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ACTION:  Final rule; anmendnents.

SUMVARY: On January 25, 1995, the EPA pronul gated

national em ssion standards for chrom um em ssions from
hard and decorative chrom um el ectropl ati ng and chrom um
anodi zi ng tanks under section 112 of the Clean Air Act
(CAA). On June 5, 2002, we proposed anmendnments to the
rule. This action pronul gates anmendnents to the em ssion
limts, definitions, conpliance provisions and
performance test requirenents in the standards for
chrom um em ssions from hard and decorative chrom um

el ectropl ati ng and anodi zi ng tanks.

EFFECTI VE DATE: [ | NSERT DATE OF PUBLI CATI ON OF THE FI NAL

RULE AMENDMENTS | N THE EEDERAL REG STER] .

ADDRESSES: EPA has established a docket for this action

under Docket | D Nos. OAR-2002-0010 and A-88-02. Al |
docunents in the docket are listed in the EDOCKET i ndex

at http://ww. epa. gov/ edocket. Although listed in the

i ndex, sonme information is not publicly available, i.e.,

CBlI or other informati on whose disclosure is restricted
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by statute.—Certain other material, such as copyrighted
material, is not placed on the Internet and will be
publicly available only in hard copy form Publicly
avai |l abl e docket materials are avail able either
el ectronically in EDOCKET or in hard copy at the Air and
Radi ati on Docket, EPA/DC, EPA West, Room B102, 1301
Constitution Ave., NW Washington, DC. This Docket
Facility is open from8:30 a.m to 4:30 p.m, Monday
t hrough Friday, excluding | egal holidays. The Public
Readi ng Roomis open from8:30 a.m to 4:30 p. m, Monday
t hrough Friday, excluding |egal holidays. The telephone
nunber for the Public Reading Roomis (202) 566-1744, and
t he tel ephone number for the Air Docket is (202) 566-
1742.
FOR FURTHER | NFORMATI ON CONTACT: M. Phil Milrine, U S.
EPA, O fice of Air Quality Planning and Standards,
Em ssion Standards Division, Metals G oup, (C439-02),
Research Triangle Park, NC 27711, tel ephone nunber (919)
541-5289, electronic mail address: nmulrine.phil @pa. gov.
SUPPLEMENTARY | NFORMATI ON:

Requl ated Entities. Entities potentially regulated by
this action include facilities engaged in hard chrom um
el ectropl ati ng, decorative chrom um el ectropl ati ng, and
chrom um anodi zing of metal or plastic parts either as a
primary activity or as an activity incidental to a |arger

fabricating or manufacturing establishment. Regul ated
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categories and entities include sources |isted under the
North American Information Cl assification System (NAICS)
U S. Industries code 332813, as well as sources listed
under numerous industry codes within industry subsector

332, titled “Fabricated Metal Product Manufacturing”

Cat egory NAI CS Exanpl es of regul ated entities

Manufacturin 332813 Electroplating and anodi zi ng
facilities

g
Manuf acturin 332 Establ i shments primarily engaged
g in both fabricating and

el ectropl ati ng or anodi zi ng
products are classified in the
Manuf acturing sector according to
t he product made.

Docket. The EPA has established an official public
docket for this action including both Docket I D No. OAR-
2002- 0010 and Docket 1D No. A-88-02. The official public
docket consists of the docunents specifically referenced
in this action, any public comments received, and other
information related to this action. Al items may not be
i sted under both docket nunmbers, so interested parties
shoul d i nspect both docket nunbers to obtain all
materials relevant to the final rule anmendments.

Al t hough a part of the official public docket, the public
docket does not include Confidential Business Information
or other information the disclosure of which is
restricted by statute. The official public docket is

avail abl e for public view ng at the EPA Docket Center
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(Air Docket), EPA West, Room B-102, 1301 Constitution
Avenue, NW Washi ngton, DC. The EPA Docket Center Public
Readi ng Roomis open from8:30 a.m to 4:30 p. m, Monday
t hrough Friday, excluding | egal holidays. The telephone
nunber for the Reading Roomis (202) 566-1744, and the

t el ephone nunber for the Air Docket is (202) 566-1742.

El ectroni c Access. El ectronic versions of the docunents

filed under Docket No. OAR-2002-0010 are avail able

t hrough EPA s el ectronic public docket and comrent

system EPA Dockets. You may use EPA Dockets at
http://ww. epa. gov/ edocket/ to submt or view public
comments, access the index of the contents of the

of ficial public docket, and access those docunents in the
public docket that are available electronically. Once in
the system select "search” and key in the appropriate
docket identification nunber.

The EPA's policy is that copyrighted material wll
not be placed in EPA s el ectronic public docket but wll
be available only in printed, paper formin the official
public docket. Although not all docket nmaterials nmay be
avai l abl e el ectronically, you may still access any of the
publicly avail abl e docket materials through the docket
facility identified in this docunent.

Worl dwi de Web (WA . I n addition to being available in

t he docket, an electronic copy of today’ s docunent also

will be available on the WMV Fol | owi ng the
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Adm ni strator’s signature, a copy of this action will be
posted at www. epa. gov/ttn/oarpg on EPA’s Technol ogy
Transfer Network (TTN) policy and gui dance page for newly
proposed or pronul gated rules. The TTN provides
i nformati on and technol ogy exchange in various areas of
air pollution control. If nore information regarding the
TTN i s needed, call the TTN HELP line at (919) 541-5384.
Judi cial Review. Under section 307(b)(1) of the CAA,

judicial review of the final rule is available only by
filing a petition for reviewin the U S. Court of Appeals
for the District of Colunmbia Circuit by [INSERT DATE 60
DAYS AFTER PUBLI CATI ON OF THE FI NAL RULE AMENDMENTS I N
THE FEDERAL REG STER]. Under section 307(d)(7)(B) of the

CAA, only an objection to the final rule that was raised
with reasonabl e specificity during the period for public
conmment can be raised during judicial review. Moreover,
under section 307(b)(2) of the CAA, the requirenents
established by the final rule amendnents may not be
chal | enged separately in any civil or crimna
proceedi ngs brought by EPA to enforce the requirenents.
Qutline. The information presented in this preanmble is
organi zed as foll ows:

Backgr ound

Response to Comments

Use of Fume Suppressants for Controlling Chrom um
Em ssions from Hard Chrom um El ectropl ati ng Tanks
Revi sed Surface Tension Linmt When Measuring Surface

Tension with a Tensioneter . _
Em ssion Limt for Hard Chrom um El ectropl ating

O W >
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Tanks Equi pped with Encl osi ng Hoods

D. Chrom um El ectropl ating and Chrom um Anodi zi ng Tank
Definitions

E. Pressure Drop Monitoring Requirenment for Conposite
Mesh Pads

I11. Statutory and Executive Order Reviews

A. Executive Order 12866: Regul atory Pl anni ng and

Revi ew

B. Paperwor k Reducti on Act

C. Regul atory Flexibility Act

D. Unfunded Mandates Ref orm Act

E. Executive Order 13132: Federalism

F. Executive Order 13175: Consultation and
Coordination with Indian Tribal Governnments

G Executive Order 13045: Protection of Children from
Envi ronmental Health Ri sks and Safety Ri sks

H. Executive Order 13211: Actions that Significantly
Af fect Energy Supply, Distribution, or Use

| . Nati onal Technol ogy Transfer and Advancenent Act

J. Congr essi onal Revi ew Act

| . Background

On January 25, 1995, we pronul gated nati onal
em ssion standards for hazardous air pollutants (NESHAP)
for chrom um em ssions from hard and decorative chrom um
el ectropl ating and chrom um anodi zi ng tanks (60 FR 4963)
under the authority of section 112 of the CAA. Due to
recent changes in control technol ogy, additional
information related to the nmonitoring required by the
NESHAP, and problenms with inplenmenting some of the
requi renents of the NESHAP, we proposed anmendnents to the
NESHAP on June 5, 2002 (67 FR 38810). The proposed
amendnments to the NESHAP addressed five technical areas:
(1) the use of fune suppressants for controlling chrom um
enm ssions fromhard chrom um el ectroplating tanks; (2) a

revised surface tension limt for decorative chrom um
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el ectropl ati ng tanks when nmeasuring surface tension wth
a tensioneter; (3) an alternate emission |imt for hard
chrom um el ectropl ati ng tanks equi pped wi th encl osi ng
hoods; (4) revised definitions for chrom um
el ectropl ati ng and chrom um anodi zi ng tanks; and (5) the
pressure drop nonitoring requirement for conmposite nesh
pad (CWMP) control systens.

Based on recomendati ons made by the Common Sense
Initiative (CSI) Metal Finishing Subcommttee and
research conducted by our O fice and Research and
Devel opment (ORD), we proposed all owi ng owners and
operators of hard chrom um el ectroplating sources to neet
a surface tension limt as an alternative to the chrom um
enm ssions concentration limt specified in the NESHAP.
The data fromrecent em ssion tests conducted on hard
chrom um el ectropl ating tanks indicates that conpliance
with the 0.015 mlligramper dry standard cubic neter
(rg/dscm) emission |limt can be achi eved when the surface
tensi on of the electroplating tank bath is maintained
bel ow certain |levels. Based on those data, we proposed
surface tension linmts of 45 dynes per centineter
(dynes/cm, when neasured using a stal agnonmeter, and 35
dynes/cm when nmeasured using a tensionmeter, for hard
chrom um el ectropl ating tanks.

The research perfornmed by ORD and ot her data show

t hat, when used to neasure the surface tension of
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chrom um el ectropl ati ng baths, tensioneters typically
read about 20 percent | ower than surface tension
measurenents of the sanme bath made using a stal agnoneter
Because the 45 dynes/cm surface tension limt specified
in the NESHAP for decorative chrom um el ectropl ating
tanks is based on nmeasurenents using a stal agnoneter, we
proposed addi ng a separate surface tension limt of 35
dynes/cm when using a tensionmeter to neasure decorative
chrom um el ectropl ati ng bath surface tension.

Since the pronul gation of the NESHAP, several
chromum el ectroplating facilities have install ed state-
of -the-art electroplating tanks equi pped with encl osing
hoods. Because the ventilation rates for these encl osed
tanks are considerably | ower than ventilation rates for
conventi onal hooding, sone facilities with encl osed tanks
have had difficulty nmeeting the chrom um em ssion
concentration limt specified in the NESHAP, even when
em ssions fromthose tanks are well controlled. To
rectify this situation, we proposed an alternative nmass
em ssion rate limt for chrom um el ectroplating tanks
equi pped with encl osing hoods. The NESHAP defi ned
af fected source as any chrom um el ectroplating tank or
chrom um anodi zing tank | ocated at a facility that
perforns hard chrom um el ectropl ati ng, decorative
chrom um el ectroplating, or chrom um anodi zi ng. W have

become aware that, in at | east one case, this definition
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of affected source has resulted in the replacenment of an
existing electroplating tank being treated as a
reconstruction, thereby triggering the emssion limts
for new sources. Because tank replacenent is considered
routi ne mai ntenance, it was not our intent to require
nore stringent emssion limts when a facility repl aced
an existing chromum el ectroplating tank. Therefore, we
proposed an anmended definition of affected source that
i ncludes the peripheral equipnent, such as rectifiers and
anodes, that is essential for the chrom um el ectroplating
process.

Finally, we proposed an anmendnent to the requirenent
for establishing the operating limt for any source
controlled with a CMP. In the pronul gated NESHAP, owners
and operators of affected sources controlled with a CMP
are required to maintain the pressure drop across the CWP
within 1 inch of water colum (in. w.c.) of the pressure
drop established during the initial performance test.
However, we have recently become aware that the pressure
drop across a CMP often exceeds the pressure drop
operating limt by nore than 1 in. w.c. inmmediately
foll owing the cleaning or replacenent of pads.
Consequently, we proposed increasing the allowabl e range
of pressure drops fromzl in. w.c. to 2 in. w.c.

We received a total of 16 public comments on the

proposed anmendnents to the NESHAP. Two of the 16



10
comrents requested an extension of the public conment
period, 2 comments expressed general opposition to the
amendnents, and the other 12 conments addressed the
technical issues associated with the proposed anendnents.
I n addition, sone commenters suggested changes to other
requi rements of the NESHAP not specifically addressed by
t he proposed anendnents. Comrents were submtted by five
State and local air pollution control agencies, one
envi ronnental justice organization, four conpanies that
perform chrom um el ectropl ati ng, and one Federal agency.
Three industry trade associ ations submtted a joint set
of coments, and two concerned citizens also submtted
comment s.

After full and careful consideration of the
comments, we are pronul gating the anendnents as proposed
with two minor clarifications. Both clarifications
pertain to the requirenent for establishing operating
limts for the pressure drop across a CVWP system W
have added paragraph (iii) to 8343(c)(1) of the final
rule to indicate that an owner or operator can establish
a new operating limt for the pressure drop across a CWMP
system by repeating the performance test. |In such cases,
the new operating limt will be based on the pressure
drop established during the repeat perfornmance test +2
in. wc. W also have added paragraph (iv) to 8343(c) (1)

to indicate that the £2 in. w.c. requirenent for the
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pressure drop across a CWMP system does not apply during
automati ¢ washdown cycles of the CMP system

1. Response to Comments

A. Use of Funme Suppressants for Controlling Chron um

Em ssions from Hard Chrom um El ectropl ati ng Tanks

Coment: One commenter stated that the proposed
change is based on a single em ssions test, and that
there are other data available, collected fromthe sane
facility and fromother facilities, that contradict the
findings of that test. To support that argunent, the
comrenter summarized the results fromthree studies of
the effectiveness of fume suppressants in controlling
em ssions fromchrom um el ectropl ating tanks that were
perfornmed under EPA's CSI. The 2000 CSI report included
the results of three em ssion tests conducted at a hard
chromum electroplating facility. The results of the
first test were used as the basis for the proposed
amendnment. In the second test, em ssions were neasured
at higher surface tensions (32 to 34 dynes/cm and hi gher
process | oading (3,973 to 5,652 anpere-hours (anmp-hr));
em ssions of total chrom um exceeded the NESHAP |inmt of
0. 015 ng/dscm but hexaval ent chrom um concentrations
were within the 0.015 ng/dscmlimt. |In the third test,
eni ssions were neasured at sinmlar |oading |evels
(4,700 to 5,000 anp-hr), but at even higher surface

tensions (32 to 36 dynes/cn). Although there were
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problens with the test, the results indicated exceedances
of the emission limt in tw of three runs. During a
1998 CSI study, em ssions froma hard chronm um
el ectropl ating tank were bel ow the 0.015 ng/dscmlimt
when surface tensions were maintained between 24 and 29
dynes/cmusing a fluorinated chem cal fume suppressant,
which is referred to as a “third generation” fune
suppressant. In the other study, six tests were
perfornmed on hard chrom um el ectropl ati ng tanks t hat
contai ned fume suppressants. For the five valid tests,
the results of two tests indicated conpliance with the
em ssion limt when surface tensions were 23 and 28
dynes/cm respectively; for the other three tests,
chrom um em ssi ons exceeded the 0.015 ng/dscmlimt when
surface tensions were maintained at 22, 32, and 41
dynes/cm respectively.

Response: We have reviewed the additional test data
referenced by the commenter, and we di sagree with the
comrenter that other avail able data contradict the
results of the test that we used as the basis for the
proposed anmendnment. The additional studies that the
comment er references present the results of 17 em ssion
tests on hard chrom um el ectropl ating tanks. Two
enm ssion tests were conducted in May 1996 at the Di anond
Chrome Pl ating, Incorporated, (Dianond) facility in

Howel |, M chigan. The tests were perforned on five hard
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chrom um el ectropl ati ng tanks that were exhausted to a
common duct. Each test consisted of three 2-hour runs
using Method 306. During the first test, the surface
tensions of the electroplating solutions in the five
tanks ranged from 38 to 44 dynes/cm and aver aged
41 dynes/cm The total chrom um em ssion concentration
for that test was 0.0062 ng/dscm and the hexaval ent
chrom um concentration for the test was 0.0048 ng/dscm
both of which are far below the em ssion limt of 0.015
nmg/ dscm  During the other test, foam was discovered in
t he exhaust hood. Therefore, the results of that test
are not valid.

Six em ssion tests were conducted during July and
August 1997 at the Modern Hard Chrome Conpany (Modern)
facility in Warren, M chigan. Three tests were perfornmed
on each of two hard chrom um el ectroplating tanks. Each
test consisted of three 2-hour Method 306 runs. For each
tank, one of the tests was conducted wi thout the addition
of a funme suppressant to the electroplating bath. For
the other four tests, a wetting agent fume suppressant
was added to the electroplating bath, and the average
surface tensions of the electroplating solutions ranged
from22 to 41 dynes/cm The testing denonstrated
conpliance with the 0.015 ng/dscmenission limt in only
one of the four controlled tests. However, the

concentrations of total chrom um varied consi derably over
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the four tests, and the results were inconsistent with
the other available data on the effectiveness of fune
suppressants in controlling em ssions fromhard chrom um
el ectropl ati ng tanks. Whereas one test indicated total
chrom um em ssions to be 0.17 ng/dscm at a surface
tensi on of 32 dynes/cm another test conducted at a
significantly higher surface tension of 41 dynes/cm
i ndi cated a nmuch | ower total chrom um concentration of
0. 050 nmg/dscm The other two tests were conducted at
surface tensions of 22 to 23 dynes/cm In one test, the
total chrom um concentration was 0.011 ng/dscm but for
the other test, the total chrom um concentration was
determ ned to be 0.028 ng/dscm These variations are a
strong indication of problems with the testing and/or
source operation. However, we have been unable to obtain
a conmplete copy of the report for this test to
corroborate the test results and ensure that there were
no problenms with process operations or test procedures
that could bias the results of the tests. Consequently,
we do not consider the results for the tests at Moddern to
be vali d.

Bet ween Septenmber 1997 and January 1998, six
enm ssion tests were conducted at the Hohman Pl ating and
Manuf acturing (Hohman) facility in Dayton, Chio. The
tests were all conducted on the same hard chrom um

el ectroplating tank. Five of the tests consisted of six



15

2-hour test runs using Method 306; the other test
consi sted of four 2-hour Method 306 runs. One of the
tests was conducted under baseline conditions, wthout
the addition of a fume suppressant to the electroplating
solution. For the other five tests, a wetting agent fune
suppressant was added to the tank, and the el ectroplating
bath surface tensions were maintained between 24.5 and
29.0 dynes/cm The total chrom um concentrations in the
exhaust for the five controlled tests ranged from 0. 0017
to 0.0050 ng/dscm and were all well below the eni ssion
[imt of 0.015 ng/dscm

Three em ssion tests were conducted at the Acne Hard
Chrome, Incorporated, (Acne) facility in Alliance, Ohio.
The tests took place in August 1998, October 1998, and
January 1999 and were conducted on three hard chrom um
el ectroplating tanks that are exhausted to a conmon
control system Each test consisted of three 2-hour test
runs using Method 306. The results of the first test
were used as the basis for the proposed anendnment. The
surface tensions in the tanks during the first test
ranged from 28 to 30 dynes/cm and the total and
hexaval ent chrom um em ssion concentrations for the test
were 0.0034 nmg/dscm and 0.0030 ng/dscm respectively. In
the second test, the surface tensions in the tanks ranged
from32 to 34 dynes/cm An error in the test report

i ndicated the total chrom um concentration to be 0.018
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mg/ dscm  However, the corrected concentration of total
chrom um was actually 0.0092 ng/dscm which is well bel ow
the 0.015 ng/dscmemssion |limt. The hexaval ent
chrom um concentration for the second test was
0.0079 nmg/dscm In the third test, foam was discovered
in the exhaust hood, so the results of that test are not
consi dered to be valid.

To sunmari ze, we were able to obtain the results of
14 em ssion tests on hard chrom um el ectropl ati ng tanks
controlled with wetting agent fume suppressants. Ei ght
of the 14 tests provided valid results of fune
suppressant performance. 1In all eight valid em ssion
tests, the total chrom um concentration was determ ned to
be less than the 0.015 ng/dscmem ssion |imt for hard
chrom um el ectropl ating tanks. Therefore, we have
concluded that the avail able data do support the proposed
amendnment to allow hard chrom um el ectropl ati ng sources
to comply with a surface tension limt as an alternative
to the chrom um em ssion concentration of 0.015 ng/dscm

Comrent: One commenter disagreed that the data,
whi ch were used as the basis for the proposed change, are
concl usive. The commenter pointed out that the em ssion
test was conducted at |ow production |levels (227 to 1,405
anp-hr). Therefore, he believes that the test data are
not representative of normal hard chrom um el ectropl ati ng

oper ati ons.
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Response: W agree with the commenter that the
em ssion test that was used as the basis for the proposed
amendnment was conducted under relatively | ow process
| oads. However, the results fromother tests on hard
chrom um el ectropl ating tanks denonstrate that wetting
agent fune suppressants are effective in controlling
chrom um em ssi ons at higher process |oads. For exanple,
in the tests conducted at Acne, conpliance was
denonstrated at a process |oad of 5,000 anp-hr, and
conpliance was denonstrated at a process rate of 13,480
anp-hr for the tests at Di anond. These process | oads are
nore typical of the hard chrom um el ectroplating industry
than the process load for the test that was used as the
basis for the proposed anendnent.

Coment: One commenter pointed out that the

proposed anmendnment is based on tests using a “new
generation” of fume suppressants, inplying that other
fume suppressants on the nmarket may not perform as well.
A second commenter concurred with this comment. The
conmment er pointed out that the 1998 CSI study indicates
that some fume suppressants may be nore effective than
others in controlling em ssions. However, the proposed
anendnment does not specify the type of fune suppressants
that can be used in hard chrom um el ectropl ati ng tanks.

The two comrenters requested that the final rule specify

the types of funme suppressants acceptable for use on hard
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chrom um el ectropl ating tanks that would conmply with the
proposed surface tension limts.

Response: Based on the avail able data, we have
concl uded that chrom um em ssion concentrations from hard
chrom um el ectroplating tanks are primarily a function of
the electroplating solution surface tension when wetting
agent fune suppressants are used as the only eni ssion
control. If the surface tension is maintained below the
proposed levels (i.e., 35 dynes/cm when neasured by
tensi onmeter and 45 dynes/cm when neasured by
st al agnoneter), the concentration of total chromumin
the exhaust will be no greater than the 0.015 ng/dscm
em ssion limt for hard chrom um el ectropl ati ng tanks.
Furthernore, the avail able data do not indicate that
em ssion control levels are a function of the type of
fume suppressant used in the tank sol ution, as suggested
by the commenters. W did indicate in the preanble to
the June 5, 2002 proposal that the anendnment was based on
a test conducted using a new generation of funme
suppressants. However, the term “new generation”
actually was neant to apply to the perfornmance of fune
suppressants with respect to product quality (e.g., the
relative degree of pitting in the finished plate) and not
to the effectiveness of those funme suppressants in
reduci ng em ssions from chrom um el ectropl ati ng tanks.

Sources will be in conpliance with the emssion limts
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provi ded the surface tension is maintained at or bel ow
the proposed limts, regardless of the type of funme
suppressant used.

Comment: One commenter stated that nunmerous factors
affect em ssions from chrom um el ectropl ating tanks, such
as tenperature, chrom um concentration, and anperage
applied, and it is not possible to account for all of
those factors in a single em ssions test. Another
comrenter stated that other factors that affect em ssions
fromchrom um el ectropl ati ng tanks shoul d be eval uat ed,
including the degree of air agitation, bath tenperature,
coll ection efficiency, mst particle size, tank
freeboard, and chrom um dust levels in the ductwork and
around the facility. The first commenter requested that
we consider all of the avail able data and proceed with
t he amendnent as proposed only if the data are
conclusive. |If the data are not conclusive, additional
testing should be performed before a final decision is
made to pronul gate the amendnents. Anot her comrenter
agreed that the data that we considered in proposing the
anmendnment are not conclusive, and additional testing is
war ranted before allow ng the use of funme suppressants as
the only neans of enissions control on hard chrom um
el ectropl ati ng tanks.

Response: Since proposing the anmendnments, we have

eval uated the results of several other enission tests
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t hat denonstrate the performance of wetting agent fune
suppressants in controlling chrom um em ssions from hard
chrom um el ectroplating tanks. Those tests were
conducted under a range of design and operating
conditions, including type of fume suppressant, process
| oad, and tank size and configuration. Although
measurenents of the other paranmeters listed by the
commenters (e.g., bath tenperature, tank freeboard,
degree of agitation) are not avail able for conparison, we
expect that there were variations in those paraneters for
the electroplating tanks tested. Despite those
variations, the data fromall eight of the valid em ssion
tests clearly denonstrate a strong rel ati onship between
surface tension and chrom um em ssions. Wen the surface
tension is maintained at relatively |ow |l evels (below 35
dynes/cm), chrom um em ssions are below 0.015 ng/dscm
Therefore, we have concluded that the effects of those
ot her design and operating paraneters on chrom um
eni ssions are secondary to surface tension. Furthernore,
an industry expert concurred with this conclusion that
surface tension is the primary factor in determ ning
chrom um em ssions from hard chrom um el ectropl ating
bat hs.

Comrent: Three comenters opposed the anmendnent
because it would allow existing add-on em ssion controls

to be removed from hard chrom um el ectropl ati ng tanks.
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The comenters believe that existing controls are
necessary to protect public health given the toxicity of
hexaval ent chrom um and the proximty of many hard
chrom um el ectroplating shops to residences. One of the
commenters pointed out that nmost hard chrom um
el ectropl aters already have purchased and installed add-
on em ssion controls, so continuing to require add-on
controls would not result in additional control costs for
exi sting sources.

Response: We recognize that, under the proposed
amendnment, owners and operators of hard chrom um
el ectropl ating tanks that choose to conply with the
proposed surface tension limt could renpve existing add-
on em ssion controls. However, the available data on the
performance of wetting agent fume suppressants
denonstrate that control of chrom um em ssi ons equi val ent
to the |l evel achieved by add-on em ssion controls can be
achi eved by mai ntaining the el ectroplating bath surface
tension below the limts specified in today’ s anendnents.
Wth respect to the public health risks associated with
enm ssi ons of hexaval ent chrom um em ssions, we have begun
eval uating the residual risk for the chrom um
el ectropl ating and chronm um anodi zi ng source category, as
requi red under section 112(f)(2) of the CAA. [|f our
assessnment indicates that the risk due to enmi ssions from

the facilities within this source category is
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unacceptable, we will consider additional nmeasures for
mtigating that risk. W agree with the comenter that
nost hard chrom um el ectroplating facilities have
purchased and installed add-on em ssion controls to
conply with the NESHAP. However, we do not feel
conpelled to require facilities to continue to operate
t hose controls because mmintaining el ectroplating tank
sol ution surface tensions below the proposed limts wll
ensure adequate control of chrom um em ssions fromthose
sour ces.

Coment: One commenter pointed out that the
proposed anmendnment would elim nate the requirenent for
hard chrom um el ectropl ati ng operati ons to conduct
en ssion tests to denonstrate conpliance with em ssion
limts. The commenter believes that em ssion tests are
necessary for determ ning conpliance with the NESHAP.

Response: W agree that hard chrom um
el ectroplating facilities would not be required to
conduct performance tests under the proposed anendment if
the facility owner or operator decided to conmply with the
proposed surface tension limts. However, the data on
t he performance of wetting agent fume suppressants
denonstrate that conpliance with the 0.015 ng/dscm
chrom umem ssion limt will be ensured if surface
tension is maintained at or bel ow 35 dynes/cm as neasured

by a tensiometer, or 45 dynes/cm as neasured using a
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st al agnoneter. Consequently, performance tests are not
necessary when wetting agent type fume suppressants are
mai nt ai ned bel ow the proposed limts. Furthernore, not
requiring performance tests hel ps to ease the burden on
smal | businesses that are subject to the final rule.

Comment: Two commenters sunmmarized the results of a
study performed by the San Diego Air Pollution Control
District and the California Air Resources Board in the
Barri o Logan community of San Di ego County (Barrio Logan
Study) from Decenber 3, 2001, to May 12, 2002. During
the study, a total of 431 anmbient sanples were collected
at six locations in the vicinity of two el ectroplating
facilities: a decorative chrom um el ectropl ating
facility and a hard chrom um el ectroplating facility.
The study indicated that chrom um eni ssions fromthe
decorative chrom um el ectroplating shop, which used fune
suppressants for enmi ssion control, resulted in high
| evel s of anbi ent hexaval ent chrom um concentrations.
The same study al so showed that em ssions fromthe
adj acent hard chronm um el ectropl ati ng shop, which used an
add-on control, were nuch |ower and did not contribute
significantly to anbi ent hexaval ent chrom um
concentrations. The study included estinmates of cancer
ri sk, based on 70-year exposures to the average
hexaval ent chrom um concentrati ons neasured during the

5-nmont h study period. The risk assessnent indicated that



24

t he average cancer risk ranged from 23 to 114 per
mllion, depending on the |ocation, and the overal
average risk for all |ocations was 63 per mllion. The
comenters stated that we should consider the results and
implications of that study before proceeding with an
amendnment that would allow fune suppressants as the only
means of em ssion control for hard chrom um
el ectroplating tanks. One of the comenters al so
requested that the study reports be included in the
docket for the final rule.

Response: We have begun eval uating the residual
ri sk associated with the chrom um el ectropl ati ng and
chrom um anodi zi ng source category, as required under
section 112(f)(2) of the CAA. The inplications of the
Barri o Logan Study woul d best be addressed within the
context of residual risk, and we intend to give the data
and results fromthat study full consideration as we
evaluate the residual risk for the chrom um
el ectropl ating and chron um anodi zi hg source category.
We cannot argue with the conclusion of the Barrio Logan
Study that em ssions fromthe decorative chrom um
el ectroplating shop were the nmain contributor to high
anmbi ent concentrations of chromum However, the data do
not support the conclusion that em ssions fromthe
decorative electroplating shop were higher sinply because

the facility used a fune suppressant and did not have
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add-on em ssion controls. Wetting agent funme
suppressants are an effective neans of em ssion control
when they are used properly, but there are indications
that the decorative chromumfacility that was the focus
of the Barrio Logan Study was not using their fume
suppressant properly. Measurenents made by the local air
pol luti on control agency indicate that the decorative
chromum electroplating facility was not in conpliance
with the surface tension limt of 45 dynes/cm during at
| east part of 40 of the 45 days surface tensions were
recorded. This lack of adequate control of surface
tension certainly contributed to the high anbient
concentrations of chromum |In addition, there are
i ndi cati ons that other factors, such as poor housekeeping
practices, may al so have contributed significantly to the
anmbi ent chrom um concentrati ons.

B. Revi sed Surface Tension Limt When Measuring Surface

Tension with a Tensi oneter

Comrent: Five commenters opposed the proposed
anmendnment that would specify a | ower maxi num surface
t ensi on when the surface tension is neasured using a
tensi ometer. One commenter noted that the proposed limt
for tensionmeter-nmeasured surface tension is based on a
single em ssion test, and the data fromthat test do not
support the proposed surface tension limt of

35 dynes/cm The commenter stated that surface tensions
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ranged from 28 to 30 dynes/cmduring the test. Although
t he data denonstrated that the chromumenm ssion limt
was achi eved at surface tensions below 30 dynes/cm the
data cannot be extrapolated to 35 dynes/cm At the
proposed surface tension limt of 35 dynes/cm em ssion
concentrations are very likely to be higher than the
concentrations nmeasured during the em ssion test in
guestion. There are no data that denonstrate that
em ssion concentrations will be bel ow the chrom um
concentration limt of 0.015 ng/dscm when surface
tensi ons are 35 dynes/cm as measured using a
tensi oneter.

Response: We have obtained data from ei ght em ssion
tests that measured chrom um em ssions from hard chrom um
el ectroplating tanks that were controlled only with
wetting agent funme suppressants. In two of those tests,
em ssions were quantified at bath surface tensions of 32
dynes/cm or higher. The second Acne test was conducted
at surface tensions of 32 to 34 dynes/cm and the
resulting concentrations of total chronm um (0.0092
ng/ dscm) and hexaval ent chrom um (0. 0079 ng/dscm were
wel | under the 0.015 ng/dscmemssion |limt. Although we
woul d expect the em ssion concentrations to be slightly
hi gher if the test had been conducted at a surface
tensi on of 35 dynes/cm it is very unlikely the

concentrati ons woul d have exceeded 0.015 ng/dscm
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(i.e., would have been nore than 50 percent higher) at
the marginally higher surface tension. |In the emssion
test performed at Di anond, the el ectroplating tank
solution surface tension was 41 dynes/cm and the
concentrations in the tank exhaust were 0.0061 ng/dscm
for total chrom um and 0.0048 ng/dscm for hexaval ent
chrom um both of which also are well below the 0.015
nmg/ dscm em ssion limt. This test denonstrated that, in
sonme cases, the emssion |limt can be net even with a
surface tension in excess of 35 dynes/cm In the other
six em ssion tests, surface tensions were bel ow 30
dynes/cm and the measured em ssions of chrom um were well
bel ow the 0.015 ng/dscm em ssion limt. The results of
all eight tests, and the two with the higher surface
tensions in particular, denonstrate that conpliance wth
the hard chrom um el ectroplating tank emssion limt wll
be achi eved when surface tensions are nmintained at or
bel ow t he proposed limt of 35 dynes/cm

Comment: One commenter stated that there are no
data that denonstrate that chrom um em ssions from hard
chrom um el ectropl ati ng operations will be bel ow the
chrom um concentration limt of 0.015 ng/dscm when a
st al agnoneter indicates the surface tension is
45 dynes/cm The commenter stated that additional
testing should be performed before establishing a surface

tension limt to ensure that chrom um em ssi on
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concentrations are achieved on a consistent basis when
surface tensions are maintained belowthe limts of 35
and 45 dynes/cm for tensionmeters and stal agnoneters,
respectively.

Response: Although the proposed surface tension
l[imt for hard chrom um el ectropl ating tanks was based on
measurenents made using a tensionmeter and not a
st al agnoneter, the data support a 45 dynes/cmlimt for
st al agnonet er - based surface tension neasurenents. The
test data clearly show that when surface tension, as
measured using a tensioneter, is no nore than 35
dynes/cm the chrom um em ssion concentration is no nore
than 0.015 nmg/dscm  When sinultaneous surface tension
measurenents of the sanme el ectroplating solution using
both types of instrunments are conpared, the data indicate
that the neasurement differential is at |east 10 dynes/cm
when a stal agnoneter indicates the surface tension to be
45 dynes/cm In other words, if a stalagnoneter nmeasures
the surface tension to be 45 dynes/cm a tensioneter
woul d neasure the surface tension of the sane
el ectroplating bath to be no nore than 35 dynes/cm
Therefore, when a tensionmeter measures a surface tension
of 35 dynes/cmor |ess, the chrom um em ssion
concentration neets the emssion limt of 0.015 ng/dscm
We have concluded that the data al so support the 45

dynes/cmlimt for surface tensions neasured using a
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st al agnonet er.

Comment: One commenter stated that if hard chrom um
el ectroplating facilities are allowed to conmply with the
NESHAP by mai ntaining surface tensions below the limts
of 35 dynes/cm and 45 dynes/cm those facilities should
be required to conduct an em ssion test to denonstrate
conpliance with the em ssion |limts. Regardless of the
i nstrument used to measure surface tension, the em ssion
tests should be conducted over a range of operating
conditions. Another commenter stated that when a fune
suppressant is used with an add-on control device, the
facility should be required to conduct an em ssions test
and establish an operating limt for surface tension.

Response: We disagree with the comenters that an
em ssion test should be required when a hard chrom um
el ectroplating facility chooses to conmply with the
surface tension limts of 35 dynes/cm by tensioneter or
45 dynes/cm by stal agnonmeter. The test data clearly show
t hat when the surface tension is nmaintained bel ow t hese
surface tension limts, chrom um em ssion concentrations
are no nore than 0.015 ng/dscm Therefore, enission
tests are unnecessary in such cases. W also recognize
that chrom um el ectropl ating tank operating paraneters
differ fromfacility to facility. However, surface
tensi on has a nore significant inmpact on chrom um

em ssions than any of other chrom um el ectropl ating tank
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operating paraneters because surface tension directly
i npacts the specific mechani sm by which chromumis
emtted; that is, the bursting of bubbles at the surface
of the electroplating tank solution. The other operating
paraneters may affect how nmuch funme suppressant is needed
to reduce the surface tension to a |evel at or below 35
dynes/cm but surface tension has the greatest inmpact on
em ssion levels. An industry expert also has concurred
with this conclusion that surface tension is the primary
factor in determ ning chrom um em ssions from hard
chrom um el ectropl ati ng baths. Therefore, we have
concluded that there is no need to neasure em ssions over
a range of operating paraneters, as suggested by the
commenter, provided the surface tension is maintained
bel ow t he proposed limts.

Regar di ng the conmment about establishing an
operating limt for surface tension when an add-on
control device is used with a fume suppressant,

8343(c)(5) of the NESHAP specifies a provision for
allowing an affected facility to establish an operating
limt for surface tension and subsequently nonitor
surface tension to denonstrate continuing conpliance.
This provision addresses the conmenter’s concern.

However, as stated previously in this response, an

eni ssion test is not necessary to show initial conpliance

with the emssion |imt provided the surface tension is
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mai nt ai ned bel ow the 35 dynes/cm and 45 dynes/cmlimts
for tensioneter and stal agnoneter neasurenents,
respectively.

Comment: One commenter stated that the differences
in surface tension observed by ORD when conparing
measurenents made using a tensionmeter and a stal agnoneter
indicate that there is a serious neasurenent error
associated with one or both of the analytical nethods
used in those instrunents. Therefore, it is
i nappropriate for EPA to establish limts on surface
tensi on using those data. The comrenter recomended that
we either determ ne the nature of the flaws in the two
anal yti cal methods or obtain additional data that
denonstrate the relationship between surface tension and
em ssi on concentrations.

Response: Neither tensionmeters nor stal agnoneters
nmeasure surface tension directly. Tensioneters nmeasure
the force on a plate or ring as it is pulled fromthe
surface of the liquid, and stal agnoneters use a drop
wei ght met hod, in which the nunmber and wei ght of drops of
the liquid are conpared to those of a reference |iquid.
Both i nstruments nmeasure indicators of surface tension.
Because the indicators neasured (force and drop wei ght)
are different, stal agnoneters and tensioneters may
produce different values for the surface tension of a

solution. W disagree that this neasurenment differential
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i ndi cates a neasurenent error. W acknow edge that there
is a difference in how the two instruments characterize
surface tension, and we have addressed that difference in
today’s final rule by specifying a different surface
tension limt for stalagnoneters and for tensioneters.
We are confident that the em ssion limt of 0.015 ng/dscm
is being net when the surface tension is bel ow 35
dynes/cm as neasured with a tensioneter, or 45 dynes/cm
as neasured with a stal agnoneter.

Comrent: Two commenters di sagreed with our
conclusion that the avail able data support a 10 dynes/cm
differential between surface tensions neasured with a
tensi ometer and with a stal agnoneter. One commenter
poi nted out that the study, which was the basis for the
proposed anmendnment, shows that surface tension
measurenents using the two instrunents varied by as much
as 33 dynes/cm when nmeasuring a known surface tension of
approxi mately 40 dynes/cm The commenter al so stated
that the same study shows that other factors, such as
tenperature and stal agnoneter drop rate, can affect
surface tension nmeasurenents significantly. One
comrenter stated that the measurenent difference between
the two instrunents is not |inear but highly variable,
with the greatest variations in the range of 30 to 50
dynes/cm The commenter noted that, within this range,

t he nmeasurement differences for the two instrunents is
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much greater than 10 dynes/cm The commenter al so stated
that the avail able data indicate that a reduction in
surface tension from 45 dynes/cmto approxi mately
30 dynes/cm can affect em ssion rates by an order of
magni tude. The commenter stated that, in view of the
uncertainties in the data, the NESHAP should require the
use of only one type of instrunment, a stal agnoneter, for
monitoring surface tension in plating tanks. Both
comrenters believe that additional data nmust be collected
and eval uated to determ ne how neasurenents nmade by
tensi oneters and stal agnoneters differ. One of the
commenters also stated that his agency is collecting
addi ti onal data and can provide the data to us.

Response: We agree with the commenters that the
avai l abl e data indicate that the difference in surface
t ensi on neasurenents between tensioneters and
st al agnoneters is not 10 dynes/cm under all conditions,
but vari es dependi ng on the surface tension of the
liquid, the type of funme suppressant used, and possibly
ot her factors. The data indicate that within the range
of surface tensions characteristic of chrom um
el ectroplating baths that include wetting agents,
st al agnonet er neasurenments of surface tension are higher
t han measurenments nmade using a tensioneter. For surface
tensions in the range of the proposed surface tension

limt of 35 dynes/cm for tensionmeter measurenents,
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st al agnoneters can indicate surface tensions that are 20
to 30 dynes/cm higher. For surface tensions of 25 to 30
dynes/cm which represents the |ower end of the range of
surface tensions typically found in chrom um
el ectropl ating tanks, the difference in neasurenents
bet ween tensi onmeters and stal agnonmeters is closer to 10
dynes/cm In addition, other data that we have obtai ned
since proposing the amendnents to the NESHAP al so support
the 10 dynes/cmdifferential between tensioneters and
st al agnonet ers.

For the proposed anmendnent, we sel ected the surface
tension limt of 35 dynes/cm for tensionmeter measurenents
because the |imt is based on neasurenents made using a
tensi onmeter, and the data support that surface tension
[imt. On the other hand, the surface tension |limt of
45 dynes/cm which is specified in the NESHAP for
decorative chrom um el ectroplating tanks, is based on
measurenents of surface tensions using a stal agnmoneter.
Thus, we based the surface tension limts for
tensi ometers and stal agnoneters on two different sets of
dat a.

We agree that the data from direct conparisons of
nmeasurenents using the two types of instruments show a
| arger differential at surface tensions greater than 30
dynes/cm  However, if a stal agnonmeter indicates the

surface tension is in conpliance (i.e., no greater than
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45 dynes/cm), the surface tension nmeasured using a
tensi onmeter would certainly be no greater than 35
dynes/cm  Consequently, the 10 dynes/cmdifferential is
appropri ate.

We di sagree with the suggestion by one of the
comenters that the NESHAP should all ow the use only of
st al agnoneters for denonstrating conpliance with the
surface tension limt. Many chrom um el ectropl ating
facilities currently use tensioneters to nonitor surface
tension. Furthernore, the proposed anmendnent to all ow
owners and operators of affected hard chrom um
el ectroplating tanks to neet a surface tension limt
rather than an em ssion |limt is based on surface tension
measurenents using a tensionmeter. Therefore, we do not
want to prohibit the use of tensiometers for surface
t ensi on neasurenents.

C. Emi ssion Limt for Hard Chrom um El ectropl ati ng Tanks

Equi pped wi th Encl osi ng Hoods

Comrent: One commenter supported the proposed mass
emssion limt as an alternative to the em ssion
concentration limt for enclosed hard chrom um
el ectropl ating tanks. However, the comrenter believes
eni ssion rates increase when encl osi ng hoods are used
because the hoods increase capture efficiency. He also
poi nted out that the use of enclosing hoods is

recommended for worker safety.
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Response: W appreciate the commenter’s support for
t he proposed anendnent. We also agree with the
commenter’s statenment that encl osing hoods increase
capture efficiency, and we concur with the commenter’s
statenent that enclosing hoods provide an added benefit
by reduci ng worker exposure to electroplating tank
em ssions. However, we disagree with the comenter’s
statenment that overall em ssions are greater when an
encl osed hard chrom um el ectroplating tank is used. It
is true that the |ower ventilation rates that are
characteristic of electroplating tanks with encl osing
hoods may result in increases in em ssion concentrations
due to the introduction of less dilution air into the
exhaust stream However, when an encl osing hood is used,
actual nmass enm ssion rates (e.g., pounds per hour)
typically are no nore than 50 percent of the mass
em ssion rate for a conparable electroplating tank with
conventional hooding and ventilation rates. Therefore,
encl osi ng hoods actually achieve a net decrease in
el ectroplating tank em ssions.

D. Chrom um El ectropl ati ng and Chrom um Anodi zi ng Tank

Definitions

Comrent: One commenter supported the proposed
change to the definition of affected source. However,
t he commenter suggested that the definition of affected

source be expanded to include ventilation equi pnent.
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Response: As indicated in 863.2 of the general
provisions to 40 CFR part 63, we have defined stationary
source in ternms of em ssions. Any equi pnent, peripheral
device, or facility that is to be considered either a
source or part of a source nust contribute to the
generation of em ssions of a regulated pollutant. 1In
nost installations, ventilation systens do not thensel ves
contribute to em ssions. In the case of chrom um
el ectroplating, ventilation systenms do not generate
em ssions but capture and collect enm ssions fromthe
source and direct the em ssions to a control systemor to
a stack for release to the atnosphere. Therefore, we do
not agree with the commenter that the definition of
af fected source should be expanded to include ventilation
equi prment .

Comrent: One commenter supported the proposed
change to the definition of affected source but stated
that the proposed definition is still too vague and nay
be interpreted to include processes imediately prior to
and after the plating operation. Therefore, the final
rule should |ist exanples of what is and is not ancillary
equi pment. The commenter suggested that the ancillary
equi prent that should be included in cost anal yses should
consi st only of the equi pnent necessary for the
el ectropl ating process to function, or, in other words,

equi pnment required for electroplating while the rectifier
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is supplying energy to the anode. In addition, the
comrenter requested that the final rule also clarify that
t anks, which qualify neither as anodi zing tanks nor as
el ectropl ating tanks, are not subject to the NESHAP.

Response: W agree with the commenter’s remark that
the summary of the amendnments in the preanble to the
proposal could be m sl eading because the summary did not
adequately define what constitutes an affected source.
However, the intent of the summary is to provide an
overvi ew of the amendnents, not to provide all of the
details. The | anguage presented in the final rule is the
basis for determ ning conpliance, and clearly defines
what we consider to be part of an affected source. For
chrom um el ectropl ating, the proposed anmendnment woul d
expand the definition of affected source to include
rectifiers, anodes, heat exchanger equi pnent, circul ation
punps, and air agitation systems. It would be difficult
to devel op a conprehensive list that includes all of the
equi prent that could be interpreted to be part of the
el ectropl ati ng process, and such a |list mght conplicate
the final rule unnecessarily. Therefore, we have deci ded
agai nst expandi ng the definition of affected source
further, as suggested by the commenter.

Concerning the commenter’s request that we clarify
t hat process tanks, other than el ectroplating and

anodi zi ng tanks, are not subject to the final rule, we
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poi nt out that 863.340, which addresses the applicability
of the NESHAP, |ists several types of process tanks
associ ated with chrom um el ectroplating that are not
subject to the NESHAP. Section 63.340(c) of the final
rul e already addresses the comenter’s concern.

E. Pressure Drop Monitoring Requirenment for Conposite

Mesh Pads

Coment: Five commenters supported the proposed
change to the operating limt for the pressure drop
across a CWP systemfrom+= 1 in. w.c. to = 2 in. w.c.
However, one commenter does not believe that the pressure
drop requirement for CMP systens applies “. . . at al
times . . .,” as stated in the preanble to the proposed
amendnments. The comment er expl ained that during
aut omati ¢ washdown cycles currently required by the rule
as proposed and recomended by CMP manufacturers, the
pressure drop across a CMP system nay exceed the %2 in.
w.c. operating limt for a brief time. The comenter
bel i eves the proposed anendnment was intended to apply to
changes in pressure drop follow ng comprehensive cl eaning
of mesh pads and not to short-term changes in pressure
drop associated with automatic washdown cycles. The
commenter believes the final rule should clarify that the
pressure drop requirenment does not apply to these

aut omati ¢ washdown cycles. The commenter al so provided

suggested rul e | anguage to that effect.
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Response: W agree with the commenter that the
proposed change was not neant to apply during the
automati ¢ washdown cycles of a CMP system We consi der
automati c washdowns to be part of the normal operation of
such control systens, whereas the proposed anmendment was
intended to apply to periodic maintenance that entails
renovi ng nesh pads and cl eaning or replacing the pads.
Al t hough we stated in the preanble to the proposal that

the pressure drop requirenent applies .at all tines

.,” the final rule clearly specifies that conpliance
is determned through a daily nmeasurenent of pressure
drop across the CMP system Owners or operators of
af fected sources that are controlled with a CVMP system
can determ ne when to nmeasure the pressure drop and,
presumably, they would choose to take pressure drop
measur enents outside of automatic washdown cycl es.
However, to avoid any further m sunderstanding of this
requi renent, we have indicated in the final rule that the
pressure drop requirenment does not apply during automatic
washdown cycl es.

Comrent: One commenter stated that the proposed
anmendnment specifies that the 2 in. w.c. pressure drop
requi rement would apply during the initial perfornmance
test, but does not address the retesting of an affected

sour ce. The commenter believes that if a source is

retested and shown to be in conpliance, the affected



41
facility should be allowed to establish a new operating
l[imt at £2 in. w.c. of the pressure drop neasured during
t hat subsequent performance test.

Response: W agree with the commenter and have
witten the final rule anmendnents to reflect this change.
The final rule indicates that the affected facilities my
establish a new operating limt at 2 in. w.c. of the
pressure drop neasured during subsequent performance
tests.

I11. Statutory and Executive Order Reviews

A. Executive Order 12866: Requl at ory Pl anni ng and

Revi ew

Under Executive Order 12866 (58 FR 51735, October 4,
1993), EPA nust deterni ne whether the regulatory action
is “significant” and, therefore, subject to review by the
O fice of Managenent and Budget (OVB) and the
requi renents of the Executive Order. The Executive Order
defines “significant regulatory action” as one that is
likely to result in a rule that may:

(1) Have an annual effect on the econony of $100
mllion or nore or adversely affect in a material way the
econony, a sector of the econony, productivity,
conpetition, jobs, the environnent, public health or
safety, or State, local, or tribal governnents or
comuni ties;

(2) create a serious inconsistency or otherw se
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interfere with an action taken or planned by another
agency;

(3) materially alter the budgetary inpact of
entitlenments, grants, user fees, or |oan progranms, or the
ri ghts and obligation of recipients thereof; or

(4) raise novel legal or policy issues arising out of
| egal mandates, the President’s priorities, or the
principles set forth in the Executive Order

Pursuant to the terms of Executive Order 12866, it
has been determ ned that the final rule amendnments do not
constitute a “significant regulatory action” because none
of the listed criteria applies to this action.
Consequently, this action was not submtted to OVB for
revi ew under Executive Order 12866.

B. Paper wor k Reducti on Act

This action does not inmpose any new i nformation
coll ection burden. The final rule amendnents provide to
owners and operators of affected sources alternatives to
exi sting requirenments. The existing alternatives wll
still be available for those owners and operators who
choose to use them The final rule anmendnents wil |
increase the flexibility of conpliance with the current
regul ati ons wi thout inposing any additional recordkeeping
requi renments. The OVB has previously approved the
information collection requirenments specified in the

final NESHAP under the provisions of the Paperwork
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Reduction Act, 44 U. S.C. 3501, et seq. and assigned the
OMB control number 2060-0327.

A copy of the information collection request (ICR)
support docunment prepared by EPA for the approved
information collection requirenments (I1CR No. 1611.02) may
be obtai ned from Susan Auby by mail at U S. EPA, Ofice
of Environnmental Information, Collection Strategies
Di vi sion (MD2822T), 1200 Pennsyl vani a Avenue, NW
Washi ngton, DC 20460; by e-mail at auby.susan@pa. gov; or
by calling (202) 566-1672. You may al so downl oad a copy

fromthe Internet at http://ww. epa. gov/icr. | ncl ude the

| CR and/ or OVB control nunber in any correspondence.

The recordkeepi ng and reporting requirenments are
specifically authorized by section 112 of the CAA (42
U.S.C 7414). Al information submtted to the EPA
pursuant to the recordkeeping and reporting requirenents
for which a claimof confidentiality is nmade is
saf eguarded according to Agency procedures set forth in
40 CFR part 2, subpart B.

Burden neans 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 tine needed to review
instructions; devel op, acquire, install, and utilize
t echnol ogy and systens for the purposes of collecting,

val i dating, and verifying information, processing and
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mai ntai ning informati on, and di scl osi ng and providi ng
information; adjust the existing ways to conply with any
previously applicable instructions and requirenents;
train personnel to be able to respond to a collection of
i nformation; search data sources; conplete and review the
collection of information; and transmt or otherw se
di scl ose 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 current valid OVB
control number. The OVB control nunmbers for EPA's
regul ations are listed in 40 CFR part 9 and 48 CFR
chapter 15.

C. Regulatory Flexibility Act (RFA)

The RFA generally requires an agency to prepare a
regulatory flexibility analysis for any rule subject to
notice and comrent rul emaki ng requirements under the
Adm ni strative Procedure Act, or any other statute,
unl ess the agency certifies that the rule will not have a
significant econom c inmpact on a substantial nunber of
small entities. Small entities include small businesses,
smal | organi zations, and small government al
jurisdictions.

For purposes of assessing the inpacts of today’'s
rule on small entities, small entity is defined as: (1) a

smal | busi ness as defined by the Small Busi ness
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Adm ni strations’ regulations at 13 CFR 121.201; (2) a
smal | governnmental jurisdiction that is a governnent of a
city, county, town, school district or special district
with a popul ation of |ess than 50,000; and (3) a snal
organi zation that is any not-for-profit enterprise which
i s independently owned and operated and is not dom nant
inits field.

After considering the econom c inpacts of today’s
final rule on small entities, EPA has concluded that this
action will not have a significant econom c inpact on a
substantial nunber of small entities. In determ ning
whet her a rule has a significant econom c inpact on a
substantial nunmber of small entities, the inpact of
concern is any significant adverse econoni c inpact on
smal | entities, since the primary purpose of the
regulatory flexibilty analyses is to identify and address
regul atory alternatives “which mnim ze any significant
econom ¢ inpact of the proposed rule on small entities.”
5 U.S.C. Sections 603 and 604. Thus, an agency nmay
conclude that a rule will not have a significant economc
i npact on a substantial nunmber of small entities if the
rule relieves regul atory burden, or otherw se has a
positive econom c effect on all of the small entities
subject to the rule. The final rule amendnents will not
have a significant econom c inpact on a substanti al

nunber of small entities because the anendnents only
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provi de options that are designed to provide increased
flexibility to affected facilities. The final rule
amendnents will not inpose any additional requirenents on
any small entities and are expected to relieve the burden
for some small entities.

D. Unf unded Mandat es Ref or m Act

Title Il of the Unfunded Mandates Reform Act of 1995
(UVRA), Public Law No. 104-4, establishes requirenents
for Federal agencies to assess the effects of their
regul atory actions on State, |ocal, and tribal
governnments and the private sector. Under section 202 of
the UVRA, EPA generally nmust prepare a witten statenent,
including a cost-benefit analysis, for proposed and fi nal
rules with “Federal mandates” that may result in
expenditures by State, local, and tribal governnents, in
t he aggregate, or by the private sector, of $100 mllion
or nore in any 1 year. Before pronulgating an EPA rule
for which a witten statenent is needed, section 205 of
the UVMRA generally requires EPA to identify and consi der
a reasonabl e number of regulatory alternatives and adopt
the | east costly, npbst cost-effective, or |east
burdensome alternative that achieves the objectives of
the rule. The provisions of section 205 do not apply
when they are inconsistent with applicable | aw
Mor eover, section 205 allows EPA to adopt an alternative

ot her than the | east costly, nost cost-effective, or
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| east burdensone alternative if the Adm nistrator
publishes with the final rule an explanation why that
al ternati ve was not adopted. Before EPA establishes any
regul atory requirenents that may significantly or
uni quely affect small governnments, including tribal
governnments, it nust have devel oped under section 203 of
the UMRA a small government agency plan. The plan nust
provide for notifying potentially affected snmall
governnments, enabling officials of affected snal
governnments to have neaningful and timely input in the
devel opnent of EPA's regul atory proposals with
significant Federal intergovernnental mandates, and
i nform ng, educating, and advising small governments on
conpliance with the regul atory requirenents.

The EPA has determ ned that today’ s final rule
anmendnments do not contain a Federal mandate that may
result in expenditures of $100 mllion or nore for State,
| ocal, and tribal governnents, in the aggregate, or the
private sector in any 1 year. Thus, the final rule
anendnments are not subject to the requirenents of
sections 202 and 205 of the UMRA. In addition, EPA has
determ ned that today’s final rule amendnents contain no
regul atory requirenents that mght significantly or
uni quely affect small governnents because the amendnents
contain no requirenents that apply to such governnments or

i npose obligations upon them Therefore, today’ s final
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rul e anendnments are not subject to the requirenents of
section 203 of the UWRA
E. Executive Order 13132: Federalism
Executive Order 13132 (64 FR 43255, August 10, 1999)

requi res EPA to devel op an account abl e process to ensure
“meani ngful and tinely input by State and |local officials
in the devel opment of regulatory policies that have
federalisminplications.” “Policies that have federalism
inplications” is defined in the Executive Order to
i nclude regul ati ons that have “substantial direct effects
on the States, on the relationship between the national
governnment and the States, or on the distribution of
power and responsibilities anong the various |evels of
gover nnent .”

The final rule amendnments do not have federalism
i nplications. The amendnents will not have substanti al
direct effects on the States, on the relationship between
t he national governnent and the States, or on the
di stribution of power and responsibilities anong the
various | evels of government, as specified in Executive
Order 13132. None of the affected facilities is owned or
operated by State governnents, and the final rule
anmendnments will not supercede State regul ations that are
nore stringent. Thus, Executive Order 13132 does not
apply to the final rule anmendnents.

F. Executive Order 13175: Consul tati on and Coordi nati on
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with Indian Tribal Governnents

Executive Order 13175 (65 FR 67249, Novenber 9,
2000) requires EPA to devel op an accountabl e process to
ensure “meaningful and tinmely input by tribal officials
in the devel opnment of regulatory policies that have
tribal inplications.” The final rule amendnments do not
have tribal inplications, as specified in Executive Order
13175. The anendnments will not have substantial direct
effects on tribal governnents, on the relationship
bet ween t he Federal government and Indian tribes, or on
the distribution of power and responsibilities between
t he Federal governnment and Indian tribes, as specified in
Executive Order 13175. Thus, Executive Order 13175 does
not apply to the final rule anendnents.

G. Executive Order 13045: Protection of Children from

Envi ronnental Health Ri sks and Safety Ri sks

Executive Order 13045 (62 FR 19885, April 23, 1997)
applies to any rule that: (1) is determ ned to be
“economi cally significant” as defined under Executive
Order 12866, and (2) concerns an environnmental health or
safety risk that EPA has reason to believe may have a
di sproportionate effect on children. |If the regulatory
action meets both criteria, EPA nust evaluate the
envi ronnental health or safety effects of the planned
rule on children, and explain why the planned rule is

preferable to other potentially effective and reasonably
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feasi ble alternatives that EPA consi dered.

The EPA interprets Executive Order 13045 as appl ying
only to those regulatory actions that are based on health
or safety risks, such that the analysis required under
section 5-501 of the Executive Order has the potential to
i nfluence the regulation. Today's final rule amendnments
are not subject to Executive Order 13045 because the
amendnments are based on technol ogy perfornmance and not on
health or safety risks. No children’ s risk analysis was
perforned because no alternative technol ogi es exist that
woul d provide greater stringency at a reasonabl e cost.
Furthernore, the final rule anmendnments have been
determ ned not to be “economcally significant” as
defi ned under Executive Order 12866.

H. Executive Order 13211: Actions Concerning

Reqgul ati ons that Significantly Affect Energy Supply.

Di stribution, or Use

Today’ s final rule anmendnents are not subject to
Executive Order 13211 (66 FR 28355, May 22, 2001) because
t he amendnents are not a significant regulatory action
under Executive Order 12866.

| . Nat i onal Technol ogy Transfer and Advancenent Act

Section 12(d) of the National Technol ogy Transfer
and Advancenent Act (NTTAA) of 1995 (Public Law No. 104-
113; 15 U.S.C. 272 note) directs the EPA to use voluntary

consensus standards in their regulatory and procurenment
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activities unless to do so would be inconsistent with
applicable | aw or otherwi se inpractical. Voluntary
consensus standards are technical standards (e.g.,
materials specifications, test nethods, sanpling
procedures, business practices) devel oped or adopted by
one or nore voluntary consensus bodies. The NTTAA
directs EPA to provide Congress, through annual reports
to the OVMB, with explanati ons when an agency does not use
avai | abl e and applicabl e voluntary consensus standards.

Today’ s final rule anendnments do not involve
techni cal standards ot her than those standards al ready
specified in the final rule. Therefore, EPA is not
considering the use of any voluntary consensus standards
in connection with the final rule amendnents.

J. Congr essi onal Revi ew Act

The Congressional Review Act, 5 U S.C. 801 et seq.
as added by the Small Busi ness Regul atory Enforcenent
Fai rness Act of 1996, generally provides that before a
rule may take effect, the agency pronulgating the rule
must submt a rule report, which includes a copy of the
rule, to each House of the Congress and to the
Comptrol l er General of the United States. The EPA wil |
submt a report containing the final rule amendnents and
other required information to the U S. Senate, the U S.
House of Representatives, and the Conptroller General of

the United States prior to publication of the anmendnents
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in the Federal Register. This action is not a “mjor

rule” as defined by 5 U. S.C. 804(2).



Li st of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 63

Envi ronmental protection, Adm nistrative practice and
procedure, Air pollution control, Hazardous substances,
| ntergovernnmental relations, Reporting and recordkeeping

requi rements.

Dated: July 8, 2004.

M chael O. Leavitt,
Adm ni strator.
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For reasons stated in the preanble, title 40, chapter 1,
part 63 of the Code of Federal Regulations is anmended as
fol |l ows:
PART 63- - [ AVENDED]

1. The authority citation for part 63 continues to
read as follows:
Aut hority: 42 U. S.C. 7401, et seq.
SUBPART N-- [ AMENDED]

2. Section 63.341(a) is anended as foll ows:
a. Rermoving the definition “Chrom um el ectroplating or
chrom um anodi zi ng tank”.
b. Revising the definitions “Stal agnonmeter” and
“Tensi ometer”.
c. Adding in al phabetical order definitions “Chrom um
anodi zing tank”, “Chrom um el ectropl ating tank”,
“Encl osed hard chrom um el ectropl ating tank; and “Open
surface hard chrom um el ectropl ating tank”.
, and to read as follows:
8§63.341 Definitions and nonencl ature.
(a) * * *

Chrom um anodi zi ng tank nmeans the receptacle or

contai ner along with the follow ng acconpanyi ng internal
and external conponents needed for chrom um anodi zi ng:
rectifiers fitted with controls to allow for voltage

adj ust mrents, heat exchanger equi pment, circulation punps,

and air agitation systens.
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Chromium el ectropl ating tank nmeans the receptacle or

container along with the follow ng internal and external
conponents needed for chrom um el ectropl ati ng:

rectifiers, anodes, heat exchanger equi pnent, circul ation
punps, and air agitation systens.

* * * * *

Encl osed hard chromi um el ectropl ati ng tank nmeans a

chrom um el ectroplating tank that is equipped with an
encl osi ng hood and ventilated at half the rate or |ess
t hat of an open surface tank of the same surface area.

* * * * *

Open surface hard chromium el ectropl ati ng tank means

a chromiumelectroplating tank that is ventilated at a
rate consistent with good ventilation practices for open

t anks.

* * * * *

St al agnonet er means an i nstrunent used to measure

t he surface tension of a solution by determ ning the nass
of a drop of liquid by weighing a known nunber of drops
or by counting the nunber of drops obtained froma given
vol ume of I|iquid.

* * * * *

Tensi oneter nmeans an i nstrument used to neasure the

surface tension of a solution by determ ning the anmpunt
of force needed to pull a ring fromthe liquid surface.

The amount of force is proportional to the surface
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t ensi on.

3. Section 63.342 is anmended by:

a. Revising paragraph (b)(1),

b. Revising paragraphs (c)(1) and (2),

c. Adding paragraph (c)(3),

d. Revising paragraph (d)(2), and

e. Revising paragraph (f)(2)(ii)(B).
The revisions and additions read as foll ows:

8§63. 342 Standards.

* * * * *

(b) Applicability of emission limtations. (1) The
em ssion limtations in this section apply during tank
operation as defined in 863. 341, and during periods of
startup and shutdown as these are routine occurrences for
af fected sources subject to this subpart. The em ssion
limtations do not apply during periods of malfunction,
but the work practice standards that address operation
and mai ntenance and that are required by paragraph (f) of
this section nust be followed during mal functions.

* * * * *

(c)(1) Standards for open surface hard chrom um

el ectroplating tanks. During tank operation, each owner

or operator of an existing, new, or reconstructed
af fected source shall control chrom um en ssions

di scharged to the atnosphere fromthat affected source by
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ei t her:

(i) Not allow ng the concentration of total chrom um
in the exhaust gas stream di scharged to the atnosphere to
exceed 0.015 mlligrans of total chrom um per dry
standard cubic nmeter (nmg/dscm of ventilation air (6.6 X
10-¢ grai ns per dry standard cubic foot (gr/dscf)) for all
open surface hard chrom um el ectropl ating tanks that are
af fected sources other than those that are existing
affected sources located at small hard chrom um
el ectroplating facilities; or

(ii) Not allowing the concentration of total
chromumin the exhaust gas stream di scharged to the
at nosphere to exceed 0.03 ng/dscm (1.3 x 105 gr/dscf) if
t he open surface hard chrom um el ectroplating tank is an
exi sting affected source and is located at a snmall, hard
chrom um el ectroplating facility; or

(iii) If a chem cal fune suppressant containing a
wetting agent is used, by not allow ng the surface
tensi on of the electroplating or anodi zi ng bath contai ned
within the affected tank to exceed 45 dynes per
centinmeter (dynes/cm (3.1 x 102 pound-force per foot
(I'bs/ft)) as neasured by a stal agnmnoneter or 35 dynes/cm
(2.4 x 103 I bs/ft) as neasured by a tensioneter at any
time during tank operation.

(2) Standards for enclosed hard chrom um

electroplating tanks. During tank operation, each owner
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or operator of an existing, new, or reconstructed
af fected source shall control chrom um enm ssions
di scharged to the atnosphere fromthat affected source by
ei t her:

(i) Not allow ng the concentration of total chrom um
in the exhaust gas stream di scharged to the atnosphere to
exceed 0.015 ng/dscm (6.6 x 10°¢gr/dscf) for all encl osed
hard chrom um el ectroplating tanks that are affected
sources other than those that are existing affected
sources | ocated at small hard chrom um el ectropl ati ng
facilities; or

(ii) Not allowing the concentration of total
chromumin the exhaust gas stream di scharged to the
at nosphere to exceed 0.03 ng/dscm (1.3 x 105 gr/dscf) if
t he encl osed hard chrom um el ectroplating tank is an
exi sting affected source and is located at a snmall, hard
chrom um el ectroplating facility; or

(iii) If a chem cal fune suppressant containing a
wetting agent is used, by not allowi ng the surface
tensi on of the electroplating or anodi zi ng bath cont ai ned
within the affected tank to exceed 45 dynes/cm (3.1 x 103
| bi/ft) as measured by a stal agnonmeter or 35 dynes/cm (2.4
X 103 I b;/ft) as neasured by a tensioneter at any tine
during tank operation; or

(iv) Not allowing the nmass rate of total chrom um

in the exhaust gas stream discharged to the atnosphere to
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exceed the maxi mum al | owabl e mass em ssion rate
determ ned by using the cal cul ation procedure in
863.344(f) (1) (i) for all enclosed hard chrom um
el ectroplating tanks that are affected sources other than
those that are existing affected sources |ocated at snal
hard chrom um el ectroplating facilities; or

(v) Not allowing the nmass rate of total chromumin
t he exhaust gas stream di scharged to the atnosphere to
exceed the maxi mum al | owabl e mass em ssion rate
determ ned by using the cal cul ation procedure in
863.344(f)(1)(ii) if the enclosed hard chrom um
el ectroplating tank is an existing affected source and is
| ocated at a small, hard chrom um el ectropl ating
facility.

(3)(i) An owner or operator nay denonstrate the size
of a hard chrom um electroplating facility through the
definitions in 863.341(a). Alternatively, an owner or

operator of a facility with a maxi nrum cunul ative

potential rectifier capacity of 60 mllion anp-hr/yr or
nore may be considered small if the actual cunulative
rectifier capacity is less than 60 mllion anp-hr/yr as

denonstrated using the foll owi ng procedures:

(A) If records show that the facility's previous
annual actual rectifier capacity was less than 60 mllion
anp- hr/yr, by using nonresettabl e anpere-hr nmeters and

keepi ng nonthly records of actual anpere-hr usage for
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each 12-nonth rolling period followng the conpliance
date in accordance with 863.346(b)(12). The actual
cunul ative rectifier capacity for the previous 12-nonth
rolling period shall be tabul ated nonthly by adding the
capacity for the current nonth to the capacities for the
previous 11 nonths; or

(B) By accepting a federally-enforceable limt on
t he maxi mum cunul ative potential rectifier capacity of a
hard chrom um el ectroplating facility and by naintaining
nont hly records in accordance with 863.346(b)(12) to
denmonstrate that the limt has not been exceeded. The
actual cunul ative rectifier capacity for the previous
12-month rolling period shall be tabul ated nmonthly by
addi ng the capacity for the current nonth to the
capacities for the previous 11 nonths.

(ii) Once the nonthly records required to be kept by
863. 346(b) (12) and by this paragraph (c)(3)(ii) show that
the actual cunul ative rectifier capacity over the
previous 12-nonth rolling period corresponds to the |arge
desi gnati on, the owner or operator is subject to the
em ssion limtation identified in paragraph (c)(1) (i),
(i), (c)(2)(i), (iii), or (iv) of this section, in
accordance with the conpliance schedul e of 863.343(a)(5).
* * * * *

(d) * * *

(2) If a chem cal fume suppressant containing a
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wetting agent is used, by not allow ng the surface
tension of the electroplating or anodi zi ng bath cont ai ned
within the affected source to exceed 45 dynes/cm (3.1 X
10-3 I b;/ft) as neasured by a stal agnometer or 35 dynes/cm
(2.4 x 103 I b;/ft) as neasured by a tensioneter at any
time during operation of the tank.

(f) = * *

(2) * * *

(ii) * * *

(B) Fails to provide for the proper operation of the
af fected source, the air pollution control techniques, or
the control system and process nonitoring equi pnent
during a mal function in a manner consistent with good air
pol lution control practices; or
* * * * *

4. Section 63.343 is anmended by:

a. Revising paragraphs (b)(2)(i) and (iii),

b. Revising paragraphs (c)(1)(i) and (ii),

c. Adding paragraphs (c)(1)(iii)and (iv), and

d. Revising paragraphs (c)(5)(i) and (ii).

The revisions read as foll ows:
863. 343 Conpliance provisions.
(b) * * *
(2) * * *
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(i) The affected source is a hard chrom um
el ectropl ati ng tank, a decorative chrom um el ectropl ati ng
tank or a chrom um anodi zi ng tank; and

(iii) The owner or operator conplies with the
applicabl e surface tension limt of 863.342(c)(1)(iii),
(c)(2)(iti), or (d)(2) as denonstrated through the
continuous conpliance nonitoring required by paragraph
(c)(5)(i1) of this section.

(c) * * *

(1) Conposite nmesh-pad systens. (i) During the

initial performance test, the owner or operator of an

af fected source, or a group of affected sources under
conmon control, conplying with the em ssion linitations
in 863.342 through the use of a conposite mesh-pad system
shall determ ne the outlet chrom um concentration using
the test nethods and procedures in 863.344(c), and shall
establish as a site-specific operating parameter the
pressure drop across the system setting the val ue that
corresponds to conpliance with the applicable em ssion
limtation, using the procedures in 863.344(d)(5). An
owner or operator nmay conduct nultiple perfornmance tests
to establish a range of conpliant pressure drop val ues,
or may set as the conpliant value the average pressure

drop neasured over the three test runs of one performance
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test and accept +2 inches of water colum fromthis val ue
as the conpliant range.

(ii) On and after the date on which the initial
performance test is required to be conpleted under 863.7,
except for hard chrom um el ectroplaters and chrom um
anodi zi ng operations in California, which have until
January 25, 1998, the owner or operator of an affected
source, or group of affected sources under connon
control, shall rmonitor and record the pressure drop
across the conposite nesh-pad system once each day that
any affected source is operating. To be in conpliance
with the standards, the conposite nesh-pad system shal
be operated within +2 inches of water colum of the
pressure drop val ue established during the initial
performance test, or shall be operated within the range
of conpliant values for pressure drop established during
mul ti pl e performance tests.

(iii) The owner or operator of an affected source
conplying with the em ssion limtations in 863. 343
t hrough the use of a conposite nesh-pad system nay repeat
the performance test and establish as a new site-specific
operating paraneter the pressure drop across the
conposite nmesh-pad system according to the requirenents
in paragraphs (c)(i) or (ii) of this section. To
establish a new site-specific operating paranmeter for

pressure drop, the owner or operator shall satisfy the
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requi renments specified in paragraphs (c)(iii)(A) through
(D) of this section.

(A) Determne the outlet chrom um concentration
using the test nmethods and procedures in 863.344(c);

(B) Establish the site-specific operating paraneter
val ue using the procedures 863.344(d)(5);

(C) Satisfy the recordkeeping requirenments in
863. 346(b) (6) through (8); and

(D) Satisfy the reporting requirenents in
863.347(d) and (f).

(iv) The requirenent to operate a conposite nesh-
pad systemwi thin the range of pressure drop val ues
est abl i shed under paragraphs (c)(1)(i) through (iii) of
this section does not apply during automatic washdown

cycles of the conposite nesh-pad system

* * * * *

(5) \Wetting agent-type or conbination wetting

agent -type/ f oam bl anket fume suppressants. (i) During the

initial performance test, the owner or operator of an

af fected source conplying with the em ssion linitations
in 863.342 through the use of a wetting agent in the

el ectropl ating or anodi zi ng bath shall determ ne the
outl et chrom um concentration using the procedures in
863.344(c). The owner or operator shall establish as the
site-specific operating paranmeter the surface tension of

t he bath using Method 306B, appendix A of this part,
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setting the maxi num val ue that corresponds to conpliance
with the applicable em ssion limtation. 1In |lieu of
establ i shing the maxi num surface tension during the
performance test, the owner or operator may accept 45
dynes/cm as neasured by a stal agnoneter or 35 dynes/cm as
measured by a tensioneter as the maxi mum surface tension
val ue that corresponds to conpliance with the applicable
em ssion limtation. However, the owner or operator is
exenpt from conducting a performance test only if the
criteria of paragraph (b)(2) of this section are net.

(ii) On and after the date on which the initial
performance test is required to be conpleted under 863.7,
except for hard chrom um el ectroplaters and chrom um
anodi zi ng operations in California, which have until
January 25, 1998, the owner or operator of an affected
source shall monitor the surface tension of the
el ectropl ati ng or anodi zi ng bath. Operation of the
af fected source at a surface tension greater than the
val ue established during the performance test, or greater
t han 45 dynes/cm as neasured by a stal agnoneter or 35
dynes/cm as neasured by a tensioneter if the owner or
operator is using this value in accordance with paragraph
(c)(5)(i) of this section, shall constitute nonconpliance
with the standards. The surface tension shall be
noni tored according to the follow ng schedul e:

(A) The surface tension shall be measured once every
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4 hours during operation of the tank with a stal agnoneter
or a tensioneter as specified in Method 306B, appendix A
of this part.

(B) The tinme between nonitoring can be increased if
t here have been no exceedances. The surface tension
shal | be measured once every 4 hours of tank operation
for the first 40 hours of tank operation after the
conpliance date. Once there are no exceedances during 40
hours of tank operation, surface tension nmeasurenment may
be conducted once every 8 hours of tank operation. Once
there are no exceedances during 40 hours of tank
operation, surface tension neasurenent may be conduct ed
once every 40 hours of tank operation on an ongoi ng
basis, until an exceedance occurs. The m ni num frequency
of nmonitoring allowed by this subpart is once every 40
hours of tank operation.

(C) Once an exceedance occurs as indicated through
surface tension nonitoring, the original nonitoring
schedul e of once every 4 hours nust be resumed. A
subsequent decrease in frequency shall follow the
schedul e laid out in paragraph (c)(5)(ii)(B) of this
section. For exanple, if an owner or operator had been
nmonitoring an affected source once every 40 hours and an
exceedance occurs, subsequent nonitoring would take place
once every 4 hours of tank operation. Once an exceedance

does not occur for 40 hours of tank operation, nonitoring
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can occur once every 8 hours of tank operation. Once an
exceedance does not occur for 40 hours of tank operation
on this schedule, nonitoring can occur once every 40
hours of tank operation.
* * * * *

5. Section 63.344 is anmended by addi ng paragraph (f)
as follows:
863. 344 Performance test requirenents and test nethods.

* * * * *

(f) Conpliance provisions for the mass rate

eni ssion standard for enclosed hard chroni um

el ectropl ati ng tanks. (1) This section identifies

procedures for cal culating the maxi mum al | owabl e nmass

em ssion rate for owners or operators of affected sources
who choose to neet the mass em ssion rate standard in
863.342(c)(2)(iv) or (v).

(i)(A) The owner or operator of an encl osed hard
chromum el ectroplating tank that is an affected source
ot her than an existing affected source |ocated at a snal
hard chrom um el ectroplating facility who chooses to neet
the mass emi ssion rate standard in 863.342(c)(2)(iv)
shall determ ne conpliance by not allowing the nass rate
of total chromumin the exhaust gas stream di scharged to
t he atnosphere to exceed the maxi mum al | owabl e mass
em ssion rate cal cul ated using equation 9:

MAMER = ETSA x K x 0.015 ng/dscm (9)
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3
3

the alternative em ssion rate for encl osed
hard chrom um el ectropl ating tanks in ng/hr.

ETSA = the hard chrom um el ectropl ating tank
surface area in square feet(ft?).
K = a conversion factor, 425 dscnf (ft2? x hr).

(B) Conpliance with the alternative nmass eni ssion
l[imt is denonstrated if the three-run average nmass
em ssion rate determ ned from Method 306 testing is |ess
than or equal to the maxi num all owabl e mass em ssion rate
cal cul ated from equation 9.

(iit)(A) The owner or operator of an encl osed hard
chromum el ectroplating tank that is an existing affected
source |l ocated at a small hard chrom um el ectropl ati ng
facility who chooses to neet the mass em ssion rate
standard in 863.342(c)(2)(v) shall determ ne conpliance
by not allowing the mass rate of total chromumin the
exhaust gas stream di scharged to the atnosphere to exceed
t he maxi num al | owabl e mass em ssion rate cal cul ated using
equation 10:

MAMER = ETSA x K x 0.03 ng/dscm (10).

(B) Conpliance with the alternative nmass em ssion
limt is denonstrated if the three-run average mass
enmi ssion rate determ ned fromtesting using Method 306 of
appendix A to part 63 is |less than or equal to the
maxi mum al | owabl e mass em ssion rate cal culated from

equation 10.
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6. Section 63.347 is anended by revising paragraph
(c)(1)(viii) to read as follows:
863.347 Reporting requirenents.

(c) * * *

(1) * * *

(viii) For sources perform ng hard chrom um
el ectroplating, a statenment of whether the owner or
operator of an affected source(s) will limt the maxi mum
potential cunulative rectifier capacity in accordance
with 863.342(c)(2) such that the hard chrom um

el ectroplating facility is considered small; and

* * * * *



