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On behalf of the Graphic Arts Association ("GAA"), we submit these comments
on the proposed Solvent-Cleaning Operations Regulation published in the Pennsylvania Bulletin
on August 28, 1999. GAA limits its comments to proposed Section 129.63(e) which provides:

The following applies to hand-wipe cleaning operations using cleaning solvents
containing greater than 5% VOC or HAP by weight. Cloths, rags, paper
towels, and other fabrics used for hand-wipe cleaning shall be placed in closed
containers for disposal or recycling.

According to the Preamble to the proposed rulemaking, the hand-wipe
requirement has no federal counterpart. Indeed, in promulgating the NESHAP for
halogenated-solvent cleaning, EPA determined "wipe-cleaning activities, such as using
a rag containing halogenated solvent or a spray cleaner containing halogenated solvent
are not covered under the provisions of this subpart." See 40 C.F.R. § 63.460(a). The
EPA determined not to regulate hand wipe activity. The Department's proposal is not
filling a gap where federal regulation does not exist. Instead, the Department, by
proposing to regulate hand-wipe activities, has exceeded federal standards without
justification as prohibited by Governor Ridge's Executive Order 1996-1 and Section 4.2
of the Air Pollution Control Act.

If the regulation of hand-wipe activity is necessary for the attainment
and maintenance of the ozone standard, then the Department must quantify the emission
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reductions expected from regulation of this activity. However, the proposed
rulemaking and the regulatory analysis accompanying the proposal do not quantify
VOC emission reductions. GAA does not believe regulating hand wipe activity is
necessary to attain the ozone standard.

GAA is particularly concerned about the regulation of hand-wipe activity
as a regulatory requirement instead of a work-practice standard or pollution prevention
activity. GAA supports placing used hand-wipes in closed containers as a proper work
practice and pollution prevention activity, once the wipes are no longer usable. A
regulatory requirement, however, would mean plan approval and permitting
obligations, unless exempted by the Department, self-certification of continuance
compliance and the possibility of enforcement by the federal government and citizen
groups.

Incredibly, there is no threshold quantity of hand-wipes subject to the
regulation. GAA would support inclusion of a threshold quantity of hand-wipes being
present at a site before a regulatory requirement would be triggered. The proposed rule
is overbroad and could be interpreted as applying to household weekend cleanups. We
do not believe that is the Department's intention. In addition, the proposed regulatory
language raises issues regarding when a fabric used for hand-wipe cleaning is subject to
the regulatory requirement of being placed in closed containers for disposal or
recycling. GAA assumes the regulation intends to regulate used fabric and not the
ongoing cleaning activity. Moreover, there is no indication in the Regulatory Analysis
that the Department considered the possibility of these solvent-containing fabrics
spontaneously combusting in a closed container.

According to the Regulatory Analysis accompanying the rulemaking, the
Degreasing Stakeholder Group believed that waste minimization through proper storage
and disposal of solvent-bearing cloths was appropriate. Unfortunately, we are unable to
review the record of the Degreasing Stakeholders Group or their recommendations
because they have not been made available to the public as part of this rulemaking
package or on the Department's web page. Interestingly, the Department admits in the
Regulatory Analysis that non-regulatory alternatives were not considered and,
unfortunately, there are no specific provisions in the rule to meet the particular needs of
small business. There is also no cost benefit analysis associated with the hand-wipe
activities set forth in the Regulatory Analysis or the Preamble to the rulemaking.

GAA supports appropriate handling of solvent-bearing cloths, towels and
rags but is opposed to a mandatory statewide regulation which will be impractical to
enforce.

Finally, there is no discussion in the rulemaking about permitting
requirements based upon hand-wipe activity. Although the Regulatory Analysis
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indicates no licenses or permits are required by this regulation, in fact some GAA
members have received their draft Title V permits which includes permit conditions
addressing hand-wipe activity. If the Department intends to regulate hand-wipe
activity, we strongly recommend inclusion of such activity in the list of activities
exempt from plan approval and state operating permit requirements.

WJC/aja
cc: Frederick L. Shaak, Jr., P.E.

Gary A. Jones

68203 I 10/27.D9
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Re: Notice of Proposed Rulemaking - Solvent Cleaning Operations W
One-page Summary for the Environmental Quality Board

October 27, 1999

• A definition of "consumer product" should be added for clarification regarding hand-wipe
cleaning operations.

• The definition of "freeboard ratio" should be amended to be consistent with 40 CFR Part 63,
Subpart T - National Emission Standards for Halogenated Solvent Cleaning.

• A definition of "idling mode" should be added to clarify the configuration for determining
freeboard ratio and to be consistent with 40 CFR Part 63, Subpart T.

• A definition of "vapor pressure" should be added because it is not presently defined in
Pennsylvania Code Title 25, Article III, Air Resources.

• A deminimus exemption for small machines using low vapor pressure solvent should be
included in the regulations for cold cleaning machines and batch vapor cleaning machines.

• For hand-wipe cleaning operations, the regulations should clarify that they are not intended
to apply to VOC emissions from consumer products which are already regulated by 40 CFR
Part 59-National Volatile Organic Compound Emission Standards for Consumer and
Commercial Products.
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Pennsylvania
Electric
Association
800 N. Third Street, Suite 301
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17102

Fax:717-257-5858
Telephone: (717) 257-5850

October 27, 1999

Pennsylvania Environmental Quality Board
15th Floor, Rachel Carson State Office Building
P.O. Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

RE: Notice of Proposed Rulemaking—Solvent Cleaning Operations

Dear Board Members:

The Pennsylvania Electric Association (PEA) respectfully submits comments on the
August 28, 1999, proposed rulemaking regarding solvent cleaning operations as it relates to
amendments to Chapters 121 and 129 of Pennsylvania Code Title 25, Environmental
Protection. PEA is the state trade association of the 10 investor-owned electric utilities in the
Commonwealth, These comments are submitted on behalf of all of our member companies:

Allegheny Power
Citizens' Electric Company
Duquesne Light Company

GPU Energy
PP&L, Inc.

PECO Energy Company
Pennsylvania Power Company

Pike County Light & Power Company
UGI Utilities, Inc.

Wellsboro Electric Company

Together these companies deliver approximately 95 percent of the electricity consumed
in Pennsylvania. While PEA applauds the efforts the Pennsylvania DEP and Southeast and
Southwest Pennsylvania Ozone Stakeholders Working Groups have made in developing the
amendments, PEA believes that some changes to the proposed rulemaking are in order.

Edits to the proposed rulemaking are presented as follows:

ADDITIONS IN UPPER CASE
Strikcthrough for deletion

Italic for clarification.



Pennsylvania Electric Association

Chapter 121. Provisions.

121.1 Definitions

CONSUMER PRODUCT—ANY HOUSEHOLD OR INSTITUTIONAL PRODUCT (INCLUDING
PAINTS, COATINGS, AND SOLVENTS), OR SUBSTANCE, OR ARTICLE (INCLUDING ANY
CONTAINER OR PACKAGING) HELD BY ANY PERSON, THE USE, CONSUMPTION, STORAGE,
DISPOSAL, DESTRUCTION, OR DECOMPOSITION OF WHICH MAY RESULT IN THE RELEASE

This definition has been added for clarification in regards to hand-wipe cleaning operations.

Freeboard Ratio—For a cold cleaning machine, the distance from the liquid solvent to the top
edge of the cold cleaning machine divided by the width SMALLER INTERIOR DIMENSION
(LENGTH, WIDTH, OR DIAMETER) of the cold cleaning machine; for an operating batch vapor
cleaning machine or an in-line vapor cleaning machine, the distance from the top of the
solvent vapor to the top edge of the vapor cleaning machine divided by the width SMALLER
INTERIOR DIMENSION (LENGTH, WIDTH, OR DIAMETER) of the vapor cleaning machine. AS
IT RELATES TO THIS DEFINITION, DISTANCE, LENGTH, WIDTH, AND DIAMETER IS
MEASURED DURING THE IDLING MODE.

This definition has been changed to be consistent with 40 CFR Part 63, Subpart T—National
Emission Standards for Halogenated Solvent Cleaning.

IDLING MODE—THE TIME PERIOD WHEN A CLEANING MACHINE IS NOT ACTIVELY CLEANING
PARTS AND SUMP HEATING COILS, IF PRESENT, ARE TURNED ON.

This definition has been added to clarify the configuration for determining freeboard ratio and
is consistent with 40 CFR Part 63, Subpart T—National Emission Standards for Halogenated
Solvent Cleaning.

VAPOR PRESSURE—THE PRESSURE EXERTED BY THE VAPOR PHASE OF A COMPOUND IN
EQUILIBRIUM WITH THE LIQUID PHASE OF THE COMPOUND AT A SPECIFIC TEMPERATURE.
FOR MIXTURES IT IS THE VAPOR PRESSURE OF THE BLEND.

Vapor pressure is not presently defined in Pennsylvania Code Title 25. Article III, Air
Resources.

Chapter 129. Standards for Sources

Sources of VOCs

§129.63. Degreasing operations.

(a) This section applies to att cold cleaning machines EXCLUDING MACHINES THAT HAVE AN
OPENING NO GREATER THAN 10 SQUARE FEET, HAVE A FREEBOARD RATIO OF 0.75 OR
GREATER, AND UTILIZE A SOLVENT WITH A VAPOR PRESSURE LESS THAN 1.0 MM HG,
MEASURED AT 20° C (68° F).



Pennsylvania Electric Association

7776 proposed rulemaking eliminated the deminimis exemption for rather small machines. PEA
requests the EQB retain a deminimis classification but with the limited vapor pressure and
freeboard ratio. PEA believes that these small machines operating with low vapor pressure
solvent at a freeboard ratio of 0.75 will result in limited emission of VOCs without any
additional requirements. Furthermore, the 1.0 mm Hg vapor pressure is more stringent than
the 5 mm Hg threshold for exemption for solvents recommended by the Southeast Ozone
Stakeholders Group.

(b) This section applies to batch vapor cleaning machines EXCLUDING MACHINES THAT HAVE
AN OPENING NO GREATER THAN 10 SQUARE FEET, HAVE SIDES WHICH RESULT IN A
FREEBOARD RATIO OF 0.75 OR GREATER, AND UTILIZE A SOLVENT WITH A VAPOR
PRESSURE LESS THAN 1.0 MM HG, MEASURED AT 20° C (68° F).

The proposed rulemaking eliminated the deminimis exemption for rather small machines. PEA
requests the EQB retain a deminimis classification but with the limited vapor pressure and
freeboard ratio. PEA believes that these small machines operating with low vapor pressure
solvent at a freeboard ratio of 0.75 will result in limited emission of VOCs without any
additional requirements. Furthermore, the 1.0 mm Hg vapor pressure is more stringent than
the 5 mm Hg threshold for exemption for solvents recommended by the Southeast Ozone
Stakeholders Group.

(e) The following applies to hand-wipe cleaning operations using cleaning solvents containing
greater than 5% VOC or HAP by weight BUT EXCLUDES ALL CLEANING SOLVENTS WHICH
ARE CONSUMER PRODUCTS. Cloths, rags, paper towels, and other fabrics used for hand-wipe
cleaning shall be placed in closed containers for disposal and recycling. THE USER SHALL
DETERMINE THE APPROPRIATE CONTAINERS TO BE USED, WHICH ARE SIZED FOR THE
AMOUNT OF HAND-WIPE ARTICLES GENERATED, AND THAT ARE MANUFACTURED OF
MATERIALS COMPATIBLE WITH THE CLEANING SOLVENTS UTILIZED.

PEA believes that it is not the intent of the EQB to control VOC emissions from consumer
products beyond that which is already regulated by 40 CFR Part 59—National Volatile Organic
Compound Emission Standards for consumer and Commercial Products.

PEA appreciates the opportunity to provide these comments to the EQB on the proposed
rulemaking. Thank you for your consideration of them.

Sincerely,

Wayne A. Belko
Chairman, PEA Environmental Committee
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Comments of the Electric Power Generation Association

Re: Notice of Proposed Rulemaking - Solvent Cleaning Operations

One-paae Summary for the Environmental Quality Board

October 27,1999

• A definition of "consumer product" should be added for clarification regarding hand-
wipe cleaning operations.

• The definition of 'freeboard ratio" should be amended to be consistent with 40 CFR
Part 63, Subpart T - National Emission Standards for Hatogenated Solvent Cleaning.

• A definition of "idling mode" should be added to clarify the configuration for
determining freeboard ratio and to be consistent with 40 CFR Part 63, Subpart T.

• A definition of "vapor pressure" should be added because it is not presently defined
in Pennsylvania Code Title 25, Article I I I , Air Resources.

• A deminimus exemption for small machines using low vapor pressure solvent should
be included in the regulations for cold cleaning machines and batch vapor cleaning
machines.

• For hand-wipe cleaning operations, the regulations should clarify that they are not
intended to apply to VOC emissions from consumer products which are already
regulated by 40 CFR Part 59 - National Volatile Organic Compound Emission
Standards for Consumer and Commercial Products.
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Pennsylvania Environmental Quality Board
15th Floor, Rachel Carson State Office Building
P.O. Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

RE: Notice of Proposed Rulemaking—Solvent Cleaning Operations

Dear Board Members:

The Electric Power Generation Association (EPGA) respectfully submits comments on the
August 28, 1999, proposed rulemaking regarding solvent cleaning operations as it relates to
amendments to Chapters 121 and 129 of Pennsylvania Code Title 25, Environmental
Protection. EPGA is a regional trade association comprised of six electric generating companies
that provide electric power to the mid-Atlantic region. These comments are submitted on
behalf of all of our member companies:

Allegheny Energy Supply
Duquesne Light Company
FirstEnergy Corporation
GPU Generation, Inc.

PECO Energy Company
PP&L, Inc.

Together these companies generate approximately 90 percent of Pennsylvania's electric
power needs. EPGA applauds the efforts of the Pennsylvania DEP and Southeast and Southwest
Pennsylvania Ozone Stakeholders Working Groups in developing these amendments. However,
we believe that some changes to the proposed rulemaking are necessary.

Edits to the proposed rulemaking are presented as follows:

ADDITIONS IN UPPER CASE
Strikcthrough for deletion

Italic for clarification*



Chapter 121. Provisions.

121.1 Definitions

CONSUMER PRODUCT—ANY HOUSEHOLD OR INSTITUTIONAL PRODUCT (INCLUDING
PAINTS, COATINGS, AND SOLVENTS), OR SUBSTANCE, OR ARTICLE (INCLUDING ANY
CONTAINER OR PACKAGING) HELD BY ANY PERSON, THE USE, CONSUMPTION, STORAGE,
DISPOSAL, DESTRUCTION, OR DECOMPOSITION OF WHICH MAY RESULT IN THE RELEASE

777/5 definition has been added for clarification in regards to hand-wipe cleaning operations.

Freeboard Ratio—For a cold cleaning machine, the distance from the liquid solvent to the top
edge of the cold cleaning machine divided by the width SMALLER INTERIOR DIMENSION
(LENGTH, WIDTH, OR DIAMETER) of the cold cleaning machine; for an operating batch vapor
cleaning machine or an in-line vapor cleaning machine, the distance from the top of the
solvent vapor to the top edge of the vapor cleaning machine divided by the width SMALLER
INTERIOR DIMENSION (LENGTH, WIDTH, OR DIAMETER) of the vapor cleaning machine. AS
IT RELATES TO THIS DEFINITION, DISTANCE, LENGTH, WIDTH, AND DIAMETER IS
MEASURED DURING THE IDLING MODE.

777/5 definition has been changed to be consistent with 40 CFR Part 63, Subpart T—National
Emission Standards for Halogenated Solvent Cleaning.

IDLING MODE-THE TIME PERIOD WHEN A CLEANING MACHINE IS NOT ACTIVELY
CLEANING PARTS AND SUMP HEATING COILS, IF PRESENT, ARE TURNED ON.

777/5 definition has been added to clarify the configuration for determining freeboard ratio and
to be consistent with 40 CFR Part 63, Subpart T—National Emission Standards for
Halogenated Solvent Cleaning.

VAPOR PRESSURE—THE PRESSURE EXERTED BY THE VAPOR PHASE OF A COMPOUND IN
EQUILIBRIUM WITH THE LIQUID PHASE OF THE COMPOUND AT A SPECIFIC TEMPERATURE.
FOR MIXTURES IT IS THE VAPOR PRESSURE OF THE BLEND.

Vapor pressure is not presently defined in Pennsylvania Code Title 25. Article III, Air
Resources.

Chapter 129. Standards for Sources

Sources of VOCs

§129.63. Degreasing operations.

(a) This section applies to aW cold cleaning machines EXCLUDING MACHINES THAT HAVE AN
OPENING NO GREATER THAN 10 SQUARE FEET, HAVE A FREEBOARD RATIO OF 0.75 OR
GREATER, AND UTILIZE A SOLVENT WITH A VAPOR PRESSURE LESS THAN 1.0 MM HG,
MEASURED AT 20° C (68° F).



777e proposed rulemaking eliminated the deminimis exemption for rather small machines. EPGA
requests that the EQB retain a deminimis classification but with the limited vapor pressure and
freeboard ratio. EPGA believes that these small machines operating with low vapor pressure
solvent at a freeboard ratio ofO. 75 will result in limited emission of VOCs without any
additional requirements. Furthermore, the 1.0 mm Hg vapor pressure is more stringent than
the 5 mm Hg threshold for exemption for solvents recommended by the Southeast Ozone
Stakeholders Group.

(b) This section applies to batch vapor cleaning machines EXCLUDING MACHINES THAT HAVE
AN OPENING NO GREATER THAN 10 SQUARE FEET, HAVE SIDES WHICH RESULT IN A
FREEBOARD RATIO OF 0.75 OR GREATER, AND UTILIZE A SOLVENT WITH A VAPOR
PRESSURE LESS THAN 1.0 MM HG, MEASURED AT 20° C (68° F).

777e proposed rulemaking eliminated the deminimis exemption for rather small machines. EPGA
requests that the EQB retain a deminimis classification but with the limited vapor pressure and
freeboard ratio. EPGA believes that these small machines operating with low vapor pressure
solvent at a freeboard ratio of 0,75 will result in limited emission of VOCs without any
additional requirements. Furthermore, the 1.0 mm Hg vapor pressure is more stringent than
the 5 mm Hg threshold for exemption for solvents recommended by the Southeast Ozone
Stakeholders Group.

(e) The following applies to hand-wipe cleaning operations using cleaning solvents containing
greater than 5% VOC or HAP by weight BUT EXCLUDES ALL CLEANING SOLVENTS WHICH
ARE CONSUMER PRODUCTS. Cloths, rags, paper towels, and other fabrics used for hand-wipe
cleaning shall be placed in closed containers for disposal and recycling. THE USER SHALL
DETERMINE THE APPROPRIATE CONTAINERS TO BE USED, WHICH ARE SIZED FOR THE
AMOUNT OF HAND-WIPE ARTICLES GENERATED, AND THAT ARE MANUFACTURED OF
MATERIALS COMPATIBLE WITH THE CLEANING SOLVENTS UTILIZED.

EPGA believes that it is not the intent of the EQB to control VOC emissions from consumer
products beyond that which is already regulated by 40 CFR Part 59—National Volatile Organic
Compound Emission Standards for consumer and Commercial Products.

EPGA appreciates the opportunity to provide these comments to the EQB on this proposed
rulemaking. Thank you for your consideration of them.

incerely,

xigTas Maiden
Secretary-Treasurer
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Ladies and Gentleman:

SUBJECT: PROPOSED PENNSYLVANIA SOLVENT CLEANING RULEMAKING
On behalf of the Department of Defense Regional

Environmental Coordinator (DOD REC) for Federal Region III, we
are writing to express concern about the proposed amendments to
Chapter 121 and 129 for solvent cleaning operations published in
the Pennsylvania Bulletin, Vol. 29, August 28, 1999.

We have a concern regarding the new definition of cold
cleaning machines. Under the old definition in 129.63(a), cold
cleaning degreasers were included if the degreaser opening was
greater than 10 square feet. Under the proposed definition, all
cold cleaning machines are covered regardless of size of
opening. This will require all existing facilities with small
degreasers to amend their Title V permits to include these
degreasers since previously these were considered as
insignificant emission sources. Revisions to Title V
applications and/or permits are neither inexpensive nor simple
and put undue hardship on both of our staffs.

As good stewards of the environment, we are concerned about
the impact of both hazardous air pollutant (HAP) and non-HAP
solvent emissions on the environment and have actively sought
alternatives through our pollution prevention efforts. However,
we are concerned this proposed amendment will increase our
recordkeeping requirements and places the undue administrative
burden on our large installations in Pennsylvania of revising
their Title V permits. We request your consideration regarding
how to minimize the impact on our installations with Title V
permits and those who have submitted Title V permit
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applications. If you have any questions on. our comments, please
contact Ms. Christine Porter at (757) 444-3009, extension 382.

Sincerely,

STEVEN G. OLSON
Director
Regional Coordination Department
By direction of the Commander

Copy to: USACE ABERDEEN PROVING GROUND MD
US AIR FORCE REC ATLANTA GA
USMC REC QUANTICO VA
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Environmental Quality Board
15th Floor, Rachel Carson State Office Building
P O Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Original:

Re: Proposed Regulations - Solvent Cleaning Operations
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On August 28, 1999, proposed solvent cleaning operations regulations werrpiiblislied in
the Pennsylvania Bulletin for public comment. The proposed solvent cleanilg operations
regulations were developed by the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection
(the Department) and approved by the Environmental Quality Board (EQB) for public
comment on May 19, 1999

Safety-Kleen Systems, Inc. (Safety-Kleen) provides parts washers utilizing solvent and
aqueous based solutions to thousands of businesses across Pennsylvania. As such, Safety-
Kleen has a strong and direct interest in the manner in which parts washers are regulated in
Pennsylvania. Safety-Kleen has reviewed the proposed solvent cleaning regulations and
prepared the following comments.

Discussion

Safety-Kleen understands that the intent of this proposed regulation is to minimize the
amount of solvent lost to evaporation by minimizing the area of solvent to air interface. In
an effort to minimize the solvent to air interface on immersion cleaning machines, the
concept of freeboard ratio is introduced. An immersion cleaning machine that has a large
surface area of solvent relative to the amount of solvent in a machine is said to have a
"tow" freeboard ratio.

First, it is important to clarify the definition of "immersion cold cleaning machine". Safety-
Kleen feels that the machines that are included in this definition are the units that are
actually open to the atmosphere, i.e., those machines that commonly have a solvent to air
interface. Safety-Kleen would like to suggest that the definition of an immersion cold
cleaning machine is changed to:

an open top cold cleaning machine in which the parts are immersed in the solvent
when being cleaned

Further, Safety-Kleen feels that VOC emissions will be minimized if an immersion cold
cleaning machine can be kept closed while in use and opened only to add or remove parts,
or add or remove solvent. Those machines that are not equipped with a cover can be

1140 GREENHILL ROAD WESTCHESTER, PA 19380

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER

610/430-0096



easily retro-fitted to include a cover. With the proper use of a cover, this will minimize the
solvent to air interface thus minimizing the solvent evaporation into the environment.

Safety-Kleen recommends the following language is inserted into 129.63(a)(l):

Except for immersion cleaning machines that are closed except while adding or
removing parts and adding or removing solvent, immersion cleaning machines shall
have a freeboard ratio of 0 75

Safety-Kleen developed a machine that is marketed to customers who have parts that are
too large to 6t in the common "sink on a drum" that is classified as a remote reservoir cold
cleaning machine. This larger version of a parts washer is a rectangular parts washer
which has a reservoir of solvent beneath a solvent cover. With the use of this solvent
cover, this unit is classified as a remote reservoir cold cleaner. (A product information
bulletin is included with the hard copy of these comments.) Safety-Kleen is asking the
Department to clarify in the final regulation that this type of unit is classified as a remote
reservoir cleaning machine instead of an immersion cold cleaning machine. Safety-Kleen
recommends the following language is inserted in the definition of a remote reservoir cold
cleaning machine:

a machine in which liquid solvent is pumped to a sink-like work area that
immediately drains solvent back into an enclosed container or beneath a solvent
cover while parts are being cleaned, allowing no solvent to pool in the work area.

Another option and one that has already been accepted by the Department in the current
air regulations is to exempt any solvent cleaning machine that is less than ten square feet in
surface area. This outlook is widely accepted so the Department and the regulated
community do not over-analyze the issue when the returns (emissions reduction) are
diminishing. Safety-Kleen agrees that the public will receive their largest emissions
reduction by the limit on solvent vapor pressure.

Safety-Kleen recommends the following language is inserted into 129 63(a):

Cold cleaning machines. This section applies to cold cleaning machines with a
surface area of greater than ten square feet

Safety-Kleen appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on this proposed
regulation. If there are any questions regarding these comments, please call me at (610)
430-0502.

David A Wagner
Sr. Environmental Manager



Product Information

Parts Cleaner,
Model 44

Line of business
01, Automotive/Retail Repair
Services: Circulating

Part number
1144

Part master listing
description
C/C, MOD 44-RED

Changed
June, 1990

Description of Product
Large parts cleaner with standard solvent fill of 34 U.S. gal (128.691). Features include a
fusible safety link that allows the cover to close if a fire occurs, a flexible metal spigot, a
hand-held nozzle, and a worklight.
Instruction booklet, part no.1343, is included.

Description of Change
A full shelf and solvent cover has been added to the Model 44 in order to minimize
solvent loss. With the full shelf and solvent cover, this parts cleaner is a remote reservoir
cold cleaner.

How and where used
At customer site, for cleaning large and/or awkwardly-shaped parts.

Product Information
Notebook, 01-1144



Specifications v-
Basic dimensions:
• Unit — 45" long, 24.25" wide, 70" high when opened (114.3 cm long, 61.595 cm

wide, 177.8 cm high when opened)
• Tank — (inner dimensions) 43" long, 24" wide (109.22 cm long, 60.96 cm wide)

Parts cleaning area is 9" (22.86 cm) deep.
Solvent reservoir is 8" (20.32 cm) deep (+/- 1/8" due to slope).

• Small Parts Basket — 10" long, 6.5" wide, 4" deep (25.4 cm long,16.51 cm
wide, 10.16 cm deep)

Weight: Approximately 150 Ib empty, 310 Ib full (68.1 kg empty, 140.74 kg full)
Shelf weight capacity: 250 Ib (113.5 kg)
Power: Electric, 115 volt, AC, 60 hz, 1.4 amp, with 40 watt lamp
Standard solvent fill: 34 U.S. gal (128.691)
Material: Steel
Color: Safety-Kleen red
Quantity per shipping container: One

C

J± WARNING
Safety-Kleen 105 Solvent is a combustible liquid. It is harmful or fatal if swallowed. Its
vapors are harmful. Read the labels on the parts cleaner carefully. Follow all safety
precautions.
Consult the MSDS for Safety-Kleen 105 Solvent for furthur information.

Related documents
R/C/D nos. 479, 482, 596, 679
Vendor Drawings

(If you would lik0 to have changes made or other information adcW to tNs sheet, contact the Product Development
Department, Corporate Headquarters.)

01 -1144, Rev A, 1/93
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Product Information

Parts Cleaner,
Model 34

(•

Line of business
01, Automotive/Retail Repair
Services: Circulating

Part number
1134

Part master listing
description
C/CMOD34-RED

Changed
June, 1990

Description of product
Urge parts cleaner with standard solvent fill of 26 U.S. gal (98.411). Features include a
fusible safety link that allows the cover to close if a fire occurs, a flexible metal spigot,
and a work light.
Instruction booklet, part no. 1343, is included.

Description of change
A full shelf and solvent cover has been added to the Model 34 Parts Cleaner, in order to
minimize solvent loss. With the full shelf and solvent cover, this parts cleaner is a
remote reservoir cold cleaner.
The base has also been changed from four separate legs to a more rigid sheet metal
assembly. See illustration above.

How and where used
At a customer's site, for cleaning large and/or awkwardly shaped parts.

Product Information
Notebook, 01-1134



Specifications
Basic dimensions:
• Unit — 37.75" long, 24.25" wide, 67" high when opened (95.885 cm long, 61.595 cm

wide, 170.18 cm high when opened)
• Tank — (inner dimensions) 34.75" long, 23.625" wide (88.265 cm long, 60.008 cm

Parts cleaning area is 8" (20.32 cm) deep.
Solvent reservoir is 8.75" (22.225 cm) deep (+/- 1/8" due to slope).

• Small Parts Basket — 10" long, 6.5" wide, 4" deep (25.4 cm long,16.51 cm wide,
10.16 cm deep)

Weight: Approximately 130 Ib empty, 300 Ib full (59.02 kg empty, 136.2 kg full)
Shelf weight capacity: 250 Ib (113.5 kg)
Power: Electric, 115 volt, AC, 60 hz, 1.4 amp, with 40 watt lamp
Standard solvent fill: 26 U.S. gal (98.411)
Material: Steel
Color: Safety-Kleen red
Quantity per shipping container. One

C

J± WARNING
Safety-Kleen 105 Solvent is a combustible liquid. It is harmful or fatal if swallowed. Its
vapors are harmful. Read the labels on the parts cleaner carefully. Follow all safety
precautions. Consult the MSDS for Safety-Kleen 105 Solvent for further information.

Related documents
R/C/D nos. 463, 480, 482, 596, 679
Vendor drawings

(If you would tike to have change made or other information added to this sheet, contact the Product Development
Department, Corporate Headquarters.)

01 -1134, Rev. A, 1/93
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October 26, 1999

Environmental Quality Board
15th Floor, Rachel Carson State Office Building
P.O. Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

HAND DELIVERED

RE: Proposed Changes to 25 PA Code, Chapter 121 and 129: Solvent Cleaning
Operations (PA Bulletin, Vol. 25,8/28/99)

Dear Environmental Quality Board Members:

The Pennsylvania Chamber of Business and Industry is the largest, broad based business
association in Pennsylvania. Our more than 6,000 members employ about 50% of
Pennsylvania's private workforce or approximately 1.5 million people. 80% of our
members have less than 100 employees. The Chamber is dedicated to advocating
reasonable regulations that encourage economic growth while protecting the
environment.

The above referenced package greatly concerns the Chamber's membership. The scope of
this package goes beyond both corresponding federal standards and current state
regulation. The proposed changes will be costly to our membership, restricting the use of
highly effective solvents with no clear benefit. In many cases there are no satisfactory
alternative solvents to those our members presently use. In addition, the changes have
significantly expanded the scope of these regulations by removing the deminimis.

Our attached detailed comments include a one page summary for your convenience.
Should you have any questions, please feel free to contact Sharon Roth of my staff.
Thank you.

•'^•••Uaattfefc

Vice President, Government Affairs

Attachment



Pennsylvania Chamber of Business and Industry
Comments on the Proposed Regulations for Solvent Cleaning Operations

(25 Pa Code 129.63)
Summary Presented to Environmental Quality Board Members

Many of our members are concerned that this proposed rulemaking will greatly restrict the use of highly
effective solvents currently used in cleaning operations, while potentially increasing the cost of doing business,
with little improvement in ozone non-attainment. In many cases, there is no satisfactory alternative to the
solvents our members are presently using.

The proposed rule is more stringent than, and also inconsistent with, existing federal regulations
pertaining to solvent cleaning operations. The rule should be revised to exempt those sources which are
currently complying with the federal standard from its ambit, so as to avoid these duplicative and contradictory
requirements.

The proposed rule mandates the use of low volatility solvents for certain uses, without any assessment of
the availability of such solvents for all uses covered by the rule. There are no low volatility solvents which are
available for certain uses in the microelectronics industry, for example, and even those few states which have
any low volatilty rules (Md, 111, Cal.) have exempted such processes from their regulations.

Furthermore, for those who can use low volatility alternatives, the rule imposes the same equipment
standards. The rule purports to be modeled after the rule in effect in Los Angeles, a severe non-attainment area,
yet it imposes a volatility limit 5 times lower than that required in Los Angeles. Even the Los Angeles rules
totally exempt those who use low volatility solvents from equipment requirements, and Pennsylvania should do
likewise. Rather than mandate the use of low volatility solvents, Pennsylvania should incentivize such use by
providing an exemption from equipment standards for those who voluntarily use such solvents.

The Department's assessment that this rule will not impose costs on industry, but will instead provide
cost savings, is not accurate. While some may enjoy such savings, for the small garage owner forced to manage
his cleaning rags as hazardous waste, or for the operator forced to replace a piece of equipment designed for
heated solvents with one designed to control non-existent vapors (a result of the new definition of cold cleaner),
the costs of compliance will be substantial. As a rule designed to impose Reasonably Available Control
Technology (RACT), the cost of control is an essential element of determining whether a standard is truly
"reasonably available." The analysis of this issue in the proposed rulemaking is superficial. Without any
deminimis threshold of applicability, this rule will work an economic hardship on those whose solvent cleaning
operations have little appreciable adverse environmental impact.

The proposed rule's definition of cold cleaning machine, sweeps within the scope of the rule many
manufacturing processes exempted from similar regulations in other states, and so different from the traditional
parts washer as to be outside the contemplation or evaluation by the Stakeholders group. Most states limit such
rules to machines which remove dirt or contaminants from metal parts. By adding the words "coatings" and
deleting the word "metal," this rule now impacts furniture "dip 'n strip" operations and many other industrial
processes in which coatings are applied and removed from non-metal parts such as occur, for example, in
silicon chip manufacture. The rule should be revised to apply only to removal of contaminants from metal

Our detailed comments submitted to the Department set forth other industry concerns with this rule. We
welcome the opportunity to work with the Department and the Board to improve this proposed rulemaking.



Pennsylvania Chamber of Business and Industry
Comments on the Proposed Regulations for Solvent Cleaning Operations

Presented to the Environmental Quality Board

The Pennsylvania Chamber of Business and Industry is the largest, broad based business
association in Pennsylvania. Our more than 6,000 members employ about 50% of
Pennsylvania's private workforce or approximately 1.5 million people. 80% of our members
have less than 100 employees. The Chamber is dedicated to advocating reasonable regulations
that encourage economic growth while protecting the environment. The package before you
greatly concerns the Chamber's membership.

This regulation is being proposed ostensibly for the purpose of updating equipment
requirements to current technology and mandating improved operating practices to stress
pollution prevention. However, it will greatly restrict the use of highly effective solvents
currently used in cleaning operations while potentially increasing the cost of doing business. In
many cases, there is no satisfactory alternative to the solvents our members are presently using.

The current regulation breaks solvent cleaning into three categories: cold cleaning
degreasers, open top vapor degreasers, and conveyorized degreasers. The current regulations
only apply to degreasers with an opening greater than ten square feet (sq. ft.).

The new proposal breaks solvent cleaning equipment into four different kinds: cold
cleaning machines (immersion and remote reservoir types), batch vapor, in-line vapor, and
airless/air tight machines. The proposed regulations would cover all sizes of solvent cleaning
machines, not just those with openings greater than 10 sq. ft. With no deminimis limit, even
dipping parts in a pan or beaker would be covered by the rule. It is also critical to note that the
proposed rule alters the distinction between cold degreasers and vapor degreasers by defining all
heated degreasers as vapor degreasers whether or not the solvent is boiling (this is opposite to the
current regulations and opposite to the way EPA defines cold and vapor degreasers under the
federal MACT standard.)

An additional requirement to dispose of used hand wipe rags into closed containers is also
proposed. This requirement has no deminimis threshold and will increase waste disposal costs
for small businesses in particular.

While the DEP assumes these vapor pressure restrictions will result in a cost savings to
industry and that compliant alternative cleaning methods will be available for all cleaning
processes; this will likely not be the case. Industry may have difficulty finding cleaning
alternatives that comply with the new rule for all industrial or commercial applications.
Compliant alternatives may be costly, efficiencies and quality may suffer due to less effective
cleaning options, and parts drying time will be drastically increased, with no assured reduction in
emissions.

The new regulations for batch vapor, in-line vapor, and airless/air tight machines adopts
EPA's Degreaser MACT standard for hazardous air pollutants (HAPs), including the alternative



emission limits, as a means of compliance. However; while the Federal regulations cover only 6
halogenated solvents that are HAPs, the DEP proposal extends these regulations to all solvent
cleaning operations - even if using Non-HAPs, or even if using non-VOCs. This may require
product substitution, additional equipment, and monitoring expenditures for facilities with these
types of equipment. In addition, this makes Pennsylvania's program more stringent than the
federal standards, which is contrary to the requirements of Executive Order 1996-1 and §4.2 of
the Air Pollution Control Act. No information or documentation has been presented upon which
the Environmental Quality Board could find that these regulations are necessary to meet
NAAQS. While the Department may feel it is advisable to apply the same standards to solvents
which are not hazardous air pollutants as is applied to hazardous air pollutants, to prevent solvent
switching, no justification has been presented for being more stringent than the comparable
federal regulations for hazardous air pollutants at 40 C.F.R. §63.460 et seg. In addition, there is
no supporting information presented which justifies applying these standards throughout the
entire Commonwealth, to include those areas not classified as severe or moderate nonattainment
for ozone.

Following are some specific concerns that were raised by our members:

DEFINITIONS AND SCOPE OF THE RULE:

The definition of Cold cleaning machine needs to be revised in several ways:

1. Cold cleaning should encompass all non-boiling VOC solvent cleaners.
EPA and other states all distinguish between cold cleaning and vapor
cleaning on the basis of whether the solvent is boiling (and thus truly
producing a vapor), not on the basis of whether the solvent is merely
heated.

b. The proposed amendment on 25 PA Code Chapters 121.1 and 129.63
require any solvents used in the degreasing operations to comply with the
work practice, record keeping, design and control requirements. The
solvent as defined in 25 PA Code Chapter 121.1 applies to all organic
compounds which are liquid at standard conditions and are used as
dissolvers, viscosity reducers or cleaning agents. This broad definition on
the term "solvent" includes non-VOC compounds that are exempted under
the USEPA's definition for VOC as listed in 40 CFR Part 51.100(s).
Since the purpose of the proposed amendment is to reduce VOC emission
from solvent cleaning operation, the inclusion of non-VOC compounds
that are not ozone precursor chemicals, would not contribute to ozone
reduction as mandated by the USEPA. The inclusion of these non-VOCs
only adds burdensome requirements and compliance cost to affected
operation with no significant benefit in meeting the ozone air quality
standards. It also removes a major incentive for those who would seek
non-VOC replacement solvents, namely a less onerous control technology,
many companies have already gone to significant expense to find
replacement non-VOC solvents to address ozone concerns. Such non-



VOC cleaners should be exempt from the rule, as they are in Maryland and
California.

C. The definition should be limited to removal of grease or contaminants and
should not extend to removal of coatings. Maryland's rule provides:
"'Cold decreasing' does not include industrial wiping operations, cleaning
of electronic assemblies, stripping or industrial coating removal systems
used to remove propellants, paints or other previously applied coatings
other than grease from metal." A similar exemption should be included in
the proposed rule.

d. The proposed rule should be limited to cleaning of metal parts. Maryland
restricts its rule to such operations. For example, the proposed rule's
prohibition of dipping wood into a cold cleaning machine could preclude
furniture refining "dip n strip" operations.

e. The terms "device" and "piece of equipment" are not defined. There is
also no deminimis threshold. The MACT standard, for example, exempts
units of less than 2 gallons capacity.

f. The 10 square foot deminimis limitation in the existing rule should be
retained. Such small units do not contribute significant quantities of VOC
to the atmosphere to justify including them in the regulated universe of
sources.

CURRENT DEGREASER MACT STANDARD:

There is currently a MACT standard that covers six hazardous halogenated solvents. The
DEP rule copies the requirements of the vapor (Batch or Conveyor) Vapor Degreasers and the
Airless/Air Tight Degreasers from the Federal rule, including the emission exemption levels.
This MACT standard has equipment requirements for Cold Degreasers and Remote reservoir
cleaners that permit the use of these six Halogenated solvents. The proposed rule is significantly
more strict than the MACT for Cold Degreasers and remote reservoir cleaners in that it
completely disallows the use of these six chemicals. Additionally, the Rule imposes duplicative
requirements on sources already subject to the federal MACT standard.

The agency should ensure no duplicate or inconsistent requirements be placed on affected
operations that are already subject to or exempted under federal requirements. The proposed
amendment on 25 PA Code 129.63 does not exclude halogenated solvent degreasers that are
already regulated under 40 CFR Part 63.460, Subpart T- National Emission Standards for
Halogenated Solvent Cleaning. Subpart T requires halogenated solvent degreasers to implement
Maximum Available Control Technologies (MACT) by December 2, 1997. MACT standard is
defined as the emission limitations achieved by the best performing 12% of the existing sources,
which is more stringent than the emission standards and control requirements established under
Reasonably Available Control Technologies (RACT) that follow USEPA's Control Technology
Guidance (CTG). MACT standards in Subpart T regulate batch cold cleaning machines and
batch vapor and in-line cleaning machines. The standards consist of design, control, work
practice and recordkeeping requirements, many of which PA has adopted in its amendment.



However, the proposed amendment exceeds the Subpart T MACT standards in the
following two areas:

1) All cold halogenated solvent cleaners will have to comply with the replacement schedule for
alternative solvents with low vapor pressure within the next two years, while still meeting the
current MACT. The amendment will force regulated sources that recently implemented
MACT with costly capital control upgrades, to find low vapor pressure solvent alternatives
that may not be available. Since the existing MACT standards already meet USEPA's target
for reducing air quality risk to public health and welfare, the environment and public health
and welfare would not gain additional protection through this costly endeavor on solvent
replacement for the halogenated solvent degreaser segment.

2) Halogenated solvent cleaning operations that are exempted from meeting Subpart T because
they do not meet the definition of solvent cleaning machine, such as buckets, pails, and
beakers with capacity of 2 gallons or less, will have to comply with all applicable
requirements or the alternative emission limits under the amendment. The inclusion of the
above trivial cleaning operations will expand the universe of affected operations to include
small scale manufacturing operations, R&D, quality testing, and university bench
laboratories. In addition, due to the quantity of the solvent involved and containers that hold
the solvent, the operation would have difficulty in meeting the work practice, design, and
recordkeeping requirements. Affected operations would have to implement expensive
controls to meet the alternative emission limits with minimal environmental benefit. The
USEPA acknowledged these circumstances, when the agency amended Subpart T on June 5,
1995, to specifically exclude operations under 2 gallons or less that take place in beakers,
pails, or buckets.

Recommendations:

The rule should exempt sources which are already subject to the MACT standard. This is
what the California Rule, upon which the currently proposed rule is based, does. See SCAQMD
Rule 1122(k)l.(D) ("The provisions of this rule shall not apply to ... Degreasers using
halogenated solvents, provided such application is subject to the federal NESHAP for
halogenated solvent cleaners, 40 CFR Part 63.")

The Rule should not apply the stringent MACT equipment standards on cleaning
operations which use non-hazardous solvents. These provisions are more stringent than federal
law. In fact, EPA, which had originally proposed a New Source Performance Standard rule in
1994 to require similar equipment standards, withdrew its proposed rule three years ago, finding
it unnecessary. See 61 Fed Reg. 54377 (Oct. 18, 1996).

THE RULE IS NOT INTERNALLY CONSISTENT:

Chapter 129.63(0 states that "as an alternative to complying with subsections (a) - (d),
the operator of a solvent cleaning machine may demonstrate compliance with paragraph (1)" (an
exemption based on emission limits). Following in section (0 are exemptions for Batch Vapor
and In-Line Vapor cleaning machines, and Airless and Air-Tight cleaning machines. While



paragraph (f) states that exemptions are included for equipment covered under paragraph (a)
(Remote Reservoir and Immersion Cold Cleaning Machines), no exemption levels are given for
these types of equipment.

Note that exemptions based on emission levels, if they were included in the rule, would
only provide relief to cold cleaners with small throughputs. Solvent drag out (see below) would
be the largest portion of losses from cold cleaners with large throughputs.

THE CALCULATIONS AND ASSUMPTIONS FOR VOC AND COST REDUCTIONS USED AS THE BASIS OF

THIS PROPOSAL ARE FLAWED:

The proposed emission reductions resulting from the vapor pressure limits are based on
equipment standing losses, with no inclusion of drag out. Cold cleaning degreasers vary in size
from handling just a few small parts per day to processing many tons in a day. For large cold
cleaning degreasers which process high volumes, the assumption that the majority of emissions is
based on standing losses is incorrect. The majority of emissions from this equipment are directly
proportional to the wetted surface area of the parts leaving the machine and most typically air-
dried after leaving the process. The reduction of vapor pressure, while slowing the drying rate,
will not significantly reduce the VOC emissions from this drag-out on the parts. It will however
significantly increase the cost of producing many manufactured goods, since slower drying may
necessitate the installation of drying ovens or may simply slow overall production rates with
resultant loss in profits. For some processes, compliance with these rules through substitution of
alternate solvents will increase chemical costs many times. Switching to lower vapor pressure
(and inherently less effective) solvent cleaners will increase the cleaning process cycle times
while also increasing re-work on these items, both of which lead to increased overall emissions.
The resulting increase in drying time may also cause logistical problems for manufacturers.

For some industries the emissions reduction will be less than is assumed by the DEP
analysis (2/3 reduction in solvent usage is estimated by DEP).

EXEMPTIONS NEED TO BE INCLUDED IN THE REGULATION FOR THOSE WHO USE N O N - V Q C OR

Low VOLATILITY SOLVENTS:

Rather than mandate the use of low volatility solvents, DEP should provide incentives to
use such solvents by exempting those who use such solvents from the equipment and
recordkeeping requirements of the Rule. DEP states that its proposed rule is modeled after the
Rule promulgated for the Los Angeles area. That rule includes an exemption for those
degreasers using Clean Air Solvents, defined in California as solvents with VOC vapor pressures
of less than 5 mm Hg. (Note that the California volatility limit is five times higher than the DEP
proposed limit.) The Southeast Ozone Stakeholders Group recommended that DEP include an
exemption for those using a solvent with a VOC vapor pressure of less than 5 mm Hg. If this
rule proceeds, and low volatility solvents are required for certain applications, the California
limit should be adopted rather than the more stringent 1 mm Hg limit in the currently proposed



The proposed rule will regulate all solvent degreasers, even those which use non-VOC
solvents (such as acetone and certain perfluorocarbons). Since these compounds do not
contribute to ozone formation, there is no rationale for regulating such solvents under the guise
of a RACT rule. This rule is thus more stringent than any other solvent rule in effect in America

EXEMPTIONS FOR CLEANING OF NON-METAL OR ELECTRONICS COMPONENTS NEED TO BE

INCORPORATED INTO THIS RULE:

Other states that have enacted similar rules have either limited the applicability of the rule
to cleaning of metal parts (Maryland), or have specifically exempted certain types of operations
such as cleaning of electronics components (Illinois and California). Pennsylvania should adopt
similar exemptions, especially for the semiconductor and optoelectronics industries in which
manufacturing tolerances do not permit substitution of solvents.

THERE NEEDS TO BE A DEMINIMIS EXEMPTION

The amendment does not have any deminimis threshold exemption for solvent cleaning
operations. The lack of this exemption forces trivial activities with insignificant amounts of
VOC emissions to implement costly controls to meet the control requirements or the alternative
emission standards. The existing PA regulation has a deminimis threshold exemption for cold
cleaning machines with surface areas of 10 square feet or less from solvent degreasing
requirements. The September 9, 1994 (59 FR 46602), USEPA proposed New Source
Performance Standards regulations for VOC solvent cleaners also exempted solvent cleaning
operations with surface area less than 19.0 square feet from the proposed requirements. The
USEPA later withdraw that proposed rule on October 18, 1996, because the agency reasoned that
the promulgation of the Subpart T MACT standard and the implementation of VOC RACT at the
state level were adequate in reducing VOC and HAP emissions to protect public health and
welfare. However, USEPA's de minimis threshold exemption in the September 9, 1994 proposal
was based on the understanding that the cost to control emissions for units with less than 19
square feet of surface area was unreasonable and would yield little or no emission reduction, as
stated in the preamble of the proposal.

As stated in the previous paragraph, the existing 40 CFR Part 63, Subpart T for
halogenated solvent cleaner standard, has a de minimis threshold exemption for operations under
2 gallons that take place in beakers, pails, or buckets. In addition, the SCAQMD rule 1122 also
has a threshold exemption for cold cleaners and vapor degreaser with open top surface area of
less than 1.0 square foot or with a capacity of less than 2 gallons. We recommend that the
agency should adopt some form of de minimis threshold to exclude small-scale cleaning
operations from the proposed amendment. The existing de minimis threshold of less than 10
square feet is an acceptable cutoff point, since the implementation cost to meet the proposal
requirement for these exempted units would be unreasonably costly and provide minimal
emission reduction.



STORAGE AND DISPOSAL OF SOLVENT SOAKED RAGS:

Under the rule, all rags, paper towels or other materials used in hand-wipe cleaning with a
solvent which contains more than 5% VOC or HAP must be stored in a closed container,
pending disposal or recycling. There is no deminimis level for this requirement. There has been
no apparent assessment by the Department as to whether this practice will create any potential
fire or other safety hazards. It is well documented that solvent soaked rags can spontaneously
combust without proper air circulation to dissipate the heat generated during the vaporization of
the liquid solvent.

The implications of this rule, in terms of its impact on waste disposal requirements, and
the resultant cost impacts on industry, have also not been assessed. (Hypothetically, if a rag
contains 20% solvent by weight and the solvent is 5% VOC and the rag is disposed of as a
hazardous waste because of the ignitability of the solvent, the cost per ton of VOC controlled
would be 100 times the cost of disposal of hazardous waste per ton. Thus if the cost of disposal
of the rags is $200 per ton, the cost per ton of VOC controlled would be $20,000. Such a high
cost would not qualify as RACT. Obviously, a more scientific analysis of typical solvent
concentrations and solvent to rag weight ratios, coupled with market figures for hazardous waste
disposal, might yield different figures, but without such analysis, this rule is premature.

Also, because there is no deminimis limit, this rule would appear to apply to janitorial
activities such as cleaning windows with commercially available window cleaners and paper
towels. Furthermore, while this rule seems to suggest that recycling of the rags would still be an
available option, there is no indication that the Department researched the willingness of
commercial laundries to process solvent soaked rags. Of course, if the rags are processed in a
commercial laundry the volume of emissions is unlikely to decrease, only the point of generation
of the emissions. Similarly, although the rags are to be placed in a closed container at the point
of use, every time the container is opened to dispose of additional rages, some VOC's will escape
into the atmosphere anyway.

For some large manufacturing locations and offices, this requirement may impose
significant cost to implement, with minimal benefit to the environment. The following details
the complexity in implementing this compliance measure and the overstated emission reduction
from this procedural requirement:

1) Based on the cleaning solvent covered by the proposed amendment, many janitorial cleansing
materials may contain VOC concentration meeting the covered solvent criteria. To capture
the hand wipe rags from janitorial activities would be a monumental task for large complex
manufacturing operations or office operations. Since many janitorial services are
subcontracted to outside services with high turn over of employees this program becomes
even more burdensome. Affected facilities would have to evaluate the ingredient list of these
cleansers to determine applicability. Affected facilities would have to train these contractors
on proper disposal procedures. These activities would incur significant cost with minimal
environmental benefit. There needs to be a "janitorial" exemption or other deminimis
threshold.



2) NESHAP 40 CFR 63, Subpart T for halogenated solvent cleaning operation excludes hand
wiping from the regulatory requirement, since used hand wipes containing halogenated
solvent would be considered hazardous waste and would be properly disposed.

3) The emission reduction from the procedural requirement for disposal of solvent wipes in a
closed container may be overstated. Although solvent wipes disposed in a closed container
do not result in immediate evaporative loss of VOC to the atmosphere, the procedure only
delays the resulting fugitive emission. Solvent rags disposed in closed containers will
continue to evaporate within the closed container, until the surrounding atmosphere in the
container reaches the vapor pressure saturation point for the particular VOC. The evaporated
VOC within the container would be released during the opening of these containers for
container collection or disposal of other wipes. Therefore, the emission reduction from this
procedural requirement may be minimal. Fugitive emission of VOC still happens, except at a
more centrally located point.

Additionally, the safety hazard associated with handling of these concentrated fumes needs
to be investigated by the Department before imposing this storage requirement. The spontaneous
combustion of solvent soaked rags has been well documented and needs to be considered before
imposing such a requirement.

CONCLUSION:

While the reduction of air pollution is an important objective for Pennsylvania, this
proposal could prove too costly for industry, and does not recognize the unique cleaning needs of
various industries; nor does the proposal allow for exceptions or alternative compliance methods.
The proposal's lack of a deminimis limit is a significant departure from the current Pa.
regulations that regulate only degreasers with an opening greater than ten square feet which are
used to clean metal parts. In addition, this proposal is more stringent than the comparable federal
standards.
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Honorable James M. Serf
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Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17105-8477

Amendments to Solvent Cleaning Operations
(August 28,1999 PA Bulletin)

I am writing to comment on behalf of the members of the Pennsylvania Chemical Industry Council
on proposed amendments to 25 PAC §129.63 (degreasing standards).

Allow me to briefly describe again, the demographics of the chemical industry in Pennsylvania.
The chemical industry employs more than 69,000 people at more than 570 locations in the
Commonwealth. These are very good paying, high value jobs. Our annual payroll in
Pennsylvania is more than $4.2 billion - an average salary of nearly $63,000/year. The 69,000
jobs are about 7.2 percent of the manufacturing workforce, while the wages equate to over 12
percent of the manufacturing wages paid in the Commonwealth. We make in this state the basic
chemicals for products critical to our daily lives: Pharmaceuticals, plastics, fertilizers, pesticides,
paints and coatings, industrial gases, food additives and preservatives, synthetic fibers,
cosmetics, and building materials. We make over $15 billion worth of these goods in the
Commonwealth each year and we export more than $2.2 billion worth annually.

PCIC and its members are committed to good environmental stewardship and pollution
prevention. We support the Board's efforts to reduce air emissions from non-point sources, but
believe there are elements in which this regulation is ill-conceived. Specifically, I offer the
following comments:

(1) The proposed amendments to §129.63(a) are more stringent than the comparable federal
requirements, which is contrary to the requirements of Executive Order 1996-1 and §4.2 of the Air
Pollution Control Act No information or documentation has been presented upon which the
Environmental Quality Board could find that these regulations are necessary to meet NAAQS.
While the Department may feel it is advisable to apply the same standards to solvents which are
not hazardous air pollutants as is applied to hazardous air pollutants, to prevent solvent
switching, no justification has been presented for being more stringent than the comparable
federal regulations for hazardous air pollutants at40 C.F.R. §63.460 e ts j£ . In addition, there is
no supporting information presented which justifies applying these standards throughout the
entire Commonwealth, to include those areas not classified as severe or moderate non-
attainment for ozone.
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James M. Self
Proposed Amendments to 25 PAC §129.63
October 26, 1999

(2) Certain elements of the proposed amendments to §129.63(a) apply the more stringent federal
NESHAP requirements to all solvents, including non-HAPs. The inclusion of these requirements
may act as a disincentive from converting away from HAP solvents.

(3) The proposed language of §129.63(b) varies from the comparable federal provisions at 40
C.F.R. §63.463. Again, this is contrary to Executive Order 1996-1. To provide for uniformity and
consistency, DEP should either conform its language to that in the federal regulations or simply
adopt the federal NESHAPS regulations by reference.

(4) Despite the recent successes of more environmentally suitable solvent substitutes (aqueous-
based cleaners) the alternatives do not address the requirements of all degreasing applications.
Certain solvent cleaning operations must achieve a cleaning standard to very exacting
specifications to ensure satisfactory safety performance. This is often necessary because the
cleaned parts are exposed to highly reactive substances, such as Oxidizing gases. In these
circumstances, it is also important that the solvent has evaporated completely. Use of very low
vapor pressure solvents creates a substantial risk that the solvent will not fully evaporate and the
residue will react violently when the parts are used in these reactive atmospheres. An exception
from the requirements of Section 129.63(a)(4) and (5) is required for these compelling health and
safety reasons. To our knowledge no other state has imposed such a broad brush requirement
for such low vapor pressure solvents without also limiting the scope of the provision.

(5) While the proposed regulations provide alternative compliance options for other types of
degreasing, no such option is provided for cold cleaning machines. While the federal NESHAP
requirements do not have alternative compliance options for cold cleaning, they also do not have
the more stringent requirements in 129.63(a)(4) and (5). In addition to providing exemptions to
these requirements, as noted above, the regulations should also provide some alternative means
to comply with the low vapor pressure solvent requirements.

(6) The exclusion of equipment that has a degreaser opening which is greater than 10 ft2 should
not be removed as an applicable requirement from §§129.63(a), (b) & (c). By removing this
exclusion, overly burdensome regulations will be applied to equipment that has a relatively small
impact on the aggregate VOC emissions from solvent cleaning operations.

I appreciate the opportunity to offer these comments. I would welcome an opportunity to meet
with agency professional staff to discuss thesejgw^ers in greater detail.
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October 26, 1999

Pennsylvania Environmental Quality Board
15th Floor
Rachel Carson State Office Building
400 Market Street
Harrisburg, PA 17101

Dear Board Members,

Attached are the Specialty Steel Institute of Pennsylvania (SSIPA) comments on the
proposed Solvent Cleaning Operations regulations.

For reasons identified in the comments, SSIPA strongly objects to these regulations
and requests that the Board retract the proposed regulations and leave in place the current
framework for regulating degreasing operations.

Sincerely,

/
'^fa J/' C&<-

Sean McGowan
Chairman, SSIPA Environmental Committee

Phone (610) 208-3018
Fax (610)203-2558
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SSIPA Comments on the DEP's
Proposed Regulations for Solvent Cleaning

The Specialty Steel Institute of Pennsylvania (SSIPA) strongly objects to the Department
of Environmental Protection's proposed modifications to the current Degreasmg
operations Rules contained in 25 PA. Code Chapter 129.63. The proposed changes
would be extremely burdensome for Pennsylvania businesses and residents. The benefits
to human health or the environment as a result of the proposed regulatory changes have
not been documented by the Department. Any benefit derived from the proposed rule is
expected to be insignificant in terms of ozone level reduction.

Additionally, there is no legal or regulatory requirement for implementing the
regulations. The costs estimated by the Department for the implementation of the rule are
extremely understated in terms of dollars and the scope of regulated processes.

The scope of regulated activities would go from currently regulating industrial degreasing
units utilizing VOC's that have openings larger than ten square feet to regulating any
cleaning operation that uses a solvent, no matter how small. This is an enormous change
in the number and type of units regulated and will severely and negatively impact small,
medium and large businesses in Pennsylvania.

A solvent regulated under the rule may or may not emit VOC's. Soapy water can be
considered a solvent under the proposed rule. Non-volatile chemicals that do not
contribute to ozone formation are also covered under this rule. Volatile chemicals that
have been determined by the EPA not to participate in ozone formation are also covered
by the proposed rule.

All Pennsylvanians are subject to air quality regulations, not just businesses. The
Department did not consider the impact of this proposed rule on Pennsylvania residents.
Virtually every household and farm in Pennsylvania will be subject to this rule since
everyone uses some solvents, as defined in the rule, in our everyday life.

This rule will affect most residents who work around their homes and use common
solvents such as gasoline and turpentine for cleaning and surface wiping. The broad
scope of these proposed regulations may have consequences not previously considered.

Additionally, all businesses will be immediately out of compliance with the rule since it
will be virtually impossible to ensure or verify compliance with the myriad of
requirements contained in the of the rule. This is especially troublesome for Title V
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permit holders and their executive officers who need to affirmatively certify that they are
in compliance with all applicable requirements of Pennsylvania air regulations.

The proposed rule is unnecessarily broad and does not appear to have fully considered all
the implications for Pennsylvania residents and businesses. In addition, the information
contained in the Regulatory Analysis Form is incomplete, misleading, inaccurate and
does not even describe the practical benefit of the rule on air quality or emission
reductions.

This rule, if issued as written, would be the most stringent rule in the nation for the
operations impacted* The rule goes far beyond Federal requirements for solvent cleaning
operations.

The issuance of this proposed rule is contradictory to the Regulatory Basics Initiative and
signals a return to the command and control tactics used by the Department prior to the
Ridge administration.

SSIPA requests that the proposed rule be completely withdrawn and the existing rule be
allowed to remain in place. The Department has not documented the necessity of
implementing the proposed rule or the practical benefits of the proposed rule.

Comments on the Regulatory Analysis Form

SSIPA is extremely concerned that the Department relied on information contained in the
Regulatory Analysis Form in supporting its decision to issue the proposed rule.
Information in the form is misleading, incomplete and inaccurate. The following are
comments on the information in the form.

Section (8): The form states that the rule stresses pollution prevention. One of the
principle tenets of pollution prevention is product substitution with a less toxic substance.
The Department specifically states in the preamble that it is adverse to companies
substituting less toxic solvents for more toxic solvents and discourages companies from
doing so.

Many companies have discontinued the use of halogenated solvents, truly toxic and
heavily regulated chemicals, though substitution with non-halogenated solvents which are
much less hazardous to people and the environment. The preamble states the application
of MACT technology to all solvent vapor degreasers is purposely intended to discourage
this practice.

Companies that have practiced pollution prevention in the past, at the Department's
request, will be penalized by having to purchase or modify their current degreasers.
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Section (10): This section states that the proposed revisions are not mandated by law,
court order or regulation. For the past several years, the Department has been pushing its
Regulatory Basics Initiative to reduce the regulatory burden on Pennsylvania businesses.

Only those regulations that are required through Federal laws or those regulations that are
determined by the Department to be absolutely necessary to protect the people or the
environment are to be retained.

As documented by the Department, there is'no legal reason to enact these new
regulations. Additionally, the proposed rule making does not describe in any practical
way environmental benefits that will be generated by the proposed rule.

Title V Permit Holders and the company executives that are required to sign biannual
compliance certifications will be significantly impacted by these proposed new
requirements.

This regulation will become federally enforceable because it will become part of the
state's SIP, Since the requirement will be federally enforceable, they must be included in
the Title V permit.

This means that any container, no matter how small that contains a solvent, will now
become a significant source and will need to be monitored by plant environmental
personnel Each container, even a small glass jar of paint thinner, will need to be labeled
with operating requirements and have a specific free-board ratio. Additionally, operation
of the glass jar will require monitoring for drain time.

Since absorbent material can not be solvent cleaned, the cleaning of wooden handled
paint brushes in turpentine would be illegal in Pennsylvania. Additionally, furniture
stripping operations would be permitted.

Due to the sweeping scope of this proposed regulation, it will make certifying compliance
with the regulation virtually impossible. This will place businesses in jeopardy of losing
their air permit since certifying compliance will not be practically possible.

Section (11): This section does not present any compelling public interest that justifies
this regulation. At no place in this document or the proposed rule does the Department
present any evidence or data that the rule will have any specific benefit on ai% quality in
Pennsylvania,

Section (12): This section does not describe any public healthlssues associated with
non-regulation. At no place in this document or the proposed rule does the Department
present any evidence or data that the rule will have any specific benefit on air quality or
public health in Pennsylvania,

Section (13): This section does not describe in any practical term who will benefit from
the regulation. At no place in this document or the proposed rule does the Department
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present any evidence or data that the rule will have any specific benefit on air quality or
public health in Pennsylvania.

Additionally, the supposition that businesses will save money from the rule is without
foundation. The Department significantly under estimated the financial impact of capital
upgrades required from business to meet the requirements of this rule, The Department
provides inadequate data and analysis to support their capital replacement cost estimates.

The proposed rule also does not document how businesses will save money from
switching to lower volatility solvent, Virtually all industrial degreaser units have covers
so evaporative loss will not decrease. Most losses of solvent is from drag-out of the
material. This solvent will eventually evaporate from the cleaned part, regardless of the
solvent volatility once it is removed from the machine and allowed to dry.

The Department also did not take into account the increase cost needed for additional
VOC chemicals needed to control rust on materials cleaned in non-VOC solvents, such as
alkaline degrcasers, This rule will drive businesses to move to non-solvent cleaners.
These cleaners are water based and cause parts to rust. In addition to shortening part life,
which will cost significant dollars, businesses will be forced to apply rust preventative to
parts to prevent part damage. Rust preventatives are typically VOCs which are allowed
to evaporate after application. In essence, increasing VOC emissions,

The Department also did not estimate the number of business operations that will need to
be ceased due to this rule due to not being able to comply with the rule and the cost of
capital needed to come into compliance. Additionally, the Department did not take into
account cost of monitoring compliance,

Business will not benefit from this regulation,

Additionally, ordinary home-owners will now be regulated by this rule and subject to the
civil and criminal impacts of the Clean Air Act. They will not benefit from this rule.

Section (14): This section significantly underestimates who will be adversely impacted
by the proposed rule. As stated above, all solvent users, virtually every Pennsylvanian
will be subject to this rule, including homeowners and farmers.

Section (15): This section significantly underestimates who will be required to comply
with the proposed rule. As stated above, all solvent users, virtually every Pennsylvanian
will be subject to this rule, including homeowners and farmers.

Section (17): The Department provides no basis for its projected number for costs or
savings, It is basically a poorly researched guess since it does not consider the scope of
individuals or processes regulated.

As described above, the projected cost savings are absurd since they do not consider the
practical aspect of degreaser loss, the scope of units impacted, the practical cost of
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modifying units and the potential increase in solvent price due to demand increase for a
limited number of solvents.

The Department also does not take into account parts damage due to rusting or metal
incompatibility when using solvent alternatives or the cost of using new rust
preventatives or the increase of VOC emissions due to the chemicals. The Department
also does not take into account compliance monitoring costs.

The Department presents no data supporting its cost estimates.

Section (18): Local governments will be significantly impacted by this rule, See
comment 17.

Section (19): State government will be significantly impacted by this rule See comment
17,

Section (20): The Department provides inaccurate data to support these cost estimates.
The numbers are significantly over or under estimated. See statements above.

Section (20a): The Department provides inaccurate data to support these cost estimates.
The numbers are significantly over or under estimated. See comments above.

The Department provides no data to support that there is a linear relationship between
solvent loss and solvent volatility. As described above, this does not appear to be true.

The Department provides a future cost estimate for low volatility solvent. This is based
on an unidentified comment from one manufacturer. This projection should be dismissed
since the basis of the number is not documented and is limited to one manufacturer and
does not take into account market conditions associated with reducing the number of
available solvents and reducing the competition between suppliers, since there will be
fewer suppliers supplying solvents.

The Department provides no basis for the quantity of evaporative loss from degreasing
units. No description of the size, type or mode of operation is presented. No source for
the data is cited, Since it can not be demonstrated that there is a linear relationship
between solvent volatility and evaporative loss in typical degreasing operations, the cost
saving estimate is invalid.

Section (21): This section does not describe the environmental or health benefits
associated with the rule. It only describes the Department's projected costs of
implementing the rule, which as described above are invalid.

Section (22): The Department did not consider any non-regulatory alternatives to the
rule. This is a return to the commartd and control attitude of the Department of the
1980's and is contradictory to the Department's stated goal of reducing unnecessarily
burdensome regulations.

A
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Section (24): This section describes no compelling Pennsylvania interest that demands
stronger regulation that current federal standards. The proposed rule does not even
describe the practical benefit of the rule in terms of environmental or human health.

Section (25): Pennsylvania businesses would be at a competitive disadvantage due to
this rule. The data cited by the Department is absurd in that is only relates to one
requirement by two cities in severe non-ozone attainment areas that relate to the use of
low volatility solvents in a very limited number of industrial applications.

These requirements did not cover capital upgrades, operating practices and compliance
costs or apply to the scope of operations or people contained in the Department's
proposed rule.

The Department has not demonstrated that any savings will result as a result of this
regulation.

Section (26): This rule will impact certain waste disposal activities by conditionally
exempt small quantity generators who will no longer be able to allow solvent on
contaminated rags to evaporate as a method of waste treatment. These rags will now
need to be disposed of as a hazardous waste.

Section (27): The proposed rule will significantly change existing reporting and record
keeping requirements for Title V facilities

Comments on the Proposed Rule

The following are comments on specifics in the proposed rule. As stated above, SSIPA
believes that the entire rule should be retracted. The following comments demonstrate
the significant problems with the rule.

121.1 Definitions

Cold Cleaning Machine - The definition includes all solvents that contain more than 5%
solvent or HAP. Many organics, such as liquid soap or alkaline degreasers, are not
volatile and/or do not participate in ozone formation and must not be included in the rule.
In addition, several HAP's, including hydrochloric and hydrofluoric acid are not organic
chemicals and must not be subj ect to this rule.

Also, the lack of a size requirement for a regulated unit is extremely burdensome since
any unit such as a paint can Or glass jar would be covered bythis rule. Air regulations
apply to all Pennsylvanians not just industry. This definition would make virtually every
household or farm a regulated entity.
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Additionally, this definition would make any container holding any organic containing
solvent that is used for cleaning a significant-unit with applicable requirements for Title
V facilities. This is extremely burdensome and impractical. Certifying compliance with
these rules would be impossible without eliminating the use of organic cleaners, which is
impractical. Again, many of these cleaners do not even contribute to ozone formation.

Under this definition, a household kitchen sink with a lot of soap in it would be a cold
cleaning machine. This is absurd. This definition should be.deleted.

Hand-Wiping Operations - This is an overly broad definition with no federal
counterpart and is extremely burdensome and more stringent than any other regulations.
A solvent is defined as any organic chemical. Many organic chemicals are not volatile or
do not participate in photochemical reactions. This definition should be deleted.

Vapor Cleaning Machine - This definition includes units that heat solvent but may not
generate a vapor. A vapor degreaser generates a vapor. Non-vapor generating machines
that heat solvent do not have equipment such as refrigeration or chill rings which are
subsequently referenced in technology requirements* which are not applicable to these
units. No definition is needed for a vapor cleaning machine, a vapor machine is a vapor
machine

All definitions relating to MACT requirement - SSIPA strongly objects to the
inclusion of MACT definitions that apply to non-halogenated? non-HAP solvents.

MACT technology is reserved for certain hazardous air pollutants designated by the EPA.
The Department has never established nor has ever stated its intent to establish MACT
standards for any emission unit.

There is a well documented process for establishing MACT requirements at the Federal
level that is codified in the Clean Air Act. The Department utilized no process to
establish this MACT technology requirement for non-halogenated solvent vapor
degreascrs. The Department has not demonstrated that this technology is feasible with
the universe of processes this regulation would cover. The Department did not research
how solvents are used in industry, the nature of the processes involved and why specific
solvents are used for particular operations.

The establishment of MACT standards for these units is significantly more stringent than
any federal or other state's requirements and will be extremely burdensome on
Pennsylvania businesses. The Department provided no basis for their cost estimate for
degreaser modification or replacement.

Through changing the scope of the current standard from def reasers with greater than 10
square feet opening to all solvent cleaning operation, the Department has greatly
expanded the universe of regulated processes. The Department did not document, and
most likely does not understand, the number of impacted units.

The application of MACT requirements to non-HAP degreasers must be eliminated.
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129,63 Degreasing Operations

(a)(l) The free-board in cold cleaning machines has no impact on VOC emissions, Many
units that are covered by this section cannot be-modified to meet the free-board
requirements and process units will need to be replaced. The free board ratio is applicable
only to halogenated vapor degreasers. It is not applicable to batch, cold-cleaning solvent
cleaning operations, This requirement is not even contained in the current regulations
concerning large batch degreasers, This requirement needs to be eliminated

(a)(2) Many of the units regulated under this section do not emit VOC's and therefore do
not have covers. Many of these units cannot have covers due to the process design. This
requirement needs to be eliminated,

(a)(3)(i) Many of the units regulated under this section do not emit VOC's and therefore
do not have covers. Placing covers on these waste containers for these chemicals could
cause substantial damage to the container and cause human or environmental harm. This
requirement needs to be eliminated,

(a)(3)(ii) Many of the units regulated under this section do not emit VOC's and therefore
are not designed for dwell time. Most of these processes cannot be retrofitted. The
Department did not consider this or document the need for this requirement. This
requirement needs to be eliminated.

(a)(3)(iv) Many of the units regulated under this section do not emit VOC's and therefore
are used to clean absorbent parts or products. Eliminating these processes will require
cessation of certain businesses activities in Pennsylvania. The Department did not
consider this or document the need for this requirement. This requirement needs to be
eliminated.

(a)(3)(v) Pump agitation is utilized in cold cleaning machines to increase cleaning
efficiency. Reducing the agitation speed to meet this requirement will make these units
unfit for their purpose. This will lead firms to purchase halogenated vapor cleaners to
clean parts or products at substantial cost with increased hazardous chemical emissions
and substantial risk to the environment. The Department did not consider this or
document the need for this requirement. This requirement needs to be eliminated,

(a)(3)(vi) Many of the solvents regulated under this section do not emit VOC's,
Therefore, its makes no sense to store these in covered containers. Additionally, the
Department did not consider the cost or the potential reduction in VOC's associated with
this requirement. This requirement needs to be eliminated.

(a)(3)(vi) Many of the units regulated under this section do not emit VOC's, therefore,
this requirement does not make sense. Additionally, due to the universe of processes
regulated, it will not be physically possible to prevent work area fans from blowing
across all units. This requirement needs to be eliminated.
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(4) & (5) The Department has not documented that these lower volatility solvents will
work in their specific process applications. Additionally, since most solvent loss is
through drag out, it is unclear how this requirement will reduce VOC emissions
substantially, since the same amount of solvent will evaporate from a part once it is out of
the degreaser. See comments in Section (7) and (20a) above under comments on the
Regulatory Analysis Form.

(b) Batch vapor cleaning machines

SSIPA objects to this entire section. See comments under Definitions relating to the
application of MACT requirements to non-HAP emitting units.

(c) In-line vapor cleaning machines

SSIPA objects to this entire section. See comments under "Definitions" relating to the
application of MACT requirements to non-HAP emitting units.

Additionally, the Department did not take into consideration that the federal MACT
requirements for halogenated solvents have to date exempted continuous web vapor
degreasers since the units could not operate under the requirements of the standard,
These units need to be exempted form any rulemaking.

(e) Hand wiping cleaning operations

SSIPA objects to this entire section. There is no federal counterpart for this requirement,
The Department has not identified the costs or the benefits associated with this
requirement. Additionally, requiring firms to place non-ozone generating solvents in
closed containers makes no sense. Certifying compliance with this requirement will be
impossible. This requirement needs to be eliminated.

Conclusion

SSIPA strongly objects to the proposed rule. The Department did not consider or
document the full impact of the rule on Pennsylvania businesses or residents and did not
adequately describe the benefits to the public or the environment of the proposed rule.

The proposed rule will cause substantial and irreparable harm to Pennsylvania businesses.

SSIPA believes that the current degreasing standard in conjunction with the federal
MACT requirements for halogenated solvents are adequate to protect air quality and are
consistent with other states in the nation.
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The following comments on the proposed revisions to 25 PAffode Chapter 121 and 129:
Solvent Cleaning Operations (PA Bulletin. Vol.25, No.35, 8/28/99) are submitted on
behalf of GPU Energy.

GPU Energy is collectively and individually Jersey Central Power and Light Company,
Metropolitan Edison Company, and Pennsylvania Electric Company, and is the energy
services and delivery subsidiary of GPU Inc. Within Pennsylvania, GPU Energy serves
over 1,000,000 customers in an area, which encompasses approximately 47% of the
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. GPU Energy is committed to complying with all
environmental laws and regulations and, has a corporate policy, to comment on proposed
regulations, legislation, and policies that could affect our ongoing environmental
compliance.

GPU Energy has and continues to implement waste reduction strategies, for cost
reduction and liability purposes. Recently, GPU Energy has replaced all of our cold
cleaning degreasers with new models that utilize non-hazardous/non chlorinated solvents.
The new models include surface cleaning areas less than 10 square feet and also
incorporate the use of low volatile cleaning solution. In addition to reducing fugitive
VOC emissions GPU Energy has realized significant savings in the disposal costs
associated with these parts washers, as well as reducing worker exposure to the solvents
that were used in the past.

The current proposed rulemaking does not contain any exemption for small decreasing
processes, such as parts washers. In addition there are no mechanisms for these small
sources to remain unregulated either by their size or by vapor pressure restrictions for the
solvents they contain.

GPU Energy suggests that the Board retain the language currently contained in the
existing regulations that exempts machines with surface cleaning areas of less than 10
square feet. We also suggest that the proposed language could be modified to provide
exemptions based on the use of low volatile solvents.



These exemptions will ensure these types of cold cleaning devices are an insignificant
source of VOC emissions thus eliminating the need for controls or regulation,

GPU Energy thanks you for this opportunity to express comments on this proposed
rulemaking and trusts that the Board will consider these comments during the formulation
of the final regulations.

If you have any further questions concerning these comments, please contact me at (610)
378-8868.

Respectfully submitted,

ANTHONY M. SKICKI
Manager-Environmental Affairs



Original: 2058
Xizner yA
cc: Harris /fev \ f \»

Nanorta, Wilmarth, Sandusky, Legal '4>o ^ ^ ^/f\
Comments on the Proposed Solvent Cleaning Operations RuteitiflVw£ ^Ls r

Submitted by Armstrong World Industries. In& *4%', ^ A O

On August 28, 1999, the Department published in the PA Bulletin draft regulations which woulcfi&«aj$i \ * v
25 PA. Code Chapters 121 and 129. Armstrong World Industries, Inc., is supportive of regulations ^tjfcjr ?
improve the environment and take into account the interests of all stakeholders in Pennsylvania. fy°<9
However, these proposed regulations will not, in our opinion, achieve a measurable environmental benefit,
nor are they cost effective. In fact, several provisions in these regulations will lead to degradation ofithq
environment, create potential safety issues, and increase the regulatory burden on businesses in the Sf l fe
in terms of time and money, while diluting the limited resources of the Department. Of particular concern
is that these regulations provide no exclusions, therefore any container such as a beaker, or a 5 gallon
bucket could be considered a cleaning machine and covered by these draft regulations. Our specific
comments follow below.

Page 4661, Section D. Background of the Proposed Amendments, fifth paragraph. In this section, it
appears that the Department is justifying these proposed regulations in order to discourage operators from
switching from hazardous air pollutant solvents(HAPS) to non HAPS which could contain volatile organic
compounds(VOCs). The federal MACT standard referred to in this paragraph regulates the following
solvents: methylene chloride, perchloroethylene, trichlorethylene, 1,1,1-trichloroethane, carbon
tetrachloride, and chloroform. These chemicals were also selected as 6 of the 17 chemicals listed by EPA
for inclusion in it's 33/50 program(a voluntary emissions reduction program). These chemicals also
require reporting under the SARA 313 Form R program. If these solvents required disposal, they would
be managed under RCRA. Therefore, industry already has ample reasons for trying to use alternative, less
hazardous solvents. Two of these solvents, methylene chloride, and 1,1,1-trichloroethane are considered
non-VOCs(40 CFR Part 51; 51.100(s)(l)). Therefore, if it is the Department's intent to discourage
operators from switching to alternative solvents which could contain VOCs, what could happen is that
operators will choose to remain using or switch to HAPs which are not VOCs, and hence not covered by
this regulation. This will increase the air emissions of these hazardous air pollutants, increase worker
exposure to these materials, increase waste disposal costs, while negating any environmental benefit
claimed by these draft regulations.

Page 4662, Section F. Benefits, Costs and Compliance. The Department claims that benefits to industry
will result in annual savings of $14.3 million annually due to reduce emissions. We are concerned with
the accuracy of this number. In fact, we believe air emissions will remain the same or increase. Low
vapor pressure solvents require more time to dry and may not be as effective as current solvents, therefore
an operator either waits longer for the same amount of solvent to dry, or would use more of the low vapor
pressure solvent. If this was a VOC, this could actually increase emissions. These estimated savings do
not appear to include the cost of finding solvent replacements and increased operating and equipment
costs, which could very easily more than offset these savings claims. Estimated costs to Armstrong are
provided below. This also assumes that it is technologically possible to find suitable replacements for all
applications, when this may not be the case.

Page 4665,129,63 (a) (4) and (5). Time frames are provided for eliminating the use of solvents with a
vapor pressure greater than 1.0 mm Hg(at 20 C) containing VOCs, over a two year period. As discussed
previously, this eliminates a large number of solvents already in use, or potential alternatives to the federal
MACT solvents. This regulation could drive the regulated community toward the use of halogenated
solvents such as methylene chloride and 1,1,1-trichloroethane. Also, it is unclear whether suitable
alternative cleaning solutions exist for all of the myriad cleaning applications. The regulated community
is therefore faced with the situation of complying with a standard for which there may be no means
available of complying. For example, numerous VOC solvents are used in various cleaning applications
at the Armstrong World Industries, Inc. Innovation Center. The potential labor cost to investigate and
develop alternative solvents is estimated at $85,000. This assumes it is even possible to find successful
alternatives. Another example from the Innovation Center is a printing application which requires the use



of a solvent blend containing 90% methylene chloride and 10% MEK. The Innovation Center has been
toying for approximately 5 years to find a replacement without success. Even if this replacement
contained a VOC solvent, it would be more protective of the environment if it was a non HAP. However,
if this regulation went into effect, we may be forced to halt replacement efforts, and possibly switch to a
100% methylene chloride solution. If we were successful in finding less than 1.0 mm Hg cleaning
solvents, we believe that due to increased cleaning time required by low vapor pressure solvents, labor
costs could increase. We also anticipate having to modify our Title V synthetic minor application, and
assess impacts in other regulatory areas. As estimated cost to do this is $10,000 to $20,000.

Similar estimates can be derived for other Armstrong plants located in Pennsylvania. Costs at these
facilities could increase due to labor involved in finding replacement solvents, increased downtime since
low vapor pressure solvents are not as effective in cleaning, and costs associated with increased waste
disposal if chlorinated solvents must be used. Capital could be required for storage of a separate cleaning
solvent. Expense could be incurred in modifying air permits and assessing the regulatory impact in other

• Beech Creek Facility(Rotogravure printing, surface coating)-$350,000-Possible increased cost due
to capital required for installing a new solvent tank and reclaim system. Possibility of added
downtime and changeover time. This assumes it is technically possible to find replacements
Additionally, all air exhausted from this plant passes through an incinerator which has a destruction
facility of 98%. The incinerator will need to be run regardless of whether solvents are used for
cleaning since the manufacturing process uses solvent based raw materials. These materials are the
bulk of the emissions to the incinerator, the degreasing solvents are a minor component. Therefore,
the plant could incur an increase in costs with negligible if any reduction in air emissions. This plant
operates under 100% capture, all air inside the production facility is discharged to the incinerator.

• Lancaster, PA Plant(Floor manufacturings-Possible increased operating cost due to potential for
added downtime and changeover time between product runs. Possible capital for installing a new
solvent tank and reclaim system. This assumes it is technologically possible to find replacement
solvents. The Lancaster Plant has VOC control devices such as incinerators. The majority of VOC
emissions are from solvent based raw materials such as inks, the degreasing solvents are a minor
component. Therefore, regardless of whether or not low vapor pressure solvents are used, abatement
equipment will need to be operated. Again, this plant could incur an increase in cost with little if any
reduction in actual air emissions and little benefit to the environment.

• Innovation Center(Lancaster, PA)~Estimated cost of $100,000 as described above.

• Marietta, PA Ceiling Plant, Beaver Falls, PA Ceiling Plant-Estimated cost of $10,000 due to
possible hazardous waste disposal cost increase, assess impacts in other environmental areas.

• Triangle-Pacific Cabinet Plant(Thompsontown, PA)-Triangle-Pacific was acquired by Armstrong
in 1998. This plant manufactures cabinets. A critical part of the manufacturing process is using
solvents to soak and clean spray guns which apply finishes. If these spray guns are not sufficiently
clean, the product will not meet desired specifications. If a suitable replacement cleaning solvent
cannot be found, then these spray guns would have a useful life of about one month. This could result
in an estimated annual cost of about $220,000. Also, there could be estimated additional costs of
about $10,000 to $20,000 for evaluation the Title V permit for the facility, and other environmental
regulations, environmental plans, etc.

Potential estimated Armstrong Cost=$500,000 one time costs, plus $220,000 estimated potential
annual operating costs at one facility.



Because of this cost, and technological concerns, we recommend that 129.63 (a) (4) and (5) be dropped.
We believe the other proposed language in 129.63 (a) is sufficient to achieve desired environmental
benefits. Slower drying solvents could actually increase worker exposure to chemicals, and require the
use of a greater volume of solvent to achieve the same level of cleaning. As an alternative, we would
support replacement language which sets up a voluntary program like EPA 33/50. Such an alternative
could read: "Operators using solvents with a vapor pressure less than 1.0 mm Hg measured at 68 F will
be exempt from the requirements in 129.63 (a)". Although operators already have incentives to reduce
usage through waste minimization programs and requirements, this provides another incentive to the
regulated community to change. We also recommend that the 10 ft2 opening exemption for cleaning
machines be restored. This will ensure resources are devoted to reducing emissions from larger VOC
sources.

Page 4665,129.63 (6) and (7)-This section specifies recordkeeping requirements for solvent suppliers
and operators. Health & Safety regulations under OSHA already require suppliers and users of solvents to
have an up to date MSDS. Therefore these requirements are redundant and should be removed from the
final regulations.

Page 4667,129.63(f)--This section provides alternative provisions for solvent cleaning machines.
Emission limits are specified for Batch Vapor and In-Line solvent cleaning machines. No limits are
specified for cold cleaning machines, therefore operators may be driven to vapor degreasers. This could
increase equipment costs, present safety risks, and possibly increase emissions, as solvent that was
formerly in liquid form is now used as a vapor. Small vapor degreasers which could clean small pumps
and other small pieces of equipment cost approximately $15,000. Larger units to clean rolls, etc. could
run on the order of $33,000 per unit. If plants, require multiple units, it can be anticipated that this could
be a significant cost to industry throughout the state. This section is further justification for eliminating
129.63 (a) (4) and (5), due to added financial burden and safety concerns.

At a minimum, this section of the regulations should include similar alternative provisions for cold
cleaning machines. Section 129.63(f) states that "This section applies to all solvent cleaning machines.
As an alternative to complying with subsections (a)--(d),...", however 129.63(f) does not supply an
alternative for cold cleaning machines(a).

In summary, these regulations, and in particular Section 129.63 (a) (4) and (5) are contrary to the
Department's Regulatory Basics Initiative. These proposed regulations go well beyond the federal
requirements by extending the MACT standard to solvents beyond the 6 covered by EPA's current
standard, and prohibiting the use of a large number of solvents in cold degreasing operations over a two
year period. In fact, if this regulation should go into effect, PA sources would face regulatory burdens
well beyond those for similar sources in almost all other states.

Operators in Pennsylvania already operate under stringent requirements from the States operating permit
program. The facilities that most likely use larger quantities of cleaning solvents would already be
covered by PA s RACT and Title V programs, and have emission limits. Selecting a specific area of
solvent usage for regulation adds an additional layer of requirements to Pennsylvania's already thorough
air regulatory program. Mandating solvent changes could require modifications to Title V permits,
thereby increasing demands on industry and the Department. In fact, the Department appears to be
moving in a more restrictive and less cost-effective direction than EPA. In the federal register dated
August 18, 1999, EPA proposed to continue a deferral of Title V operating permit requirements for small
sources of HAPs subject to NESHAPs for several industry categories, including halogenated solvent
cleaning machines. Part of EPA's reasoning was to avoid placing additional burden on permitting
agencies. However, Pennsylvania is proposing to regulate not only HAPs but Non-HAPs as well.



The reasons listed above are sufficient to merit further consideration and revision of these proposed
regulations. Armstrong World Industries, Inc. in general supports the Departments efforts to meet EPA's
NAAQS ozone requirements for the state. However, we disagree with the approach taken in these
regulations. Page 4661, Section D. states that it was the recommendation of both the Southwest and
Southeast Ozone Stakeholders Groups to revise the VOC requirements related to solvent cleaning
operations. This is not correct, as the Southwest Stakeholders Group's final report, dated January 16,
1997, on page 10 states: "The Working Group encourages the use of citric-based and water-based solvents
for commercial and industrial sources using VOC-containing solvents during the production, repair,
maintenance or servicing of parts, products, tools, machinery, equipment or general work areas". No
where in this statement is a recommendation to develop a more stringent regulation. Additionally, two
more work groups, the Central Region and Lehigh Valley have not yet finalized their recommendations.

It also appears that input from an important part of the regulated community was lacking. The third
paragraph in this section states that a technical work group was formed to compose the regulatory
language. It is stated that this group was composed of members from regulatory agencies, environmental
groups, and solvent and equipment suppliers. Therefore, it must be assumed that the regulated
community most impacted by this regulation, i.e. the solvent users, were not consulted with nor given the
opportunity to have input into the drafting of these proposed regulations.

The Southeast Stakeholders Group's January 16, 1997 report includes an estimated VOC reduction from
degreasing at 5.9 tons per day. It appears based on a potential cost to Armstrong alone of $500,000 and
$220,000(possible increase in operating cost at one facility) that efforts could be better spent elsewhere to
achieve the Department's objectives relative to ozone reduction. For example, on January 21, 1999, the
EPA published final clarifying text and amendments in the Federal Register to regulations of Organic Air
Emission Standards for Tanks, Surface Impoundments, and Containers for Hazardous Waste Treatment,
Storage, and Disposal Facilities and Hazardous Waste Generators. Has DEP recorded VOC reductions
due to these rules? This may give DEP the quantity of reductions that they are trying to achieve through
the draft solvent cleaning regulation.

Again, we believe that these draft regulations are contrary to the Regulatory Basics Initiative, and will not
meet the Department's objectives in achieving ozone reduction in a cost effective manner. We believe our
comments point out where changes can be made to the regulations to allow the resources of the
Department and the regulated community to be focused on more significant environmental issues.



EOB SUMMARY

Armstrong World Industries, Inc. has reviewed the draft regulations published in the PA Bulletin on
August 28, 1999, which propose to modify 25 PA. CODE CHS. 121 and 125, pertaining to solvent
cleaning operations. Our comments can be summarized as follows:

Section 129.63 (a) (4) and (5) propose the elimination of solvents with vapor pressures above 2.0 mm Hg
and 1.0 mm Hg over a 1 and 2 year period respectively. We request that these provisions be deleted from
the final regulation because:

The potential cost to Armstrong is estimated at $500,000 one time costs, plus $220,000 estimated
potential annual operating costs at one facility.

It may not be technologically feasible to find suitable replacements for all applications.

This regulation could have a negative environmental effect. Operators could be driven towards using
HAPS such as methylene chloride and 1,1,1 trichloroethane, which are not VOC's since they are not
photochemically reactive. This is contrary to the goals of the EPA 33/50 program which discourages
emissions of these materials. EPA has also proposed to continue deferring area sources of HAPs from
Title V operating permit requirements. These area sources include halogenated solvent cleaning
machines.

Solvent users may be forced to switch from cold cleaning to vapor degreasers, at costs ranging from
$15,000 to $33,000 per machine. This may need to be done if solvent replacements for cold cleaning
machines could not be found.

Suitable replacement language for Sections 129.63(a) (4) and (5) would be: "Operators using solvents
with a vapor pressure less than 1,0 mm Hg measured at 68 F will be exempt from the requirements in
129.63 (a)". This provides a voluntary incentive to use low vapor pressure solvents. We also recommend
that the 10 ft2 opening exemption for cleaning machines be restored.

Section 129,63 (6) and (7). This section specifies recordkeeping requirements for solvent suppliers and
operators. Health & Safety regulations under OSHA already require suppliers and users of solvents to
have up to date MSDS. Therefore these requirements are redundant and should be removed from the
final regulations.

Section 129.63(f). Include an alternative provision for cold cleaning machines.

Contrary to what is stated on page 4661, Section D, the Southwest Ozone Stakeholders Group does not
recommend regulatory changes in their report dated January 16, 1997. Also, the Lehigh Valley and
Central Region Stakeholders Groups have not presented their recommendations.

Also in Section D, the Department states that a technical group was formed to draft these regulations.
This group was composed of members from regulatory agencies, environmental groups, and solvent and
equipment suppliers. Therefore, it must be assumed that the regulated community most impacted by this
regulation, i.e. the solvent users, were not consulted with nor given the opportunity to have input into the
drafting of these proposed regulations. Armstrong would be pleased to join in a reg-neg process to
develop workable solvent cleaning regulations.

Lastly, these draft regulations are contrary to the Department's Regulatory Basics Initiative. Significant
costs are being imposed on the regulated community, and resources of both the Department and industry
are being diverted from areas which could achieve greater environmental benefit. Industries in PA would,



under these proposed regulations, face significantly more stringent requirements than industries in almost
all other states.
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Armstrong World Industries, Inc.
Comments on Proposed Rulemaking, Solvent Cleaning Operations
PA Bulletin, August 28, 1999

IRRC Number 2058, Regulation Number 7-346

Attached is a word document which contains comments on the proposed
Solvent
Cleaning Operations Regulations. Contact persons for Armstrong
concerning these
comments are:

Peter A. Scaccia
Director, Environment, Health & Safety
Armstrong World Industries, Inc.
2500 Columbia Avenue, P.O. Box 3209
Lancaster, PA 17604-3209

Phone Number 717 396-5589, email: pascaccia@armstrong.com

John A. Ackiewicz
Staff Engineer
Armstrong World Industries, Inc.
2500 Columbia Avenue, P.O. Box 3209
Lancaster, PA 17604-3209

Phone Number 717 396-5373, email: jaackiewicz@armstrong.com

We will also send a hard copy of our comments via next day mail. The
comments
also contain a one page summary for the EQB.

(See attached file: Solventr.doc)
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Independent Regulatory Review Commission
14th Floor, 333 Market Street
Harrisburg, PA 17101
Attention of: Mary Lou Harris, Senior Regulatory Analyst

Re: IRRC Number 2058, Regulation Number 7-346, Environmental Quality Board, Solvent Cleaning
Operations

Dear Ms. Harris:

Enclosed you will find comments from Armstrong World Industries, Inc. concerning the proposed
rulemaking for Solvent Cleaning Operations, published in the Pennsylvania Bulletin on August 28, 1999.
In general Armstrong is supportive of the Department of Environmental Protection's efforts to protect the
environment in a manner that satisfies all citizens of the Commonwealth. However, in these regulations
there are several issues which greatly concern us and, we believe, place an undue burden on the regulated
community while not achieving the level of environmental protection desired. In particular, this regulation
conflicts with the Department's Regulatory Basics Initiative, and goes well beyond existing regulations in
other states.

We thank you in advance for your attention to our comments, and should you have any questions, feel free
to contact me at 717 - 396 - 5589 or John Ackiewicz at 717 - 396 - 5373.

Sincerely,

Peter A. Scaccia
Director, Environment, Health & Safety
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Armstrong World Industries, Inc. PQ Box 3209 Lancaster Pennsylvania 17604-3209 717 397-0611



Comments on the Proposed Solvent Cleaning Operations Rulemaking
Submitted by Armstrong World Industries. Inc.

On August 28, 1999, the Department published in the PA Bulletin draft regulations which would amend 25
PA. Code Chapters 121 and 129. Armstrong World Industries, Inc., is supportive of regulations which
improve the environment and take into account the interests of all stakeholders in Pennsylvania. However,
these proposed regulations will not, in our opinion, achieve a measurable environmental benefit, nor are
they cost effective. In fact, several provisions in these regulations will lead to degradation of the
environment, create potential safety issues, and increase the regulatory burden on businesses in the State in
terms of time and money, while diluting the limited resources of the Department. Of particular concern is
that these regulations provide no exclusions, therefore any container such as a beaker, or a 5 gallon bucket
could be considered a cleaning machine and covered by these draft regulations. Our specific comments
follow below.

Page 4661, Section D. Background of the Proposed Amendments, fifth paragraph. In this section, it
appears that the Department is justifying these proposed regulations in order to discourage operators from
switching from hazardous air pollutant solvents(HAPS) to non HAPS which could contain volatile organic
compounds(VOCs). The federal MACT standard referred to in this paragraph regulates the following
solvents: methylene chloride, perchloroethylene, trichlorethylene, 1,1,1-trichloroethane, carbon
tetrachloride, and chloroform. These chemicals were also selected as 6 of the 17 chemicals listed by EPA
for inclusion in it's 33/50 program(a voluntary emissions reduction program). These chemicals also
require reporting under the SARA 313 Form R program. If these solvents required disposal, they would be
managed under RCRA. Therefore, industry already has ample reasons for trying to use alternative, less
hazardous solvents. Two of these solvents, methylene chloride, and 1,1,1-trichloroethane are considered
non-VOCs(40 CFR Part 51; 51.100(s)(l)). Therefore, if it is the Department's intent to discourage
operators from switching to alternative solvents which could contain VOCs, what could happen is that
operators will choose to remain using or switch to HAPs which are not VOCs, and hence not covered by
this regulation. This will increase the air emissions of these hazardous air pollutants, increase worker
exposure to these materials, increase waste disposal costs, while negating any environmental benefit
claimed by these draft regulations.

Page 4662, Section F. Benefits, Costs and Compliance. The Department claims that benefits to industry
will result in annual savings of $14.3 million annually due to reduce emissions. We are concerned with the
accuracy of this number. In fact, we believe air emissions will remain the same or increase. Low vapor
pressure solvents require more time to dry and may not be as effective as current solvents, therefore an
operator either waits longer for the same amount of solvent to dry, or would use more of the low vapor
pressure solvent. If this was a VOC, this could actually increase emissions. These estimated savings do
not appear to include the cost of finding solvent replacements and increased operating and equipment costs,
which could very easily more than offset these savings claims. Estimated costs to Armstrong are provided
below. This also assumes that it is technologically possible to find suitable replacements for all
applications, when this may not be the case.

Page 4665,129.63 (a) (4) and (5). Time frames are provided for eliminating the use of solvents with a
vapor pressure greater than 1.0 mm Hg(at 20 C) containing VOCs, over a two year period. As discussed
previously, this eliminates a large number of solvents already in use, or potential alternatives to the federal
MACT solvents. This regulation could drive the regulated community toward the use of halogenated
solvents such as methylene chloride and 1,1,1-trichloroethane. Also, it is unclear whether suitable
alternative cleaning solutions exist for all of the myriad cleaning applications. The regulated community is
therefore faced with the situation of complying with a standard for which there may be no means available
of complying. For example, numerous VOC solvents are used in various cleaning applications at the
Armstrong World Industries, Inc. Innovation Center. The potential labor cost to investigate and develop
alternative solvents is estimated at $85,000. This assumes it is even possible to find successful alternatives.
Another example from the Innovation Center is a printing application which requires the use of a solvent



blend containing 90% methylene chloride and 10% MEK. The Innovation Center has been trying for
approximately 5 years to find a replacement without success. Even if this replacement contained a VOC
solvent, it would be more protective of the environment if it was a non HAP. However, if this regulation
went into effect, we may be forced to halt replacement efforts, and possibly switch to a 100% methylene
chloride solution. If we were successful in finding less than 1.0 mm Hg cleaning solvents, we believe that
due to increased cleaning time required by low vapor pressure solvents, labor costs could increase. We
also anticipate having to modify our Title V synthetic minor application, and assess impacts in other
regulatory areas. As estimated cost to do this is $10,000 to $20,000.

Similar estimates can be derived for other Armstrong plants located in Pennsylvania. Costs at these
facilities could increase due to labor involved in finding replacement solvents, increased downtime since
low vapor pressure solvents are not as effective in cleaning, and costs associated with increased waste
disposal if chlorinated solvents must be used. Capital could be required for storage of a separate cleaning
solvent. Expense could be incurred in modifying air permits and assessing the regulatory impact in other

• Beech Creek FaciIity(Rotogravure printing, surface coating)--$350,000--Possible increased cost due
to capital required for installing a new solvent tank and reclaim system. Possibility of added downtime
and changeover time. This assumes it is technically possible to find replacements. Additionally, all
air exhausted from this plant passes through an incinerator which has a destruction facility of 98%.
The incinerator will need to be run regardless of whether solvents are used for cleaning since the
manufacturing process uses solvent based raw materials. These materials are the bulk of the emissions
to the incinerator, the degreasing solvents are a minor component. Therefore, the plant could incur an
increase in costs with negligible if any reduction in air emissions. This plant operates under 100%
capture, all air inside the production facility is discharged to the incinerator.

• Lancaster, PA PIant(Floor manufacturings-Possible increased operating cost due to potential for
added downtime and changeover time between product runs. Possible capital for installing a new
solvent tank and reclaim system. This assumes it is technologically possible to find replacement
solvents. The Lancaster Plant has VOC control devices such as incinerators. The majority of VOC
emissions are from solvent based raw materials such as inks, the degreasing solvents are a minor
component. Therefore, regardless of whether or not low vapor pressure solvents are used, abatement
equipment will need to be operated. Again, this plant could incur an increase in cost with little if any
reduction in actual air emissions and little benefit to the environment.

• Innovation Center(Lancaster, PA)-Estimated cost of $100,000 as described above.

• Marietta, PA Ceiling Plant, Beaver Falls, PA Ceiling Plant-Estimated cost of $10,000 due to
possible hazardous waste disposal cost increase, assess impacts in other environmental areas.

• Triangle-Pacific Cabinet Plant(Thompsontown, PA)--Triangle-Pacific was acquired by Armstrong in
1998. This plant manufactures cabinets. A critical part of the manufacturing process is using solvents
to soak and clean spray guns which apply finishes. If these spray guns are not sufficiently clean, the
product will not meet desired specifications. If a suitable replacement cleaning solvent cannot be
found, then these spray guns would have a useful life of about one month. This could result in an
estimated annual cost of about $220,000. Also, there could be estimated additional costs of about
$10,000 to $20,000 for evaluation the Title V permit for the facility, and other environmental
regulations, environmental plans, etc.

Potential estimated Armstrong Cost-$500,000 one time costs, plus $220,000 estimated potential
annual operating costs at one facility.



Because of this cost, and technological concerns, we recommend that 129.63 (a) (4) and (5) be dropped.
We believe the other proposed language in 129.63 (a) is sufficient to achieve desired environmental
benefits. Slower drying solvents could actually increase worker exposure to chemicals, and require the
use of a greater volume of solvent to achieve the same level of cleaning. As an alternative, we would
support replacement language which sets up a voluntary program like EPA 33/50. Such an alternative
could read: "Operators using solvents with a vapor pressure less than 1.0 mm Hg measured at 68 F will be
exempt from the requirements in 129.63 (a)". Although operators already have incentives to reduce usage
through waste minimization programs and requirements, this provides another incentive to the regulated
community to change. We also recommend that the 10 ft2 opening exemption for cleaning machines be
restored. This will ensure resources are devoted to reducing emissions from larger VOC sources.

Page 4665,129.63 (6) and (7)-This section specifies recordkeeping requirements for solvent suppliers
and operators. Health & Safety regulations under OSHA already require suppliers and users of solvents to
have an up to date MSDS. Therefore these requirements are redundant and should be removed from the
final regulations.

Page 4667,129.63(f)~This section provides alternative provisions for solvent cleaning machines.
Emission limits are specified for Batch Vapor and In-Line solvent cleaning machines. No limits are
specified for cold cleaning machines, therefore operators may be driven to vapor degreasers. This could
increase equipment costs, present safety risks, and possibly increase emissions, as solvent that was
formerly in liquid form is now used as a vapor. Small vapor degreasers which could clean small pumps
and other small pieces of equipment cost approximately $15,000. Larger units to clean rolls, etc. could run
on the order of $33,000 per unit. If plants, require multiple units, it can be anticipated that this could be a
significant cost to industry throughout the state. This section is further justification for eliminating 129.63
(a) (4) and (5), due to added financial burden and safety concerns.

At a minimum, this section of the regulations should include similar alternative provisions for cold
cleaning machines. Section 129.63(f) states that "This section applies to all solvent cleaning machines. As
an alternative to complying with subsections (a)--(d),...", however 129.63(f) does not supply an alternative
for cold cleaning machines(a).

In summary, these regulations, and in particular Section 129.63 (a) (4) and (5) are contrary to the
Department's Regulatory Basics Initiative. These proposed regulations go well beyond the federal
requirements by extending the MACT standard to solvents beyond the 6 covered by EPA's current
standard, and prohibiting the use of a large number of solvents in cold degreasing operations over a two
year period. In fact, if this regulation should go into effect, PA sources would face regulatory burdens well
beyond those for similar sources in almost all other states.

Operators in Pennsylvania already operate under stringent requirements from the State's operating permit
program. The facilities that most likely use larger quantities of cleaning solvents would already be covered
by PA's RACT and Title V programs, and have emission limits. Selecting a specific area of solvent usage
for regulation adds an additional layer of requirements to Pennsylvania's already thorough air regulatory
program. Mandating solvent changes could require modifications to Title V permits, thereby increasing
demands on industry and the Department. In fact, the Department appears to be moving in a more
restrictive and less cost-effective direction than EPA. In the federal register dated August 18, 1999, EPA
proposed to continue a deferral of Title V operating permit requirements for small sources of HAPs subject
to NESHAPs for several industry categories, including halogenated solvent cleaning machines. Part of
EPA's reasoning was to avoid placing additional burden on permitting agencies. However, Pennsylvania is
proposing to regulate not only HAPs but Non-HAPs as well.

The reasons listed above are sufficient to merit further consideration and revision of these proposed
regulations. Armstrong World Industries, Inc. in general supports the Departments efforts to meet EPA's
NAAQS ozone requirements for the state. However, we disagree with the approach taken in these
regulations. Page 4661, Section D, states that it was the recommendation of both the Southwest and



Southeast Ozone Stakeholders Groups to revise the VOC requirements related to solvent cleaning
operations. This is not correct, as the Southwest Stakeholders Group's final report, dated January 16,1997,
on page 10 states: "The Working Group encourages the use of citric-based and water-based solvents for
commercial and industrial sources using VOC-containing solvents during the production, repair,
maintenance or servicing of parts, products, tools, machinery, equipment or general work areas". No
where in this statement is a recommendation to develop a more stringent regulation. Additionally, two
more work groups, the Central Region and Lehigh Valley have not yet finalized their recommendations.

It also appears that input from an important part of the regulated community was lacking. The third
paragraph in this section states that a technical work group was formed to compose the regulatory
language. It is stated that this group was composed of members from regulatory agencies, environmental
groups, and solvent and equipment suppliers. Therefore, it must be assumed that the regulated community
most impacted by this regulation, i.e. the solvent users, were not consulted with nor given the opportunity
to have input into the drafting of these proposed regulations.

The Southeast Stakeholders Group's January 16, 1997 report includes an estimated VOC reduction from
degreasing at 5.9 tons per day, It appears based on a potential cost to Armstrong alone of $500,000 and
$220,000(possible increase in operating cost at one facility) that efforts could be better spent elsewhere to
achieve the Department's objectives relative to ozone reduction. For example, on January 21, 1999, the
EPA published final clarifying text and amendments in the Federal Register to regulations of Organic Air
Emission Standards for Tanks, Surface Impoundments, and Containers for Hazardous Waste Treatment,
Storage, and Disposal Facilities and Hazardous Waste Generators. Has DEP recorded VOC reductions due
to these rules? This may give DEP the quantity of reductions that they are trying to achieve through the
draft solvent cleaning regulation.

Again, we believe that these draft regulations are contrary to the Regulatory Basics Initiative, and will not
meet the Department's objectives in achieving ozone reduction in a cost effective manner. We believe our
comments point out where changes can be made to the regulations to allow the resources of the Department
and the regulated community to be focused on more significant environmental issues.



EQB SUMMARY

Armstrong World Industries, Inc. has reviewed the draft regulations published in the PA Bulletin on
August 28, 1999, which propose to modify 25 PA. CODE CHS. 121 and 125, pertaining to solvent
cleaning operations. Our comments can be summarized as follows:

Section 129.63 (a) (4) and (5) propose the elimination of solvents with vapor pressures above 2.0 mm Hg
and 1.0 mm Hg over a 1 and 2 year period respectively. We request that these provisions be deleted from
the final regulation because:

The potential cost to Armstrong is estimated at $500,000 one time costs, plus $220,000 estimated potential
annual operating costs at one facility.

It may not be technologically feasible to find suitable replacements for all applications.

This regulation could have a negative environmental effect. Operators could be driven towards using
HAPS such as methylene chloride and 1,1,1 trichloroethane, which are not VOC's since they are not
photochemically reactive. This is contrary to the goals of the EPA 33/50 program which discourages
emissions of these materials. EPA has also proposed to continue deferring area sources of HAPs from Title
V operating permit requirements. These area sources include halogenated solvent cleaning machines.

Solvent users may be forced to switch from cold cleaning to vapor degreasers, at costs ranging from
$15,000 to $33,000 per machine. This may need to be done if solvent replacements for cold cleaning
machines could not be found.

Suitable replacement language for Sections 129.63(a) (4) and (5) would be: "Operators using solvents with
a vapor pressure less than 1.0 mm Hg measured at 68 F will be exempt from the requirements in 129.63
(a)". This provides a voluntary incentive to use low vapor pressure solvents. We also recommend that the
10 ft2 opening exemption for cleaning machines be restored.

Section 129.63 (6) and (7). This section specifies recordkeeping requirements for solvent suppliers and
operators. Health & Safety regulations under OSHA already require suppliers and users of solvents to have
up to date MSDS. Therefore these requirements are redundant and should be removed from the final
regulations.

Section 129.63(f). Include an alternative provision for cold cleaning machines.

Contrary to what is stated on page 4661, Section D, the Southwest Ozone Stakeholders Group does not
recommend regulatory changes in their report dated January 16, 1997. Also, the Lehigh Valley and
Central Region Stakeholders Groups have not presented their recommendations.

Also in Section D, the Department states that a technical group was formed to draft these regulations. This
group was composed of members from regulatory agencies, environmental groups, and solvent and
equipment suppliers. Therefore, it must be assumed that the regulated community most impacted by this
regulation, i.e. the solvent users, were not consulted with nor given the opportunity to have input into the
drafting of these proposed regulations. Armstrong would be pleased to join in a reg-neg process to develop
workable solvent cleaning regulations.

Lastly, these draft regulations are contrary to the Department's Regulatory Basics Initiative. Significant
costs are being imposed on the regulated community, and resources of both the Department and industry
are being diverted from areas which could achieve greater environmental benefit. Industries in PA would,
under these proposed regulations, face significantly more stringent requirements than industries in almost
all other states.
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Dear Board Members,

Attached are the Specialty Steel Institute of Pennsylvania (SSIPA) comments on the
proposed Solvent Cleaning Operations regulations.

For reasons identified in the comments, SSIPA strongly objects to these regulations
and requests that the Board retract the proposed regulations and leave in place the current
framework for regulating degreasing operations.

Sincerely,

Sean McGowan
Chairman, SSIPA Environmental Committee

Phone (610) 208-3018
Fax (610)208-2558



SSIPA Comments on the DEP's
Proposed Regulations for Solvent Cleaning

The Specialty Steel Institute of Pennsylvania (SSIPA) strongly objects to the Department
of Environmental Protection's proposed modifications to the current Degreasing
operations Rules contained in 25 PA Code Chapter 129.63. The proposed changes
would be extremely burdensome for Pennsylvania businesses and residents. The benefits
to human health or the environment as a result of the proposed regulatory changes have
not been documented by the Department. Any benefit derived from the proposed rule is
expected to be insignificant in terms of ozone level reduction.

Additionally, there is no legal or regulatory requirement for implementing the
regulations. The costs estimated by the Department for the implementation of the rule are
extremely understated in terms of dollars and the scope of regulated processes.

The scope of regulated activities would go from currently regulating industrial degreasing
units utilizing VOC's that have openings larger than ten square feet to regulating any
cleaning operation that uses a solvent, no matter how small. This is an enormous change
in the number and type of units regulated and will severely and negatively impact small,
medium and large businesses in Pennsylvania.

A solvent regulated under the rule may or may not emit VOC's. Soapy water can be
considered a solvent under the proposed rule. Non-volatile chemicals that do not
contribute to ozone formation are also covered under this rule. Volatile chemicals that
have been determined by the EPA not to participate in ozone formation are also covered
by the proposed rule.

All Pennsylvanians are subject to air quality regulations, not just businesses. The
Department did not consider the impact of this proposed rule on Pennsylvania residents.
Virtually every household and farm in Pennsylvania will be subject to this rule since
everyone uses some solvents, as defined in the rule, in our everyday life.

This rule will affect most residents who work around their homes and use common
solvents such as gasoline and turpentine for cleaning and surface wiping. The broad
scope of these proposed regulations may have consequences not previously considered.

Additionally, all businesses will be immediately out of compliance with the rule since it
will be virtually impossible to ensure or verify compliance with the myriad of
requirements contained in the of the rule. This is especially troublesome for Title V



SSI PA comments on proposed Solvent Cleaning Rules
Page 2 o/9

permit holders and their executive officers who need to affirmatively certify that they are
in compliance with all applicable requirements of Pennsylvania air regulations.

The proposed rule is unnecessarily broad and does not appear to have fully considered all
the implications for Pennsylvania residents and businesses. In addition, the information
contained in the Regulatory Analysis Form is incomplete, misleading, inaccurate and
does not even describe the practical benefit of the rule on air quality or emission
reductions.

This rule, if issued as written, would be the most stringent rule in the nation for the
operations impacted. The rule goes far beyond Federal requirements for solvent cleaning
operations.

The issuance of this proposed rule is contradictory to the Regulatory Basics Initiative and
signals a return to the command and control tactics used by the Department prior to the
Ridge administration.

SSIPA requests that the proposed rule be completely withdrawn and the existing rule be
allowed to remain in place. The Department has not documented the necessity of
implementing the proposed rule or the practical benefits of the proposed rule.

Comments on the Regulatory Analysis Form

SSIPA is extremely concerned that the Department relied on information contained in the
Regulatory Analysis Form in supporting its decision to issue the proposed rule.
Information in the form is misleading, incomplete and inaccurate. The following are
comments on the information in the form.

Section (8): The form states that the rule stresses pollution prevention. One of the
principle tenets of pollution prevention is product substitution with a less toxic substance.
The Department specifically states in the preamble that it is adverse to companies
substituting less toxic solvents for more toxic solvents and discourages companies from
doing so.

Many companies have discontinued the use of halogenated solvents, truly toxic and
heavily regulated chemicals, though substitution with non-halogenated solvents which are
much less hazardous to people and the environment. The preamble states the application
of MACT technology to all solvent vapor degreasers is purposely intended to discourage
this practice.

Companies that have practiced pollution prevention in the past, at the Department's
request, will be penalized by having to purchase or modify their current degreasers.
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Section (10): This section states that the proposed revisions are not mandated by law,
court order or regulation. For the past several years, the Department has been pushing its
Regulatory Basics Initiative to reduce the regulatory burden on Pennsylvania businesses.

Only those regulations that are required through Federal laws or those regulations that are
determined by the Department to be absolutely necessary to protect the people or the
environment are to be retained.

As documented by the Department, there is no legal reason to enact these new
regulations. Additionally, the proposed rule making does not describe in any practical
way environmental benefits that will be generated by the proposed rule.

Title V Permit Holders and the company executives that are required to sign biannual
compliance certifications will be significantly impacted by these proposed new
requirements.

This regulation will become federally enforceable because it will become part of the
state's SIP. Since the requirement will be federally enforceable, they must be included in
the Title V permit.

This means that any container, no matter how small, that contains a solvent, will now
become a significant source and will need to be monitored by plant environmental
personnel. Each container, even a small glass jar of paint thinner, will need to be labeled
with operating requirements and have a specific free-board ratio. Additionally, operation
of the glass jar will require monitoring for drain time.

Since absorbent material can not be solvent cleaned, the cleaning of wooden handled
paint brushes in turpentine would be illegal in Pennsylvania. Additionally, furniture
stripping operations would be permitted.

Due to the sweeping scope of this proposed regulation, it will make certifying compliance
with the regulation virtually impossible. This will place businesses in jeopardy of losing
their air permit since certifying compliance will not be practically possible.

Section (11): This section does not present any compelling public interest that justifies
this regulation. At no place in this document or the proposed rule does the Department
present any evidence or data that the rule will have any specific benefit on air quality in
Pennsylvania.

Section (12): This section does not describe any public health issues associated with
non-regulation. At no place in this document or the proposed rule does the Department
present any evidence or data that the rule will have any specific benefit on air quality or
public health in Pennsylvania.

Section (13): This section does not describe in any practical term who will benefit from
the regulation. At no place in this document or the proposed rule does the Department
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present any evidence or data that the rule will have any specific benefit on air quality or
public health in Pennsylvania.

Additionally, the supposition that businesses will save money from the rule is without
foundation. The Department significantly under estimated the financial impact of capital
upgrades required from business to meet the requirements of this rule. The Department
provides inadequate data and analysis to support their capital replacement cost estimates.

The proposed rule also does not document how businesses will save money from
switching to lower volatility solvent. Virtually all industrial degreaser units have covers
so evaporative loss will not decrease. Most losses of solvent is from drag-out of the
material. This solvent will eventually evaporate from the cleaned part, regardless of the
solvent volatility once it is removed from the machine and allowed to dry.

The Department also did not take into account the increase cost needed for additional
VOC chemicals needed to control rust on materials cleaned in non-VOC solvents, such as
alkaline degreasers. This rule will drive businesses to move to non-solvent cleaners.
These cleaners are water based and cause parts to rust. In addition to shortening part life,
which will cost significant dollars, businesses will be forced to apply rust preventative to
parts to prevent part damage. Rust preventatives are typically VOC's which are allowed
to evaporate after application. In essence, increasing VOC emissions.

The Department also did not estimate the number of business operations that will need to
be ceased due to this rule due to not being able to comply with the rule and the cost of
capital needed to come into compliance. Additionally, the Department did not take into
account cost of monitoring compliance.

Business will not benefit from this regulation.

Additionally, ordinary home-owners will now be regulated by this rule and subject to the
civil and criminal impacts of the Clean Air Act. They will not benefit from this rule.

Section (14): This section significantly underestimates who will be adversely impacted
by the proposed rule. As stated above, all solvent users, virtually every Pennsylvanian
will be subject to this rule, including homeowners and farmers.

Section (15): This section significantly underestimates who will be required to comply
with the proposed rule. As stated above, all solvent users, virtually every Pennsylvanian
will be subject to this rule, including homeowners and farmers.

Section (17): The Department provides no basis for its projected number for costs or
savings. It is basically a poorly researched guess since it does not consider the scope of
individuals or processes regulated.

As described above, the projected cost savings are absurd since they do not consider the
practical aspect of degreaser loss, the scope of units impacted, the practical cost of
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modifying units and the potential increase in solvent price due to demand increase for a
limited number of solvents.

The Department also does not take into account parts damage due to rusting or metal
incompatibility when using solvent alternatives or the cost of using new rust
preventatives or the increase ofVOC emissions due to the chemicals. The Department
also does not take into account compliance monitoring costs.

The Department presents no data supporting its cost estimates.

Section (18): Local governments will be significantly impacted by this rule. See
comment 17.

Section (19): State government will be significantly impacted by this rule See comment
17.

Section (20): The Department provides inaccurate data to support these cost estimates.
The numbers are significantly over or under estimated. See statements above.

Section (20a): The Department provides inaccurate data to support these cost estimates.
The numbers are significantly over or under estimated. See comments above.

The Department provides no data to support that there is a linear relationship between
solvent loss and solvent volatility. As described above, this does not appear to be true.

The Department provides a future cost estimate for low volatility solvent. This is based
on an unidentified comment from one manufacturer. This projection should be dismissed
since the basis of the number is not documented and is limited to one manufacturer and
does not take into account market conditions associated with reducing the number of
available solvents and reducing the competition between suppliers, since there will be
fewer suppliers supplying solvents.

The Department provides no basis for the quantity of evaporative loss from degreasing
units. No description of the size, type or mode of operation is presented. No source for
the data is cited Since it can not be demonstrated that there is a linear relationship
between solvent volatility and evaporative loss in typical degreasing operations, the cost
saving estimate is invalid.

Section (21): This section does not describe the environmental or health benefits
associated with the rule It only describes the Department's projected costs of
implementing the rule, which as described above are invalid.

Section (22): The Department did not consider any non-regulatory alternatives to the
rule. This is a return to the command and control attitude of the Department of the
1980's and is contradictory to the Department's stated goal of reducing unnecessarily
burdensome regulations.
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Section (24): This section describes no compelling Pennsylvania interest that demands
stronger regulation that current federal standards. The proposed rule does not even
describe the practical benefit of the rule in terms of environmental or human health.

Section (25): Pennsylvania businesses would be at a competitive disadvantage due to
this rule. The data cited by the Department is absurd in that is only relates to one
requirement by two cities in severe non-ozone attainment areas that relate to the use of
low volatility solvents in a very limited number of industrial applications.

These requirements did not cover capital upgrades, operating practices and compliance
costs or apply to the scope of operations or people contained in the Department's
proposed rule.

The Department has not demonstrated that any savings will result as a result of this
regulation.

Section (26): This rule will impact certain waste disposal activities by conditionally
exempt small quantity generators who will no longer be able to allow solvent on
contaminated rags to evaporate as a method of waste treatment. These rags will now
need to be disposed of as a hazardous waste.

Section (27): The proposed rule will significantly change existing reporting and record
keeping requirements for Title V facilities.

Comments on the Proposed Rule

The following are comments on specifics in the proposed rule. As stated above, SSIPA
believes that the entire rule should be retracted. The following comments demonstrate
the significant problems with the rule.

121.1 Definitions

Cold Cleaning Machine - The definition includes all solvents that contain more than 5%
solvent or HAP. Many organics, such as liquid soap or alkaline degreasers, are not
volatile and/or do not participate in ozone formation and must not be included in the rule.
In addition, several HAP's, including hydrochloric and hydrofluoric acid are not organic
chemicals and must not be subject to this rule.

Also, the lack of a size requirement for a regulated unit is extremely burdensome since
any unit, such as a paint can or glass jar would be covered by this rule. Air regulations
apply to all Pennsylvanians not just industry. This definition would make virtually every
household or farm a regulated entity
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Additionally, this definition would make any container holding any organic containing
solvent that is used for cleaning a significant unit with applicable requirements for Title
V facilities. This is extremely burdensome and impractical. Certifying compliance with
these rules would be impossible without eliminating the use of organic cleaners, which is
impractical. Again, many of these cleaners do not even contribute to ozone formation.

Under this definition, a household kitchen sink with a lot of soap in it would be a cold
cleaning machine. This is absurd. This definition should be deleted.

Hand-Wiping Operations - This is an overly broad definition with no federal
counterpart and is extremely burdensome and more stringent than any other regulations.
A solvent is defined as any organic chemical. Many organic chemicals are not volatile or
do not participate in photochemical reactions. This definition should be deleted.

Vapor Cleaning Machine - This definition includes units that heat solvent but may not
generate a vapor. A vapor degreaser generates a vapor. Non-vapor generating machines
that heat solvent do not have equipment such as refrigeration or chill rings which are
subsequently referenced in technology requirements, which are not applicable to these
units. No definition is needed for a vapor cleaning machine, a vapor machine is a vapor
machine

All definitions relating to MACT requirement - SSIPA strongly objects to the
inclusion of MACT definitions that apply to non-halogenated, non-HAP solvents.

MACT technology is reserved for certain hazardous air pollutants designated by the EPA.
The Department has never established nor has ever stated its intent to establish MACT
standards for any emission unit.

There is a well documented process for establishing MACT requirements at the Federal
level that is codified in the Clean Air Act. The Department utilized no process to
establish this MACT technology requirement for non-halogenated solvent vapor
degreasers. The Department has not demonstrated that this technology is feasible with
the universe of processes this regulation would cover. The Department did not research
how solvents are used in industry, the nature of the processes involved and why specific
solvents are used for particular operations.

The establishment of MACT standards for these units is significantly more stringent than
any federal or other state's requirements and will be extremely burdensome on
Pennsylvania businesses. The Department provided no basis for their cost estimate for
degreaser modification or replacement.

Through changing the scope of the current standard from degreasers with greater than 10
square feet opening to all solvent cleaning operation, the Department has greatly
expanded the universe of regulated processes. The Department did not document, and
most likely does not understand, the number of impacted units.

The application of MACT requirements to non-HAP degreasers must be eliminated.
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129.63 Degreasing Operations

(a)(l) The free-board in cold cleaning machines has no impact on VOC emissions. Many
units that are covered by this section cannot be modified to meet the free-board
requirements and process units will need to be replaced. The free board ratio is applicable
only to halogenated vapor degreasers. It is not applicable to batch, cold-cleaning solvent
cleaning operations. This requirement is not even contained in the current regulations
concerning large batch degreasers. This requirement needs to be eliminated

(a)(2) Many of the units regulated under this section do not emit VOC's and therefore do
not have covers. Many of these units cannot have covers due to the process design. This
requirement needs to be eliminated.

(a)(3)(i) Many of the units regulated under this section do not emit VOC's and therefore
do not have covers. Placing covers on these waste containers for these chemicals could
cause substantial damage to the container and cause human or environmental harm. This
requirement needs to be eliminated.

(a)(3)(ii) Many of the units regulated under this section do not emit VOC's and therefore
are not designed for dwell time. Most of these processes cannot be retrofitted. The
Department did not consider this or document the need for this requirement. This
requirement needs to be eliminated.

(a)(3)(iv) Many of the units regulated under this section do not emit VOC's and therefore
are used to clean absorbent parts or products. Eliminating these processes will require
cessation of certain businesses activities in Pennsylvania. The Department did not
consider this or document the need for this requirement. This requirement needs to be
eliminated.

(a)(3)(v) Pump agitation is utilized in cold cleaning machines to increase cleaning
efficiency. Reducing the agitation speed to meet this requirement will make these units
unfit for their purpose. This will lead firms to purchase halogenated vapor cleaners to
clean parts or products at substantial cost with increased hazardous chemical emissions
and substantial risk to the environment. The Department did not consider this or
document the need for this requirement. This requirement needs to be eliminated.

(a)(3)(vi) Many of the solvents regulated under this section do not emit VOC's,
Therefore, its makes no sense to store these in covered containers. Additionally, the
Department did not consider the cost or the potential reduction in VOC's associated with
this requirement. This requirement needs to be eliminated.

(a)(3)(vi) Many of the units regulated under this section do not emit VOC's, therefore,
this requirement does not make sense. Additionally, due to the universe of processes
regulated, it will not be physically possible to prevent work area fans from blowing
across all units. This requirement needs to be eliminated.
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(4) & (5) The Department has not documented that these lower volatility solvents will
work in their specific process applications. Additionally, since most solvent loss is
through drag out, it is unclear how this requirement will reduce VOC emissions
substantially, since the same amount of solvent will evaporate from a part once it is out of
the degreaser. See comments in Section (7) and (20a) above under comments on the
Regulatory Analysis Form.

(b) Batch vapor cleaning machines

SSIPA objects to this entire section. See comments under Definitions relating to the
application of MACT requirements to non-HAP emitting units.

(c) In-line vapor cleaning machines

SSIPA objects to this entire section. See comments under "Definitions" relating to the
application of MACT requirements to non-HAP emitting units.

Additionally, the Department did not take into consideration that the federal MACT
requirements for halogenated solvents have to date exempted continuous web vapor
degreasers since the units could not operate under the requirements of the standard.
These units need to be exempted form any rulemaking.

(e) Hand wiping cleaning operations

SSIPA objects to this entire section. There is no federal counterpart for this requirement.
The Department has not identified the costs or the benefits associated with this
requirement. Additionally, requiring firms to place non-ozone generating solvents in
closed containers makes no sense. Certifying compliance with this requirement will be
impossible. This requirement needs to be eliminated.

Conclusion

SSIPA strongly objects to the proposed rule. The Department did not consider or
document the full impact of the rule on Pennsylvania businesses or residents and did not
adequately describe the benefits to the public or the environment of the proposed rule.

The proposed rule will cause substantial and irreparable harm to Pennsylvania businesses.

SSIPA believes that the current degreasing standard in conjunction with the federal
MACT requirements for halogenated solvents are adequate to protect air quality and are
consistent with other states in the nation.



Original:

Mizner

Nanorta

Wiltnarth
Sandusky AIR

PRODUCTS',
Specialty Gas Division
Air Products and Chemicals, Inc.
P.O. Box351,R.R.l
Tamaqua,PA 18252
(570)467-2981

20 October 1999 \ v \ % *p

Honorable James Seif, Chairman \ ^ ^ ^\
Environmental Quality Board o*^ & ^
Rachel Carson State Office Building %% ^ f<\
15th Floor % <g O
P.O. Box 8477 % ^ <A
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Re: Proposed Rulemaking Comments
Solvent Cleaning Operations

Dear Chairman Seif:

Air Products and Chemicals, Inc. is pleased to have the opportunity to comment on the
Environmental Quality Board's proposed amendments to the degreasing operations rule.
These proposed amendments were published in the 28 August 1999 Pennsylvania
Bulletin. By way of background, Air Products employs 5,000 people at twenty
manufacturing, distribution, laboratory and office locations throughout Pennsylvania,
including our world headquarters complex near Allentown. Major business areas are
industrial gases, specialty gases, specialty chemicals and environmental and energy
systems. Many of our product lines are "green" products and services that enable our
customers to reduce the environmental impact of their operations. As you are aware,
much of our research and development work is dedicated to finding solutions to serious
environmental problems.

While Air Products supports the general principle of reducing the volatile organic
compounds that are emitted from solvent cleaning operations, we believe that this
proposed rulemaking is overly burdensome and does not consider the needs of all solvent
cleaning operations. Therefore, Air Products requests that the EQB take into account the
following comments during their consideration of the final-form regulations:

• The applicable requirement for equipment that has a degreaser opening of greater than
10 ft2 should not be removed from §§129.63(a), (b) and (c). By removing this
exception, overly burdensome regulations will be applied to equipment that has a
relatively small impact on the aggregate VOC emissions from solvent cleaning
operations.



• Despite the recent successes of more environmentally suitable solvent substitutes
(aqueous-based cleaners) the alternatives do not address the requirements of all
degreasing applications. Certain solvent cleaning operations must achieve a cleaning
standard to very exacting specifications to ensure satisfactory safety performance.
This is often necessary because the cleaned parts are exposed to highly reactive
substances, such as strong oxidizers. In these circumstances, it is also important that
the solvent has evaporated completely. Use of very low vapor pressure solvents
creates a substantial risk that the solvent will not fully evaporate, and the residue will
react violently when the parts are used in these reactive atmospheres. An exception
from the requirements of Section 129.63(a)(4) and (5) is required for these
compelling health and safety reasons. To our knowledge no other state has imposed
such a broad brush requirement for such low vapor pressure solvents without also
limiting the scope of the provision.

• While the proposed regulations provide alternative compliance options for other types
of degreasing, no such option is provided for cold cleaning machines. While the
federal NESHAP requirements do not have alternative compliance options for cold
cleaning, they also do not have the more stringent requirements in 129.63(a)(4) and
(5). In addition to providing exemptions to these requirements, as noted above, the
regulations should also provide some alternative means to comply with the low vapor
pressure solvent requirements.

Air Products appreciates the opportunity to comment on this proposed rulemaking, A
one-page summary of Air Product's comments is attached for inclusion in the EQB
agenda packet. If you should have any questions or require additional information
regarding this correspondence, please contact me directly at (570)467-4314.

Sincerely,

Francis P. Rudy ^
Sr. Environmental Coordinator

enclosures

Certified Mail: Z 090 812 129

c: Mr. Robert E. Nyce, Executive Director
Independent Regulatory Review Commission
333 Market Street, 14th Floor
Harrisburg, PA 17101
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Environmental Quality Board
Summary of Comments from Air Products and Chemicals, Inc.

Amendments to Solvent Cleaning Operations (August 28,1999 PA Bulletin)

While Air Products supports the general principle of reducing the volatile organic
compounds that are emitted from solvent cleaning operations, we believe that this
proposed rulemaking is overly burdensome and does not consider the needs of all solvent
cleaning operations. Therefore, Air Products requests that the EQB take into account the
following comments during their consideration of the final-form regulations:

• The applicable requirement for equipment that has a degreaser opening of greater than
10 ft2 should not be removed from §§129.63(a), (b) and (c). By removing this
exception, overly burdensome regulations will be applied to equipment that has a
relatively small impact on the aggregate VOC emissions from solvent cleaning
operations.

• Despite the recent successes of more environmentally suitable solvent substitutes
(aqueous-based cleaners) the alternatives do not address the requirements of all
degreasing applications. Certain solvent cleaning operations must achieve a cleaning
standard to very exacting specifications to ensure satisfactory safety performance.
This is often necessary because the cleaned parts are exposed to highly reactive
substances, such as strong oxidizers. In these circumstances, it is also important that
the solvent has evaporated completely. Use of very low vapor pressure solvents
creates a substantial risk that the solvent will not fully evaporate, and the residue will
react violently when the parts are used in these reactive atmospheres. An exception
from the requirements of Section 129.63(a)(4) and (5) is required for these
compelling health and safety reasons. To our knowledge no other state has imposed
such a broad brush requirement for such low vapor pressure solvents without also
limiting the scope of the provision.

• While the proposed regulations provide alternative compliance options for other types
of degreasing, no such option is provided for cold cleaning machines. While the
federal NESHAP requirements do not have alternative compliance options for cold
cleaning, they also do not have the more stringent requirements in 129.63(a)(4) and
(5). In addition to providing exemptions to these requirements, as noted above, the
regulations should also provide some alternative means to comply with the low vapor
pressure solvent requirements.
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Dear Members of the Board:
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Allegro MicroSystems W.G., Inc. (Allegro) is a Semiconductor manufacturer located in Willow Grove,
Montgomery County, Pennsylvania. At our facility we use small baths and beakers of solvents to clean our
product and miscellaneous parts. We do not have any degreastng operations.

Listed below are questions and comments Allegro MicroSystems W.G., Inc. has pertaining to the proposed
amendments to 25 PA Code sections 121.1 (definitions) and 129.63 (degreasing operations).

1. Allegro requests that section 129.63, currently titled "Degreasing Operations'* be renamed "Solvent or
VOC Cleaning Operations" which would more accurately describe the contents of this section.

2. The title of Chapter 129 is "Standard for Sources of VOCs", yet section 129.63 uses the term solvent
throughout the text Does section 129.63 include a much broader group of chemicals, as defined in 25
PA Code sections 121.1, as solvents, or does this section apply only to sources of VOCs as defined by
the EPA. If the intent of the changes reflected in the proposed rulemaking is to reduce ozone precursor
emissions, we request that the term solvent, used in section 129.63, be changed to VOCs. This would
be consistent with the emission reduction goals of the RACT Program.

3. The definitions, found in section 121,1 of the proposed rulemaking, for Batch Vapor Cleaning
Machine and Cold Cleaning Machine each describe the cleaning of parts. Whereas, the definitions
presently found in the regulations for Open Top Vapor Degreaser and Cold Cleaning Degreaser, both
refer to the cleaning of metal parts. We request that the term "parts" be defined more specifically to
include siz£y material, and/or shape.

4. Lastly, section 129.63 currently describes the requirements for both Cold Cleaning Degreasers and
Vapor Degreasers, which have openings greater than 10 square feet. The proposed rule does not give
a minimum opening size for the Solvent Cleaning Machines. Even small beakers of solvents, used in a
laboratory- setting, would be subject to this requirement We request that the 10 square foot qualifier
be added to subsections 129.63(a) and 129.63(b) of the proposed rule.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Wendy Cooper
Environmental Engineer
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October 22, 1999

CARDONE Industries would like to submit the following comments on the Proposed
Rulemaking for Solvent Cleaning Operations (25 PA 129.63), as proposed on
8/28/99. We have included a summary sheet for distribution to the Environmental
Quality Board for their consideration.

CARDONE recognizes the importance of reducing emissions for the well being of the
community. We have taken steps to reduce the emissions of VOC's from processes,
and will continue to do so. As a remanufacturing facility, our company is dependent
on a wide range of cleaning processes to transform used and broken automotive
parts into like new parts which meet or exceed original specifications. While this
recycling process saves a tremendous amount of energy and reduces overall
emissions over the manufacturing of new parts, we require certain processes which
may not fall under general manufacturing norms. We are certain that there are many
businesses in Pennsylvania like ours which require specialty cleaning processes.
And while these regulations may be feasible for many cleaning processes, they will
present serious problems for other individual cleaning operations - this proposal does
not allow us the cleaning flexibility we need. The restrictions of this rule would place
financial, technical and competitive hurdles for Pennsylvania industries and should
not be adopted as proposed. The following comments focus on the problems of the
proposed regulations for cold cleaning machines, including sources for which some
heat is applied which the proposal would classify as a "vapor cleaning machine".

Emission reductions for cold cleaners will be less than expected, because only
standing loss emissions were considered in the regulatory analysis. For large cold
cleaning degreasers with high part throughputs, the emissions from drag out far
exceed the standing loss emissions. Less effective chemicals will result in longer
cleaning cycles and more re-work, further reducing the anticipated environmental
benefits. Because emission reductions based on the proposed vapor pressure
restrictions will be much less for many sources and solvent prices will increase, this
rule will not save industry money but will raise the cost of doing business in
Pennsylvania. Much of the proposal is presented as a "win/win" situation, while in
reality, the environmental gains will be smaller than anticipated and the cost to many
industries will be high.

The proposal states in 129.63(f) that an exemption level is included for cold cleaning
equipment covered under 129.63(a), but no exemptions are given for these types of
equipment. While CARDONE believes the proposal is too stringent for all cold
cleaners, no allowances are made for even small scale and R&D work.

The Federal MACT standard allows the six covered halogenated solvents to be used
in cold cleaners (immersion and remote reservoir) when specific equipment
standards are met. The proposed rule is significantly more strict than the MACT for
cold cleaners in that it completely disallows the use of these six chemicals. If the
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EPA recognizes the legitimate need and use of these solvents in cold cleaners,
Pennsylvania should similarly allow these and other solvents to be used in cold
cleaners under EPA's equipment standards.

Defining a Vapor Degreaser as equipment that heats liquid solvent, irregardless to
the amount of heat added and the boiling point of that liquid makes the Pennsylvania
proposal more strict than the regions referenced in the Regulatory Analysis
document and other surrounding states. Large costs will be incurred by facilities
whose equipment had previously been classified as cold cleaning equipment (the
classification used by the EPA and other states) which Pennsylvania would now
classify and regulate as a Vapor Degreaser.

The proposed revisions will put Pennsylvania businesses currently using cold
cleaning equipment at a competitive disadvantage with other states, including those
referenced in the Regulatory Analysis Document accompanying this proposal.
Maryland, Chicago and East St. Louis recognize that not all cleaning processes can
or should be subject to a 1 mm Hg vapor pressure limit. These states/regions
provide necessary exemptions for cleaning electronics and non-metals, exempt the
removal of paints, adhesives, and other non-grease contaminants from metals, and
also allow for equipment based exemptions. For these cleaning applications,
Pennsylvania would become much more stringent than the referenced states/regions
listed in the Regulatory Analysis Document, and other surrounding states. Industry
(including those working with electronics) needs more flexibility than the proposal
provides.

Thank you for your consideration. If you have any questions on these comments
please contact me at (215) 912-3622

Sincerely,

Richard Gudz C/
CARDONE Industries, Safety and Environmental Engineering Department
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CARDONE Industries would like to submit this summary document to the Board regarding the
August 28 1999 Solvent Cleaning Operations rule proposal for consideration.

CARDONE recognizes the importance of reducing emissions for the well being of the community.
While these regulations may be feasible for many cleaning processes, they will present serious
problems for other individual cleaning operations, particularly cold cleaning operations. The
restrictions of this rule would place financial, technical and competitive hurdles for Pennsylvania
industries and should not be adopted as proposed.

Emission reductions for cold cleaners will be less than expected, because only standing loss
emissions were considered in the regulatory analysis. For large cold cleaning degreasers with high
part throughputs, the emissions from drag out far exceed the standing loss emissions. Less
effective chemicals will result in longer cleaning cycles and more re-work, further reducing the
anticipated environmental benefits. Because emission reductions will be much less than anticipated
for many sources, this rule will not save industry money but will raise the cost of doing business in
Pennsylvania. Much of the proposal is presented as a "win/win" situation, while in reality, the
environmental gains will be smaller than anticipated and the cost to many industries will be high.

The proposal states in 129.63(f) that an exemption level is included for cold cleaning equipment
covered under 129.63(a), but no exemptions are given for these types of equipment. While
CARDONE believes the proposal is too stringent for all cold cleaners, no allowances are made for
even small scale and R&D work.

The Federal MACT standard allows the six covered halogenated solvents to be used in cold
cleaners (immersion and remote reservoir) when specific equipment standards are met. The
proposed rule is significantly more strict than the MACT for cold cleaners in that it completely
disallows the use of these six chemicals. Pennsylvania should similarly allow these and other
solvents to be used in cold cleaners under EPA's equipment standards.

Defining a Vapor Degreaser as equipment that heats liquid solvent, irregardless to the amount of
heat added and the boiling point of that liquid makes the Pennsylvania proposal more strict than the
EPA and other regions and states, A definition for "Vapor Cleaning Machine" should be adopted
which is consistent with the EPA MACT standard.

The proposed revisions will put Pennsylvania businesses currently using cold cleaning equipment at
a competitive disadvantage with other states, including those referenced in the Regulatory Analysis
Document accompanying this proposal. Maryland, Chicago and East St. Louis recognize that not
all cleaning processes can or should be subject to a 1 mm Hg vapor pressure limit. These
states/regions provide necessary exemptions for cleaning electronics and non-metals, exempt the
removal of paints, adhesives, and other non-grease contaminants from metals, and also allow for
equipment based exemptions. For these cleaning applications, Pennsylvania would become much
more stringent than the referenced states/regions. Industry (including those working with
electronics) needs more flexibility than the proposal provides.

Thank you for your consideration. If you have any questions on these comments please contact
Richard Gudz of CARDONE Industries at (215) 912-3622
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Department of Environmental Protection INDEPENDENT REGULA TOR Y
Regulation and Policy Development Section REVIEW COMMISSION
Division of Compliance Enforcement
Bureau of Air Quality
12th Floor Rachel Carson State Building " " ' * ~""*8*
P.O. Box 8464
Harrisburg, Pa. 17105-8464
Attn: Environmental Quality Board Terry Black, James M Seif

This letter contains written comments from Intersil Semiconductor, Mountaintop, Pa. concerning
the "PROPOSED RULEMAKING [25 PA CODE CHS. 121 AND 129] Solvent Cleaning Operations [29
Pa.B. 4661]" from the Pennsylvania Bulletin.

After reviewing the proposal from the Environmental Quality Board, Intersil would like to offer
the following remarks and suggestions.

During the manufacturing of a semiconductor, a process known as Photolithography takes place
in order to set the size of the product on a Silicon wafer. A thin film of photoresist is coated on the wafer.
The resist is then spread around one side of the wafer and migrates to the back edge of the wafer. The
resist on the back side of the wafer must be removed for the process to be successful. A chemical called
Edge Bead Remover is used to remove the back side resist. Acetone and Isopropanol (VOCs) are also
used to clean the left over resist on the machines. EBR contains Propylene Glycol Monomethyl Ether
Acetate (PGMEA). In the past the industry has been using Xylene, Toluene, and N-Butyl Acetate, which
have been identified as large contributors to the Ozone problems across our state, to perform this portion
of the process. It has been a year since those chemicals were used to complete the process step. Intersil
decided to make a material substitution to PGME A to help reduce the severity of this problem.

After talking with others in the industry, it was agreed that this is the only method to prepare the
product for the next process step. If the Edge Bead Remover was not used, the resist on the back side
would contaminate the following processes. Our cleaning stations would begin to accumulate the residual
resist and lead to very high scrap numbers. Eventually the problem would persist to increased tool
maintenance, increased man hours to perform maintenance, an increased operating expense, lower profit
margins, potential closure of the business and loss of several hundred jobs.

Intersil would like to suggest an exemption to these new rules for the Electronics industry (SIC
code 3674). Intersil understands the importance of reducing the amount of emitted VOCs to the
atmosphere and would like to contribute to the decreasing of emitted VOCs However, the effects of the
proposed rulemaking would significantly impact our ability to be a profitable business and there is no
present technology that can be substituted Please consider our suggestion. If you would like to discuss this
fiuther, contact me at (570)474-6761 ext. 4448

Thank You,

?UfA)u
David C Ruskey f) Phil Wegener "& Paul Sargent
Environmental Engineer ~ Manager - Facilities, EH&S Photolithography Process Engineer



ZEP MANUFACTURING COMPANY
1310 Seaboard Industrial Boulevard, N.W.
Post Office Box 2015
Atlanta, Georgia 30301
(404)352-1680

RESEARCH & DEVELOPMENT

October 8, 1999

Environmental Quality Board
15'" Floor
Rachel Carson State Office Building
P.O. Box 8477
Harrisburg, PA 17105-8477

Original: 2058
Mizner
cc: Harris

Nanorta
Wilmarth
Sandusky
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Re: Comments to the Proposed Rule for 25 PA. CODE CHS. 121 AND 129
Solvent Cleaning Operations

Enclosed are comments on the proposed rule for solvent cleaning operations from ZEP Manufacturing
Company.

Thank you for giving ZEP this opportunity to be of service.

Sincerely,
ZEP MANUFACTURING COMPANY

Charles E. Fiore
Compliance Services Manager

Enclosure
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ZEP MANUFACTURING COMPANY
1310 Seaboard Industrial Boulevard. N.W.
Post Office Box 2015
Atlanta, Georgia 30301
(404)352-1680

RESEARCH & DEVELOPMENT

ZEP Industry Comments

Pennsylvania Proposed Rule
for

Solvent Cleaning Operations
[25 PA. CODE CHS. 121 AND 129]

Solvent cleaning operations are an integral part of many industries. A wide variety of
businesses, both large and small, in Pennsylvania, will be affected by the proposed
government regulations for solvent cleaning operations. While we all must agree on the
aim of the proposed rule, which is to reduce VOC emissions, we also must object when it
appears that the proposed rule will result in the elimination of environmentally preferable
products and financial burdens to business for no obvious return in emission reductions.

ZEP manufacturing Company, a seller of solvent cleaning machines, endeavors to
produce products that are more efficient, safe to use, and good for the environment. The
ZEP Dyna Clean line of parts washers have been specifically developed to be an
environmentally preferable alternative to ordinary solvent cleaners. ZEP parts washers
have a unique multifiltration system that extends the useful cleaning life of the solvent
and greatly minimizes the generation of hazardous waste. In addition, ZEP parts cleaning
solvents have flashpoints above 140°F and vapor pressures less than 1 mmHg at 20°C.
ZEP is currently marketing and selling a line parts washers that are safer to use, produce
less waste, and contribute less VOC emissions. ZEP not only supports efforts to protect
the environment, we have made it a significant part of our business and we encourage our
customers to do so too.

However, the proposed solvent cleaning rule will eliminate a large portion of the ZEP
environmentally preferable line of parts washers. The requirement for all immersion cold
cleaners to have a freeboard ratio of 0.75 or greater will render the line of ZEP, and many
other, immersion cold cleaning machines non-compliant. This will result in the
elimination of an environmentally friendly product in favor of ones that are less friendly
toward the environment, solely due to their freeboard ratios. In addition, many existing
immersion cold cleaners in Pennsylvania, and possibly in small businesses, will not
comply with the proposed rule. Small businesses will be forced to pay for the disposal of
perfectly good environmentally friendly equipment generating more waste, and then pay
for equipment that may not be as good for the environment.

Maintenance Products

CLEAN ACROSS AMERICA UNIT OF NATIONAL SERVICE INDUSTRIES. INC



The federal MACT for halogenated solvent cleaning, from which the Pennsylvania
proposed rule has been adopted, was written to control emissions of high vapor pressure
Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAP). More specifically, the federal MACT applies to Batch
Cold Cleaning Machines and Batch Vapor Degreasers that utilize high vapor pressure
halogenated solvents. The federal MACT was never intended to apply to ordinary cold
cleaning machines that utilize low vapor pressure petroleum derived solvents. The
current standard immersion cold cleaning units in service today, cannot meet the
proposed rule's freeboard ratio standard of greater than 0.75. For instance, the auto repair
industry alone uses a large number of immersion cold cleaning machines that can never
be made with a freeboard ratio of 0.75. The dimensions of these typical immersion units
are such that they cannot be constructed with freeboard ratios greater than 0.5. The
results of implementing the proposed rule as currently written will either be that:
• a large number of useful, environmentally sound, low VOC emission, immersion cold

cleaning machines will be non-compliant and must be discarded
• a large number of businesses will keep their existing units ignoring the new rule,

making it useless and unenforceable.

Because ZEP truly supports clean air and environmental responsibility, we offer the
following suggestions to the proposed solvent cleaning rule that will allow industry and
government to work together to achieve the VOC emission reduction goals mandated the

• Adopt a limitation on the size of immersion cleaners for which the freeboard ratio
specification would apply. For immersion cold cleaners with solvent to air interfaces
less than 1.8m2, no freeboard ratio requirements would apply.

• Reduce the freeboard ratio requirement to 0.5 for all immersion cold cleaners.

ZEP Manufacturing Company, a good neighbor company and manufacturer of
environmentally preferable products, is supportive of efforts to improve air quality. That
is why ZEP parts washers come with solvents that are higher molecular weight naphthas
with lower vapor pressures. ZEP solvents produce fewer emissions and therefore, less
impact on ozone levels. The minor modifications to the proposed rule, suggested by
ZEP, would allow environmentally preferable immersion cold cleaners to continue to
operate, as well as allow the state government to meet the federally mandated emission
reductions.
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