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OFFICE OF THE FEDERAL REBIBTER

Tou Viekie Read
Froms Fran McDonald
Date: May 18, 1990

Bubjaecti Oklahoma S8IP FRL 3780-8

(B e R o R N Y R I O R R N A D R0 (O e e e Ve S R R R R R N G G N G
I am returning thia BIP for the following reasonsa

1.As I have indicated with the yellow tabs, the pages of the
text of the OK regulation 3.7.5-4(h) are out of order. I
would have atraightensd this out myself if I didn't need to
send this back because of reason #2.

2.RAa 1 have irndicated with the yellow tab, it appmsars that
soma papes are missing from the Btaff recommendation
concerning the application of Rockwall Tulsa for an
altarnative asrospace reasonably avallable control technolopy
datarmination limit. Bince the pages are rnot numbered I
cannot tell if what 1 have is complete.

Thank you. If you have any questions please telephons me at
H523-4334,
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§32‘\HHTEDSTATESENVIHONMENTALPROTECHON AGE,
e REGION 3

1445 HOSS AVENUE SUITE 200
DALLAS TEXAS "5202-2713

Hay 25, 1990
REPLY TO: 6T-AP

HEHORANDUK

Subject: Oklahoma SIP FRL 3780-8; Tulsa County Ozone Plan; Direct
Final Approval of Four Aerogpare ARACT Plans

8

From: Gregg C. Guthrie  uz -
Environmental Enginaqizfs -AP)
To:s Vicki Reed (PM-223)

I apologize for getting the regulation pages out of order. I have
rearranged them in the correct order.

Second there are no miesing pages from the Rockwell Order. The
Federal Register Attorney was concerned about sources # 247, 278,
249, 250, 251 and 252. Please raview the two previous pages before
the yellow tab and find that sources # 247, 249, and 250-252 do not
exist in the inventory listing, therefore there are no paragraphs
discussing such numbers. As for source # 278, its diascuasion may
ba found on the sBame page as the yellow tab.

I hops this explanation meets your and the Federal Register
Attorney's needs. If there are any quastions, please contact me
at (FTE8) 255-7214.
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§§z UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

REQION
1448 ROSS AENUE, SUITE 1300
DALLAS, TEXAS TEE0R-2TID

REPLY TO: 6T-AN

HEHORANDUM

SUBJECT: Submission of a Revision to the Oklahoma State
Implementation Plan for Incorporation by Reference;
Regulation 3.7.5-4(h) "Control of VOS Emimsions from
Aerospace Industriaes Coatings Operations™ and four source
specific alternate RACT determination Orders issued by
the Oklahoma Commissioner of Health

FROM: Federal Reglister Office, EPA

TO: Office of the Federal Register

Please add this document to the "State of Oklahoma Air Quality

Control Implementation Plan® file and tab it in the appropriate

saguencae.

Identification of Document

40 CFR Part 52, Subpart LL, is amended as follows:
SUBPART LL - OKLAHOMA
1. Tha Authority citation for Part 52 continues to read as
follows:
AUTHORITY: 42 U.8.C. 7401-7642
2. B8action 52.1920 is amended by adding paragraph (c) (36) to read
ag follows:
# & & L | #
(e) * * #
(36) On March 9, 1990, the Governor submitted Oklahoma Air
Pollution Control Regulation 3.7.5-4(h) ®Control of VOS Emissions
from Aerospace Industries Coatings Operations®. This regulation
was adopted by the Oklahoma Air Quality Council on December 5,



1989, and by the Oklahoma Board of Health on February 8, 1990.
The regulation became effective when it was signed by the Governor
a8 an emergency rule on February 12, 1990. Also on March 9, 1990,
the Governor of Oklahoma submitted four source epacific alternate
RACT determination Orders issued by the Oklahoma Commissioner of
Health for the Rockwell International, McDonnell Douglas-Tulsa,
American Airlines and Nordam facilities in Tulsa County.

(1) Incorporation by reference

(A) Oklahoma Air Pollution Control Regulation 3.7.5-4(h)
“control of VOS Emissions from Aerospace Industries
Coatings Operations® as adopted by the Oklahoma Air
Quality Council on December 5, 1989, and the Oklahoma
Board of Health on February 8, 1990, and approved by the
Governor on February 12, 1990.

(B) Oklahoma Coemissioner of Health Order 1issued and
effactive February 21, 1990, for Rockwell International,
Tulsa approving an Alternate Reasonably Available Control
Technology (ARACT).

(C) Oklahoma Commissioner of Health Order issued and
effective February 21, 1990, for HcDonnell Douglas-Tulsa
approving an Alternate Reasonably Available Control
Technology (ARACT).

(D) Oklahoma Commissioner of Health Order imsued and
effective February 21, 1990, for American Airlines
approving an Alternate Reasonably Avallable Control
Technology (ARACT).

(E) Oklahoma Commissioner of Health Order 1issued and



effective February 21, 1990, for Nordam's Lansing Street
facility approving an Alternate Reasonably Available

Control Technology (ARACT).

Attachments



STATE OF OKLAHODMA
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT

APPROVAL OF ADOPTED EMERGENCY RULES

WHEREAS, the Oklahoma State Board of Heal th
(hereinafter Board) has the authority to adopt rules and
regulations governing air pollution control; and

WHEREAS, the Board has adopted rules amending
Requlation 3.7 of its rules titled “Oklahoma Air Pollution
Control Regulations”; and

WHEREAS, the Board has found that compelling
extraordinary circumstances require promulgation of these
rules pursuant to 75 Okla. Stat. (1987 Supp.) Section 253 et

s€eqg.

NOW THEREFORE, I, Henry Bellmon by the authority
conferred upon the office of Governor by the Constitution
and laws of the State of Oklahoma, do hereby approve these
rules for promulgation to be effective on this date.

Three copies of this approval shall be filed with the
Oklahoma Department of Libraries. One copy each shall be
filed by the Commission with the Speaker of the House of
Representatives and the Senate President Pro Tempore.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and
caused the seal of the State of Oklahoma to be affixed at
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma this /52**‘ day of February, 1990.

Y

BY THE GOVERNOR OF THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA

ATTEST:

RECEIVED
Secretary of State FEB16 1330
ASSISTANT SZCRETARY OF STATE PRESIDENT PRO TEwi. . ©



PERMANENT (EMERGENCY)
OKLAHOMA AIR POLLUTION CONTROL REGULATIONS
Oklahoma State Board of Health
AUTHORITY: 83 O.S. 1981, Sections 1-180]1 et seq., as amended.
February 12, 1990

REGULATION 3.7
Control of Emissions of Organic Materials

Goipr—Cenrere-Provivions

Page 1



3.7.5-4(h)Control of VOS Emissions from Aerospace Industries Coatings Operations

1Y)

Applicability

(A) This Section applies to all aerospace facilities located in Tulsa
County. Sources once subject to this Section are always subject.

(B) This Section does not apply to individual coating formulations

which when aggregated, do not exceed fifty-five (55) gallons per year
for the facility.
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(2)

(C) New and modified sources and coating applications not included
in the plan are subject to the permit requirements set forth in

Reg.'ulation l.4 and will be submitted to EPA as source-specific SIP
revision, unless:

(i)  The new coatings meet the presumption norm (3.5 pound
VOS per galion less water and exempt solvents limit); or,

(if) The total usage of the new coating does not exceed fifty-
five (55) gallons per year of each coating formulation.

(D) Exemptions to this rule shall be permitted for combined
emissions at one site/facility which do not exceed a ten ton per year
emission cut-off based on the potential of the facility to emit VOS
from coatings operations.

Definitions

(A) Aerospace means the Industries, air bases and depots that
manufacture aircraft or military components.

(B) Alrcraft is any maechine designed to travel through the earth's
atmosphere. This group Includes but is not limited to: alrplanes,
balloons, dirigibles, drones, hellcopters, missiles, and rockets.

(C) Coating is a material, protective or decorative which covers a
surface with a film which may alter the surface characteristics, and
from which Volatile Organic Solvents can be emitted during the
application and/or curing process.

(D) CTG means the Control Guidance Document "Control of
Volatile Organic Emiasions From Existing Stationary Bources, Volume
VI: Surface Coatings of Mlscellaneous Metal Parts and Products”
EPA No. 450/2-78-015.

(E) Facllity for the purposes of Section 3.7.5-4(h), means all of the
pollutant-emitting activities which belong to the same industrial
grouping, are located on one or more contiguous or adjacent
properties, and are under the control of the same person or persons
under common control.

(F) Low Orgenic Solvent Coating (LOSC) means coatings which
contain less organic solvent than the conventional coatings used by
the industry. Low organie solvent coatings Include water-borne,
higher solids, electrodeposition and powder coatings.

(G) RACT, or Reasonable Avallable Control Technology, means the
lowest emission limit that a particular source {s capable of meeting
by the application of control technology that is reasonably avallable
considering technological and economie feaaibility.
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(H) ARACT, or Alternate Reasonable Available Control
Technology, means the lowest emission limit that a particular source
is capable of meeting by the application of control technology that is
reasonably available considering technological and economic
feasibility as determined on a case-by-case basis.

(3) General Requirements

All affected facilities shall develop an emissions reduction plan as set forth
below. Said plan, upon spproval, shall constitute the determination of
ARACT for that particular facility. AFACT must be installed and
operating as approved in the plan no later than Jaruary 1, 1991 for existing
facilities, unless additional phased complisnce dates are otherwise
approved in the plan. Provided, however, that in the case that Tulsa
County is still non-attainment for ozone within five (5) years of approval of
ARACT, the Emissions Reductions Plan and the ARACT determination
shall be subject to review and modification.

(4) Emissions Reduction Plan

(A) Each owner/operator shall develop an emissions reduction plan
for all affected facilities. Each plan shall include the following:

() a detailed, reasoned and exhaustive review of (1) each
source of emissions within the facility and (2) the entire plant
collectively;

(ii) identification and quantification of emissions, in terms of
pounds per day, of all organic solvents both before and after the
application of ARACT;

(11i) a detailed, innovative engineering effort directed towerd
finding elternative mir management schemes that can be
incorporated in order to abate emissions at costs which are
reasonable;

(iv) a consideration of the level of control that s achievable
using available alternative coatings, to include for every
application, low organlc solvent coatings (LOBC);
(v) a consideration of the level of control achievable using
available add-on control devices. This demonstration shall
include, at a8 minimum, a demonstration of the
feasibility/infeasibility of the following control options:

(a) carbon absorption,

(b) incineration/flaring,

(¢) condensation, and
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(d) a combination of (a) and (b) above;

(vi) A consideration of facility redesign, iIncluding the
following:

(a) recirculation,
(b) reduced air {lows,
(¢) consolidation of spray operations, and

(d) insteleation of common control devices for two or
more separate coatings operations;

(vii) A consideration of alternative applications, to improve
transfer efficiency, including:

(a) high-volume-low-pressure spray equipment,
(b) heated spray guns, and
(e) electrostatie spray equipment/powder coatings;

(viil) An explanation why each source Is not a typical coating
source covered by the CTG as defined in 3.7.5-4(h}{(2XD);

(ix) A cost/benefit analysis for all control technology
cons{dered; and,

(x) A detailed compliance schedule which includes the
emission limit and/or control techniques for each emission
aource. This schedule, together with other relevant
considerations, shall be set forth in a separate sectlon of the
plan which summarizes and outlines ARACT for the referenced
facllity.

(B) Upon completion, the emlissions reduction plan shall be
submitted in triplicate to the Air Quality Service. The preparer shall
also submit a copy of the plan to Reglon VI Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA), Reglon VL.

(C) Within 30 days of submittal, or of the effective date of this
regulation, whichever iz later, the Alr Quality Service shall,
considering any comments submitted by EPA either approve, modify
or disapprove the plan.

(D) The Service shall, at the first meeting of the Alr Quallty
Council following the approval, modification, or disapproval of the
plan, present at public hearing, the staff's findings and ARACT
determination. Upon  consideration of comments and
recommendations from the Councll, the owner/operator of the
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(5)

affected facility, the public and EPA, the Department shall, within
ten (10) days after the public hearing, issue a final ARACT approval.
Final approval shall constitute ARACT for the affected facility. The
owner/operator shall be responsible for installation and operational
provisions of the approved ARACT, including any specific provisions
set forth therein. Any violation of the plan or of its provisions shall
constitute a violation of this Regulation.

(E) Upon approval by the Department, the ARACT determination
shall be submitted to EPA as a SIP revision.

Reporting and Recordkeeping
(A) The owner/operator shall maintain the following,

() A material data sheet which documents the volatlle
organic solvent content, composition, solids content, solvent
density and other relevant information regarding each coating
and solvent avallable for use in the affected surface coating
processes and informeation detelling the operational psrameters
of the coating process sufficlent to determine continuous
compliance with the applicable control limits. Information as
to the amounts of each type coating used and the amounts of
solvents used for dilution in each coating type shall be
maintained for each coating operation. Dally usage records will
be kept for all coatings used that do not comply with the
applicable control limits specified in the plan.

(i) Records shall be maintained of any testing conducted at
an affected facility In sccordance with the provisions specified
in 3.7.5-4(h)(8).

(ilf) Records requlred by Sections (i) and (il) detailing VOS in
pounds per gallon of coating (less water and exempt compounds)
shall be calculated as follows:

VOS in lba/gal of coating = Wv-Ww-Wx
Vm-Vw-Vx

where Wv = Weight of all volatiles,
Ww = Welght of water,
Wx = Weight of exempt solvent,
Vm = 1 (one),
Vw = Volume fraction of water,

Vx = Volume fraction exempt solvent.
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(8)

(iv) Records required by Sections (1) and (ii) of this rule shall
be maintained for at least two years and shall be made
available upon written request by representatives of the Air
Quality Service, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency or the
Tulsa City-County Health Department.

(B) Alternatively to Subsection (A) above, an equivalent
recordkeeping provision which satisfles the substantive requirements
of (A) may be approved under the plan,

Testing and Monitoring

(A) Each owner/operator shall, upon & determination by the Alr
Quality Service that testing is required to establish emissions from
any particular source or sources, conduct such tests at his own
expense. Test methods may Include 1-4, 18, 24, 24A, 25A, 25B found
in Appendix A of 40 CFR Part 60, including the procedures found at
40 CFR 60.444.

(B) Monitoring shall be required of any owner/operator subject to
this Section who uses add-on control equipment for compliance. Sueh
monitoring shall include:

() Installation and maintenance of monitors to accurately
measure and record operational parameters of all required
control devices to ensure the proper functioning of thosze
devices In accordance with deslgn specifications, Including;

(a) the exhauat temperature of direet flame
incinerators and/or gas temperature immediately
upstream and downstream of any catalyst bed,

(b) the total amount of volatile organic substances
recovered by carbon adsorption or other solvent recovery
system during a calendar month, and,

(c) the dates and reasons for any maintenance and
repair of the required control devices and the estimated
quantity and duration of volatile organic subatance
emissions during such activities,

(1f) Maintenance of records of any testing conducted at an
affected facility in accordance with the provisions specified In
Subsection (a) above; and,

(iii) Maintenance of all records at the affected facility for at
least two years and make such records avallable to
representatives of the State or local air pollution control
agencles upon request. (3.7.5-4(h) Effective 2-12-90)
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ROCKWELL INTERNATIONAL
TULSA, OKLAHOMA

DETERMIRATION OF ALTERHATE. REASORABLY
AVAILRBLE COMTROL TECHHOLOGY (ARACT)
FIRRL APPROVAL

In accordance vith the terms and provisions of Oklahoma Air
Pollution Control Regulation 3.7.5-4(h), and upon
recommendation of the State Air Quality Council, Alternate
RACT For Rockvell Tulsa, &8 set forth in the attached Staff
Reconsendation Concerning The Application of Rockwell

Tulsa for an Alternate Aerospace Reasonably Available Control
Technology Determination Limit, is hereby APPROVED.
Compliance with the emigsion limits szet forth therein must be
achieved no later than January 1, 1991 except as spscified
under the Standards Section of this ARACT determination.

Done this */ pay of _Feb , 1990.

& Chief, Air Quality Service

Motll M“ ey Deputy Coumissioner

for Environmental Health
Services

,bp L: ﬁc)l%m Commissioner of B‘enl.th

v




February 13, 1990

STAFF RECOMMENDATION CONMCERNING THE APPLICATION OF
ROCKWELL IATERMATIONAL, TULSA
FOR AN ALTERWATE AEROSPACE COATIMNG, REASOWABLY AVAILABLE

COMTROL TECHRKOLOGY DETERMINATION LIMIT UNDER REGULATION
3.7.5-4(h).

I

1.

BACKGROURD

Rockwall Tulsa, bagan operations in Tulsa in 1962. The
Tulsa operation is part of the Morth American Aircraft
Division of Rockwall Intsrnational. The compsny is
involved in the manufacture of asro-structures for
commarcial and military customsrs. The company works on
a contract basia, with tha contracts, acquired by
competitive bid. As a part of the operation, the company
is involved in the coating of various subassemblies.
Thase oparations are carried on throughout the facility.

Tha company operates the Tulsa plant on a two shift per
day, five day per week, fifty-two week per year schedule.
Thare arae, howaver, certain operations which vary from
this schedule. The various sourcas at the plants operate
on an intermittent schedula. That is, they may only
oparate a partial shift each day. The sources do not run
at capacity. The plant builds metallic and non-metallic
structures for its varieus customars. Currently the
operation is split on roughly 708 metallic, 30% non-
matallic. The Tulsa plant is also involved in tha
production of parts for the HASA program as wall as other
programs which require them to build parts wvhich travel
outside the aarth's atmosphere, Rockwell also contracts
with foreign alreraft manufacturers.

During the summer of 1987, the Air Quality Service mat
with the various industries located in Tulsa County which
coat matal products and parts. Thase meetings were held
prepacatory to premulgation of a VOS regulation by tha
State. Subszequent to numerous public hearings, a source-
specific approach was proposed at the October 1989
meating of the Air Quality Council. This approach, known
as Alternative Reasonably Availabla Control Technology
(ARACT), was approved by the Council and recommanded to
the Roard of Health.

Rockwell Tulsa is comprised of sevaral sources, 21 being
listed in the 1988 emissions inventory. Of the 21
sources listed, 12 sources would be affected under
Alternate RACT. Of theses 12, only 8 are CTG sources and
consaquantly considered under a CTG typs plan. Ope of



these sources, the Maintenance Paint Booth, will be
controlled by the CTG. The listing below is taken from
Rockw®ll's ARACT submittal and further breaks down the
coating sources.

SOURCE DESCRIPTION TPY VOS
233 Maintenance Paint Booth .725 »
239 Hammer House Paint Booth .671

256 Pabrication of Radar Absorbent Haterisals 2.50 #%

257 RAN Core Area (Honeycomb) B8.37 un
258 Final Paint Area (4 Booths) 12,158

259 Chemical Milling Maskant Paint Booth 1.72 tua
241 General Use Paint Booth 4.14

242 NMetal Bonding Primer Booth 10.10

243 Bonding Primer Cure Oven 1.01

244 Plev Line Paint Booth 8.50

246 Dry Filter Paint Booth 3.2

253 General Use Final Assemnbly Paint Booth 6.75

267 1.R. & D, Booth 3.0
268-274 RAM Booths 7.35
275-278 ESC Booths 5.63
,279-280 CP Booth 1.96
281-282 I.R. & D. Booth 1.8
283-285 Thin rilm Dip 0.5
286 Screen Print 0.5
287-288 Hix Room _ 0.75

* Subject to the provisions of 3.7,5-4(g).
*» These sources have been deactivated, the vork done



here has been moved to other sources.
*e* This source is currently contrelled by carbon
adsorption,

These sources comprise two plants at the Tulsa facility.
Sources 233, 239, 258, 259, and 268-288 are located at the
Air Force Plant 3, Sources 241 thru 246, and 253 are located
at the Mingo Facility. The other buildings which Rockwell
currently inhabits do not have sources which are coverad by
the provisions of 3.7.5-4(g) or (h).

11 SOURCE BY SOURCE ANALYSIS

241 General use paint booth, Building 605. <This booth uses
several paint finishes. There is only ons coating used in
this booth which could bea replaced by a cosmpliant coating.
The company intends to use a compliant primer. They also
plan to move the minor maskant operations to the cham-mill
booth.

The cost of control on this booth is prohibitive. The
emissiong from this source will ba reduced from 4.12 TPY to
1.75 TPY. This is accomplished by raducing the VOS content
of coatings where possible, and moving some oparations to
other areas.

242 and 243 Bond prime paint booth and cure evan, Building
605. This source utilizes only bond primer and wipe
solvantas. This booth cannot be combined with othars due to
contamination problems. There are no compliant coatings
available, and the cost of control is prohibitive. The
company has proposed no changes in their currant operation of
this source.

244 and 245 Flew line, Building 605. This is a conveyorized
system which is dedicated to non-matallic structures. The
source utilizes several coatings, the only coatings which are
available in compliant formulations are soms of the primers.
Costs for control of this source are very high, and
consolidation with other sources 1s not practical. This
source will reduce emissions through the use ef low VOC
technology. Current emissions are 8.350, proposad emissions
will be 7.97.

246 Dry filter paint booth, Building 604. This booth
utilizes several coatings, some of which will be replaced by
compliant coatings. The majority of the coatings utillzed
here will be replaced with compliant versiens. The remaining
coatings make the use of control equipment very costly. This
gsource currently has emissions of 3.25 TPY; aftaer the usa of
compliant coatings vhere possible, emissions will be 2.51

TPY.



253 General use final assembly paint booth, Building 610.
This area consists of six point sources, enclosed to create
four separate paint booths. There are several coatings used
in this complex, only one of them is available in a compliant
version. Due to the low volum# of coatings used here, add-on
controls are not feasible. The combination of this source
with others is not possible due to size of products coated
and the complexity of the coating process. This source will
not see any reductions in the alternate plan.

258A, B, C, D, Final paint area. Detail parts painting and
subassembly painting, Building 119. This source is comprised
of four paint booths, and two ovens. This combination of
booths utilizes a vide variety of coatings. Some of the
coatings utilized here will be replaced with compliant
versions. This area has been consolidated and does not lend
itself to further consolidation. This source is proposed to
have a 2.25 TPY reduction.

259 Chem-mill maskant paint booth, Building 119. This
source utilixes a carbon adsorption system, as a wmeans of
control. It is not possible due to the nature of the
coatings used here to combine this source with any others.
This source currently emits 1.72 TPY, after the Alternate
RACT is applied it will emit at & slightly higher rate of
2.01 TPY due to consolidation of other chem-mill operations
into this unit.

267 I. R. & D. Building 64. This area is a prototype
development source, the activities wvhich are carried on in
this area are in direct support of other areas of the
facility. Due to the nature of the source the exissions from
this area are very low, with no substitute coatings
available. The costs for controlling this source are very
high, and not considered to be economically feasible.

268, 269, 270, 271, 272, 273, 274 RAM system, Building 64.
This source is a state-of-the-art source, it is not common to
other serospace plants. Due to the process itself, and the
uniqueness of the source, combining with other sources is not
possible. There are no compliant coatings wvhich are
available, and the costs of control are too great.

215, 276, 277, 278 ESC process, bullding 64, This group of
sources produces a coating which is made up of several
applications of material, which forms & conductive sheet
vhich when cured ies gluesd to the exterior of an aircraft,
This source is not a candidate for consolidation due to its
nature, it would either contaminate or be contaminated by the
gource it iz combined with. *There is only one coating
supplier for this material, and no known compliant coatings
are available. The cost to control this source would be
prohibitive.



279, 280 C.P, Process, Building 64. These two sources apply
conductive coatings to fibarglass substrates. These sources
are robotically operated and are unique to Rockwell.
Consolidation of this source is not possible due to the
nature of the coating used. There is only one coating
manufacturer for this typs of coating, and no compliant
version is available or expected to bacome available. The
costs of controlling this source would be prohibitive.

28), 282 RAM I R & D, Building 64. This area is used to
davelop the prototypes for the RAM process. This area does
developuental work for the long range projects which are
carried out in the RAM System Line. There are no other
coatings which can be used in this system. The emissions from
this source are vary low, and the costs for control would ba
prohibitive.

283, 284, 285 Thin Pilam Dip, Auilding 64, This process
utilizes a dip coating and oven cure of plastic parts., These
parts ara coated vith an electric effact coating. This
process is not capable of heing consolidated, any dust
particles contaminate the coating and causes the product to
be unfit for the intendsd purpoma. The control of this
sourca is not cost~effactive, the high transfer efficiency of
the dip coating most likely offsets the reductions which
could be economically imposed.

286 Screen print booth, Building 64. This asystem is used
such the same as asilk screen printing opsrations, the process
is used to place conductive pathways on various substrates.
The procass produces very fev emissions, and controls for
this source would be coatly. The consolidation of this
procass with any others is not possible due to the
possibility of contamination,

287, 288 Mix room, Building 64. This area is used to mix the
coatings which will be used in the RAM and ESC production
areas. The emisaions from this area are fugitive in nature.
This area is simply a mixing room, it works in support of the
RAM and ESC booths. Thare are no paint booths in this area.
This area would not be controlled by the CTG. Costs of
control for this aream are extremely high, due to the
requirements of exhausting the entire area. The combining of
this source with others ies not feasible, the mixes developed
here are easily contaminated and must remain separate to

insure product usability.

Coats for Control

RACT The coste for controlling under the Miscellaneous Hetal
Products and Parts CTG are by the staff analysis,
$3,240,810.00. This would effect control on those areas of
the plant which deal with metal parts. It would leave
uncontrolled those sources which deal with composite parts.



The CTG approach would effect approximately 32 tons per year
of emissions. Rockvwell has predicted that the cost per ton
of reduction in their plant would be in excess of $41,000.00.
Because of the complex nature of the aerospace sources, and
the extreme costs, the State has developed a regulation which
allows for Alternate RACT.

ARACT The State has developed an approach under the ARACT
which allows the aerospace companies to develop a program
vhich represents in the viev of the company, and the State
the best control progrém available to the company based on,
real reductions snd reasonable costs. Rockvell, has propoéed
such a plan, and it has been reviewed by the State and EPA.
The plan calls for reductions across the plant, it is
applicable to metal, non-metal coating as well as the
enterior of alrcraft. The company has submitted figures
which predict the cost of the controls outlined in their plan
to be approximately $9,500.00 per ton of VOS removed. The
staff has determined that this is & ressonable plan for the
control of the facility.

IITI FINDIKGS

1. Tulsa County is in an area vhich has been issued a SIP
call by EPA to correct certain deficlencies in the State
plan for attaining and maintaining the ozone standard.

2. 'The Air Quality Council has been authorized to develop
and recommend regulations for the improvement of air
quality. In this activity, they are to consider all
facets of the regulations which are being developed.
These duties include a responsibility to determine if the
regulation under consideration is cost-effective and in
the best interest of the State.

3. Rockwell Tulsa is located in an area designated as not
attaining the standard for the pollutant oxone.

4. On December 5, 1989, the Air Quality Council approved,
for recoumendation to the Board of Health, revocation of
the existing Section 3.7.5-4(h) of Regulation 3.7,
concerning aerospace in Tulsa. A new Section 3.7.5-4(h)
was approved which would allov ARACT for the affected
industries. This Requlation ves approved by the Board of
Health on February 8, 1990 and approved by the Governor
as an emergency on PFebruary 12, 1990. The facility must
be in compliance with the limits by January 1, of the
applicable year as listed in the Standards Section, i.e.,
1991 and 1993.

5. Rockwell is subject te the provisions of Regulation
3.7.5-4(h) vhich contemplates either compliance with the
3.5 pounds per gallon requirement of the CTG or the
submittal of a source-specific compliance plan.



6. The ?lan contemplated by Regqulation 3.7.5-4(h) uas
submitted by Rockwell and was reviewed by the staff of

the Air Quality Service. The results of that review are
contained haraein.

7. The staff finds that Rockwell has complied with all of
the provisions of 3.7.5-4(h) in the submittal of their
plan and that ARACT is not only appropriate but is fully
justified by Rockwall in their Alternate RACT
Determination consisting of the following documants:

1
(a) Rockwell's October 30, 1989 submittal entitled
Rockwell International MAA-Tulsa Alternate RACT
Determination, October 30, 1989.

(b) Supplement of Novembaer 22, 1989, which outlines tha
responsas to the written questions posed to Rockwall
by the astaffs of the Air Quality Service, Tulsa City
County Health Department and EPA.

(c) Supplement of January 1, 1990, which outlinas the
company's response to the alternate reporting
raquirements of Ragulation 3.7.5-4(h).

Iv RECOMMEMDATIONS @
The Staff Recommandations for Rockwall arxe:

1. That the Alternate RACT for Rockwell as presentad by
the staff ba adopted by the Dapartmant.

2. That the staff proposal be reacommended, by the
Council, to the Dapartment as the Alternate RACT for
Rockwell Tulsa's facilitles.

3. That the documsants presented by Rockwell as their
Alternate RACT Datermination on October 30, 1989 be
acceptad as the basis for the limits set for its
facilitiaes.

4., That the Alternate RACT order be forwarded to EPA as
a SIP revision.

5. The staff recommandation for Alternate RACT is set
forth below. It applies only to the Rockwell Tulsa
facilities in existence on the date of the complete
plan submittal.

* The Staff recomendations were approved by the Air Quality
Council with minor modifications. The ARACT as set forth in
Section V contains changes, as heard at public hearing
Fabruary 13, 1990, and as recommended by the Staff and
Council.



V  ALTERNATE RACT FOR ROCKWELL TULSA.

After consideration of the Rockwell submittals of October 30
and November 22, 1989 and January 1, 1990, the Department

finds the folloving requirements to be appropriate alternate
control for Rockwell Tulsa,

DEFINRITIONS

A'

COATING is a material protective or decorative which
covers a surface with a film vhich may alter the surface
characteristics and from which Volatile Organic Solvents
can be emitted during the application and/or curing
process.

ADHESIVE BOHDING PRIKER is & coating applied in & very
thin f£ilm that provides corrosion protection and prepares
surfaces for adhesive honding.

FLIGHT-TEST COATIRG is a coating other than a standard
production coating which is applied to an aircraft prior
to flight testing to protect the aircraft from corrosion
and to provide required markings during flight test
evaluation.

FUEL-TAWNK COATING is the coating applied to the interior
of a fuel tank of an aircraft to prevent corrosion.

CHEMICAL MILLING MASKANT is & temporary production
coating applied directly to an aarospace metal part to
protect surface areas from any damage (including
machanical and environmental) during manufacturing
operations such as chemical milling, anodizing, plating,
etching, aging, bonding or riveting.

PRIMER is a surface coating applied for the purposes of
adhesion of subsequent coatings. Domestic primers are
primers utilized on structures manufactured for non-
military customers, incorporated in the United States.
Foreign commercial primers are primers utilized on
structures manufactured for non-military customers,
incorporated in other countries.

PHOSPHATE ESTER RESISTAWNT COATIHG is & coating which is
resistant to phosphate ester-based hydraulic oil.

SOLID FILM LUBRICANT is a coating consisting of a binder
system containing as its chief material one or more of
the following: molybdenum disulfide, graphite,
polytetrafluorethylene, lauric acid, cetyl alcohol, vaxes
or other solids that act as a dry lubricant between
faying surfaces,

SPACE-VEHICLE is a vehicle designed to travel and



function beyond the earth's atmosphere.

SPACE-VEHICLE COATINGS are coatings applied to space-
vehicles.

SPECIALTY COATINGS are coatings having specifie, highly
functional uses. They include reflective coatings,
infrared absorbent coatings, EMI shield coatings,
electric or radiation effect and other low observable
coatings, fire retardant coatings, impact resistant

coatings, temperature sensitive coatings, and rain
erosion coatings.

TEMPORARY PROTECTIVE COATIMG is a coating applied to an
asrospace component to protect it from machanical damage
during handling, transportation or assembly.

TOPCOAT is a coating applied for purposes or appearance,
identification or protection. Coatings which are
sandviched between a primer and a topcoat are considared
to ba topcoats. A coating which is not formulated as a
primer, and which is applied directly to a part as both
an initial and final coating is considered as a topcoat.
Pigmented topcoats contain materials to give the coating
a final color. Clear topcoats contain no pigmants.

PRETREATHMENT COATINGS are low solids coatings containing
reactiva substances to etch the base matal being coated.

ANTI-CHAFE COATIRGS are abrasion resistant coatings
applied to structures that are susceptible to damage from
part movement.

CONDUCTIVE COATIMGS are coatinga that conduct alectrical
current. This group includes coatings that are utilized
to dissipate static electricity.

SEALANTS are materials utllized to £ill voids to protect
against corrosion.

SURPACE COWDITIOMERS are materials utilized to reduce
surface porosity, fill volds and pin holes in non-
metallic structures.

HIGH TEMPERATURE COATINGS are coatings that must
withstand temperatures greater than 350 degrees P,

VOLATILE ORGAMIC SOLVENTS (VOS) are any organic compounds
vhich participate in atmospheric photochemical reactionsa;
that is, any organic compound other than those which the
EPA Administrator designates as having nagligible
photochemical reactivity. VOS may be measured by the VOC
refarance mathod, an aquivalent method, an alternate
method or by procedures specified under 40 CFR Part 60.



STANDARD

The maximum amount (pounds) of VOS per gallon of coating
(less water and sxempt compounds) as discharged to the
atmosphere vhile coating parts, is as follows:

COATING JAN 1991 JAN 1993
Primers
Domestic Commercial 3.0
Foreign Commercial 5.4
Military
Havy 3.0
Air Force Except B-1 6.0
Air Yorce B-1 3.0

Topcoats Commercial
Pigmented 5.2 3.5
Clear 5.7 3.5

Topcoats Military

Pigmented 5.2

Clear 5.7
Adhesive Bond Primer 6.8 »
Fuel Tank Coatings 6.1
Chem-Hill Maskants 1.0
Solid Film Lubricants 6.5
Space-Vehicle Coatings 6.5
Specialty Coatings 6.8
Temporary Protockivo Coatings 2.5
Pre-treatment Coating 6.2
Anti-chafe Coatings 5.5

Conductive Coatings 6.5




Surface Conditioners 5.0

Sealants 4.5

High Temperature Coatings 6.5

CLEAR UP SOLVENTS

Solvent containing materials used for the claanup of coating

equipment shall be considered when determining compliance
with the emissions limits, unless:

(1) The solvent containing materials ars maintained in
a closed container when not in use:

(2) Closed containers are used for the disposal of

cloth or papar or other materials used for surface
praparation and cleanup;

(3) The application aquipment iz disassembled and

cleaned in a solvent vat and the vat is closed whan
not in use; or,

(4) Solvent containing materials sprayed through the

application equipment are collected and placed in a
closed container.

ALTERNATE STANDARD

In lieu of complying with the individual coating limits set
forth in the standard, Rockwall Tulsa may comply through the
use of add-on control aquipment. The use of add-on control
equipmant will be contingent upon the equipment chosen
dunonntrlting that it is at a minimum equivalent to the level
of control achieaved by the use coatings vhich meet the
standard of 3.5 pounds VOS par gallon (less water and exempt
solvents) and maet an ovarall control efficiency of at least
852. Companiee may use individual coating formulations, which
when aggregated, do not excesd 55 gallons par year par
facilivy.

Hew coatings, are required to meet the parmitting
requiremants of the State. Wew coatings used in quantitias
lems than 55 qallons par coating par facility paear year are
exempt from the ARACT plan requirements. Hew coatings which
meet at least a 3.5 pound par gallon VYOS limit or have
control aquipment which is egquivalent to at least a 3.5 pound
VOS per gallon (less water and emempt solvents) and meat an
overall control efficiency of at least 85 percent control arae
not required to be reported as a part of the ARACT Plan for
the facility.



EXENPTIONS

1. Coatings applied by swvabs on subassgsembly and assembly
operations are exempt.

2. Coatings applied by aerosol spray cans in subassembly and
assembly operations are exempt.

3. Coatings used in the research and development of
specialized military applications are exempt provided;

(i) The coating is not an integral part of the
production process; and,

(ii) The emissions from the coating do not exceed 800
pounds in any calendar month.

REPORTING AND RECORD-KEEPING

Rockwell has chosen to maintain its records in the following
mannaer as allowed by 3.7.5-4(h)(5)(B). Rockwell shall
maintain the following:

(1) A material dats sheet vhich documents the volatile
organic solvent content, composition, swolids
content, solvent density, and other relevant
information detailing the operational parameters
of the coating process sufficient to determine
CONTINUOUS compliance with the applicable control
limits.

(2) Rockvell will utilize its existing master
inventory system to identify all coating
consunption and amounts of dilution solvents in
each coating type, using dally entries to update
on a quarterly basis, based on Rockwell's fiscal
year, which begins 09 October and ends 30
September.

(3) Daily entries will identify each paint formulation
and VOS emissions from each coating formulation,
by source, and will be tabulated and maintained in
a quarterly rsport;

(4) VvOS emissions will be tabulated based on the
maximum thinning permitted by specification;

(5) Rockvell will develop and implesant a master
approval system to assure that booth by booth
records are kept for all coatings vhich are not in
the Alternate RACT Plan;

(6) Records shall be maintained of any testing
conducted at an affected facility in accordance
with the provisions specified in 3.7.5-4(h)(6):



(7) Records shall be maintained to adequately
demonstrate compliance with the provisions of
3.7.5-4(h)(1)(A) and 3.7.5—4(h)(1!(C)(ii), and
Exemption 3 of this order.

(8) Records required by Sections (1) through (7) of
this order shall be maintained for at least two
years and shall be made available upon written
request by representatives of the Air Quality
Service, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
or the Tulsa City-County Health Department.

TESTING AND MOKITORIRG

(A)

(B)

Rockwell Tulsa shall, upon a determination by the Air
Quality Service that testing is required to establish
emissions from any particular source or sources, conduct
such tests at his own expense. Test methods may include
1-4, 18, 24, 24A, 25A, 25B found in Appendix A of 40 CFR
Part 60, including the procedures found at 40 CFR

60. 444,

Monitoring shall be required of Rockwell Tulsa
if it chooses add-on centrol equipment as the method for
compliance. Such monitoring shall include:

{1) Installation and maintenance of monitors to
accurately measure and record operational
parameters of all required control devices to
ensure the proper functioning of those devices in
accordance with design spacifications, including;

(a) the exhaust temperature of direct flame
incinerators and/or qgas temparature
immediately upstream and downstream of any
catzlyst bed,

{b) the total amount of volatile organic
substances recoversd by carbon adsorption
or other solvent recovery system during a
calandar month, and,

(c) the dates and reasons for any maintenance
and repair of the raguired control
devices and the estimated quantity and
duration of volatile organic substance
emissions during such activities,

(2) Haintenance of records of any testing conducted at
an affected facility in accordance with the

provisions specified in Subsection (A) above; and,

(3) Maintenance of all records at the affected facility



for at least tvo years and make such records
available to representatives of the State or local
air pollution control agencies upon request.



AMERICAM AXRLINES
TULSA, OXLAHOMA

DETERMINATION OF ALTERNATE REASOWABLY
AVAILABLE CONTROL TECHNOLOGY (ARACT)
FIRAL APPROVAL

In accordance with the terss and provisions of Oklahoma Air
Pollution Control Requlation 3,7.5-4(h), and upon
racomandation of the State Air Quality Council, Alternate
RACT For Asarican Airlines, as set forth in the attached
Staff Recommendation Concerning the Application of Asarican
Airlines, Tulsa, Oklahoma, for an Alternate Asrospace
Reasonably Availahle Control Technology Determination Limit,
is hereby APPROVED. Compliance with the emission limits set
forth therein must be achieved no later than January 1, 1991

azxcept as spacified under the Standards Section of this ARACY
datermination.

Done this 2/ Day of Feb , 1990.

Chief, Air Quality Service

Mj— ’/ (—._ Daputy Commimsioner

for Environmental Health
Services

Itﬁ Cozmissioner of Health



February 13, 1990

STAFF RECOMMENDATION CONCERNING THE APPLICATION OF
AHERICAN AIRLINES, TULSA

FOR AN ALTERNATE AEROSPACE COATING, REASONABLY AVAILABLE
CONTROL TECHNOLOGY DETERHMINATION LIKIT UNDER REGULATION
3.7.5-4(h).

I

BACKGROUND

American Airlines M&E Center began operations at this
facility in 1946. fThis facility is a major saintenance
and repair facility. This base has served this function
for American Airlines' fleet of aircraft, wvhich currently
includes & taotal of 200 aircraft. These consist of
Boeing 727's, 767's, and Mc Donnell Douglas KD 80's, DC
10's. The base is also responsible for the routine
repair and maintenance of nine hundred jet engines. This
facility differs from the normal aerospace industry in
that it has a primary function of maintenance. In this
function, they carry out all recalls by the FAA, as well
as the scheduled maintenance called for by the original
nanufacturer. As a part of the overall maintenance
function, the base is required to re-coat various parts
of the aircraft, this includes the exterior of the
aircraft in some cases. The maintenance on the fleet of
aircraft is accomplished in hangers, the

hanger may have several docks at which aircraft are
serviced.

fhe company operates the Tulsas plant on & two shift per
day, five day per wveek, fifty~-two week per year schedule.
There mre, however, certain operations vhich vary from
this schedule. The various sources at the plant operate
on an intermittent schedule. That is, they may only
operate a partial shift each day. The sources do not run
at capacity. The plant iz responsible for the
maintenance of the American Airlines fleet of aircraft,
along with the nev sister plant in Fort Worth, Texas,
they perform the entire maintenance function. The Tulsa
facility uses coatings which have been prescribed by the
original wanufacturer and approved for use by the PAA,
Due to the liability of using coatings which differ from
those vhich have been approved for use by the original
sanufacturer, the company is lacked into a set of
coatings. American, does, hovever utilize applicatien
methods which achieve in certain applications high
transfer efficlency.

puring the summer of 1987, the Air Quality Service met
with the various industries, located in Tulsa County,



Thes

which coat metal products and parts. These meatings werae
held preparatory to promulgation of a VOS Ragulation by
the State. Subsequent to numerous public hearings, a
source-spacific approach was proposed at the October 1989
meeting of the Air Quality Council. This approach, knoun
as Alternate Reasonably Available Control Technology

(ARACT), was approved by the Council and recommended to
the Board of Health.

American Airlines is comprisad of siateen sources, eight
of which use coatings as part of thelir operation. The
coating sources are located in varlous buildings
throughout the facility. The sources are located to
support the various claszes of aircraft maintained by the
base, as a result the coating which eccurs may not be
covered by the Metal Products and Parts CTG. The staff
had estimated that of the 70.8 tons reportad in the 1988
enissions survey, only 31.1 tons would ba considered
under the CTG. Soma of the 31.1 tons, reported in the
inventory were used to coat non-matallic parts, and a
larger portion was used to coat the extarior of aircraft.
In Amarican Airlines ARACT submittal these sources were
further broken down, the listing which appears balow is
taken from that submittal.

SOURCE DESCRIPTIOHN TPY VOS
MD-80 Paint Booth 3.2
DC-10/767 Paint Boath 2.45
(Misc) Hosacones, etc. 6.3
Landing Gear Paint Booth .96
Composite Shop Paint Booth 1.36
727 Alrcraft Paint Booth 7.99
Ground Support Equipment 2.68*
Thrust Reversaer Paint Booth 1.17
Interior Shop Paint Booth 4.1
Seat Shop Paint Booth 912
Fugitive Useage 27.0

* Subject to the provisions of 3.7.5-4(q).

@ Sources are located in nine buildings on 270 acres.



There are sources vhich are considered to he fugitive located
in all of the hanger docks. There is one source vhich is
considered to be covered by the provisions of Regulation
3.7.5-4~-(g). This source is located in the plant maintenance
building, it is used to paint various items. The operations
of this source are not limited to metal, it is used to paint
or coat wood and various other substrates.

IXI SOURCE BY SOURCE AWALYSIS

The State has developed an approach under the ARACT
Regulation which allows the aerospace companies to develop a
program vhich represents, in the viev of the company and the
State, the best control program available based on, real
reductions and reasonable costs. American Airlines, has
proposed such a plan, and it has been revieved by the State
and EPA. The plan calls for reductions across the plant, it
is applicable to metal, non-metal coating as well as the
exterior of aircraft. The company has submitted figures
vhich predict the cost of the controls outlined in theilr plan
to be approximately $10,000.00 par ton of VOS removed. The
staff has determined that this is a reasonable plan for the
control of the facility.

The analysis vhich is presented here is based upon the
mataerials vhich vere submitted by the company. This is an
abbreviated summary, further detalls are contained in the
submittals referenced in earlier sections of this document.

5-1 MKD-80 Paint Booth, Shop Mumber 220-2. This booth would
be partially applicable under the CTG, some of the parts
coated here are not metallic. Under the ARACT proposal of
American Airlines, the entire operation of the booth would be
covered. This is an aircraft support booth, as euch it coats
parts of the MD-80 fleet these parts consist of wmetailic and
non-metallic structures. The location of the paint booth in
the vicinity of the aircraft is crucial to the operation,
this booth only services the alrcraft which are docked at
this hanger.

The cost of control of this source are considered to be
prohibitive. The total emissions from this source in 1988
vaere 31.18 TPY, the projected emissions in 1991 will be 3.00
TPY. These reductions vill be from the use of coatings which
are lov in VOS. The company has projected no add-on controls
for this source.

5-2 DC-10/767 Paint Booth, Shop Wumber 225-3,4. Thase booths
support the aircraft dock for the DC-10 and the 767. *tThe
paint booths coat maetallic and non-metallic structures.

The CTG would apply to these booths in & limited manner due
to the parts vhich are coated. The 1988 emissions from this



sourca vera 2.45 TPY, the emisslone estimate for this source
in 1991 is 1.87 TPY. The emission reductions for this source
will be accomplished through the use of low VOS coatings. MNo
add-on control is contemplated for this source.

The costs for controlling this source with its intermittent
use and low VOS loading are considered to be prohibitive.
The consolidation of this source with others is not possible
due to physical constraints imposed by the layout of the
facility. .

5-3 Miscellanaous Paint Booth, Shop 272-3. This paint booth
coats many non-matallic structures. There are a faw matallic
parts done hare soc the CTG style requlation would be
partially applicablse. The 1988 tonnages for this source wvera
6.31 TPY. The proposed Alternate RACT would project
emisasions of 4.68 TPY. The reductions in emissions for this
sourcé are due to the use of compliant coatings wvhere
possible.

Costs for control of thim source are very high, the
diffarence betwaen the control level of the CTG and the ARACT
do not justify the costs. This booth is not a candidate for
consolidation dues to the size of the items coated and the
inability to move this source to other areas of the facility.
The other existing sources are not close enough to combine
with this source.

5-4 Landing Gear Paint Booth, Shop 272-5, This paint booth
is responsible for tha spacialized coating of landing gear,
it is used exclusively for this purposea. This booth uses a
highly spacialized coating, howaver, some reductions in the
VOS content of the coatings used here will he mada. The 1988
emisgions inventory tonnages for this source were .96 TPY,
the projectad 1991 emissions are .784 TPY.

The cost of controlling this source is very high, primarily
due to the low level of VOS5 emitted from this source, and the
intermittent nature of the operations. Thias source is not a
candidate for inclusion in anothar area, due to the types of
caatings used, and the nature of the operation which is
performedé on these parts.

5-5 Composite Shop Paint Booth, Shop 272-5. This booth is
associated with the fabrication of metallic and non-maetallic
panels. This booth applies a spacialized coating to the
panels to cause the surfaces to adhere to sach ather. The
emissions from this area are azpacted to rise slightly from
the 1988 level of 1.35%5 TPY. The conmpany has projected the
emissions from this source to be approximately 1.37 TPY in
1991. Compliant vernions of this coating are not available
to American Airlines at this tima.

This shop doas not lend itsalf to being combined with others



because of the typa of coating used in the operation of
bonding the structures developed here. Combination of this
source with others would lead to the contamination of the
coatings used in this shop and the possible failure of the
product during flight. The cost of control of this source is
great, the level of emissions and the level of activity
produce a situation which does not lend itself to control.

5-6 727 Alrcraft Paint Booth, Shop 222-2, 3. These booths
coat parts which are associated with the 727 aircraft dock.
The parts which are coated here would not always be
applicable to the CTG. There are a combination of metallic
and non-metallic parts which require coating in support of
this type of aircraft. The emissions from this source are
predicted to be 3.72 TPY, a reduction from the 1988 level of
7.99 TPY as reported in the company's emiscions survey. The
reductions vhich are projected are due to the use of low
solvent coatings.

The costs incurred for control of this booth are similar to
those seen in the other areas of the facility. The control
of this booth would be expensive, and iy not considered a
feasible option. The inclusion of this source with others is
not possible due to its support role for the 727 aircraft
dock.

5-7 Ground Support Equipment Paint Booth, Shop 292-0. This
source ls covered by the provisions of 3.7.5-4(g). This shop
is responsible for the coating of ground support equipment,
plant equipment and various other activities. Some of the
coating wvhich is done in this area is on materials which are
not covered by the Requlation. This area with a 1968
emissions level of 2.68 TPY is not congidered to be a
candidate for control. The company has projected the
emissions level in 1991 to be 2.64 TPY.

This source is not suitable for consolidation, due to the
nature of the vork performed here, and the variety of
coatings used. fThe shop will use compliant coatings vhere
possible and will most likely achisve control levels
equivalent to those possible with control equipment on the
metallic coating portion of the operation.

5-8 Thrust Reverser Paint Booth, Shop 236~1. This shop
refurbishes the air dams that reverse jet thrust as air
brakes. The coatings used in this shop are of a specialized
nature. They must vithstand the high temperatures of the jet
engine exhaust. The company has proposed to reduce the
emissions from this source by the use of compliant coatings
vhere possible. The 1988 level of emissions from this source
ware 1,17 TPY, the projected level in 1991 is .92 TPY.

Consolidation of this shop with others is not possible due to
the layout of the facility. The costs of control on this



shop are considered to be prohibitive.

5-9 Interior Shop Paint Booth, Shop 271-3,4,8. The items
coated by this shop are primarily from the interior of the
aircraft. Many of the parts are nmon-metallic structures and
thus would not be coverad by the CTG. Thae emissions from
this shop verae 4.1 TPY as reported in the 1988 survey,
projections of the 1991 emissions are 3.03 TRY.

The costs of controlling the emissions from this area are
vary high, this is partially due to the low volume of
matallic part coating which is done, as well as the
ralatively lov emissions from this source. The company
proposes the use of compliant coatings where possible to
limit the VOS emissions at this source.

5-10 Seat Shop Paint Beoth, Shop 271-5. This shop coats
wmatallic and non-metallic parts. The eaissions from this
shop in 1988 were .91 TPY, the projacted 1991 emissions are
.86 TPY. The use of compliant coatings is proposed as the
means of control for this source.

Costs for the control of this source by the use of add-on
control esquipment are vary high. Tha level of emissions and
the VOS concentrations do not lend themselves to a cost-
affective control program. This source is not proposed to be
consolidated with other sources.

Hiscellanaous Fugitive Paint Usage. The facility is such
that there is a lot of painting which does not occur in paint
hooths. HMuch of the painting which is done is on the
aztarior of the aircraft, such as touch up of small abraded
areas. Some of tha painting is done on what would be
considerad the interior of cavities in the aircraft, this may
ba to repair an area which is found to be corroded or causing
some type of problem. In the inatances where this type of
activity is occurring it is not possible to remove the part
to a paint booth to coat it, and the activity is carried out
at the aircraft dock. This type of activity accounted for
27.11 TPY in the 1988 emissions inventory. The company has
projected tha use of high transfer efficiency methods whera
possible, and the use of compliant coatings where possible
for control of these emissions. The 1991 emissions have bean
projected to be 23.07 TPY.

III TIMDIMGS

1. Tulsa County is in an area which has besn issued a S8IP
call by EPA to correct certain deficiancias in the State
plan for attaining and maintaining the ozone standard.

2. The Air Quality Council has bean authorized to davelep
and racommend requlations for the lmprovement of air
quality. 1In this activity, they are to consider all
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facets of the regulations which are being developed.
These duties include a responsibility to determine if the
regulation under consideration is cost-effective and in
the best interest of the State,

Amaerican Airlines, Tulsa, is located in an area
designated as not attaining the standard for the
pollutant ozone.

On December 5, 1989, the Alr Quality Council approved,
for recommendation to the Board of Health, revocation of
the existing Section 3.7.5-4(h) of Requlation 3.7,
concerning asrospace in Tulsa. A nev Section 3.7.5-4(h)
vas approved vhich would allowv ARACT for the atfected
industries. This Requlation vas approved by the Board of
Health on February 8, 1990 and approved by the Governor
as an emergency on February 12, 1990. ‘The facility must
be in compliance with the limits by January 1, of the
applicable year as listed in the Standards Section, i.e.,
1991 and 1993.

American Airlines is subject to the provisions of
Regulation 3.7.5-4(h) wvhich contemplates either
compliance wvith the 3.5 pounds per gallon requirements of
the CTG or the submittal of a socurce-specific compliance
plan.

The plan contemplated by Regulation 3.7.5-4(h) was
submitted by American Rirlines and wvas revieved by the
staff of the Air Qurlity Service. The results of that
review are contained herein.

The staff finds that American Ailrlines has complied with
all of the provisions of 3.7.5-4(h) in the submittal of
their plan and that ARACT is not only appropriate but is
fully justified by Americen Airliner in their Alternate
RACT Determination consisting of thv following documents:

(a) American Airlines October 30, 1989 submittal
entitled American Airlines Tulsa Alternate RACT
October 30, 1989.

(b) Supplement of Hovember 22, 1989, which outlines the
responses to the written questions posed to American
Airlines by the staffs of the Alr Quality Service,
Tulsa City~County EHealth Depsrtment and EPA.

(c) Supplement of February 2, 1990, vhich outlines the

Company's response to the alternate reporting
requiremants of Requlation 3.7.5-4(h).

RECOMMENDATIONS *



The Staff Recommendations for American Airlines are:

1. That the staff proposal bs recommended, by the
Council, to the Department as the Alternate RACT
American Airlines Tulsa facilities.

2. That the Alternate RACT for American Airlines

as presantad by the staff be approved by the
Dapartment.

3. That the documents presented by American Airlines as
their Alternate RACT Determination on October 30,
1989 be considered as the basis for tha limits set
for its facilities.

4. That the Alternate RACT determination be forwarded
to EPA as a SIP revision.

5. The staff recommendation for Alternate RACT is set
forth below. 1t appliaes only to the American
Airlines Tulsa facilities in existence on the date
of the complete plan submittal.

* The Staff recommandations were approved by the Air Quality
Council with minor modifications. The ARACT as set forth in
Saction V contains changes, as heard at public hearing
Fabruary 13, 1990, and as racommandaed by the Staff and
Council.

V ALTERNATE RACT FOR AMERICAN AIRLINES TULSA.

After conslderation of the American Alrlines submittals of
October 30, and Hovember 22, 1989 and January 2, 1990, the
Dapartment finds the following requirements to be appropriuale
alternate control for American Airlines, Tulsa.

DEFINITIONS

A. COATIWNG is a material protective or decorative which
covers a surface with a film which may alter the surface
characterietics and from which Volatile Orqganic Solvents
can be emitted during the azpplicstlion and/or curing
procass.

B. ADHESIVE BOMDIHG PRIMER is a coating spplied in a very
thin film that provides corrosion protection and praparas
surfaces of asrospace componants for adhesive bonding.

C. PFUEL-TANK COATING is tha coating applied to the interior
of a fuel tank of an aircraft to prevent corrosion.

D. CHEMICAL MILLING MASEAMT iz a temporary production
coating applied diractly to an aerospacea matal part to
protect surface areas from any damage (including



mechanical and environmental) during manufacturing
operations such as chemical willing, anodizing, plating,
etching, aging, bonding or riveting.

PRIMER is a surface coating applied for the purposes of
adhesion of subsequent coatings.

PHOSPHATE ESTER RESISTANT COATING ie a coating which is
resistant to phosphate ester-based hydraulic oil.

SPECIALTY COATINGS are coatings having specific, highly
functional uses that do not belong to other categories.
They include reflective costings, infrared absorbent
coatings, EMI shield coatings, electric or radiation
affect and other low observeble coatings, fire retardant
coatings, impact resistant coatings, temperature
sensitive costings, anti-chafe coatings, and rain erosion
coatings. '

TEKPORARY PROTECTIVE COATING {s a coating spplied to an
serospace cosponent to protect it from mechanical damage
during handling, transportation or assembly.

TOPCOAT is a coating applied for purposes or appearance,
identification or protection. Coatings which are

sandviched hatwveen a primer and a topcoat are considered
to be topcoats. A coating vhich is not formulated as a
primer, and which is applied directly to a part as both
an initial and final coating is considered as a topcoat.

VOLATILE ORGAKIC SOLVEMYS (VOS) are any orgsnic compounds
which participate in atmospheric photochemical reactions;
that is, any organic compound other than those which the
EPA Aduinistrator designates as having negligible
photochemical reactivity. VOS may be measursed by the VOC
reference method, an equivalent wethod, an alternate
mathod or by procedures specified under 40 CFR Part 60.

STANDARD

The maximum amount (pounds) of VOS par gallon of coating
(less water and emempt compounds) that American Airlines may
discharge to the atmosphere vhile coating parcts, is as

follovs:
COATING JAN 1991 JAN 1993
Primers 3.0
Primers, roller brush 3.5

phosphate ester-
resistant primer 3.0



Polyurethane topcoats 3.5

Lacquer topcoats 6.9 3.5
Epony topcoats 6.5 3.5
Adhesive Bond Primer 6.8
Fuel Tank Coatings 6.1
Specialty Coatings 7.0 3.5
Clear coatings 4.3 3.5

CLEAM UP SOLVEMTS

Solvent containing materials used for the cleanup of coating
aquipment shall be considered when determining compliance
vith the emissions limits, unless:

(1) The solvent containing msterials are maintained in
a closed contalnar when not in use;

(2) Closed containers ars used for the disposal of
cloth or paper or other aaterials used for surface
preparation and cleanup;

(3) The application aquipsent is disassembled and
cleaned in a solvent vat and the vat is closed when
not in use; or,

(4) Solvent containing materials sprayed through the
application equipment are collected and placed in a
closed container.

ALTERMATE STANDARD

In lieu of complying with the individual coating limits set
forth in the standard, American Airlines may comply through
the use of add-on control aguipment. The use of add-on
control equipment will be contimgant upon the equipmant
chosan demonstrating that it is at a minimum eqguivalent to
the level of control achieved by the use coatings which maet
the standard of 3.3 pounde VOB per gallon (less water and
exempt solvants) and meet an overall contrel efficiency of at
least 859. Companies may use individual coating formulations,
which when aggregated, do not exceed 53 gallons per year par
facility.

Hew coatings, are required to meet the permitting
requiremants of the State. FHew coatings used in quantities



less than 55 gallons per coating per facility par year are
exempt from the ARACT plan requirements. HWew coatings which
meet at least a 3.5 pound per gallon VOS limit or have
control equipment vhich is equivalent te at least @& 3.5 pound
VOS per gallon {less water and exempt solvents) and weet an
overall control efficiency of at least 85 percent control are

not required to be reported as a part of the ARACT Plan for
the facility.

EXEMPTIONS

1. Coatings applied by swabs on subassembly and assembly
operations are exempt.

2. Coatings applied by aerosol spray cans in subassembly and
assembly operations are exeapt.

3. The applications of coatings, as described in items one
and tvo above, apply to the exterlor of assembled
aircraft, vhen the coating operations are carried out as
a part of the normal maintenance function.

REPORTING AND RECORD-KEEPING

American Airlines has chosen to maintain its records in the
folloving mannar as alloved by 3.7.5-4(h)(5)(B). American
Airlinea shall maintain the following:

(1) A material data sheet which documents the volatile
organic solvent content, composition, solids
content, solvent density, and other relevant
information detalling the operational parameters
of the coating process sufficient to determine
CORTINUOUS compliance with the applicable control
limits.

(2) Amarican Airlines will utilize its existing
master inventory system to ldentify all coating
consumption and amounts of dilution solvents in
each coating type, using daily entries to update
on a quarterly basis, bused on American Alrlines's
fiscal year, which begins 01 January and ends 31
Decemberx.

(3) Daily entries will identify euch paint formulation
and VoS emissions from each coating formulation,
by source, and wvwill be tebulated and maintained in
& quarterly report;

(4) VOS emissions will be tabulated based on the
maximum thinning persitted by specification;

{(5) American Airlines will develop and implement a



saster approval system to assure that booth by
booth records are kept for all coatings which are
not in the Alternate RACT Plan;

(6) Records shall be maintained of any testing
conducted at an affected facility in accordance
with the provisions specified in 3.7.5-4(h)(6);

(7) Records shall be maintained to adéquntely
demonstrate compliance with the provisions of
3.7.5-4(h)(1)(A) and 3.7.5-4(h)(1)(C)(11);

(8) Records required by Sactions (1) through (7) of
this order shall be maintained for at least two
years and shall be made available upon written
raquest by representatives of the Air Quality
Service, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
or the Tulsa City-County Health Department.

TESTIKG AND MONITORING

(A)

(B)

American Airlines shall, upon a determination.by the Air
Quality Service that testing is required to establish
emissions from any particular source or sources, conduct
such tests at his own expense. Tast methods may include
1-4, 18, 24, 24A, 25A, 25B found in Appendix A of 40 CFR
Part 60, including the procedures found at 40 CFR
60.444,

Monitoring shall be raquired of American Airlines if
it chooses add-on control aequipment as tha method for
compliance. Such monitoring shall include:

(1) Installation and maintenance of monitors to
accurately measure and record operational
parametars of all required control davices to
ensure the propar functioning of those devices in
accordance with design spacifications, including;

(a) the exhaust temperatura of direct flase
incinerators and/or gas tamparature
immediataly upntream and downstraam of any
catalynt bed,

(b) the total amqunt of volatile organic
substances recovered by carbon adsorption
or othar solvant recovery system during a
calendar month, and,

(c) the datas and reasons for any maintenance
and repair of the required control
devices and the estimated gquantity and
duration aof volatile organic substance
enigsions during such activities,



(2)

(3)

Maintenance of records of any testing conducted at
an affected facility in accordance with the
provisions specified in Subswction (A) above; and,

Maintenance of all records at the affected facility
for at least twvo years and make such records
aveilable to representatives of the State or local
air pollution control agencies upon request.



WORDAM INCORPORATED
TULSA, OKLAHOMA

DETERMINATION OF ALTERHATE REASOHABLY
AVAILABLE CONTROL TECRHOLOGY (ARACT)
FINAL APPROVAL

In accordance with the terms and provisions of Oklahoma Air
Pollution Control Requlation 3.7.5-4(h), and upon
racommandation of the State Alr Quality Council, Alternate
RACT For Mordam, as set forth in the attachsd Staff
Recommendation Concerning the Application of Hordanm for an
Alternate Asrospace Reamonably Available Control Technology
Determination Limit, is hersby APPROVED. Compliance with the
emission limits sat forth therain must ba achieved no later
than January 1, 1991 erncapt as specified under the Standards
Section of this Alternata RACT determination.

Done this _ 2! pay of _Febk , 1990.

) Chief, Alr Quality Service

MMLIF t— Deputy Commissioner

for Environmental Health
Services

22” . ‘él}/#,'&ﬂmmniuionar of Health




February 13, 1990

STAFF RECOMMENDATION COWCERNING THE APPLICATION OF
NORDAM, TULSA
FOR AN ALTERNATE AEROSPACE COATING, REASOXABLY AVAILABLE

COWTROL TECHWOLOGY DETERHINATION LIKIT UKDER REGULATION
3.7.5-4(h).

I

1,

BACKXGROUND

Nordam began operations in Tulsk in 1969. The company

is comprised of Mordam, the parent company, and it's
affiliate companies, Lori, TK International, Aero Tech
United and World Aviation Associates. ¥Nordam's
activities include the remanufacture of flight control
surfaces, radomes, acrylic and glass transparencies, heat
exchangers and oil coolers for commercial aviation,
general aviation, helicopter and wmilitary aircraft.
Wordam is also capsble of manufacturing panels, custom
interiors, acrylic transparencies, heat exchangers, oil
coolers and a wide range of composite structures. The
aonly facility which Hordam or the affiliate companies
operate which is subject to this determination is the
Lansing Street facility. The Pine street and Lori plants
are not considered as a part of this plan. The Lori
plant is currently controlled, and the Pine street
facility is wvell belowv the exemption limit in Regulation
3.7.5-4(h).

The company operates the Tulsa plant on a ona shift per
day, five day per veek, fifty-two vesk per year schedule.
There are, howgver, certain operatione vhich vary from
this schedule. The various sources at the plant operate
on an intermittent schedule. That is, they may only
operate a partial shift each day. The sources do not run
at capacity. The plait builds metallic and non-metallic
structures for its various customers. Currently the
operation is split on roughly 70% metallic, 30% non-
metallic.

puring the summer of 1987, the Air Quality Service met
with the various industries located in Tulsa County which
coat metal products and parts., These meetings vere held
preparatory to promulgation of @ VO8 regulation by the
State. Subsequent to numarous public hearings, a source-
apscific approach vas proposed at the October 1989
weeting of theé Air Quality Council. This approach, known
as Alternative Reasonably Available Control Technology
(ARACT), vas approved by the Council and recommended to
the Board of Health,

Nordam is comprised of several sources, 5 buing listed in
the 1988 emissions inventory. Of the 5 sources listed,



3 sources would be affacted under Alternate RACT., Of
these 5, all are CTG sources and consequently considered
under a CTG type plan. The listing belov is taken from
Nordanm's ARACT submittal and further breaks down the
coating sourcesa,

SOURCE DESCRIPTIOH TPQ vOs
1. General Purpose Paint Booth 3.0 +
2. General Purpose Paint Booth 1.5 +
3. Heat Insulation Paint Booth 0.28

+ Thesa numbers are estimatea, the plant was moved
in late 1989. '

II SOURCE BY SOURCE AHALYSIS

The State has developad an approach undar the ARACT
Requlation which allows the aeroapace companies to develep a
program vhich represents, in the view of the company and the
State, the best control program available based on, real
raductions and reasonable costs. MNordam, has proposed such a
plan, and it has bean reviawed by the State and EPA. The
plan callas for reductions across the plant, it is applicable
to metal, non-matal coating as wall as the exterior of
aircraft. The company has submitted figures which predict
the cost of the controls outlined in their plan to be
approximately $10,000.00 par ton of VOS removed. The staff
has determined that thia is a reasonabla plan for the cont).- L
of the facility.

The analysis wvhich is presanted hare is based upon the
materials which were asubmitted by the company. Thisg is an
abbreviated summary, further details are contained in the
submittals referenced in earlier sections of this document.

1. Gene:al Purposa Paint Booth, Mumber 1. This booth is
responaible for the coating of various parts, these may
bes metallic or non-matallic. The booth uses primers and
topcoats as its primary coatings, however, there nay be
from time to time other coatings used hare. The majority
of the coating done in this booth is geaneral, with
varying sizes ard structures being costed. Thias booth
has been in oparation only a short time, therefore, the
data on the coatings used is limited. The company has
projectad the use of compliant coatings for this booth in
its Alternate RACT. This booth wvas not conaidered for
consolidation due to the level of activity occurring
here.



The costs for using compliant coatings as the weans for
control of this bhooth are not available due to the
limited data. It is apparent that the costs vould be in
the $10,000 per ton range. fThe level of emissions
coupled with the size of the booth dictate the use of low
VOS coatings as the control method, add-on controls vould
increase the costs to an even higher level.

2. General Purpose Paint Booth, Number 2. This booth is

identical to the booth above, therefore, the same data
applies here.

3. Heat Insulation Paint Booth. This booth applies &
specialty coating to parts which acts ag a sound deadener
and a heat insulator. The actual VOS emissions from this
source cannot be stated due to the short asount of time
the plant has been in this location. The projected
enissions for 1989 from this source are .28 TPY. The
plant has increased its activity in this sector, and
anticipates the emissions to increase for this source.

The cost of controlling this booth is high due to the
level of emissions and the physical size of the booth.
The company has chosen to use compliant coatings as the
means of control in this booth.

KOTE: Nordam has recently moved their operatione from a
facllity on Pine Street, to a plent on Lansing Street. The
operation at the Pine Street plant vas larger and involved
more paint booths., Hordam will be regquired to obtain permits
for the booths which are now out of service prior to putting
thex back into service.

IXIXI TFINDINGS

1. Tulsa County is in an area vhich has been issued a SIP
call by EPA to correct certain deficiencies in the State
plan for attaining and maintaining the ozone standard.

2. The Air Quality Council has been authorized to develop
and recommend regulations for the improvement of air
quality. In this activity, they are to consider all
facets of the regulations vhich are being developed,
These duties include a responsibility to determine if the
regulation under consideration is cost-effective and in
the best interest of the State.

3. Mordam is located in an area designated as not attaining
the standard for the pollutant ozone.

4. On Dacember 5, 1989 the Air Quality Council approved, for
recommendation to the Board of Health, revocation of the
existing Section 3.7.5-4(h) of Regulation 3.7 concerning
aerospace in Tulsa. A new Section 3.7.5-4(h) vas



approved which would allow ARACT for the affected
industries. This Requlation was approved by the Board of
Health on Fabruary 8, 1990 and approved by the Governor
as an emergency on February 12, 1990. The facility must
be in compliance with the limits by January 1, of the

applicable year as listed in the Standards Section. i.e.
1991 and 1991.

Nordam is subject to the provisions of Regulation 3.7.5-
4(h) which contemplates either compliance with the 3.5
pounds per gallon requirementa of the CTG or the
submittal of a source-spacific compliance plan.

The plan contemplatad by Regulation 3.7.5-4(h) was
submitted by Nordam and was reviewed by the staff of the
Air Quality Service. The results of that review are
contained herein. '

The staff finds that Nordam has complied with all of the
proviaions of 3.7.5-4(h) in the submittal of their plan
and that ARACT is not only appropriate but is fully
justified by Mordam in their Alternate RACT Datermination
consisting of the following documents:

(a) Nordam Rovember 29, 1989 submittal entitled Source
Specific RACT Determination.

(b) Supplement of January 10, 1990, which outlinea the
responsas to the written questions posed to Mordam
by the staffs of the Air Quality Service, Tulsa
City-County Health Departmant and EPA.

IV RECOMMEMDATIONS *

The Staff Recommendations for Wordam are:

1. That the staff proposal ba recommended, by the
Council, to the Dspartment as the Alternate RACT
for Maordam.

2. That the Alternate RACT fo: Mordam as prasentad by
the ataff be approved by the Department.

3. That the documents presented by Hordam as their
Alternate RACT Determination on Hovember 29, 1989 be
considerad as the basis for the limits set for its
facilitian,

4. That the Alternate RACT determination be forwarded
to EPA aa a SIP revision.

5. The staff recommendation for Alternata RACT ia set



forth below. It applies only to the Nordam

facilities in existence on the date of the complete
plan submittal.

* The Staff recomendations vere approved by the Air Quality
Council with minor modifications. The ARACT as set forth in
Section V contains changes, as heard at public hearing

February 13, 1990, and as recommended by the Staff and
Council,

V  ALTERNATE RACT FOR HORDAH

After consideration of the Wordam submittals of November 29,
1989 and January 10, 1990, the Department finds the following
requirements to be appropriate alternate control for Wordam.

DEFINITIONS

A. COATING is a2 material protective or decorative which
covers 8 surface with & film vhich may alter the surface
characteristics and from vhich Volatile Organic Solvents
can be emitted during the application and/or curing
process,

B. ADHESIVE BOWDIKG PRIMER is a coating applied in a very
thin film that provides corrosion protection and prepares
surfaces of aerospace componentg for adhesive bonding.

C. PRIMER is a surface coating applied for the purposes of
adhesion of subsequent coatings.

D. PHOSPHATE ESTER RESISTANT COATING is a coating which is
resistant to phosphate ester-based hydraulic olil.

E. SPECIALTY COATIWGS are coatings having specific, highly
functional uses that do not balong to other categories.
They include reflective coatings, infrared absorbent
coatings, EMI shield coatings, electric or rediation
effect and other lov observable coatings, fire retardant
coatings, impact resistant coatings, temperature
sensitive coatings, anti-chafe coatings, and rain ercsion
coatings.

F. TOPCOAT is a coating applied for purposes or appearance,
identification or protection. Coatings which are
sandviched betveen a primer and & topcoat are considered
to be topcoats. A coating vhich is not formulated as a
primzer, and vhich is applied directly to a part as both
an initial and final coating is considered as & topcoat.

G. VOLATILE ORGANIC SOLVEETS (VOS) are any organic compounds
vhich participate in atmaspheric photochemical reactions;
that is, any organic compound other than those which the
EPA Administrator designates as having neqligible



photochemical reactivity. VOS may be measured by the VOC
reference method, an equivalent method, an alternate
method or by procedures specified undar 40 CFR Part 60.

STANDARD

The maximum amount (pounds) of VOS per gallon of coating
(less vater and exesmpt compounds) that Mordam may discharge
to the atmosphere vhile coating parts, is as follows:

COATING JaN 1991 JAN 1993
Primars 3.0

Polyurethane topcoats ' 3.5

Epoxry topcoats 4.0 3.5
Adhesgive Bond Primer 6.6

Spacialty Coatings, Heat Insulation 4.8

CLEAM UP SOLVEHTS

Solveant containing materiales usad for the cleanup of coating
equipment shall be considered whan determining compliance
wvith the emissions limits, unless:

(1) Tha solvant cont: aning matarials are msaintained in
a closed containe: when not in use;

(2) Closad containers are used for the disposal of
cloth or paper or othaer materials used for surface
preparation and cleanup;

(3) The application egquipment 1s disassembled and
cleanad in a solvant vat and the vat ls closed vhen
not in use; or,

{4) Solvent containing materials sprayed through the

application aquipment are collected and placed in a
closed contalner.

ALTERNATE STANDARD

In lieu of complying with the individual coating limits set
forth in the satandard, Wordem may comply through the use of



add-on control equipment. The use of add-on control
equipment wvill be contingent upon the equipment chosen
dexonstrating that it is at a miniwmum egquivalent to the level
of control achieved by the use coatings vhich meet the
standard of 3.5 pounds VOS per gallon (less water and exempt
solvents) and meet an overall control efficiency of at least
854. Companies may use individual coating formulations, which

vhen aggregated, do not exceed 55 gallone per year per
facility. .

Hev coatings, are required to meat the peraitting
requirements of the State. Wev coatings used in quantities
less than 55 gallons per coating per facility per year are
exempt from the ARACY plan requirements. Hew coatings vhich
meet at least a 3.5 pound per gallon VOS limit or have
control equipment wvhich ig equivalent to at least a 3.5 pound
VOS per gallon (less vater and exempt solvents) and weet an
overall control efficiency of at least 85 percent control are
not required to be reported as & part of the ARACT Plan for
the facility.

EXEMPTIONS

1. Coatings applied by svwabs or hand held brushes on
subassembly and assembly operations are exempt.

2. Coatings applied by aerosol spray cans in subassembly and
assembly operations are exempt.

REPORTING AXD RECORD-KEEPIRG
(A) The ovwner/operator shall msintain the following:

(1) A wmaterial data sheet which documents the volatile
organic solvent content, composition, molids
content, solvent density and other relevant
information detailing the operational parameters of
the coating process sufficient to determine
CONTINUOUS complisnce with the applicable control
limits. Information ms to the amounts of each type
coating used and the amounts of svlvents used for
dilution in each coating type shall be maintained
for esch coating operation. Daily usage records
vill be kept for all coatings used that do not
comply vith the applicable control limits specified
above;

(2) Records shall be maintained of &ny testing
conducted at an affected facility in accordance
with the provisions spacified in 3.7.5-4(h)(6);
and,



(3) Records required by Sections (1) and (2) shall be
maintained for at least two years.

(4) Mordam will maintain records adequate to
demonstrate compliance with 3.7.5-4(h)(1)(A) and
3.7.5-a4(h)(1)(C)(i1).

TESTING AMD MOWITORIHG

(A) Nordam shall, upon a determination by the Air Quality
Service that testing is required to establish emissions
from any particular source or sources, conduct such
tests at his own ezpense. Test mathods may include 1-4,
18, 24, 24a, 25A, 25B fcund in Appendix A of 40 CFR

Part 60, including the procedures found at 40 CFR
50"“.

(B) Monitoring shall be raquired of Wordam if it chooses
add-on control equipment as the method for compliance.
Such monitoring shall include:

(1) Inatallation and maintenance of monitors to
accurately measura and record oparational
parametars of all required control devicaes to
ensure the proper functioning of those devices in
accordance uith design apecifications, including;

(a) the axhaust tempsrature of direct flame
incinerators and/or gas temperature
immadiately upstream and downatream of any
catalyst bed,

{b) the total amount of volatile organic
substancas recovered by carbon adaorption
or other solvent racovery system during a
calendar month, and,

(c) the dates and reasons for any maintenance
and repair of tha required control
davices and the estimated quantity and
duration of volatile organic substance
emissions during such activitises,

(2) Maintenance of records of any testing conductad at
an affected facllity in accordance with the
provisions aspacified in Subsection (A) abova; and,

(3) Haintenance of all records at the affected facility
for at least twa years and mahe such records
available to representatives of the State or local
air pollution control agencies upon request.



HCDONNELL DOUGLAS
TULSA, OKLAECMA

DETERHINATION OF ALTERWATE RERSONABLY
AVAILABLE COMTROL TECHWOLOGY (ARACT)
FIRAL APPROVAL

In accordance with the terms and provisions of Oklahoma Air
Pollution Control Requlation 3.7.5-4(h), and upon
recommendation of the State Mir Quality Council, Alternate
RACT For McDonnell Douglas, as set forth in the attached
Staff Recomxendation Concerning The Application of McDonnell
Douglas, Tulsa Oklahoma for an Alternate Aerospsce Reasonably
Available Control Technoloyy Determination Limit, is hereby
APPROVED. Compliance vith the emission limits set forth
therein must be achieved no later than January 1, 1991 except
as specified under the Standards Section in this ARACY
documen®. ’

Done this 2/ bpay of Feb , 1990.

QMA& Chief, Air Quality Service
Mﬂlj(j MA&-« Daputy Coemissioner

for Environmantal Health
Services

yaw }: %","‘U,#'/ﬁléomilnioner of Health
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February 13, 1990

STAFF RECOMMEWDATION CONCERWIKG THE APPLICATION OF

MC DOMMELL DOUGLAS, TULSA

FOR AN ALTERMATIVE AEROSPACE COATING, REASOHMABLY AVAILABLE
CONTROL TECHWOLOGY DETERMIAATION LIMIT UKDER REGULATION

3.7.5-4(h).
I BACKGROUND
1. McDonnell Douglas has had operations in the Tulsa area

for ovar forty years. The Tulsa plant is a manufacturing
arm of the corporation. The plant is located in Air
Force Plant Wumber 3. This space is co-habitated with
Rockwvall Tulsa. The activities of this facility coasist
of the manufacturing of aircraft and missile parts and
components for both commercial and military use. The
company works on a contract basis, with tha contracts
being acquired through competitive bids. As a part of
the operation, the plant is involved in the coating of
various subassemblies. %This work is carried on
throughout the facility.

The company oparates the Tulsa plant on a three shift per
day, seven day per veek, fifty-one weak per year
schadule. There are, however, certain operations vhich
vary from this schadule. The various sources at the
planta operate on an intermittent achedule. That is, they
may only operate a partial shift each day. The sources
do not run at capacity. The plant builds metallic and
non-metallic structures for its various customers,
HcDonnaell Douglas almo contracts with foreign aircraft
manufacturecs. The plant is involved in the production
of parts and aubassemblies, the majority of the current
businass is for the military.

During the summer of 1987, the Air Quality Sarvice met
with the various industries leccated in Tulsa County which
coat metal products and parts. Thase meetings vere held
to infora the industry of the Faderal requiressnt that
this class of sources be regulated under the VOS control
plan of the State. It was daecidsd, as a result of thesas
mestings, that the 8tate would proceed with two
ragulations. One would be for the metal products and
parts sagment of the industry. This vas accomplished and
proposad at the September. 6, 1988 Air Quality Council
Meeting., During the ansuing year various maetings were
held, with many different versions of the ragulatery
strategies proposed. The Alr Quality Service, along with
the Air Quality Ceuncil and the EPA, agreed that the baest
means of requlating the asrospace industry was a source-



spacific approach. This approach wvas proposed at the
October 3, 1989 meseting, and the industry vas instructed
to develop & source-gpecific Alternate RACT approsch for
their individual operations. 'The plants complied with
this reqguest, and it ig the basis for the Alternate RACT
document for McDonnell Douglas, Tulea.

McDonnell Douglas, Tulsa, is comprised of several
sources. The sources which will bhe considered here are
those sources vhich are in existence today, &and which
coat various products. Of the 23 point sources listed in
the 1988 emissions inventory for the facility, 11 sources
vould be applicable under Alternate RACY. Of these 23,
only 8 would be applicable under the CTG. Some of these
vould be applicable on a partial basis only. One of
these sources, the Haintenance Paint Booth, will be
controlled by the CTG. The listing belov is taken from
HeDonnell Douglas's inventory submittal and further
breaks down the coating sources.

SOURCE DESCRIPTION TPY VO§
1. East Boolh Building 62 10.11

2. West Booth Building 62 6.32

3. Convayorized Booth Building 62 8.85

4. CFT Booth Buillding 1 1.08

5. AVS Booth Building 1 0.42

6. DC-8 Booth Building 1 1.00 -

7. Booth Number 1 Conveyorized Line 0.56 w4
8. Booth Number 2 Conveyorized Line 0.3%6 LA
9. Booth Wumber 3 Conveyorized line 0.56 e
10. Chem-Hill Haskant Booth 26.06

11. Maintenance Paint Booth 0.005 »
12. DC-~10 Lavatory Booth 0.003 o
13. Plastics and FPiberglass Booth 0.01

14. Silk Screen Boath 0.01

15. Non-Point Source Paint Usage 2.5)



* Subject to the provisions of 3.7.5-4(g).
** Booth out of sarvice.

The other buildings which Mc Donnell Douglas currently
inhabits do not have sources which are covered by the
provisions of 3.7.5-4(q) or (h).

II SOURCE BY SOURCE AMALYSIS

The State has developad an approach under the ARACT
Raqulation which allows the aerospace companies to devalop a
program wvhich represents, in the view of the company and the
State, the best control program avallable based on real
reductions and reasonable costs. McDonnall Douglas has
proposad such a plan, and it has bean revieved by the State
and EPA. The plan calls for reductions across the plant. It
is applicable to metal, non-metal coating as wvell as the
enterior of aircraft, The company has submitted fiqures
wvhich predict the cost for convarsion to compliant coatings,
as outlined in their plan is approximately $10,000.00 par ton
of VOS removed. The staff has datermined that this is a
reasonable plan for the control of the facility.

The analysis which is presented here is based upon the
matarials which were submlitted by the company. This is an
abbreviated summary, further details are containaed in the
submittals referenced in earlier sections of this document.

1. East Booth in Enclosure, Building 62. This booth doas
general coating work, the parts coated hare are
primarily metallic structures. There are some occasions
vhen non-metallic structures would be coated here, 't'ha
majority of the work done in this bhooth would be covered
by the CTG. Under the ARRCT proposal, the coatings used
in this booth would be of the low VOS type.

The coasts of add-on controls for this booth are very
high and the use of compliant coatings will affact
significant reductions in the emissions from this
source. This booth is net being considered for
consolidation with othar hooths due to the workload, and
the reductions projected. v

2. West Booth in Enclegure, Bullding 62. This is a sister
booth to the East Booth; it alao does genaral coating
vork. Thase booths are designed to handle large parts.
The coatings used in them are varied in the asounts used
and the types of coatings applied.

This booth will comply with tha use of low VOS coatings.
The costs for control are the same as for the Bast
Booth.
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Conveyorized Booth, Building 62. Painting done in this
booth is on small parts of a generalized nature. The
booth is served by a conveyor system. This system picks
up parts from a central area in the plant and then
passes through the paint booth. As in the booths above
the coatings used in this booth are general in scope.
They would include priwmers and various topcoats. The

control of this booth will rely on the use of lovw VOS
coatings.

The cost of add-on control is considered to be
prohibitive, the company projects extensive reductions
in tho emissions from this source by the use of
compliant coatings. Due to the conveyorized line in
this booth consolidation of the oparations of this booth
have not been suggested.

CPT Booth, Building 1. This booth is responsible for
the coating of conformwal fuel tanke. This ie again a
specialized paint booth, designed to accommodate the CFT
fuel tank. The tank ls a very large part, which iz of a
odd shape. This booth used primarily primers and
topcoats. The booth is used for the singular purpose of
coating these fuel tanks, the vork load is such that
this booth cannot be combined with others.

Mc Donnell Douglas has proposed the use of low VOS
coating as the means of compliance for this booth. The
cost for add-on control for this area is very high. The
company hasz shovn decresses in the emigsions {rom this
booth.

AV-8 Hooth, Building 1. This booth iz similar to the
CFT booth, being responsible for the coating of Pylons.
These are again lsrge objects vhich require a booth
vhich will accosmodate their size. The coatings used
here are topcoats and primers. This booth is used only
for the coating of these parts, and is not a large
source. The cospany proposes to control the emissions
from this source with the use of compliant coatings.

The source is not a candidate for consolidation due to
the size of the parts coated here. Costs of controls
other than compliant costinge are considered to be
prohibitive.

DC-8 Booth, Building 1. fThe operations carried out at
this paint booth closely mirror those of the previous
tvo. The DC-8 paint booth is used to coat parts vhich
are large and of an odd shepe. The coatings used in
this booth are primarily primers &nd topcoats. This is
s low volume booth, with low emissions, the company
proposes the use of compliant coatings as its compliance
strateqy. Emissions for this booth will be less than
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11.

half of the current level,

The consolidation of this booth with others is not
possible due to the size of the parts coated and
workload scheduling. The costas for add-on control is
considerad to be restrictive.

Booth Number 1, Coanveyorized Line. Bullding 1. <This
booth and the next two have been placed in "mothballs®.
The company has agreed that the future use of thease
booths would fall under the permitting authority of the
State. These hooths when in use, were used to do
general coating of miscellaneous parts of medium size.
The operations done in these booths have been
transferred to other booths in the plant. This
consolidation iz a rasult of the action of the company

to comply with the emissions reductions in their ARACT
plan.

Booth Number 2, Conveyorized Line. Building 1. Saa
above,

Booth Number 3, Conveyorized Line. Building 1. Sea
aboava.

Chen-Mill Maskant Booth, Building 1. The chem-mill
maskant booth applies maskants and to a legsaar dagree
dry film lubricants. Due to the types of coating done
in this booth, and the problems amsociated with the
proceas the only coatings uased in this area are those
listed above. This is the aingle largest coating source
in the plant, it accounted for 26 tons of amissions in
1989.

The company has proposad the ume of lovw VOE coatings as
the means of control of this system under the ARACT.
The costs of controlling this system are among the
lowest for the plant, however, the coampany has chosen to
use a maskant which will achieve compliance through low
VOC technology. The final emissions from this source
have baen drastically reduced and are conaidered to be
vall below the levels the CTG would achiave.

Maintenanca Booth, Building 1. This source is covered
by the provisions of Requlation 3.7.5-4(g). This shop
is responsible for the coating of a wide variaety of
plant esquipment. The coating operations parformed here
use an assortment of coatings, which would include
topcoats and primers. This booth is not being
conaidered as a candidate for inclusion with any other
booths, dua to the activities of the shop and its
location. The costa for add-on control far exceed the
costs for the use of compliant coatings in this area,
therefore, Mc Donnell Douglas would propose the use of
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13.

14,

15,
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compliant coatings ss the means of control.

DC-10 Lavatory Booth, Building 1. This booth has been
pPlaced in storage, the company has agreed that the
future use of this system will be based on obtaining a
permit through the State's system, This booth vas used
in the manufacture of lavatories for commercial
airliners. The emissions from this source vere not
subject to the CTG. The work done in this booth has
been completed, or shifted to other booths in the plant.

Plastics and Fiberglass Booth, Building 1. This booth
is, as the name implies, involved in the coating of
plastics and fiberglass, therefore, the coating done in
this booth wvould not be applicable to the CTG. The
coatings used in this sarea are topcoats and priwers, the
company has proposed the use of compliant versions of
these coatings in its Alternate RACT.

The costs of controlling the emissions from this booth
are very high, dve primarily to the level of emissions,
vhich vere 0.01 TPY in 1989. Consolidation of this
booth with others is not practical due to the plant
layout.

Silk Screen Booth, Building 1. This booth is a table top
booth involved in the application of patternad coatings
to various substrates. This booth had reported
emissions of 0.01 tons in 1989. The company has
conmitted to the use of compliant coatings vhere
possible. This booth is considered an active booth.

The vorkload for this source is light and is reflected
in its emissions. No cost data for this source have
been developed, howvever, it would be on the sxtreme due
to the emission levels.

Othaer Won-Point Ugege., ¥This activity accounted for
approximately 2.5 TPY during 1989, This activity
includes such things as touch-ups, hole daubing and
repairs to damaged finishes. The company has projected
that this activity will prouduce emissions in 1991 that
sre half those reported in 1989. Compliant cocrtings are
scheduled to be the mewans of complying under the
company's plan.

Cost analysis have not baen attempted for this source
due to the variability of the need and frequency of
application. The activity cannot be done in paint
booths and cannot be consolidated.

FINDIRGS

Tulsa County is in an area which has been issued a SIP
call by EPA to correct certain deficiencies in the



State' s plan for attaining and maintaining the ozone
standard.

The Air Quality Council has been authorized to develop
and recommend requlations for the improvemesnt of air
quality. In this activity, they are to consider all
facets of the requlations which are being developed.
These duties include a responsibility to determine if
the regulation under consideration is cost-effective and
in the best interest of the State.

McDonnell Douglas, Tulsa, is located in an area
designated as not attaining the standard for the
pollutant ozone.

On Decembar 5, 1989, the Air Quality Council approved,
for recommendation to the Board of Health, revocation of
the existing Section 3.7.5-4(h) of Ragqulation 3.7,
concerning aerospace in Tulsa. A naw Section 3.7.5-4(h)
vas approved which would allow ARACT for the affected
industries. Thiz Regulation was approved by the Board
of Health on February 8, 1990 and approved by the
Governor as an emergency on February 12, 1990. The
facility must ba in compliance with the limits by
January 1, of the applicable year as listed in the
Standards Section, i.e., 1991 and 1993.

McDonnell Douglas is subject to the provisions of
Regulation 3.7.5-4(h) which contemplates sither
compliance with the 3.5 pounds per gallon requirements
of the CTG or the submittal of a source-specific
compliance plan.

The plan contemplated by Ragqulation 3.7.5-4(h) wvas
submitted by McDonnell Douglas and was reviewed by the
staff of the Air Quality Service. The results of that
review are contalned herain.

The staff finds that HcDonnell Douglas has complied with
all of the provisions of 3.7.5-4(h) in the submittal of
their plan and that ARACT i{s not only appropriate but is
fully justified by McDonnell Douglas in their Altaernate
RACT Determination consisting of ths following
documants:

(a) McDonnall Douglas October 30, 1989 aubmittal
entitled McDonnell Douglas Tulsa Source Spacific
RACT Determination,

(b) Supplement of November 20, 1989, which outlines the
rasponsas to the written questions posed to
McDonnell Douglas by the staffs of the Air Quality
Sarvice, Tulea City-County Health Department and
EPA.



(c) Supplement of January 5, 1990, wvhich outlines the
Company's response to the alternate reporting
requirements of Regulation 3.7.5-4(h).

v RECOMMENWDATIONRS

The Staff Recommendations for HcDonnell Douglas are:

1. That the staff proposal be recommended by the
- Council to the Departwent as the Alternate RACT
McDonnell Douglas Tulsa facilities.

2. That the Alternate RACT for KebDonnell Douglae

as presented by the staff be approved by the
Department,

3. That the documents presented by HcDonnell Douglas as
their Alternate RACY Determination on October 30,
1989 be considered as the basis for the limits set
for its facilities.

4. That the Alternate RACT determination be forwvardaed
to EPA as a SIP revision,

5. The staff recommendation for Alternate RACT is set
forth below. It applies only to the McDonnell
Douglas Tulsa facilities in existence on the date of
the complete plan submittal.

* The staff recomendations vere approved by the Air Quality
Council with sinor modifications. ¥Yhe ARACT as set forth in
Section V contains changes, &s heard at Public Hearing

February 13, 1990, and as recommended by the Statf and
Council.

V ALTERNATE RACT FOR MCDOWNELL DOUGLAS TULSA.

After consideration of the HcDonnell Douglas submittals of
October 30, and Rovember 20, 1989 and January 5, 1990, the
pepsrtment finds the following requirements to be npproprinta
alternate control for HeDonnell Douglas, Tulsa.

DEFIMITIONS

A. AIRCRAFT is any machine designed to travel through the
earth's atsosphere, This group includes but is not
limited to: mirplanes, balloons, dirigibles, drones,
helicopters, missiles, and rockets.

B. AXRCRAFT EXTERIOR iz the alrcraft surface which is
exposed to ambient environwental conditions on the



earth's surface or in flight.

ADHESIVE BONDIRG PRIMER is a coating applied in a very
thin film that provides corrosion protection and prepares
surfaces for adhesive bonding.

COATING is a materisl decorative or protgctive which
covers a surface with a2 film which may alter the surface
characterigtics and from which volatile organic solvents

can be emitted during the application and/or curing
process.

FLIGHT-TEST COATING is a coating other than a standard
production coating which is applied to an aircraft prior
to flight testing to protect the aircraft from corrosion
and to provide required markings during flight test
evaluation.

FUBL-TARK COATING is the coating applied to the interior
of a fual tank of an aircraft to prevent corrosion.

CHEMICAL MILLING MASEAMT i2 a temporary production
coating applied directly to an aerospace matal part to
protect surface areaas from any damage (including
mechanical and environmental) during manufacturing
operationa such as chemical milling, anodizing, plating,
etching, aging, bonding or riveting.

PRIMER is & surface coating applied for the purposes of
adhesion of subsequent coatings.

PHOSPHATE ESTER RESISTANT COATING is a coating which is
resistant to phosphate sater~based hydraulic eil.

SOLID FILM LUBRICAHT is a coating consisting of a binder
system containing as its chief material one or more of
the following: molybdenum disulfide, graphite,
polytetrafluorethylane, lauric acid, cetyl alcohol, waxas
or ather smolida that act as a dry lubricant betwaen
faying surfaces.

SPACE-VEHICLE is a vehicle designad to traval and
function beyond the earth's atmosphere.

SPACE-VEHRICLE COATINGS are coatings applied to space-
vehicles.

SPECIALTY COATINGS are coatings having specific, highly
functional uses. Thay include reflective coatings,
infrared absorbent coatinga, EMI shield coatinga,
alectric or rediation effect and other lovw observable
coatings, fire retardant coatings, impact resistant
coatings, temparature sengitive coatings, and rain
erosion coatingsa.
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TEMPORARY PROTECTIVE COATIHG is a coating applied to an
aerospace component to protect it from mechanical damage
during handling, transportation or sssembly.

TOPCOAT is & coating applied for purposes of appearance,
identification or protection. Coatings vhich are
sandviched between a primer and a topcoat are considered
to be topcoats. A coating vhich is not formulated as a
primer, and vhich is applied directly to s part as both
an initial and final comting is considered as a topcoat.
Pigmented taopcoats contain materials to give the coating
a final color. Clear topcosts contain no pigments.

VOLATILE ORGANIC SOLVEWTS (VOS) are any organic compounds
vhich participate in atmospheric photochemical reactions;
that is, any organic compound other than those which the
EPA Administrator designates as having negligible
photochemical reactivity. VOS may be weasured by the VOC
reference method, an equivalent method, an alternate
method or by procedures specified undar 40 CFR Part 60.

STANDARD

The maximum amount (pounds) of VOS per gallon of coating
(minus vater and exempt solvents) as discharged to the
atmosphere while coating parts, is as follows:

COATING JAK 1991 JAN 1993
Primersa 3.0
Phosphate Ester Resistant Primer 3.0
Topcoats

All except DPH 110 3.5

DPM 110 5.8 3.5
Adhesive Bond Primer 6.8
rlight Test Coatings 7.0
Fuel Tank Coatings 6.1
Chen-Nill Haskante 8.4 3.5
Solid Film Lubricants 7.3

Space-Vehicle Coatings 8.3



Speclalty Coatings 6.8

Temporary Protective Coatings 2.5
Lacquer 6.7 3.5
Clear Coating 4.1 3.5

CLEAN UP SOLVENTS

Solvent containing materials used for the cleanup of coating
equipment shall be considered vhen determining compliance
with the emissiona limita, unless:

(1) The solvent containing materials are maintained in
a closed container when not in use;

(2) Closed containers are used for the disposal of
cloth or paper or other materials used for surface
preparation and cleanup;

(3) The application equipment is disassembled and
cleanad in a solvent vat and the vat is closed wvhen
not in use; or,

(4) Solvant containing materials aprayed through the
application squipment are collectad and placed in a
closed container,

ALTERNATE STAWDARD

In lieu of complying with the individual coating limits set
forth in the standard, Hc Dopnell Douglas, Tulsa, may comply
through the use of add-on contrel aquipment. The use of add-
on control aquipment will be contingent upon tha equipment
chosen demonatrating that it is at a minimum equivalent to
the level of control achieved by the use coatings which meet
standard of 3.5 pounds VOS per gallon (less water and axempt
solvents) and meet an ovarall control efficiency of at least
859. Companiaes may use individual coating formulations, which
when aggregatad, do not emcesd 55 gallons per year per
facility. '

Hew coatings, are required te meet the permitting
raquirements of the State. Mev coatings used in quantities
lass than 535 gallons par ceoating per facility per year are
exampt from the ARACT plan requiremants. MHNaw coatings which
meet at least a 3.5 pound per gallon VYO8 limit or have
cantrol aquipasnt which is equivalent to at least a 3.5 pound
VOS per gqallon (less water and exempt solvents) and meat an
overall control efficlency of at least 85 percent control are
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not required to be reported as & part of the ARACT Plan for
the facility.

EXENPTIONS

1.

Coatings applied by svabg on subassembly and agsembly
operations are exempt.

Coatings applied by serosol spray cans in subassembly and
assembly operations are esempt.

REPORTING AKD RECORD-KEEPIKG

HcDonnell Douglas has chosen to maintain its racords in the
following manner as allowed by 3.7.5-4(h)(5)(B). McDonnell
Douglas Tulsa shall maintain the following:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

A material data sheet which documents the volatlle
organic solvent content, composition, solids content,
solvent density, and other relevant information
detailing the aperational parameters of the coating
process sufficient to determine COHTINUOUS compliance
with the applicable control limits;

Records of coating and solvent distributed to coating
departwents. At HcDonnell Douglas, Tulsa, coatings and
solvent materials are distributed by Paint Stores. Wwhen
naterials sre issued, the type and gquantity lssued and
the receiving department are recorded. These daily
records are stored on computer. Each month a report
detailing deily coating and solvent usage is
sutomatically genersted. This report liste each
material, the costing department, the date lssued and
the quantity;

Records shall be meintained of any testing conducted at
an affected facllity in sccordance with the provisions
spacified in 3.7.5-4(h)(6);

Records shall be mainteined to mdequately demonstrate
compliance wvith the provisions of 3.7.5-4(h)(1)(A) and
3.7.5-4(h)(L)(C)(i1);

Records required by Sections (1) through (4) of this
order shall be maintained for at least two yesrs and
shall be made aveilable upon written request by
representatives of the Air Quality Service, the U.S.
Environmantal Protection Agency or the Tulga City-County
Health Department.

TESTING AMD WOHNITORING

(»)

McDonnell Douglas shall, upon a determination by the Air
Quality Service that testing is required to establish
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(B)

emissions from any particular source or sources, conduct
such tests at their expense. Test methods may include
1-4, 18, 24, 24A, 235A, 25B found in Appendix A of 40 CFR

Part 60, including the procedures found at 40 CFR
60.444,

Monitoring shall be required of McDonnell Douglas 1f it
chooses add-on control equipsent as the method for
compliance.

(1)

(2)

(3)

Such manitoring shall include:

Installation and waintenance of monitors to
accurately measure and record operational
parameters of all reaquired control devices to
ensure the proper functioning of those devices in
accordance vwith design specifications, iycluding:

(a)

(b)

(c)

the exhaust temperature of direct flame
incinerators and/or gas temperature
immediately upstream and downstream of any
catalyst bead,

the total amount of valatile organic
substances recovered by carbon adsorption
or othar solvent recovery system during a
calendar month, and,

the dates and reasons for any maintenancc
and repair of the required contral
davices and the estimated quantity and
duration of volatile organic substance
emigsions during such activities,

Haintenanca of records of any testing conducted at
an affected facility in accordanca with the
provisjions apecified in Subsection (A) above; and,

Maintenance of all records at the affected facility
for at least two years and make such records
available te representativea of the State or local
air pollution control agencies upon requast.
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ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
40 CFR gi

APPROVAL AND PROHULGATION OF AIR QUALITY IMPLEMENTATION PLANS;
OKLAHOMA; TULSA COUNTY OZONE PLAN

AGENCY: Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).

ACTION: Direct Final Rulemaking.

SUMMARY: This notice approves a revision to the Oklahoma
ozone State Implementation Plan (SIP) for Tulsa County. This
revision; 1) establishes a regulation allowing the State to issue
an alternate reasonably available control technology (RACT)
determination for the aerospace industries located in Tulsa
County, Oklahoma and 2) approves four source specific RACT
determinations for Rockwell International, McDonnell Douglas-
Tulsa, American Airlines, and Nordam. This SIP revision was
submitted by the Governor on March 9, 1990, in response to EPA's
SIP call of May 26, 1988. The intended effect of this action is
to establish legally enforceable Volatile Organic Compound (VGC)
enission limits for new and existing facilities in Tulsa County.

_These limits are being determined by EPA to represent RACT
for each of the Tulsa aerospace facilities. These alternate RACT
determinations are approvable because the four industries have
demonstrated that it is not cost effective to control their vocC
emissions to the presumptive norm set forth in EPA's Control
Technique Guideline document (EPA 450/2-78-015).

EFFECTIVE DATE: This action will become effective on
(insert 60 days from date of publication) unless notice ims
received by (insert 30 days from date of publication) that

someone wishe‘sk to séub{n:t advaer\se orlcriﬁ.cal \comments. \“l
0 A pefedkve OuXe 15 delayes, Yimaly p,tice
Vil oz pUolished n Yhe Ceberal yicler,
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ADDRESSES: Written comments on this action should be
addressed to Mr. Thomas H. Diggs, Chief, Planning Section of the
EPA Region 6, Air Programs Branch (address below). Copies of the
documents relevant to this action are available for public
inspection during normal business hours at the following
locations:
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region 6, Air Programs Branch (&T-AP)
1445 Roze Avenue
Dallas, Texas 75202
Public Information Reference Unit
Environmental Protection Agency
401 M Street, S.W
Washington, D.C. 20460
Oklahoma State Department of Health
Air Quality Servicae
1000 Northeast 10th Streat
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73152
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Gregg Guthrie, telephone
(214) 655-7214 or (FI8) 255-7214.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Background
Part D of the Clean Air Act requires ogone nonattainment
plane to include regulations providing for VOC emission
reductions from existing sources through the adoption of RACT.
For 1979 plans that demonstrated attainment of the ozone National
Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS)} by Dacember 31, 1982, RACT
regulations are required for major sources (i.e., those emitting
greater than 100 tons per year) of VOC that are covered by a

Control Technique Guideline (CTG) Document. Tha 1979 ozone SIP
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for Tulsa County was conditionally approved by EPA on February
13, 1980, at 45 FR 9733. After additional submittals by the
State, EPA removed the conditions on November 11, 1980, at 45 FR
79051.

On February 24, 1984, EPA notified the Governor of Oklahoma
that Tulsa County had failed to attain the ozone NAAQS by
Dacember 31, 1982. For the areas that falled to meet the
December 31, 1982, deadline, EPA also required plan revisions
that establish RACT for both major and minor sources of VOC that
are covered by a CTG Document.

On October 23, 1987, EPA Reglion 6 notified the Oklahoma
State Department of Health (OSDH), Air Quality Service (AQS) that
their existing surface coating regulation for miscellaneous metal
parts and products no longer met RACT since it did not control
major and minor sources to the level recommended by EPA. The
State was directed to the EPA CTG document "Surface Coating of
Miscellaneous Metal Parts and Products® (EPA-450/2-78-015) for
guidance on how to develop an acceptable regulation.

Oon May 26, 1988, EPA further notified the Governor of
Oklahoma that the Tulsa ozone S8IP had faliled to attain the NAAQS
(based on 1985-1987 data) by Decembar 31, 1987, and therefore,
required further revision. 1In response to this notification, one
item the State was requested to amend was its miscellaneous metal
parts and products surface coating regulation. However, since
the existing regulation applied statewide the OSDH chose to write

a new regulation that is specific to Tulsa County.



4

During the rulemaking process, the OSDH considered several
proposed regulations for the miscellaneous metal parts and
products coating operations in Tulsa. After analysis of comments
and discussions with all affected parties, including the Tulsa
asrospace industries and EPA, the State chose to determine RACT
on an individual basis for each of the four aerospace companies
in Tulsa County.

EPA defined RACT in a September 17, 1979, Federal Register
notice (44 FR 53762) as:

" The lowest emission limitation that a particular source is

capable of meeting by the application of control technology

that is reasonably avallable considerihg technological and
econonic feasibility.”

Through the publication of CTG documents, EPA has ldentified
pollution control levels that EPA presumes to constitute RACT for
various categories of sources. Where the State finds the
presumptive norm applicable to an individual source or group of
sources, the State typically adopts requirements consistent with
the presumptive norm. However, States may develop case-by-case
RACT determinations. EPA will approve these RACT determinations
as long as the State demonstrates they will satisfy the Clean Air
Act's RACT requirements based on adequate documentation of the
taechnical and economic circumstances of the particular source
baeing regulated.

EPA Region 6 devaloped a guidance document titled "Guidance

for Developing an Alternate Reasonably Available Control
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Technology (RACT) Demonstration for the Tulsa Aerospace
Industry.¥ This document was issued for the State and industries
to follow in developing documents to justify deviation from the
recommended CTG approach.
Tulsa Air Quality and Reasonable Further Progress

Even though EPA determined that Tulsa County had failed to
attain the ozone NAAQS by December 31, 1987, (based on 1985-1987
data) current alr quality data (1987-1989) indicate that Tulsa
County has attained the NAAQS for ozona. EPA examined the 1987-
1989 air quality data and found that thay were collected in
accordance with all EPA requirements. Monitoring sites have
indicated a calculated maximum annual average expected number of
exceedances of 0.37. The data collected raevaal the area has
Bonitored attainment since EPA requires a 1.0 or lower value for
an annual average expected exceedance to demonstrate attainment.

The Reasonable Further Progress (RFP) curve submitted with
the Tulsa Post 82 ozone SIP predicted sufficlient reductions would
be achieved consistently with the implementation of the State
regulations and the continuation of the Federal HMotor Vehicle
Control Program to attain the ozone NAAQS. The curve shows that
a decrease of 19.7 percent was to occur in Tulsa County between
1984 and 1986. This was without the reductions from regulating
the aerospace industries. The OSDH demonstrated that a 12
percent decrease of VOCs was required to attain the ozone
standard. The RFP curve projected an attainment date of

December 31, 1986. 8ince December 31, 1987, no violations of
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the ozone NAMAQS have occurred in Tulsa County. Therefore, the
added VOC reductions from the alternate RACT determinations for
the Tulsa aerospace industries will provide continued assurance
of maintenance of the ozone NAAQS.

EPA intends to act on the Tulsa Post-82 SIP in the near
future. Currently, EPA is expecting to propose approval of both
the SIP and a redesignation request for the Tulsa area. Should
maintenance of the ozone NAAQS become a problem in the future,
the State regulation will require revisitation of the
determinations diascussed in this notice.

. The remainder of this notice discuasses the Oklahoma Air
Pollution Control Regulation (OAPCR) 3.7.5-4(h) "Control of VOS
Emissions from Aerospace Industries Coatings Operations™ and its
accompanying Oklahoma Commissloner of Health Orders adopted for
each of the four Tulsa companies.

Definition of Volatile Organic Compound

One EPA requirement for developing an approvable surface
coating regulation is properly defining the term Volatile Organic
Compound (VOC). Oklahoma's regulation for controlling organic
substances that lead to ozone formation is structured somewhat
differently than EPA had originally envisioned. The State
requlates "Organic Materials®™ through OAPCR 3.7 "Control of
Emissions of Organic Materials.® The State's definition of
organic materials includes all compounds containing carbon atoms
with the exception of carbon monoxides, carbon dioxide, carbonic

acid, metallic carbides, metal carbonates and ammonium
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carbonates. Organic materials is subdivided into specific
categories defined by the terms VOC, organic solvents, petroleunm
liquid and volatile organic solvent (VOS).

Oklahoma's existing definition of VOC vas originally written
spacifically for the petroleum marketing industry. EPA notified
the State that if VOC was to be used in surface coating
regulations it would require revising their definition to be
consistent with EPA guidance. Oklahoma informed EPA that
redefining VoC in the OAPCR 3.7 would require substantial
restructuring of the entire OAPCR 3.7. The State chose to define
a new term "VOS"™ to be used in surface coating regulations. The
State's definition of V08 is consistent with EPA's definition of
VOC. Throughout the remainder of this notica the reader should
note that the term VOS is consistent with EPA's definition of
vVocC.

Oklahoma's RAerospace Regulation

OAPCR 3.7.5-4(h) is written as a directional tool for those
aerospace industries in Tulsa that wish to obtain permission to
deviate from the recommended CTG miscellaneous metal parts and
products regulation. OAPCR 3.7.5-4(h) reads very similar to the
Region 6 guidance document for Tulsa in that it requires sources
to go through an extensive reviewv of available options for
reducing emissions. Sources are required to investigate the
availability and economic and technical feasibility of
reformulation, add-on control equipment, facility redesign and
improv;d application techniques. OAPCR 3.7.5-4(h) applies to all
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new and existing aerospace facilities in Tulsa County. Those
sources with the potential to emit less than ten tons per year
are exempt.

Individual coatings may be exempt provided their total
volume for the facility does not exceed 55 gallons per year.
Additionally, new coatings that are not included in the source
specific RACT determination may be exempt on one of two
conditions. First the new coating must contain a VOS8 content
less than or equal to 3.5 pounds of VOS par gallon of coating
(less water and exempt solvents), or second, the total usage of
the new coating does not exceed 55 gallons per year per facility.
Those coatings that do not meet either of the above two
conditions are required to obtain permits through the State's
permitting regulation (OAPCR 1.4). These permits will then be
submitted to EPA for approval as source specific SIP revisions.

Compliance with the Orders issued pursuant to OAPCR 3,7.5-
4(h) 1s determined on a coating by coating basis. The Orders
raquire the sources to kaep material data sheets for each coating
and dally records of coatings issued to each coating operation
within the facility. The material data sheets are required to
list formulation data such as the VOS content, composition,
solids content, and solvent density. These data sheets will be
used for normal compliance purposes, however, should EPA or the
state determine the need for closer scrutiny, sources will be
required to perform the New Source Performance Standard (NSPS)

test Method 24 found at 40 CFR Part 60, Appendix A. If an NSPS
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Hethod 24 test is performed, the legally binding compliance
determination will be based on the Hathod 24 test results, not
the material data sheets. No averaging of coating®limitations is
allowed.

No averaging is allowed for those sources wishing to comply
through the installation of control equipment. Sources will
calculate‘the maximum VOS content that a coating wmay contain
based on the eftficiency of the control device. This calculation
will be performed on a solids basis and will represent a
raeduction of emissions that is equivalent to the emissions that
would result from the use of coatings that meet the applicable
limit of the smource specific Order.

Alternate RACT Analysis

Each company investigated the options available for reducing
emissions from its surface coating operations. Among those were
coating reformulation, enhanced application techniques that would
improve transfer efficiency, facility redesign and add-on control
equipment to reduce VOC emissions.

All four companies investigated the use of low-solvent
coating technologies. Among those were high-solids coatings,
vater-borne coatings, and powder coatings. The companies
contacted many of the leading coating manufacturers to determine
if such coatings were either cufrantly avallable or could be
expected to become available in the near future.

Those low VOC coatings that were identified to be currently

available or soon to be available, mainly primers and topcoats,
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are regulated in the source specific Order for each company.
Please refer to EPA's technical support document for a copy of
each order which contains a precise listing of those coatings.

Each company investigated the use of add-on control
equipment in its operations. The companies contacted vendors to
determine if such equipment could be suitable for its particular
operation.

Cost Effectiveness of Add-on Control Equipment

Cost estimates for add-on control equipment were prepared
using methodology presented in the EPA document "EAB Control Cost
Manual®™, third edition, February 1987, (EPA-~-450/5-87-001A). Each
company developed cost estimates for tons of VOC removed. The
aircraft industry in general typically designs its coating booths
to accommodate the largest part requiring coating. The larger
the booth the greater the airflow through the booth, and
therafore the lower the VOC concentration. The actual
concentration of VOC in the exhaust stream and the total volume
of air-to ba treated are primary factors in determining cost
effectiveness. Typically the industry not only coats parts in
the booths, but also uses the booths as a flash off and/or cure
area. This intermittent use of the booths leads to low VOC
concentratione in the exhaust streams. While EPA strongly
balieves that these problems can ba overcome by measures such as
spray booth air recirculation, facllity redesign, and product
scheduling, the particular application of these measures to the
Tulsa facilities is not cost effactive. This is due to the low
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total VOC emissions from the coating operations from each of the
four Tulsa industries. EPA reviewed the information developed
by the four companies and, with the exception of McDonnell
Douglas' chemical mill maskant operation, EPA agrees that these
costs should not be considered cost effective in this situation
relative to the cost effectiveness assumed in the CTG for
miscellaneous metal parts and products.

Source Bpecific RACT Determinations

Oklahoma uses the term Volatile Organic Solvent (V0S) in
their surface coating reqgulation. This term is identical to
EPA's definition of voc.

Individual coating limits have been established for each
type of coating in use. The majority of limits have compliance
dates of January 1991, although some coating limits are further
reduced to lower limits that have a compliance date of January
1993.

In an effort to obtain reductions similar to those that
would be obtained through adoption of a regulation as suggested
in EPA's CTG document for miscellaneous metal parts and products,
the OSDH has regulated the coating of both metal and non-metal
parts and products (i.e., plastics and composites). The OSDH
regulates all surface coatings used at each particular facility.
Rockwell International

This section discusses the determination made for Rockwell
International - Tulsa (Rockwell). Rockwall operations occupy

three contiguous sites in Tulsa County. The company is a
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contractor fabricating aerostructures for the commercial and
military markets. Rockwell emits roughly 70 TPY of VOCas from
its coating operationa, which include approximately 20 separate
spray booths. No one booth emits greater than 15 TPY and most
are below 5 TPY.

Coating limits are set in the Rockwell Order for 22 coating
types of which 7 are at or below the 3.5 pounds VOS per gallon of
coating (less water and exempt solvents) recommended by the CTG
document. Specifically, coating limits for primers are specified
at 3.0 pounds of VOS per gallon of coating (less water and exempt
solvents) and topcoats are specified at 3.5 pounds of VOS per
gallon of coating (less water and exempt solvents) with the
excaption of those discussed in the following paragraphs.

Rockwell's source specific Order specifies two categories of
primers, domestic commercial and foreign commercial. Domestic
commercial primers are limited to 3.0 pounds of VOS per gallon of
coating (less water and exempt solvents) and foreign commercial
primers limited to 5.4 pounds of VOS per gallon of coating (less
vater and exempt solvents). The company explained that they were
actively bidding on aerostructures work for foreign airplane
manufacturers in Europe, Canada, and Asia. The manufacturing
specifications for aircraft coatings in these countries is based
on formulations developed in tha late 1940s. Rockwall expressad
that for foreign manufacturers coating substitution would require
full recertification of the airframe. Rockwell felt that it was

necessary to either furnish coatings as specified or be excluded
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from the bidding process. EPA neither agrees nor disagrees with
this Justification, but is raising it to the attention of any
interested parties.

Rockwell's source specific alternate RACT also specifies two
categories of topcoats, commercial and rmilitary, with phase-in
reductions occurring two years after initial compliance. For
January 1, 1991, pigmented topcoats are limited to 5.2 pounds of
VOS per gallon of coating and clear topcoats are limited to 5.7
pounds of VOS per gallon. For January 1, 1993, commercial
topcoats, both clear and pigmented, are limited to 3.5 pounds VOS
per gallon and military topcoats remain at 1991 levels. The
company explained that the commercial aircraft industry is
further in the stages of evaluating low VOS coatings than the
military, and therefore more willing to allow their use. 1In
addition the company currently has military contracts in place
that require the use of the higher VOS content coatings. EPA
neither agrees nor disagrees with this justification, but is
raising it to the attention of interested parties. EPA staff is
in contact with the Department of Defense (DOD) and is discussing
the issues assoclated with military specification modifications
to allow the use of low VOC coatings.

McDonnell Douglas-Tulsa

This section discusses the determination made for McDonnell
Douglas - Tulsa (McDonnell Douglas). HcDonnell Douglas' .
operations occupy a portion of Air Force Plant number three in

Tulsa County. The company is a contractor fabricating
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asrostructures for the commercial and military markets.
McDonnell Douglas emits roughly 60 TPY of VOCs from three
separate spray booths.

Coating limits are set in the Order for 14 coating types of
vhich 8 are at or below the 3.5 pounds VOS per gallon (less water
and exempt compounds) recommended by the CTG document.
Specifically, January 1991 coating limits for primera are
spacified at 3.0 pounds of VOS per gallon (less water and exempt
compounds) and topcoats are specified at 3.5 pounds VOS per
gallon (less water and exempt compounds), with the exception of
the topcoat DPM 110 which is specifled at 3.5 pounds of VOS per
gallon (less water and exempt compounds) in January 1993.

’ McDonnell Douglas' largest source of coating emissions is
its chemical mill maskant operation. McDonnall Douglas agreed to
a phased-in emission limit strateqy for this operation. By
January 1, 1993, McDonnell Douglas will either 1) reformulate its
maskant to meet a 3.5 pounds of VOS per gallon of coating (less
vater and exempt solvents) limit, or 2) install add-on control
equipment to obtain a minimum of ‘85 percent overall control and
sufficient VOS reductions so that emissions are equivalent to
what would result from use of a maskant which contains 3.5 pounds
of VOS per gallon (less water and exempt solvents). McDonnell
Douglas expects their reformulated maskant to contain a 1.0 pound
per gallon VOS (lese water and exempt solvents) content. Since
this coating is still in the developmental stages, the State

chosa a 3.5 limit rather than a 1.0 limit.
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Ameriocan Airlines

This section discusses the determination made for American
Airlines' Tulsa facility (American). American's Tulsa facility
is the maintenance and repair center for the company's fleet of
commercial aircraft. As the company‘'s maintenance facility, it
is required to perform recoating and touch up coating of various
parts of the aircraft. American emits roughly 60 TPY of VOCs
from its coating operations.

The facility operates approximately 10 separate spray booths
vhere parts are removed from the aircraft and recoated. No one
booth emits greater than 10 TPY and most are below 5 TPY.

The primary maintenance activities are performed in large
hangers. Each hanger has several docks at which aircraft are
gserviced. This activity is the largest source of coating
emissions at the facllity (27 TPY) and is attributable to the
fugitives from touch up coating of fully assembled aircraft
during the maintenance activities.

Coating limits are set forth in the Order for 10 coating
types of which 8 are at or below the 3.5 pounds VOS per gallon of
coating (less water and exempt solvents) recommended by the CTG
document. The remaining two coatings, adhesive bond primer and
fuel tank coating, are set at 6.8 and 6.1 pounds of VOS per
gallon of coating (less watar and exempt solvents), respectively.
HORDAM

This section discusses the determination made for Nordam's

Lansing Street facility. Nordam operates three separate sites in
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Tulsa County. All three facilities are located several miles
apart and are operated under separate management. Two of the
facilities have potential emissions of less than 10 TPY and are
therafore not subject to OAPCR 3.7.5-4(h). The third facility,
located on Lansing Street, is operated by a contractor
fabricating and repairing aerostructures for the commercial and
military markets. The Lansing Street facility emits roughly 10
TPY of VOCs from its coating operations.

Nordam's source specific alternate RACT Order specifies two
categories of topcoats, epoxy and polyurethane, with phase-in
raductions occurring two years after initial compliance for the
epoxy topcoats. For January 1, 1991, epoxy topcoats are limited
to 4.0 pbunds of VOS per gallon of coating (less water and exempt
solvents) and polyurethane topcoats are limited to 3.5 pounds of
VOS per gallon of coating (less water and exempt solvents). For
January 1, 1993, epoxy topcoats are further limited to 3.5 pounds
VOS per gallon of coating (less water and exempt solvents). The
company explained that they currently have military contracts in
place that require the use of the epoxy topcoats. EPA neither
agreaes nor disagrees with this justification, but is raising it
to the attention of any interested parties.

The remaining regulated surface coatings in use by Nordam
ara primers, adhesive bond primer and a special heat insulation
coating. Limits set forth in Nordam's Order for the above
mentioned coatings are 3.0, 6.6 and 4.8 pounds of VOS per gallon

of coating (less water and exempt solvents), respectively.
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BUMMARY

EPA's review of the information submitted by the four
companies indicates that, at this time, low VOC coatings for
certain applications and processes are not commercially available
for Rockwell International, McbDonnell Douglas, American Airlines,
and Nordam, located in Tulsa County. Furthermore, the cost
effactiveness of controls on emissions from certain processes at
these facilities are inconsistent with the presumptive norm for
cost effectiveness assumed in the CTG for miscellaneous metal
parts and products. EPA finds that the requirements in the
recommended CTG are not reasonable for certain processes and that
the proposed source specific Alternate RACT determinations in the
Oklahoma Commissioner of Health Orders should be considered RACT
in these cases. EPA, therefore, approves OAPCR 3.7.5-4(h) and
the corresponding Oklahoma Commissioner of Health Orders for each
of the four facilities.

EPA is publishing this action without prior proposal because
the Agency views this as a noncontroversial amendment and
anticipates no adverse comments. This action will be effective
(insert 60 days from the date of publication) unless, within 30
days of its publication, notice is received that adverse or
critical comments will be submitted.

If such notice is received, this action will be withdrawn
before the effective date by publishing two subsequent notices.
one notice will withdraw the final action and another will begin

a new rulemaking by announcing a proposal of the action and
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establishing a comment period. If no such comments are received,
the public is advised that this action will be effective (insert
60 days from date of publication).
Final Action

The EPA is today approving OAPCR 3.7.5-4(h) which allows for
source specific RACT determinations as adopted December 5, 1989,
by the Oklahoma Air Quality Council and February 8, 1990, by the
Oklahoma Board of Health. OAPCR 3.7.5-4(h) was signed as an
emergency rule by the Governor of Oklahoma on February 12, 1990,
and pubmitted to EPA as a SIP reviesion on March 9, 1990.

EPA is also today approving Oklahoma's source specific RACT
determination Orders issued by the Oklahoma Commissioner of
Health on February 21, 1990, for the Rockwell International,
McDonnell Douglas-Tulsa, American Airlines, and Nordam facilities
in Tulsa.

Nothing in this action should be construed as permitting or
allowing or establishing a precedent for any future request for
revision to any SIP. Each request for revision to the SIP shall
be considered separately in light of specific technical,
economic, and environmental factors and in relation to relevant
statutory and requlatory requirements.

Under 5 U.8.C. Saction 605(b), I certify that this SIP
revision will not have a significant economic impact on a
substantial number of small entities. (See 46 FR 8709)

This action has been classified as a Table 3 action by the
Regional Administrator under the procedures published in the
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Federal Register on January 19, 1989 (54 FR 2214-2225). On
January 6, 1989, the Office of Hanagement and Budget (OMB) waived
Table 2 and 3 SIP revisions (54 FR 2222) from the requirements of
Section 3 of Executive Order 12291 for a period of two years.

Under Section 307(b) (1) of the Act, petitions for judicial
review of this action must be filed in the United States Court of
Appeals for the appropriate circuit by (60 days from date of
publication). This action may not be challenged later in
proceedings to enforce its requirements (See 307(b) (2)).

List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 52:

Alr pollution control, Hydrocarbons, Incorporation by
reference, Intergovernmental relations, Ozone, Reporting and
recordkeeping requirements. de—

R
KUTHORYTTY: 42 U.S.C. 7401-7642

“NOTE: Incorporation by reference of the State Implementation

Plan for the State of Oklahoma was approved by the Director of
the Federal Register on July 1, 1982.%

wiw WAy R

Date Robert E. Layton Jr., P.E.
: Regional Administrator




40 CFR Part 52, Subpart LL, is amended as follows:
SUBPART LL - OKLAHOMA
1. The Authority citation for Part 52 continues to read as
follows:
AUTHORITY: 42 U.S.C. 7401-7642
2. Section 52.1920 is amended by adding paragraph (c) (36) to
read as follows:
% %* ] & %
(c) & % ]
(36) On March 9, 1990, the Governor submitted Oklahoma Air
Pollution Control Regulation 3.7.5-4(h) "Control of VOS Emissions
from Aerospace Industries Coatings Operations"™. This regulation
vas adopted by the Oklahoma Air Quality Council on December 5,
1289, and by the Oklahoma Board of Health on February 8, 1990.
The regulation became effective when it was signed by the
Governor as an emergency rule on February 12, 1990. Also on
March 9, 1990, the Governor of Oklahoma submitted four source
specific alternate RACT determination Orders issued by the
Oklahoma Commissioner of Health for the Rockwell International,
Mcbhonnell Douglas-Tulsa, American Airlines and Nordam facilities
in Tulsa County.
(1) Incorporation by reference
(A) Oklahoma Air Pollution Control Regulation 3.7.5-4(h)
"Control of VOS Emisslions from Aerospace Industries
Coatings Operations® as adopted by the Oklahoma Air
Quality Council on Decembaer 5, 1989, and the Oklahoma

Board of Health on February 8, 1990, and approved by



the Governor on February 12, 1990.

(B) Oklahoma Commissioner of Health Order issued and
effective February 21, 1990, for Rockwell
International, Tulsa approving &an Alternate Reasonably
Avajilable Control Technology (ARACT).

(C) Oklahoma Commissioner of Haalth Order issued and
effaective February 21, 1990, for McDonnell Douglas-
Tulsa approving an Alternate Reasanably Available
Control Technology (ARACT).

(D) Oklahoma Commissioner of Health Order issued and
effective February 21, 1990, for American Airlines
approving an Alternate Reasonably Available Control
Technology (ARACT).

(E) Oklahoma Commissioner of Health Order issued and
effactive February 21, 1990, for Nordam's Lansing
Street facility approving an Alternate Reasonably
Available Control Technology (ARACT).

(ii1) Additional material

(A) Rockwell International Tulsa
(1) The document prepared by Rockwell International
titled "Rockwell International NAA-Tulsa Alternate RACT
Determination® dated October 30, 1989.

(2) The document preparad by Rockwell titled "Rockwell
International NAA-Tulsa Alternate RACT Determination
Supplemental Submittal® dated November 22, 1989.

(B) McDonnell Douglas

(1) The document prepared by KcDonnell Douglas-Tulsa



(c)

(D)

titled "Source Spacific RACT Determination” dated
October 30, 1989.

(2) The document prepared by McDonnell Douglas-Tulsa
titled "ARACT/Follow-up Submission™ dated November 20,
1989.

American Airlines

(1) The document prepared by American Airlines titled
"American Airlines Tulsa Alternate RACT" dated October
30, 1989.

(2) The document prepared by American Airlines titled
"ARACT/Follow-up Submission” dated November 22, 1989.
Nordam

(1) The document prepared by Nordam titled "Source
Specific RACT Determination™ dated November 29, 1989.
(2) The document prepared by Norxrdam titled
"ARACT/Follow-up Submiesion®™ dated January 10, 1990.



