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As aresult of the NODA, EPA
received significant comments from
responders associated with the above-
noted industries, industry associations,
and commenters that were not
associated with the above-noted
industries. They provided additional
data and information that were directly
relevant to the promulgation of the
proposed facility-wide emission limits.
These data and information were
otherwise not available to EPA at
proposal. A more complete description
of the comments received may be found
in section V of this Preamble and in the
docket for this rule.

III. Summary of Final Rule
A. What does the final rule require?

Using the data from comments on the
proposal and NODA, we re-evaluated
the costs and technical feasibility of
complying with the proposed emission
limits. The re-analysis resulted in a final
rule that changed from what we
proposed, especially for four industry
sectors: narrow tubing manufacturing
facilities, facilities that manufacture
specialized products requiring
continuous web cleaning, aerospace
manufacturing and maintenance
facilities, and military depot
maintenance facilities.

1. What are the requirements for
Halogenated Solvent Cleaning
Machines?

EPA is promulgating a facility-wide
emission limit of 60,000 kg/yr MC
equivalent, as shown in Table 2 of this
Preamble, applicable to all existing
halogenated solvent cleaning machines
with the exception of halogenated
solvent cleaning machines used by the

following industries: Facilities that
manufacture narrow tubing, facilities
that manufacture specialized products
requiring continuous web cleaning,
aerospace manufacturing and
maintenance facilities, and military
depot maintenance facilities.

This final rule also requires owners or
operators of halogenated solvent
cleaning machines that use any one of
the halogenated solvents covered by this
rule (i.e., MC, PCE or TCE), with the
exception of the halogenated solvent
cleaning machines used by the above-
noted industries, to ensure that facility-
wide solvent emissions from all
halogenated solvent cleaning activities
are less than or equal to the limit for the
single halogenated solvent specified in
Table 2 of this Preamble.

This final rule also requires
halogenated solvent cleaning machines
that are constructed or reconstructed
after August 17, 2006, with the
exception of halogenated solvent
cleaning machines associated with the
above-noted industries, to comply with
the 60,000 kg/yr MC equivalent
emission limit upon the effective date of
this rule or upon startup, whichever
occurs later. The revised requirements
apply in addition to the 1994 NESHAP.

For area sources subject to the 1994
NESHAP and constructed or
reconstructed after August 17, 2006, the
final rule revisions add to the previous
1994 NESHAP by requiring
implementation of the 60,000 kg/yr MC
equivalent facility-wide emission limit
upon the effective date of this rule or
upon startup, whichever occurs later.
This final rule also limits the use of any
one of the halogenated solvents covered
by this rule (i.e., MC, PCE or TCE), at
area sources, to the limits for the single

halogenated solvent specified in Table 2
of this Preamble. The area sources in the
halogenated solvent cleaning source
category that are subject to GACT are
not subject to these additional
standards. These area sources are cold
batch cleaning machines.

When a facility’s total halogenated
solvent emissions from its degreasing
operations exceed the applicable
emission limits, the facility must
implement means to comply with these
amended standards. In addition, under
this final rule, the 1994 NESHAP
requirements for all halogenated solvent
cleaning machines remain applicable.
Compliance with the 60,000 kg/yr MC
equivalent emission limit is
demonstrated by determining the
annual PCE, TCE, and MC emissions for
all cleaning machines at the facility,
using Equation 1 as necessary, and
comparing to the emission limits in
Table 2.

There are no other additional
equipment monitoring or work practice
requirements associated with the
facility-wide annual emissions limit.
Annual emissions of PCE, TCE, and MC
are determined based on records of the
amounts and dates of the solvents added
to cleaning machines during the year,
the amounts and dates of solvents
removed from cleaning machines during
the year, and the amounts and dates of
the solvents removed from cleaning
machines in solid waste. Records of the
calculation sheets showing how the
annual emissions were determined must
be maintained. A facility will determine
compliance with the standards by
comparing their annual MC-equivalent
emissions to the limits specified in
Table 2 of this final rule.

TABLE 2.—SUMMARY OF THE FACILITY-WIDE ANNUAL EMISSION LIMITS

Solvents emitted

Final general halo-
genated solvent cleaning
facility-wide annual

Final military mainte-
nance facility-wide an-
nual emission limits in

emission limits in kg/yr kglyr
PCE ONIY . e 4,800 8,000
TCE only ... 14,100 23,500
MO ONIY e 60,000 100,000
Multiple solvents—Calculate the MC-weighted emissions using equation 1 .............cccce... 60,000 100,000

Equation 1:

(kgs/yr of PCE emissions x A)+(kgs/yr of
TCE emissions x B) + (kgs/yr of MC
emissions) = MC weighted
Emissions in kgs/yr

In this equation, the facility emissions
of PCE and TCE are weighted according
to their carcinogenic potency relative to
that of MC. Thus, “A” in the equation
is the ratio of the URE for PCE to the

URE for MC, and the “B” in the
equation is the ratio of the URE for TCE
to the URE for MC. The value of “A” is
12.5 (see section C below). The value for
“B” is 4.25.

2. What are the requirements for
halogenated solvent cleaning machines
at military depot maintenance facilities?

For existing halogenated solvent
cleaning machines in use at military

depot maintenance facilities where
multiple halogenated solvents are
emitted, the final rule sets a facility-
wide emission limit of 100,000 kg/yr of
MC equivalent emissions as indicated in
Table 2 of this Preamble. This final rule
also limits the use of any one of the
halogenated solvents covered by this
rule (i.e., MC, PCE or TCE), to the limits
for the single halogenated solvent
specified in Table 2 of this Preamble. In
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addition, the 1994 NESHAP
requirements remain applicable.

For halogenated solvent cleaning
machines that are constructed or
reconstructed after August 17, 2006 and
that are used at military depot
maintenance facilities, the final rule
revisions add to the previous 1994
NESHAP by requiring implementation
of the 100,000 kg/yr MC equivalent
emission limit upon the effective date of
this rule or upon startup, whichever
occurs later.

Military Depot Maintenance Facilities
are Government-owned industrial
centers that operate solely for the
purpose of repairing, modifying,
converting and refitting worn and/or
damaged military assets for
redistribution to military units and are
subject to the 1994 NESHAP. Depot
level maintenance includes the repair,
fabrication, manufacture, rebuilding,
assembly overhaul, modification,
refurbishment, test, analysis, repair-
process design, in-service engineering,
upgrade, painting and disposal of parts,
assemblies, subassemblies, software,
components, or end items that require
industrial shop facilities, tooling,
support equipment, and/or personnel of
higher technical skills, or processes
beyond the military installation’s
organizational level capability.

3. What are the requirements for
continuous web cleaners and
halogenated solvent cleaning machines
at narrow tube manufacturing and
aerospace facilities?

The requirements set forth in this
final rule are not applicable to
continuous web cleaning machines,
halogenated solvent cleaning machines
that are located at narrow tubing
manufacturing facilities, and the
aerospace manufacturing and
maintenance industry and facilities.
Narrow tube manufacturing facilities
primarily engage in the production of
small diameter (mechanical and
hypodermic size) cold drawn metallic,
seamless tubes from materials such as
stainless steel, nickel alloys, titanium
and its alloys, and alloys of zirconium
with a portion of the outside diameters
1/4” or less (a subset of NAICS 331210),
and are subject to the 1994 NESHAP.
Aerospace manufacturing and
maintenance facilities manufacture,
rework, or repair aircraft such as
airplanes, helicopters, missiles, rockets,
and space vehicles, and are subject to
the 1994 NESHAP. The 1994 NESHAP
requirements remain applicable to all
the continuous web and halogenated
solvent cleaning machines associated
with the above-noted facilities.

For the above-noted facilities, we are
adopting no changes to the 1994
NESHAP under CAA Section 112(f)
because the current level of control
called for by the existing NESHAP
reduces HAP emissions to levels that
present an acceptable level of risk,
protects public health with an ample
margin of safety, and prevents any
adverse environmental effects. The
finding regarding an ‘“‘ample margin of
safety” is based on a consideration of
the additional costs of further control as
represented by compliance with
emissions limits adapted for each
industry sector, considering availability
of technology, costs and time to comply
with further controls (see Section III.B.,
below for a discussion of our rationale
for this final rule).

B. What is the rationale for the final
rule?

Based on comments and data received
on both the proposal and the NODA, we
re-evaluated the risk, the technical
feasibility, the costs of the proposed
options, and the compliance time
needed to implement the proposed
options. This re-analysis focused
especially on the four industry sectors
discussed above. Additionally, in
response to public comments we
updated the risk assessment for the
entire source category using the 2002
National Emissions Inventory (NEI)
database, which was not available for
the proposal. The following rationale
presents the results of our re-analysis of
the data.

1. Revision of the Baseline Risk Estimate

Based on public comment, we used
the 2002 NEI inventory to re-analyze the
risk from this source category. The
resulting re-analysis of risk at the
baseline emission level (i.e., the level of
emissions allowed by the 1994 MACT)
indicated that the maximum individual
cancer risk (MIR) associated with this
source category is 100-in-a-million with
an annual cancer incidence of 0.55. This
is as compared to the 200-in-a-million
MIR and 0.40 annual cancer incidence
level that we presented at proposal,
which was based on the 1999 NEI
database. We consider both MIR values
to be acceptable levels of maximum
individual risk considering the number
of people exposed at these levels and
the absence of other adverse human and
environmental health effects. We note
that the MIR of 100-in-a-million
(calculated using the 2002 NEI data) is
the same regardless of the URE for PCE
chosen for the risk analysis (i.e., the
CalEPA value or the OPPTS value,
which results were contrasted at
proposal). This is because PCE is not the

only driver of the MIR risk level for the
highest risk facilities.

Given the uncertainties associated
with the development of emission
inventories, neither the 1999 nor the
2002 NEI inventory should be
considered as correct in an absolute
sense or as suggesting temporal trends
in degreasing machine populations or
emissions. Rather, we consider them to
be “snapshots’ of the true long-term
inventory of emissions for this source
category, each carrying its own degree of
uncertainty. As such, the derived risk
assessment results compared above
should be regarded as ranges within
which the true risk metrics are likely to
fall.

The revised population risk
distribution at baseline emission levels
shows that about 25 people are exposed
to the MIR risk level, about 22,000
people are at estimated risks of > 10-in-
a-million risk level, and about 4,000,000
people are at estimated risks of > 1-in-
a-million. This is compared to
approximately 90 people exposed to
risks at the MIR level (200-in-a-million),
about 42,000 people at estimated risks
of > 10-in-a-million risk level, and about
6,000,000 people at estimated risks of >
1-in-a-million that we presented at
proposal. Similar to the MIR and annual
cancer incidence metrics, these values
may be an indication of the uncertainty
presented by the databases because, as
earlier explained, both inventories are
“snapshots” of the industry rather than
an absolute reflection of the “current”
state of the industry.

We did not reassess the
environmental risks using the 2002 NEI
inventory but believe that no “adverse
environmental effects,” as defined in
CAA section 112(a)(7), would occur
given the similarities of the human
health risk results between the 1999 NEI
data and 2002 NEI data and the fact that
we showed in the proposal that no
adverse environmental effects would
likely occur using the 1999 NEI
inventory.

2. Rationale for the 60,000 kg/yr MC
Equivalent Emission Limit

EPA is promulgating a facility-wide
emission limit of 60,000 kg/yr (MC
equivalent emissions) applicable to
emissions from all new and existing
halogenated solvent cleaning machines
that are subject to the 1994 NESHAP,
with the exception of halogenated
solvent cleaning machines used by the
following industry sectors: Narrow
tubing manufacturing, facilities that
manufacture specialized products
requiring continuous web cleaning,
aerospace manufacturing and
maintenance, military depot
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maintenance operations, and cold batch
cleaning machines (which are subject to
GACT). Area sources operating
halogenated solvent cleaning machines
that are subject to GACT also are not
required to comply with the facility-
wide emission limits. This final rule
reflects our decision that the 60,000 kg/
yr MC equivalent emission limit from
the August 17, 2006 proposal provides
an ample margin of safety to protect
public health and prevents adverse
environmental effects.

In response to public comments
received on our proposal and
subsequent NODA, we re-examined the
data and assumptions used to estimate
the risk and compliance costs presented
in the Preamble to our proposed rule.
We determined that certain significant
data and assumptions that we used to
develop our cost estimates at proposal
were either no longer relevant, not
reflective of more recent inventory data,
or not valid. As a result, we re-evaluated
risks using the more recent inventory
data and modified our cost estimates in
response to public comment. The most
important change we made is that we re-
analyzed the risk metrics and costs
using the halogenated solvent cleaning
facilities in the finalized 2002 NEI, but
removing facilities in four specific
industry sectors—aerospace
manufacture and maintenance facilities,
narrow tube manufacturing facilities,
facilities using continuous web cleaning
machines, and military equipment
maintenance facilities—from the
database for the purpose of estimating
the risks and compliance costs
associated with the remaining facilities
(Sections III.A.3 and I11.B.3 explain our
rationale for removing the facilities in
these industry sectors from this
analysis).

Other changes we made to our cost
estimates in response to public
comment are as follows:

e We used the finalized 2002 NEI
database containing facility and
emissions data as the source of our
baseline emissions estimates. We
removed aerospace manufacture and
maintenance facilities, narrow tube
manufacturing facilities, facilities using
continuous web cleaning machines, and
military equipment maintenance
facilities from the database for the
purpose of estimating the compliance
costs for the remaining facilities.
(Sections III.A.3 and III.B.3 explain our
rationale for removing these facilities
from this analysis.)

¢ We changed our assumptions about
the percent reductions in emissions that
can be achieved by vacuum-to-vacuum
machines from 97 percent to 95 percent.

¢ In the proposal, we assigned no
operation and maintenance cost to
vacuum-to-vacuum machines. Based on
public comment, our cost estimates for
this final rule incorporate annual
operation and maintenance costs of
$18,832 for each machine.

e We updated the cost per gallon of
PCE and TCE based on information
provided by commenters representing
manufacturers of solvents and the
narrow tube manufacturing industry.

e We added a carbon adsorption
device (CAD) option that assumes a 30
percent control in emissions. We did
not have this option in the cost
assumptions we made at proposal. We
received comments that this option may
be available for some industries but that
it is at least ten times more expensive
than the retrofit options we costed for
the proposal.

¢ We reduced the number of units for
which solvent switching could be a
compliance option from 30 percent,
used in the proposal, to 15 percent. We
also corrected our method for
calculating the emission reduction
impacts and solvent savings associated
with solvent switching.

After re-assessing the risk and
calculating revised cost estimates, we
re-examined our decision as to what
level of control is necessary to provide
an ample margin of safety to protect
human health and to prevent adverse
environmental effects, as required by
the second step of the residual risk
process under CAA section 112(f)(2).
We considered the re-assessed risk
estimates and the other health
information along with additional
factors consistent with the 1989
Benzene NESHAP (54 FR 38044,
September 14, 1989), such as cost,
technological feasibility, uncertainties
and other relevant factors as discussed
at proposal. We re-analyzed the risk
metrics using the halogenated solvent
cleaning facilities in the 2002 NEI, but
removing aerospace manufacture and
maintenance facilities, narrow tube
manufacturing facilities, facilities using
continuous web cleaning machines, and
military depot maintenance facilities.

At proposal we had presented two
options for emission limits that would
apply to all facilities in the category
subject to the 1994 MACT standards—
25,000 kg/yr MC equivalent and 40,000
kg/yr MC equivalent. We estimated that
the 25,000 kg/yr limit would result in an
emissions reduction of 6,778 tons/year,
thereby reducing the MIR to 10-in-a
million and reducing cancer incidence
by 0.14-0.27 cases annually (depending
on which URE we use for PCE), at an
annual cost savings of $4.9 million
annually or a cost savings of $724/ton

HAP reduced. Comments received
included support for and against this
level of emissions reduction. Similarly,
at proposal we estimated that applying
the 40,000 kg/yr limit to facilities in the
entire source category would result in
an emissions reduction of 5,911 tons/yr,
reducing the MIR to 20-in-a million and
reducing cancer incidence by 0.12-0.23
cases annually, at an annual cost
savings of $5.9 million annually or a
cost savings of $1,000/ton HAP
reduced.?

In developing the final rule, we
initially re-examined the 25,000 kg/yr
and 40,000 kg/yr levels of control for the
subset of the category that excludes the
four specific industry sectors identified
above, using costing assumptions
revised based on public comment as
described above. This re-analysis uses
the 2002 NEI data rather than the 1999
NEI data used in the proposal. We
observed that although the overall
reductions in MIR and cancer incidence
at these levels would be similar to those
estimated at proposal for the entire
category, the substantial cost savings
estimated at proposal would change to
a net cost for both emission limits. This
is a result of both our use of certain cost
assumptions at proposal that have been
amended for analyzing the cost of the
final rule and the fact that four industry
sectors are now being considered
separately in this final rule. Specifically,
for the 25,000 kg/yr limit, our analysis
of the subset of the category that
excludes the four specific industry
sectors shows the same reduction in
MIR (to 10-in-a-million) and similar
estimated reduction in cancer
incidence, 0.24 cases annually, as we
showed at proposal. In contrast, our cost
analysis for this subset of the source
category shows a total annualized cost
(not savings) of about $1.2 million, or a
cost of about $520 per ton HAP reduced
(we estimate 2,351 tons HAP reduced at
this level). Similarly, for the 40,000 kg/
yr limit, our revised analysis shows the

1In considering these revised cost estimates, it
should be noted that there may be inherent
uncertainties or anomalies in the availability of
information that underlie our costs for our options,
regardless of whether the estimates be positive costs
or net cost savings. There may also be other factors
that are not reflected in these estimates, however.
For example, these estimates are largely based on
a 15-year equipment life for existing affected
cleaners (20-year for new cleaners) and a discount
rate of 7 percent. If industry determines that a
shorter equipment life for the controls considered
in this analysis is appropriate based on perceived
uncertainty of future availability of these solvents,
then the opportunity cost of capital will be higher
and our estimates of net cost savings may be
altered. If these controls are in operation longer
than expected by industry, however, then a longer
equipment life would be appropriate and our
estimates of costs, which may be net costs or net
savings, may also be altered.
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addressing compliance deadlines for
existing sources with regard to
standards promulgated under CAA
section 112(d)(6) and 112(f)(2). Thus, in
this final rule, in accordance with CAA
section 112(i)(3), EPA is promulgating a
three-year compliance deadline from the
effective date of this rule for existing
sources. Further, for purposes of today’s
rule, existing sources are affected
facilities (as defined in § 63.461) on
which construction or reconstruction
began on or before August 17, 2006.
New sources are affected facilities that
commence construction or
reconstruction after August 17, 2006.
This is consistent with CAA Section
112(i)(1)-(3). Additionally,
“construction’ and ‘‘reconstruction,”
are defined at 40 CFR 63.2. However,
changes to the emission controls at a
facility made to comply with existing
source standards in today’s rule do not
trigger the reconstruction threshold.

5. Applicability of Control
Requirements

Comment: One commenter that uses
continuous web cleaning machines
stated that it had installed two carbon
adsorption devices (CAD) to address the
TCE reductions required by the 1994
NESHAP. According to the commenter,
even an upgrade of the systems would
likely not enable the facilities to achieve
either proposed emissions limit. The
commenter suggested that for facilities
that use continuous web cleaning
machines, EPA should evaluate a range
of emission reduction limits. The
commenter stated that this method
would have been consistent with the
alternative standards set for the
continuous web cleaning machines by
the 1994 NESHAP.

Response: In light of this and similar
comments by the aerospace and narrow
tubing industries, EPA issued a NODA
to gather specific data on the technical
feasibility and costs of complying with
the proposed emission limits, if feasible,
and the period of time required to
comply with the proposed emissions
limit (71 FR 75184, (December 14,
2006)). EPA has re-evaluated the
technical feasibility, costs and other
factors that relate to facilities operating
continuous web cleaning machines.
Consequently, in this final rule, we are
not promulgating any facility-wide
emission limits for facilities that operate
continuous web cleaning machines,
facilities that operate halogenated
solvent cleaning machines for the
aerospace manufacturing and
maintenance industry, and the narrow
tubing manufacturing industry.

Comment: Numerous commenters
from both the narrow tubing

manufacturing industry that use MC,
PCE and TCE, and airline maintenance
facilities and aerospace industry that
use PCE stated that switching to TCE or
MC would be an unsuitable compliance
option. They stated that facilities have
procedural requirements for the higher
vapor temperature of PCE and that TCE
and MC’s vapor temperature is
inadequate for proper cleaning. The
commenters stated that many original
equipment manufacturers have not
approved the use of alternative
degreasing solvents. The commenters
also stated that changing solvents
involved a rigorous approval process by
the original equipment manufacturers
and the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) in order to ensure
that safety and quality criteria are met.
The commenters stated that such an
approval process could take more than
two years.

The commenter also stated that EPA’s
proposed retrofit options for freeboard
ratios, working mode covers and
freeboard refrigeration devices are not
expected to be sufficient to enable the
facility to comply with the proposed
facility-wide emission limits of the
proposed rule. The commenter also
stated that there are few manufacturers
of vacuum-to-vacuum degreasing
machines and they were not aware of
this technology effectively cleaning
parts of specific types and sizes.
According to the commenter, similar
facilities that installed the technology
incurred costs of over $1 million with
new annualized costs of approximately
$80,000 per year. The commenter was
concerned that compliance with the
proposed standards would be achieved
by using expensive technology, that has
high capital costs and operating costs
and that may not be proven effective or
reliable for the operations of subject
facilities.

Response: In response to this
comment and certain comments
discussed below, EPA issued a NODA
(71 FR 75184, (December 14, 2006)) to
gather more information pertinent to the
halogenated solvent machines used by
the aerospace industry, narrow tubing
manufacturing industry, and the
facilities that use continuous web
cleaning machines. Responses to the
NODA provided significant data and
information that have led EPA to
determine that it is both technologically
infeasible and not cost effective for
these industries to implement any
further emission controls or
requirements. Consequently, as stated in
Section III.A.3., of the Preamble, we are
not promulgating any facility-wide
emission limits for halogenated solvent
cleaning machines used by the

aerospace manufacturing and
maintenance industry, the narrow
tubing manufacturing industry and for
continuous web cleaning machines.

Comment: Two commenters
associated with the aerospace industry
stated that the FAA, Food and Drug
Administration (FDA) and the Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (NRC)
guidelines for safety and quality control
often dictate the types of solvents and
materials that may be used in aerospace
operations. According to the
commenters, solvent cleaning criteria
determined the quality of adhesion
between aircraft assemblies and
components and the various coatings,
primers, sealants, and adhesives later
applied to their surfaces, and improper
degreasing could cause loss of coating
adhesion and ultimate failure of specific
aircraft component parts. The
commenters also stated that they had
explored solvent alternatives such as
aqueous cleaners, and had encountered
incompatibilities with FAA guidelines,
such as inability to meet the degree of
cleaning required, incompatibility of the
parts being cleaned with the cleaning
solution, longer required cleaning time,
and problems associated with moisture
left on parts being cleaned. The
commenter stated that these regulatory
and product specifications frequently
dictated or otherwise limited aerospace
cleaning options to PCE or TCE.
However, some aerospace facilities
maintain their PCE cleaning capacity
because certain, very specific aerospace
parts cannot be processed with MC or
alternative solvents.

Response: In response to this
comment, as earlier explained, EPA
issued a NODA (71 FR 75184,
(December 14, 2006)) to gather more
information pertinent to the halogenated
solvents cleaning machines used by the
aerospace industry, narrow tubing
manufacturing industry, and the
facilities that use continuous web
cleaning machines. Responses to the
NODA provided significant information
that has led EPA to conclude that it is
both technologically infeasible and not
cost effective for the above-noted
facilities to implement any further
emission controls or requirements. (See
Section III.A.3. of the Preamble on costs
of compliance). EPA is also persuaded
that some halogenated solvent cleaning
processes for the aerospace and narrow
tubing industry are controlled by FAA,
FDA, the NRC guidelines, and from
protocols of original equipment
manufacturers. Therefore, EPA is
concluding in this final rule that solvent
switching from PCE or TCE to MC may
not be a viable option in some instances
for the aerospace industry.
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Consequently, as stated earlier in
Section III.A.3., of this Preamble, EPA is
not promulgating facility-wide emission
limits for halogenated solvent machines
used by the aerospace manufacturing
and maintenance industry, the narrow
tubing manufacturing industry and for
continuous web cleaning machines.

Comment: Commenters from the
narrow tube manufacturing industry
stated that they use “one of a kind”
machines in their degreasing operations.
They described these machines as very
large, some with dimensions
approaching 110 ft. long by 10 ft. deep
and 42 inches wide, with a capacity of
7,000 gallons of solvent. According to
the commenters, these machines also
heat the solvent, usually TCE, to its
boiling point while condenser coils
prevent evaporation by forming a cold
air blanket over the cleaning machine in
order to limit emissions. In addition,
they explained that these machines are
covered when not in use.

They also stated that the installation
of vacuum-to-vacuum cleaning
machines is not a feasible option
because of their products’ sizes and the
lack of engineering information to
establish whether machines of such size
can be engineered and produced. They
stated that EPA’s proposed requirements
would require them to design, obtain
permits, develop and install these
systems within two years.

Response: In response to this
comment, as earlier explained, we
issued a NODA (71 FR 75184,
(December 14, 2006)) to gather more
information pertinent to the halogenated
solvent cleaning machines used by the
aerospace industry, narrow tubing
manufacturing industry, and the
facilities using continuous web cleaning
machines. Responses to the NODA
provided significant information that
has led EPA to determine that it is both
technologically infeasible and not cost
effective for the above-noted facilities to
implement any further emission
controls or requirements. EPA is also
persuaded that it may be quite difficult
for the above-noted industries to reduce
emissions through chemical or physical
means and technology applications to
the levels required by our final
promulgated emissions limits.
Accordingly, due to the costs associated
with compliance, technical feasibility,
and other factors, EPA has determined
that the current MACT requirements
provided for the narrow tubing
manufacturing industry both reduce
HAP emissions to levels that both pose
acceptable risk and protect public
health with an ample margin of safety.
As stated earlier in Section III.A.3., of
the Preamble, EPA is not promulgating

facility-wide emission limits for
halogenated solvent cleaning machines
used by the narrow tubing industries.

Comment: Two commenters stated
that switching from PCE and/or TCE to
MC (indicated as being lower risk) as a
compliance alternative under the
proposed revisions would likely result
in an increased danger to public health
and, more specifically, potentially
increase the danger from employee
exposure to MC emissions. The
commenter stated that because
employee exposure to MC is specifically
regulated by the Occupational Safety
and Health Administration (OSHA),
switching to MC would be an error.
According to the commenter, this is
because applicable OSHA regulations
would limit and/or restrict MC and
would lead to increased employer costs,
a fact the commenter believed EPA did
not consider. One commenter stated that
some halogenated solvent cleaning
machines may have the potential for
undetected fugitive emissions. The
commenter added that the necessary
monitoring for adequate employee
protection from overexposure to MC
would be far more expensive, more
extensive, and more difficult to
implement than monitoring for TCE.

Response: Before proposal, EPA was
aware of the requirements of the
Occupational Health and Safety
Administration concerning worker
safety when MC is used. 29 CFR part
1910, which are the applicable OSHA
regulations, require employers to make
an initial determination of each
employee’s exposure to MC. If the
employer determines that employees are
exposed below the action level,
employers are required to make a record
of the determination. Conversely, if the
employees are exposed to MC above the
action levels, employers are required to
perform exposure monitoring.

In addition, EPA did not consider any
costs associated with MC monitoring at
proposal. EPA believes, however, that a
facility would not incur costs if MC
emissions do not exceed the OSHA
levels. If a facility experiences worker
exposure of MC emissions over the
OSHA level, the facility incurs costs to
develop a control plan for fugitive
emissions and possibly implement an
employee medical monitoring plan. To
account for the possibility of increased
costs, we reduced the number of units
assumed to use solvent switching.

6. Costs Associated With Compliance

Comment: Seven commenters, from
the aerospace and narrow tube
manufacturing sectors, stated that EPA
had underestimated its cost basis for
vacuum-to-vacuum technology in the

proposed rule. One commenter stated
that because EPA’s estimation used the
costs for small halogenated solvent
cleaning machines and applied the
credit for cost reduction from recovered
solvent to the large halogenated solvent
cleaning machines with large amounts
of recovered solvent, the estimate
erroneously yielded a false return on
investment. The commenter stated that
discussions with manufacturers of
available vacuum-to-vacuum units
suggested costs approximately five
times higher than the assumptions used
by EPA for each unit, and this was
assuming that the manufacturers could
develop scaled-up units suitable for
narrow tubing manufacturers. The
commenter stated that because the
larger size of their products would
require construction of the new unit
while maintaining operation, facilities
would need to undergo building
expansion. The commenter anticipated
that installation costs, including
building and required utilities and
infrastructure, would likely be
approximately three times the
equipment cost. According to the
commenter, assuming the technology
was successful, EPA’s capital cost basis
was approximately fifteen times below
its likely cost range. The commenter
further stated that EPA’s assumption of
97 percent solvent recovery was
unlikely with regard to hypothetical
future large units that would require
storage and movement of solvent
between storage tanks, solvent cleaning
machines and other ancillary
equipment. The commenter concluded
that EPA’s assumptions of the project
payback were unrealistic both for large
operations, whose capital cost was
underestimated, and for small
operations, whose solvent recovery
payback would be smaller than the
average figures used in the analysis.

Response: In response to this
comment, as explained earlier, EPA
issued a NODA (71 FR 75184,
(December 14, 2006)) to gather more
information on the costs of complying
with the proposed standards by the
aerospace industry, narrow tubing
manufacturing industry, and the
facilities that use continuous web
cleaning machines. Responses to the
NODA provided significant information
that has led EPA to determine that it is
both technologically infeasible and not
cost effective for the above-noted
facilities to implement any further
emission controls or requirements.

As earlier stated, EPA is also
persuaded that some solvent cleaning
processes for the aerospace and narrow
tubing industry are controlled by
protocols from the FAA, FDA, NRC and
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from protocols to satisfy original
equipment manufacturers’
specifications. As earlier stated, EPA
has also concluded in this final rule that
solvent switching from PCE or TCE to
MC may not be a viable option in some
instances for the aerospace industry. As
also explained earlier in Section III.B. of
the Preamble, EPA has re-analyzed the
cost assumptions made at proposal for
the aerospace industry separate from the
halogenated solvent cleaning machines
that are covered by this final rule, and
has determined that due to costs,
technical feasibility, and other factors
requiring additional controls, would not
be feasible at this time. Consequently, as
stated earlier in section III.A.3 of the
Preamble, we are not promulgating
facility-wide emission limits for
halogenated solvent cleaning machines
used by the narrow tubing and
aerospace manufacturing and
maintenance industries.

Comment: Commenters that use
continuous web cleaning machines
stated that EPA’s analysis of the
technology and cost impacts of the two
proposed emission limits failed to
consider the impacts on continuous web
machines. The commenters stated that
while EPA identified numerous
compliance options, solvent switching
from PCE to TCE or MC would be the
sole compliance option for continuous
web cleaning machines. The
commenters further stated that EPA was
correct to conclude that neither retrofits
nor machine replacement would be an
available compliance option for
continuous web cleaners; however, the
commenters stated that “EPA should
not have concluded that solvent
switching would be an available option
for continuous web cleaners.” The
commenters further stated that
switching from TCE to MC is not an
available option because ‘“MG reacts
with chemically active metals such as
aluminum.” The commenters also stated
that MC is incompatible with some of
the gaskets and seals in pumps, ports
and manifold systems. The commenters
added that MC is less stable as a
continuous web cleaning solvent and
would require additional monitoring
and probably additional stabilization
control systems. Additionally, the
commenters stated that MC is not
readily adsorbed by the carbon in
carbon adsorption devices and, as such,
solvent switching would require
reconfiguration and possibly rebuilding
of the carbon adsorption devices.
According to the commenters, MC
requires longer dwell time in the carbon
beds, which would in turn require a
greater carbon surface area and larger

carbon filtration systems. The
commenters also stated that quantities
of TCE would react with MC and that
facilities would need to conduct a
complete purging of systems in order to
prevent cross contamination. The
commenters further stated that such
purging would include the removal of
significant production line components,
which would lead to increased
compliance costs.

The commenters also stated that EPA
estimated a 29 percent increase in
solvent consumption if switching from
TCE to MC. The commenters, however,
expected much higher increases. The
commenters explained that because
steel that is placed in cleaning machines
is slightly heated above ambient
temperature, any slight temperature
elevation would cause MC to vaporize
more readily than TCE. The commenters
claimed that increases in solvent
consumption rate would ultimately
create elevated vapor concentrations in
the carbon adsorption device thereby
making recovery more difficult. The
commenters further claimed that even
though MC is cheaper per unit volume,
more MC would be required to achieve
the same level of cleaning.

The commenters also maintained that
add-on control equipment, retrofits and
machine replacement technologies
identified in the proposed rule are for
the typical halogenated solvent cleaning
machines that were subject to the 1994
NESHAP, and not continuous web
cleaning machines or systems. The
commenters stated that modifications
such as modifying freeboard ratios,
adding working mode covers, or
retrofitting freeboard refrigeration
devices are inapplicable because no
freeboard exists in continuous web
cleaning machines, which are enclosed,
with the exception of entrance and exit
points during normal operations. The
commenters further stated that vacuum-
to-vacuum machines are only
appropriate for batch cleaners. Because
of these technical issues, the
commenters stated that EPA did not
evaluate the costs and technological
feasibility of the facility-wide emission
limits for the continuous web cleaning
machines.

Response: In response to this
comment, as stated earlier, EPA issued
a NODA (71 FR 75184, (December 14,
2006)) to gather more information on the
costs of complying with the proposed
standards by the aerospace industry,
narrow tubing manufacturing industry,
and the facilities using continuous web
cleaning machines. As also stated
earlier, responses to the NODA-
provided significant information has led
EPA to re-evaluate costs of installing

CADs and vacuum-to-vacuum
machines. EPA has determined that
compliance by continuous web cleaning
machines with either the proposed
40,000 kg/yr limit or the 60,000 kg/yr
MC equivalent limit would not be cost
effective and either limit may be
technically infeasible in some instances.
Consequently, as stated in Section
III.A.3 of this Preamble, EPA is not
requiring continuous web cleaning
machines to comply with the facility-
wide emission limits we are
promulgating for this final rule. EPA is
concluding that the current level of
control by the existing NESHAP both
reduces HAP emissions to levels that
present an acceptable risk and provides
an ample margin of safety to protect
public health and prevent adverse
environmental effects.

Comment: One commenter, an
industry association representing
producers and users of halogenated
solvents, indicated that MC is not
compatible with some substrates
because of its aggressive nature. In
addition, the commenter stated that
MC’s low boiling point shortens the
effective cleaning time and makes it
ineffective for light-gauge metals where
incomplete rinsing action may cause
staining. According to the commenter,
the low boiling point of MC also makes
it less effective on stubborn soils,
including high-melting point waxes and
pitches and grossly contaminated parts.
The commenter stated that PCE’s higher
boiling point makes it ideal for these
applications. According to the
commenter, PCE is also a popular
choice for closed-loop equipment,
where PCE’s inherent stability reduces
the possibility of hydrolysis.

The commenter also stated that while
MC has the lowest vapor loss rate from
an idling halogenated solvent cleaning
machine, its low vapor density makes it
the most difficult to control in a
working degreaser where air movements
generally increase losses. The
commenter also stated that MC has the
lowest vapor recovery rates in carbon
adsorption systems used to collect
solvents from many web and in-line
machines. In addition, the commenter
stated that MC users are subject to a
comprehensive OSHA standard that
requires a medical surveillance and
removal program not required for PCE
and TCE users.

Response: EPA recognizes that there
are chemical and physical limitations
when considering solvent switching as
a method to reduce emissions in
compliance with both the proposed and
final facility-wide emission limits we
are promulgating in this final rule. In
the proposed rule, EPA assumed 30
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percent of facilities would switch to a
less potent solvent; however, significant
comments have led us to re-evaluate
these assumptions. Consequently, with
regard to our solvent switching analysis,
for this final rule, EPA has reduced the
number of units for which solvent
switching is an option from 30 percent
to 15 percent. The cost analysis in
Section III.B. of the Preamble to this
final rule reflects this change.

7. General Comments

Comment: A number of commenters
stated that the 1999 NEI data did not
reflect current emission levels and were
not a sufficient basis for assessing
technical or economic feasibility. Some
believed that the 1999 NEI database was
obsolete and provided an incomplete
emission database when used as a
primary source of data for halogenated
solvent emissions. The commenter
stated that the industry had changed
since 1999 due to local, regional, and
State regulatory pressures. The
commenter indicated that the most
significant change since 1999 was the
phase out of TCA manufacture for
emissive use, which effectively
eliminated its use for solvent cleaning.
The commenters pointed out that EPA
had access to the 2002 NEI database and
encouraged EPA to re-evaluate the risk
assessment using the updated database.

Response: In response to public
comments we received on the August
17, 2006 rule proposal, we reassessed
the risks associated with the
halogenated solvent source category
using the 2002 NEI inventory. The
proposal was based on the 1999
inventory. These data were not available
at the time the proposal was being
developed.

Comment: One commenter stated that
EPA established a MACT standard for
the continuous web subcategory in
December 1999 and therefore, Section
112(f) risk analysis for the subcategory
is not required until December 2007.
The commenter stated that the
continuous web subcategory was
established five years after the standard
for the other halogenated solvent
machines. According to the commenter
EPA’s proposed rule fails to recognize
that under this requirement EPA has
eight years from December 3, 1999 (or
by December 3, 2007) to conduct the
residual risk evaluation for the
continuous web subcategory.

Response: Section 112(f)(2)(A)
requires the Administrator to
promulgate applicable standards
“within 8 years after promulgation of
standards,” under section 112(d). We
read this provision as allowing for our
promulgation of standards, under

section 112(f), within 8 years of the
effective date of section 112(d)
requirements, rather than within 8 years
of the compliance date of the section
112(d) requirements. (See for example,
section 112(f)(3) (“‘the Administrator
shall establish a compliance date or
dates * * * which shall provide for
compliance as expeditiously as
practicable but in no event later than
three years after the effective date of
such standard.” (Emphasis added)). The
effective date of the Halogenated
Solvent Cleaning NESHAP is December
2, 1994, and not December 3, 1999, as
suggested by the commenter, although
we subsequently made certain
clarifications and amendments to these
requirements. Our obligation to
promulgate residual risk standards for
this source category is therefore past,
and we are now operating under a
consent decree that required our
promulgation of today’s rule on or
before December 15, 2006, subsequently
extended to April 16, 2007. We also
believe that there is nothing in the Act
that precludes our completion of the
residual risk review prior to 8 years after
promulgation of section 112(d)
standards.

Comment: One commenter stated that
EPA had used a very simplistic model
to perform the emissions evaluations
which may be acceptable for an initial
screening, but that the Agency had
failed to provide information to either
validate its approach or any indication
as to whether the presented risk levels
exceed the upper bound limit of 100-in-
a-million using the correct facility
information such as stack parameters.
The commenter requested that EPA
review the seven facilities with an
estimated cancer risk greater than 100-
in-a-million to determine whether the
use of average stack parameters was
appropriate and to revise the proposed
rule accordingly. The commenter also
requested that EPA add an option
allowing facilities to conduct site-
specific emission modeling to determine
if a facility meets or exceeds the
allowable MIR, which would depend on
which option EPA finalized.
Subsequently, EPA could use this
modeling to set a site-specific facility
limit that is higher than either proposed
options.

Response: The choice of the proposed
emission limits and the final emission
limit is based on the level of risk
reduced, cost and technical feasibility to
achieve a particular emission limit.
While we acknowledge the uncertainty
inherent in the NEI data used, its effect
on risk is not the only consideration for
the proposed emission limits. In spite of
the fact that perhaps 50 percent of the

release parameters in the 1999 NEI
database may be defaults, our
understanding of this source category
and our best engineering judgment
suggested the data were reasonable to
use in our risk assessment, (e.g., the
range of stack heights was appropriate
for these sources). We also
acknowledged that while our risk
assessment was likely to overestimate
risks, this overestimate was not likely to
be large because of the many variables
and assumptions used in the assessment
that would yield lower estimated risk
levels, (e.g., the use of a probabilistic
method for evaluating population risks).
Therefore, a focused evaluation of the
release parameters of a few facilities at
the upper end of the risk spectrum,
while possibly having some effect on
their individual risk levels, is not likely
to affect our overall conclusions about
the level of risk from the entire source
category.

Concerning the site specific emission
modeling, EPA did not incorporate in
the proposed rule an approach that
would allow site specific modeling.
Instead, EPA assessed risk on a source
category basis. EPA also did not
incorporate in the proposed rule an
approach a low-risk alternative for
compliance.

V. Responses to Significant Comments
on EPA’s December 14, 2006, Notice of
Data Availability (NODA)

A. Emission Limits

Comment: Two commenters from the
aerospace industry submitted available
compliance options for the 40,000 kg/yr
MC equivalent emission limit. One
option involved switching from HAP
chlorinated solvents to n-propyl
bromide. Another option involved the
facilities switching to an alkaline
degreasing system with ultrasonic wash
tanks.

One aerospace facility, which had a
large operation with multiple
halogenated solvent cleaning machines,
submitted very detailed descriptions of
each machine, the options available and
the associated costs of implementation.
For their multiple machines, they
presented twelve emissions reduction
options, five of which reduced their
emissions to below the 40,000 kg/yr MC
equivalent limit. The compliance
options include a combination of
machine covers, extension areas,
additional drain time for parts,
installing larger or additional carbon
absorption systems and switching some
current machines with vacuum-to-
vacuum machines. The commenter
indicated that completing these
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compliance options would take six
years or more.

Response: EPA recognizes that a few
small aerospace facilities may operate
with emissions at or below both the
proposed and final promulgated
emission limits. In the proposal, EPA
assumed solvent switching and other
technologies could be applied at a
reasonable cost. EPA has discovered,
however, that this industry is bound to
the use of chlorinated solvents and
solvent switching is not a viable option
for compliance. As earlier stated, EPA
also recognized that the affected
facilities cannot undertake all the
necessary modifications within the
three-year compliance period. EPA also
notes that all these considerations are
true for the final promulgated 60,000 kg/
yr emission limit.

Comment: Two commenters that use
continuous web cleaning machines
maintained that they could not comply
with either of the proposed emission
limits. Both facilities stated that they
had installed carbon absorption devices,
which operated at about 99 percent
control efficiency, but that most of their
emissions could not be captured by
these devices because of the nature of
continuous web cleaning machines.
According to the commenters, fugitive
emissions occur in different locations
along production lines and along the
cleaning process. The commenters
provided some possible additions to
their cleaning systems that would
achieve additional reductions, but they
did not provide information on the
emission levels they could attain. The
commenters stated that there are limited
available technologies to capture
emissions and that it would be
technically difficult for them to capture
a significant portion of their emissions.
The commenters also maintained that
attaining a degree of control rather than
meeting an emission limit is a more
appropriate measure of their emission
reduction capability.

Response: EPA recognizes that
continuous web machines are designed
differently from general halogenated
solvent cleaning machines, i.e., batch
and in-line cleaning machines. As
explained in earlier responses, we have
determined that it is both
technologically infeasible and not cost
effective for continuous web cleaning
machines to comply with our final
promulgated emissions limit. As also
stated in Section III.A.3. of the
preamble, in this final rule, we are not
setting any emissions limits for facilities
that use continuous web cleaners. As
also explained earlier, we are
concluding that the current level of
control for continuous web cleaning

machines called for by the existing
NESHAP reduces HAP emissions to
levels that present an acceptable risk,
protects public health with an ample
margin of safety, and prevents adverse
environmental effects.

Comment: We received significant
comments from five narrow tubing
manufacturers. These commenters
presented very significant and
compelling reasons as to why they
could not meet the proposed emission
limits. The commenters indicated that
carbon absorption systems were the
only available feasible control
technology but that installation would
result in only a maximum of 25 percent
overall emissions reduction. The
commenters stated that vacuum-to-
vacuum machines have not been
engineered or tested to the sizes that are
required for their specific industrial
processes. They claimed that such large
vacuum-to-vacuum machines are not
available from machine manufacturers.
One commenter stated that after five
years of research and design they may
be able to achieve the 100,000 kg/yr MC
equivalent emission limit.

Response: EPA is persuaded that
narrow tube manufacturing facilities are
the most technically challenged in
reducing emissions to the levels called
for by either our proposed or final
promulgated 60,000 kg/yr emission
limit. EPA has also determined that this
industry is bound to the use of
chlorinated solvents and solvent
switching is not a viable option for
compliance. Furthermore, EPA is
persuaded that vacuum-to-vacuum
technology has not developed to a point
where this industry can install these
machines into their processes with
certainty of performance. Therefore,
EPA has concluded in this rule that this
industry could only achieve both the
proposed and final promulgated
emissions limits by implementing
newly engineered and untested
technology. Consequently, as explained
earlier in Section III.A.3. of the
Preamble, EPA is adopting no changes
to the 1994 NESHAP for the halogenated
solvent cleaning machines used by the
narrow tubing industry, and we are
concluding that the current level of
control by the existing NESHAP reduces
HAP emissions to levels that present an
acceptable risk, protects public health
with an ample margin of safety, and
prevents adverse environmental effects.

B. Cost Impacts

Comment: One aerospace facility
maintained that the application of
various technologies would result in 85
percent overall emissions reduction at
capital costs of between $1.1 and $1.7

million, for this particular facility, but
that it would need considerable more
time beyond the proposed two years
compliance period to implement the
proposed emissions limits.

Response: As a result of the comments
on compliance costs, EPA re-evaluated
the ability of the aerospace industry to
feasibly implement in a cost effective
manner other emission limits we
discussed at proposal but did not
propose (ranging from 60,000 kg/yr to
250,000 kg/yr MC equivalent emission
limits). We relied on commenters’
submissions to assist us in revising our
cost estimates for complying with these
emissions limits by the aerospace
industry and also relied on it in part in
applying cost assumptions to the
remainder of the other industries that
use halogenated solvent cleaning
machines.

The results indicated that
implementing additional emission
control levels, (ranging from 60,000 kg/
yr to 250,000 kg/yr MC equivalent
emission limits), within a three-year
compliance period would result in total
capital costs of over $9 million with a
cost effectiveness of about $2,000/ton of
solvent used. Furthermore, EPA
calculated the total annualized costs for
each cancer case avoided would be
more than $17.5 million for the 100,000
kg/yr MC equivalent emission limit.
Therefore, EPA is concluding in this
final rule that the NESHAP
requirements for aerospace
manufacturing and maintenance
degreasing machines, provide an ample
margin of safety and that the
requirements set forth in this final rule
are not applicable to halogenated
solvent cleaning machines that are
associated with the aerospace
manufacturing and maintenance
industry and facilities. Under this final
rule, the 1994 NESHAP requirements
remain applicable to all the halogenated
solvent cleaning machines associated
with the aerospace manufacturing and
maintenance facilities.

Comment: Commenters that use
continuous web cleaning machines
projected the capital costs of complying
with the proposed emission limits
(through “additions” to their production
lines) at about $1,000,000.

Response: EPA recognizes the unique
character of continuous web cleaning
machines and is persuaded that
technical emission control choices are
limited to CADs to attain significant
emission reductions. EPA has assumed
that CADs may only achieve a 10 to 30
percent overall reductions in facility-
wide emissions. Therefore, CAD alone
would be insufficient for purposes of
complying with the final promulgated
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emissions limit. We have taken this into
consideration in promulgating the final
rule.

Comment: The narrow tube
manufacturing industry calculated their
costs of compliance with the proposed
emission limits on the basis of installing
CAD and researching and designing new
and untested vacuum-to-vacuum
technology. They indicated that capital
costs for CAD installation ranged from
$200,000 to $1,800,000. They also
indicated that while this option is
technically feasible it would only
achieve 10 to 30 percent maximum in
overall facility emissions reductions.
The commenters further indicated that
compliance with the proposed limits
would require engineering new
technology or relying on vacuum-to-
vacuum machines, but that after
conferring with vacuum-to-vacuum
machine manufacturers, the cost
estimates were more than $4,600,000 in
capital costs with about $578,000 for
operating costs. One facility, which
produces specialized narrow tubing for
medical applications, projected costs for
vacuum-to-vacuum machines
installation at $10.5 million and
estimated that it would require between
five and six years for the evaluation of
the machines’ cleaning performance.
The commenters also stated that end-
loading machines would require
additional building space for loading
and unloading tube bundles with
lengths of 80 to 110 feet.

Response: EPA is persuaded that the
narrow tubing industry is confronted
with the biggest technological hurdle in
achieving emissions reductions for
purposes of achieving either the
proposed or final promulgated emission
limits. EPA is persuaded that emission
control choices, for the narrow tubing
industry, are limited to CAD, in order to
attain the most significant emission
reductions within the three-year
compliance time frame. EPA is also
persuaded that CAD may only achieve
a 10 to 30 percent overall reductions in
facility-wide emissions. Therefore, we
have determined that installation of
CAD alone would not control emissions
to the level of either the proposed or
final promulgated emission limits. We
have also taken into consideration the
costs for developing technology that
will reduce emissions to both the
proposed and final promulgated
emissions limits. EPA has amended its
cost analysis for this group of facilities
and has determined that a cost
effectiveness of over $3,600/ton, when
joined with EPA’s estimate of over $87
million in annual costs for each cancer
case avoided, is unreasonable.
Therefore, EPA is concluding in this

final rule that the NESHAP
requirements for narrow tube
manufacturing provide an ample margin
of safety, prevent adverse environmental
effects and that the requirements set
forth in this final rule will not be
applicable to halogenated solvent
cleaning machines associated with the
narrow tubing manufacturing industry.
Under this final rule, the 1994 NESHAP
requirements remain applicable to all
continuous web and halogenated
solvent cleaning machines used by
narrow tubing and aerospace
manufacturing and maintenance
facilities.

C. Compliance Schedule

Comment: Aerospace industries
maintained that a five-year minimum
compliance period would be necessary
to investigate technology and protocol
changes in order to comply with the
proposed 40,000 kg/yr limit. A
commenter from the narrow tubing
industry suggested between five and ten
years as necessary for them to
investigate the probability of applying
technology to reduce emissions to a
significant amount, to either of the
proposed emission limits.

The narrow tube manufacturing
commenters stated that their machines
are unique, indicated the non-
availability of feasible emission
reductions technology for either
proposed emission limits and
recommended that EPA allow the
industry five to ten years for research
and development of specific vacuum-to-
vacuum technology for the specific
needs of their industry.

Response: As stated in responses to
earlier comments, EPA has considered
these comments as significant and after
re-evaluating compliance costs,
technical feasibility and other factors, is
concluding that, for the aerospace
manufacturing and maintenance
industry, narrow tube manufacturing
industry, and facilities using continuous
web cleaning machines, the current
level of control provided by the existing
NESHAP both reduces HAP emissions
to levels that present an acceptable risk
and provides an ample margin of safety
to protect public health.

VI. Impacts

For sources required to comply with
the 60,000 kg/yr MC equivalent
emission limit, the national capital costs
to reach compliance with the final rule
are estimated to be $15,000,000 with
annualized cost savings of $1.3 million.
The capital costs for individual facilities
would range from $15,000 to $800,000
with an average cost of about $200,000.
More than 60 percent of the facilities

implementing control technology would
recognize a cost savings primarily from
solvent savings. Capturing and
controlling HAP emissions is a
pollution prevention approach where
emissions reduction translate into less
PCE, TCE and MC consumption and
reduced operating costs primarily
because facilities would need to
purchase less solvents. Using the 2002
NEI database, the maximum individual
cancer risk is estimated to be reduced
from 100-in-1 million to between 20 and
50-in-a-million (using both OPPTS and
CalEPA potency values). The rule is
expected to reduce cancer incidence
from 0.55 cases annually to 0.36 cases
annually, a reduction in cancer
incidence of 0.19 cases annually.

EPA also estimates that to comply
with the 100,000 kg/yr MC equivalent
emission limit, military depot
maintenance facilities are expected to
incur $540,000 in capital costs with
annualized savings of about $56,000.
Using the 2002 NEI database, the
maximum individual cancer risk is
estimated to be reduced from six-in-a-
million to three-in-a-million. The
emission limit for military depot
maintenance facilities is expected to
reduce cancer incidence by 0.002 cases
annually.

VII. Statutory and Executive Order
Reviews

A. Executive Order 12866: Regulatory
Planning and Review

Under Executive Order 12866 (58 FR
51735, October 4, 1993), this action is a
“significant regulatory action.”
Executive Order (EO) 12866 gives the
Office of Management and Budget
(OMB) the authority to review
regulatory actions that are categorized as
“significant”” under section 3(f) of the
EP, i.e., those actions that are likely to
result in a rule that may raise novel
legal and policy issues arising out of
mandates in CAA section 112(f)(2) and
112(d)(6). Accordingly, EPA submitted
this action to OMB for review under EO
12866 and any changes made in
response to OMB recommendations
have been documented in the docket for
this action.

In addition, EPA prepared an analysis
of the potential costs and benefits
associated with this action. This
analysis, which is briefly summarized in
Section III.B. of the Preamble, is
contained in National Cost Impacts
Memorandum. A copy of the analysis is
available in the docket for this action.

B. Paperwork Reduction Act

This action does not impose any new
information collection burden. Owners
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or operators will continue to keep
records and submit required reports to
EPA or the delegated State regulatory
authority. Notifications, reports, and
records are essential in determining
compliance and are required, in general,
of all sources subject to the 1994
Halogenated Solvent Cleaning NESHAP.
Owners or operators subject to the 1994
Halogenated Solvent Cleaning NESHAP
continue to maintain records and retain
them for at least 5 years following the
date of such measurements, reports, and
records. Information collection
requirements that were promulgated on
December 2, 1994 in the Halogenated
Solvent Cleaning NESHAP prior to the
2005 proposed amendments, as well the
NESHAP General Provisions (40 CFR
part 63, subpart A), which are
mandatory for all owners or operators
subject to national emission standards,
are documented in EPA ICR No.
1652.05. The Office of Management and
Budget (OMB) has previously approved
these information collection
requirements contained in the existing
regulations 40 CFR part 63 subpart T
under the provisions of the Paperwork
Reduction Act, 44 U.S.C. 3501 et seq.
and has assigned OMB control number
2060-0273, EPA ICR number 1652.05. A
copy of the OMB approved Information
Collection Request (ICR) may be
obtained from Susan Auby, Collection
Strategies Division; U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (2822T); 1200
Pennsylvania Ave., NW., Washington,
DC 20460 or by calling (202) 566—1672.

Burden means the total time, effort, or
financial resources expended by persons
to generate, maintain, retain, or disclose
or provide information to or for a
Federal agency. This includes the time
needed to review instructions; develop,
acquire, install, and utilize technology
and systems for the purposes of
collecting, validating, and verifying
information, processing and
maintaining information, and disclosing
and providing information; adjust the
existing ways to comply with any
previously applicable instructions and
requirements; train personnel to be able
to respond to a collection of
information; search data sources;
complete and review the collection of
information; and transmit or otherwise
disclose the information.

An agency may not conduct or
sponsor, and a person is not required to
respond to a collection of information
unless it displays a currently valid OMB
control number. The OMB control
numbers for EPA’s regulations in 40
CFR part 9 and 48 CFR part 15.

We have established a public docket
for this action, which includes the ICR,
under Docket ID number EPA-HQ-

OAR-2003-0009, which can be found in
http://www.regulations.gov. This final
decision will not change the burden
estimates from those developed and
approved in 1994 for the national
emission standard.

C. Regulatory Flexibility Act

The Regulatory Flexibility Act (RFA)
generally requires an agency to prepare
a regulatory flexibility analysis of any
rule subject to notice and comment
rulemaking requirements under the
Administrative Procedure Act or any
other statute unless the agency certifies
that the rule will not have a significant
economic impact on a substantial
number of small entities. Small entities
include small businesses, small
organizations, and small governmental
jurisdictions.

For purposes of assessing the impact
of the final action on small entities,
small entity is defined as: (1) A small
business as defined by the Small
Business Administration’s (SBA)
regulations at 13 CFR 121.201; (2) a
small governmental jurisdiction that is a
government of a city, county, town,
school district, or special district with a
population of less than 50,000; and (3)
a small organization that is any not-for-
profit enterprise which is independently
owned and operated and is not
dominant in its field.

As mentioned earlier in this
Preamble, facilities across several
industries use halogenated solvents to
degrease their products, therefore a
number of size standards are utilized in
this analysis. For the industries
represented in this analysis, the
employment size standard varies from
500 to 1,500 employees. The annual
sales standard is as low as 4 million
dollars and as high as 150 million
dollars.

After considering the economic
impacts of this final rule on small
entities, we have concluded that this
action will not have a significant
economic impact on a substantial
number of small entities. This
conclusion is based on the economic
impact of the final rule to affected small
entities in the entire halogenated
solvent cleaning source category. The
final rule is expected to affect 125
ultimate parent entities that will be
regulated as major sources. Forty of the
parent entities, or approximately one-
third, are defined as small according to
the SBA small business size standards.
None of the small firms has an
annualized cost of more than 0.7
percent of sales associated with meeting
the requirements for major sources, and
16 of the forty affected small firms are
estimated to incur no costs or have cost

savings associated with compliance
with the final rule. For more
information, please consult the
economic impact analysis for this
rulemaking.

D. Unfunded Mandates Reform Act

Title II of the Unfunded Mandates
Reform Act of 1995 (UMRA), Public
Law 104—4, establishes requirements for
Federal agencies to assess the effects of
their regulatory actions on State, local,
and tribal governments and the private
sector. Under section 202 of the UMRA,
EPA generally must prepare a written
statement, including a cost-benefit
analysis, for proposed and final rules
with “Federal mandates” that may
result in expenditures to State, local,
and tribal governments, in the aggregate,
or to the private sector, of $100 million
or more in any one year. Before
promulgating an EPA rule for which a
written statement is needed, section 205
of the UMRA generally requires us to
identify and consider a reasonable
number of regulatory alternatives and
adopt the least costly, most cost-
effective, or least burdensome
alternative that achieves the objectives
of the rule. The provisions of section
205 do not apply when they are
inconsistent with applicable law.
Moreover, section 205 allows EPA to
adopt an alternative other than the least
costly, most cost-effective, or least
burdensome alternative if the
Administrator publishes with the final
rule an explanation why that alternative
was not adopted.

Before we establish any regulatory
requirements that may significantly or
uniquely affect small governments,
including tribal governments, it must
have developed under section 203 of the
UMRA a small government agency plan.
The plan must provide for notifying
potentially affected small governments,
enabling officials of affected small
governments to have meaningful and
timely input in the development of EPA
regulatory proposals with significant
Federal intergovernmental mandates,
and informing, educating, and advising
small governments on compliance with
the regulatory requirements.

We have determined that this final
rule does not contain a Federal mandate
that may result in expenditures of $100
million or more for State, local, and
tribal governments, in the aggregate, or
to the private sector in any 1 year. Thus,
this final rule is not subject to the
requirements of sections 202 and 205 of
the UMRA.

EPA has determined that the final rule
contains no regulatory requirements that
might significantly or uniquely affect
small governments because it contains
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no requirements that apply to such
governments or impose obligations
upon them.

E. Executive Order 13132: Federalism

Executive Order 13132, entitled
“Federalism,” (64 FR 43255, August 10,
1999) requires EPA to develop an
accountable process to ensure
“meaningful and timely input by State
and local officials in the development of
regulatory policies that have federalism
implications.” “Policies that have
federalism implications” is defined in
the Executive Order to include
regulations that have “substantial direct
effects on the States, on the relationship
between the national government and
the States, or on the distribution of
power and responsibilities among the
various levels of government.”

This final rule does not have
federalism implications. It will not have
substantial direct effects on the States,
on the relationship between the national
government and the States, or on the
distribution of power and
responsibilities among the various
levels of government, as specified in
Executive Order 13132. None of the
affected halogenated solvent cleaning
facilities are owned or operated by State
or local governments. Thus, Executive
Order 13132 does not apply to the final
rule.

F. Executive Order 13175: Consultation
and Coordination With Indian Tribal
Governments

Executive Order 13175, entitled
“Consultation and Coordination with
Indian Tribe Governments” (65 FR
67249, November 9, 2000), requires us
to develop an accountable process to
ensure ‘“‘meaningful and timely input by
tribal officials in the development of
regulatory policies that have tribal
implications.” “Policies that have tribal
implications” is defined in the
Executive Order to include regulations
that have “substantial direct effects on
one or more Indian tribes, on the
relationship between the Federal
Government and the Indian tribes, or on
the distribution of power and
responsibilities between the Federal
government and Indian tribes.”

This final rule does not have tribal
implications. It will not have substantial
direct effects on tribal governments, on
the relationship between the Federal
government and Indian tribes, or on the
distribution of power and
responsibilities between the Federal
government and Indian tribes as
specified in Executive Order 13175.
Thus, Executive Order 13175 does not
apply to this final decision.

G. Executive Order 13045: Protection of
Children From Environmental Health
and Safety Risks

Executive Order 13045 (62 FR 19885,
April 23, 1997) applies to any rule that:
(1) Is determined to be “‘economically
significant” as defined under Executive
Order 12866, and (2) concerns an
environmental health or safety risk that
EPA has reason to believe may have a
disproportionate effect on children. If
the regulatory action meets both criteria,
the Agency must evaluate the
environmental health or safety effects of
the planned rule on children, and
explain why the planned regulation is
preferable to other potentially effective
and reasonably feasible alternatives
considered by the Agency.

This final decision is not subject to
the Executive Order because it is not
economically significant as defined in
Executive Order 12866, the Agency
believes this action represents
reasonable further efforts to mitigate
risks to the general public, including
effects on children. This conclusion is
based on our assessment of the imposed
emission limits that would reduce
chlorinated solvent impacts on human
health associated with exposures to
halogenated solvent cleaning
operations.

H. Executive Order 13211: Actions
Concerning Regulations That
Significantly Affect Energy Supply,
Distribution, or Use

The final rule is not a “‘significant
energy action” as defined in Executive
Order 13211 (66 FR 28355, May 22,
2001) because it is not likely to have a
significant adverse effect on the supply,
distribution, or use of energy.

This final rule will have a negligible
impact on energy consumption because
about ten percent of entities using
halogenated solvent cleaning will have
to reduce emissions through a range of
activities involving simple process
changes to the installation of additional
emission control equipment or special
low emitting machines to comply. The
cost of energy distribution should not be
affected by the final rule at all since the
standards do not affect energy
distribution facilities. We also expect
that there would be no impact on the
import of foreign energy supplies, and
no other adverse outcomes are expected
to occur with regards to energy supplies.
Further, we have concluded that this
final rule is not likely to have any
significant adverse energy effects.

I. National Technology Transfer
Advancement Act

Section 12(d) of the National
Technology Transfer and Advancement

Act (NTTAA) of 1995 (Pub. L. 104-113,
12(d) (15 U.S.C. 272 note), directs EPA
to use voluntary consensus standards
(VCS) in its regulatory activities unless
to do so would be inconsistent with
applicable law or otherwise impractical.
VCS are technical standards (e.g.,
materials specifications, test methods,
sampling procedures, and business
practices) that are developed or adopted
by VCS bodies. The NTTAA directs EPA
to provide Congress, through OMB,
explanations when the Agency decides
not to use available and applicable VCS.

This final revision to the 1994
NESHAP for halogenated solvent
cleaning do not include requirements
for technical standards beyond what the
NESHAP requires. Therefore, the
requirements of the NTTAA do not
apply to this action.

J. Congressional Review Act

The Congressional Review Act, 5
U.S.C. 801 et seq., as added by the Small
Business Regulatory Enforcement
Fairness Act of 1996, generally provides
that before a rule may take effect, the
agency promulgating the rule must
submit a rule report, which includes a
copy of the rule, to each House of the
Congress and to the Comptroller General
of the United States. The EPA will
submit a report containing the final rule
amendment and other required
information to the U.S. Senate, the U.S.
House of Representatives, and the
Comptroller General of the United
States prior to publication of this final
rule amendment in the Federal Register.
The final rule amendment is not a
“major rule” as defined by 5 U.S.C.
804(2). This final rule is effective on
May 3, 2007.

List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 63
Environmental protection, Air
pollution control, Hazardous
substances, Reporting and
recordkeeping requirements.
Dated: April 16, 2007.
Stephen L. Johnson,
Administrator.
m For reasons stated in the Preamble,
title 40, chapter I, part 63 of the Code
of Federal Regulations is amended as
follows:

PART 63—[Amended]

m 1. The authority citation for part 63
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 42 U.S.C. 7401 et seq.
Subpart T—[Amended]

m 2. Section 63.460 is amended by
revising paragraphs (c), (d), and (g) and
adding paragraph (i) to read as follows:
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§63.460 Applicability and designation of
source.
* * * * *

(c) Except as provided in paragraph
(g) of this section, each solvent cleaning
machine subject to this subpart that
commenced construction or
reconstruction after November 29, 1993
shall achieve compliance with the
provisions of this subpart, except for
§63.471, immediately upon start-up or
by December 2, 1994, whichever is later.

(d) Except as provided in paragraph
(g) of this section, each solvent cleaning
machine subject to this subpart that
commenced construction or
reconstruction on or before November
29, 1993 shall achieve compliance with
the provisions of this subpart, except for
§63.471, no later than December 2,
1997.

* * * * *

(g) Each continuous web cleaning
machine subject to this subpart shall
achieve compliance with the provisions
of this subpart, except for §63.471, no
later than December 2, 1999.

* * * * *

(i) The compliance date for the
requirements in § 63.471 depends on the
date that construction or reconstruction
of the affected facility commences. For
purposes of this paragraph, affected

facility means all solvent cleaning
machines, except solvent cleaning
machines used in the manufacture and
maintenance of aerospace products,
solvent cleaning machines used in the
manufacture of narrow tubing, and
continuous web cleaning machines,
located at a major source that are subject
to the facility-wide limits in Table 1 of
§63.471(b)(2), and for area sources,
affected facility means all solvent
cleaning machines, except cold batch
cleaning machines, located at an area
source that are subject to the facility-
wide limits in Table 1 of §63.471(b)(2).

(1) Each affected facility that was
constructed or reconstructed on or
before August 17, 2006, shall be in
compliance with the provisions of this
subpart no later than May 3, 2010.

(2) Each affected facility that was
constructed or reconstructed on or after
August 17, 2006, shall be in compliance
with the provisions of this subpart on
May 3, 2007 or immediately upon
startup, whichever is later.

m 3. Section §63.471 is added to
Subpart T to read as follows:

§63.471 Facility-wide standards.

(a) Each owner or operator of an
affected facility shall comply with the
requirements specified in this section.

For purposes of this section, affected
facility means all solvent cleaning
machines, except solvent cleaning
machines used in the manufacture and
maintenance of aerospace products,
solvent cleaning machines used in the
manufacture of narrow tubing, and
continuous web cleaning machines,
located at a major source that are subject
to the facility-wide limits in paragraph
(b)(2) of this section, and for area
sources, affected facility means all
solvent cleaning machines, except cold
batch cleaning machines, located at an
area source that are subject to the
facility-wide limits in paragraph (b)(2)
of this section.

(b)(1) Each owner or operator of an
affected facility must maintain a log of
solvent additions and deletions for each
solvent cleaning machine.

(2) Each owner or operator of an
affected facility must ensure that the
total emissions of perchloroethylene
(PCE), trichloroethylene (TCE) and
methylene chloride (MC) used at the
affected facility are equal to or less than
the applicable facility-wide 12-month
rolling total emission limit presented in
Table 1 of this section as determined
using the procedures in paragraph (c) of
this section.

TABLE 1.—FACILITY-WIDE EMISSION LIMITS FOR FACILITIES WITH SOLVENT CLEANING MACHINES

Solvents emitted

Facility-wide annual
emission limits in kg—
for general population
degreasing machines

Facility-wide annual
emission limit in kg for
military depot
maintenance facilities

PCE ONly @ ...

TCE only ...

MC ONIY i
Multiple solvents—Calculate the MC-weighted emissions using equation 1

4,800 8,000
14,100 23,500
60,000 100,000
60,000 100,000

a PCE emission limit calculated using CalEPA URE.

Note: In the equation, the facility emissions
of PCE and TCE are weighted according to
their carcinogenic potency relative to that of
MC. The value of A is 12.5. The value for B
is 4.25.

WE=(PCExA)+(TCEXB)+(MC)

Where:

WE = Weighted 12-month rolling total
emissions in kg (lbs).

PCE = 12-month rolling total PCE emissions
from all solvent cleaning machines at the
facility in kg (Ibs).

TCE = 12-month rolling total TCE emission
from all solvent cleaning machines at the
facility in kg (Ibs).

MC = 12-month rolling total MC emissions
from all solvent cleaning machines at the
facility in kg (1bs).

(c) Each owner or operator of an
affected facility shall on the first
operating day of every month,

(Eq. 9)

demonstrate compliance with the
applicable facility-wide emission limit
on a 12-month rolling total basis using
the procedures in paragraphs (c)(1)
through (5) of this section. For purposes
of this paragraph, “‘each solvent
cleaning machine” means each solvent
cleaning machine that is part of an
affected facility regulated by this
section.

(1) Each owner or operator of an
affected facility shall, on the first
operating day of every month, ensure
that each solvent cleaning machine
system contains only clean liquid
solvent. This includes, but is not limited
to, fresh unused solvent, recycled
solvent, and used solvent that has been
cleaned of soiled materials. A fill line
must be indicated during the first month
the measurements are made. The

solvent level within the machine must
be returned to the same fill-line each
month, immediately prior to calculating
monthly emissions as specified in
paragraphs (c)(2) and (3) of this section.
The solvent cleaning machine does not
have to be emptied and filled with fresh
unused solvent prior to the calculations.

(2) Each owner or operator of an
affected facility shall, on the first
operating day of the month, using the
records of all solvent additions and
deletions for the previous month,
determine solvent emissions (Eunit) from
each solvent cleaning machine using
equation 10:

E . =SA,—~LSR,—SSR,
Where:

Eunic = the total halogenated HAP solvent
emissions from the solvent cleaning

(Eq. 10)
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machine during the most recent month i,
(kilograms of solvent per month).

SA; = the total amount of halogenated HAP
liquid solvent added to the solvent
cleaning machine during the most recent
month i, (kilograms of solvent per
month).

LSR; = the total amount of halogenated HAP
liquid solvent removed from the solvent
cleaning machine during the most recent
month i, (kilograms of solvent per
month).

SSR; = the total amount of halogenated HAP
solvent removed from the solvent
cleaning machine in solid waste,
obtained as described in paragraph (c)(3)
of this section, during the most recent
month i, (kilograms of solvent per
month).

(3) Each owner or operator of an
affected facility shall, on the first
operating day of the month, determine
SSR; using the method specified in
paragraph (c)(3)(i) or (c)(3)(ii) of this
section.

(i) From tests conducted using EPA
reference method 25d.

(ii) By engineering calculations
included in the compliance report.

(4) Each owner or operator of an
affected facility shall on the first
operating day of the month, after 12
months of emissions data are available,
determine the 12-month rolling total
emissions, ETunit, for the 12-month
period ending with the most recent
month using equation 11:

12
ETunit = |:2 Eunit } (Eq 1 1)
j=1

Where:

ETunic = the total halogenated HAP solvent
emissions over the preceding 12 months,
(kilograms of solvent emissions per 12-
month period).

Eunit = halogenated HAP solvent emissions for
each month (j) for the most recent 12
months (kilograms of solvent per month).

(5) Each owner or operator of an
affected facility shall on the first
operating day of the month, after 12
months of emissions data are available,
determine the 12-month rolling total
emissions, ETcility, for the 12-month

period ending with the most recent
month using equation 12:

ETfacility = |:2 ET,, :| (Eq. 12)
=]

Where:

ETfacitity = the total halogenated HAP solvent
emissions over the preceding 12 months
for all cleaning machines at the facility,
(kilograms of solvent emissions per 12-
month period).

ETunit = the total halogenated HAP solvent
emissions over the preceding 12 months
for each unit j, where i equals the total
number of units at the facility (kilograms
of solvent emissions per 12-month
period).

(d) If the applicable facility-wide
emission limit presented in Table 1 of
paragraph (b)(2) is not met, an
exceedance has occurred. All
exceedances shall be reported as
required in § 63.468(h).

(e) Each owner or operator of an
affected facility shall maintain records
specified in paragraphs (e)(1) through
(3) of this section either in electronic or
written form for a period of 5 years. For
purposes of this paragraph, “each
solvent cleaning machine” means each
solvent cleaning machine that is part of
an affected facility regulated by this
section.

(1) The dates and amounts of solvent
that are added to each solvent cleaning
machine.

(2) The solvent composition of wastes
removed from each solvent cleaning
machines as determined using the
procedure described in paragraph (c)(3)
of this section.

(3) Calculation sheets showing how
monthly emissions and the 12-month
rolling total emissions from each solvent
cleaning machine were determined, and
the results of all calculations.

(f) Each owner or operator of an
affected facility shall submit an initial
notification report to the Administrator
no later than May 3, 2010. This report
shall include the information specified
in paragraphs (f)(1) through (5) of this
section.

(1) The name and address of the
owner or operator of the affected
facility.

(2) The address (i.e., physical
location) of the solvent cleaning
machine(s) that is part of an affected
facility regulated by this section.

(3) A brief description of each solvent
cleaning machine at the affected facility
including machine type (batch vapor,
batch cold, vapor in-line or cold in-
line), solvent/air interface area, and
existing controls.

(4) The date of installation for each
solvent cleaning machine.

(5) An estimate of annual halogenated
HAP solvent consumption for each
solvent cleaning machine.

(g) Each owner or operator of an
affected facility shall submit to the
Administrator an initial statement of
compliance on or before May 3, 2010.
The statement shall include the
information specified in paragraphs
(g)(1) through (g)(3) of this section.

(1) The name and address of the
owner or operator of the affected
facility.

(2) The address (i.e., physical
location) of each solvent cleaning
machine that is part of an affected
facility regulated by this section.

(3) The results of the first 12-month
rolling total emissions calculation.

(h) Each owner or operator of an
affected facility shall submit a solvent
emission report every year. This solvent
emission report shall contain the
requirements specified in paragraphs
(h)(1) through (h)(3) of this section.

(1) The average monthly solvent
consumption for the affected facility in
kilograms per month.

(2) The 12-month rolling total solvent
emission estimates calculated each
month using the method as described in
paragraph (c) of this section.

(3) This report can be combined with
the annual report required in § 63.468(f)
and (g) into a single report for each
facility.

[FR Doc. E7-7668 Filed 5—2—07; 8:45 am]
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