N

STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
NOTICE OF FINAL PERMIT

In the Matter of an
Application for Pennit

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

350 Sea Ray Drive ' Cape Canaveral Plant

Merritt Island, Florida 32953 Brevard County

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

Any party to this order (permit) has the right to seek judicial review of the permit pursuant to Sectien 120.68, F.S., by the filing of
a Notice of Appeat pursuant to Rule 9.110, Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure, with the Clerk of the Department 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 must be filed within 30 (thirty) days [rom the dute this Notice is {iled with the Clerk of the Deparument.

Executed in Talluhuassee, Florida,

C.H. Fancy, P.E., Chief
Bureau of Air Regulation
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Mr. Dennis Wilson, Sca Ray Boats, Inc.*

Mr. Kevin Thompson, Sea Ray Boats, Inc.

Mr. Clarence Rowe

Mr. Lewis A. Bowman

Mr Isam Yunis

Mr. Len Kozlov, DEP CD
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M1” Pete Cantelou, P.E., CHP, Inc.

Ms. Angela Mortison, ilsq., HGSS
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pursiant to §120.52(7), Florida Statutcs, with the designated
Diepartment Clerk, receipt of which is hereby acknowledged.
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FINAL DETERMINATION
SEA RAY BOATS. INC.
Merritt Island Facility
Cape Canavceral Plant
Permit No, 0090093-003-AC
PSD-FL-274

An Intent to Issue Air Construction Permit to Sca Ray Boats, Inc. for the construction of a fiberglass
boai maﬁufacturing plant in Cape Canaveral, Brevard County, Florida was distributed on October 7, 1999.
The proploscd 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 1s designed to
produce approximately 80 boats per year in the sixty-five to scventy foot range and wilt be a major source
of emissions of Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC) and Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAP) including
styrene. This chemical is used in the [amination process and its emissions are a source of public concern
rcgarding its oojectionable odor as well as its potential adverse health cffects from ambient exposure levels
in ncarby neighborhoods.

The ;Public Notice of Intent to Issue Air Construction Permit was pubhished by the Department in the
Florida Today newspaper on October 31, 1999, Copics of the draft construction permit and related
“documerits 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 mecting on November 17, 1999 in Viera, and during the 30-day public
comment period ending oi. November 30, many comments were received from the public opposing the
issuancejof the permit. Commenters requested thas the permit be denied, or in the alternative, that the plant
be chuil:”Cd to have full emission controls at startup rather than the Department’s proposcd pilot-scale
controls initially followed by total controls installed within a three year period after startup (1f economically
and techbologically feasible).

In addition to the many comments from the public, comuncnts were also received from the National
Park Service, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Eastern Research Troup, 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 summanzed and grouped
. !
by issues)

Issue: Permit Denial vs. Issuance

Commenters stated that the permit should be denicd on the basis of the Department's existing rule
prohibiting the discharge of air pollutants that causc 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 east on Sca Ray Drive just off of SR 328 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
stvrene that penetrated the automobile. Since there are no other styrene emitters in that area, the styrene
was beliévcd to have come from the existing Merritt Island facility operated by the apphicant. Thus, the
odor problem the public complains of was witnesscd 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 emisstons (stvrene) as concomitant
problems to be addressed in the pilot program. the Department will require that Sea Ray take measures




initialiv 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 Sca 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 destroying styrenc vapors will also be required allowing Sca Ray to have a period of between
two and three vears 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 1s 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 arc 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 1ssue the
permit. One of the aforesaid requircments is that the applicant must provide the Department with
reasonable assurance that it can and will comply with all conditions of the final permut. Although the
applicant has not provided such reasonable assurance totally on its own, the Department, through its own
research. now has reasonable assurance that styrenc 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 cxplained at the public hearing by the Department’s Central District Office staff. o
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 facihities that cnable an owner or operator to generate
emissions of air pollutants may not be commenced until the permit is obtained. Construction of such
facilitics at Sea Rav’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: Apprapriateness of the arivinal BACT Determination

Several commenters raised the issuc of whether full controls should be required initially. They
suggested that the pilot plant approach would endanger 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 Rescarch on Cancer. Some commenters also stressed concern about pussible genotoxic effects
of styrenc exposure. citing studics reported in the medical literature, .

Response;

The Departiment is aware that a number of medical studies have concluded that styrene 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 fevels 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 nught be harmful to nearby residents. The US.
Envirom:ncntal Protection Agency has established an air Reference Concentration (RfC) for styvrene that is
intended to indicate concentration levels at which no adverse health effects are known or suspected to occur
in humans. For styrene, this level is 1,000 micrograms per cubic meter (approximately 235 ppb). Air
pollutioré dispersion models indicate that, under the revised permit conditions, ambient concentrations of
styrene from the proposed Cape Canaveral Plant should be less than the styrenc odor detection threshold at
Sca Ray’'s property line as a worst case estimate.

Eastern Research Group's comments:

i
Issue: Appropriatencss of comparing Sea Ray's new plant with Bombardier

The Eastern Research Group, Inc., (ERG) submitted its comments to the EPA instead of the
Departmfcnt but they will be addressed since the EPA forwarded them to the Department. The ERG pointed
out that EPA’s revised MACT model point valuc equations arc based on more current data than the original
point val]ue table that the Department used in its BACT determination and thercfore 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 conclusion about Bombardicr's plant being “best controlled™ is still
valid, w1th the existing line having a point value of 242 Ib/ton and the new line achieving 36 lb/ton.
Combmllng these separate line values results in a facility value of 88 lb/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 analvsis.

Response:

Whereas the EPA grouped the existing uncontrolled ling at Bombardicr's plant into its MACT
analysis, resulting in a higher “facility” emission factor. the Department’s approach was based on
comparihg “new source MACT™ with BACT for a new facility. The Department belicves that to include
Bombardiers existing line in an evaluation of new source control technology 1s “mixing apples and
oranges’] and creates the false notion that a BACT determination should not consider the control technology
emploved in Bombardier’s facility.

Nati_onai Marine Manufacturers Association’s (NMMA) comments:

:’.vsrxe.' Concern about this BACT affecting fiaure hoat huilding BACT/MACT Determinations

The boat manufacturers association expressed concern about the Sea Ray BACT/MACT
dctermlnatlon setting a ‘BACT floor” for other boat builders. It took issue with the Department’s reference
to the Bombardler plant in Benton. Hlinois as a “best controlled plant” that could be used as a basis for
requiring controls for Sea Ray's plant. NMMAs argument is essentially that since Sea Ray makes boats
that are l:hrec times longer with decper hulls than those built by Bombardier, it 1s 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 u§cd at the Bombardier facility.

|
Response:

Thc Department stated in its BACT determination that the aforementioned differences are not
sufﬁcwnt to rule out a similar capture and contro! svstem at Sca Ray. This is still the case after reviewing
commcm: by Sea Rav and the NMMA. Clcarly, no evidence has been presented to show that a control
svstem S‘lml]tll' to Bombardier's cannot be installed in Sea Raxv’s plant in a cost-effective manner. In fact,
the cost gstimates reviewed by the Department indicate that such a control system would be cost-effective.

Jssue: Whether commoniy available enclosures desivned for paint spray operations can be
effectively applied for stvrene capture in hoat mannfactiring
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The NMMA objccted to the idea that a commonly-used paint spray booth enclosure could be
applied in conjunction with a control device for capturing and destroving styrene cmissions from the boat
lamination process. The NMMA stated that this a “technically irrelevant” discussion. evidently for the
rcason that the enclosure illustrated in the BACT determination was actually capturing paint emissions
rather than styrene.

Response:

The Department’s discussion of the paint spray 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 misscs the point of the BACT discussion which is that paint
spraying enclosures could be easily adapted for boat lamination proccssing.

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

The NMMA stated. ™...the problem with incinerating stvrene is achieving a high enough
concentration so that it will burn. The lower flammability fimit for styrenc 1s 11.000 PPM. ... When
ventilating the work area to achieve the fevels 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.

L}

Response:

The NMMA s discussion of stvrene concentrations being below flammability limits (and therefore
too low to properly incinerate) is misplaced from an enginecring standpoint because this is not a case where
styrene is being burned as a fuel. Rather. the process of incineration involves the thermal destruction of an
organic substance, which does not depend upon flammability limits. Lower flammability 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 ot be self-propagating. Simply stated. this means that
there are lean and rich boundary limiting compositions bevond which flame wili not propagate. These
limits for styrene are 0.9 to 6.8% by volume, respectively. 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 arc exposed for the required time and the resulting breakdown of
molecular bonds such that the hvdrocarbon is dircctly oxidized. Hydrocarbons ordinarily will oxidize
beginning at 1100 - 1200°F. forming relatively high amounts of CO. while reaching ideal conversions to
CO,at around 1350 — 1400°F. Catalvtic oxidizers accomplish destruction through the use of catalysts that
lower the activation energy 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 operating costs for auxiliary fuel. Generally, if the
VOC concentration is greater than the upper explosive fimit, incineration 1s definitely not approprate and
carbon adsorption mav be the proper choice. 1f the VOC concentration is above 30% 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 50% of the LEL. incineration is appropriate.
However, where very low concentrations cxist. as here. auxiliary fuel must be supplicd for either thermal or
catalytic 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 cffectiveness (dollars per ton
removed). In the case of styrene abatement. tests on a commercially availabie rotary concentrator installed
in a plastics plant have demonstrated that styrene ¢an be efficiently recovered from ventilated work areas at
concentrations below 50 PPM and ¢levated to practical incineration levels for cost effective destruction ina
regenerative thermal oxidizer. -

Sea Rav’s comments:




Issue: What Sea Rav proposes to do in response 1o the public s commenty

Following the public meeting and receipt of public comments, Sca Ray met with the Department
and proposed a revised design of the lamination building exhaust system. The revised design will involve
maintaini;ng 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 mmimum stack vclocity of 70 fect per seccond is maintained at all times while the
lamination process is in operation. According to air dispersion modeling calculations, this stack velocity,
combmed 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 p%oposed 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 nisk 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 nisk cvaluation 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 beyond 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 nearcst residential property boundary ranges from 61.5 to 73 ppb
(average of 65.7 ppb). These values for the residential property are 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 studics. 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 tower than the reference
concentration of 233 ppb established by the U.S. EPA as the concentration that 1s likely
to be without an appreciable risk of deleterious 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 are irregular short-term events generally related to specific weather
conditions. The low level at which styrene can be detected by odor 1s much less than the
level associated with any health effects. Fherefore, this information suggests that the air
modeling data are a reasonable representation of conditions at and near the plant site.”

RGSQOI]SGZ
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The Department evaluated Sea Ray’s proposed design revision and their air dispersion modeling
results. ln 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- pecr reviewed and -approved information on odor thresholds for styrene are contained in this
document Two types of odor thresholds are evaluated in this document: the detection threshold and the
recognmon threshold. The detection threshold is the lowest concentration of odarant that will elicit an




olfactory 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 30%) of the population. The difference in concentration

between detection and recognition thresholds can vary from approximately two to ten times. In the casc of

stvrene, the EPA-accepted detection threshold value is 73 ug/m’ (17 ppb) and the recognition threshold

value is 640 ug/m* (150 ppb). Sca 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 g
heights and stack velocitics in order to arrive at an optimum cembination of stack parameters that would

result in the lowest reasonabiy achicvable predicted styrene impacts. The Department compared its u
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 73-ft stack and a 70 ft/scc exhaust stack velocity. The

75-ft stack and 70 ft/sec stack exhaust velocity will be the permitted values. If a variance from the zoning

ordinance necessary for a 73-ft stack is not received from Brevard County, then ambient concentrations of

styrene may be greater and the styrenc odors may be detectable under certain atmospheric conditions.

Based on these stack parameters the dilution is down near the detection level and is six times below the

recognition threshold level. In addition, the Depariment did modeling to evaluate the predicted percentage

of time that stvrenc emission impacts would be above the detection thresheld. both in an area surrounding

the proposed facility and in the adjoining ncighborhood to the south. Impacts greater than the detection

threshold are predicted to occur less than 7% of the time throughout a 2 km arca surrounding the facility

and less than 1 % of the time in the adjoining ncighborhood. In the event that objectionable odors persist,

this permit contains further measures that will be put in place to reduce odor umpacts.

While masking of the stvrene odor is utilized by Sca 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 stvrene 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 T
to install new odor destruction technology at the Sca Ray site that will actually destroy the styrene using :
enzyme bioaerosol technology. This technology involves injecting an atomized spray nto the duct system
ahead of the discharge stack. The solution acts to dustroy the styvrene through biodegradation and catalytic
oxidation. Reports indicate that only a few seconds of contact time are required to achieve sigmificant
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-cffective, Sca 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 Mcrritt Island plant coes not demonstrate conclusively that the
new technology is technically feasible and cost-cftective. then the originatly proposed pilot-scale control
preicet will be required as indicated in the final permit. If it i1s concluded from the test that the enzyme
bioacrosol technology is technically feasible and cost-cffective for destroyving styrene, then it shall be
installed on the Cape Canaveral Lamination/Assembly Building exhaust and no other air pollution control
cquipment shall be required.

Another condition that has Leen incorporated into the permit requires ambient monitoring for
styrene.  Prior to the commencement of lamination processing. Sea Ray must conduct ambient monitoring
to detect and record stvrene emissions. Ambicnt 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 wecek
that the wind blows in tiie direction of the I1sland Crossing and Riverwalk neighborhoods between the hours Y
of 6:00 a.m. and 8:00 a.m.: otherwise. the monitoring will be conducted on Thursday regardiess of the wind
direction. The monitoring will be conducted for at feast 30 months starting within 30 days after issuance of
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this permit. Cessation of the ambient monitonng requirement 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 ambicnt monitoring will be performed at a location sclected 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 ‘urposc In addition, within 90 davs after commencement of operation of the lamination building,
the perm‘lttc.e will be rcqmrt.d to conduct an ador test to confirm that no odors can be detected when one

volume umt of ambient air (at the property boundary) is mixed with 7 volumes of odorless air based on
ASTM Method E769-91,

';I"o provide further assurances that Sca Rav’'s neighbors will have knowledge of any styrene
emissions that may be carried across Statc Road 328 into their neighborhoods, the Department plans to set
up, for allimited time, a Diffcrential Optical Absorption Spectroscopy (DOAS}) system that will
continuously detect styrene emissions and rccord their concentrations in the ambient air. This system
utilizes tlhc variations in optical absorption characteristics of various substances when a light source is
beamed across a specific lincar path. It will specifically identify styrenz and will provide monitoring data
that can be accessed remotely by telephone. The DOAS system has already been ordered by the
Departm'em for other projects and it will be assigned for monitoring Sea Ray’s operations at the Cape
Canaveral site.

EPA:’S Comments:

Region 1V 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 resuit of the public’s concern
about exvosure 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 tichtened by 14 months
from the|published intent.

N L
Natlona] Park Service's comments;

Fhe only concern mentioned by the NPS was the possibility of styrene emissions impacting the
Merritt Ialand 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




SENDER: COMPLETE THIS SECTION

B Complete items 1, 2, and 3. Also complete - -
item 4 if Restricted Delivery is desired.
8 Print your name and address on the reverse
so that we can return the card to you, '
B Attach this card to the back of the mailpiece,
or on the front if space permits.

1. icle Addressed to; -
NIV W dag,

{Please Print Clearty) | B.

address different from item 17 0

Dgo

2. Article Number (Copy from service label} / = [—-.--'
IR A Z. 54 .

1

PS Form 3811, July 1999

Z 3y}

US Postal Service

If YES, enter delivery address below: 1 2
.
3. Service Type o . (
Emertifiod Mail ] Express Mail ;
D Registared [ Return Receipt for Merchandise i
O insured Mail O] C.O.D. !
4. Restricted Delivery? (Extra Fee) O Yes |
T i f
i
]
|
{

Domestic Retu— ™.

+M-1789

355 287

Receipt for Certified Mail

No Insurance Coverage Provideq.

Postage

B Dsg not use for Internationay Mall {Soe reverse
(1]
Street &Number MJ'
-
P , Stats, P e M
$

Certified Fee

Speciaf Delivery Fee

Restricted Deiivery Fee

Whom & Date Deliversd

uy

% Retum Receipt Showing o
E

[=%

Retum
Date, & Addressen's Address

Raceipt Shawing 1o Whorm,

|

TOTAL Postage & Fees 1 $

009008 3083402 11-00 |
50 Fl-g+

<L

o

S

[++]

""E’ Postmark or Dats
S

u

w

a

for

B




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 i
Cape Canavcral Plant PSD-FL-274
350 Sea Ray Dnive Project Fiberglass Boat Mfg. Plant s
Mernitt Island, Flonda 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 warchouse building, and
associated facilities for emplovee 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
Adminsstrative Code. The SIC code for this project 15 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 kim N. This site is not located within 100 km of any Class I PSD
Arca. The Chassahowitzka National Wildlifc 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 1s 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 permut:

Appendix A BACT/MACT Dctermination
Appendix B NESHAP General Provisions
Appendix C Applicant’s Table 3 - Proposed Enussions Calculations

Appendix GC  General Permut Conditions

Howard L. Rhodes, Director
Division of Air Resources
Management

“More Protection, Less Frocess”

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 Creck Plant. located on Sca Ray Drive i Mernitt 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.

PROJEC;T DETAILS *

The proposed Cape Canaveral Plant will manufacture fiberglass boats of varying sizes up to about 75 feet
n lengthl. The plant’s two production buildings will house facilities for the gel coat and lamination
processes as well as parts and fabrication activitics such as woodshop operations and warehousing. A
scparateibuilding will be erected for offices and administration. The new plant will be located on Sea Ray
Drive ap’proximatel_\f 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 proposcd plant will consist of the following emissions ynits.

EMISSIONS UNIT NoO. EMISSIONS UNIT DESCRIPTION .
' 0G1 Building 10t. Lamination & Assemblv
002 Building 102, Fabrication
003 Accessory Structures

REGULATORY CLASSIFICATION

The facil;ity, consisting of the three existing plants and the proposed plant, is classified as a Major or Title
V Source of air pollution becausc emissions of volatile organic compounds (VOC) exceed 100 tons per
vear (TPY), and because enussions of one hazardous air pollutant (HAP) (styvrenc) cxceed 10 tons per vear
and emissions of total HAP exceed 235 tons per vear. This facility is not within an mdustry 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
Signiﬁcalm 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 I and MACT Proposal
08-11-99 Received EPA PSD Applicabilitv Determination
09-03-95 Received PSD Analvsis and Control Technology Review
09-30-9¢ Received Supplemental PSD Application Fec

10-06-95 Distributed Notice of Intent and Supporting Documents
10-31-99 Notice of Intent Published in Florida Todav Newspaper
RELEVANT DOCUMENTS

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

» Permit application
«  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 II. FACILITY-WIDF SPECIFIC CONDITIONS

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

ADMINISTRATIVE

I.

Regulating, Agencies: All documents related to applications for permits to construct, operate or modify
an emissions unit should be submitted to the Burcau of Air Regulation (BAR), Florida Department of
Environmental Protection at Mail Station #3503, 2600 Blair Stone Road, Tallahassee, Florida 32399-
2400, phone number 850/488-0114. All documents rclated 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.! 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 corresponding
chapters of the Florida Administrative Code.

Applicable Regulations. Forms and Application Procedures: Unless otherwisc 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 Codc 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 procedurcs in Chapter 62-4, F.A.C. Issuance of
this permit does not relicve 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 permittec to
conform to new or additional conditions. The Department 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 Burcau 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 complcted within a reasonable time, The Department may cxtend the

_18-month period upon a satisfactory showing that an extension is justificd. {Rules 62-4.070(4), 62-

4.210(2) & (3), and 62-210.300(1)(a). F.A.C.|

BACT Determination: In conjunction with ¢xtension of the 18 month periods to conunence or continue
construction, extension of the permit cxpiration date. or construction of Phases 1l 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 applicd to any new or modificd 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 | .

Sea Ray Boats, Inc. DEP File No. 0090093-003-AC
Cape Canaveral Plant PSD-FL-274
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AIR CONSTRUCTION PERMIT
SECTION 1. FACILITY-WIDE SPECIFIC CONDITIONS

7. Modifications: No emissions unit or facitity 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 TitleiV Opecration Permit Required: This permit authorizes construction and/or mstallation of the
'pcnn:ittcd cmissions 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
appl{r 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
apphcatlon shall be submitted to the Department’s Central District office. [Rules 62-4.030, 62-4.050,
62-41220, and Chapter 62-213, F.A.C.|

GENERA;L 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 cmissions of air
pollutants from any activity., the density if which is cqual to or greater than that designated as Number
1 on the Ringeimann Chart (20% opacity). The test method for visible emissions shall be EPA Method
9. mc,orporated and adopted by reference in Chapter 62-297, F.A.C. Test procedures shall meet all
apph'mblu requirements of Chapter 62-297. F. A C. [Rule 62-296.320(4)(b)1. FA.C]

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

1
(a) }ln‘o person shall causc, let, permit, suffer or allow the emissions of unconfined particulate matter
from any activity, including vehicular movenient: transportation of materials: construction,
a;ltcration, demolition or wrecking: or industrially related activities such as loading. unloading,
storing or handling: without taking reasonablc precautions to prevent such emissions,

(b) Any pernut issued to a facility with emissions of unconfined particulate matter shall specify the
n\:asonable precautions to be taken by that facility to control the emissions of unconfinud
particulate matter.

(c) Reasonablc precautions include the following:

» Paving and maintenance of roads. parking arcas and vards.

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

« Application of asphalt. water. oil, chemicals or other dust suppressants to unpaved roads,
vards. 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 cquipment to contain. capture and/or vent particulate
matter.

. Confining abrasive blasting wherc possible.

«' Enclosure or covering of convevor svstems.

(d) In determining what constitutes reasonable precautions for a particular source, the Department
s]‘lall consider the cost of the control technique or work practice, the environmental impacts of the

Sea Ray Boats, Inc. DEP File No. 0090093-003-AC
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AIR CONSTRUCTION PERMIT
SECTION I1. 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: [Rulc 62-296.320(1){a)&(2). F.A.C]

(2) No person shall storc, pump, handle, process. load. unload or usc in any process or installation,
volatile organic compounds or organic solvents without applving known and existing vapor
emission control devices or systeins deenied 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 edor 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 unrcasonably 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 notifv 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 appiicable, the owner’s intent toward reconstruction
of destroved facilities. Such notification docs not release the permittee from any liability for failure to
comply with Department rules. |Rule 62-4.130, F. A.C] '

I3. Circumvention: No person shall circumvent any air poliution control device or allow the emission of
air pollutants without the applicable air pollution control device operating properly. {Rule 62-210.650,
F.AC]

14. Excess Emissions:

For purposes of this permit. all limits established pursuant to the State Implementation Plan, including
those limits cstablished 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 62. Excess emissions which arc caused entirely
or in part by poor mainienance, 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 ¢missions units shat! 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

A



AIR CONSTRUCTION PERMIT
SECTION . FACILITY-WIDE SPECIFIC CONDITIONS

COMPLIANCE MONITORING AND TESTING REQUIREMENTS

15,

16.

17.

18.

19,

20.

RCQU!I‘LCI Number of Test Runs: For mass emission limitations, a compliance test shall consist of three
comp]ete and separate determunations 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 ime periods during which the stack emission rate was measured:
prox;'ided, however, that three complcte and separate determinations shall not be required if the process
varniables are not subject to variation during a compliance test, or if three determinations are not
necessary in order to calculate the unit's enission rate. The three required test runs shall be completed
within one consecutive five-day period. In the event that a sample 1s 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 Sceretary or his or her
designee may accept the results of two complete runs as proof of compliance, provided that the
aritlunetic mean of the two complete runs is at least 20% below the allowablc emission hmiting
standard [Rule 62-297 310(1). F A.C]

Opcratlng Rate Durning Testing: Unless othcnwise stated m 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 pereent of the maximum operation rate allowed by the permit. Ifitis
impractical to test at penmitted capaciiy, an enussions unit may be tested at less than the mimmum permitted
capacity; in this case, subsequent cinissions unit operation is limited to 110 percent of the test load until a
new test is conducted. Once the unit 1s so linuted. operation at higher capacities 1s allowed for no more than
13 consecutlw, days for the purposc of additional comphance testing to regain the authority to operate at the
pemuttcd capacity. [Rule 62-297.510{2). FA.C ]

Ca]culanon of Emission Rate: The indicated emission rate or concentration shall be the arithimetic average of
the enuss:on rate or concentration detennined by cach of the three separate test runs unless otherwise
spwl.ﬁed in a particular test method or apphicable rule. [Rule 62-297.310(3), F.A.C/]

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

Det§m1inati0[1 of Process Variables: |Rule 62-297.310(5). F.A.C\]

(a) Required Equipment. Thc owner or operator of an emissions unit for which compliance tests are
required shall install, operate. and mamtam 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 mstruments used to directly or indirectly determine process
variables, including devices such as belt scales. weight hoppers, flow meters, and tank scales, shall
l:)c calibrated and adjusted to mndicate 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 samipling ports, work platforms,
acce“,s to work platforms, electrical power, and sampling equipment support. All stack sampling
facnhtles must meet any Occupational Safety and Health Admunistration (QSHA) Safety and Health
Standards described in 29 CFR Part 1910, Subparts D and E. Sampling facil:ties shall also conform to
the requirements of Rule 62-297.310(6). F. A.C. [Rule 62-297.310(6). F.A.C |

Sca Ray Boats. Inc. , DEP File No. 0090093-003-AC
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AIR CONSTRUCTION PERMIT
SECTION 1. FACILITY-WIDE SPECIFIC CONDITIONS

21

22,

Test Notification: The permittee shall notifv the Department’s Central District office and. if
applicable. appropriate local program. at lcast 15 days prior to the date on which cach formal
compliance test is to begin. Notification shall include the date, time, and place of cach such test, and
the test contact person who will be responsible for coordinating and having such test conducted for the
owncr or operator. {Rule 62-297 310(7)(2)9.. FA.C |

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 cmissions 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,

24,

26,

27.

Duration of Record Keeping: Upon request. the permittce shall furnish all records and plans required
under Department rules. During cnforcement actions. the retention period for all records will be
extended automatically unless othenwise stipulated by the Department. The permittee shalf 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
vears from the date of the sample. measurement. report, or application unicss otherwise specified by
Department rule. [Rules 62-4.160(14)(a)&(b)and 62-213.440(1)(b)2.b, FAC|]

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 43 days after the last sampling run of each
test i1s 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 properfy computed. As a mininum, 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]

. 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 cnussions: 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 emiussions shall also
be reported in accordance with 40 CFR 63, Subpart A, |Rule 62-4. 130, F A.C]

Excess Emissions Repert - Malfunctions: In case of excess emissions resulting from malfunctions,
each owner or operator shall notity 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

Annual Operating Report for Air Pollutant Emitting Facilitv: The Annual Operating Report for Air
Pollutant Emitting Facility shall be completed cach vear and shall be submitted to the Department’s Central
District officc by March | of the following vear. [Rule 62-210.370(3). F.A.C)]

Sea Ray Boats, Inc. DEP File No. 0090093-003-AC
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AIR CONSTRUCTION PERMIT
SECTION I11. EMISSIONS UNITS SPECIFIC CONDITIONS

The following specific conditions apply to the following emissions units:

EMISS;]ONS EMISSIONS UNIT DESCRII'TION
UNITNO.
001 Building 101, Lamination & Assembly
002 Building 102. Fabrication
003 Accessory Structures

[Note: E[TllSSlOl’lS Units 001, 002 and 003 are subject to PSD for VOC; subject to MACT for HAPs; and

are subjctl.,t to the requirements of the statc rules as indicated in this permit. This permit includes the
MACT rcl,qulrements, and constitutes MACT for this project.)

OPERAT;IONAL REQUIREMENTS

l. Prodljﬁction Limits/Hours of Operation: Emissions Units 001, 002 and 003 may each operate for up to
5.000 hours/year. The facility is required to keep daily records of the operating hours. [Rules 62-
210.200, Definitions-Potential to Emit (PTE) and 62-213 440(1}b)1.b., FAC]

MATERL;AL 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 i(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 12-month period.
[Rulés 62-4.070(3). 62-204.800(10)(d)2.. and 62-210.200 (PTE), F.A.C.. and BACT/MACT]

3. Resins HAP Contents Limits: The weight percentage of total HAP content in resins shall be limited to
an aggregate resin maximum average limit (ARMAL) caleulated from the following resin component
maximum average HAP contents:

e  Production resins (pr), 353% total HAP content.

s Non-atomized tooling resins (natr), used for making and repair of molds, 39% total HAP content.

The !L\RMAL 1s based on a 3-month rolling average and is calculated using the following equation:

ARMAL = [(0.35 WT,) + (0.39 Wt,,)] x 100
[WT o) + (W)

Where.
WT,.= Total weight of production resins used in the current month and preceding two months;
thm,;: Total weight of non-atomized tooling resins used i the current month and preceding

two months.

[Rules 62-4.070(3) and 62-204 800(10)(d)2.. F. A.C_, and MACT)]

4. 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:

. P;igmented gel coats (pec). 33% total HAP content.
+ Base gel coats (bgc). 33% total HAP content.

Sea Ray I;Boats, Inc. DEP File No. 0050093-003-AC
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AIR CONSTRUCTION PERMIT
SECTION I11. EMISSIONS UNITS SPECIFIC CONDITIONS

s  Clear gel coats (cge). 48% total HAP content.
« Tooling gel coats {tge). used for making and repair of molds. 40% total HAP content.

The AGMAL is based on a 3-month rolfing average and is calculated using the following equation:

AGMAL = [(0.33 WT ) +(0.33 Wity,e) + (0.48 Wi ) + (0.40 Wi )] x 100
[(WTPSC) + (Wtbl_c) + (W[cpc) + (Vv’tlgc) }

Where,

WT,=  Total weight of pigmented gelcoats used in the current month and preceding two months;
Wibgc= Total weight of base gel coats used in the current month and preceding two months.

Wit = Total weight of clear coats used in the current month and preceding two months.

Wity = 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 averape HAP contents:
The weighted average HAP content shall be calculated for cach component (i.c.. resins, gelcoats,
spraved tooling resins) by multiplving the weight of each matcrial 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) WTy + . + (HAP) WTi]

AVG, = ‘
[WT,;, + WTh + ...+ WT,;!
Where,

AVG, = 3-month weightcd average, expressed as a percentage, for the resins
component;

HAP; = Weight percentage of total HAP {expressed as a decimal fraction) in resin i,
based on the highest value for cach 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 componcent, AVG,, and the 3-month weighted
average percentage for the spraved tooling resin component. AVG,, shall be likewise 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 demonstratc compliance with the HAP content limitations of the previous specific
condition. Records shall be completed no later than five working days after the end of each month.

o Weight in pounds of each material used cach month.

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

10.

1.

12.

13,

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

. Ro]lmg 3-month limits: ARMAL. AGMAL. and SL, expressed as weight percentages.

. Ro]lmg 3-month weighted average total HAP contents: AVG, AVG, AVG,, expressed as weight

| : . .
percentages, based on the materials used in the current month and preccdmg two months.

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

. Resini & 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 picce 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 arc acrosel 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 i1s not required to control emissions of HAP from mold
sealing', releasing, stripping and repair matcrials. The owner or operator 1s not required to control
emlsstons 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 —
NES};{AP for Wood Furniture Manufacturing Operations for carpentry adhesives and non-structural
interiqr 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 ot;her exterior coatings (except for wood parts) which arc compliant with 40 CFR 63 Subpart II -
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]

CONTRO;L 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
vcntil:flted 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 bu{ilding at a minimum stack velocity of 70 feet per second. In the event a zoning variance is not

approved by Brevard County for a 73-foot stack. an alternative stack/velocity design shall be submitted

Sea Ray 30:115, Inc. : DEP File No. 0090093-003-AC
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AIR CONSTRUCTION PERMIT
SECTION 1. EMISSIONS UNITS SPECIFIC CONDITIONS

l6.

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 svstem 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 ambicnt 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 neigiborhoods 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 ambicnt monitoring requirement after the 30 month period shall require Department approval and
shall depend upon the number and naturc of complaints registered by neighbors over the 30-month
period. The ambient monitoring shall be conducted using EPA Mcthod TO14. The 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

council established by local homeowners for this purpose. [Rules 62-296.320( i}(2)&(2) and 62-
210.200(203). FA.C]

Odor Testing. Within 90 davs 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 Qdor Control (Destruction) Technology Reguired Initiallv: An initial requirement shall be
the immediate evaluation of state-of-the-art enzyme bioacrosol odor destructicn 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 1ssuance
of this permit. conduct special feasibility tests consisting of injecting test solutions into the ventilation
svstem at its existing Merritt Isiand boat manufacturing plant and measuring the destruction of styrene.
The styrene destruction results shall be provided to the Department’s Burcau of Air Regulation within
14 davs 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 technicatly
feasible and cost effective at the Cape Canaveral site, the Department may proposc to revise this permit,
as provided under Conditton 11.3. 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 115 to include operating. testing
and compliance parameters for this svstem and no other air pollution control cquipment shall be
required. [Rules 62-296.320(1)(a)&(2), 62-210.200(203), and 62-4.070(3). F.A.C ]

}8. Pilot Plant Required if Odor Destruction Not Feasible: 1f enzyvme bioacrosol destruction technology is
Sea Ray Boats. Inc. DEP File No. 0090093-003-AC
Cape Canaveral Plant PSD-FL-274
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AJR CONSTRUCTION PERMIT
SECTION III. EMISSIONS UNITS SPECIFIC CONDITIONS

19.

20.

show not to be technically and economically feasiblc 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 permittec 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-scalc system shall be sized to capture for treatiment at Ieast 10,000 cfin of VOC/HAP-laden
air exhausted from a single boat hull of at Icast 65 feet in length. The design submittal shall contain all
data nceessary to evaluate the system’s performance capabilities for arriving at a net overall VOC/HAP
capture and destruction efficiency of 76 percent for Emissions Uit 001, The pilot-scale control system
may utilize one or more of the following approaches for a sclected area of hull lamination processing
withiri the Lamination/Assembly building: a localized pickup system. a permanent booth enclosure or a
movab]c enclosure venting and capture svstem, The Department shall notify the permuttee within 30
dayvs of receipt of the design proposal as to whether it will be accepted. If the proposal is not approved,
the Dtl,partment 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 time thercafter provided that 15 days advance written notification 1s
provided to the Department’s Burcau of Air Regulation in Tallahassce 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 operaticn of the pilot-
scale control system within 180 days following the approval of the pilot system design by the
Department. The permittec 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 Burcau by the permitice during the
construction period. The permittee shall notifv the Burcau and the Department’s Central District Office
at least 15 davs in advance of the startup date of the pilot project. Within 180 days following
commencement of operation of the pilot svstem. and after notifving the Bureau and the Central District
Office at least 13 days in advance. the permittec shall have conducted a capture cfficiency test and 2
VOC/;HAP destruction efficiency test on the svstem according to the procedures specified below in
Specitic Conditions No. 26 and 27 and shall have presented the results of thesc tests along with a cost
effectiveness determination to the Department, The permittee is authorized to continue operating the
lamin::ltion building following the concluston 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 Feasibility:  Unless the test results
or other data provided by the pernuttee convinee the Department that a full-scale system 1s not feasible
from ‘1 technical, operational or cost standpoint. the Department will propose (as provided under
Condition 11.5 .} that the permittec install a full-scale VOC/HAP control system for the entire
Lamination/Assembly Building. The Departiment’s proposal will include a revised BACT
detem%lination, which will be subject (in its entirety). to the protections provided under Condition I1.5.
The pu:armirtee shall begin its operation of the full-scale system 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 system 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 93 percent
(85.5 percent minimum overall capture and destruction). The full-scale control system shall be

Sea Ray Boats. Inc. DEP File No. 0090093-003-AC
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AIR CONSTRUCTION PERMIT
SECTION II1. EMISSIONS UNITS SPECIFIC CONDITIONS

21

22

24

[
Ln

operated at the maximum capture rate demonstrated by the pilot-scale control system. Appropriate
emission limits and compliance requirements for the full-scale VOC/HAP control system shall be
established by the Department within 45 days following reccipt of test results for pilot-scale system and
shall be incorporated into the Title V permit for this facility (as provided under Condition 11.5). {Rules
62-4.070(3) and 62-212.400. F. A.C.. and BACT]

B

Removal of Pilot Plant Control System if Not Feasible: If the Department determines that a full-scale -
VOC/HAP capture and control svstem is not feasible. the permittee shall be allowed to remove the

pilot-scalc control system following publication by the Department of a public notice of such action in a s
newspaper of general circulation in the arca in accordance with Rule 62-210.3530(1) and (2), F.A.C. v
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 analyzes the test results and other data from the pilot-scale
project to determine the feasibility of full-scale controls and revises its BACT determmation
accordingiyv. the Department will provide notice and an opportunity for bearing. The notice shall be
published 1 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 .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 system 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). FAC)]

No Air Qutflow Through Doors and Qpenings Allowed. The Lanunation/Assembly Building air
ventilation system shaltl be designed so that whenever any 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 minimum of 10 pereent. Fan motor amperages for
all Lamination/Assembly Building ventilation fans shall be continuousty monitored and recorded to
show compliance with this requirement. [Rule 62-4.070(3). F.A.C.]

. Air Outflow Prevention Desten and Operation Plar Required: Pursuant to the requirements of Specific

Condition 24 above. and 43 davs prior to the initial operation of the lamination process. the permittee
shall submit its Air Outflow 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 cfficiency of the pilot plant pickup svstem by comparing raw
VOC/HAP emissions gencrated over a six-hour lamination period (based on material usage rates and
appropriatc emission factors) with capturcd cimissions 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 svstem required by Specific Condition 20 above, the same capture efficiency -~
demonstration shall be performed on the full scale control system after providing 15 days written -
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AIR CONSTRUCTION PERMIT
SECTION Jil. EMISSIONS UNITS SPECIFIC CONDITIONS

27.

28

notiﬁ(;;a[ion to the Burcau of Air Regulation and the Central District Office. |Rule 62-4.070(3) and 62-
212400, FA.C., and BACT]|

Destruction Efficiency Test: Pursuant to the requirements of Specific Condition 19, the permittee shall
determine the destruction efficiency of the pilot plant control svstem by sampling the inlet and outlet of
the dc!struction device over a three-hour lammation period for VOC concentrations using EPA Method
18. 25 or 23A, 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]

PM Testing Required: Visible enmissions from Emissions Unit 002 shall be tested initially 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-vear
ongoi:ng compilation of the following records to demonstrate compliance with the VOC and HAP
emissions imitations of Specific Condition No. 2 of this scction. Records shall be completed no later
than five working days after the end of cach month.

+  Amounts in pounds of cach material used each month that contains VOC and/or HAP.

o Weight percentage of HAP in materials using the highest valuc tisted on Manufacturer’s Safety
Ii)ata (MSD) Sheets. For non-HAP VOC the nud-point value may be used.

+  Amount in pounds of VOC/HAP emitted cach month from ¢ach material used during the month,
calculated by multiplying the amount of cach material used by its VOC/HAP content and then by
the appropriate emission factor. The permittee may use cmission factors contained in Table Three:
Rroposed Emissions Calcidations. submitted as part of the permittee’s MACT application dated
Tuly 16, 1999,

+  Total amoun: in pounds of VOC/HAP emitted cach month, calculated as the sum of VOC/HAP
c:mirted from cach 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
c;onsecutive 12-month period. calculated as the sum of VOC/HAP emitted for the current month
and the preceding efeven months,

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

PROVISle FOR FUTURE EPA SECTION I 12(D) MACT DETERMINATION

30.

At such time as the U.S. EPA promulgates final regulations in 40CFR63 establishing standards for the
Boat Manufacturing Industry, and the Deparunent adopts such standards into its rules, the permittee
may p:mrovidc reasonable assurances of its ability to comply with the “new source” stindards and may
then, for purposes of MACT compliance. comply with any less restrictive specific provision of the
promuigated MACT for “new” sources rather than the more restrictive specific provisions of the case-
byv-case MACT. However, if this change results in a modification. as defined by the State
Implementation Plan (S.1.P.). it shall be processed as a permit revision in accordance with the S.IP. 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,

Sca Ray Boas, Inc. DEP File No. 0090093-003-AC
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AIR CONSTRUCTION PERMIT
APPENDIX A. BACT/MACT DETERMINATION

The BACT/MACT Determination 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

Ta



DETERMINATIONS OF

BEST AVAILABLE CONTROL TECHNOLOGY (BACT)

AND

MAXIMUM ACHIEVABLE CONTROL TECHNOLOGY (MACT)
~ Sea Ray Boats, Inc.

Merritt Island Facility

Cape Canaveral Plant

Brevard County

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

Department of Environmental Protection
Division of Air Resources Management
Bureau of Air Regulation

Mav 10. 2000




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) s with respect to Table 212,400-2, Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.). The project is
thereforle subject to review for the Prevent:on of Significant Deterioration (PSD) and a
determn:mtlon 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 (ll major source of hazardous air pollutants (HAP) and the federal MACT standards for the
Flbergiass Boat Ruilding industry have not yet been promulgated under the National Emission

Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP).

The det?lls 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
subsequ:ently received on September 3, 1999

BACT/MACT DETERMINATION REQUESTED BY THE APPLICANT:

SOUR(;IE CONTROL TECHNOLOGY PROPOSED BACT LIMIT
Product:ion Resins Stvrene Content 35 percent (%) styrene
Resin P:xpplication Non-Atomizing Equipment

Gel CO'lltS Styvrene Content 34 % styrene

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

The app}ncant 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 1 stack of Building 101 and
exhaust:ng 60-75 feet above the ground. Total VOC emissions would exceed 600 tons per year
from thc existing Merritt Island Facility and the Cape Canaveral Plant combined.

Sea Ray Mcmlt 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 productlon processes and
available methods, systems, and techniques. 1n addition, the regulations state that, in making the
BACT determination, the Department shali 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.

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.
» 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. 1f it 1s 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 fibergiass 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 vear. 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
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BACT/MACT DETERMINATION

Maximum Achievable Control Technology (MACT) emission limitation for new sources
means “the emission limitation which is not less stringent than the emission limitation
achi:eved by the best controlled simifar 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.”

S'im.ﬂlar source means “a stationary source or process that has comparable emisstons and
is structura]ly similar in design and capa(:lty to a constructed or reconstructed source such
that the source could be controlled using the same control technology.”

Per Fedt;ral 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 sourice 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
estabhshmg the minimum criteria for new sources. EPA believes that Congress could have
expl:mtly 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 additfon, the regulations state that in making the MACT Determination, the Department should
give corisideration 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
ofid'entifying 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, inclu'ding all supporting information,
(2) }Eliackground 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) [i)ata 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 DETERMINATION

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 roliing 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 ona 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 foliowing 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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BACT/MACT DETERMINATION

PROJECT

LOCATION ST OV | TECHNOLOGY | PHOWEATE COMMENTS
Makes up to 20 ft. sport boals using

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

Metro M:achinc, VA 1999 “Thermal Oxidizer 60,000 Uses modular enclosure for painting
‘ hulls of large ships

Corsair l\:darinc ? Vacuun bagging Makes Tnmarans

Cor Tec,|OH 1992 Catalytic 5,000

Tomkins}{-Lasko‘ TX 1985 Thermal Oxidizer 18,000

Tomkins-:-Lasko, PA 1985 Thennal Oxidizer 24,000

TomkinsELasko, VA 1986 Thennal Oxidizer 18,000

ARE.,OH 1995 Thermal Oxidizer 100,000

Crane Kc:mlile 1990 Thermal Oxidizer 26,000

Enduro b 1991 Thermal Oxidizer 15,000

OTHEIIK INFORMATION AVAILABLE TO THE DEPARTMENT:

In addition to the information submitted by the applicant and that mentioned above, other
mformatlon available to the Department includes the references at the end of this review and the
followmg

Assessment of Styrene Emissions Controls for FRP/C and Boat Building Industries

EPA communication approving an alternative shipbuilding MACT for Metro Machine
Corporatlon 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 Systems, Inc.:

http://www.anguil_com

Wel Site for Bombardier Motor Corporation of America; http://www.bombardier.com

Wet Site for National Marine Manufacturers Association; http://www. nmma.org

Wet Site for Sea Ray Boats, Inc http.//www.searay.com

Wetb Site for Big Top Manufacturing, Inc.: http.//www.bigtopshelters.com

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

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

Borrébardier permit filc obtained from the 1llinois Environmental Protection Agency

' Personal communications with control equipment manufacturers

Personal communications with state environmental agencies
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BACT/MACT DETERMINATION

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 1s 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 1s 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 1s 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 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 drafl 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 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, 1s what 1s 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 ipolymerizes 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
includeiinterior 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 inake process modifications to reduce emissions. It may be possible for such a plant to
adopt the fabrication process to include closed molis, 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
feasiblelfor 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 1s 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/HARP is possible without affecting product quality. For example, it
may be possibie 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 Controf 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 Iliinois. This is most likely due to the approach to
ventilatior. used and the high capital and operating costs assoctated 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 bé 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 secticn describes available control options. )
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Thermal Oxidation (Incineration)

The gas stream is exposed to high temperatures (approximately 148C°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 1o 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 smailer, 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 te carbon dioxide and water.
An auxiliary fuel is required to elevate the gas stream to the required temperature range. ldeally,
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 sulrface 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
recovcry 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
polymer"ize on the activated carbon and decrease the effectiveness. However, the carbon bed only
remainsi “active” for a defined period and must eventually be replaced. It is uncertatn whether

polymerization would significantly reduce the life of the activated carbon.

Biofiltration

This rel.itlvely 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 Ievel of control. Therefore, this technology is not yet considered to be commercially available
or demonstrated as technologically feasible for this project.

Bio/Chémical Scrubber

Chemica:il scrubbers are absorption sysiems designed to dissolve a spectfic 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 <md 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 1s necessary to
make chemical scrubbing practical. Conventional chemical scrubbers have been tested on a pilot
scale, but do not appear to be a viable contro} 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 maximuin destruction of air pollutants.

Condensation

A condensation system includes refrigeration units to cool the exhaust stream and condense out
the chen:lical 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

technoldgy could be considered technically feasible.

Emerging Technologies: The Department also identified the following emerging add-on control
technolog:es that are in various stages of development: membrane technology, biofilter systems,
ultravnolet/ox:danon 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 lability 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 “Toxicotogical 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
requireisome effort as it has in the automobile and other industries. Yet, the nieed for further
research and development in the area of ventilation should not forestall cfforts by regulatory
agencie“s to do something about the styrene pollution problem within the confines of existing
regulations,

The Bombardier boat building facility in Benton, lllinois 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
Enwronmental 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 sma]ler 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 smal]er size and 4 for the larger boats. Total raw materials used including gel coat, resin and
catalyst were approximately 6,350 [bs/hr with about 83 percent of the total or 5,310 Ibs/hr
consisting of resin and about 14 percent or 915 lbs/hr of gel coat.

Emlssmns 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 Ilhn!oas Administrative Code (33 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 IAC 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).
Regenei‘ ative Thermal Oxidation was selccted over Catalytic Oxidation due to the low VOC

concentrat:ons involved.

When :qltlally 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
emissiohs vented to the incinerator to 179 Ibs/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’g 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 trom 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 00%/95%*
Minimum Thermal Destruction 85%

At present, Bombardier still operates under 1ts construction permit, which has been revised several
times since its issuance on December 21, 1995 Revisions have included increasing the styrene
content fr0111 3510 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 systent in
the industry and was set up specifically for controfling emissions from small, jet hoat
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. Indusiry 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-comtrolled source in the industry and their emissions are
probably no better than a facility using 35-percent styrene resin and non-atoniized
application. Therefore, the Bombardier facility will not affect the new source floor. In
addition, EPA has made the determination that new sonrce 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 33-percent styrene resins. They noted that many boat manufacturers
guarantee their boais 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 wiconirolled 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 usage rate, a similar result is obtained. Therefore, unless shown otherwise, the
Department cannot agree that Bombardier is not the best-controlied 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 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 veritilation system for Bombardier’s AAL uses two 3.5 MMBtu/hr air makeup units each
providirf]g about 40,000 cfm of conditioned (heated) air to the manufacturing areas from above the
production lines. The production lines are housed in a butlding that 1s 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 RTQO. 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
Bulldlng,(s) (No. 101) and the Fabrication Building (Nc. 102). Most of the VOC emissions would
be emltted from the Lamination/Assembly Building which, covers 72,000 square feet (21,000 for
gel coat/lamlnatlon 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 ble used for fabrication and the other half for woodworking, warehousing, and related
activities. The heights of Sea Ray’s Lamination/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 cziling 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 ¢f 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 Stx 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 cfim from a 24,000 square
foot “enclosed” room. Although designed to be enclosed, doors are typically left open at the
existmg|Merr1tt Istand 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 50 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 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 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 cfin 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. i

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 Governn:ental Industrial
Hygienists’ (ACGIH) recommended ventilation rate of 50 ¢fim 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, cfim/fi* spray booth ventilation factor (250
ft long x 30 ft high x 50 cfm/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 0f|pr0ducti0n 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 1b. 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 Raylused 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 cfim option (as
calculated by Sea Ray) becomes $2,383/ton vs. $33,610/ton and the 100,000 cfm option becomes
$4,315/t<|3n 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
SystemsiofDe Pere, Wisconsin. MEGTEC has installed over 4,000 VOC control systems
throughout the world since 1970 covering a variety of industries. A 100,000 cfim Regenerative
ThermaliOxidizcr unit will cost about $13 per treated cfim for the basic equipment. Installation
adds another 40 percent resulting in an installed equipment cost of approximately $1,800,000 for
the 100,000 cfim 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 c;ost 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 poliutants, 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 Poats, 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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tine. 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 Il - 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 11 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 ccatings.
The Antifoulant Coatings Draft Summary Table found on the United Air Toxics Website,
indicates that the ship antifoulant coating HAP limits contained in Subpart II can be met by boat
manufacturers as well. 1n terms of “similar sources,” it is aiso 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 matntenance 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,

S. 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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11,

i2,

13

14.

the use of jooling 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 lof 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.

. compl:ance with 40 CFR 63 Subpart JJ, NESHAPs for Wood Furniture Manufacturing

Operat:ons;. 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 11 - 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 cleanmg machines which comply 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 PfS years. At a mimimum, these records shall include:

a. 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

determination of compliance with the appropriate HAP hmit.

o oo o

Within 60 days following the end of each 6-month period afier startup, Sea Ray Boats, Inc,,
shall submjt 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 permlttee may provide reasonable assurances of its ability to comply with the “new source
standards and may then, for purposes of MACT comphance comply with any less restrictive
specific pr0v151on of the promulgated MACT for “new” sources rather than the more
restrictive specific provistons of the case-by-case MACT.

LRl
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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 poliutants. 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 Jocalized 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 concen: rations 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 Mernitt 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 cfm of exhausted air from the hull
lamination area that will contain a single boat hull (minimum of 60 feet in length) while capturing
at Jeast 80 percent of the total VOC/HAP emissions from that hull and destroying 95 percent of the
captureq_ 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 carlnes the fan exhaust to the control device. The Department estimates that the installed cost
of the pilot project 1ncludmg 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 D"epartment 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. 1By 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
1nstallatxon and operation, and a recommended test protocol for evaluating the performance of the
pilot pFOJCCt The Department shall notify the applicant within 30 days of receipt of the design
submittal as to whether it will be accepted. If the proposal 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 reasonzble 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/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. The Department will
analyze the test results or other data provided by the applicant to determine whether a full-scale
control ¢ ,ystem is feasible from a technical, operational or cost standpoint. If the Department
determmes 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 f)r installation of a full-scale control system based on the pilot system. The full-scale
system, whsch may augment or replace the pilot system, shall be designed to capture 90 percent of
the totall 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 pillot 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 const:tute BACT, the pilot program equipment may be removed and the public shall be
prov1deqi proper notice.

Construction of the buildings and installation of process equipment may begin upon issuance of
the penmt 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 AA, Linero, P.E.
Air Toxics/Title TII 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

Cindy.Phillipsodep.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 / 00 S/ /oo
Date: { Date: =/
Sea Ray Merritt Island Facility DEP File No. 0090093-003-AC
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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

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 '
reculate 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 F12(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 poliutants 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(1) 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
réquirement. ‘

(11) For the purposes of this part, if an explicit postimark 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
ni:)tiﬁcation 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
b:f: 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 betwcen the owner or operator and the Administrator. Procedures governing the
implementation of this provision are specified in § 63.9(i). '

- (13) Special provisions sci 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.

(%) Initic! 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

(i1) 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 operating permit, sce 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 poliutants who determines that the
squrce 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 pari.

(1) If a relevant standard has been established under this pa:t, the owner or operator of
an affected source shall comply with the provisions of this subpart and the provisions of that
st.indard 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 ;-ermit from the permitting authority in the




Siate in which the source is located. Emission Smndards'promu]gated tn 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.c., the standard will exempt the category of area
sources altogether from the permitting requirement):

(i1) 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 obtdin 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
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 requircments 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 title 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 in subpart D of this part for the purpose of granting a
compliance extension for an early reduction of hazardous air pollutants.

2t .



Adminisiraror 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
tc implement the provisions of this part).

' Affected source, for the purposes of this part, means th: 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
ag those implementing title I'V of the Act. Sources regulated under part 60 or part 61 of this
chiapter are not affucted sources for the purposes of part 63.

Alternative emission limitation means conditions established pursuant to sections
112(13(5) or 112(i)(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 potlutant 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.5.C. 7661).

Area source means any stationary source of hazardous air pollutants that is not a major
source as definod 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, prchibition, 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;

(11) 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;

(111) 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 {requently 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 statcment that the source wi!l 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 comphance 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 remecdial 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 anv 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 sowice.

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 1s
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 svstem (COMS) means a continuous monitoring system
that measures the opacity of emissions.

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

Effective date meaus:

(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
reélevant 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 Statc 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 ineans all limitations and conditions that are enforceable by the
Administrator and citizens under the Act or that are enforceable under other statutes
acliministered by the Administrator. Examples of federaily enforceable limitations and conditions
ir}clude, but are not limited to:

(1} Emission standards, alternative emission standards, alternative emission limitations,
ani}d 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
emmission 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
4() CFR 32.21 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
pﬁogram 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
El;’A 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
ar 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 poliutant listed in or pursuant to section 112(b) of
the Act.




Issuance of a part 70 permit will occur. if the State 1s 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 guantity 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 acgregate, 10 tons per year or more of any hazardous air pollutant or 25 tons per
year or more of any combination of hazardous air pollntants, 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 normat 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 {irst 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 adminis:rative 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 author:'ized 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 UIS.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 1s federally enforceable.

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

(N The fixed capital cost of the new components exceds 50 percent of the fixed capital

cost that woui:d 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
standfards under this part, established by the Administrator pursuant to section 112(e) of the Act
and published|in the FEDERAL REGISTER.

Relevant standard means:

(n AI{ emission standard;

(2) A alternative emission standard;

(3) An alternative emission limitation; or

(4) Arn 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, equipn:lem, 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 eslab:lished 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:

(1) 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 proprictorship: 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-minwte 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.

Srate 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 permir 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 (S1) units of measure:
A = ampere
g = gram
Hz = hertz
J =joule
°K = degree Kelvin
kg = kilogram



(Q;) Oth

I = liter

m = meter

m* = cubic meter

mg = milligram = 10 ~* gram
mi = milliliter = 10 ~ liter

mm = millimeter = 10~ meter
Mg = megagram = 10 ® gram = metric ton
MIJ = megajoule

mol = mole

N = newton

ng = nanogram = 10 gram
nm = nanometer = 10 * meter

Pa = pascal
s = second
.V =volt
W = watt
2 =ohm

ug = microgram = 10 gram

ul = microliter = 10 * liter
er 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

dcf = dry cubic feet

dem = dry cubic meter

dscf = dry cubic feet at standard conditions
dscm = 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

ht = hour

in. = inch

in. H,O = inches of water
K =1,000

kcal = kilocalorie

Ib = pound

lpm = liter per minute
meq = milliequivalent
-min = minute




MW = molecular weight

0Z = ounces

ppb = parts per biliion

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

vd? = square yards

yr = year

(¢) Miscellaneous:
act = actual
avg = average
i.D. = inside diameter
M = molar
N = normal
0.D. = outside diameter
% = percent

§ 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-

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

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

(ii1) An exemption from compliance granted by the President under section
112(i1)(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
, (1) 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) Circunvention. 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 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
ff%derally enforceable.

§[63.5 Construction and reconstruction.

(a) Applicabiliry.

(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
pért. 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

re!quirements specified in paragraphs (b)(3), (d), and {e) of this section.

(ﬁ) 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
utder 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
fulfiil 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()) 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) [Réserved]

(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.

(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
of 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,

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

(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
sci:urce, 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
e;l(tent 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
S(|)0n as available but no later than with the notification of compliance status required in § 63.9(h)
(Jee

§163.9(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
SE.Cthﬂ technical information describing the proposed nature, size, design, operating design
capacxty, 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 poliution control system (equipment or method) for each emission point. The
dtTascnption of the equipment to be used for the control of emissions shall include each control
diLavice 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
mclude
an estimated control efficiency (percent) for that method. Such technical information shall
mclude :
calculauons of emission estimates in sufficient detail to permit assessment of the validity of the
ca]cu]atlons 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)(11i) of
tl":liS
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)(i1) of this
scf:ction - (i) A brief description of the affected source and the components that are to be
replaced;




(i) 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 enussions
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) (iit) 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.

(H (i) 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) (i) 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 incompiete 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
tdgether with - (1) Notice of the information and findings on which the intended denial
is based: and

‘ (i1) 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
s;?ecify the grounds on which the denial is based. The final detcrmination will be made within 60
calendar days of presentation of additional information or arguments (if the application 1s
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 -

(i) Relieve an owner or operator of legal responsibility for compliance with any
apphcable provisions of this part or with any other applicable Federal, State. or local
requnrement or (ii) 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
SpeClﬂed 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
eﬁ forceable 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;

(i) In making its finding, the State has considered factors substantially
equivalent to those specified in paragraph (e)(1) of this section; and either

(iii) The promulgated standard is no more stringent than the proposed standard
injany relevant aspect that would affect the Administrator’s decision to approve or disapprove an
appllcatlon 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
imlmediately 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
spieciﬁed in paragraph (d){(1) of this section (sz¢ also § 63.9(b)(2) of this subpart). The owner or
operator shall include in the request information sufficient for the Administrator’s determunation.
The Administrator will evaluate the owner or operator’s request in accordance with the



procedures specified in paragraph (e) ¢i this section. The Administrator may request additional
relevant information afi.r 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

(ii) The President has granted an exemption from compliance with any relevant
standard in accordance with section 112(1)(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)Y 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 ot 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 effecuve 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 afier 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:

(i) The promulgated standard (that is, the relevant standard) is more stringent
than the proposed standard; and
‘ (i1) 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
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 a relevant standard established pursuant to
section 112(f)
shall comply with the emission standard under section 112(f) not later than the date 10 years
after
the date construction cr 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 paragraph (b)(4) of this section shall notify the Administrator in
accordance with § 63.9(d) of this subpart.

(6) [Reserved]

(7) After the cffective date of an emission standard promulgated under this part, the
owner or operator of an unaffected new area source (i.e.. an area source for which construction
of reconstruction was commenced after the proposal date of the standard) that increases its
erjnissions of (or its potential to emit} hazardous air pollutants such that the source becomes a
niajor 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
pl"eviously was affected by that standard. The new affected major source shall comply with all
rel-quirements of that standard that affect new sources.

(<) Compliance dates for existing sources.

(1) After the effective date of a relevant standard established under this part pursuant to
SE::CTiOII 112(d) or 112(h) of the Act, the owner or operator of an existing source shall comply
wiith 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
thle compliance date established for an existing source in an applicable subpart of this part exceed
3vears after the effective date of such standard.

(2) After the effective date of a relevant standard established under this part pursuant to
section 112(f) of the Act, the owner or operator of an existing source shall comply with such
slandard not later than 90 days after the standard’s effective date unless the Administrator has
ar anted an extension to the source under paragraph (i)(4)(ii) of this section.

(3)H4) [Reserved]

(5) After the effective date of an emission standard promulgated under this part, 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
SL'nbject to the emission standard shall comply by the date specified in the standard for existing
alea sources that become major sources. 1f no such compliance date is specified i the standard,
thle source shall have a period of time to comply with the relevant emission 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 whetner the existing area source previously was affected by that standard.
N'orwithstanding: 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 mainienance requirements.

(H) (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
m’jnimizing emissions at least to the levels required by all relevant standards.



(1i) 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.

(iii) 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 sourcc 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 identity 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 repo: ting 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
contro} equipment) in accordance with the procedures specified in the startup, shutdown, and
malfunction plan developed under paragraph (e)}(3)(i) of this section.

(11i) 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).



(1v) 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
\xori\mg 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)S)(N).

(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
réquest, 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 3 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 au Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) or
01‘.ner 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
réquire 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
con51stent 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
dweloped the plan, the owner or operator shall revise the startup, shutdown, and malfunction
pian 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 noropacity 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) 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.

(ii) 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.

(iii) 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 resuiting data were
reduced using EPA-approved test methods and procedures, as specified in § 63.7(e) 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 alt 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
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standard and other requirements, including appropriate quality assurance and quality contro}
réquirements, 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

stlandard shall be appropriately quality assured and quality controlled, as specified in § 63.7 and

§638

. (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.

(hb 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
sﬁeciﬁed in an applicable subpart.

(2) Methods for determining compliance.

(i) The Administrator will determine compliance with opacity and visible
erlnission standards in this part based on the results of the test method specified in an applicable
sullbpart. 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 chapter or the method specified in paragraph (h)(7)(ii)

of‘ this section. Whenever a visible emission test method is not specified, compliance with visible
ernission standards in this part shall be determined by conducting observations in accordance
w1th Test Method 22 in appendix A of part 60 of this chapter.

(1) [Reserved]

(iii) If an affected source undergoes opacny 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
re_levant 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(¢) of
this subpart; and

‘ (D) The opacity or visible emission test was appropriately quality-
as:sured, 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

L :
required for the source by a relevant standard.



(3) Conduct of opacity 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:

(i) 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 shail 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 afier 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).

(iii) 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) Availability 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 moniloring system.

(i) The owner or operator of an affected source required to use a continuous
opacity monitoring system (COMS) shall record the monitoring data preduces 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).



(ii) 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 operator may
SlllblTIlt 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
ofthat decision, in writing, simuitaneously with the notification under § 63.7(b) of the date the
pérformance test is scheduled to begin. Once the owner or operator of an affected source has
notlfed the Administrator to that effect, the COMS data results will be used to determine opacity
comphance 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.

(iii) 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 shali
biz 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 § 63.5(¢), 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
tﬁe alleged violation, the instrument used was properly maintained, as specitied in § 63.8(c), and
met Performance Specification 1 in appendix B of part 60 of this chapter, and that the resulting
d%ita 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 vpacity or visible emission standard upon obtaining all the
ccl)m pliance
information required by the relevant standard (including the written reports of the results of the
performance tests required by § 63.7, the resuits of Test Method 9 or another required opacity or
v151ble 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
ar‘w information available to the Administrator needed to determine whether proper operation
and maintenance practices are being used.

‘ (9) Adjustment to an opacity 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
wIere 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 adjustment to the opacity emission standard for the
atfected source. Until the Administrator notifies the owner or operator of the appropriate
adjustment the relevant opacity emission standard remains applicable.

(ii) The Administrator may grant such a petition upon a demonstration by the
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.

(iii) 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.

(1) 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) Other reductions. Pursuant to section 112(1)(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) controlied
pursuant to the BACT or LAER installation, the Administrator wil! 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 (i)(4) through (1)(7) of this section
concern requests for an extension of compliance with a relevant standard under this part (except
requests for an extenston of compliance under paragraph (i)(2)(i) of this section will be handied
through procedures specified in subpart D of this part).

{4) )] (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 extenston of
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cc;lmpliance is insufficient to dry and cover mining waste in order to reduce emissions of any
hzzardous air pollutant. The owner or operator of an affected source who has requested an
ewtension 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

a]:‘;plicable.

(B) Any request under this paragraph for an extension of compliance
w1th a relevant standard shall be submitted in writing to the appropriate authority not later than
1"|’ 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)
arid (c) of this section) for sources that are including emission points in an emissions average.
Em15510n standards established under this part may specify alternative dai-s 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.

(ii) 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
Admmlstrator grant an extension allowing the source up to 2 years after 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
dllll'lng the period of the extension to assure that the health of persons will be protected from
mlmment 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
reéquired 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
e> tension of compliance with a relevant standard under this paragraph shall be submitted in
wntmg 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 foliowing 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:

(/) 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-stte 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

() The date by which final compliance is to be achieved.

(C) A description of interim emission control steps that wili 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).

(ii) The request for a compliance extension under paragraph (i)(5) of this section
shall include all information needed to demonsirate to the Administrator’s satisfaction that the
installation of BACT or technology to meet LAER controls the same pollutant (or stream of
pollutants) that would be controlied 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 (i3(9) through (1}(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 (i)(5) of this section.

(10) The extension will be in writing and will -

(i) 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 (i)(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 (i)(5), specify any additional condttions 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 wiihin 30 calendar days after receipt of sufficient information to
evaluate a request submitted under paragraph (i}(4)(i) or (i)(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 days atter receipi of the
o%igin:sl

application and within 30 calendar days after receipt of any supplcmentary 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
plowde 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
Aldministrator 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
m writing of the Administrator’s (or the State’s) intention to issue th: 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, addiiional information or
arguments to the Administrator (or the State) before further action on the request.

(iv) 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
djetermination 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 wntmg of approval or
mtentlon 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
bzen notified in writing that his/her application is complete. The Administrator (or the State) wiil
notify the owner or operator in writing of the status o1 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.

(ii) 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
provlde notice of opportunity for the applicant to present, in writing, within 15 calendar days
after he/she is notified of the incomplete application, additional mformation or arguments to the
Administrator to enable further action on 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 1o
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 inforination 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 bascd. The final determination will
be made within 30 calendar days after presentation of additional information or argument (if the
application is complete), os within 30 calendar days after the final date specified for the
p:resentation if no presentation is made.




(14) The Administrator {or the State with an approved permit program) may terminate an
extension of compliance at an earlicr date than specified if any specification under paragrapns
()10)(ii1) or (i)(10)(iv) of this section is not met. ‘

(135) [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 vears 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 tc 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 rclevant 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 | 12(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. If 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 years
ar]1d 180 days after the effective date of the standard, or after startup of the source. whichever is
!ater 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)Y 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
ptl,rformance test is scheduled to begin to allow the Administrator, upon request, to review and
approve the site-specific test plan requircd 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 bevond his or her control. the owner or operator shall notify the
A{dmmlstrator 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 fegal 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
of taking any other action under the Act.

(c) Quality assurance program.
(1) The results of the quality assurance program required in this paragraph will be
cc‘)nsidercd by the Administrator when he/she determines the validity of a performance test.

‘ (2) (i) Submission of site-specific iest 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.

(i) The internal QA program shall include, at a minimum, the activities planned
by routine operators and anatysts to provide an assessment of test data precision; an example of

.internal QA is the sampling and analysis of replicate samples.

(iii) 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
audlt samples provided by the Administrator and analyzed 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
a.utwmes

(iv) The owner or operator of an affected source shall submit the site- specific
tést plan to the Administrator upon the Administrator’s request at least 60 calendar days before

tllle performance test is scheduled to take place, that is, simultaneously with the notification of
1r|1tentlon 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
submittat 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.

(1) In the event that the Administrator fails to approve or disapprove the site-
specific test ptan 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 () 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.

(ii1) Neither the submission of a site-spectfic 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.

(4) (i) Performance test method audit program. The owner or operator shall analyze
performance audit (PA) samples during each performance test. The owner or operator shali
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.

(ii) The Administrator will have sole discretion to require any subsequent
rémedial 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
pérformance test. Waiver under this paragraph of the requirement to conduct a PA for a
pamcular performance test does not constitute a waiver of the requirement 1o conduct a PA for
fqturc 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
(il) 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.

(é) 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.¢., performance based
oi normal operating conditions) of the affected source. Operations during periods of startup,
Sl’lllltdOWI'l 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
perlods 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
re qmred in applicable appendices of parts 51, 60, 61, and 63 of this chapter unless the
Administrator -

(i) Specifies or approves, in specific cases, the use of a test method with minor
changes in methodology; or

(ii) Approves the use of an alternative test method, the results of which the
A[dministrator has determined to be adequate for indicating whether a specific affected source is
in compliance; or

(iii) Approves shorter sampling times and smaller sample volumes when
necessitated by process variables or other factors; or




(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 1o
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 -

(i) 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

(ii1) 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 Methed 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
teést method shall abrogate the owner or operator’s responsibility to comply with the
requirements of this part.

(&) 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
fi Fld 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
fcfrllowing the completion of the performance test, unless specified otherwise in a relevant
standard or as approved otherwise in writing by the Administrator (see § 63.9(i)). The results of
thle 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.
A!ﬁer 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
re:cords 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
Ajdministrator 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
reqmred for the request for an extension of compliance. If no extension of compliance is
reguested
or;if the owner or operator has requested an extension of compliance and the Administrator
is|still considering that request, thiz 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.

(i) 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
requ:red 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

hle site-specific test plan required under paragraph (c) of this section is not submitted.




(iii) Anyv application for a waiver of a performance test shall include information
justifving 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 -

(1) Approves or denies an extension of compliance under § 63.6(1)(8), or

(ii) Approves or disapproves a site-specific test plan under § 63.7(c)(3); or

(iii) Makes a determination of compliance foltowing the submission of a
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 1s given to the owner or
operator of the affected source.

§ 63.8 Monitoring requirements.

(a) Applicability.

(1) (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)Y 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
(ii) Approves the use of alternatives to any monitoring requirements or
procedures.
(iii) 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) (i} 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. -



(i1) If the relevant standard is a mass emission standard and the effluent from one
affected source is released to the atmosphere through niore than one point. the owner or operator
shall install an applicabie 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
cc')mmon 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

(€.g., multiple breechings, multiple outlets), the owner or operator shall report the results as
re;quired for each CMS. However, when one CMS is used as a backup to another CMS, the
owm,r or operator shall report the results from the CMS used to meet the monitoring
requnrements of this part. If both such CMS are used during a particular reporting period to meet
thle monitoring requirements of this part, then the owner or operator shall report the results from
edach 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
Ci‘,\/IS as specified in this section, or in a relevant standard, and in a manner consistent with good
air pollution 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(¢)(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

| . . . N
reported in the semiannual startup, shutdown, and malfunction report required under

§ 63.10(d)(5)().

(i) For those malfunctions or other events that affect the CMS and are not
addressed bv the startup, shutdown, and malfunction plan, the owner or operator shall report
act:ons that are not consistent with the startup, 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
O\r‘lvner 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.

(iii) 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,
m?nufacturing 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 instailed 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.

(3) 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 efectronic 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 ofthls
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)(i1) 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 (Jow-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.

) (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.

(i1) 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 applicable 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 (¢} 7)
of this section shall submit all information concerning out-of-control periods. including start and
end
dates and hours and descriptions of corrective actions taken, in the excess emissions and
continuous monitering system performance report required in § 63.10(e)(3).

(d) Qualin' conirol 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
p;crformance 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 contro! program shall include, at a minimum, a written protocol that describes procedures
for each of the following operations:

(i) Initial and any subsequent calibration of the CMS;

(i1) Determination and adjustment of the calibration drift of the CMS;

(ii1) 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,
tc‘) be
made available for inspection, upon request, by the Administrator. If the performance evaluation
p;]an 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, upnn request, by the
Administrator, for a period of 3 years after each revision to the plan. Where relevant, e.g.,
program of corrective action for a malfunctlonmg 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.

(&) Performance evaluation of continuous monitoring systems -

E (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
dlfascribed in this section or in the relevant standard.

(2) Notification of performance evaluation. The owner or operator shall notify the
Ndmlmstrator in writing of the date of the performance evaluation simultaneously with the
nbtification of the performance test date required under § 63.7(b) or at least 60 days prior to the
d.tate the performance evaluation is scheduled to begin if no performance test is required.

(3) (i) Submission of site-specific performance evaluation test plan. Before
ccl)nducting 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 Administrator for
approval upon request. The performance evaluation test plan shall include the evaluation
program objectives, an evaluation program summary, the performance evaluation schedule, data
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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.

(ii1) 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. 1f the Administrator does not approve the use of the alternative
method within 30 days before the performance evaluation is scheduled to begin, the performance
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 the
pcrformance evaluation as specified in paragraph (e)(5)(ii) of this section. If a performance test
s
not required, or the requirement for a performance test has been waived under § 63.7(h), the
o\:vner or operator of an affected source shall conduct the performance evaluation not later than
160 days
af[et 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 thc owner or operator submit the raw data from a performance
evaluation in the report of the performance evaluation results.

(if) 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 §
6" 6(d)(6) shall furnish the Administrator two or. upon request, three copies of a written report
oi the results of the COMS performance evaluation under this paragraph. The copies shall be
prov1ded at least 15 calendar days before the performance test required under § 63.7 is
conducted.

(f) Use of an alternative monitoring method -

(1} General. Until permission to use an alternative monitoring method has been granted
bv the Administrator under this paragraph, the owner or operator of an affected source remains
S'L:lbjeCt 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
a relevant standard would not provide accurate measurements due to liquid water or other
interferences caused by substances within the effluent gases;

(ii) Alternative monitoring requirements when the affected source is infrequently
operated;

(ili} 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
rieasurements; .

(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
thh -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 ar: application to the Administrator
as described in paragraph (£)(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 witha
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
meonitoring 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)(t) 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 R

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. .
(ii) The Administrator may establish general procedures and criteria in a relevant
standard to accomplish the requirements of paragraph (£)(5)(i) of this section.
(iit) 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
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source shall continue to use the alternative monitoring method until he or she receives approval
from the Administrator to use another monitoring method as allowed 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:

(i) Criteria for approval of alternative procedures. An alternative to the test
method for determining relative accuracy is available for affected sources with emission rates
d(::monstrated to be less than 50 percent of the relevant standard. The owner or operator of an
affected source may petition the Adiministrator under paragraph (£)(6)(i1) of this section to
substitute the relative accuracy test in section 7 of Performance Specification 2 with the
plocedures in section 10 if the results of a performance test conducted according to the
requ1remems 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 contro] efficiency
réquirement.

The altérnative procedures do not apply if the CEMS is used continuously to determine
compliance with the relevant standard.

| (i1) Petition to use alternative to relative accuracy test. The petition to usc an
alternative to the relative accuracy test shall include a detailed description of the procedures to
b<!: applied, the location and the procedure for conducting the alternative, the concentration or
re;sponse 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 alernative will
dt‘pend on the intended use of the CEMS data and may require specifications more stringent than
mf Performance Specification 2.

(iii) Rescission of approval to use alternative to relative accuracy test. The
Aidministrator 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
altemanve relative accuracy procedure indicate that the affected source’s emissions are
approachmg the level of the relevant standard. The criterion for reviewing the permission is that
thp collection of CEMS data shows that emissions have exceeded 70 percent of the relevan:
standard for any averaging period, as specified in the relevant standard. For affected sources
sﬂ:bject 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
pc.nod 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 Administrazor 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 Speciﬁcatio;r 2.

(g) Reduction of monitoring data.




(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 | 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 have 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) (1) 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 (1o the attention of the Director of the Division indicated in the list of the EPA
Regional Offices in § 63.13).

(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.
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(b) Initicd notifications.

(H (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.

(1i) 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
n()tlf"catlon may use the application for approval of construction or reconstruction under §
6> 5(d) of this subpart, if refevant, to fulfill the initial notification requirements of this
paraaraph

(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
thlan 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
nformation:

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

(ii) The address (i.e., phvsical 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
'fc;'r 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
béen reconstructed such that it is an affected source, that has an initial startup after the effective
dz:lte of a relevant standard under this part and for which an application for approval of
ccl)nstruction 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)5). |

(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
pxj'ovide the following information in writing to the Administrator:

(i) 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
specnﬁed in

§163.5(d)(1)(0);

(ii) A notification of the date when construction or reconstruction was
c<l)mmenced, 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,




(111} 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 ofthe source, delivered or
postmarked within 15 calendar days after that date.

(5) After the effective date of any relevant standard established by the Administrator

S
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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) 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(1)(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.



(1) Notification of opaciry 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

ws1b]e emission observations specified in § 63.6(h)(5), if such observations are required for the
s?urce 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
olpacity or visible emission observations are scheduled to take place.

() 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(¢) is
sc::heduled 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
Nllethod 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
sc,heduled 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(f)(6), has been exceeded. The notification shall be
d:EllVCI'Ed or postmarked not later than 10 days after the occurrence of such exceedance, and it
shal] 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
ai’fected 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;




(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 poilution 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 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. Aftera
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.

(N (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.

(ii) An owner or operator shall request the adjustment provided for in paragraphs

(iX(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.

a



(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 mutuai
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
requu'ed to take place. The owner or operator shall include in the request whatever information
hc or she considers useful to convince the Administrator that an adjustment is warranted.

(3) I, in the Administrator’s judgment, an owner or vperator’s request for an adjustment
t6 a particular time period vr postmark deadline is warranted, the Administrator will approve the
adjustment The Administrator will notify the owner or operator in writing of approval or
d:sapproval of the request for an adjustment within 15 calendar days of receiving sufficient
mformat:on 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.

(i") 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 afiected sources
who are subject to the provisions of this part, unless specified otherwise in a relevant standard.

(2) For affected sources that have 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 report that contains all the information required in a report
fisted in this section, an owner or operator may send the Administrator a copy of the report sent
1a the
Siate to satisfy the requirements of this section for that report.

' {4) (1) Before a State has been delegated the authority to implement and enforce
récordkeeping and reporting requirements established under this part, the owner or operator of an
affected source in such State subject to such requirements shail submit reports to the appropriate
Regional Office of the EPA (to the attention of the Director of the Division indicated in the list
01 the EPA Regional Offices in § 63.13).

‘ (ii) After a State has been delegated the authority to implement and enforce
remrdkeepmg 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
Siate 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 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
ti}neline 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)
1o
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 vear afier the affected source’s -
compliance
date for that standard. Procedures governing the implementation of this provision are specified in )
§ 63.9(1). ' )
(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 (1.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 poliution 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()(3)):

(v) All information necessary to demonstrate conformance with the affected
source s startup, shutdown, and malfunction plan (see § 63.6(¢)(3)) when all actions taken during
perlods of startup, shutdown, and malfunction (including corrective actions to restore
maifunchonmg process and air pollution control equipment to its normal or usual manner of
operatlon) 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
relcordl\eepmg burden for conforming events);

, (vi) Each period during which a CMS is malfunctioning or inoperative
(including out-of-control periods);

(vii) All required measurements needed to demonstrate compliance with a
reélevant standard (including, but not limited to, 15-minute averages of CMS data, raw
parformance testing measurements, and raw performance evaluation measurements, that support
data that the source is required to re-port),

(viil) All results of performance tests, CMS performance evaluations, and
opac1ty and visible emisston observations,

. (ix) All measurements as may be necessary to determine the conditions of
performance tests and performance evaluations;

(x) All CMS calibration checks;

(xt) All adjustments and maintenance performed on CMS;

(xii) Any information demonstrating whether a source is meeting the
requirements for a waiver of recordkeeping or reporting requirements under this part, if the
source has been granted a waiver under paragraph (f) of this section;

(xiii) All emission levels relative to the criterion for obtaining permission to use
an alternative to the relative accuracy test, if the source has been granted such permission under
§ 63. 8(f)(6); and

(xiv) All documentation supporting initial notifications and notifications of
comphance status under § 63.9.

' (3) Recordkeeping requirement for applicability determinations. If an owner or operator
df]:termlnes that his or her stationary source that emits (or has the potential to emit, without
considering controls) one or more hazardous air poliutants is not subject to a relevant standard or
other requirement established under this part, the owner or operator shall keep a record of the
appllcablllty 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

récord of the applicability determination shall include an analysis (or other information) that
dtl,monstrates 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 fi nding about the source’s applicability status with regard to
th:e relevant standard or other requirement. If relevant, the analysis shall be performed in
accordance with

requnrements 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
gl:Jidance materials published to assist sources in making applicability determinations under

séction 112, if any.

\ .
(c)Additional recordkeeping requirements Jfor sources with continuous monitoring systems. In




addition to complying with the requirements specified in paragraphs (b)(1) and (b)(2) of this
section, the owner or operator of an affected source required to install a CMS by a relevant
standard shall maintain records for such source of -

(1) All required CMS measurements (including monitoring data recorded during
unavoidable CMS breakdowns and out-of-control periods);

(2)3+(4) [Reserved]

(5) The date and time identifying each period during which the CMS was inoperative
except for zero (low-level) and high-level checks; )

(6) The date and time identifying each period during which the CMS was out of control,
as defined in § 63.8(c)(7);

(7) The specific identification (i.e., the date and time of commencement and completion)
of each period of excess emissions and parameter monitoring exceedances, as defined in the
relevant
standard(s), that occurs during startups, shutdowns, and malfunctions of the affected source,

(8) The specific identification (i.e., the date and time of commencement and completion)
of each time period of excess emissions and parameter monitoring exceedances, as defined in the
relevant standard(s), that occurs during periods other than startups, shutdowns, and malfunctions
of the affected source;

(9) [Reserved]

(10) The nature and cause of any malfunction (if known);

(11) The corrective action taken or preventive measures adopted;

{12) The nature of the repairs or adjustments to the CMS that was inoperative or out of
control;

(13) The total process operating time during the reporting period, and

(14) All procedures that are part of a quality control program developed and
implemented for CMS under § 63.8(d).

(15) In order to satisfy the requirements of paragraphs {c}(10) through (c)(12) of this
section and to avoid duplicative recordkeeping efforts, the owner or operator may use the
affected source’s startup, shutdown, and malfunction plan or records kept to satisfy the
recordkeeping requirements of the startup, shutdown, and malfunction plan specified in §
63.6(e), provided that such plan and records adequately address the requirements of paragraphs
(c)(10) through (c)(12).

(d) General reporting requirements,

(1) Not-withstanding 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) Reporting results of performance tests. Before a title V permit has been issued to the
owner or operator of an affected source, the owner or operator shall report the results of any
performance test under § 63.7 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 report the results of a
required performance test to the appropriate permitting authority. The owner or operator of an
affected source shall report the results of the performance test to the Administrator (or the State
with an approved permit program) before the close of business on the 60th day following the
completion of the performance test, unless specified otherwise in a relevant standard or as
approved otherwise in writing by the Administrator. The results of the performance test shall be
submitted as part of the notification of compliance status required under § 63.9(h).




(3} Reporting results of opacity or visihle emission observations. The owner or operator
of an affected source required to conduct opacity or visible emission observations by a relevant
st:andard shall report the opacity or visible emission results {produced using Test Method 9 or
Test Method 22, or an alternative to these test methods) along with the results of the performance
tést required under § 63.7. If no performance test is required, or if visibility or other conditions
prevent the opacity or visible emission observations from being conducted concurrently with the
pc.rformance test required under § 63.7, the owner or operator shall report the opacity or visible
emission results before the close of business on the 30th day following the completion of the
opacity or visible emission observations.

(4) Progress reports. The owner or operator of an affected source who is required to
submit progress reports as a condition of receiving an extension of compliance under § 63.6(i)
slla]l submit such reports to the Administrator (or the State with an approved permit program) by
the dates specified in the written extension of compliance.

(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
ac.tlons 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
reqmred 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
si‘gnature 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
Spemﬁed
otherwisc in a relevant standard or as established otherwise by the permitting authority in the
sc!’urce 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
st'artup, shutdown, and malfunction reports required under this paragraph may be submitted
s:multaneously with the excess emissions and continuous monitoring system performance (or
o:her) reports. If startup, shutdown, and malfunction reports are submitted with excess emissions
arlld 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.

(i1) 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

vent within 2 working days after commencing actions inconsistent with the plan followed by a
lerter 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
sha]l 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) Additional reporting requirements for sources with continuous monitoring systems -

(1) General. When more than one CEMS 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 CEMS.

(2) Reporting results of continuous monitoring system performance evaluations.

(1) The owner or operator of an affected source required to install a CMS by a
relevant standard shali furnish the Administrator a copy of a written report of the results of the
CMS performance evaluation, as required under § 63.8(e), simultaneously with the results of the
performance test required under § 63.7, unless otherwise specified in the relevant standard.

(it) 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, upon request, three copies of a written report
of the results of the COMS performance evaluation conducted under § 63.8(e). The copies shall
be furnished at least 15 calendar days before the performance test required under § 63.7 is
conducted.

(3) Excess emissions and continuous monitoring systent performance report and
Summary report.

(i) Excess emissions and parameter monitoring exceedances are defined in
relevant standards. The owner or operator of an affected source required to install a CMS by a
relevant standard shall submit an excess emissions and continuous monitoring system
performance report and/or a summary report to the Administrator semiannually, except when -

(A) More frequent reporting is specifically required by a relevant
standard;

(B) The Administrator determines on a case-by-case basis that more
frequent reporting is necessary to accurately assess the compliance status of the source; or -

(C) The CMS data are to be used directly for compliance determination
and the source experienced excess emissions, in which case quarterly reports shall be submitted.
Once a source reports excess emissions, the source shall follow a quarterly reporting format until
a request to reduce reporting frequency under paragraph (e)(3)(ii) of this section is approved.

(i1) Request to reduce frequency of excess emissions and continuous monitoring
system performance reports. Notwithstanding the frequency of reporting requirements specified
in paragraph (e)(3)(i) of this section, an owner or operator who is required by a relevant standard
to submit excess emissions and continuous monitoring system performance (and summary)
reports on a quarterly (or more frequent) basis may reduce the frequency of reporting for that
standard to semiannual if the following conditions are met:

(A) For 1 full year (e.g., 4 quarterly or 12 monthly reporting periods) the
affected source’s excess emissions and continuous monitoring system performance reports
continually demonstrate that the source is in compliance with the relevant standard,;

(B) The owner or operator continues to comply with all recordkeeping
and monitoring requirements specified in this subpart and the relevant standard; and




(C) The Administrator does not object to a reduced frequency of
reiporting for the affected source. as provided in paragraph (e)(3)(iii) of this section.

(iii) The frequency of reporting of excess emissions and continuous monitoring
system performance (and summary) reports required to comply with a relevant standard may be
reduced only after the owner or operator notifies the Admintstrator in writing of his or her
intention to make such a change and the Administrator does not object to the intended change. In
deciding whether to approve a reduced frequency of reporting. the Administrator may review
information concerning the source’s entire previous performance history during the 5-year
recordkeeping period prior to the intended change, including performance test results,
m:onitoring data, and evaluations of an owner or operator’s conformance with operation and
maintenance requirements. Such information may be used by the Administrator to make a
judgment about the source’s potential for noncompliance in the future. If the Administrator
disapproves the owner or operator s request 1o reduce the frequency of reporting, the
Administrator will notify the owner or operator in writing within 45 days after receiving notice
of the owner or operator’s intention. The notification from the Administrator to the owner or
operator will specify the grounds on which the disapproval is based. In the absence of a notice of
disapproval within 45 days, approval 1s automatically granted.

(iv) As soon as CMS data indicate that the source is not in compliance with any
ermssmn limitation or operating parameter specified in the relevant standard. the frequency of
repomng shall revert to the frequency specified in the relevant standard, and the owner or
operator shall submit an excess emissions and continuous monitoring system performance (and
summary) report for the noncomplying emission points at the next appropriate reporting period
followmg the noncomplying event. After demonstrating ongoing compliance with the relevant
standard for another full vear, the owner or operator may again request approval from the
Administrator to reduce the frequency of reporting for that standard, as provided for in
péragraphs (e)(3)(ii) and (e)(3)(iii) of this section.

(v) Content and submittal dates for excess emissions and monitoring system
pe;rformance reports. All excess emissions and monitoring system performance reports and all
summary reports, if required, shall be delivered or postmarked by the 30th day following the end
of each calendar half or quarter, as appropriate. Written reports of excess emissions or
exceedances of process or control system parameters shall include all the information required in
paragraphs (¢)(5) through (c)(13) of this section, in § 63.8(c)}7) and § 63.8(c)(8), and in the
relevant standard, and they shall contain the name, title, and signature of the responsible official
who is certifying the accuracy of the report. When no excess emissions or exceedances of a
parameter have occurred, or a CMS has not been inoperative, out of control, repaired. or
adjusted, such information shall be stated in the report.

‘ (vi) Summary report. As required under paragraphs (e)(3}(vii) and (e)}(3)(viii) of
this section, one summary report shall be submitted for the hazardous air pollutants monitored at
each affected source (unless the relevant standard specifies that more than one summary report is
reqmred e.g., one summary report for each hazardous air pollutant monitored). The summary
report shall be entitled *‘Summary Report - Gaseous and Opacity Excess Emission and
C(gntmuous Monitoring System Performance’ and shall contain the following information:

(A) The company name and address of the affected
source;

. (B) An identification of each hazardous air pollutant monitored at the
affected source;

(C) The beginning and ending dates of the reporting period;
(D) A brief description of the process units;




(F) The emission and operating parameter limitations specified in the
relevant standard(s),

(F) The monitoring equipment manufacturer(s) and model number(s);

{G) The date of the latest CMS certification or audit;

(H) The total operating time of the affected source during the reporting
period; i
(1) An emission data summary (or similar summary if the owner or
operator monitors control system parameters), including the total duration of excess emissions
during the reporting period (recorded in minutes for opacity and hours for gases), the total

duration of excess emissions expressed as a percent of the total source operating time during that

reporting period, and a breakdown of the total duration of excess emissions during the reporting
period into those that are due to startup/shutdown, control equipment problems, process
problems, other known causes, and other unknown causes;

() A CMS performance summary (or similar summary if the owner or
operator monitors control system parameters), including the total CMS downtime during the
reporting period (recorded in minutes for opacity and hours for gases), the total duration of CMS
downtime expressed as a percent of the total source operating time during that reporting period,
and a breakdown of the total CMS downtime during the reporting period into pericds that are due
to monitoring equipment malfunctions, nonmonitoring equipment malfunctions, quality
assurance/quality control calibrations, other known causes, and other unknown causes;

{K) A description of any changes in CMS, processes, or controls since
the last reporting period;

(L) The name, title, and signature of the responsible official who is
certifying the accuracy of the report; and

(M) The date of the report.

(vii) If the total duration of excess emissions or process or control system
parameter exceedances for the reporting period is less than 1 percent of the total operating time
for the reporting period, and CMS downtime for the reporting period is less than 5 percent of the
total operating time for the reporting period, only the summary report shall be submitted, and the
full excess emissions and continuous monitoring system performance report need not be
submitted unless required by the Administrator.

(viii) If the total duration o7 excess emissions or process or control system
parameter exceedances for the reporting period is 1 percent or greater of the total operating time
for the reporting period, or the total CMS downtime for the reporting period is 5 percent or
greater of the total operating time for the reporting period. both the summary report and the
excess emissions and continuous monitoring system performance report shall be submitted.

(4) Reporting continuous opacity monitoring system data produced during a performance
test. The owner or operator of an affected source required to use a COMS shall 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. The report of COMS data shall be
submitted simultaneously with the report of the performance test results required in paragraph
(d)(2) of this section.

(f) Waiver of recordkeeping or reporting requirements.

(1) Until a waiver of a recordkeeping or reporting 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.

EF I



(2) Recordkeeping or reporting requirements may be waived upon written application to
the Administrator if. in the Administrator’s judgment. the affected source is achieving the
relevant
standard(s), or the source is operating 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) If an application for a waiver of record-keeping or reporting is made. the application
shialt accompany the request for an extension of compliance under § 63.6(i), any required
compllance progress report or compllance status report required under this part (such as under
§ 63.6(i) and § 63.9(h)) or in the source’s title V permit, or an excess emissions and continuous
monltnrmo system performance report required under paragraph (e} of this section, whichever is
app].cab]L The application shall include whatever information the owner or operator considers
useful to convince the. Administrator that a waiver of recordkeeping or reporting is warranted.

(4) The Administrator will approve or deny a request for a waiver of recordkeeping or
reporting requirements under this paragraph when he/she -

(i) Approves or denies an extension of compliance; or
(i1) Makes a determination of compliance following the submission of a required
cc:)mpliance status report or excess emissions and continuous monitoring systems performance
re:port; or
: (iii) Makes a determination of suitable progress towards compliance following
the submission of a compliance progress report, whichever is applicable.

(5) A watver of any recordkeeping or reporting requirement granted under this paragraph
may be conditioned on other recordkeeping or reporting requirements deemed necessary by the
Administrator.

(6) 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.

§ 63.11 Control device requirements.

(a) Applicability. This scction contains requirements for control devices used to comply with
prowsnons in relevant standards. These requirements apply only to affected sources covered by
re]evant standards refemng directly or indirectly to this section.

(b) Flares.

(1) Owners or operators using flares to comply with the provisions of this part shall
monitor these control devices to assure that they are operated and maintained in conformance
with
their designs. Applicable subparts will provide provisions stating how owners or operators using
flares shall monitor these control devices.

(2) Flares shall be steam-assisted, air-assisted, or non-assisted.

(3) Flares shall be operated at all times when emissions may be vented to them.

(4) Flares shall be designed for and operated with no visible emissions, except for
périods not to exceed a total of 5 minutes during any 2 consecutive hours. Test Method 22 in
appendix A of part 60 of this chapter shall be used to determine the compliance of flares witn the
visible emission provisions of this part. The observation period is 2 hours and shall be used
according to Method 22.




(5) Flares shall be operated with a flame present at all times. The presence of a flare pilot
flame shall be monitored using a thermocouple or any other equivalent device to detect the
presence of a flame.

(6) An owner/operator has the choice of adhering to the heat content specifications in
paragraph (b)(6)(ii) of this section, and the maximum tip velocity specifications in paragraph
(b}(7) or (b)(8) of this section, or adhering to the requirements in paragraph (b){6)(i) of this
section.

(i) (A) Flares shall be used that have a hydrogen content of 8.0 percent (by
volume) or greater, and are designed for and operated with an exit velocity less than 37.2 m/sec
(122 ft/sec) and less than the velocity V,,,,, as determined by the following equation:

Vrna\= (XHI - K]) * Kz

Where:

V.o = Maximum permitted velocity, m/sec.

K, = Constant, 6.0 volume-percent hydrogen.

K, = Constant, 3.9 (m/sec)/volume-percent hydrogen.

X, = The volume-percent of hydrogen, on a wet basis, as calculated by using the
American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) Method D1946-77. (incorporated by
reference as specified in § 63.14).

(B) The actual exit velocity of a flare shall be determined by the method
specified in paragraph (b)(7)(i} of this section.

(it} Flares shall be used only with the net heating value of the gas being
combusted at 11.2 MI/scm (300 Btu/scf) or greater if the flare is steam-assisted or air-assisted;
or with the net heating value of the gas being combusted at 7.45 MJ/scm (200 Btu/scf) or greater
if the flare is non-assisted. The net heating value of the gas being combusted in a flare shall be
calculated using the following equation:

H, =K £ CH,

Where:

H; = Net heating value of the sample, MI/scm; where the net enthalpy per mole of offgas is
based on combustion at 25 °C and 760 mm Hg, but the standard temperature for
determining the volume corresponding to one mole is 20 °C.

K = Constant = 1.740 x 10”7 (1/ppmv)(g-mole/scm)(MJ/kcal); where the standard temperature

for {g-mole/scm) is 20 °C.

C, = Concentration of sample component i in ppmv on a wet basis, as measured for organics by
Test Method 18 and measured for hydrogen and carbon monoxide by American Society
for Testing and Materials (ASTM) D1946-77b (incorporated by reference as specified in
§ 63.14).

H,= Net heat of combustion of sample component i, kcal/g-mole at 25 °C and 760 mm Hg. The
heats of combustion may be determined using ASTM D2382-76 (incorporated by
reference as specified in § 63.14) if published values are not available or cannot be
calculated.

n = Number of sample components.




(7 (1) Steam-assisted and nonassisted flares shall be designed for and operated with
an exit velocity less than 18.3 m/sec (60 ft/sec). except as provided in paragraphs (bK7)(i1) and
(b')('/)(iii) of this section. The actual exit velocity of a flare shall be determined by dividing by
lhe volumetric flow rate of gas being combusted (in units of emission standard temperature and
pressure) as determined by Test Method 2, 2A, 2C, or 2D in appendix A to 40 CFR part 60 of
l]’]llS chapter, as appropriate, by the unobstructed (free) cross-sectional area of the flare tip.

(ii) Steam-assisted and nonassisted flares designed for and operated with an exit
vélocity, as determined by the method specified in paragraph (b}(7)(i) of this section, equal to or
gr]eater than 18.3 m/sec (60 ft/sec) but less than 122 m/sec (400 ft/sec), are allowed if the net
heatmg value of the gas being combusted is greater than 37.3 MJ/scm (1,000 Btu/scf).

(iii) Steam-assisted and nonassisted flares designed for and operated with an exit
vélocity, as determined by the method specified in paragraph (b)(7)(i) of this section. less than
the velocity V.., as determined by the method specified in this paragraph, but less than 122
m/sec (400 ft/sec) are allowed. The maximum permitted velocity, V_,,, for flares complying with
tl'l‘lS paragraph shall be determined by the following equation:

Log,o(Vae)=(H; +28.8)/31.7

\Mhere:

Ve = Maximum permitted velocity, m/sec.

2$.8 = Constant.

31.7 = Constant,

Hi = The net heating value as determined in paragraph (b)(6) of this section.

(8) Air-assisted flares shall be designed and operated witﬁ an exit velocity less than the
vélocity V.. The maximum permitted velocity. V., for air-assisted flares shall be determined
by the following equation:

Vou = 8.71 + 0.708(H,)

Where:
Ve = Maximum permitted velocity, m/sec,
8.?1 = Constant.
0.708 = Constant.
= The net heating value as determined in paragraph (b)(6)(ii) of this section.

§ 63.12 State authority and delegations.

(a) The provisions of this part shall not be construed in any manner to preclude any State or
political subdivision thereof from -

(1) Adopting and enforcing any standard, limitation, prohibition, or other regulation
ap;plicable to an affected source subject to the requirements of this part, provided that such
standard, limitation, prohibition, or regulation is not less stringent than any requirement
applicable to such source established under this part;

(2) Requiring the owner or operator of an affected source to obtain permits, licenses, or
approvals prior to initiating construction, reconstruction, modification, or operation of such
source; or

(3) Requiring emission reductions in excess of those specified in subpart D of this part as
a condition for granting the extension of compliance authorized by section 112(i)(5) of the Act.




(b) (1) Section 1 12(]) of the Act directs the Administrator to delegate to each State, when
appropriate, the authority to implement and enforce standards and other requirements pursuant to
section 112 for stationary sources located in that State. Because of the unique nature of
radioactive

material, delegation of authority to implement and enforce standards that control radionuclides
may

require separate approval.
(2) Subpart E of this part establishes procedures consistent with section 112(1) 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(1) approval.

(c) All information required to be submitted to the EPA under this part alse shail be submirtted to
the appropriate State agency of any State to which authority has been delegated under section
112(1) of the Act, provided that each specific delegation may exempt sources from a certain
Federal or State reporting requirement. The Administrator may permit all or some of the’
information to be submitted to the appropriate State agency only, instead of to the EPA and the
State agency.

§ 63.13 Addresses of State air pollution control agencies and EPA Regional Offices.

{a) All requests, reports, applications, submittals, and other communications to the Administrator
pursuant to this part shall be submitted to the appropriate Regional Office of the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency indicated as follows:

EPA Region I'V; Director; Air, Pesticides and Toxics, Management Division; 61 Forsyth Street;
Atlanta, GA 30303.

(b) Al information required to be submitted to the Administrator under this part also shall be
submitted to the appropriate State agency of any State to which authority has been delegated
under section 112(1) of the Act. The owner or operator of an affected source may contact the
appropriate

EPA Regional Office for the mailing addresses for those States whose delegation requests have
been approved.

(c) If any State requires a submittal that contains all the information required in an application,
notification, request, report, statement, or other communication required in this part, an owner or
operator may send the appropriate Regional Office of the EPA a copy of that submittal to satisfy
the requirements of this part for that communication. :

§ 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
ac;ldresses noted below, and all are available for inspection at the Office of the Federal Register,
800 North Capito] Street, NW, suite 700. Washington, DC, at the Air and Radiation Docket and
Iniformation Center, U.S. EPA, 401 M Street, SW., Washington. DC, and at the EPA Library
(I\!fID-3S), U.S. EPA, Research Triangle Park, North Carolina.

(l:) The materials 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,
Ptl.nnsylx :ania 19103; or University Microfilms International, 300 North Zeeb Road, Ann Arbor,
Mlchlgan 48106.

(1) ASTM D1946-77, Standard Method for Analysis of Reformed Gas by Gas
Chromatography, IBR approved for § 63.11(b)(6).

(2) ASTM D2382-76, Heat of Combustion of Hydrocarbon Fuels by Bomb Calorimeter
(Hmh Precision Method), IBR approved for § 63.11(b)(6).

(3) ASTM D2879-83, Standard Test Method for Vapor Pressure—Tempcrature
Relatronshtp and Initial Decomposition Temperature of Liquids by Isoteniscope, IBR approved
for § 63.111 of subpart G of this part.

' (4) ASTM D 3695-88, Standard Test Method for Volatile Alcohols in Water by Direct
Aqueous-Injection Gas Chromatography, IBR approved for § 63. 365(e)(1) of subpart O of this
part.

(5) ASTM D 1193-77, Standard Specification for Reagent Water, IBR approved for
Method 306, section 4.1.1 and section 4.4.2, of appendix A to part 63.

(6) ASTM D 1331-89, Standard Test Methods for Surface and Interfacial Tension of
aoluttons of Surface Active Agents, IBR approved for Method 306B, section 2.2, section 3.1,
and section 4.2, of appendix A to part 63.

(7) ASTM E 260-91, Standard Practice for Packed Column Gas Chromatography, IBR
approved for § 63.750(b)(2) of subpart GG of this part.

. (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
Re[ated Products, 1BR 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
m Light-Water Nuclear Power Plants, IBR approved for § 63.782.

(12) ASTM D4017-90, Standard Test Method for Water and Paints and Paint Materials
bv Karl Fischer Method, IBR 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
ﬁecontaminability 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).

(c) The materials listed below are available for purchase from the American Petroleum Institute
(APD), 1220 L Street, NW., Washington, DC 20005.

(1) API Publication 2517, Evaporative Loss from External Floating-Roof Tanks, Third
Edition, February 1989, IBR approved for § 63.111 of subpart G of this part.

(2) API Publication 2518, Evaporative Loss from Fixed-roof Tanks, Second Edition,
October 1991, IBR approved for § 63.150(g)(3)(i)(C) of subpart G of this part.

(d) State and Local Requirements. The materials listed below are available at the Air and
Radiation Docket and Information Center, U.S. EPA, 401 M Street, SW., Washington, DC.

(1) California Regulatory Requirements Applicable to the Air Toxics Program, March 1,
1996, IBR approved for § 63.99(a)(5)(i1) of subpart E of this part.

{2) [Reserved]

§ 63.15 Availability of information and confidentiality.

(a) Availability of informution.

(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 ar¢ availabie 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.
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Table Thice. Pioposed Emissions Calculations

v[u|r|a
cclsc| mRrp DESCRIFTION usnGE | uom |wrieaL| uom USAGE ki? Chemlcal cass  |OlA[F|c|% Ciem | Chemilcat ibs) | €mis Fetr E‘":;:{'r""‘ Efr'::':ﬁ('r”‘
e —— AT NS B . [ P Cirls)|e e et arerem e -
651 730| 52700 |0ctomkole Black [ 1o ' 220520 | s |Xylene T H3072077 [ x| % ' 100% 110 26 ous
15]736| G923v6lPait BowenRed . f____200] gil TUTTTTR3 60 | ws |ORer VO "d 117771 3 T Tanu
T8 730| Towapis|rmet, Dot Red 2o0]| TR g0 s [Rylene T T xlx|1T T
1| 136| *"562895 |aiiom Pamt Thiner T T [ asdd T 350040 | Ibs |Kylene x| |7 v00.0% IRl
25|'160| ~ 601025 | Sovent, Vinyl-Lux Piimer Wash [ 1200 90.00 1 Ips {Meliyl isdbutyl Keloiie x| 3% T oo
250100 604025 |Saivent, Vinyl-Lux Primer Wash { 12.00 T 800 |Tips | DiherVEC x| | se0% om
15| 36| 632077 |Epeny Btm Coal wiardener 2000 18 00} 23220 | Ws |Meliwlenc Chioiide™ [ 7sag2| |x| | |” 107% oo
15| 30| 612077 Epoxy Bt Ceal wHardener 2001 lm ) 131,40 | 10s [CiherVOT TV aaawm T Tom
15] 36| T632077|Epowy Btm Coal witdardener 2001 |18 00 T a0 A | sy Xyiene TTaaoen7|«|x| | | 30w 002
15| 30| “&yv2077 C;;my Bl Coat wiHardenes 2000 [ 16.00 YT Tl;: Xylene 13302047 | x| x| 1.7% 001
15| 30! 7512085 Epony, Bim Coal wiHardener 1000/4]| - 19.00 T153.00 | Tos |OWERVOT T 355% o4
15| "30} "612085|Epoxy, Bim Coal wil lardener 10007 || 19.00 15300 | s |Plhendl 106-95.2| x | x 125% 19.24 100% "19 24 0.01
10| 130| "615081| Alpha Allek 80602F ; 3.552,635.00 |, ws |Shyiene 100-42-5)% | x| 350%| 1.343.422.25 ) ]
17517 15| " 645952 |Cleaner, TFX [ iavn]|" gal | 821 i gl 11494 | lbs [Oier V0T _ AT Teawm 965
1is] 18] T 645952 |Cleaner, 1FX O 1400) g 0.21 g 194.94 | s |Kyiene 133020.7{ x| x 16% 1.64
Oipropylene glycal
175 15| 662437|Cleanar, Super Blue Resin 211200 gal 0.8 tiigl 18,585.60 | los pmelhyl elther 34950-04-0 x| x 7.0% 1,300 99 100% 1,300 99 065
T i - T |i3ipropylene Giycol -1 - R
25 100| 662445 |Solvenl, Super Flush S-200 G,006.00 gat [T} Higl 53,333.28- Ibs |Meltyl Elher 34590-94-8{ x| x 9.0% 4,800.00 100%|  4.800.00 24
351700|  662145)Salvenl, Super Fiush §-280 eoneid]| gu 888 | | 53.333.28 | Ius |OHerVOT M 30 9% 48,479.95 | X 2
16| 190) 666057 | lyclropell A35 I |7 zig0c000 | 1bs |Siyiene 100-12.5) % | x|~ 35 0% 73.521.00
15| 90| 667337 [Painl, inuon Sea Ray While Cooo]  gol | 913 | Akt 7304 x| 435% 31905 100% 3085 002
N I - AR R Piopylene Glycal - 1 T T T
154 on}  8G7337 Paint, nron Sea Ray Wiite 6.00 gal 9.18 firgl 73.44 | 1bs |Monomelhyl Ether 100-65-6| x| % 7.2% 529 100%
00| 667337 |Paim, tmion Sea Ray While |{___B00)| g | 9n | gl | 7344 bs fToluenc 100803« [x| || 37%| 272 100%
15| 60! 567337 |Pant, tmron Sea Ray Wihits soll ga | 238 Wig! 73.49 | 1bs |Kyl=ne 330207 | x|x| || 1.4% 103 100%
15| T10| 667451 Acdiive. Activalor tmitan izo0)] al | 8ol gl 24.03 ¢ Ibs |CWHerVOC B ¥ I I S 2T 1629 | 100%|
100720| " 677732 Arclic White Gel Coal i T 483,374 00 || 1os | MeliyT Methaciy ale™ B0G26|x|x| | | 40% 19.334.96 A
0] 120| T877732| Arcie White Gel Cont ST 8337400 || s |Strreiic 100425| x [ x 205%) 13784860 |  aB%| 66, 36733
101 120] ~ 660751| Gige Grey Gel Coat I 55.200 00 1| 1bs |Siyiene RAR T W3 1 ) I M T T 17.507.00 ad 0| 7.951.76
Wi 80| 659553 |Gel Palch, Slew Palchaid o N R A B 168.00 || s |Mellyl Melliacrylale soGzelxa|x| 7 ren " Ts0.ar 100% BO A7
101 60| 689553 |Gel Paich, Siow Palchaid TR 168.00 || Ibs | Slyrene 100-42°5] x| x1 AB.0% BG4 | 0o%| T wonai
15| 35| 715501|Cpd Palishing Lackyl 5 gal [T 0eu]l pl(Sal ; 1360 gl 5 390,40 | Ibs [OhervOC % I I I T 141561 100%l 14156
1, T80| 7716936 [Paint. Spray While 1 ligh Glass “Hard]] A000]] can 15 0z 37.50 | os [Accfone 67Ga| | [ |x| 27.0% 1013 100% 313 |
15| 70| 716936 |Paint, Seray While 1igh Glass “Hard a0.00 5 oz 37.50 | Ths |Bhine 106976 x| |x| | 6.0% 225|  100%
15] 80| 77 16936 |Paim. Spray While High Glass "Hard 20.00) can | 15 | oz 37.50 | tbs |OlhervoC | 7| 5% 596 100%
15| “an| 716936|Paint, Spray White High Glass “Haid A00)|  can 15 | oz 37.50 | Ibs |Propane 7a90.6|x| [x|7| 140% 525 100%
141 TB0| 716036 |Paint, Spray Waite High Glass Hardt[___4600]| can | 15 | oz 37.50 | s |Toluene ingasalx|x| || 10.0% 375 100%
150 80| 716936 |Pant, Spray Wiile High Glass “ard|| 4000 can | 15 oz 37.50 | 1bs |Rvlene faa020-7| x| x| 1| 30% 1131 0%
I0]120] 723176 Gelcoat, Zeptyr Armoicote_ — - Tl 16.773.00)| s |MeihyT Meihaciylaie a0626|x| x| || 94% 1.769.42 8%
0l 120] T 723126 |Gelceat, Zephyr Aimetcote T B 18.773.00]| Ibs |Slyiene 1o0a2s | x| 23 7% 532087 A BT 157
16| 120| “731548| Airless Tooing Gel Coat - 1,206.00]| (bs |Melhyi Metiaciviale | 60.6-6] x| x| 5 0% 6480 |  54%|  3499| © o
“10l'120| * 721548 Aittess Tooling Gel Coat - — - 1,296.40 || Ibs |Siysene 100425] x| x| 42.7% 55352 Sa% 28890 | 0
'!u "110] T 723080 |Ftwy Wi Bonding Pulty ) - [ 7a20400] tos |Siyrene ooz %l T s 0% | 1103060 | 19.0%|  1,22437 0.61
75| 16| 761346 |Poly vinyt Alcohal [ 7a0u]| pal | 763 gl 55462 | Ibs |Other:VOC PIEREREEEED 24956 | 100% 249.56 0,12
0] 110] 761643 |kivy Wi Bond Putty Low [T [T 90540.00 )} tbs |Siyrene 100425 xix| i | 150% 1350100 | 1to%|  vasaai| o7y
Son Par Aeats Ine, Cape Canaveral Plant Chapter 2, Section |



Table Three. Proposed Emissions Calculalions

v[u[r]A
clscl trpa DESCRIPTION USAGE | uom | wTiGaL] uom usAGE | 22 |chemlcal cASH  |O]A Fr: el% coem | cnemicat sy |Emis Fore| EMiESions | Emisstons
AN M He TonsYr
o —- ’ _ C|P|S|e .
51720| " 789710 |Thinner, Dykem Blue [T ovu0]| gat | GO0 iiig 1314.00 | Ihs |Meiyl isoblfyl ietone 108-101| x| x 3.0% 394z | A00% 39 42 0.02
150 420|" 7897 19| Thinner, Dykem Blue T tot00) gai | o680 | Al | 131408 | Ibs [CherVOGC P 97.0% 1.27466 100%|  1,274.66 e
25| T00|” 750477 |isopropyl Acelale ] T T 24,480.00 )| bs |Qlher VOG 371717 v000%| Z44sc00 | G00%| 2448000 1224
05| 85| 010820]|Lubricant, Protecio-Flex Toez00) s | 15 | oz | 1.201.66 | lps |Oher:VOT " 50.0% “600.04 100% 600.94 030
551 770] 613220]Sealant, Sikcone LI Gray Stasbrite R |[ so0)l (103nol 860 ! wal 319 | ibs [OUerVOT XU 0% 017 | 100% 017 000
1ol T20] 8257 15| Paint, Acrytic Black Fast Drying 12a00)| gol | 8345 | rigl 155768 | Ibs [Oher:VOE x 6.1% 73.30 100% 73.30 0.04
Dipropylene Glycot
251 100} 846024 |Thennaclean, Wipe-Drite 3,168.00 | lbs [Melhyi Ether 34590.94-8[ x| x 7.5% 237.60 100% 237.60 012
L I T Diptopylene Glycol I
251 1001 846024 [Ihermaciean, Wipe-Brile 3160.00 || bs [Monotutyl £t 29911-28-2| x| x 3.0% 95.04 100% 9504 005
25| 760} 846024 |Thernaciean, Wipe-Brile - T [~ 3.16000], (bs |OMeiVOT || 78.2% 2,477 38 100%|  2.477.38 124
150730 Bas242 | Tninner, Lacquer FPG-DLT/16 [ 100]| gal | 667 | gl 667 | 1bs |Aetone 57.641| | | x| 27.5% 1837 1o0% 1.02 oo0
15| 120|074z Thinner, Lacquer PPG-DLT/1G i 1.00] gal G.67 "—E.GIH—J 6.67 | Ibs |OlerVOC x 7.9% 050 | 300% 0.50 RG]
16| 3501 B30 [ hinner, Lacques PRGOLTIE | 100} gal | 667 | wigl 5.67 | Ibs |OUerVOT M REEEE a7 | T oo 17 000
- Propylene Giycol
. Monoimellyl Ether

150 120]  @48242)Thinner, Lacquer PRG-OLT/5 100{l gal 6.67 gt 6.67 | s |Acelale 108-65-G] x| x 7.5% 050 100% 0.50 . 600
15170 Basaz | Thnmer Lacquer PRGOLTNG 1 100 gal | 667 | mgl | 667 |bs Tolijene Tibessa|x|x| || 225% T80 |7 T00% 150 000
1517201 848242 [Thinner, Lacquer PPG-DLTNG Tocl gal 1 667 | wigl 6.67 | s |Xylene 1330207 | x| x| | | 17.5% IRE2 100% 'RY; 0.00
{0730 863142 [Adhesive, Glue Inslabond 52700) ea | 175 | oz 5764 | Ibs [CherVOC * 86.0% 49,57 100% 49,57 002
1017 30| 863159 | Adhesive, Primer 48 TTTTIC _3%500) e | 1 1 ez 70941 Ibs |t ydioguinone 123316 x| x 0.1% 002 | " 100% 002 000
i0] 30| 553150 | Aatesive, Pimer 48 33500)| ea | A | ez 20,84 | s OthenVTT NN 2000 | aoowm| 2080 0ai
il Snl T icias P Batom Black (Aqua-Gioan] || 716.00)| gl | 199 | Thigt | 1424840 2-Buitoxyeinanol 11762 x{xi | 1 29% 416,08 100% 40608 0.70
151 36| 558555 |Paint, Bollam Black (Aqua.Clean) || 716.00]| gal | 199 | gl T4.248.40 | ibs |Eliylene Glycol wrnalx|x| 7T 2e% 406 08 100% 406 0B 0,20
1517 70] 868685 Paint, Primer Sandless - 23600 gal 75| gt 1.056.40 | ibs |Meifiyl Tsobuly! Ketone 108-101 ] x [ x| 50.0% 92820 | 100% 978 20 0.45
TBGB003 | Faint, Priner Sandless [ 2m00)| gol | 78 | gl | 1.856.40 | s |Olher VOT x| 30.0% 556.92 100% 556.92 0.28
836907 [Tnner, Gim Paint Brushing Dewaxel| _ 64.00)|_gal | 7.1 _| g 45440 | s jOlher VOC % 100.0% 454,40 100% 454 40 023
“T693420{Gelcoat, Black Backcoal . [ 1.360.00 )| s |Slyrene 100425 x|x| | | 2 % 44180 8% 211.97 011
5| 004702 |Getcoal, Sandstane TV 1.620.00 Y| bs |Metiyl Helhacrylate B0Gz6|x|x| | | 40% TF5en | asw| 3685 0.02
0| 854762 |Geicoal, Sandstone T 3.920.00 | bs |Shane 100425 x| x| 24.0% 26080 | A8% 22118 011
30| T 1747 90|Gelcoat, Bone Backeoal T 2,580.00 || Ibs |Stviene 100-42:5| x| % 32.0% 82560 aB% 356 29 0.20
10| D96BEE |Gunk, Hvy Wi Bonding Pully Lg o 56,654.00 ]| Ibs |Slyfene 100-42.5| % | % 12.0% 6,795 40 1.0% 74783 037
900351 |Cieanar, Dishsoan [ B.00)| ool 86 | aml 6880 | lbs |OlherVOT I B I I T 096  100% YT 000
T 911859 |Scatant, Silicone Ciear (Corian) 17000 | ea YT R 15.94 | ibs [OIherVOC « 1 5.0% 080 100% 0.80 000
560 710l 916706|Sealant, Joirt Compound BoneMisq 30200  ca 15 |7 oz 28.31 | Ibs |[OherVOC x| 40 6% 11.33 100% 1133 0.01
15| 80| 945980 |Primer, Beataseal #43518" {6500 30ecbli | 69 | “Hig! 301 | Ins {Methyd Alcohol 67.561|x|x| | | 47.5% 143 100% 1.43 0w
151780 945980!Primer, Beatasenl #43518 [ 5500) 30ccbll| 63 ng 3.01 | s |Tohene 100882 x| x| 525% 158 100% 158 .00
151780 9a59za ey, Bealssenl 143520 DaD0|| 30ccuti | B2 gl 5.6 | lus |Mellyi Ellyl Ketone 78.93.3) x| x TA0.0% 210 100% 216 0.00
15170l 815598 |Pimer, Bealaseal #A3520 BAUD| 30ccbll | B2 | #igl 506 | s (OUErVOC BEE 8.7% 0.47 100% 0.47 0.00
1517 0] 015908 |Primer, Deataseal #43520 B400| 30ccblt | B2 | Mg 546 | Ibs |Toluene 108-50-3| x| 10.0% 0.55 | 100% 0.55 000
‘15| 60| 94600 Primer, Bealaseal 143532 To.00) oectll | 85 | Wl | 573 ts |Acelonc 57.54.1 Tl 6.0% 086 100% 0.86 0.00
15| 780| " 946004 |Frimer, Beataseat 143532 [ 8500) 3ueccbl | B85 #igl 573 Ibs |MOI 101698 x| x| 3.9% 0.22 na neg| .00
15 80| 946004 Primer. Brataseal #4532 [ _a500]|30ccbil | 85 | gl 573 | bs |Melhyl Elfyl Ketone 769331 %1 % 45.0% 258 100% 258 000
16l 7350515513 [Adesive, Beatseat 458702 ||___223.00}| 10500z | 993 | gl T 40565 | tbs (MO 101-68.8| x| x|+ 1.0% 182 na  negl 000
10} 30| 0450 121Adesive, Beatseal #58702 [ 220.00){i05600z | 993 | il 181.65 | ibs |Toluene 108803 x|x| | || 50% 9.08 100% 3.08 0.00
10}720[ 946327 |Geicoat, Black [ ’ I 640.00 | Ibs |Melhyl Methacrylale so626|x|x| | || 2.0% 19.44 1% 9.91 000
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Table Three. Pioposed Emissions Calculations

- v[u[r '
sc| MRP DESCRIPTION USAGE | UOM |WTGAL|{ uoM usaGE | -7 |chemleal cas#  |olA[F ‘:'f. Chem | Chemical (lbs) | Emis Fey| EMIzslons | Emisslons
M ciris|e #Yr TensfYr
"Th| T46327 |Geloozt, Black T ) B GAO.UD | ths |SiyrEne 100A25| x| x| || 37.7% 24442 Si% 17465 0 06
0| TU83130|Pair, Lot 1« Cream Touch-Up Bt vl o6 | e T | T T T as | Tibs |Gifier VEC — 1 I T XTI el 100% 0.37 0.00
63| 083130 |Painl, Latex Crearm Touch-Up Fiil wi 06 1 "oz | 135 bs |Xvlene 1330-20-7 x| x 30.0% a1 100% 0.41 o 00
70| 087792 |C Feoal, Aurora {Granicoal) - 0 15,760.00 || s |Melliyl Methaciylale 80-62.6|x|x| 4.0% 631.20 8% 362 98 KA
20| ~987792|Gelcoat, Aurora (Granicoal} - 1570000 || s |Slyrene T00-a28|x{x| [ ] 24.0% 3.787.20 A0%| 181786 0.04
30| 982677 |Gelcoal, Bumt Amber (Granicoal) | [ 900,00 || Tos | Melhyl Meihaciylale B0626|x|x| | |~ 40% 36 00 “i% 17.28 001
20| 992677 |Gelcoal, Burnt Amber {Granicoal) s [ 90000 )| Ibs |Styrene 100-425| x| 24.0% 216.00 8% 103,66 | 0.05
120| T592885|Gatcoat, Oceanic (Gianicoat) B N ( 300,00 || 1bs |Methyl Melhacryl~ie 80.626]x|x a0%|  12.00 a8% 576 | 0.00
120| " 992685 |Gaicoal, Oceanic (Granicoat) A 300.00 || 1bs {Styrene 100425 x| xF | | 24.0% 72.00 48% 3456 o2
120| 1003250}Gekcoal, Tan Backcoat R R 700.00 || Ibs [Skrene 100-42°5| x| 320%| 7 5600 8% 46 0B 002
"35{ 1604217 |Cleaner, PYC Klean-N-Prine [~ 2600} e | 143 | s |Acelone T Terea| x| 775% 11 100% IRy 00U
15| 1004217 |Cleaner, PVC Kiean-N.Prime 600)) ea s |iEobifane 75205 x| |« 22 100% 032 0.00
110| 1019221 {Sealant, Pipe (PST) [T, _26.00]jca (10 mi) OiRerVOC x| [ 100% 0.0B o un
T10] 1081694[Scatant, Siticone Cream Starbrite RT 13300 (tnane| |Thervos M Toowl T 4ed D oo
T80} 1084912|Pain, Spray Royal Biue "Greal D—a? 430_0] Tea |3 | Anclone 67-64-1 B D% . T 1oo%|  gas| 0 00
TB0| 1084912 |Paint, Spray Royal Biua "Great Day” azoo ]| s |Elhylbenzene I T160-4%-A1 x| x 4.0% 194 100% 1.24 0.00
0| 1084912 |Faint, Spray Royal 8iue "Greal Day” 43.00Y b5 |Oiher:VOC x 27.2% 842 100% 8.42 oo
“8u| 1084912 |Paint, Spray Royal Dlue “Great Day” 43.00 | |Xylene - 1330.20-7| x| x 21.0%;  6.19 100% 6.49 0.00
110 1084920]Slain, Maple Wiging 4,00 Oiher:VOC T NER 77.9% 2106 | 100% 21,06 | 0.01
110] 1084920 S1ain, Maple Wiping 4.00 bs |Tciuene 100803 xjx| || 30% 0.81 00%|  oel|  ouoo
10| 1036072 {Sealx:d, Silicone Zeplyr RTV [~ _de100]| ( “lbs [OherVOT o x| | 50% “s90 100% 1690 oo
T30{ 1104843 | Alcohet, Denalured [ _orzog) 9a |MeliA Alcofiel — 67-56-1| x| x 16.04%|  93ne2(  100% 53992 ‘o
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AIR CONSTRUCTION PERMIT
APPENDIX D. SUMMARY OF PUBLIC'S COMMENTS

The summary of public comments 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




Public Comments Received Via E-Mail

Dear Mr. Alvaro,

Thank you for the opportunity 10 comment on Sea Ray's application to build a new boat manufacturing plant in
Mernitt Island, Flonda.

I have lived approximately one quarter of a mile south of the existing plant in Villa de Palmas for over 22 vears.
Residents of Villa de Palmas have complained many, many times about the noxious fumes and airborne fallout
cmanating from the Sea Ray plant, but nothing has ever been done to correct the situation. [ was not surprised to
lcarn that Sca Ray has been classified as a major polluter. What does surprise me is the fact that the operation of
their new facility will more than double the pollution that will be released from their two facilities. What effect does
this pollution have on our health and our children's health? 1 feel that the residents and workers around Sea Ray are
human guinea pigs.

In light of this, Sea Ray has said that since the installation of control systems to reduce the amount of pollution is not
cost effective, it should not be required! The absurdity of this comment absolutely defies all reasonable logic. But
Sea Rav's logic doesn't stop there, they want the new facility to be considered o separate and independent facility
and not linked 1o the existing facility 1.2 miles west of the proposed plant. The pollution that Sca Ray generates
knows no boundarics!

I do not undersiand why the DEP proposes that Sea Ray begin with a small scale pilot project that captures 33% of
the volatile organic compounds and hazardous chemicals, including styrene. What about the 47% that will be
dumped into our atinosphere and on hundreds of nearby residents? The DEP must deny Sea Ray's permit for the
sake of the healili and welfare of the peaple who live and work in the area of Sea Ray.

Sincerely. Thomas M. Page, 249 Via Havarre. Merritt Island. T1 32953 (11/18/99)

Thank vou for the opportunity to conunent on Sea Ray's request to expand their production facilities on Merritt
Island. I contacted Randy O'Brich and expressed my concerns about Sea Ray's expansion plans and request for tax
exemptions. My point was that any tax breaks should be based on their meeting EPA air quality standards, and
fatlure to do so should result in stiff penaltics and /or loss of any 1ax excriptions untit suitable styrene vapor capture
equipment is installed.

We live in Sunset Groves, approximately one mile nonih of the plant and have been subjected to the toxic fumes
during the evening on numerous eccasions while taking our evening stroll through our development. We believe that
the plant has released excessive amounts of fumes during the night shifts on several occasions. My wife and I have
cut onr walks short duc 1o the fumes being strong ciough to cause nausca. We are apprehensive that the pollution
problem will get even worse if state of the art solvent capture systems are not installed in the new production
facilitics. We also recommend that the need for upgrading the toxic fume control practices of the existing plant be
mvestigated by the EPA,

vit@aol.com (11/18/9%)

Dear Sir,
Regarding the proposed expansion of the Meriit Island Boat manufacturing plant 1 offer the following.

As a Mermitt Island homeowner and nearby resident. 1 am deeply opposed 1o any increase in shvrene emissions
whether it be from a new or existing operation. I the context of business competition, stringent controls on styrene
relcases mayv indeed not be cost effective as Sea Ray officials argue. However. as boats and yaclits are
pleasure/luxury items, in the context of normal daily Hiving, [ profer that Sea Ray products and all pleasure craft are
not "cost effective” thereby exposing the Sea Ray position as nubl, void. and nonsensical. 1 do not own a boat and do
not believe it legal for a Corporation 1o degrade the quality of life in the area § have chosen to live in and plan fo
remain for "cost effective” manufacture of luxuny ilems. Pay the price to install and operate clean-up equipment.
add the costs 1o the end product. and I'mi al! for expanding the plant. Otherwise. | strongly oppose the expansion and
scoff at the company's hiollow rationalization of "cost clfective” manulacturing,




Sincercly, Jim Haithcoat. 3415 Sparting Ave,, Mcrritt Island, FL. 32953 (11/18/99)

Dear Mr. Linero,

I live in V:illa De Paltnas. a subdivision of 300 homes that is a quaner mile south of the first Sea Ray Boat plant. We
can smell the chemicals from Sea Ray Boats and we can sce it on our cars when they are left in the driveway. We
have tried'unsuccessfully to have the Dept. of Environmential Protection do something aboul it fur the last twenty
vears. There is a subdivision of duplexcs just cast of Sca Ray that hias a large percentage of leukemia in their
children. Thev tried to do something about Sea Ran and they were unsucccssful

When a companv goes in business, it is 1o make money. Sca Ray must be nnkmg money or they would not be
building alnother plant, I realize it would cut into the amount of profit they make if they have 1o contain their volatile
organic compounds, hazardous chemicals.and styrene. 1 would like the Dept. of Environmental Protection to protect
me, and e\'xcryone clse that lives, works. or gocs to school near these plants. I DO NOT want thew to get a permit
unless lhcly can capture 100 percent of anything hazardous that they have. [ have an e-mail {rom a county
Conunissi(;mer who used to live in this development saving that he knew Sea Ray released vapors early in the
morning or on week ends when the EPA wasn't around.

Sea Ray E"loals is on the south side of the barge canai and I have been told that one of our local attornevs owns land
on the north side and is trying to scll it to another boat building company. If we don't take a stand now, and make the
regulations strict, when this next company comes in it will be twice as bad. Now is the time to make the rules that
evervone will have to follow and protect all of us.

Thank vou for giving me the opportunity to be heard.

| .
Patricia Sacmmer, 2555 Castile Court. Merritt Island. Florida, 32953, patinfla@brevard.net (11/18/99)

NO, NO, \IO to Sea Ray. give o foot and they will take a leg....Cape Canaveral. Cocoa beach. Merritt island, Cocoa,
T:lusvllle!are not dependent upon Sea Ray economically, but we are dependent upon clean air and water.... Thank
you and I must rely on your ability to make the right decision, for the

present an:i the vears to come ...

Mary Doiming. Cocoa Beach. F1.

Do'nt giv§ up the fight 1! I can smell the styrene in the air from a mile away. If I lived across 5-28 next to that place
especially, when they start the Lamination going I'd have to wear a gas mask. By the way, did you know that your
nice new houscs are built on an old DUMP 772 They threw everything away back then. I would'nt dnink the water or
let my children play in those yards..............

Birdman; clullywilly4 1@nwebtv.net (11718/99)

Dear Mr. Lincro.

We are gr'neful for the opportunity of addressing the pollution issue regardin:; Sea Ray. My family has resided in
Villa de Palnns for 33 years, QOver the many vears that Sea Ray has been here we have been subjected to noxious
odors. Unfonmmtcl\ we have never been apprised of the chemical components, Now we hear what some of them
are, but nol all of them, and the possibility of doubling the danger by adding another plant.

This hardly makes sense to anvone, especially if vou live near both facilities. We have somewhat of a natural
barrier vuth vegetation and trees along one side of Villa de Palias now. However we are fighting the building of
264 tow nllouscs by Pulte Developers. This will necessitate 1aking down our natural barricr and place 264 more
families d;rcctl) in the path of chemical emissions. These structures will not aiiow us nature's coverage to help
diminish the hann to all of us.

Please stop the pollution. People are the most important consideration - not dollars.




If Sca Ray wants to build another plant. please insist they stop the pollution from their presen: plant. and guaranice
there witl be no pollution from the new facility. If it is not cost effective to control pollution, don't build a plant that
generates it.

Thank you for your attention.
Mr. & Mrs. C. W. Wash. 109 Via Delareina, Merritt Island. F1L 32933, 407/452-0235 (11/18/99)
CC: Jeff Schweers, Today Newspaper

To whom it may concern: Plcase register my opposition to thic new Sca Ray facility, unless the emission control
systems arc instailed. As a resident of Merriu Island. I Lave many times driven by the existing Sea Ray plant
traveling on SR328. and very strongly smictled the chemical fumes inside my car with the A/C on. Also, my
residence of the past 16 vears is located | mile south of the new facility. During the winter months, the prevailing
winds arc generally from nonth to south. so I am concerned for the air quality of my aeighborhood.

I can't really believe that there is any debatc about this. When a company builds a new facility in an existing
populated arca. there is no question in y mind that they would be required (o take the necessary steps and use the
most advanced technology 1o ininimize the negative impact. 11's not like they arc building anything that is going to
better mankind; they are building boats for God's sake!  (Just as an aside, has the slate done studies yct as to how
the increased amount of boats coming from this new facility will impact the local manatee population?)

However, being alive and breathing. [ realize that rational thought has very little affect on outcomes, especially ones
concerning the potential for 400 new emplovees and big property taxes. Anyway, please require the emission
comntrols.

Sincerelv, Jonathan S. Wysc, 2360 Queen Ann St. Merritt Island. FL 32932 (11/19/99)

Dear Mr.Linero.

1 am a resident of Merritt Island. FI (approximately 1/4 mile south of Sea Rays plant). For the last thicteen years [
have endured the fiberglass odors cmanating from the Sea Ray facility. I assumed it was a natural bi-product of their
manufacturing process. but other than the acrid smell. I had no idea it contained toxins which are detrimental to our
health and the environment!t There have been cases of abnormaly high lukemia rates in a housing arca immediately
West of the plant(sce DER files from the late 1980s) people with difficulty breathing. irrated eves and cven paint
pecling off of new cars, There is an elementary school Jocated less thar a mile fron: the plant. and teachers and kids
state that they frequently smell the odors. 11 is beyond belicl that anvone would aliow the arca residents to be
*Human Guina Pigs" for a major polluter. This is placing profit before human safety!! Modem scrubbers capable of
eliminating virtually all the toxins. would cost only a fraction of the cost of onc new 30" boat. We don't'want to
become another "Love Canal®,

Thank vou in advance for considening my comiments,

Lew A. Bowman. 241 Via Havarre, Merritl Istand. F1 32953 (321)453-1273 (11/19/99)

Regarding the current controvery over SeaRay's reluctance to provide evironmental protection for VOC/styrene
emissions. SeaRay would be well advised to conform to current FDEP and EPA Regutations.

In addition. if the general public (potential customers) perceive ScaRay as uncaring regarding the health of the
public and their emplovees. (his.in the long run. would not be a very "cost effective” position to stand on.

Leonard Martin, 5305 Lovett Dr.. Merritt Island. FI 32933, cmail: mlmanini@sceinet (11/19/99)

I am very alarmed after reading the Nov 17th and 18th articles in Florida Today concerning the new Sea Ray plant,
and their refuctance to install statc of the an envirommentat protection equipment. The new plant is located directly
across SR 528 from the 3 vear old subdivision we live in (Island Crossings). There are approximately 150 new
homes in this area. The Florida Today articles left me with the sinking feeling that the DEP is looking out for




industry instead of the environment and the public. 1s there anvthing we can do to prevent the permit from being
issued?

Bill Qua;rlcs. quarlestndigital.net (11/20/99)

Please except Lhese comments as ] was unable to attend the public hearing on the subject: Living within 1 172 miles
of the proposed Sea Ray Plant ] am very concerned 1hat the local air quality will be severely degraded if any
additional air pollutants arc allowed to be released to the local atmosphere.

As most people living in the vicinity of Sea Ray's plants can attest, (he plant’s are not and have not been in
complian;ce for air emission's to the environment. One need nnly step outside in the Sunset Groves development to
be exposcd to the toxic vapors being relcased during the Sca Ray's exsisting plant operations.

Being an environmental engineer I am sensilive 1o the economic concerns of Sea Ray regarding plant construction
and envirommnental compliance. To their credit Sca Ray is a huge employer and their factory's are pleasant to look at
fromn the public view. However. It should be noted that there arc also twe major electrical power plants and a third
planned within a ten mile ridius of the proposed new Sea Ray plant,

The clcclncal power plants spew their air pollutants continuously into the Jocal air... We all need electrical power not
much chmcc there but what a cost. We all do not need a sixty five foot Sea Ray yacht so there is a choice here.

If env 1ronmcnl’1] compliance adds to the cost of a new boat plant than so be it, let the cost be borne by the boat
manul'actlluer of the end product user. not the air qualiny of the neighboring community. In thus day and age it 1s
more imporant than ever for our state regulators to insure that industry proceeds into the new millennium utilizing
the most cﬂ'ecln'c technology available. at whatever cost. for the good of us all,

1 personali) and at the request of my neighbor's in the Sunset Groves Community want to go on record that we feel
Sea Ray boats should be held to the strictest compliance standards for all air emission's from the proposed new
plant.

Thank Y(:)u! E. L. Coyle, 3350 Biscavne Dr.. Mermriut Island F1. 32953 (11/22/99)

Mr. Linero,

The residFtlls of Riverwalk and Island Crossing housing developiienis on Merritt Island are opposed to the Sea Ray
expansion. We do not want our heath and our children's health to be endanger by the nerutoxin Styrene that this
plant will release into the air,

Our home owners associations have met and all present agree that this harmful and damaging carcinogen should
NOT be released into our arca.  Not ouly arc our homes at risk of becoming contaminated with thesc deadly toxins,
but the pl!lb“C elementary school our children attend will also be at risk. There is also the question of what this air
pollution can do to the wildlife in the nature preserve that is nearby. Many endangered animals live in the area. I'm
sure the impact from this poliution can do nothing to help ther endangered environment,

Sea Ray's intent (o build the plant in this arca in 1otally unaceepiable. Hazardous chemicals have no business being
in a residential family neighborhood.

Seca Ray is considered a major polluter under federal air quality guidelines. We don’t WANT a major polluter in our
nelghborllood We chiose to live in this area for it's positive qualities and living conditions. Please help us to keep
our qualm of life SAFE and CLEAN.

We urge vou to deny a penmnil for Sca Ray.
Sincerely,
Alexandcr and Re Monteith, 1234 Potomac Drive, Merritt Island, FL 32952, (321) 452-9218 (11/26/99)




Plecase. please. do not issue a permil for Sea Ray to pothute the air more than it already is. There are abselutely too
many health risks now, not 10 mention the fact that many local residents already have respiratory problems from
esisting pollution problems,

If they cannot clean up their emissions, then please de not let them continue to do business. 1 don't care how many
people they employ. 1f they are not in business. another will take their place.

Linda and Ruby Frye, 1700 S. Merrimac Drive. Merrilt Island, FL 32952 (11/26/99)

Mr. Linero, my name is Paul Whidby and | am a resident of the development located 200 meters south of Sea Ray's
new plant on Merritt Island. T am extremely concerned about the threat this new facility will pose to my health and
the health of mv neighbors and their children,

The unrestrained releasc of Styrene into the aunosphere should be stopped before it begins. The refusal of Sea Ray
10 install scrubbers or other methods of dealing with the 1oxic release of Styrenc inte the atmosphere less than 1/8th
of a mile from a major residetial area is reprehensible.

Please take my concemns into account and insure Sca Ray is required to provide adequale impact studies and install
recommended environmental {ixes prior to conmmencing operaligns.

Thank you. Paul Whidby, 1201 Potomac Drive. Merritt Island. FL 32932-7222 (11/26/99)

Dear Mr. Linero,
Please open attaclunent. It is very important 1o our corununity that vou understand this issue.

Sincercly Don & Peggy Moore (11/26/99) (note: Unable 1o open. AALincro)

I have attached a letter in MS-Word 97 format regarding the proposed

Sea Ray boat plant in Merritt Island. FL. If you cannot open it. please advise and I will send it in a different format.
1 will also send a paper copy for vour records.

Thank you. Danicl Dvorak, 1577 Stafford Avenue, Merrit! Island, FL. 32952, 407-454-9012

November 26, 1999

Al Linero

New Source Review Section

Bureau of Air Regulation

Depaniment of Environmental Protection
2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, FL 32399

Mr. Linero.

1 am writing 10 urge the Departinent of Environimental Protection to deny Sea Ray Boats issuance of a permit
allowing discharge of airborne pollutants from the proposcd new plant in Merriat Island. FL.

In addition to myriad health concerns from the byproducts of liberglass boat production, my family is concerned
about the strong odor that accompanics such an operation. The smell of fiberglass has become an almost permanent
fixture in the vicinity of Sea Ray’s existing plant near (he intersection of State Roads 3 and 528. Indeed, we find the
odor quile potent inside our automobile when passing the plant on S.R. 328, If the odor can penetraie a closed
automobile (with the ventilation svstem set 1o “recirculate™) in the few seconds we are near the existing plant, we
can only dreadfully imagine the potency of the odor inside our home. less than Y mile south of the proposed plant.




More lhan one article in Florida Today newspaper indicated that the DEP wants Sea Ray 1o start out capturing 53%
of the VOC they emit, and study the feasibility and cost-cfTectiveness of the collection svstem. The cost of such a
system was quoted as $450k, That is less (han the cost of four homes in the housing development closest and most-
effected b» the pollution. We don’t care how much it costs Sea Ray to contain their pollution. If it is not feasible to
capture sumﬁcamly all of their waste, Sea Ray should locate their plant farther from established communities.

One day dunng my wife’s pregnancy. I painted our garage floor. That night the odor of paint became so strong that
we lefi (mr home for fear of causing diunage to our unborn son. We care about our health. 'We can leave our home
for one mg,ht but can do nothing short of moving to avoid pollution like Sea Ray plans to cmit,

We do not want the odor of fiberglass boat production a part of our cveryday lives. We do not want our infant son
breathing toxic substances.

Sincerely,

o) Dol

Daniel J. Dvorak 1577 Stafford Avenue, Merritt Island, FL 32952, 407-454-9012 (11/26/99)

Sir:

Please co:151der placing strict EAP contraints onn Sea Rav Boats of Merritt Island's new expansion. If the new plant
doesn't have stringent pelution controls (scurbers in their smoke stacks) it will not only effect the health of the
people in IchrW'alk and Island Crossing Housing Development which is a mile south of the new facility, but there's
is a wild life sanctuary (Ulamay) which will be effected.

Thank you for your time and consideration.
Sincerely,

Louis & Rose Rj;ferWalk and Island Crossings, 1190 Potomac Dr., Meritt Island, F1 32952 (11/27/99)Lenhart

. | . . . -
I like express my concern about plant. Belore plant siart operation 1 like to place stringent pollution controls or
permjsson1 denied. My family is living just opposite side Bee Line in where plant is situated.

Erkki Ni.\:ula. 1200 Potomac Dr., Merritt Island. FL 32932 (11/27/99)

Florida Department of Environmental Protection
Mr. Linero,

The auent:on of vour office is nceded to STOP the expansion of Sea Ray Boats manufacturing facility on Merritt
Island. Sea Ray is a major (Tatle V) source of hazardous enussion. Sca Ray requires an air construction permit from
the Flonda Departiment of Environinental Protection (DEP) to build the additional manufacturing facility on Merritt
Island. TllwlS perimit should not be issued. I urge yvou to use your office to deny this pennit.

Sea Ray's existing Merritt Island facility (1 mile away from the proposed facility) releases over 250 tons per year of
Volatile Qrganic Compounds (VOC) and Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAP). The main danger comes from styrene.
The expansion would add an additional 125 tons of styrene to the surrounding communities of Merritt Island.

The expec:led volume of HAP and VOC cutput from the new facility has triggered DEP action. However, the DEP
lacks the authority to deny the permit, Instead. they have proposed a plan 1o use Best Available Control Technology
(BACT) 10 reduce emissions if it proves cost effective. In spite of the proposed reductions, the air permit should be
denied bcgausc:

1. Health:Styrene, a VOC, known neurotoxin, and a suspecied carcinogen will be emiited at 125 tons per year. The
proposed plant will be built in the middle of existing residential communities. Homes arc literally across the street.




Within one mile are an estimated 1000 homes. an elementary school. a community athletic park. and a nature
preserve. .

2. Quality of Life: The EPA describes styrene as having a "penctrating odor.” The noxious odor from the existing
plant can be detected up to 3 miles away. The most optimistic studies conducted for the new facility show many
more residents of Merritt Island will face the same noxious odor.

3. Tourism: Tourism is a major contributor to the surrounding communities. In addition to the penetrating odor, the
new facility will be characterized by eleven 55-fool emission stacks on the main route from Orlando to Cocoa Beach
and the cruise ships of Port Canaveral,

4. Malicious Compliance: Based on correspondence between Sca Ray and the DEP, Sca Ray appears to be reluctant
to implement the BACT. Failure to implement will only worsen the health situation.

Please stop Sea Ray from expanding its operation until it proves that the safety and quality of life for Flonda
residents is just as important as profit for Sea Ray. Sea Ray needs to stop polluting the enviromment at its existing
plant before it can become a weicomed contributor to the conununity of which it is already a member.

This represents the feeling of 300 homes Called Villa De Palinas. I am president of this homeowners association and
keep receiving calls Asking Doesn’t anyone care?

Herman Skambraks President VDP Homeowners association. (located 1100 feet south of the existing Sea Ray
plant). (11/29/99)

I live in the Island Crossings subdivision and my home is probably within a 1/4 to 1/2 mile radius of the Sea Ray
boat fabrication facility expansion, and 1 am greatly distressed by its proposed function.

When building began at the site. I had no idea it was going to be a manufacturing facility. Even if Thad, T certainly
would not have believed that a site that pumps out tons of hazardous and noxious chemicals would be allowed so
close to residential areas. I have two sons. 10 months and 3 vears, whose safety is a great concern of mine, as is the
health of my wife and myself. When my wife found out about what was going on (from the president of our
homeowners association), she was in tcars. Besides the direct health issues with the presence of styrene, my wife
suffers from migraine headaches that are aggrevated by strong light and smells. Styrene has a very strong and
noxious smell. I have personally experienced it on multiple occasions while driving to and from work past the
existing Sea Ray facility. The smell alone is cnough o cause someone physical discomfort. If this site is permitted to
continue, we will probably have to sell our home and move to a safe. non-toxic Jocation. This will cost me at least
$10,000 in realtor's fees and moving expenses, which I can't afford right now. This figure does not even consider the
potential (I'd sav almost guaranteed) loss in value caused by the facilities hazardous operations.

HOW CAN THE STATE OF FLORIDA WEIGH THE EXPENSE TO SEA RAY AGAINST THE HEALTH OF
MY FAMILY. I don't see how the two can even be compared. If Sca Ray is doing well enough that they are

expanding their operations. then I am very happy for them. I Sea Ray makes a mess, if should have to clean it up,
regardless of the expense. 1f they can't afford it then they shouldn't be allowed to do it. This is just cominon sense.

Charles Curley, Software Engincer, Dvnacs Engincering Co.. Engineering Development Contract, Kennedy Space
Center, Florida (11/29/99)

In this day and age with all the poliutants in the air. why would DEP approve putting more out there? My family
and myself would like to express our displeasure and disappointment in DEP, as a regulating agency for allowing
this to happen. Also, when has a company cver come back and said they would like to spend more money to avoid
polluting the air? Very rarely. if ever | am sure.

Marianne Huston, 340 Madison Avenue, Cape Canaveral, FL 32920 (11/29/99)

Dear Mr. Lincro,

I recently moved to the Riverwalk conununity. only 1o leam of the possible pollution problem. I definitely feel that
not enough environmental studies and/or research have been done 1o clear Sea Ray for their factory expansion.




I understarid the potential moncey to be made is a driving factor in pushing this expansion through. Allowing this
plant to be built without the strictest of pollution protection controls WILL affect everyone's health. There are many
children llnl live in this neighborhood. how can we do this to them, let alone the entire area. The Space Coast is
rcsp01151blc: for a great deal of revenue in FL in terus of 1ourism. Tourists will not want to be near a health hazard
such as w h‘ll is being proposed by Sea Ray.

This nceds to be re-thought and more research needs 10 be done in order to make this a "win-win" for all parties
i
involved.

Thank you!for your time.
Kimberly Mears, 1205 Potomac Drive, Merrilt Island. FL 32952 (11/29/99)

Dear Sir;
Piease see attached letter file.

Thark You, Dean C, Orr

May 11, 2000

New Souro. Review Section
Bureau of Alr Regulation
2600 Blair blone Road
Tallahassec, FL 32399

Dear Mr. L'Lnem'

Having mnll\ rcad the article in the Today paper and also smelting the air pollnion caused by Sea Ray Boats, I would
like to vmcx. our opinion on the move for a new pennit for the new plant. We are strongly against the building of a new
plant as proposed 1.2 miles east of the current Sca Ray Plant in Memitt Island. We currently live just South of the Merritt
Island Plani, and often smell the Resins emitted into the air by Sea Ray Boats. We also oflen can hear the late night dumps
1o the air ofjthis resin polluLnt. We have a son who is approaching 2 years and a daughter due in April next year. It
particularly;upsets me to hear that Sea Ray is refusing to install the cleaning equipment to minimize the pollution, given that
styrene is a’potential carcinogen to human beings and also can be associated with genetic mutations and neurological
damage. U|Sea Ray wants to put those kind of chemicals into the air then they should seck a different neighborhood,
preferably mlh no residents. We have a very nice environment here in Merritt Island: we would all hate to see it deteriorate.
We shiould | never let any company put their profit margins above the health of the local people. As a citizen of Merntt
Island, on bchalf of my family, I request that this perinit be denied. And as a mininnam, Sea Ray should be required to
install the polluuon controls, They should also be required 10 instal! the poilution contrels on the existing plant in any case.

Thank vou,
Sincerely, ])can C. Orr, Resident, Villa De Patinas Development, Electrical Enginecr, NASA (11/29/99)

Dear Al
1 have lived in Merritt Island at three different focations since 1990.

1. 1990 101992 at Summer Place Apts. This is about 1/4 mile southwest of the Sea Ray plant.
2. 1994 10{1999 in Diana Shores. Abowt 3/4 ile due south of the Sea Ray plant.
3. Aprl 1999 in Svkes Cove. About 1/2 mile dus south of the Sea Ray plant. [ currently live here.

If there is 'n north wind blowing it was, and still is. possible to smetl the heavy odor of fiberglass components, i.e.
styrene, re‘.ms etc., from any of the focations where I resided. [ feel that the new Sea Ray plant would intensify the
problem ofpollut‘mls in the air in the vicinity in which [ live.

The plant thal Sea Ray is contemiplating building will manufacture boats costing over $1 Million each. Almost all of
these boats will be delivered outside of Brevard county. The state estimate of $450,000 1o recapture 90% of the
pollutants is a veritable bargain to save the local environment. Paid for with a couple of boats.




Other than us humans breathing in the pollutants there are two other federally protected speciaes that need to be
considered. The manatees and dolphins-that inhabit the waters all around the Sea Ray plant in the barge canal,
Sykes Creek. and even in the dock space of (he piant. What harn is being done to them? do we need to contact
"Save the Manatee Club?"

Brevard County even wanted to grant Sea Ray a tax incentive to build another plant. Bring in all thosc high paying
jobs. Ludicrous. At the first sign of an cconomy downturn Sea Ray layvs off hundreds of workers, Check out 1990
and 1991 employment figures. Sea Ray turned the tax break down...wonder why? ’

As an avid boater, fisherman, environmentalist, homeowner and taxpayer, I feel that Sea Ray should pay the dues (o
protect me and the environment.

John Roth, 1995 Sykes Creck Drive, Merritt [sland, FL 32933, jrothctvourlink.net (11/29/99)

Mr. Linero,

Sea Ray is considered a major poliuter under federal air quality guidelines. As we MUST consider our health and
our children's future, we ask that you deny the permit for the expansion until Sea Ray agrees 1o ensure that more
stringent environmental standards can be met at the startup of the new facility.

Sincerely, Elena Ridgway. 1222 Polomac Drive, Merrint Island. FL 32952 (11/30/99)

Gentlemen,

This letter is in reference to Sea Ray Boats' application for an Air Construction Permit on Merritt Island. My goal is
to ensure that the any new facility does not negatively impact the health, welfare. and quality of life for the existing
residents across the street from the new facility.

My wife and two children live directly across the street from the new facility. From what I've learned, I have no
confidence that the environment we would be living in will be safe for my familv. I've seen some contour

plots showing "average" styrene levels computed for the new plant. 1 am now more concerned than ever: even at
average levels (which, as an engineer. [ question the validity of) we would expertence detectable levels. On a day
when the winds are out of the North (half the vear?), the levels will clearly be considerably higher. High enough to
pase a health risk (see below). .

If the piant comes into existence. we will certainly be smelling Sea Ray's work. It seems to me that calling about an
objectionable odor has no impact whatsoever. This is indicated by the fact that the existing Sea Ray piant still, after
all these years of people complaining, emits the terrible smiell which permeates the neighborhood. I smell it every
day on my way to work.

From section 11(b) (sce below): "No person shall causc. suffer. allow. or permit the discharge of air polhitants
which cause or contribute to an objectionable odor".

Picase do not let this new facility pollute our neighborhood. Protect us: DENY this permil.

If you CANNOT deny tlus permit. af feast force the new facility to reduce cimissions to undetectable levels (less than
8 ppb). Ido not understand how the DEP could do differcntly. In my mind this means monitoring levels in our
ncighborhood with the power to shut Sea Ray down if the levels exceed 8 ppb.

if the DEP does not deny the permit and does not force Sca Ray to keep cinissions undetectable in our
neighborhood, I think the DEP has failed in protection of the "comfortable use and enjoviment of life or property”

[Sec. 11(D)}.

A very concerned Merritt Island resident,
Tim Widnick and family, widrick@mpinet.net, (321) 439-9980)

PS. Below is a letter that Isam Ywus prepared. ! include it here because his words are also my words.



This pemul should be DENIED based on the DEP's own standards. Per Section 11¢(b) entitled "General Pollutant
Emission L, imiting Standards": “No person shall cause. sufler, allow, or permit the dlschargc of air pollutants which
cause or contribule to an objectionable odor". Per the EPA fact shects. styrene has a "noxious penetrating odor”
which is discernible at 8 ppb.

Per the Sca Ray dispersion modeling (performed by Golder Associales). the yearly average levels of styrene at the
property bound’mes will be 9 ppb. However, because of wind direction, we can expect a peak daily average at
least 10 umes that high. Clearly, this will creale the noxious odor for rejection based on Sec. 11(b).

This pernult shouid be DENIED because the plamt. as opened, will present a daily health risk to the local comimunity.
The EPA threshold for long term exposure in ambient air is 230 ppb. Without the emissions control program in

place, we c:an expect daily levels (based on wind dircction) over 300 ppb.

L | .
This is clezllrly a health risk.
The permif should be DENIED because the impact on (he local community was not considered by Sea Ray.

If DEP refuses to deny permit. then all controls must be maintained independent of cost. The EPA threshold for
long term flzxposurc in ambient air is 230 ppb. Without the emissions control program in place. we can expect daily
levels (based on wind direction) over 500 ppb. This is clearly a health risk. This noxious odor will remain in spite
of this.

If DEP refuses to deny permn a monitoring svsteim must be in ptace. Much anecdotal evidence exists to suggest
that the Sed Ray analysis will not succeed in practice. A monitoring system with stop-work measures must be in
place to ensurc public health and welfare.

Please conslder these serious comments in your decision. 1 consider the issue of the Sea Ray Air Construction
Permit a fallure in protection of the "comfortable use and enjoyment of life or property” {Sec. 11{b}].

Thank you‘for your time,
I
Isam Yunis

Tim & Dcie widrick widrick@mpinet.net (11/3(0/99)

1 am wrilin‘g this e-mail because I was very disturbed when [ discovered that the new Sea Ray boat plant on Merritt
Island is going to add 125 tons of styrene to the environment and Merritt Island communities. I am expecting my
first child ;jmd I have experienced the noxious odors from the present facility which is of enough concem to me.
Allowing Sea Ray to release more styrene with methods that arc most cost effective for the company, although not
as safe, would seem (o send the message that the DEP is not truly interested in prolecting the environment and
citizens.

Since the b:uilding of the new facility is already substantially underway. I feel that it is useless to argue for not
allowing the expansion. My only remaining hope is that the permit would require Sea Ray to use the safest methods
and controis possible, regardless of cost to the company.

1 hope vou|will give this matter carcful consideration. Thank vou.

Sincerely, fCaruI_\'n A. Mizell, Project Manager, NASA, Carolyn.Mizell-Hg@kmail ksc.nasa. gov

Gentlemen,

This letter is in reference to Sea Ray Boals' application for an Air Construction Penmit on Merritt Island. Our goal is
to ensure that any proposed new facility docs not negatively umnpact the health, welfare, and quality of life for the
existing residcnls who reside across the street at Island Crossings and River Walk (over 300 homes).

This permn should be DENIED based on the DEP's own siandards. Per Section 11{b) entitled "General Pollutant
Emission 1' imiting Standards”; "No person shiall cause, suffer, allow. or permit the dlscharge of air pollutants
which cau<c or contribute to an objectionable odor.” Per the EPA fact sheets, styrene has a "noxious penetrating
odor” wluch is discernible at 8 ppb. Per the Sea Ray dispersion medeling (performed by Golder Associates), which
is based on the DEP recommended MACT and BACT, the yearly average levels of styrene at the property




boundaries will be ¥ ppb. Depending on wind direction. we can expect a peak daidy average at least 10 times that
high. Clearly. this will create the noxious odor for rejection based on See. 11(b).

This permit should be DENIED becausc the plant, as opened withoul enunision controls, will present a daily health
risk to the local community. The EPA thireshold for long lerm exposure in ambient air is 230 ppb. Without the
emissions control program in place, our community can expect daily levels (based on wind direction) over 500 ppb.
This is clearly a health risk.

This permit should be DENIED because the imipact on the focal communily was not considered by Sea Ray.
If in light of all of these facts the DEP still refuses to deny permit. and accepts the noxious odor:

1. Full emmissions control (at least 85% capturc) must be implemented immediately and maintained independent of
cost. The EPA threshold for long term exposure in ambient air is 230 ppb. Without 1he emissions control program
in place. we can expect daily levels (based on wind direction) over 500 ppb. This is clearly a health risk.

2. A montoring system must be implemented immediately and maintained independent of cost. Much anecdotal
evidence exists {o suggest that the Sea Ray analysis will not succeed in practice. A wonitoring sysiem with siop-
work measures must be in place to ensure public health and wellare.

Please consider these serious commenis in your decision. We consider the issue of the Sea Ray Air Construction
Permit a failure in protection of the "comfoniable use and enjovinent of lile or property” [Sec. 11(b}].

Thank you for vour time. Isam Yunis, Rachacl Yunis  vunisgiaol.com (11/30/99)

Dear Mr. Lincro:

Please do not approve the plans for Sca Ray's plant expansion. The current plant puts out levels of toxins in the air
that are intolerable now. 1 have been a resident of Merritt Island for 15 years and have lived and presently work
within a mile of the plant. When 1 lived in Villa de Palines the fumes would get so bad around 4:00 am that I would
have to close my windows, It caused me 1o have difficulty breathing. I experienced congestion following some of
these occassions. It got so bad. onc night I drove to the plant to detennine if they were venting more in early
morning hours or whether it was the inversion Jayer. There was an obvious plune not normaily seen during the day.
I believe that the plant was avoiding detection of this activity.

1 believe if this development is allowed the most stringent controls on discharge should be applied immediately, not
allowed over an extended period of thme ruining our health and air quality. The estimated cost is low, comparable to
ONE of the expensive vessels they will sell. They can not claim financial hardship or they would not be expanding
and buving up other manufacturing plants in the arca (Whaler). The cost of a couple compromised residents health
care would also be a similar expenditure. The citizens of Merritt Isiand do not wawt this expansion and resulting
poliution.

Thank vou for your atiention to this matlcr.

Sharon Tyson, 407-433-2198, 169 Platt Ave., Merritt Island. FI 32932 (11/30/99)

Dear Mr. Reynolds.

I know that the official time for Sea Ray comumenis has passed. but 1 am compelled to write you on the people
aspect, not the numbers of ppb nor the fact sheets of sivrenc...

I'd like to take five minutes of your time and tell vou how I got involved and what I'm hearing from the community,
Some of it is hearsayv and some of it is fact and 1 will clearly mark each type.

Fact: On Sunday October 10, 19949 Iread in the Florida Today paper that Sea Ray boats was applying for a tax
break. It also contained the information that Sea Ray is bigpest stvrene polluter in Brevard county. Having worked
in the research field for many vears, [ became concerned and started rescarching styrene. My husband and 1 talked
with several neighbors and il was clear that we were all concerned for the safety of our fmmilies and the value of our
homes,




Fact; On Nov. 17, 1999 my picturc was published in the Florida Today and I was quoted saying that T was
concerned jwith the situation and that 1 was rescarching the facts. 1t also stated that ! have a degree (MS) in genetics
and wrote l‘or the American Medical Association. (I also have a MA in BioMedical Ethics).

Fact; Our l:omc was flooded with phone calls from people wanting tc know more about the subject. Many calls
came from the Villa de Palina housing division which is located across the street from existing Sea Ray plant. They
wanted to ';uppon us since they smell the existing plant on ;i daily basis and are tired of Sca Ray tetling the press that
they do not cffect the surrounding community.

Hearsay: 1 received two calls from two separate people telling me that there was an incident of feukemia in 1988,
Accordingto this "rumor" several children were diagnosed with cancer and the EPA came out to investigate. The
only ' smokmg gun” was Sea Ray. The incident was silenced and nothing came of i1, This "nunor” was staried by a
former emp]ovec of Comnissioner Randi O'Brica.

Fact: | scarchcd the EPA's web sites and the CDC's web site for further infermation. | found none. 1 made some
phone calls and found nothing. Finally. I talked with a gentleman at the health department and he confirmed that
three clu]drcn were diagnosed with ES tuanor in 1988 in the 32952 zip code arca. 1 am not an epidemiologist so
don't clzum to know if that means amvthing. 1 do know that the health department has enlisted the help of two

Tallahassc" epidemiologists to examine the numbers. [intend to contact them and find out what all of this means.

Hearsay/Fact: Some community members forwarded eninils which came from Commissioner O'Bricn's office in
which he sjlales that "It's a known fact that Sea Ray occastonally cheats and releases pollution in the off hours when
no one is \'\'alching." We arc trving 1o track down the original email to see if there is any validity to this,

What does this all mean? I don't know. AllTdo know is that my husband and 1 decided to build our hone here
because we felt it was the idcal location. We moved into our new home in February. I have two small bovs (2ys
and 1yr). Iam very concerned about my family. I'don't want to be the advocate, I would much rather take my sons
to the park and run and play. [ don't however want to smell styrene. I don't want to wake up each moming and
wonder if T'm literally killing my children by fiving here.

What I would like from you is for vou 1o sericusly take a moment 1o consider the people who live, and play, and
sleep.. hen]. each day. There are rules and regulations. but there are also somc things which should be held higher
than the reguhnons and that is the human aspect of life. 1f vou must grant the air permit to Sea Ray, at least do so
aware of thc fact that many people will be affected. Many children could potentially be harmed. Hundreds of home
dwellers vs"i[l wake up cach morning and there will be something "just not quite right” in their lives.

Sea Rayv docs not deserve the right 1o pollute our air. Sea Ray is interested in profit. The cost the people will have
to pay for the:r profit is astronomiical.

Sincerely, [ Rachael Yunis yunis1965iaol.com .{12/1/99)

Dear Mr. Luinero.

I am writiiig as a very concerned resident of Merritt Island, Florida. This is in reference to the building of the new
Sea Ray Plant within 5 miles of my home. The plant is being built on the eastern end of the island and with the
prevailing winds coming from the southeast. many residends will be in the direct path of the poisenous cltouds of
Styrene, including iy home, If vou cannot guarantee that the plant could collect 100 percent of these hazardous
chemicals,! then please do not approve this plant.

As for Sca} Rays claim that the controls are to expensive. Have them talk to others that must comply with DEP
rcgulauons For example, take the area local hospital, WuesthofT Hospital in Rockledge would love to use it's
incinerators to dispose of it's waste, but because this might be an environmental hazard. the hospilal (at a great cost)
must 1o longer uses it's incinerators. Futhermore. expense is no excuse for being allowed 1o pollute, I beg you
please, do fnol endanger the health of me and wy family. Do not allow Sea Ray 1o emil any Styvrene inlo the air.
Please send me any literatuie on this subject that will convince me that this plant should be built.

Thank vou for listening. Sheila Soileau. You can reach mce at jsoileaui@iunet or 3320 Horse Trail Court Merritt
Island. Flond'l 32953 Phone: 321 - 432 - 7235 (12/1/99)




Dear Sir:

I apologize for being late on getting these comunents to you but for the last 2-1/2 months my father has been ill and
finally past away on Thanksgiving morning. We had the funeral on December 4th and now [ can get around 10
addressing the next important items on 1y agenda.

As a homeowner on North Merritt Island and as a member of the North Mernitt Island Special Advisory Board, I sce
the expansiopn of Sea Ray Boats. without the cuvironmental protection in place at the start of operation, a very bad
move for the homeowners of Merritt Island. the tourists, who come through here, and the workers at the plant itseif.
I understand that business must expand and that there arc items such as costs that must be weighed into the
equations, but I also see that the environment must be protected for the residents, 1 have a six-year old child who
attends school on Merritt Iskand. She will be breathing this carcinogenic material whenever she is outside. Thave a
family who will be breathing it everytime we travel from North Merritt Island down to the Mall or grocery store or
other places.

I ask you to do some real heart searching as to how [lar this business should be let go be fore installing the necessary
protection devices {o caplure this material. H should be ther &t start up.

Thank you for your consideration into this matier.
Ronald Penn, 1750 Dee Drive, Merritt Island. Florida 32933-0523
Ronald "Ron™ Penn, koalacongiidigital.net (12/07/99)




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

G.]

G2

G3

G4

G.5

-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 405.859 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 exciusive 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 fand or water, does not constitute State recognition or acknowledgment 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,

¢) Sample or monitor any substances or parameters at any location reasonably necessary 10 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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APPENDIX GC
GENERAL PERMIT CONDITIONS [F.A.C. 62-4.160]

G.9 In azcepting this permit, the permitiee understands and agrees that all records, notes, monitoring data and
othér information relating to the construction or operation of this permizted source which are submitied
to the Department may be used by the Department as evidence in any enforcement case involving the
perr:nitted source arising under the Florida Statutes or Department rules, except where such use is
prescribed by Sections 403.73 and 403.111, Florida Statutes. Sucli evidence shalt only be used to the
exte:nd it is consistent with the Florida Rules of Civil Procedure and appropriate evidentiary rules.

G.10 The| permittée agrees to comply with changes in Department rules and Florida Statutes after a reasonable
tim¢ for compliance, provided, however, the permitice does not waive any other rights granted by Florida
Statutes or Department rules.

G.11  This permit is transferable only upon Department approval in accordance with Florida Administrative
Codle 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.

G.i2 This: permit or a copy thereof shall be kept at the vork site of the permitted activity.
G.13 This' permit also constitutes:

a) Determmatlon of Best Available Control Technology (X)

b) Determmat:on of Case-by-Case Maximum Achieveable Control Technology (X)
c} Determmataon of Prevention of Significant Deterioration (X); and

d) Compliance with New Source Performance Standards (X).

G.14  Thepermittee shall comply with the following:

a) TUpon 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.
|

b) ';l"he 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
fequired 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
1pp[1cat10n unless otherwise specified by Department rule.

c) Records of monitoring information shall include:

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

2. The person responsible for performing the sampling or measurements;
3. The dates analyses were performed;

4. The person responsible for performing the analyses;
3. The analytical techniques or methods used; and

6. The results of such analyses.

G.15 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 permitiee 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.




Florida Department of

Memorandum Environmental Protection
TO: Howard Rhodes
FROM: Clair Fancy w
DATE: May 10, 2000

SUBJECT: SeaRay Boats, Inc.
PSD-FL-274, Brevard County

Attached are the Final Determination, BACT/MACT Determination, and air construction
permit for Sea Ray Boats, Inc. to construct a fiberglass boat manufacturing facility in Brevard
County. This permit is being issued as a result of the Department’s Final Order of May 8, 2000,
and DOAH Recommended Order of Dismissal of Clarence Rowe’s petition objecting to the
permit issuance.

I recommend your approval and signature.
CF/pa

Attachments




