaveral
Plant. The adaptation can be structured in stepwise fashion according to accepted procedures for
implementing and demonstrating new applications; i.e., a pilot-scale project. Thus, a pilot project,
designed by Sea Ray and its consultants and approved by the Department, will be required as a
condition for issuing a permit for construction of the applicant’s proposed facility. Overall
specifications for the scope of the project along with a firm schedule for research, installation, and
testing is included as a specific condition of the final permit The pilot-scale project is being
required under this permit to provide additional information on the technical and economic
feasibility of add-on controls.

At a minimum, the pilot project must involve the installation of one or more of the following: a
localized pickup system, a permanent booth enclosure, or a movable-enclosure venting and
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capture system. For the pilot project to be scaleable to a larger size, the pilot system equipment
must be designed to capture for treatment at least 10,000 cfim of exhausted air from the hull
lamination area that will contain a single boat hull (minimum of 60 feet in length) while capturing
at least 80 percent of the total VOC/HAP emissions from that hull and destroying 95 percent of the
captured VOCs. The picture on the following page shows a typical spray booth enclosure designed
for boats that can be mounted on wheels or lifted out of the way by an overhead crane. A flexible
duct carries the fan exhaust to the control device. The Department estimates that the installed cost
of the pilot project including enclosures and/or pickup devices and ductwork along with the
destruction device will be in the range of $350,000 to $450,000 (based on equipment costs of
$25/cfm and associated installation/startup costs of $10 - $20/cfm).

A reasonable period for the applicant to select a control technology and submit a complete design
to the Department for approval would be 120 days after the applicant has begun the lamination.
process so that production details and refinements that will affect the control system design are
known. By the end of the 120-day period, Sea Ray must have hired a qualified consultant
experienced specifically in industrial ventilation design for contaminant control and have
submitted a proposed design for the control option selected. The design proposal shall include a
detailed description of the control option selected, the rationale for its selection, the projected
performance in terms of VOC/HAP capture and destruction efficiencies, the projected costs of
installation and operation, and a recommended test protocol for evaluating the performance of the
pilot project. The Department shall notify the applicant within 30 days of receipt of the design
submittal as to whether it will be accepted. If the proposa!l is not approved, the Department will
notify the applicant within the same 30-day period as to what modifications are required to make
the proposal acceptable. '

Within 180 days following commencement of operation of the pilot system, the pilot project must
be installed and operating. A reasonable amount of time for testing and evaluation would be 180
days beyond the deadline for the startup date of the pilot control system. By that time, a
VOC/HARP capture efficiency test and a destruction efficiency test shall have been conducted on
the pilot system and the results submitted to the Department for evaluation. The Department will
analyze the test results or other data provided by the applicant to determine whether a full-scale
control system is feasible from a technical, operational or cost standpoint. If the Department
determines that full-scale add-on controls constitute BACT, then the Department shall propose to
modify the permit and shall provide twelve additional months from the date of submission of test
results for installation of a full-scale control system based on the pilot system. The full-scale
system, which may augment or replace the pilot system, shall be designed to capture 90 percent of
the total VOC/HAP emissions generated in the hull and deck lamination process while destroying
95 percent (85 percent overall control). Appropriate emission limits and compliance requirements
for the pilot and/or full-scale VOC/HAP control system shall then be established by the
Department and incorporated into the Title V permit for the facility. If the Department determines,
based on the test results and other data provided by the applicant, that full-scale add-on controls do
not constitute BACT, the pilot program equipment may be removed and the public shall be
provided proper notice.

Construction of the buildings and installation of process equipment may begin upon issuance of
the permit. Operation of the lamination process may continue following the conclusion of the
pilot study and the permittee shall be given a reasonable amount of time to conform to any new
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requirements imposed through the permit revision process.

DETAILS OF THE ANALYSIS MAY BE OBTAINED BY CONTACTING:

Cindy L. Phillips, P.E. (MACT) John Reynolds (BACT) or A A, Linero, P.E.
Air Toxics/Title III Section New Source Review Section
.2600 Blair Stone Road, MS #5505 2600 Blair Stone Road, MS # 5505
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400 Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400
850/921-9534 850/921-9536, 921-9523

Cindv.Phillipsia@dep.state.fl.us

Recommended By: Approved By:
C. H. FancH.E., Chief Howard L. Rhodes, Director
~ Bureau of Air Regulation Division of Air Resources Management
S / ifjoo S /// / 50
Date: ! Date: /
Sea Ray Merritt Island Facility DEP File No. 0090093-003-AC
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The NESHAP General Provisions is attached as part of this permit following this page.
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40 CFR 63 Subpart A - General Provisions

Last Updated 7/01/98

SOURCE: 40 CFR 63 (7-1-96 Edition) and Federal Register revisions dated 12-17-96 and 5-4-
98.

§ 63.1 Applicability.

(a) General. .

(1) Terms used throughout this part are defined in § 63.2 or in the Clean Air Act (Act)
as amended in 1990, except that individual subparts of this part may include specific definitions
in addition to or that supersede definitions in § 63.2.

(2) This part contains national emission standards for hazardous air pollutants
(NESHAP) established pursuant to section 112 of the Act as amended November 15, 1990.
These standards
regulate specific categories of stationary sources that emit (or have the potential to emit) one or
more hazardous air pollutants listed in this part pursuant to section 112(b) of the Act. This
section
explains the applicability of such standards to sources affected by them. The standards in this
‘part are independent of NESHAP contained in 40 CFR part 61. The NESHAP in part 61
promulgated
by signature of the Administrator before November 15, 1990 (i.e., the date of enactment of the
Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990) remain in effect until they are amended, if appropriate, and
added to this part.

(3) No emission standard or other requirement established under this part shall be
interpreted, construed, or applied to diminish or replace the requirements of a more stringent
emission limitation or other applicable requirement established by the Administrator pursuant to
other authority of the Act (including those requirements in part 60 of this chapter), or a standard
issued under State authority.

(4) The provisions of this subpart (i.e., subpart A of this part) apply to owners or
operators who are subject to subsequent subparts of this part, except when otherwise specified in
a particular subpart or in a relevant standard. The general provisions in subpart A eliminate the
repetition of requirements applicable to all owners or operators affected by this part. The general
provisions in subpart A do not apply to regulations developed pursuant to section 112(r) of the
amended Act, unless otherwise specified in those regulations.

(5) [Reserved]

(6) To obtain the most current list of categories of sources to be regulated under section
112 of the Act, or to obtain the most recent regulation promulgation schedule established
pursuant to section 112(e) of the Act, contact the Office of the Director, Emission Standards
Division, Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards, U.S. EPA (MD-13), Research Triangle
Park, North Carolina 27711.

(7) Subpart D of this part contains regulations that address procedures for an owner or
operator to obtain an extension of compliance with a relevant standard through an early
reduction of emissions of hazardous air pollutants pursuant to section 1 12(i)(5) of the Act.

(8) Subpart E of this part contains regulations that provide for the establishment of
procedures consistent with section 112(1) of the Act for the approval of State rules or programs
to implement and enforce applicable Federal rules promulgated under the authority of section
112. Subpart E also establishes procedures for the review and withdrawal of section 112
implementation and enforcement authorities granted through a section 112(l) approval.

(9) [Reserved]



(10) For the purposes of this part, time periods specified in days shall be measured in
calendar days, even if the word ‘“*calendar™” is absent, unless otherwise specified in an applicable
requirement.

(11) For the purposes of this part, if an explicit postmark deadline is not specified in an
applicable requirement for the submittal of a notification, application, test plan, report. or other
written communication to the Administrator, the owner or operator shall postmark the submittal
on or before the number of days specified in the ap;:licable requirement. For example, if a
notification must be submitted 15 days before a particular event is scheduled to take place, the
notification shall be postmarked on or before 15 days preceding the event; likewise, if a
notification must be submitted 15 days after a particular event takes place, the notification shall
be postmarked on or before 15 days following the end of the event. The use of reliable non-
Government mail carriers that provide indications of verifiable delivery of information required
to be submitted to the Administrator, similar to the postmark provided by the U.S. Postal
Service, or alternative means of delivery agreed to by the permitting authority, is acceptable.

(12) Notwithstanding time periods or postmark deadlines specified in this part for the
submittal of information to the Administrator by an owner or operator, or the review of such
information by the Administrator, such time periods or deadlines may be changed by mutual
agreement between the owner or operator and the Administrator. Procedures governing the
implementation of this provision are specified in § 63.9(i).

(13) Special provisions set forth under an applicable subpart of this part or in a relevant
standard established under this part shall supersede any conflicting provisions of this subpart.

(14) Any standards, limitations, prohibitions, or other federally enforceable requirements
established pursuant to procedural regulations in this part [including, but not limited to,
equivalent emission limitations establishcd pursuant to section 112(g) of the Act] shall have the
force and effect of requirements promulgated in this part and shall be subject to the provisions of
this subpart, except when explicitly specified otherwise.

(b) Initial applicability determination for this part.

(1) The provisions of this part apply to the owner or operator of any stationary source
that - (1) Emits or has the potential to emit any hazardous air pollutant listed in or
pursuant to section 112(b) of the Act; and

(ii) Is subject to any standard, limitation, prohibition, or other federally
enforceable requirement established pursuant to this part.

(2) In addition to complying with the provisions of this part, the owner or operator of
any such source may be required to obtain an operating permit issued to stationary sources by an
authorized State air pollution control agency or by the Administrator of the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) pursuant to title V of the Act (42 U.S.C. 7661). For more information
about obtaining an oper:ting permit, see part 70 of this chapter.

(3) An owner or operator of a stationary source that emits (or has the potential to emit,
without considering controls) one or more hazardous air pollutants who determines that the
source is not subject to a relevant standard or other requirement established under this part, shall
keep a record of the applicability determination as specified in § 63.10(b)(3) of this subpart.

(c) Applicabiliry of this part after a relevant standard has been set under this part.

(1) If a relevant standard has been established under this part, the owner or operator of
an affected source shall comply with the provisions of this subpart and the provisions of that
standard, except as specified otherwise in this subpart or that standard.

(2) If a relevant standard has been established under this part, the owner or operator of
an affected source may be required to obtain a title V permit from the permitting authority in the



State in which the source is located. Emission standards promulgated in this part for area sources
will specify whether -

(1) States will have the option to exclude area sources affected by that standard
from the requirement to obtain a title V permit (i.e., the standard will exempt the category of area
sources altogether from the permitting requirement);

(i) States will have the option to defer permitting of area sources in that
category until the Administrator takes rulemaking action to determine applicability of the
permitting requirements; or

(iii) Area sources affected by that emission standard are immediately subject to
the requirement to apply for and obtain a title V permit in all States. If a standard fails to specify
what the permitting requirements will be for area sources affected by that standard, then area
sources that are subject to the standard will be subject to the requirement to obtain a title V
permit without deferral. If the owner or operator is required to obtain a title V permit, he or she
shall apply for such permit in accordance with part 70 of this chapter and applicable State
regulations, or in accordance with the regulations contained in this chapter to implement the
Federal title V permit program (42 U.S.C. 7661), whichever regulations are applicable.

(3) [Reserved] : .

(4) If the owner or operator of an existing source obtains an extension of compliance for
such source in accordance with the provisions of subpart D of this part, the owner or operator
shall e
comply with all requirements of this subpart except those requirements that are specifically
overridden in the extension of compliance for that source.

(5) If an area source that otherwise would be subject to an emission standard or other
requirement established under this part if it were a major source subsequently increases its
emissions of hazardous air pollutants (or its potential to emit hazardous air pollutants) such that
the source is a major source that is subject to the emission standard or other requirement, such
source also shall be subject to the notification requirements of this subpart.

(d) [Reserved]

(e) Applicability of permit program before a relevant standard has been set under this part. After
the effective date of an approved permit program in the State in which a stationary source is (or
would be) located, the owner or operator of such source may be required to obtain a titlc V
permit

from the permitting authority in that State (or revise such a permit if one has already been issued
to the source) before a relevant standard is established under this part. If the owner or operator is
required to obtain (or revise) a title V permit, he/she shall apply to obtain (or revise) such permit
in accordance with the regulations contained in part 70 of this chapter and applicable State
regulations, or the regulations codified in this chapter to implement the Federal title V permit
program (42 U.S.C. 7661), whichever regulations are applicable.

§ 63.2 Definitions.
The terms used in this part are defined in the Act or in this section as follows:

Act means the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7401 et seq., as amended by Pub. L. 101-549,
104 Stat. 2399). :

Actual emissions is defined m subpart D of this part for the purpose of granting a
compliance extension for an early reduction of hazardous air pollutants.



Administrator means the Administrator of the United States Environmental Protection
Agency or his or her authorized representative (e.g., a State that has been delegated the authority
to implement the provisions of this part).

" Affected source, for the purposes of this part, means the stationary source, the group of
stationary sources, or the portion of a stationary source that is regulated by a relevant standard or
other requirement established pursuant to section 112 of the Act. Each relevant standard will
define the ‘‘affected source’” for the purposes of that standard. The term ‘affected source,’” as
used in this part, is separate and distinct from any other use of that term in EPA regulations such
as those implementing title IV of the Act. Sources regulated under part 60 or part 61 of this
chapter are not affected sources for the purposes of part 63.

Alternative emission limitation means conditions established pursuant to sections
112(i)(5) or 112(1)(6) of the Act by the Administrator or by a State with an approved permit
program.

Alternative emission standard means an alternative means of emission limitation that,
after notice and opportunity for public comment, has been demonstrated by an owner or operator
to the Administrator’s satisfaction to achieve a reduction in emissions of any air pollutant at least
equivalent to the reduction in emissions of such pollutant achieved under a relevant design,
equipment, work practice, or operational emission standard, or combination thereof, established
under this part pursuant to section 112(h) of the Act.

Alternative test method means any method of sampling and analyzing for an air pollutant
that is not a test method in this chapter and that has been demonstrated to the Administrator’s
satisfaction, using Method 301 in Appendix A of this part, to produce results adequate for the
Administrator’s determination that it may be used in place of a test method specified in this part.

Approved permit program means a State permit program approved by the Administrator
as meeting the requirements of part 70 of this chapter or a Federal permit program established in
this chapter pursuant to title V of the Act (42 U.S.C. 7661).

Area source means any stationary source of hazardous air pollutants that is not a major
source as defined in this part.

Commenced means, with respect to construction or reconstruction of a-stationary source,
that an owner or operator has undertaken a continuous program of construction or reconstruction
or that an owner or operator has entered into a contractual obligation to undertake and completé,
within a reasonable time, a continuous program of construction or reconstruction.

Compliance date means the date by which an affected source is required to be in
compliance with a relevant standard, limitation, prohibition, or any federally enforceable
requirement established by the Administrator (or a State with an approved permit program)
pursuant to section 112 of the Act.

Compliance plan means a plan that contains all of the following:

(1) A description of the compliance status of the affected source with respect to all
applicable requirements established under this part;

(2) A description as follows:

(i) For applicable requirements for which the source is in compliance, a
statement that the source will continue to comply with such requirements;

(i1) For applicable requirements that the source is required to comply with by a
future date, a statement that the source will meet such requirements on a timely basis;

(i11) For applicable requirements for whicl the source is not in compliance, a
narrative description of how the source will achieve compliance with such requirements on a
timely basis; _

(3) A compliance schedule, as defined in this section; and

g



(4) A schedule for the submission of certified progress reports no less frequently than
every 6 months for affected sources required to have a schedule of compliance to remedy a
violation.

Compliance schedule means:

(1) In the case of an affected source that is in compliance with all applicable
requirements established under this part, a statement that the source will continue to comply with
such requirements; or

(2) In the case of an affected source that is required to comply with applicable
requirements by a future date, a statement that the source will meet such requirements on a
timely basis and, if required by an applicable requirement, a detailed schedule of the dates by
which each step toward compliance will be reached; or

(3) In the case of an affected source not in compliance with all applicable requirements
established under this part, a schedule of remedial measures, including an enforceable sequence
of
actions or operations with milestones and a schedule for the submission of certified progress
reports, where applicable, leading to compliance with a relevant standard, limitation, prohibition,
or any federally enforceable requirement established pursuant to section 112 of the Act for which
the affected source is not in compliance. This compliance schedule shall resemble and be at least
as
stringent as that contained in any judicial consent decree or administrative order to which the
source is subject. Any such schedule of compliance shall be supplemental to, and shall not
sanction non-compliance with, the applicable requirements on which it is based.

Construction means the on-site fabrication, erection, or installation of an affected source.

Continuous emission monitoring system (CEMS) means the total equipment that may be
required to meet the data acquisition and availability requirements of this part,-used to sample,
condition (if applicable), analyze, and provide a record ¢: ¢missions.

Continuous monitoring system (CMS) is a comprehensive term that may include, but is
not limited to, continuous emission monitoring systems, continuous opacity monitoring systems,
continuous parameter monitoring systems, or other manual or automatic monitoring that is used
for demonstrating compliance with an applicable regulation on a continuous basis as defined by
the regulation.

Continuous opacity monitoring system (COMS) means a continuous monitoring system
that measures the opacity of emissions.

Continuous parameter monitoring system means the total equipment that may be
required to meet the data acquisition and availability requirements of this part, used to sample,
condition (if applicable), analyze, and provide a record of process or control system parameters.

Effective date means:

(1) With regard to an emission standard established under this part, the date of
promulgation in the FEDERAL REGISTER of such standard; or

(2) With regard to an alternative emission limitation or equivalent emission limitation
determined by the Administrator (or a State with an approved permit program), the date that the
alternative emission limitation or equivalent emission limitation becomes effective according to
the provisions of this part. The effective date of a permit program established under title V of the
Act (42 U.S.C. 7661) is determined according to the regulations in this chapter establishing such
programs.

Emission standard means a national standard, limitation, prohibition, or other regulation
promulgated in a subpart of this part pursuant to sections 112(d), 112(h), or 1 12(f) of the Act.

Emissions averaging is a way to comply with the emission limitations specified in a
relevant standard, whereby an affected source, if allowed under a subpart of this part, may create



emission credits by reducing emissions from specific points to a level below that required by the
relevant standard, and those credits are used to offset emissions from points that are not
controlled to the level required by the relevant standard.

EPA means the United States Environmental Protection Agency.

Equivalent emission limitation means the maximum achievable control technology
emission limitation (MACT emission limitation) for hazardous air pollutants that the
Administrator (or a State with an approved permit program) determines on a case-by-case basis,
pursuant to section 112(g) or section 112(j) of the Act, to be equivalent to the emission standard
that would apply to an affected source if such standard had been promulgated by the
Administrator under this part pursuant to section 112(d) or section 112(h) of the Act.

Excess emissions and continuous monitoring system performance report is a report that
must be submitted periodically by an affected source in order to provide data on its compliance
with relevant emission limits, operating parameters, and the performance of its continuous
parameter monitoring systems.

Existing source means any affected source that is not a new source.

Federally enforceable means all limitations and conditions that are enforceable by the
Administrator and citizens under the Act or that are enforceable under other statutes
administered by the Administrator. Examples of federally enforceable limitations and conditions
include, but are not limited to:

(1) Emission standards, alternative emission standards, alternative emission limitations,
and equivalent emission limitations established pursuant to section 112 of the Act as amended in
1990; _

(2) New source perforinance standards established pursuant to section 111 of the Act,
and :
emission standards established pursuant to section 112 of the Act before it was amended in 1990;

(3) All terms and conditions in a title V permit, including any provisions that limit a
source’s potential to emit, unless expressly designated as not federally enforceable;

(4) Limitations and conditions that are part of an approved State Implementation Plan
(SIP) or a Federal Implementation Plan (F1P);

(3) Limitations and conditions that are part of a Federal construction permit issued under
40 CFR 52.21 or any construction permit issued under regulations approved by the EPA in '
" accordance with 40 CFR part 51;

(6) Limitations and conditions that are part of an operating permit issued pursuant to a
program approved by the EPA into a SIP as meeting the EPA’s minimum criteria for Federal
enforceability, including adequate notice and opportunity for EPA and public comment prior to
issuance of the final permit and practicable enforceability; ‘

(7) Limitations and conditions in a State rule or program that has been approved by the
EPA under subpart E of this part for the purposes of implementing and enforcing section 112;
and . '

(8) Individual consent agreements that the EPA has legal authority to create.

Fixed capital cost means the capital needed to provide all the depreciable components of
an existing source.

Fugitive emissions means those emissions from a stationary source that could not
reasonably pass through a stack, chimney, vent, or other functionally equivalent opening. Under
section 112 of the Act, all fugitive emissions are to be considered in determining whether a
stationary source is a major source.

Hazardous air pollutanr means any air pollutant listed in or pursuant to section 112(b) of
the Act.



Issuance of a part 70 permit will occur, if the State is the permitting authority, in
accordance with the requirements of part 70 of this chapter and the applicable, approved State
permit program. When the EPA is the permitting authority, issuance of a title V permit occurs
immediately after the EPA takes final action on the final permit.

Lesser quantity means a quantity of a hazardous air pollutant that is or may be emitted
by a stationary source that the Administrator establishes in order to define a major source under
an applicable subpart of this part.

Major source means any stationary source or group of stationary sources located within
a contiguous area and under common control that emits or has the potential to emit considering
controls, in the aggregate, 10 tons per year or more of any hazardous air pollutant or 25 tons per
vear or more of any combination of hazardous air poilutants, unless the Administrator establishes
a lesser quantity, or in the case of radionuclides, different criteria from those specified in this
sentence.

Malfunction means any sudden, infrequent, and not reasonably preventable failure of air
" pollution control equipment, process equipment, or a process to operate in a normal or usual
manner. Failures that are caused in part by poor maintenance or careless operation are not
malfunctions.

New source means any affected source the construction or reconstruction of which is
commenced after the Administrator first proposes a relevant emission standard under this part.

One-hour period, unless otherwise defined in an applicable subpart, means any 60-
minute period commencing on the hour.

Opaciry means the degree to which emissions reduce the transmission of light and
obscure the view of an object in the background. For continuous opacity monitoring systems,
opacity means the fraction of incident light that is attenuated by an optical medium.

Ovwner or operator means any person who owns, leases, operates, controls, or supervises
a .
stationary source. :

Part 70 permit means any permit issued, renewed, or revised pursuant to part 70 of this
chapter. ‘ '

Performance audit means a procedure to analyze blind samples, the content of which is
known by the Administrator, simultaneously with the analysis of performance test samples in
order to provide a measure of test data quality.

Performance evaluation means the conduct of relative accuracy testing, calibration error
testing, and other measurements used in validating the continuous monitoring system data.

Performance test means the collection of data resulting from the execution of a test
method (usually three emission test runs) used to demonstrate compliance with a relevant
emission standard as specified in the performance test section of the relevant standard.

Permit modification means a change to a title V permit as defined i in regulatlons codified
in this chapter to implement title V of the Act (42 U.S.C. 7661).

Permit program means a comprehensive State operating permit system established
pursuant to title V of the Act (42 U.S.C. 7661) and regulations codified in part 70 of this chapter
and applicable State regulations, or a comprehensive Federal operating permit system established
pursuant to title V of the Act and regulations codified in this chapter.

Permit revision means any permit modification or administrative permit amendment to a
title V permit as defined in regulations codified in this chapter to implement title V of the Act
(42 U.S.C. 7661).

Permitting authority means:



(1) The State air pollution control agency, local agency, other State agency. or other
agency authorized by the Administrator to carry out a permit program under part 70 of this
chapter; or

(2) The Administrator, in the case of EPA-implemented permit programs under title V of
the Act (42 U.S.C. 7661). ’ ‘

Potential to emit means the maximum capacity of a stationary source to emit a pollutant
under its physical and operational design. Any physical or operational limitation on the capacity
of the stationary source to emit a pollutant, including air pollution control equipment and
restrictions on hours of operation or on the type or amount of material combusted, stored, or
processed, shall be treated as part of its design if the limitation or the effect it would have on
emissions is federally enforceable. »

Reconstruction means the replacement of components of an affected or a previously
unaffected stationary source to such an extent that:

(1) The fixed capital cost of the new components exceeds 50 percent of the fixed capital
cost that would be required to construct a comparable new source; and

(2) Tt is technologically and economically feasible for the reconstructed source to meet
the relevant standard(s) established by the Administrator (or a State) pursuant to section 112 of
the Act. Upon reconstruction, an affected source, or a stationary source that becomes an affected
source, is subject to relevant standards for new sources, including compliance dates, irrespective
of any change in emissions of hazardous air pollutants from that source. ’

Regulation promulgation schedule means the schedule for the promulgation of emission
standards under this part, established by the Administrator pursuant to section 112(e) of the Act
and published in the FEDERAL REGISTER.

Relevant standard means:

(1) An emission standard;

(2) An alternative emission standard;

(3) An alternative emission limitation; or

(4) An equivalent emission limitation established pursuant to section 112 of the Act that
applies to the stationary source, the group of stationary sources, or the portion of a stationary
source regulated by such standard or limitation. A relevant standard may include or consist of a
design, equipment, work practice, or operational requirement, or other measure, process, method,
system, or technique (including prohibition of emissions) that the Administrator (or a State)
establishes for new or existing sources to which such standard or limitation applies. Every
relevant v » ' :
standard established pursuant to section 112 of the Act includes subpart A of this part and ail
applicable appendices of this part or of other parts of this chapter that are referenced in that
standard. '

Responsible official means one of the following:

(1) For a corporation: A president, secretary, treasurer, or vice president of the
corporation in charge of a principal business function, or any other person who performs similar
policy or decision-making functions for the corporation, or a duly authorized representative of
such person if
the representative is responsible for the overall operation of one or more manufacturing,
production, or operating facilities and either:

(i) The facilities employ more than 250 persons or have gross annual sales or
expenditures exceeding $25 million (in second quarter 1980 dollars); or

(ii) The delegation of authority to such representative is approved in advance by
the Administrator.




(2) For a partnership or sole proprietorship: a general partner or the proprietor,
respectively. .

(3) For a municipality, State, Federal, or other public agency: either a principal executive
officer or ranking elected official. For the purposes of this part, a principal executive officer of a
Federal agency includes the chief executive officer having responsibility for the overall
operations of a principal geographic unit of the agency (e.g., a Regional Administrator of the
EPA). '

(4) For affected sources (as defined in this part) applying for or subject to a title V
permit: ‘‘responsible official’’ shall have the same meaning as defined in part 70 or Federal title
V regulations in this chapter (42 U.S.C. 7661), whichever is applicable. A

Run means one of a series of emission or other measurements needed to determine
emissions for a representative operating period or cycle as specified in this part.

Shutdown means the cessation of operation of an affected source for any purpose.

Six-minute period means, with respect to opacity determinations, any one of the 10 equal
parts of a 1-hour period.

Standard conditions means a temperature of 293 °K (68° F) and a pressure of 101.3
kilopascals (29.92 in. Hg). .

Startup means the setting in operation of an affected source for any purpose.

State means all non-Federal authorities, including local agencies, interstate associations,
and State-wide programs, that have delegated authority to implement:

(1) The provisions of this part and/or

(2) the permit program established under part 70 of this chapter. The term State shall
have its conventional meaning where clear from the context.

Stationary source means any building, structure, facility, or installation which emits or
may emit any air pollutant.

Test method means the validated procedure for sampling, preparing, and analyzing for an
air pollutant specified in a relevant standard as the performance test procedure. The test method
may include methods described in an appendix of this chapter, test methods incorporated by
reference in this part, or methods validated for an application through procedures in Method 301
of appendix A of this part.

Title V permit means any permit issued, renewed, or revised pursuant to Federal or State
regulations established to implement title V of the Act (42 U.S.C. 7661). A title V permit issued
by
a State permitting authority is called a part 70 permit in this part. _

Visible emission means the observation of an emission of opacity or optical density
above the threshold of vision.

§ 63.3 Units and abbreviations.

Used in this part are abbreviations and symbols of units of measure. These are defined as
follows:

(a) System International (SI) units of measure:
' A =ampere
g = gram
Hz =hertz
J = joule
°K = degree Kelvin
kg = kilogram



| = liter

m = meter

m° = cubic meter

mg = milligram = 10 ° gram
ml = milliliter = 10 ~ liter

mm = millimeter = 10 > meter
Mg = megagram = 10 ® gram = metric ton
MJ = megajoule

mol = mole

N = newton

ng = nanogram = 10 * gram
nm = nanometer = 10 ° meter

Pa = pascal
s = second
V = volt

W = watt
Q2 =ohm

ug = microgram = 10 gram
ul = microliter = 10 ¢ liter

(b) Other units of measure:

: Btu = British thermal unit

°C = degree Celsius (centigrade)
cal = calorie
cfm = cubic feet per minute
cc = cubic centimeter
cu ft = cubic feet
d = day
def'= dry cubic feet
dem =dry cubic meter
dscf = dry cubic feet at standard conditions
dsem = dry cubic meter at standard conditions
eq = equivalent
°F = degree Fahrenheit
ft = feet
ft * = square feet
ft > = cubic feet

gal = gallon

gr = grain

g-eq = gram equivalent
g-mole = gram mole

hr = hour

in.=inch

in. H,O = inches of water
K =1,000

kcal = kilocalorie

Ib = pound

Ipm = liter per minute
meq = milliequivalent
min = minute



MW = molecular weight

0z = ounces

ppb = parts per billion

ppbw = parts per billion by weight

ppbv = parts per billion by volume

ppm = parts per million

ppmw = parts per million by weight
ppmv = parts per million by volume
psia = pounds per square inch absolute
psig = pounds per square inch gage

°R = degree Rankine

scf = cubic feet at standard conditions
scth = cubic feet at standard conditions per hour
scm = cubic meter at standard conditions
sec = second

sq ft = square feet

std = at standard conditions

v/v = volume per volume

yd? = square yards

yr = year

(c) Miscellaneous:
act = actual
avg = average
1.D. = inside diameter
M = molar
N = normal
O.D. = outside diameter
% = percent

§ 63.4 Prohibited activities and circumvention.

() Prohibited activities.

(1) No owner or operator subject to the provisions of this part shall operate any affected
source in violation of the requirements of this part except under-

(i) An extension of compliance granted by the Administrator under this part; or

(i1) An extension of compliance granted under this part by a State with an
approved permit program; or

(iii) An exemption from compliance granted by the President under section
112(1)(4) of the Act.

(2) No owner or operator subject to the provisions of this part shall fail to keep records,
notify, report, or revise reports as required under this part.

(3) After the effective date of an approved permit program in a State, no owner or
operator of an affected source in that State who is required under this part to obtain a title V
permit shall operate such source except in compliance with the provisions of this part and the
applicable requirements of the permit program in that State.

(4) [Reserved]

(5) An owner or operator of an affected source who is subject to an emission standard
promulgated under this part shall comply with the requirements of that standard by the date(s)



established in the applicable subpart(s) of this part (including this subpart) regardless of whether
(i) A title V permit has been issued to that source; or
(i) If a title V permit has been issued to that source, whether such permit has
been revised or modified to incorporate the emission standard.

(b) Circumvention. No owner or operator subject to the provisions of this part shall build, erect,
install, or use any article, machine, equipment, or process to conceal an emission that would
otherwise constitute noncompliance with a relevant standard. Such concealment includes, but is
not
limited to

(1) The use of diluents to achieve compliance with a relevant standard based on the
concentration of a pollutant in the effluent discharged to the atmosphere;

(2) The use of gaseous diluents to achieve compliance with a relevant standard for
visible emissions; and -

(3) The fragmentation of an operatxon such that the operation avoids regulation by a
relevant standard. :

(c) Severabi/z_'iy. Notwithstanding any requirement incorporated into a title V permit obtained
by an owner or operator subject to the provisions of this part, the provisions of this part are
federally enforceable.

§ 63.5 Construction and reconstruction.

(a) Applicability.

(1) This section implements the preconstruction review requirements of section
112(i)(1) for sources subject to a relevant emission standard that has been promulgated in this
part. In addition, this section includes other requirements for constructed and reconstructed
stationary
sources that are or become subject to a relevant promulgated emission standard.

(2) After the effective date of a relevant standard promulgated under this part, the
requirements in this section apply to owners or operators who construct a new source or
reconstruct a source after the proposal date of that standard. New or reconstructed sources that
start up before the standard’s effective date are not subject to the preconstruction review
requirements specified in paragraphs (b)(3), (d), and (e) of this section.

(b) Requirements for existing, newly constructed, and reconstructed sources.

(1) Upon construction an affected source is subject to relevant standards for new sources,
including compliance dates. Upon reconstruction, an affected source is subject to relevant
standards for new sources, including compliance dates, 1rrespect1ve of any change in emissions
of hazardous air pollutants from that source.

(2) [Reserved]

(3) After the effective date of any relevant standard promulgated by the Administrator
under this part, whether or not an approved permit program is effective in the State in which an
affected source is (or would be) located, no person may construct a new major affected source or
reconstruct a major affected source subject to such standard, or reconstruct a major source such
that the source becomes a major-affected source subject to the standard, without obtaining
written approval, in advance, from the Administrator in accordance with the procedures specified
in paragraphs (d) and (e) of this section.



(4) After the effective date of any relevant standard promulgated by the Administrator
under this part, whether or not an approved permit program is effective in the State in which an
affected source is (or would be) located, no person may construct a new affected source or
reconstruct an affected source subject to such standard, or reconstruct a source such that the
source becomes an affected source subject to the standard, without notifying the Administrator
of the intended construction or reconstruction. The notification shall be submitted in accordance
with the procedures in § 63.9(b) and shall include all the information required for an application
for approval of construction or reconstruction as specified in paragraph (d) of this section. For
major sources, the application for approval of construction or reconstruction may be used to
fulfill the notification requirements of this paragraph.

(5) After the effective date of any relevant standard promulgated by the Administrator
under this part, whether or not an approved permit program is effective in the State in which an
affected source is located, no person may operate such source without complying with the
provisions of this subpart and the relevant standard unless that person has received an extension
of compliance or an exemption from compliance under § 63.6(i) or § 63.6(j) of this subpart.

(6) After the effective date of any relevant standard promulgated by the Administrator
under this part, whether or not an approved permit program is effective in the State in which an
affected source is located, equipment added (or a process change) to an affected source that is
within the scope of the definition of affected source under the relevant standard shall be
considered part of the affected source and subject to all provisions of the relevant standard
established for that affected source. If a new affected source is added to the facility, the new
affected source shall be subject to all the provisions of the relevant standard that are established
for new sources including compliance dates.

(c) [Reserved]

(d) Application for approval of construction or reconstruction. The provisions of this paragraph
implement section 112(i)(1) of the Act.
(1) General application requirements.

(1) An owner or operator who is subject to the requirements of paragraph (b)(3)
of this section shall submit to the Administrator an application for approval of the construction
of a new major affected source, the reconstruction of a major affected source, or the
reconstruction of a major source such that the source becomes a major affected source subject to
the standard. The application shall be submitted as soon as practicable before the construction or
reconstruction is planned to commence (but no sooner than the effective date of the relevant
standard) if the construction or reconstruction commences after the effective date of a relevant
standard promulgated in this part. The application shall be submitted as soon as practicable
before startup but no later than 60 days after the effective date of a relevant standard
promulgated in this part if the construction or reconstruction had commenced and initial startup
had not occurred before the standard’s effective date. The application for approval of
construction or reconstruction
may be used to fulfill the initial notification requirements of § 63.9(b)(5) of this subpart.

The owner or operator may submit the application for approval well in advance of the date
construction or reconstruction is planned to commence in order to ensure a timely review by the
Administrator and that the planned commencement date will not be delayed. '

(i1) A separate application shall be submitted for each construction or
reconstruction. Each application for approval of construction or reconstruction shall include at a
minimum:

(A) The applicant’s name and address;



(B) A notification of intention to construct a new major affected source
or make any physical or operational change to a major affected source that may meet or has been
determined to meet the criteria for a reconstruction, as defined in § 63.2; '

(C) The address (i.e., physical location) or proposed address of the
source;

: (D) An identification of the relevant standard that is the basis of the
application; 5

(E) The expected commencement date of the construction or
reconstruction; :

(F) The expected completion date of the construction or reconstruction;
(G) The anticipated date of (initial) startup of the source;

(H) The type and quantity of hazardous air pollutants emitted by the
source, reported in units and averaging times and in accordance with the test methods specified
in the relevant standard, or if actual emissions data are not yet available, an estimate of the type
and quantity of hazardous air pollutants expected to be emitted by the source reported in units
and averaging times specified in the relevant standard. The owner or operator may submit
percent reduction information if a relevant standard is established in terms of percent reduction.
However, operating parameters, such as flow rate, shall be included in the submission to the
extent that they demonstrate performance and compliance; and

(D) [Reserved]

(J) Other information as specified in paragraphs (d)(2) and (d)(3) of this
section. ‘ _

(ii1) An owner or operator who submits estimates or preliminary information in
place of the actual emissions data and analysis required in paragraphs (d)(1)(ii))(H) and (d)(2) of
this section shall submit the actual, measured emissions data and other correct information as
soon as available but no later than with the notification of compliance status required in § 63.9(h)
(see
§ 63.9(h)(5)).

(2) Application for approval of construction. Each application for approval of
construction shall include, in addition to the information required in paragraph (d)(1)(ii) of this
section, technical information describing the proposed nature, size, design, operating design
capacity, and method of operation of the source, including an identification of each point of
emission for each-hazardous air pollutant that is emitted (or could be emitted) and a description
of the planned air pollution control system (equipment or method) for each emission point. The
description of the equipment to be used for the control of emissions shall include each control
device for each hazardous air pollutant and the estimated control efficiency (percent) for each
control device. The description of the method to be used for the control of emissions shall
include _
an estimated control efficiency (percent) for that method. Such technical information shall
include
calculations of emission estimates in sufficient detail to permit assessment of the validity of the
calculations. An owner or operator who submits approximations of control efficiencies under this
subparagraph shall submit the actual control efficiencies as specified in paragraph (d)(1)(iii) of
this :
section.

(3) Application for approval of reconstruction. Each application for approval of
reconstruction shall include, in addition to the information required in paragraph (d)(1)(ii) of this
section - (i) A brief description of the affected source and the components that are to be
replaced;



(ii) A description of present and proposed emission control systems (i.e.,
equipment or methods). The description of the equipment to be used for the control of emissions
shall include each control device for each hazardous air pollutant and the estimated control
efficiency (percent) for each control device. The description of the method to be used for the
control of emissions shall include an estimated control efficiency (percent) for that method. Such
technical information shall include calculations of emission estimates in sufficient detail to
permit assessment of the validity of the calculations;

(iii) An-estimate of the fixed capital cost of the replacements and of constructing
a comparable entirely new source;

(iv) The estimated life of the affected source after the replacements; and

(v) A discussion of any economic or technical limitations the source may have in
complying with relevant standards or other requirements after the proposed replacements. The
discussion shall be sufficiently detailed to demonstrate to the Administrator’s satisfaction that
the technical or economic limitations affect the source’s ability to comply with the relevant
standard and how they do so. '

(vi) If in the application for approval of reconstruction the owner or operator
designates the affected source as a reconstructed source and declares that there are no economic
or technical limitations to prevent the source from complying with all relevant standards or other
requirements, the owner or operator need not submit the information required in subparagraphs
(d)(3) (1ii) through (v) of this section, above. :

(4) Additional information. The Administrator may request additional relevant
information after the submittal of an application for approval of construction or reconstruction.

(e) Approval of construction or reconstruction.

) (i1 If the Administrator determines that, if properly constructed, or reconstructed,
and operated, a new or existing source for which an application under paragraph (d) of this
section was submitted will not cause emissions in violation of the relevant standard(s) and any
other federally enforceable requirements, the Administrator will approve the construction or
reconstruction.

(ii) In addition, in the case of reconstruction, the Administrator’s determination

under this paragraph will be based on:

(A) The fixed capital cost of the replacements in comparison to the fixed
capital cost that would be required to construct a comparable entirely new source;

(B) The estimated life of the source after. the re-placements compared to
the life of a comparable entirely new source;

(C) The extent to which the components being replaced cause or
contribute to the emissions from the source; and

(D) Any economic or technical limitations on compliance with relevant
standards that are inherent in the proposed replacements.

2) (1) The Administrator will notify the owner or operator in writing of approval or
intention to deny approval of construction or reconstruction within 60 calendar days after receipt
of sufficient information to evaluate an application submitted under paragraph (d) of this section.
The 60-day approval or denial period will begin after the owner or operator has been notified in
writing that his/her application is complete. The Administrator will notify the owner or operator
in writing of the status of his/her application, that is, whether the application contains sufficient
information to make a determination, within 30 calendar days after receipt of the original
application and within 30 calendar days after receipt of any supplementary information that is
submitted.



(11) When notifying the owner or operator that his/her application is not
complete, the Administrator will specify the information needed to complete the application and
provide notice of opportunity for the applicant to present, in writing, within 30 calendar days
after he/she is notified of the incomplete application, additional information or arguments to the
Administrator to enable further action on the application.

(3) Before denying any application for approval of construction or reconstruction, the
Administrator will notify the applicant of the Administrator’s intention to issue the denial
together with - (i) Notice of the information and findings on which the intended denial
is based; and

(ii) Notice of opportunity for the applicant to present, in writing, within 30
calendar days after he/she is notified of the intended denial, additional information or arguments
to the Administrator to enable further action on the application.

(4) A final determination to deny any application for approval will be in writing and will
specify the grounds on which the denial is based. The final determination will be made within 60
calendar days of presentation of additional information or arguments (if the application is
complete), or within 60 calendar days after the final date specified for presentation if no
presentation is made.

(5) Neither the submission of an application for approval nor the Administrator’s
approval of construction or reconstruction shall-- _

(1) Relieve an owner or operator of legal responsibility for compliance with any
applicable provisions of this part or with any other applicable Federal, State, or local
requirement; or (i1) Prevent the Administrator from implementing or enforcing this part
or taking any other action under the Act.

(f) Approval of construction or reconstruction based on prior State preconstruction review.

(1) The Administrator may approve an application for construction or reconstruction
specified in paragraphs (b)(3) and (d) of this section if-the owner or operator of a new or
reconstructed source who is subject to such requirement demonstrates to the Administrator’s
satisfaction that the following conditions have been (or will be) met:

(i) The owner or operator of the new or reconstructed source has undergone a
preconstruction review and approval process in the State in which the source is (or would be)
located before the promulgation date of the relevant standard and has received a federally
enforceable construction permit that contains a finding that the source will meet the relevant
emission standard as proposed, if the source is properly built and operated;

(i1) In making its finding, the State has considered factors substantially
equivalent to those specified in paragraph (e)(1) of this section; and either

(111) The promulgated standard is no more stringent than the proposed standard
in any relevant aspect that would affect the Administrator’s decision to approve or disapprove an
application for approval of construction or reconstruction under this section; or

. (iv) The promulgated standard is more stringent than the proposed standard but
the owner or operator will comply with the standard as proposed during the 3-year period
unmediately following the effective date of the standard as allowed for in § 63.6(b)(3) of this
subpart. _
(2) The owner or operator shall submit to the Administrator the request for approval of
construction or reconstruction under this paragraph no later than the application deadline
specified in paragraph (d)(1) of this section (see also § 63.9(b)(2) of this subpart). The owner or
operator shall include in the request information sufficient for the Administrator’s determination.
The Administrator will evaluate the owner or operator’s request in accordance with the



procedures specified in paragraph (e) of this section. The Administrator may request additional
relevant information after the submittal of a request for approval of construction or
reconstruction under this paragraph.

§ 63.6 Compliance with standards and maintenance requirements.

(a) Applicability.

(1) The requirements in this section apply to owners or operators of affected sources for
which any relevant standard has been established pursuant to section 112 of the Act unless -

(1) The Administrator (or a State with an approved permit program) has granted
an extension of compliance consistent with paragraph (i) of this section; or

(i1) The President has granted an exemption from compliance with any relevant
standard in accordance with section 112(i)(4) of the Act.

(2) If an area source that otherwise would be subject to an emission standard or other
requirement established under this part if it were a major source subsequently increases its
emissions of hazardous air pollutants (or its potential to emit hazardous air pollutants) such that
the source is a major source, such source shall be subject to the relevant emission standard or
other requirement.

(b) Compliance dates for new and reconstructed sources.

(1) Except as specified in paragraphs (b)(3) and (b)(4) of this section, the owner or
operator of a new or reconstructed source that has an initial startup before the effective date of a
relevant standard established under this part pursuant to section 112(d), 112(f), or 112(h) of the
Act shall comply with such standard not later than the standard’s effective date.

(2) Except as specified in paragraphs (b)(3) and (b)(4) of this section, the owner or
operator of a new or reconstructed source that has an initial startup after the effective date of a
relevant standard established under this part pursuant to section 112(d), 112(f), or 112(h) of the
Act shall comply with such standard upon startup of the source.

(3) The owner or operator of an affected source for which construction or reconstruction
is commenced after the proposal date of a relevant standard established under this part pursuant
to section 112(d), 112(f), or 112(h) of the Act but before the effective date (that is, promulgation)
of such standard shall comply with the relevant emission standard not later than the date 3 years
after the effective date if: :

(1) The promulgated standard (that is, the relevant standard) is more stringent
than the proposed standard; and

(ii) The owner or operator complies with the standard as proposed during the
3-year period immediately after the effective date.

(4) The owner or operator of an affected source for which construction or reconstruction
1s commenced after the proposal date of a relevant standard established pursuant to section
112(d) of the Act but before the proposal date of a relevant standard established pursuant to
section | 12(f)
shall comply with the emission standard under section 112(f) not later than the date 10 years
after
the date construction or reconstruction is commenced, except that, if the section 112(f) standard
is promulgated more than 10 years after construction or reconstruction is commenced, the owner
or
operator shall comply with the standard as provided in paragraphs (b)(1) and (b)(2) of this
section.



(5) The owner or operator of a new source that is subject to the compliance requirements
of paragraph (b)(3) or paragfaph (b)(4) of this section shall notify the Administrator in
accordance with § 63.9(d) of this subpart.

(6) [Reserved]

(7) After the effective date of an emission standard promul%ted under this part, the
owner or operator of an unaffected new area source (i.e., an area source for which construction
or reconstruction was commenced after the proposal date of the standard) that increases its
emissions of (or its potential to emit) hazardous air pollutants such that the source becomes a
major source that is subject to the emission standard, shall comply with the relevant emission
standard immediately upon becoming a major source. This compliance date shall apply to new
area sources that become affected major sources regardless of whether the new area source
previously was affected by that standard. The new affected major source shall comply with all
requirements of that standard that affect new sources.

(c) Compliance dates for existing sources.

(1) After the effective date of a relevant standard established under this part pursuant to
section 112(d) or 112(h) of the Act, the owner or operator of an existing source shall comply
with such standard by the compliance date established by the Administrator in the applicable
subpart(s) of this part. Except as otherwise provided for in section 112 of the Act, in no case will
the compliance date established for an existing source in an applicabie subpart of this part exceed
3 years after the effective date of such standard.

(2) After the effective date of a relevant standard established under thlS part pursuant to
section 112(f) of the Act, the owner or operator of an existing source shall comply with such
standard not later than 90 days after the standard’s effective date unless the Administrator has
granted an extension to the source under paragraph (i)(4)(ii) of this section.

(3)—(4) [Reserved]

(5) After the effective date of an emission standard promulgated under this par:. the
owner or operator of an unaffected existing area source that increases its emissions of (or its
potential to emit) hazardous air pollutants such that the source becomes a major source that is
subject to the emission standard shall comply by the date specified in the standard for existing
area sources that become major sources. If no such compliance date is specified in the standard,
the source shall have a period of time to comply with the relevant einission standard that is
equivalent to the compliance period specified in that standard for other existing sources. This
compliance period shall apply to existing area sources that become affected major sources
regardless of whether the existing area source previously was affected by that standard.
Notwithstanding the previous two sentences, however, if the existing area source becomes a
major source by the addition of a new affected source or by reconstructing, the portion of the
existing facility that is a new affected source or a reconstructed source shall comply with all
requirements of that standard that affect new sources, including the compliance date for new
sources.

(d) [Reserved]

(e) Operation and maintenance requirements.

(D) (1) At all times, including periods of startup, shutdown, and malfunction, owners
or operators shall operate and maintain any affected source, including associated air pollution
control equipment, in a manner consistent with good air pollution control practices for
miniinizing emissions at least to the levels required by all relevant standards.



(i) Malfunctions shall be corrected as soon as practicable after their occurrence
in accordance with the startup, shutdown, and malfunction plan required in paragraph (e)(3) of
this section. '

(i11) Operation and maintenance requirements established pursuant to section 112
of the Act are enforceable independent of emissions limitations or other requirenients in relevant
standards.

(2) Determination of whether acceptable operation and maintenance procedures are
being used will be based on information available to the Administrator which may include, but is
not limited to, monitoring results, review of operation and maintenance procedures (including
the startup, shutdown, and malfunction plan required in paragraph (e)(3) of this sectlon) review
of operation and maintenance records, and inspection of the source.

(3) Startup, shutdown, and malfunction plan.

(1) The owner or operator of an affected source shall develop and implement a
written startup, shutdown, and malfunction plan that describes, in detail, procedures for
operating and maintaining the source during periods of startup, shutdown, and malfunction and a
program of corrective action for malfunctioning process and air pollution control equipment used
to comply with the relevant standard. As required under § 63.8(c)(1)(i), the plan shall identify all
routine or otherwise predictable CMS malfunctions. This plan shall be developed by the owner
or operator by the source’s compliance date for that relevant standard. The plan shall be
incorporated by reference into the source’s title V permit. The purpose of the startup, shutdown,
and malfunction plan is to -

(A) Ensure that, at all times, owners or operators operate and maintain
affected sources, including associated air pollution control equipment, in a manner consistent
with good air pollution control practices for minimizing emissions at least to the levels required
by all relevant standards;

(B) Ensure that owners or operators are prepared to correct malfunctions
as soon as practicable after their occurrence in order to minimize excess emissions of hazardous
air pollutants; and

(C) Reduce the reporting burden associated with periods of startup,
shutdown, and malfunction (including corrective action taken to restore malfunctioning process
and air pollution control equipment to its normal or usual manner of operation).

(ii) During periods of startup, shutdown, and malfunction, the owner or operator
of an affected source shall operate and maintain such source (including associated air pollution
control equipment) in accordance with the procedures specified in the startup, shutdown, and
malfunction plan developed under paragraph (e)(3)(i) of this section. '

(iii) When actions taken by the owner or operator during a startup, shutdown, or
malfunction (including actions taken to correct a malfunction) are consistent with the procedures
specified in the affected source’s startup, shutdown, and malfunction plan, the owner or operator
shall keep records for that event that demonstrate that the procedures specified in the plan were
followed. These records may take the form of a “‘checklist,”” or other effective form of

.recordkeeping, that confirms conformance with the startup, shutdown, and malfunction plan for
that event. In addition, the owner or operator shall keep records of these events as specified in
§ 63.10(b) (and elsewhere in this part), including records of the occurrence and duration of each
startup, shutdown, or malfu:.ction of operation and each malfunction of the air pollution control
equipment. Furthermore, the owner or operator shall confirm that actions taken during the
relevant reporting period during periods of startup, shutdown, and malfunction were consistent
with the affected source’s startup, shutdown and malfunction plan in the semiannual (or more
frequent) :
startup, shutdown, and malfunctlon report required in § 63.10(d)(5).



(iv) It an action taken by the owner or operator during a startup, shutdown. or
malfunction (including an action taken to correct a malfunction) is not consistent with the
procedures specified in the affected source’s startup, shutdown, and malfunction plan, the owner
or operator shall record the actions taken for that event and shall report such actions within 2 .
working days after commencing actions inconsistent with the plan, followed by a letter within 7
working days after the end of the event, in accordance with § 63.10(d)(5) (unless the owner or
operator makes alternative reporting arrangements, in advance, with the Administrator
(see § 63.10(d)(5)(i1))).

© (v) The owner or operator shall keep the written startup, shutdown, and
malfunction plan on record after it is developed to be made available for inspection, upon
request, by the Administrator for the life of the affected source or until the affected source is no
longer subject to the provisions of this part. In addition, if the startup, shutdown, and malfunction
plan is revised, the owner or operator shall keep previous (i.e., superseded) versions of the
startup, shutdown, and malfunction plan on record, to be made available for inspection, upon
request, by the Administrator, for a period of 5 years after each revision to the plan.

(vi) To satisfy the requirements of this section to develop a startup, shutdown,
and malfunction plan, the owner or operator may use the affected source’s standard operating

" procedures (SOP) manual, or an Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) or
other plan, provided the alternative plans meet all the requirements of this section and are made
available for inspection when requested by the Administrator.

(vii) Based on the results of a determination made under paragraph (e)(2) of this
section, the Administrator may require that an owner or operator of an affected source make
changes to the startup, shutdown, and malfunction plan for that source. The Administrator may
require reasonable revisions to a startup, shutdown, and malfunction plan, if the Administrator
finds that the plan:

(A) Does not address a startup, shutdown, or malfunction event that has

occurred; .
(B) Fails to provide for the operation of the source (including associated
air pollution control equipment) during a startup, shutdown, or malfunction event in a manner
consistent with good air pollution control practices for minimizing emissions at least to the
levels required by all relevant standards; or

(C) Does not provide adequate procedures for correcting malfunctioning

process and/or air pollution control equipment as quickly as practicable.

(viii) If the startup, shutdown, and malfunction plan fails to address or
inadequately addresses an event that meets the characteristics of a malfunction but was not
included in the startup, shutdown, and malfunction plan at the time the owner or operator
developed the plan, the owner or operator shall revise the startup, shutdown, and malfunction
plan within 45 days after the event to include detailed procedures for operating and maintaining
the
source during similar malfunction events and a program of corrective action for similar
malfunctions of process or air péllution control equipment.

(f) Compliance with nonopacity emission standrds -
(1) Applicability. The nonopacity emission standards set forth in this part shall apply at
- all
times except during periods of startup, shutdown, and malfunction, and as otherwise specified in
an
applicable subpart.
(2) Methods for determining compliance.



(i) The Administrator will determine compliance with nonopacity emission
standards in this part based on the results of performance tests conducted according to the
procedures in § 63.7, unless otherwise specified in an applicable subpart of this part.

(i1) The Administrator will determine compliance with nonopacity emission
standards in this part by evaluation of an owner or operator’s conformance with operation and
maintenance requirements, including the evaluation of monitoring data, as specified in § 63.6(e)
and applicable subparts of this part. ‘

(iit) If an affected source conducts performance testing at startup to obtain an
operating permit in the State in which the source is located, the results of such testing may be
used to demonstrate compliance with a relevant standard if -

(A) The performance test was conducted within a reasonable amount of
time before an initial performance test is required to be conducted under the relevant standard;

(B) The performance test was conducted under representative operating
conditions for the source; ,

(C) The performance test was conducted and the resulting data were
reduced using EPA-approved test methods and procedures, as specified in § 63.7(¢) of this
subpart; and :
(D) The performance test was appropriately quality-assured, as specified
in § 63.7(c) of this subpart. ’

(iv) The Administrator will determine compliance with design, equipment, work
practice, or operational emission standards in this part by review of records, inspection of the
source, and other procedures specified in applicable subparts of this part.

(v) The Administrator will determine compliance with design, equipment, work
practice, or operational emission standards in this part by evaluation of an owner or operator’s
conformance with operation and maintenance requirements, as specified in paragraph (e) of this
section and applicable subparts of this part.

(3) Finding of compliance. The Administrator will make a finding concerning an
affected '
source’s compliance with a nonopacity emission standard, as specified in paragraphs (f)(1) and
(f)(2) of this section, upon obtaining all the compliance information required by the relevant
standard (including the written reports of performance test results, monitoring results, and other
information, if applicable) and any information available to the Administrator needed to
determine whether proper operation and maintenance practices are being used.

(g) Use of an alternative nonopacity emission standard.

(1) If, in the Administrator’s judgment, an owner or operator of an affected source has
established that an alternative means of emission limitation will achieve a reduction in emissions
of
a hazardous air pollutant from an affected source at least equivalent to the reduction in emissions
of that pollutant from that source achieved under any design, equipment, work practice, or-
operational emission standard, or combination thereof, established under this part pursuant to
section 112(h) of the Act, the Administrator will publish in the FEDERAL REGISTER a notice
permitting the use of the alternative emission standard for purposes of compliance with the
promulgated standard. Any FEDERAL REGISTER notice under this paragraph shall be
published only after the public is notified and given the opportunity to comment. Such notice
will restrict the permission to the stationary source(s) or category(ies) of sources from which the
alternative emission standard will achieve equivalent emission reductions. The Administrator
will condition permission in such notice on requirements to assure the proper operation and
maintenance of equipment and practices required for compliance with the alternative emission



standard and other requirements, including appropriate quality assurance and quality control
requirements, that are deemed necessary.

(2) An owner or operator requesting permission under this paragraph shall, unless
otherwise specified in an applicable subpart, submit a proposed test plan or the results of testing
and monitoring in accordance with § 63.7 and § 63.8, a description of the procedures followed in
testing or monitoring, and a description of pertinent conditions during testing or monitoring. Any
testing or monitoring conducted to request permission to use an alternative nonopacity emission
standard shall be appropriately quality assured and quality controlled, as specified in § 63.7 and
§ 63.8. :
(3) The Administrator may establish general procedures in an applicable subpart that
accomplish the requirements of paragraphs (g)(1) and (g)(2) of this section.

(h) Compliance with opacity and visible emission standards -

(1) Applicability. The opacity and visible emission standards set forth in this part shall
apply at all times except during periods of startup, shutdown, and malfunction, and as otherwise
specified in an applicable subpart.

(2) Methods for determining compliance.

(1) The Administrator will determine compliance with opacity and visible
emission standards in this part based on the results of the test method specified in an applicable
subpart. Whenever a continuous opacity monitoring system (COMS) is required to be installed to
determine compliance with numerical opacity emission standards in this part, compliance with
opacity emission standards in this part shall be determined by using the results from the COMS.
. Whenever an opacity emission test method is not specified, compliance with opacity emission
standards in this part shall be determined by conducting observations in accordance with Test
Method 9 in appendix A of part 60 of this chiapter or the method specified in paragraph (h)(7)(ii)
of this section. Whenever a visible emission test method is not specified, compliance with visible
emission standards in this part shall be determined by conducting observations in accordance
with Test Method 22 in appendix A of part 60 of this chapter.

(i1) [Reserved]

(iii) If an affected source undergoes opacity or visible emission testing at startup
to obtain an operating permit in the State in which the source is located, the results of such
testing may be used to demonstrate compliance with a relevant standard if -

(A) The opacity or visible emission test was conducted within a
reasonable amount of time before a performance test is required to be conducted under the
relevant standard; .

(B) The opacity or visible emission test was conducted under
representative operating conditions for the source; :

(C) The opacity or visible emission test was conducted and the resulting
data were reduced using EPA-approved test methods and procedures, as specified in § 63.7(e) of
this subpart; and

(D) The opacity or visible emission test was appropriately quality-
assured, as specified in § 63.7(c) of this section.

(3) [Reserved]

(4) Notification of opacity or visible emission observations. The owner or operator of an
affected source shall notify the Administrator in writing of the anticipated date for conducting
opacity or visible emission observations in accordance with § 63.9(f), if such observations are
required for the source by a relevant standard.



(5) Conduct of opaciry or visible emission observations. When a relevant standard under
this part includes an opacity or visible emission standard, the owner or operator of an affected
source shall comply with the following:

(1) For the purpose of demonstrating initial compliance, opacity or visible
emission observations shall be conducted concurrently with the initial performance test required’
in § 63.7 unless one of the following conditions applies: '

(A) If no performance test under § 63.7 is required, opacity or visible
emission observations shall be conducted within 60 days after achieving the maximum
production rate at which a new or reconstructed source will be operated, but not later than 120
days after initial startup of the source, or within 120 days after the effective date of the relevant
standard in the case of new sources that start up before the standard’s effective date. If no
performance test under § 63.7 is required, opacity or visible emission observations shall be
conducted within 120 days after the compliance date for an existing or modified source; or

(B) If visibility or other conditions prevent the opacity or visible
emission observations from being conducted concurrently with the initial performance test
required under
§ 63.7, or within the time period specified in paragraph (h)(5)(i)(A) of this section, the source’s
owner or operator shall reschedule the opacity or visible emission observations as soon after the
initial performance test, or time period, as possible, but not later than 30 days thereafter, and
shall advise the Administrator of the rescheduled date. The rescheduled opacity or visible
emission observations shall be conducted (to the extent possible) under the same operating
conditions that existed during the initial performance test conducted under § 63.7. The visible
emissions observer shall determine whether visibility or other conditions prevent the opacity or
visible emission observations from being made concurrently with the initial performance test in
accordance with procedures contained in Test Method 9 or Test Method 22 in appendix A of part
60 of this chapter. '

(i1) For the purpose of demonstrating initial compliance, the minimum total time
of opacity observations shall be 3 hours (30 6-minute averages) for the performance test or other
required set of observations (e.g., for fugitive-type emission sources subject only to an opacity
emission standard).

(i11) The owner or operator of an affected source to which an opacity or visible
emission standard in this part applies shall conduct opacity or visible emission observations in
accordance with the provisions of this section, record the results of the evaluation of emissions,
and report to the Administrator the opacity or visible emission results in accordance with the
provisions of § 63.10(d).

(iv) [Reserved]

(v) Opacity readings of portions of plumes that contain condensed, uncombined
water vapor shall not be used for purposes of determining compliance with opacity emission
standards. '

(6) Availabiliry of records. The owner or operator of an affected source shall make
available, upon request by the Administrator, such records that the Administrator deems
necessary to determine the conditions under which the visual observations were made -and shall
provide evidence indicating proof of current visible observer emission certification.

(7) Use of a continuous opacity monitoring system.

(1) The owner or operator of an affected source required to use a continuous
opacity monitoring system (COMS) shali record the monitoring data produced during a
performance test required under § 63.7 and shall furnish the Administrator a written report of the
monitoring results in accordance with the provisions of § 63.10(e)(4).



(11) Whenever an opacity emission test method has not been specified in an
applicable subpart, or an owner or operator of an affected source is required to conduct Test
Method 9 observations (see appendix A of part 60 of this chapter), the owner or opcrator may
submit, for compliance purposes, COMS data results produced during any performance test
required under § 63.7 in lieu of Method 9 data. If the owner or operator elects to submit COMS
data for compliance with the opacity emission standard, he or she shall notify the Administrator
of that decision, in writing. simultaneously witl the notification under § 63.7(b) of the date the
performance test is scheduled to begin. Once the owner or operator of an affected source has
notified the Administrator to that effect, the COMS data results will be'used to determine opacity
compliance during subsequent performance tests required under § 63.7, unless the owner or
operator notifies the Administrator in writing to the contrary not later than with the notification
under § 63.7(b) of the date the subsequent performance test is scheduled to begin.

(111) For the purposes of determining compliance with the opacity emission
standard during a performance test required under § 63.7 using COMS data, the COMS data shall
be reduced to 6-minute averages over the duration of the mass emission performance test.

(iv) The owner or operator of an affected source using a COMS for compliance
purposes is responsible for demonstrating that he/she has complied with the performance
evaluation requirements ‘of § 63.8(e), that the COMS has been properly maintained, operated, -
and data quality-assured, as specified in § 63.8(c) and § 63.8(d), and that the resulting data have
not been altered in any way.

(v) Except as provided in paragraph (h)(7)(ii) of this section, the results of
continuous monitoring by a COMS that indicate that the opacity at the time visual observations
were made was not in excess of the emission standard are probative but not conclusive evidence
of the actual opacity of an emission, provided that the affected source proves that, at the time of
the alleged violation, the instrument used was properly maintained, as specified in § 63.8(c), and
met Performance Specification 1*in appendix B of part 60 of this chapter, and that the resulting
data have not been altered in any way.

(8) Finding of compliance. The Administrator will make a finding concerning an
affected
source’s compliance with an opacity or visible emission standard upon obtaining all the
compliance
information required by the relevant standard (including the written reports of the results of the
performance tests required by § 63.7, the results of Test Method 9 or another required opacity or
visibie emission test method, the observer certification required by paragraph (h)(6) of this
section, and the continuous opacity monitoring system results, whichever is/are applicable) and
any information available to the Administrator needed to determine whether proper operation
and maintenance practices are being used.

(9) Adjustment to an opucity emission standard.

(i) If the Administrator finds under paragraph (h)(8) of this section that an
affected source is in compliance with all relevant standards for which initial performance tests
were conducted under § 63.7, but during the time such performance tests were conducted fails to
meet any relevant opacity emission standard, the owner or operator of such source may petition
the Administrator to make appropriate adjustiment to the opacity emission standard for the
affected source. Until the Administrator notifies the owner or operator of the appropriate
adjustment, the relevant opacity emission standard remains applicable.

(i1) The Administrator may grant such a petition upon a demonstration by tle
owner or operator that -



(A) The affected source and its associated air pollution control
equipment were operated and maintained in a manner to minimize the opacity of emissions
during the performance tests;

(B) The performance tests were performed under the conditions
established by the Administrator; and

(C) The affected source and its associated air pollution control
equipment were incapable of being adjusted or operated to meet the relevant opacity emission
standard. A
(i) The Administrator will establish an adjusted opacity emission standard for
the affected source meeting the above requirements at a level at which the source will be able, as
indicated by the performance and opacity tests, to meet the opacity emission standard at all times
during which the source is meeting the mass or concentration emission standard. The
Administrator will promulgate the new opacity emission standard in the FEDERAL REGISTER.

(iv) After the Administrator promulgates an adjusted opacity emission standard
for an affected source, the owner or operator of such source shall be subject to the new opacity
emission standard, and the new opacity emission standard shall apply to such source during any
subsequent performance tests. :

(i) Extension of compliance with emission standards.

(1) Until an extension of compliance has been granted by the Administrator (or a State
with an approved permit program) under this paragraph, the owner or operator of an affected
source subject to the requirements of this section shall comply with all applicable requirements
of this part. '

(2) Extension of compliance for early reductions and other reductions

(i) Early reductions. Pursuant to section 112(i)(5) of the Act, if the owner or
operator of an existing source demonstrates that the source has achieved a reduction in emissions
of hazardous air pollutants in accordance with the provisions of subpart D of this part, the
Administrator (or the State with an approved permit program) will grant the owner or operator an
extension of compliance with specific requirements of this part, as specified in subpart D.

(ii) Orther reductions. Pursuant to section 112(i)(6) of the Act, if the owner or-
operator of an existing source has installed best available control technology (BACT) (as defined
in section 169(3) of the Act) or technology required to meet a lowest achievable emission rate
(LAER) (as defined in section 171 of the Act) prior to the promulgation of an emission standard
in this part applicable to such source and the same pollutant (or stream of pollutants) controlled
pursuant to the BACT or LAER installation, the Administrator will grant the owner or operator
an extension of compliance with such emission standard that will apply until the date 5 years
after the date on which such installation was achieved, as determined by the Administrator.

(3) Request for extension of compliance. Paragraphs (1)(4) through (i)(7) of this section
concern requests for an extension of compliance with a relevant standard under this part (except
requests for an extension of compliance under paragraph (i)(2)(i) of this section will be handled
through procedures specified in subpart D of this part).

4) (1) (A) The owner or operator of an existing source who is unable to comply
with a relevant standard established under this part pursuant to section 112(d) of the Act may -
request that the Administrator (or a State, when the State has an approved part 70 permit
program and the source is required to obtain a part 70 permit under that program, or a State,
when the State has been delegated the authority to implement and enforce the emission standard
for that source) grant an extension allowing the source up to 1 additional year to comply with the
standard, if such additional period is necessary for the installation of controls. An additional
extension of up to 3 years may be added for mining waste operations, if the 1-year extension of



compliance is insufficient to dry and cover mining waste in order to reduce emissions of any
hazardous air pollutant. The owner or operator of an affected source who has requested an
extension of compliance under this paragraph and who is otherwise required to obtain a title V
permit shall

apply for such permit or apply to have the source’s title V permit revised to incorporate the
conditions of the extension of compliance. The conditions of an extension of compliance granted
under this paragraph will be incorporated into the affected source’s title V permit according to
the

provisions of part 70 or Federal title V regulations in this chapter (42 U.S.C. 7661), whichever
are

applicable.

(B) Any request under this paragraph for an extension of compliance
with a relevant standard shall be submitted in writing to the appropriate authority not later than
12 months before the affected source’s compliance date (as specified in paragraphs (b) and (c) of
this section) for sources that are not including emission points in an emissions average, or not
later than 18 months before the affected source’s compliance date (as specified in paragraphs (b)
and (c) of this section) for sources that are including emission points in an emissions average.
Emission standards established under this part may specify alternative dates for the submittal of
requests for an extension of compliance if alternatives are appropriate for the source categories
affected by those standards, e.g., a compliance date specified by the standard is less than 12 (or
18) months after the standard’s effective date. ' '

(i1) The owner or operator of an existing source unable to comply with a relevant
standard established under this part pursuant to section 112(f) of the Act may request that the
Administrator grant an extension allowing the source up to 2 years atter the standard’s effective
date to comply with the standard. The Administrator may grant such an extension if he/she finds
that such additional period is necessary for the installation of controls and that steps will be taken
during the period of the extension to assure that the health of persons will be protected from
imminent endangerment. Any request for an extension of compliance with a relevant standard
under this paragraph shall be submitted in writing to the Administrator not later than 15 calendar
days after the effective date of the relevant standard.

(5) The owner or operator of an existing source that has installed BACT or technology
required to meet LAER [as specified in paragraph (i)(2)(ii) of this section] prior to the
promulgation of a relevant emission standard in this part may request that the Administrator
grant an extension allowing the source 5 years from the date on which such installation was
achieved, as determined by the Administrator, to comply with the standard. Any request for an
extension of compliance with a relevant standard under this paragraph shall be submitted in
writing to the Administrator not later than 120 days after the promulgation date of the standard.
The Administrator may grant such an extension if he or she finds that the installation of BACT
or technology to meet LAER controls the same pollutant (or stream of pollutants) that would be
controlled at that source by the relevant emission standard.

_ (6) (i) The request for a compliance extension under paragraph (i)(4) of this section
shall include the following information:

(A) A description of the controls to be installed to comply with the
standard;

(B) A compliance schedule, including the date by which each step
toward compliance will be reached. At a minimum, the list of dates shall include:

(1) The date by which contracts for emission control systems or
process changes for emission control will be awarded, or the date by which orders will be issued
for the purchase of component parts to accomplish emission control or process changes;



(2) The date by which on-site construction, installation of
emission control equipment, or a process change is to be initiated;

(3) The date by which on-site construction, installation of
emission control equipment, or a process change is to be completed; and

(4) The date by which final compliance is to be achieved;

(C) A description of interim emission control steps that will be taken
during the extension period, including milestones to assure proper operation and maintenance of
emission control and process equipment; and

(D) Whether the owner or operator is also requesting an extension of
other applicable requirements (e.g., performance testing requirements).

(11) The reque‘st for a compliance extension under paragraph (i)(5) of this section
shall include all information needed to demonstrate to the Administrator’s satisfaction that the
instaliation of BACT or technology to meet LAER controls the same pollutant (or stream of
pollutants) that would be controlled at that source by the relevant emission standard.

(7) Advice on requesting an extension of compliance may be obtained from the
Administrator (or the State with an approved permit program). ‘

(8) Approval of request for extension of compliance. Paragraphs (i)(9) through (i)(14) of
this section concern approval of an extension of compliance requested under paragraphs (i)(4)
through (i)(6) of this section. :

(9) Based on the information provided in any request made under paragraphs (i)(4)
through (i)(6) of this section, or other information, the Administrator (or the State with an
approved permit program) may grant an extension of compliance with an emission standard, as
specified in paragraphs (i)(4) and (1)(5) of this section.

(10) The extension will be in writing and will -

(1) Identify each affected source covered by the extension;

(ii) Specify the termination date of the extension;

(iii) Specify the dates by which steps toward compliance are to be taken, if
appropriate;

(iv) Specify other applicable requirements to which the compliance extension
applies (e.g., performance tests); and

v) (A) Under paragraph (1)(4), specify any additional conditions that the
Administrator (or the State) deems necessary to assure installation of the necessary controls and
protection of the health of persons during the extension period; or

(B) Under paragraph (1)(5), specify any additional conditions that the
Administrator deems necessary to assure the proper operation and maintenance of the installed
controls during the extension period.

(11) The owner or operator of an existing source that has been granted an extension of
compliance under paragraph (i)(10) of this section may be required to submit to the
Administrator (or the State with an approved permit program) progress reports indicating
whether the steps toward compliance outlined in the compliance schedule have been reached.
The contents of the progress reports and the dates by which they shall be submitted will be
specified in the written extension of compliance granted under paragraph (i)(10) of this section.

(12) (i) The Administrator (or the State with an approved permit program) will notify
the owner or operator in writing of approval or intention to deny approval of a request for an
extension of compliance within 30 calendar days after receipt of sufficient information to
evaluate a request submitted under paragraph (i)(4)(i) or (1)(5) of this section. The 30-day
approval or denial period will begin after the owner or operator has been notified in writing that
his/her application is complete. The Administrator (or the State) will notify the owner or
operator in writing of the status of his/her application, that is, whether the application contains



sufficient information to make a determination, within 30 calendar davs after receipt of the
original

application and within 30 calendar days after receipt of any supplementary information that is
submitted.

(i1) When notifying the owner or operator that his/her application is not
complete, the Administrator will specify the information needed to complete the application and
provide notice of opportunity for the applicant to present, in writing, within 30 calendar days
after he/she is notified of the incomplete application, additional information or arguments to the
Administrator to enable further action on the application.

(iii) Before denying any request for an extension of compliance, the
Administrator (or the State with an approved permit program) will notify the owner or operator
in writing of the Administrator’s (or the State’s) intention to issue the denial, together with -

(A) Notice of the information and findings on which the intended denial
1s based; and

(B) Notice of opportunity for the owner or operator to present in writing,
within 15 calendar days after he/she is notified of the intended denial, additional information or
arguments to the Administrator (or the State) before further action on the request.

(1v) The Administrator’s final determination to deny any request for an extension
will be in writing and will set forth the specific grounds on which the denial is based. The final
determination will be made within 30 calendar days after presentation of additional information
or argument (if the application is complete), or within 30 calendar days after the final date
specified for the presentation if no presentation is made.

~ (13) (i) The Administrator will notify the owner or operator in writing of approval or
intention to deny approval of a request for an extension of compliance within 30 calendar days
after receipt of sufficient information to evaluate a request submitted under paragraph (i)(4)(ii)
of this section. The 30-day approval or denial period will begin after the owner or operator has
been notified in writing that his/her application is complete. The Administrator (or the State) will
notify the owner or operator in writing of the status of his/her application, that is, whether the
application contains sufficient information to make a determination, within 15 calendar days '
after receipt of the original application and within 15 calendar days after receipt of any :
supplementary information that is submitted.

(i) When notifying the owner or operator that his/her application is not
complete, the Administrator will specify the information needed to complete the application and
provide notice of opportunity for the applicant to present, in writing, within 15 calendar days
after he/she is notified of the incomplete application, additional information or arguments to the
Administrator to enable further action or the application.

(iii) Before denying any request for an extension of compliance, the
Administrator will notify the owner or operator in writing of the Administrator’s intention to
issue the denial, together with -

(A) Notice of the information and findings on which the intended denial
is based; and

(B) Notice of opportunity for the owner or operator to present in writing,
within 15 calendar days after he/she is notified of the intended denial, additional information or
arguments to the Administrator before further action on the request.

(iv) A final determination to deny any request for an extension will be in writing
and will set forth the specific grounds on which the denial is based. The final determination will
be made within 30 calendar days after presentation of additional information or argument (if the
application is complete), or within 30 calend..r days after the final date specified for the
presentation if no presentation is made.



(14) The Administrator (or the State with an approved permit program) may terminate an
extension of compliance at an earlier date than specified if any specification under paragraphs
(O10H() or (1)(10)(1v) of this section is not met.

(15) [Reserved]

(16) The granting of an extension under this section shall not abrogate the
Administrator’s authority under section 114 of the Act.

(j) Exemption from compliance with emission standards. The President may exempt any
stationary source from compliance with any relevant standard established pursuant to section 112
of the Act for a period of not more than 2 years if the President determines that the technology to
implement such standard is not available and that it is in the national security interests of the
United States to do so. An exemption under this paragraph may be extended for | or more
additional periods, each period not to exceed 2 years.

§ 63.7 Performance testing requirements.

(a) Applicability and performance test dates.

(1) Unless otherwise specified, this section applies to the owner or operator of an
affected source required to do performance testing, or another form of compliance
demonstration, under a relevant standard.

(2) If required to do performance testing by a relevant standard, and unless a waiver of
performance testing is obtained under this section or the conditions of paragraph (c)3)(ii)(B) of
this section apply, the owner or operator of the affected source shall perform such tests as
follows - .

(i) Within 180 days after the effective date of a relevant standard for a new
source that has an initial startup date before the effective date; or ‘

(ii) Within 180 days after initial startup for a new source that has an initial
startup date after the effective date of a relevant standard; or

(iii) Within 180 days after the compliance date specified in an applicable subpart
of this part for an existing source subject to an emission standard established pursuant to section
112(d) of the Act, or within 180 days after startup of an existing source if the source begins
operation after the effective date of the relevant emission standard; or

(iv) Within 180 days after the compliance date for an existing source subject to
an emission standard established pursuant to section 112(f) of the Act; or

(v) Within 180 days after the termination date of the source’s extension of
compliance for an existing source that obtains an extension of compliance under § 63.6(i); or

(vi) Within 180 days after the compliance date for a new source, subject to an
emission standard established pursuant to section 112(f) of the Act, for which construction or
reconstruction is commenced after the proposal date of a relevant standard established pursuant
to section 112(d) of the Act but before the proposal date of the relevant standard established
pursuant to section 112(f) [see § 63.6(b)(4)]; or

(vii) [Reserved]; or (viii) [Reserved]; or

(ix) When an emission standard promulgated under this part is more stringent
than the standard proposed (see § 63.6(b)}(3)), the owner or operator of a new or reconstructed
source subject to that standard for which construction or reconstruction is commenced between
the proposal and promulgation dates of the standard shall comply with performance testing
requirements within 180 days after the standard’s effective date, or within 180 days after startup
of the source, whichever is later. [f the promulgated standard is more stringent than the proposed
standard, the owner or operator may choose to demonstrate compliance with either the proposed



or the promulgated standard. If the owner or operator chooses to comply with the proposed
standard initially, the owner or operator shall conduct a second performance test within 3 vears
and 180 days after the effective date of the standard, or after startup of the source, whichever is
later, to demonstrate compliance with the promulgated standard.

(3) The Administrator may require an owner or operator to conduct performance tests at
the affected source at any other time when the action is authorized by section 114 of the Act.

(b) Notification of performance test.

(1) The owner or operator of an affected source shall notify the Administrator in writing
of his or her intention to conduct a performance test at least 60 calendar days before the
performance test is scheduled to begin to allow the Administrator, upon request, to review and
approve the site-specific test plan required under paragraph (c) of this section and to have an
observer present during the test. Observation of the performance test by the Administrator is
optional.

(2) In the event the owner or operator is unable to conduct the performance test on the
date specified in the notification requirement specified in paragraph (b)(1) of this section, due to
unforeseeable circumstances beyond his or her control, the owner or operator shall notify the
Administrator within 5 days prior to the scheduled performance test date and specify the date
when the performance test is rescheduled. This notification of delay in conducting the
performance test shall not relieve the owner or operator of legal responsibility for compliance
with any other applicable provisions of this part or with any other applicable Federal, State, or
local requirement, nor will it prevent the Administrator from implementing or enforcing this part
or taking any other action under the Act. '

(¢) Quality assurance program.

(1) The results of the quality assurance program required- in this paragraph will be
considered by the Administrator when he/she determines the validity of a performance test.

) (1) Submission of site-specific test plan. Before conducting a required
performance test, the owner or operator of an affected source shall develop and, if requested by
the Administrator, shall submit a site-specific test plan to the Administrator for approval. The
test plan shall include a test program summary, the test schedule, data quality objectives, and
both an internal and external quality assurance (QA) program. Data quality objectives are the
pretest expectations of precision, accuracy, and completeness of data.

(ii) The internal QA program shall include, at a minimum, the activities planned
by routine operators and analysts to provide an assessment of test data precision: an example of
internal QA is the sampling and analysis of replicate samples.

(ii1) The external QA program shall include, at a minimum, application of plans
for a test method performance audit (PA) during the performance test. The PA’s consist of blind
audit samples provided by the Administrator and analvzed during the performance test in order
to provide a measure of test data bias. The external QA program may also include systems audits

~that include the opportunity for on-site evaluation by the Administrator of instrument calibration,
data validation, sample logging, and documentation of quality control data and field maintenance
activities. -

(iv) The owner or operator of an affected source shall submit the site-specific
test plan to the Administrator upon the Administrator’s request at least 60 calendar days before
the performance test is scheduled to take place, that is, simultaneously with the notification of
intention to conduct a performance test required under paragraph (b) of this section, or on a
mutually agreed upon date.



(v) The Administrator may request additional relevant information after the
submittal of a site-specific test plan.

(3) Approval of site-specific test plan.

(i) The Administrator will notify the owner or operator of approval or intention
to deny approval of the site-specific test plan (if review of the site-specific test plan is requested)
within 30 calendar days after receipt of the original plan and within 30 calendar days after
receipt of any supplementary information that is submitted under paragraph (c)(3)(i)(B) of this
section. Before disapproving any site-specific test plan, the Administrator will notify the
applicant of the Administrator’s intention to disapprove the plan together with -

(A) Notice of the information and findings on which the intended
disapproval is based; and

(B) Notice of opportunity for the owner or operator to present, within 30
calendar days after he/she is notified of the intended disapproval, additional information to the
Administrator before final action on the plan.

(ii) In the event that the Administrator fails to approve or disapprove the site-
specific test plan within the time period specified in paragraph (c)(3)(i) of this section, the
following conditions shall apply:

(A) If the owner or operator intends to demonstrate compliance using
the test method(s) specified in the relevant standard, the owner or operator shall conduct the
performance test within the time specified in this section using the specified method(s);

(B) If the owner or operator intends to demonstrate compliance by using
an alternative to any test method specified in the relevant standard, the owner or operator shall
refrain from conducting the performance test until the Administrator approves the use of the
alternative method when the Administrator approves the site-specific test plan (if review of the
site-specific test plan is requested) or until after the alternative method is approved (see
paragraph (f) of this section). If the Administrator does not approve the site-specific test plan (if
review is requested) or the use of the alternative method within 30 days before the test is
scheduled to begin, the performance test dates specified in paragraph (a) of this section may be
extended such that the owner or operator shall conduct the performance test within 60 calendar
days after the Administrator approves the site-specific test plan or after use of the alternative
method is approved. Notwithstanding the requirements in the preceding two sentences, the owner
or operator
may proceed to conduct the performance test as required in this section (without the
Administrator’s prior approval of the site-specific test plan) if he/she subsequently chooses to
use the specified testing and monitoring methods instead of an alter-native.

(i11) Neither the submission of a site-specific test plan for approval, nor the
Administrator’s approval or disapproval of a plan, nor the Administrator’s failure to approve or
disapprove a plan in a timely manner shall -

(A) Relieve an owner or operator of legal responsibility for compliance
with any applicable provisions of this part or with any other applicable Federal, State, or local
requirement; or

(B) Prevent the Administrator from implementing or enforcing this part
or taking any other action under the Act.

) (1) Performance test method audit program. The owner or operator shall analyze
performance audit (PA) samples during each performance test. The owner or operator shall
request performance audit materials 45 days prior to the test date. Cylinder audit gases may be
obtained by contacting the Cylinder Audit Coordinator, Quality Assurance Division (MD-77B),
Atmospheric Research and Exposure Assessment Laboratory (AREAL), U.S. EPA, Research
Triangle Park, North Carolina 27711. All other audit materials may be obtained by contacting the



Source Test Audit Coordinator, Quality Assurance Division (MD-77B). AREAL. U.S. EPA.
Research Triangle Park. North Carolina 2771 1. '

(11) The Administrator will have sole discretion to require any subsequent .
remedial actions of the owner or operator based on the PA results.

(iii) If the Administrator fails to provide required PA materials to an owner or
operator of an affected source in time to analyze the PA samples during a performance test, the
requirement to conduct a PA under this paragraph shall be waived for such source for that
performance test. Waiver under this paragraph of the requirement to conduct a PA for a
particular performance test does not constitute a waiver of the requirement to conduct a PA for
future required performance tests.

(d) Performance testing facilities. If required to do performance testing, the owner or operator of
each new source and, at the request of the Administrator, the owner or operator of each existing
source, shall provide performance testing facilities as follows:
(1) Sampling ports adequate for test methods applicable to such source. This includes:
(i) Constructing the air pollution control system such that volumetric flow rates
and pollutant emission rates can be accurately determined by applicable test methods and
procedures; and
(ii) Providing a stack or duct free of cyclonic flow during performance tests, as
demonstrated by applicable test methods and procedures;
(2) Safe sampling platform(s); '
(3) Safe access to sampling platform(s);
(4) Utilities for sampling and testing equipment; and
(5) Any other facilities that the Administrator deems necessary for safe and adequate
testing of a source.

(e) Conduct of performance tests. _

(1) Performance tests shall be conducted under such conditions as the Administrator
specifies to the owner or operator based on representative performance (i.e., performance based
on normal operating conditions) of the affected source. Operations during periods of startup,
shutdown, and malfunction shall not constitute representative conditions for the purpose of a
performance test, nor shall emissions in excess of the level of the relevant standard during
periods of startup, shutdown, and malfunction be considered a violation of the relevant standard
unless otherwise specified in the relevant standard or a determination of noncompliance is made
under ' _

§ 63.6(e). Upon request, the owner or operator shall make available to the Administrator such
records as may be necessary to determine the conditions of performance tests.

(2) Performance tests shall be conducted and data shall be reduced in accordance with
the test methods and procedures set forth in this section, in each relevant standard, and, if
required, in applicable appendices of parts 51, 60, 61, and 63 of this chapter unless the
Administrator - ‘

(1) Specifies or approves, in specific cases, the use of a test method with minor
changes in methodology; or

(i1) Approves the use of an alternative test method, the results of which the
Administrator has determined to be adequate for indicating whether a specific affected source is
in compliance; or

(ii1) Approves shorter sampling times and smaller sample volumes when
necessitated by process variables or other factors; or

g



(iv) Waives the requirement for performance tests because the owner or operator
of an affected source has demonstrated by other means to the Administrator’s satisfaction that
the affected source is in compliance with the relevant standard.

(3) Unless otherwise specified in a relevant standard or test method, each performance
test
shall consist of three separate runs using the applicable test method. Each run shall be conducted
for the time and under the conditions specified in the relevant standard. For the purpose of
determining compliance with a relevant standard, the arithmetic mean of the results of the three
runs shall apply. Upon receiving approval from the Administrator, results of a test run may be
replaced with results of an additional test run in the event that

(i) A sample is accidentally lost after the testing team leaves the site; or

(i1) Conditions occur in which one of the three runs must be discontinued
because of forced shutdown; or

(iii) Extreme meteorological conditions occur; or

(iv) Other circumstances occur that are beyond the owner or operator’s control.

(4) Nothing in paragraphs (e)(1) through (e)(3) of this section shall be construed to
abrogate the Administrator’s authority to require testing under section 114 of the Act.

(f) Use of an alternative test method -

(1) General. Until permission to use an alternative test method has been granted by the
Administrator under this paragraph, the owner or operator of an affected source remains subject
to the requirements of this section and the relevant standard.

(2) The owner or operator of an affected source required to do performance testing by a
relevant standard may use an alternative test method from that specified in the standard provided
that the owner or operator - ,

(1) Notifies the Administrator of his or her intention to use an alternative test
method not later than with the submittal of the site-specific test plan (if requested by the
Administrator) or at least 60 days before the performance test is scheduled to begin if a site-
specific test plan is not submitted; '

(ii) Uses Method 301 in appendix A of this part to validate the alternative test
method; and

(iii) Submits the results of the Method 301 validation process along with the
notification of intention and the justification for not using the specified test method. The owner
or operator may submit the information required in this paragraph well in advance of the
deadline specified in paragraph (f)(2)(i) of this section to ensure a timely review by the
Administrator in order to meet the performance test date specified in this section or the relevant
standard.

(3) The Administrator will determine whether the owner or operator’s validation of the
proposed alternative test method is adequate when the Administrator approves or disapproves the
site-specific test plan required under paragraph (c) of this section. If the Administrator finds
reasonable grounds to dispute the results obtained by the Method 301 validation process, the
Administrator may require the use of a test method specified in a relevant standard.

(4) If the Administrator finds reasonable grounds to dispute the results obtained by an
alternative test method for the purposes of demonstrating compliance with a relevant standard,
the Administrator may require the use of a test method specified in a relevant standard.

(5) If the owner or operator uses an alternative test method for an affected source during
a required performance test, the owner or operator of such source shall continue to use the
alternative test method for subsequent performance tests at that affected source until he or she
receives approval from the Administrator to use another test method as allowed under § 63.7(f).



(6) Neither the validation and approval process nor the failure to validate an alternative
test method shall abrogate the owner or operator’s responsibility to comply with the
requirements of this part.

(g) Data analysis. recordkeeping, and reporting.

(1) Unless otherwise specified in a relevant standard or test method, or as otherwise
approved by the Administrator in writing, results of a performance test shall include the analysis
of samples, determination of emissions, and raw data. A performance test is ‘*‘completed’” when
field sample collection is terminated. The owner or operator of an affected source shall report the
results of the performance test to the Administrator before the, close of business on the 60th day
following the completion of the performance test, unless specified otherwise in arelevant
standard or as approved otherwise in writing by the Administrator (see § 63.9(i)). The results of
the performance test shall be submitted as part of the notification of compliance status required
under § 63.9(h). Before a title V permit has been issued to the owner or operator of an affected
source, the owner or operator shall send the results of the performance test to the Administrator.
After a title V permit has been issued to the owner or operator of an affected source, the owner or
operator shall send the
results of the performance.test to the appropriate permitting authority.

' (2) [Reserved] _

(3) For a minimum of 5 years after a performance test is conducted, the owner or

operator shall retain and make available, upon request, for inspection by the Administrator the

records or results of such performance test and other data needed to determine emissions from an -

affected source.

(h) Waiver of performance tests.

(1) Until a waiver of a performance testing requirement has been granted by the
Administrator under this paragraph, the owner or operator of an affected source remains subject
to the requirements of this section.

(2) Individual performance tests may be waived upon written application to the
Administrator if, in the Administrator’s judgment, the source is meeting the relevant standard(s)
on a continuous basis, or the source is being operated under an extension of compliance, or the
owner or operator has requested an extension of compliance and the Administrator is still
considering that request.

(3) Request to waive a performance test.

(1) If a request is made for an extension of compliance under § 63.6(i), the
application for a waiver of an initial performance test shall accompany the information
required for the request for an extension of compliance. If no extension of compliance is
requested
or if the owner or operator has requested an extension of compliance and the Administrator

is still considering that request, the application for a waiver of an initial performance test shall be

submitted at least 60 days before the performance test if the site-specific test plan under
paragraph
(c) of this section is not submitted.

(i1) If an application for a waiver of a subsequent performance test is made, the
application may accompany any required compliance progress report, compliance status report,
or excess emissions and continuous monitoring system performance report [such as those
required under § 63.6(1), § 63.9(h), and § 63.10(e) or specified in a relevant standard or in the
source’s title V permit], but it shall be submitted at least 60 days before the performance test if
the site-specific test plan required under paragraph (c) of this section is not submitted.

]
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(ii1) Any application for a waiver of a performance test shall include information
justifying the owner or operator’s request for a waiver, such as the technical or economic '
infeasibility, or the impracticality, of the affected source performing the required test.

(4) Approval of request to waive performance test. The Administrator will approve or
deny a request for a waiver of a performance test made under paragraph (h)(3) of this section
when '
he/she - :

(i) Approves or denies an extension of compliance under § 63.6(i)(8); or

(ii) Approves or disapproves a site-specific test plan under § 63.7(c)(3); or

(iii) Makes a determination of compliance following the submission ofa
required compliance status report or excess emissions and continuous monitoring systems
performance report; or

(iv) Makes a determination of suitable progress towards compliance following
the submission of a compliance progress report, whichever is applicable.

(5) Approval of any waiver granted under this section shall not abrogate the
Administrator’s authority under the Act or in any way prohibit the Administrator from later
canceling the waiver. The cancellation will be made only after notice is given to the owner or
operator of the affected source. :

§ 63.8 Monitoring requirements.

(a) Applicability.
(D (i) Unless otherwise specified in a relevant standard, this section applies to
the owner or operator of an affected source required to do monitoring under that standard.

' (ii) Relevant standards established under this part will specify monitoring
systems, methods, or procedures, monitoring frequency, and other pertinent requirements for
source(s) regulated by those standards. This section specifies general monitoring requirements
such as those governing the conduct of monitoring and requests to use alternative monitoring
methods. In addition, this section specifies detailed requirements that apply to affected sources
required to use continuous monitoring systems (CMS) under a relevant standard..

(2) For the purposes of this part, all CMS required under relevant standards shall be
subject to the provisions of this section upon promulgation of performance specifications for
CMS as specified in the relevant standard or otherwise by the Administrator.

(3) [Reserved] _

(4) Additional monitoring requirements for control devices used to comply with
provisions in relevant standards of this part are specified in § 63.11.

(b) Conduct of monitoring.
(1) Monitoring shall be conducted as set forth in this section and the relevant standard(s)
unless the Administrator -
(i) Specifies or approves the use of minor changes in methodology for the
specified monitoring requirements and procedures; or
(1) Approves the use of alternatives to any monitoring requirements or
procedures.
(1i1) Owners or operators with flares subject to § 63.11(b) are not subject to the
requirements of this section unless otherwise specified in the relevant standard.
2 (1) When the effluents from a single affected source, or from two or more
affected sources, are combined before being released to the atmosphere, the owner or operator
‘shall install an applicable CMS on each effluent.



(1) If the relevant standard is a mass emission standard and the effluent from one
affected source is released to the atmosphere through more than one point, the owner or operator
shall install an applicable CMS at each emission point unless the installation of fewer systems is

(A) Approved by the Administrator; or

(B) Provided for in a relevant standard (e.g., instead of requiring that a
CMS be installed at each emission point before the effluents from those points are channeled to a
common control device, the standard specifies that only one CMS is required to be installed at
the vent of the control device). _

(3) When more than one CMS is used to measure the emissions from one affected source

(e.g., multiple breechings, multiple outlets), the owner or operator shall report the results as
required for each CMS. However, when one CMS is used as a backup to another CMS, the
owner or operator shall report the results from the CMS used to meet the monitoring
requirements of this part. If both such CMS are used during a particular reporting period to meet
the monitoring requirements of this part, then the owner or operator shall report the results from
each CMS for the relevant compliance period.

(c) Operation and maintenance of continuous monitoring systems.

(1) The owner or operator of an affected source shall maintain and operate each
CMS as specitied in this section, or in a relevant standard, and in a manner consistent with good
air pollutici control practices. _

(i) The owner or operator of an affected source shall ensure the immediate repair
or replacement of CMS parts to correct “‘routine’” or otherwise predictable CMS malfunctions as
defined in the source’s startup, shutdown, and malfunction plan required by § 63.6(e)(3). The
owner or operator shall keep the necessary parts for routine repairs of the affected equipment
readily available. If the plan is followed and the CMS repaired immediately, this action shall be
reported in the semiannual startup, shutdown, and malfunction report required under
§ 63.10(d)(5)(i). :

(i) For those malfunctions or other events that affect the CMS and are not
addressed by the startup, shutdown, and malfunction plan, the owner or operator shall report
actions that are not consistent with the startun, shutdown, and malfunction plan within 24 hours
after commencing actions inconsistent with the plan. The owner or operator shall send a
followup report within 2 weeks after commencing actions inconsistent with the plan that either
certifies that corrections have been made or includes a corrective action plan and schedule. The
owner or operator shall provide proof that repair parts have been ordered or any other records
that would indicate that the delay in making repairs is beyond his or her control.

(i11) The Administrator’s determination of whether acceptable operation and
maintenance procedures are being used will be based on information that may include, but is not
limited to, review of operation and maintenance procedures, operation and maintenance records,
manufacturing recommendations and specifications, and inspection of the CMS. Operation and
maintenance procedures written by the CMS manufacturer and other guidance also can be used
to maintain and operate each CMS.

(2) All CMS shall be installed such that representative measurements of emissions or
process parameters from the affected source are obtained. In addition, CEMS shall be located
according to procedures contained in the applicable performance specification(s).

(3) All CMS shall be installed, operational, and the data verified as specified in the
relevant standard either prior to or in conjunction with conducting performance tests under §
63.7. Verification of operational status shall, at a minimum, include completion of the




manufacturer’s written specifications or recommendations for installation, operation, and
calibration of the system.

(4) Except for system breakdowns, out-of-control periods, repairs, maintenance periods,
calibration checks, and zero (low-level) and high-level calibration drift adjustments, all CMS,
including COMS and CEMS, shall be in continuous operation and shall meet minimum
frequency of operation requirements as follows:

(i) All COMS shall complete a minimum of one cycle of sampling and analyzing
for each successive 10-second period and one cycle of data recording for each successive 6-
minute period.

(ii) All CEMS for measuring emissions other than opacity shall complete a
minimum of one cycle of operation (sampling, analyzing, and data recording) for each
successive 15-minute period. :

(5) Unless otherwise approved by the Administrator, minimum procedures for COMS
shall include a method for producing a simulated zero opacity condition and an upscale (high-
level) opacity condition using a certified neutral density filter or other related technique to
produce a
known obscuration of the light beam. Such procedures shall provide a system check of all the
analyzer’s internal optical surfaces and all electronic circuitry, including the lamp and

“photodetector assembly normally used in the measurement of opacity.

(6) The owner or operator of a CMS installed in accordance with the provisions of this
part and the applicable CMS performance specification(s) shall check the zero (low-level) and
high-level calibration drifts at least once daily in accordance with the written procedure specified
in the performance evaluation plan developed under paragraphs (e)(3)(i) and (e)(3)(ii) of this
section. The zero (low-level) and high-level calibration drifts shall be adjusted, at a minimum,
whenever the 24-hour zero (low-level) drift exceeds two times the limits of the applicable
performance specification(s) specified in the relevant standard. The system must allow the
amount of excess zero (low-level) and high-level drift measured at the 24-hour interval checks to
be recorded and quantified, whenever specified. For COMS, all optical and instrumental surfaces
exposed to the effluent gases shall be cleaned prior to performing the zero (low-level) and high-
level drift adjustments; the optical surfaces and instrumental surfaces shall be cleaned when the
cumulative automatic zero compensation, if applicable, exceeds 4 percent opacity.

(7 (i) A CMS is out of control if -

(A) The zero (low-level), mid-level (if applicable), or high-level
calibration drift (CD) exceeds two times the applicable CD specification in the applicable
performance specification or in the relevant standard; or

(B) The CMS fails a performance test audit (e.g., cylinder gas audit),
relative accuracy audit, relative accuracy test audit, or linearity test audit; or

(C) The COMS CD exceeds two times the limit in the applicable
performance specification in the relevant standard.

(ii) When the CMS is out of control, the owner or operator of the affected source
shall take the necessary corrective action and shall repeat all necessary tests which indicate that
the system is out of control. The owner or operator shall take corrective action and conduct
retesting until the performance requirements are below the applicabie limits. The beginning of
the out-of-control period is the hour the owner or operator conducts a performance check (e.g.,
calibration drift) that indicates an exceedance of the performance requirements established under
this part. The end of the out-of-control period is the hour following the completion of corrective
action and successful demonstration that the system is within the allowable limits. During the
period the CMS is out of control, recorded data shall not be used in data averages and
calculations, or to meet any data availability requirement established under this part.




(8) The owner or operator of a CMS that is out of control as defined in paragraph (c)7)
of this section shall submit all information concerning out-of-control periods, inciuding start and
end
dates and hours and descriptions of corrective actions taken, in the excess emissions and
continuous monitoring system performance report required in § 63.10(e)(3).

(d) Quality control program. .

(1) The results of the quality control program required in this paragraph will be
considered by the Administrator when he/she determines the validity of monitoring data.

(2) The owner or operator of an affected source that is required to use a CMS and is
subject to the monitoring requirements of this section and a relevant standard shall develop and
implement a CMS quality control program. As part of the quality control program, the owner or
operator shall develop and submit to the Administrator for approval upon request a site-specific
performance evaluation test plan for the CMS performance evaluation required in paragraph
(e)(3)(1) of this section, according to the procedures specified in paragraph (e). In addition, each
quality control program shall include, at a minimum, a written protocol that describes procedures -
for each of the following operations:

(1) Initial and any subsequent calibration of the CMS;

(i1) Determination and adjustment of the calibration drift of the CMS;

(1i1) Preventive maintenance of the CMS; including spare parts inventory;
(iv) Data recording, calculations, and reporting; '

(v) Accuracy audit procedures, including sampling and analysis methods; and
(vi) Program of corrective action for a malfunctioning CMS.

(3) The owner or operator shall keep these written procedures on record for the life of
the affected source or until the affected source is no longer subject to the provisions of this part,
tobe . _
made available for inspection, upon request, by the Administrator. If the performance evaluation
plan is revised, the owner or operator shall keep previous (i.e., superseded) versions of the
performance evaluation plan on record to be made available for inspection, upon request, by the
Administrator, for a period of 5 years after each revision to the plan. Where relevant, e.g.,
program of corrective action for a malfunctioning CMS, these written procedures may be
incorporated as part of the affected source’s startup, shutdown, and malfunction plan to avoid
duplication of planning and recordkeeping efforts.

(e) Performance evaluation of continuous monitoring systems -

(1) General. When required by a relevant standard, and at any other time the
Administrator may require under section 114 of the Act, the owner or operator of an affected
source being monitored shall conduct a performance evaluation of the CMS. Such performance
evaluation shall be conducted according to the applicable specifications and procedures
described in this section or in the relevant standard.

(2) Notification of performance evaluation. The owner or operator shall notify the
Administrator in writing of the date of the performance evaluation simultaneously with the
notification of the performance test date required under § 63.7(b) or at least 60 days prior to the
date the performance evaluation is scheduled to'begin if no performance test is required.

3) (1) Submission of site-specific performance evaluation test plan. Before
conducting a required CMS performance evaluation, the owner or operator of an affected source
shall develop and submit a site-specific performance evaluation test plan to the Administraior for
approval upon request. The performance evaluation test plan shall include the evaluation
program objectives, an evaluation program summary, the performance evaluation schedule, data




quality objectives, and both an internal and external QA program. Data quality objectives are the
pre-evaluation expectations of precision, accuracy, and completeness of data.

(i1) The internal QA program shall include, at a minimum, the activities planned
by routine operators and analysts to provide an assessment of CMS performance. The external

'QA program shall include, at a minimum, systems audits that include the opportunity for on-site
evaluation by the Administrator of instrument calibration, data validation, sample logging, and
documentation of quality control data and field maintenance activities.

(111) The owner or operator of an affected source shall submit the site-specific
performance evaluation test plan to the Administrator (if requested) at least 60 days before the
performance test or performance evaluation is scheduled to begin, or on a mutually agreed upon
date, and review and approval of the performance evaluation test plan by the Administrator will
occur with the review and approval of the site-specific test plan (if review of the site-specific test
plan is requested).

' (iv) The Administrator may request additional relevant information after the
submittal of a site-specific performance evaluation test plan.

(v) In the event that the Administrator fails to approve or disapprove the site-
specific performance evaluation test plan within the time period specified in § 63.7(c)(3), the
following conditions shall apply:

(A) If the owner or operator intends to demonstrate compliance using
the monitoring method(s) specified in the relevant standard, the owner or operator shall conduct
the performance evaluation within the time specified in this subpart using the specified
method(s); : '

(B) If the owner or operator intends to demonstrate compliance by using
an alternative to a monitoring method specified in the relevant standard, the owner or operator
shall refrain from conducting the performance evaluation until the Administrator approves the
use of the alternative method. If the Administrator does not approve the use of the alternative
method within 30 days before the performance evaluation is scheduled to begin, the periormance
evaluation deadlines specified in paragraph (e)(4) of this section may be extended such that the
owner or operator shall conduct the performance evaluation within 60 calendar days after the
Administrator approves the use of the alternative method. Notwithstanding the requirements in
the preceding two sentences, the owner or operator may proceed to conduct the performance
evaluation as required in this section (without the Administrator’s prior approval of the site-
specific performance evaluation test plan) if he/she subsequently chooses to use the specified
monitoring method(s) instead of an alternative.

' (vi) Neither the submission of a site-specific performance evaluation test plan
for approval, nor the Administrator’s approval or disapproval of a plan, nor the Administrator’
failure to approve or disapprove a plan in a timely manner shall -

(A) Relieve an owner or operator of legal responsibility for compliance
with any applicable provisions of this part or with any other applicable Federal, State, or local
requirement; or :

(B) Prevent the Administrator from implementing or enforcing this part
or taking any other action under the Act. '

(4) Conduct of performance evaluation and performance evaluation dates. The owner or
operator of an affected source shall conduct a performance evaluation of a required CMS during
any performance test required under § 63.7 in accordance with the applicable performance
specification as specified in the relevant standard. Notwithstanding the requirement in the
previous sentence, if the owner or operator of an affected source elects to submit COMS data for
compliance with a relevant opacity emission standard as provided under § 63.6(h)(7), he/she
shall conduct a performance evaluation of the COMS as specified in the relevant standard, before



the performance test required under § 63.7 is conducted in time to submit the results of thc
performance evaluation as specified in paragraph (e)(5)(ii) of this section. If a performance test
is : '
not required, or the requirement for a performance test has been waived under § 63.7(h), the
owner or operator of an affected source shall conduct the performance evaluation not later than
180 days
after the appropriate compliance date for the affected source, as specified in § 63.7(a), or as
otherwise specified in the relevant standard.

(5) Reporting performance evaluation results.

(i) The owner or operator shall furnish the Administrator a copy of a written
report of the results of the performance evaluation simultaneously with the results of the
performance test required under § 63.7 or within 60 days of completion of the performance
evaluation if no test is required, unless otherwise specified in a relevant standard. The
Administrator may request that the owner or operator submit the raw data from a performance
evaluation in the report of the performance evaluation results.

(i1) The owner or operator of an affected source using a COMS to determine
opacity compliance during any performance test required under § 63.7 and described in §
63.6(d)(6) shall furnish the Administrator two or, 1pon request, three copies of a written report
of the results of the COMS performance evaluation under this paragraph. The copies shall be
provided at least 15 calendar days before the performance test required under § 63.7 is
conducted.

(f) Use of an alternative monitoring method -

(1) Gencral. Until permission to use an alternative monitoring method has been granted o=
by the Administrator under this paragraph, the owner or operator of an affected source remains '
subject to the requirements of this section and the relevant standard. :

(2) After receipt and consideration of written application, the Administrator may approve
alternatives to any monitoring methods or procedures of this part including, but not limited to, '
the following: :

. (i) Alternative monitoring requirements when installation of a CMS specified by w7
a relevant standard would not provide accurate measurements due to liquid water or other
interferences caused by substances within the effluent gases;

(i1) Alternative monitoring requirements when the affected source is infrequently
operated;

(ii1) Alternative monitoring requirements to accommodate CEMS that require
additional measurements to correct for stack moisture conditions;

(iv) Alternative locations for installing CMS when the owner or operator can
demonstrate that installation at alternate locations will enable accurate and representative
measurements; »

(v) Alternate methods for converting pollutant concentration measurements to
units of the relevant standard;

(vi) Alternate procedures for performing daily checks of zero (low-level) and
high-level drift that do not involve use of high-level gases or test cells;

(vii) Alternatives to the American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM)
test methods or sampling procedures specified by any relevant standard,;

(viii) Alternative CMS that do not meet the design or performance requirements
in this part, but adequately demonstrate a definite and consistent relationship between their
measurements and the measurements of opacity by a system complying with the requirements as



specified in the relevant standard. The Administrator may require that such demonstration be
performed for each affected source; or

(ix) Alternative monitoring requirements when the effluent from a single
affected source or the combined effluent from two or more affected sources is released to the
atmosphere through more than one point.

(3) If the Administrator finds reasonable grounds to dispute the results obtained by an
alternative monitoring method, requirement, or procedure, the Administrator may require the use
of a method, requirement, or procedure specified in this section or in the relevant standard. If the
results of the specified and alternative method, requirement, or procedure do not agree, the
results obtained by the specified method, requirement, or procedure shall prevail.

@) (i) Request to use alternative monitoring method. An owner or operator who
wishes to use an alternative monitoring method shall submit an application to the Administrator
as described in paragraph (f)(4)(ii) of this section, below. The application may be submitted at
any time provided that the monitoring method is not used to demonstrate compliance with a
relevant standard or other requirement. If the alternative monitoring method is to be used to
demonstrate compliance with a relevant standard, the application shall be submitted not later
than with the site-specific test plan required in § 63.7(c) (if requested) or with the site-specific
performance evaluation plan (if requested) or at least 60 days before the performance evaluation
is scheduled to begin. . _

(i1) The application shall contain a description of the proposed alternative
monitoring system and a performance evaluation test plan, if required, as specified in paragraph
(e)(3) of this section. In addition, the application shall include information justifying the owner
or operator’s request for an alternative monitoring method, such as the technical or economic
infeasibility, or the impracticality, of the affected source using the required method.

(iii) The owner or operator may submit the information required in this
paragraph well in advance of the submittal dates specified in paragraph (f)(4)(i) above to ensure
a timely review by the Administrator in order to meet the compliance demonstration date
specified in this section or the relevant standard.

(5) Approval of request to use alternative monitoring method.

(i) The Administrator will notify the owner or operator of approval or intention
to :
deny approval of the request to use an alternative monitoring method within 30 calendar days
after
receipt of the original request and within 30 calendar days after receipt of any supplementary
information that is submitted. Before disapproving any request to use an alternative monitoring
method, the Administrator will notify the applicant of the Administrator’s intention to
disapprove the request together with - _

: (A) Notice of the information and findings on which the intended
disapproval is based; and
(B) Notice of opportunity for the owner or operator to present additional
information to the Administrator before final action on the request. At the time the Administrator
notifies the applicant of his or her intention to disapprove the request, the Administrator will
specify how much time the owner or operator will have after being notified of the intended
disapproval to submit the additional information. '

(i1) The Administrator may establish general procedures and criteria in a relevant
standard to accomplish the requirements of paragraph (f)(5)(i) of this section.

(in) If the Administrator approves the use of an alternative monitoring method
for an affected source under paragraph (f)(5)(i) of this section, the owner or operator of such



source shall continue to use the alternative monitoring method until he or she receives approval
from the Administrator to use another monitoring method as aliowed by § 63.8(f).

(6) Alternative to the relative accuracy test. An alternative to the relative accuracy test
for CEMS specified in a relevant standard may be requested as follows:

(1) Criteria for approval of alternative procedures. An alternative to the test
method for determining relative accuracy is available for affected sources with emission rates
demonstrated to be less than 50 percent of the relevant standard. The owner or operator of an
affected source may petition the Administrator under paragraph (f)(6)(ii) of this section to
substitute the relative accuracy test in section 7 of Performance Specification 2 with the
procedures in section 10 if the results of a performance test conducted according to the
requirements in § 63.7, or other tests performed following the criteria in § 63.7, demonstrate that
the emission rate of the pollutant of interest in the units of the relevant standard is less than 50
percent of the relevant standard. For affected sources subject to emission limitations expressed as
control efficiency
levels, the owner or operator may petition the Administrator to substitute the relative accuracy
test with the procedures in section 10 of Performance Specification 2 if the control device
exhaust ,
emission rate is less than 50 percent of the level needed to meet the control efficiency
requirement.

The alternative procedures do not apply if the CEMS is used continuously to determine
compliance with the relevant stendard. '

(i) Petition to use alternative to relative accuracy test. The petition to use an
alternative to the relative accuracy test shall include a detailed description of the procedures to
be applied, the location and the procedure for conducting the alternative, the concentration or
response levels of the alternative relative accuracy materials, and the other equipment checks
included in the alternative procedure(s). The Administrator will review the petition for
completeness and applicability. The Administrator’s determination to approve an alternative will
depend on the intended use of the CEMS data and may require specifications more stringent than
in Performance Specification 2.

- (iii) Rescission of approval to use alternative to relative accuracy test. The
Administrator will review the permission to use an alternative to the CEMS relative accuracy test
and may rescind such permission if the CEMS data from a successful completion of the
alternative relative accuracy procedure indicate that the affected source’s emissions are
approaching the level of the relevant standard. The criterion for reviewing the permission is that
the collection of CEMS data shows that emissions have exceeded 70 percent of the relevant
standard for any averaging period, = specified in the relevant standard. For affected sources
subject to emission limitations expressed as control efficiency levels, the criterion for reviewing
the permission is that the collection of CEMS data shows that exhaust emissions have exceeded
70 percent of the level needed to meet the control efficiency requirement for any averaging
period, as specified in the relevant standard. The owner or operator of the affected source shall
maintain records and determine the level of emissions relative to the criterion for permission to
use an alternative for relative accuracy testing. If this criterion is exceeded, the owner or operator
shall notify the Administrator within 10 days of such occurrence and include a description of the
nature and cause of the increased emissions. The Administrator will review the notification and
may rescind permission to use an alternative and require the owner or operator to conduct a
relative accuracy
test of the CEMS as specified in section 7 of Performance Specification 2.

g) Reduction of monitoring data.

P



(1) The owner or operator of each CMS shall reduce the monitoring data as specified in
this paragraph. In addition, each relevant standard may contain additional requirements for
reducing monitoring data. When additional requirements are specified in a relevant standard, the
standard will identify any unnecessary or duplicated requirements in this paragraph that the
owner or operator need not comply with.

(2) The owner or operator of each COMS shall reduce all data to 6-minute averages
calculated from 36 or more data points equally spaced over each 6-minute period. Data from
CEMS for measurement other than opacity, unless otherwise specified in the relevant standard,
shall be reduced to 1-hour averages computed from four or more data points equally spaced over
each 1-hour period, except during periods when calibration, quality assurance, or maintenance
activities pursuant to provisions of this part are being performed. During these periods, a valid
hourly average shall consist of at least two data points with each representing a 15-minute
period. Alternatively, an arithmetic or integrated 1-hour average of CEMS data may be used.
Time periods for averaging are defined in § 63.2.

(3) The data may be recorded in reduced or nonreduced form (e.g., ppm pollutant and
percent O, or ng/J of pollutant).

(4) All emission data shall be converted into units of the relevant standard for reporting
purposes using the conversion procedures specified in that standard. After conversion into units
of the relevant standard, the data may be rounded to the same number of significant digits as
used in that standard to specify the emission limit (e.g., rounded to the nearest 1 percent opacity).

(5) Monitoring data recorded during periods of unavoidable CMS breakdowns, out-of-
control periods, repairs, maintenance periods, calibration checks, and zero (low-level) and high-
level adjustments shall not be included in any data average computed under this part.

§ 63.9 Notification requirements.

(a) Applicability and general information.

(1) The requirements in this section apply to owners and operators of affected sources
that are subject to the provisions of this part, unless specified otherwise in a relevant standard.

(2) For affected sources that haye been granted an extension of compliance under subpart
‘D of this part, the requirements of this section do not apply to those sources while they are
operating under such compliance extensions.

(3) If any State requires a notice that contains all the information required in a
notification listed in this section, the owner or operator may send the Administrator a copy of the
notice sent to the State to satisfy the requirements of this section for that notification.

(4) (i) Before a State has been delegated the authority to implement and enforce
notification requirements established under this part, the owner or operator of an affected source
in such State subject to such requirements shall submit notifications to the appropriate Regional
Office of the EPA (to the attention of the Director of the Division indicated in the list of the EPA
Regional Offices in § 63.13). ‘

- (i1) After a State has been delegated the authority to implement and enforce
notification requirements established under this part, the owner or operator of an affected source
in such State subject to such requirements shall submit notifications to the delegated State
authority (which may be the same as the permitting authority). In addition, if the delegated
(permitting) authority is the State, the owner or operator shall send a copy of each notification
submitted to the State to the appropriate Regional Office of the EPA, as specified in paragraph
(a)(4)(1) of this section. The Regional Office may waive this requirement for any notifications at
its discretion.



(b) Initial notifications.

(1 (1) The requirements of this paragraph apply to the owner or operator of an
affected source when such source becomes subject to a relevant standard.

(1) If an area source that otherwise would be subject to an emission standard or
other requirement established under this part if it were a major source subsequently increases its
emissions of hazardous air pollutants (or its potential to emit hazardous air pollutants) such that
the source is a major source that is subject to the emission standard or other requirement, such
source shall be subject to the notification requirements of this section. '

(iii) Affected sources that are required under this paragraph to submit an initial
notification may use the application for approval of construction or reconstruction under §
63.5(d) of this subpart, if relevant, to fulfill the initial notification requirements of this
paragraph.

(2) The owner or operator of an affected source that has an initial startup before the
effective date of a relevant standard under this part shall notify the Administrator in writing that
the source is subject to the relevant standard. The notification, which shall be submitted not later
than 120 calendar days after the effective date of the relevant standard (or within 120 calendar
days after the source becomes subject to the relevant standard), shall provide the following
information:

(1) The name and address of the owner or operator;

(i1) The address (i.e., physical location) of the affected source;

(iii) An identification of the relevant standard, or other requirement, that is the
basis of the notification and the source’s compliance date;

(iv) A brief description of the nature, size, design, and method of operation of
the source, including its operating design capacity and an identification of each point of emission
for each hazardous air pollutant, or if a definitive identification is not yet possible, a preliminary
identification of each point of emission for each hazardous air pollutant; and

(v) A statement of whether the affected source is a major source or an area
source.

(3) The owner or operator of a new or reconstructed affected source, or a source that has
been reconstructed such that it is an affected source, that has an initial startup after the effective
date of a relevant standard under this part and for which an application for approval of
construction or reconstruction is not required under § 63.5(d), shall notify the Administrator in
writing that the source is subject to the relevant standard no later than 120 days after initial
startup. The notification shall provide all the information required in paragraphs (b)(2)(i) through
(b)(2)(v) of this section, delivered or postmarked with the notification required in paragraph

(b)(3).
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(4) The owner or operator of a new or reconstructed major affected source that has an
initial startup after the effective date of a relevant standard under this part and for which an
application for approval of construction or reconstruction is required under § 63.5(d) shall
provide the following information in writing to the Administrator:

(1) A notification of intention to construct a new major affected source,
reconstruct a major affected source, or reconstruct a major source such that the source becomes a
major affected source with the application for approval of construction or reconstruction as
specified in
§ 63.5(d)(1)(D);

(ii) A notification of the date when construction or reconstruction was
commenced, submitted simultaneously with the application for approval of construction or
reconstruction, if construction or reconstruction was commenced before the effective date of the
relevant standard; :



(ii1) A notification of the date when construction or reconstruction was
commenced, delivered or postmarked not later than 30 days after such date, if construction or
reconstruction was commenced after the effective date of the relevant standard,

(iv) A notification of the anticipated date of startup of the source, delivered or
postmarked not more than 60 days nor less than 30 days before such date; and

(v) A notification of the actual date of startup of the source, delivered or
postmarked within 15 calendar days after that date.

(5) After the effective date of any relevant standard established by the Administrator
under ‘
this part, whether or not an approved permit program is effective in the State in which an
affected
source is (or would be) located, an owner or operator who intends to construct a new affected
source or reconstruct an affected source subject to such standard, or reconstruct a source such
that it becomes an affected source subject to such standard, shall notify the Administrator, in
writing, of
the intended construction or reconstruction. The notification sha]l be submitted as soon as
practicable before the construction or reconstruction is planned to commence (but no sooner than
the effective date of the relevant standard) if the construction or reconstruction commences after
the effective date of a relevant standard promulgated in this part. The notification shall be -
submitted as soon as practicable before startup but no later than 60 days after the effective date
of a relevant standard promulgated in this part if the construction or reconstruction had
commenced and initial startup had not occurred before the standard’s effective date. The
notification shall include all the information required for an application for approval of
construction or reconstruction as specified in § 63.5(d). For major sources, the application for
approval of construction or reconstruction may be used to fulfill the requ1rements of this
paragraph.

(c) Request for extension of compliance. If the owner or operator of an affected source cannot
comply with a relevant standard by the applicable compliance date for that source, or if the
owner or operator has installed BACT or technology to meet LAER consistent with § 63.6(i)(5)
of this _

subpart, he/she may submit to the Administrator (or the State with an approved permit program)
a

request for an extension of compliance as specified in § 63.6(i)(4) through § 63.6(i)(6).

(d) Notification that source is subject to special compliance requirements. An owner or operator
of a new source that is subject to special compliance requirements as specified in § 63.6(b)(3)
and , :

§ 63.6(b)(4) shall notify the Administrator of his’her compliance obligations not later than the
notification dates established in paragraph (b) of this section for new sources that are not subject
to the special provisions.

(e) Notification of performance test. The owner or operator of an affected source shall notify the
Administrator in writing of his or her intention to conduct a performance test at least 60 calendar
days before the performance test is scheduled to begin to allow the Administrator to review and
approve the site-specific test plan required under § 63.7(c), if requested by the Administrator,
and to have an observer present during the test.



(f) Notification of opaciny and visible emission observations. The owner or operator of an
affected ‘
source shall notify the Administrator in writing of the anticipated date for conducting the opacity
or

visible emission observations specified in § 63.6(h)(5), if such observations are required for the
source by a relevant standard. The notification shall be submitted with the notification of the
performance test date, as specified in paragraph (e) of this section, or if no performance test is
required or visibility or other conditions prevent the opacity or visible emission observations
from being conducted concurrently with the initial performance test required under § 63.7, the
owner or operator shall deliver or postmark the notification not less than 30 days before the
opacity or visible emission observations are scheduled to take place.

(g) Additional notification requirements for sources with continuous monitoring systems. The
owner or operator of an affected source required to use a CMS by a relevant standard shall
furnish

the Administrator written notification as follows:

(1) A notification of the date the CMS performance evaluation under § 63.8(e) is
scheduled to begin, submitted simultaneously with the notification of the performance test date
required under § 63.7(b). If no performance test is required, or if the requirement to conduct a
performance test has been waived for an affected source under § 63.7(h), the owner or operator
shall notify the Administrator in writing of the date of the performance evaluation at least 60
calendar days before the evaluation is scheduled to begin;

(2) A notification that COMS data results will be used to determine compliance with the
applicable opacity emission standard during a performance test required by § 63.7 in lieu of
Method 9 or other opacity emissions test method data, as allowed by § 63.6(h)(7)(ii), if
compliance with an opacity emission standard is required for the source by a relevant standard.
The notification shall be submitted at least 60 calendar days before the performance test is
scheduled to begin; and .

(3) A notification that the criterion necessary to continue use of an alternative to relative
accuracy testing, as provided by § 63.8()(6), has been exceeded. The notification shall be
delivered or postmarked not later than 10 days after the occurrence of such exceedance, and it
shall include a description of the nature-and cause of the increased emissions.

(h) Notification of compliance status.

(1) The requirements of paragraphs (h)(2) through (h)(4)of this section apply when an
affected source becomes subject to a relevant standard.

(2) (i) Before a title V permit has been issued to the owner or operator of an affected
source, and each time a notification of compliance status is required under this part, the owner or
operator of such source shall submit to the Administrator a notification of compliance status,
signed by the responsible official who shall certify its accuracy, attesting to whether the source
has complied with the relevant standard. The notification shall list -

(A) The methods that were used to determine compliance;

(B) The results of any performance tests, opacity or.visible emission
observations, continuous monitoring system (CMS) performance evaluations, and/or other
monitoring procedures or methods that were conducted;

(C) The methods that will be used for determining continuing
compliance, including a description of monitoring and reporting requirements and test methods;

et
o



(D) The type and quantity of hazardous air pollutants emitted by the
source (or surrogate pollutants if specified in the relevant standard), reported in units and
averaging times and in accordance with the test methods specified in the relevant standard,

(E) An analysis demonstrating whether the affected source is a major
source or an area source (using the emissions data generated for this notification);

(F) A description of the air pollution control equipment (or method) for
each emission point, including each control device (or method) for each hazardous air pollutant
and the control efficiency (percent) for each control device (or method); and

'(G) A statement by the owner or operator of the affected existing, new,
or reconstructed source as to whether the source has complied with the relevant standard or other
requirements. '

(i1) The notification shall be sent before the close of business on the 60th day
following the completion of the relevant compliance demonstration activity specified in the
relevant standard (unless a different reporting period is specified in a relevant standard, in which
case the letter shall be sent before the close of business on the day the report of the relevant
testing or monitoring results is required to be delivered or postmarked). For example, the
notification shall be sent before close of business on the 60th (or other required) day following
completion of the initial performance test and again before the close of business on the 60th (or
other required) day following the completion of any subsequent required performance test. If no
performance test is required but opacity or visible emission observations are required to
demonstrate compliance with an opacity or visible emission standard under this part, the
notification of compliance status shall be sent before close of business on the 30th day followmo
the completion of opacity or visible emission observations.

(3) After a title V permit has been issued to the owner or operator of an affected source,
the owner or operator of such source shall comply with all requirements for compliance status
reports contained in the source’s title V permit, including reports required under this part. After a
title V permit has been issued to the owner or operator of an affected source, and each time a
notification of compliance status is required under this part, the owner or operator of such