Permit No. 205160

Review Report

Expiration Date: December 16, 2006
Page 1 of 21

LANE REGIONAL AIR POLLUTION AUTHORITY (LRAPA)
TITLE V OPERATING PERMIT REVIEW REPORT
REVIEW REPORT

Monaco Coach Corporation B Coburg
91320 Coburg Industrial Way
Coburg, Oregon 97408

TABLE OF CONTENTS

INTRODU CTION L.t et et et et e s e et e et e et e e e e aeaaaaeaeens 2
PERMITTEE IDENTIFICATION . ... ettt et et e e e e eeeeeeeeeeeeeeens 2
FACILITY DESCRIPTION ettt ettt et ettt e e e e e e e e s 2
OPERATING SCENARIO ittt 3
EMISSIONS UNIT AND CONTROL DEVICE IDENTIFICATION ... 3
CATEGORICALLY [INSIGNIFICANT ACTIVITIES ...ttt 4
EMISSION LIMITS AND STANDARDS ..o eeeees 6
PLANT SITE EMISSION LIMIT (PSEL) INFORMATION ...t eeeeeeeeeeeeeeens 7
SIGNIFICANT EMISSION RATE (SER) ittt ettt ettt e e 9
HAZARDOUS AR POLLUT AN T S . L.ttt et e et e e e e e eeaeeeeeaaaeeeens 10
TOXIC AND FLAMMABLE SUBSTANCE USAGE. ... e 11
STRATOSPHERIC OZONE—-DEPLETING SUBSTANCES........coiii e 12
TEST METHODS AND PROCEDURES ... e 12
MONITORING REQUIREMENTS ...ttt ettt et ettt e ettt e e e e e e enenns 12
RECORDKEEPING REQUIREMENTS ...t eneees 13
REPORTING REQUIREMENT S . ... e eeeeeas 13
MONITORING AND RECORDKEEPING FOR INSIGNIFICANT ACTIVITIES.....ccccvviiiiinnnn 13
COMPLIANCE ASSURANCE MONITORING ...t eeeeeees 14
COMPLIANCE  HIST O RY ..ttt ettt ettt et e et et e ee e eenenas 14
PUBLIC NOTICE ... e ettt et e et e et e e e e e e e aeaaaaaaaeaeens 15

EMISSIONS DETAIL SHEETS ... e eeeeas 21



Permit No. 205160

Review Report

Expiration Date: December 16, 2006
Page 2 of 21



Permit No. 205160

Review Report

Expiration Date: December 16, 2006
Page 3 of 21

INTRODUCTION

1. The proposed permt is a new Title V Operating Permt for
this source. |In accordance with OAR 340-028-2200(1)(f),
this review report is intended to provide the | egal and

factual basis for the draft permt conditions. In nost
cases, the legal basis for a permt condition is included
in the permt by citing the applicable regulation. In

addition, the factual basis for the requirement my be
t he sanme as the | egal basis. However, when the

regul ation is not specific and only provi des general
requirenents, this review report is used to provide a
nore t horough explanation of the factual basis for the
draft permt conditions.

2. This permt action incorporates the construction and
operation requirenments of the PSD ACDP issued to Monaco
Coach on July 23, 1999 (ACDP 205160).

PERM TTEE | DENTI FI CATI ON

3. Monaco Coach Corporation (Monaco) owns and operates a
not or coach manufacturing facility |ocated at 91320
Coburg Industrial Way in Coburg, Oregon.

FACI LI TY DESCRI PTI ON

4. The original facility in Coburg was built in 1995 to
produce |uxury or Ahigh-line@ notor coaches. [In 1999
Monaco conpl eted a maj or expansi on to acconnodate
producti on of Am d-1line@ notor coaches (the new facility).

The expected production of the plant is about 1000 hi gh-
i ne coaches and 3,750 m d-line coaches per year. The
coaches are fabricated using a variety of processes.
These initial processes produce parts that are brought to
the main assenbly line where they are assenbled into a
coach. The assenbl ed coach is then painted before
| eaving the plant. For the high-line product, the
chassis is constructed as the initial step in the
production process. Following is a brief sunmary of each
process:

1. The first process is chassis construction for the
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hi gh-1ine product. For the md-Iline product,
purchased and constructed chassis are used. Chassis
construction involves wel ding various net al
conponents together to formthe chassis franes.

Vari ous conponents, such as wiring, wheels, engine,
drive train, and other itenms are attached to the
frames. The conpleted chassis are then painted in

t he chassis painting area.

Anot her process is the cabinet shop. The facility
uses | unber, plywood, and ot her wood products to
make cabinetry and other pieces for the notor
coaches. The cabi net shop operation includes saw ng
wood, assenbling cabinet conponents with glues and
adhesi ves, sandi ng wood surfaces, and finishing

cabi netry and ot her wood pieces with various wood
coati ngs.

At the assenbly |line, the components produced on-
site and those that are purchased are attached to

t he chassis to formconpl ete notor coaches. The
assenmbly line consists of several distinct work
stations where the coach conponents are assenbl ed
onto the bare chassis. The finished coaches are
driven fromthe assenbly area to the painting area.

The final process is coach painting. Mnaco paints
the coaches in a variety of paint booths. For the
hi gh-1ine coaches, there are one (1) small parts
booth, two (2) prep booths, five (5) paint booths,
and two (2) final finish booths, and one (1) repair
booth. The facility also has two (2) undercoat
boot hs used for both production lines. For the md-
| ine coaches, there are four (4) paint booths, one
(1) parts booth, one (1) repair booth, one (1) fina
finish booth, and (1) paint prep booth. There are
also two (2) service painting booths at the
facility. The coaches are initially sanded and
repaired of exterior flaws in the paint prep area
prior to entering a paint booth. Once inside a
booth, painting is done in a nulti-step process.
The coach is first cleaned by hand by w ping a

sol vent over the exterior surface. An etching
primer is applied to the surface to help with
surface adhesion. Surface sealer is applied to
cover up any remaining flaws in the surface. Each
coach receives several coats of base coat col or
Once the |l ast coat of base is dry, the exterior is
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masked and a graphic design is laid out on the
coaches. The coaches are painted with rmultiple
colors per the design layout. Finally, multiple
clearcoat layers are applied to the coaches to

i nprove the appearance of the surface and to act as
a protectant. Once all the coatings are appli ed,

t he coaches are cured at 140 degrees Fahrenheit.
After curing, the coaches are driven out to the
final inspection area.

OPERATI NG SCENARI O

5.

The facility has one (1) operating scenario.

EM SSI ONS UNI' T AND CONTROL DEVI CE | DENTI FI CATI ON

6. The source includes the original facility (Paint 96,
Assenbly 96, and Cabi net Shop 96) and the new facility
(Paint 98, Assenbly 98, and Cabi net Shop 98). The
foll owing em ssions units and control devices are present
at the source:

Descri ption of Pol | ution
Em ssions Unit Em ssi ons Cont r ol PCD I D
Unit ID Devi ce
( PCD)
Pai nt Prep Pai nt 96 Wor k PP-17, PP-
Fi nal Pai nt and Pai nt Practices | 98(1&2),
Pai nt Repair 98 Exhaust PB- 98 ( 3-
Under coat i ng Filters 10), PB-1,
Final After Paint PB- 2, PB-3,
PB- 4, SPB-5,
PB- 18, RB-
11, UC- 6,
UC- 98- 11,
DC- 98- 13,
$ cfm @
99. 9%
Hv- 1, SPB-

98-1
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Descri ption of
Em ssions Unit

Em ssi ons
Unit I D

Pol [ uti on
Cont r ol
Devi ce
( PCD)

PCD I D

MIIlroom
Wbod Fi ni sh

Cabi net
Shop 96
and
Cabi net
Shop 98

Wor k
Practices
Baghouses

Exhaust
Filters

BH-9 and BH-
10
| nstal | ed:
1995
$ 98%rated
renmoval
efficiency
$ 5000 acfm
desi gn
flow
rate
$ 8" water
desi gn
pressure
drop
BH98(11)
$ 98%rat ed
renmoval

efficiency
$ 7000 acfm
desi gn

flow
rate
$ 2" water
desi gn

pressure
drop

DC- 98- 12,
Cs-7,

Cs-8, CS-98-
1,

CS-98-2, Cs-
98- 3,
CS-98-4

Vel di ng
Chassi s Pai nt
General Assenbly

Assenbl y
96 and
Assembl y

Wor k
Practi ces
Exhaust

CB- 1,
1,
CB-98-2, DC-

CB- 98-
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Descri ption of Pol | uti on
Enmi ssions Unit Em ssi ons Cont r ol PCD I D
Unit ID Devi ce
( PCD)
Lam nati on 98 Filters 15,
Dash Assenbly GB- 98- 15

Fi bergl ass Cutting

Service Center Servi ce Exhaust SC-12, SC-
Filters 12A
Nat ural Gas Conbusti on CuU None N A
$ One 2 MVBt u/ hr
boi l er

$ Twenty-four 1-3
MVBt u/ hr heaters
for make-up air
for paint booths and
ot her production
facilities

CATEGORI CALLY | NSI GNI FI CANT ACTI VI TI ES

7.

Monaco has the follow ng categorically insignificant

activities on site:

$

Constituents of a chem cal m xture present at |ess than
1% by wei ght of any chem cal or conpound regul at ed
under Divisions 20 through 32 of this chapter, or |ess
than 0.1% by wei ght of any carcinogen listed in the
U.S. Departnent of Health and Human Service's Annual
Report on Carci nogens when usage of the cheni cal

m xture is less than 100, 000 pounds/year

Evaporative and tail pipe em ssions fromon-site notor
vehi cl e operation

Distillate oil, kerosene, and gasoline fuel burning
equi pnent rated at |less than or equal to 0.4 mllion
Bt u/ hr

Nat ural gas and propane burni ng equi pnmrent rated at | ess
than or equal to 2.0 mlIlion Btu/hr
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O fice activities

Food service activities

Janitorial activities

Personal care activities

Groundskeeping activities including, but not limted to
bui | di ng painting and road and parking | ot mai ntenance
Mai nt enance and repair shop

Aut onpti ve repair shops or storage garages

Air cooling or ventilating equi pnent not designed to
renove air contam nants generated by or released from
associ at ed equi pnent

Refrigeration systems with | ess than 50 pounds of
charge or ozone depl eting substances regul ated under
Title VI, including pressure tanks used in
refrigeration systens but excluding any conmbustion

equi pnent associated with such systens

Bench scal e | aboratory equi pnent and | aboratory

equi prment used exclusively for chem cal and physi cal
anal ysis, including associated vacuum produci ng devi ces
but excl uding research and devel opnent facilities
Tenporary construction activities

War ehouse activities

Accidental fires

Air vents fromair conpressors

Air purification systens

El ectrical charging stations

I nstrunment air dryers and distribution

Bl uepri nt maki ng

Routi ne mai ntenance, repair, and replacenment such as
anticipated activities nost often associated with and
performed during regularly schedul ed equi pnent outages
to maintain a plant and its equi pnent in good operating
condition, including but not limted to steam cl eani ng,
abrasi ve use, and woodwor ki ng

El ectric nmotors

St orage tanks, reservoirs, transfer and lubricating
equi pnmrent used for ASTM grade distillate or residual
fuels, lubricants, and hydraulic fluids

On-site storage tanks not subject to any New Source

Per f ormance Standards (NSPS), including underground
storage tanks (UST), storing gasoline or diesel used
exclusively for fueling of the facility's fleet of
vehi cl es

Nat ural gas, propane, and liquefied petroleumgas (LPGQ
st orage tanks and transfer equi pment

Pressuri zed tanks contai ni ng gaseous conpounds
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Em ssions from wastewat er discharge to publicly owned
treatment works (POTW provided the source is

aut horized to discharge to the POTW not including on-
site wastewater treatnent and/or holding facilities
Storm wat er settling basins

Fire suppression and training

Paved roads and paved parking lots within an growth
boundary

Hazar dous air pollutant em ssions of fugitive dust from
paved and unpaved roads except for those sources that
have processes or activities that contribute to the
deposition and entrai nnment of hazardous air pollutants
fromsurface soils

Heal t h, safety, and energency response activities
Energency generators and punps used only during | oss of
primary equi pment or utility service

Ol /water separators in effluent treatnment systens

AGGREGATE | NSI GNI FI CANT EM SSI ONS

8.

The em ssions estimates fromthe activities included in
aggregate insignificant em ssions are contained in the
attached em ssions detail sheets and are listed in the
following table. These enissions are equal to the
amounts al |l owed by LRAPA 34-060.

Pol | ut ant
Em ssions (ton/yr)
Activity

TSP/ PM, VOC
Coatings Used in Assenbly 0. 247 NA
96, Paint 96, and Cabi net
96
Coatings Used in Assembly 98, Paint 98, and 0.439 NA
Cabinet 98
Cutting Torch Activity Performed in 0.009 NA
Assembly 96
Cutting Torch Activity Performed in 0.032 NA
Assembly 98
Woodworking Performed in Cabinet 0.009 NA
96
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Pol | ut ant
Em ssions (ton/yr)
Activity
TSP/ PM, VOC
Woodworking Performed in Cabinet 0.015 NA
96
Preparation of Purchased 0.038 NA
Fiberglass End Caps in Assembly
96
Preparation of Purchased 0.141 NA
Fiberglass End Caps in Assembly
98
Paint Prep Body Work 0.05 NA
Service Center Activities (Except NA < 1.0
Paint)
Total 1.00 < 1.0

EMISSION LIMITS AND STANDARDS

9.

The followi ng federal and/or LRAPA enforceable rules that
have specific limts and standards have been determ ned
to be applicable to this facility:

1. LRAPA rules: 32-010, 32-015, 32-030, 32-045, 32-055,
33-030, 38-010, 38-020, 48-015(2), 50-020, and 51-015.

2. The facility is not subject to the federal New Source
Performance Standards (NSPS) in 40 CFR Part 60.

3. The facility is subject to 40 CFR Part 63, Subpart JJ -
Nati onal Em ssion Standards for Hazardous Air
Pol | utants (NESHAP) for Whod Furniture Manufacturing
Operations. The specific em ssions units subject to
t he provisions of Subpart JJ are Cabi net Shop 96 and
Cabi net Shop 98. Both em ssions units are new sources,
as specified in the rule, since they started operation
after proposal of the rule.
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4. 40 CFR Part 63, Subpart B - Requirenents for Contro
Technol ogy applies to new major sources of hazardous
air pollutants (HAPs) that construct or reconstruct
after the effective date (June 29, 1998) of the
regul ation. The original facility (Assenbly 96 and
Paint 96) is a mmjor source of HAPs, it was built
before the effective date of 40 CFR Part 63, Subpart B
and, therefore, is not subject to the rule. The
expansion of the facility emts a quantity of HAPs that
makes it a mmjor source. And, since EPA is schedul ed
to pronul gate regul ati ons under Part 63 for both the
m scel | aneous netal parts and products and
m scel | aneous plastic parts and products subcategori es,
t hose new portions of the facility (em ssions units
Assenmbly 98 and Pai nt 98) woul d be subject to the
requi rements of Subpart B. However, LRAPA has
determ ned that Assenbly 98 and Paint 98 are not
subject to the requirenments of Subpart B since the new
em ssions units satisfy the criteria in 40 CFR
63.41(2)(i) through (vi), and therefore Mmnaco did not
construct a mmj or source as defined in 40 CFR 63.41(2).

A discussion of this determnation is included in this
review report in the section titled Hazardous Air
Pol | ut ants.

5. The facility is not subject to any ot her Maxi mum
Achi evabl e Control Technol ogy (MACT) standards in 40
CFR Part 63.

PLANT SITE EM SSION LIM T (PSEL) | NFORMATI ON

10.

FACI LI TY H STORY

Before building the plant in Coburg, Monaco operated a
smal | facility in Junction City. Production, as reported
by the applicant, at that time was | ess than ten percent
(1099 of current production. The conpany began
operations at Coburg in |ate 1995 w t hout obtaining an
Air Contami nant Di scharge Permt (ACDP). LRAPA notified
the facility in February 1996 that an ACDP was required
for the operation. Later that nonth, a conplete ACDP
application was submtted. In April 1996, during review
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of the em ssions information presented in the ACDP
appl i cation, LRAPA becane aware that the facility may be
subject to the PSD requirenents of LRAPA Title 38. LRAPA
requested additional information and the facility
submtted a conplete PSD application in May 1996. |In
July 1997, the facility submtted a conplete application
for a Title V permt. On October 22, 1998, Mnaco
applied for a permit to expand the original facility.

The expansi on was subject to PSD review. A PSD permt
(ACDP 205160) was issued to the source on July 22,1999.

BASELI NE EM SSI ONS RATE (BER) AND NETTI NG BASELI NE

The original facility was constructed in 1995 with an
expansion of the facility in 1999. Therefore, the
baseline em ssion rate (BER) for the source is zero for
all pollutants. ACDP 205160 established a VOC netting
baseline of 240.5 tons per year for the source.

PLANT SITE EM SSIONS LIM TS (PSELSs)

The plant can be operated as nmuch as 18 hours per day, 6
days per week, and 50 weeks per year. This equates to
5400 hours per year.

The projected annual production at the facility is 1000
hi gh-line units per year and 3750 m d-line units.

The maxi mum proj ected nont hly production of high-1line
units is 300. The maxi num projected nonthly production
of md-line units is 508.

The annual PSEL is based on the maxi mum proj ected

enm ssions fromthe source when Assenbly 98, Paint 98, and
Cabinet 98 are in full operation. These estinmates are
contained in the attached em ssions details sheets.

A PSEL has not been established for SO em ssions from
natural gas conmbustion (EU CU) since the projected

em ssions are less than 0.5 ton per year. This is
consistent with ODEQ perm tting guidance. Although the
PM PM, em ssions from Assenbly 96 are | ess than 0.5 ton



per year,

Expiration Date:

determ nati on of the PM PM, PSEL.

Permit No. 205160

Review Report

December 16, 2006
Page 13 of 21

the em ssions have been included in the

17. The PSELs for the conbustion units are based on natural
gas usage of 100,000 MVBtu per year, which was suggested
by the source as being reasonably representative of
actual natural gas usage, while still allow ng for
possi bl e increases in usage.

18. The Annual PSEL (tons per year) is shown bel ow

Em ssi ons PM PM, CO NG, SO, VOC
Uni t (ton/ (ton/ (ton/ (ton/ (ton/y | (ton/y
I D yr) yr) yr) yr) r) r)
Assenbly 96 0.3 0.3 NA NA NA 36
Assenbly 98 0.5 0.5 NA NA NA 42
Pai nt 96 <0.1 <0.1 NA NA NA 32

Pai nt 98 <0.1 <0.1 NA NA NA 74

Cabi net Shop 2.5 2.5 NA NA NA 27

96

Cabi net Shop 9.4 9.4 NA NA NA 28

98

CU 0.6 0.6 2.0 5.0 NA. 0.5

Aggr egat e 1.0 1.0 NA NA NA 1.0

I nsi gni ficant

Tot al 14. 3 2.0 50 NA 240.5
14. 3

NA =
for
Insig. =

A PSEL need not

t he poll utant.

be established for
t he pol |l utant.
The em ssions unit

the em ssions unit

is not a significant source for
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t he poll utant.

SI GNI FI CANT EM SSI ON RATE ( SER)

20.

This permtting action does not change the PSELs or

19. The Monthly PSEL is based on the maxi num projected
em ssions fromthe source when Assenbly 98, Paint 98, and
Cabinet 98 are in full operation. These estinmates are
contained in the attached Em ssion Details Sheets.
Short-term PSELs were not established for the conbustion
units because of variability in the equi pment and the
fact that the projected em ssions are relatively |ow.
The Short-term PSEL (pounds per nonth) is shown bel ow.
Em ssi ons PM PM, CO NQ, SO, VOC
Uni t (1 bs/ (I bs/ (1 bs/ (I bs/ (Ibs/m| (I bs/m
| D no) no) no) no) 0) 0)
Assenbly 96 150 150 NA NA NA 21, 800
Assenbly 98 125 125 NA NA NA 11, 400
Pai nt 96 I nsig | nsi g NA NA NA 22, 200
Pai nt 98 Insig | Insig NA NA NA 20, 100
Cabi net Shop 1500 1500 NA NA NA 16, 400
96
Cabi net Shop 2540 2450 NA NA NA 7570
98
CU NA NA NA NA NA NA
Tot al 4315 4315 NA NA NA 99, 470
NA = A PSEL need not be established for the em ssions unit
for the pollutant.
Insig. = The emi ssions unit is not a significant source for

t he

VOC netting baseline established by ACDP 205160.
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BACT DETERM NATI ONS FROM ACDP 205160

21. Wth three (3) exceptions (discussed bel ow), LRAPA
determ ned that the em ssion limts in SCAQMD>s Rule 1151
- Motor Vehicle and Mbil e Equi pment Non- Assenbly Line
Coating Operations, applicable since July 1, 1993, to
coating of non-assenbly Group Il vehicles, represent BACT
for Assenbly 96, Paint 96, Assenbly 98, and Paint 98.
LRAPA al so determ ned that the em ssion limts in Rule
1151, applicable since January 1, 1997, represent BACT
for general topcoats, nulti-colored topcoats, and nulti-
colored nulti-stage systens. Rule 1151, applicable since
July 1, 1993, does not specify emssion limts for multi-
col ored topcoats and nulti-col ored nultistage systens.
Specialty coatings are any of the follow ng coatings:
adhesi on promoters, uniformfinish blenders, elastonetric
materials, anti-glare safety coatings, inpact resistant
coatings, rubberized asphaltic underbody coatings, water
hol d- out coatings, weld-thru coatings, and bright netal
trimrepair coatings.

22. LRAPA al so determ ned that the work practice standards
contained in SCAQVD Rul e 1151 represent BACT. These work
practice standards limt the methods of application of
coatings to electrostatic coating processes, high-vol une,
| ow- pressure spray, or other equival ent nethods.

23. The permttee nmust install BACT controls on Assenbly 96
and Paint 96 no later than October 31, 2000. The permt
wi Il be reopened to include the schedule of conpliance.

24. The BACT requirenents for Cabinet Shop 96 and Cabi net
Shop 98 are the reference control technol ogies found in
EPA:s Control Techni ques Guideline (CTG for VOC
em ssions. The CTG specifies the reasonably avail abl e
control technology (RACT) for VOC. At the m ninmum the
source nmust achi eve RACT since BACT can not be | ess
stringent than RACT.

25. As part of BACT, personnel training on proper application
and pol lution prevention techniques, using closed
containers, and draining |line cleaning solvent into
cl osed containers are all required for both the original
and proposed portions of the facility.
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HAZARDOUS Al R POLLUTANTS

26. The facility is a major source of Hazardous Air
Pol | utants (HAPS).

112(g) Case-by-Case MACT

27. 40 CFR 63 Subpart B applies to any owner or operator who
constructs or reconstructs a major source of hazardous
air pollutants after the effective date of Section
112(g)(2)(B). Assenbly 98 and Paint 98 were constructed
after the effective date of 112 (g)(2)(B) and have the
potential to emt hazardous air pollutants above mgj or
source thresholds. However, these units are not required
to receive a case-by-case MACT deterni nation since the
new facilities do not neet the definition of "Construct a
maj or source" in 40 CFR 63.41. The definition of
"Construct a major source" provides that units satisfying
the criteria in paragraphs (2)(i) through (vi) of the
definition did not construct a major source.

28. The followi ng summari zes how Assenbly 98 and Paint 98
satisfy the criteria in 40 CFR 63.41(2)(i) through (vi);

(i) Al HAP emtted by Assenmbly 98 and Paint 98 w |
be controlled by em ssion control equi pnent which was
previously installed at the same site as Assenbly 98
and Pai nt 98. Al t hough the actual controls were not
previously installed, they were required by the best
avai |l abl e control technol ogy (BACT) determ nation in
t he PSD ACDP (ACDP 205160) issued to Monaco Coach on
July 23, 1999.

(i) LRAPA has determ ned within 5 years prior to the
fabrication, erection, or installation of Assenbly 98
and Paint 98 that the existing em ssion control
equi pnment represents best avail able control technol ogy
(BACT). Also, LRAPA has determ ned that the control of
HAP em ssions provided by the existing equipnment wll
be equivalent to that | evel of control currently
achi eved by other well-controlled simlar sources.

(ii1) LRAPA has determ ned that the percent contro
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efficiency for em ssions of HAP fromall sources to be
controlled by the existing control equipnment will be
equi val ent to the percent control efficiency provided
by the control equi pnment prior to the inclusion of the
Assenbly 98 and Paint 98. Since the existing controls
are emissions |limtations and work practice
requirements, the addition of Assenbly 98 and Paint 98
wi Il not reduce the control efficiency.

(iv) This permt incorporates all enmi ssion limtations,
wor k practice requirenents, and other terms and
conditions fromthe PSD ACDP ( ACDP 205160) as
appl i cabl e requirenents.

The usage of volatile organic HAP- (VHAP) contai ni ng
conpounds at Assenbly 98 and Paint 98 are excluded froma
case-by-case MACT determ nati on based on the
determ nation that Monaco did not construct a mmjor
source. Since all VHAPs emtted by the process, that
woul d ot herwi se be controll ed under the requirenments of
t he case-by-case MACT provisions of 40 CFR 63 Subpart B,
will be controlled by em ssion control technol ogy which
represents best avail able control technol ogy (BACT) for
VOCs. LRAPA has determ ned that Assenbly 98 and Paint 98
satisfy the criteria for exenption from case-by-case MACT
found in paragraphs (2)(i) through (2)(vi) under the
definition of "Construct a major source" in 40 CFR 63.41.
All em ssion limtations, work practice requirenents, or
other ternms and conditions that are included in the
permt as BACT are applicable requirenments under Section
504(a) of Title V under the Clean Air Act and are
incorporated into this Title V permt.

Wood Furniture Manufacturi ng NESHAP

Both the original facility (em ssions unit Cabinet Shop
96) and the expansion (em ssions unit Cabi net Shop 98)
perform wood furniture manufacturing operations and are
therefore subject to 40 CFR 63 Subpart JJ (Nati onal

Em ssion Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants from Wod
Furni ture Manufacturing Operations). Conditions have
been added to the permt which detail the coating
formul ati on requi renents, work practice standards,
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conpliance nonitoring, testing, record keeping, and
reporting requirenents that apply to the wood furniture
oper ati ons.

TOXI C AND FLAMVABLE SUBSTANCE USAGE

31. The following toxic and flammabl e substances are used at
the facility in the approximte quantities |isted bel ow

1, 001-10, 000 | 10, 001-20,00 | 20, 001- 50, >50, 00
CAS Chenmi cal I nsi gni f | bs/yr 0 000 0
Nunber Nane i cant | bs/yr | bs/yr | bs/yr
108- 88- 3 Tol uene X
1330-20-7 | Xyl ene X
78-93-3 2- But anone X
108-10-1 4- Met hyl  2-
Pent anone X
71-36-3 But yI X
Al cohol
98- 82-8 Cunene X
110-82-7 Cycl ohexane X
100-41-4 Et hyl X
Benzene
50- 00-0 For mal dehyde X
101-68-8 I socyani c X
Aci d
67-63-0 | sopr opyl X
Al cohol
67-56-1 Met hanol X
7664-38-2 Phosphori c X
Aci d
85-68-7 Pht hal i c
Aci d Benzyl X
Ester
117-81-7 Pht hal i c
Acid Bis X
Ester
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1, 001-10, 000 | 10, 001-20,00 | 20, 001- 50, >50, 00
CAS Cheni cal I nsi gni f | bs/yr 0 000 0
Nunber Name i cant | bs/yr | bs/yr | bs/yr
84-74-2 Pht hal i c
Acid D butyl
Ester
78-92-2 Sec- But yl
Al cohol
100-42-5 Styrene X

STRATOSPHERI C OZONE- DEPLETI NG SUBSTANCES

32.

TEST

33.

34.

The facility does not manufacture, sell, distribute, or
use in the manufacturing of a product any stratospheric
ozone-depl eting substances and the 1990 Cl ean Air Act, as
amended, Sections 601-618, do not apply to the facility
except that air conditioning units and fire extinguishers
containing Class | or Class Il substances nust be
serviced by certified repairnmen to ensure that the
substances are recycled or destroyed appropriately.

METHODS AND PROCEDURES

This section is provided so that the permttee and LRAPA
wi Il know what test nmethods should be used to neasure
pol lutant em ssions in the event that testing is
conducted for any reason. Although the permt may not
require testing because other routine nonitoring is used
to determ ne conpliance, LRAPA and EPA al ways have the
authority to require testing if deened necessary to
determ ne conpliance with an em ssion linmt or standard.

In addition, the permttee may elect to voluntarily
conduct testing to confirmthe conpliance status. In
either case, the nethods to be used for testing in the
event that testing is conducted are included in the
permt.

The permttee is subject to 40 CFR 63 Subpart JJ,
requires that the permttee use EPA Met hod 311 of
Appendi x A of 40 CFR Part 63, in conjunction with

whi ch
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formul ati on data to determ ne the VHAP (except for
styrene and formal dehyde) content of |iquid coatings, and
EPA Met hod 24 of Appendix A of 40 CFR Part 63 to
determ ne the solids content by wei ght of coatings.

MONI TORI NG REQUI REMENTS

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

The permttee is required to conduct routine visual

en ssions inspections of the facility. These are not
conpliance tests, but the information will be used to
initiate corrective action if visible em ssions are
observed from any source at the facility. Since
corrective action is triggered by any visible em ssions,
a non-certified observer can determne if visible

em ssions are present. Conpliance with the visible

em ssions limt in LRAPA 32-010 will be consi dered
conpliance with the grain-loading limt in LRAPA 32-105
and the process weight imt in LRAPA 32-045.

The permttee is required to keep a | og of conplaints
received pertaining to odors and PMfallout. The
facility is required to investigate each conplaint and
resolve it within at nost five (5) days of receiving the

conplaint. [If the conplaint cannot be resolved, the
facility shall notify LRAPA of the conplaint within ten
(10) days. The conplaint, investigation, and resol ution

shall be recorded in the conplaint |og.

The permttee is required to disclose any information
related to new construction that could be used by LRAPA
to determ ne conpliance with the prohibition against
conceal nent and maski ng of em ssions.

The permittee is required to cal cul ate annual TSP, PM,,
CO, NO, and VOC em ssions for em ssions unit CU using AP-
42 em ssion factors.

The permittee is required to keep records of all VOC-
containing raw materials used in the manufacturing
process. Pertinent information on the properties and
anount of each material shall be recorded. This wll
all ow for a cal culation of nmonthly and annual VOC

em ssi ons.

The permttee is required to keep records of the quantity
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of material collected from Cabi net Shop 96 and Cabi net
Shop 98 particulate control equi prent and cal cul ate the
mont hl y and annual PM em ssions based on an assuned
renmoval efficiency for the baghouses.

41. The pernmittee is required to keep records of quantity of
wel di ng rod consunmed and to cal culate the nonthly and
annual PM em ssions using an em ssion factor that was
obt ai ned from AP-42.

42. For the 40 CFR 63 Subpart JJ standard, the facility is
required to maintain records of all VHAP contai ning wood-
finishing materials, adhesives, and VOC-contai ni ng
stri ppabl e spray booth coatings to either docunent that
conpliant materials are being used or the wei ghed average
of materials used is less than the applicable limts. |If
continuous coaters are used, the facility may have to
anal yze the coating materials in order to denonstrate
conpliance with the applicable limts.

43. I n accordance with Section 114(a)(3) of the CAAA,
noni toring shall be capable of denpnstrating continuous
conpliance during the applicable reporting period. Such
nmonitoring data shall be of sufficient quality to be used
as a basis for enforcing all applicable requirenents
est abli shed under this permt and 40 CFR Part 63, Subpart
JJ, including emssion limtations.

RECORDKEEPI NG REQUI REMENTS

44, The permt includes requirenments for maintaining records
of all nonitoring information. These records nust be
mai ntai ned for at least five (5) years.

45. The permittee is required to nmaintain records to docunent
the information used to estimate PM em ssions from
em ssions units Assenbly 96, Paint 96, Assenbly 98, and
Pai nt 98.

REPORTI NG REQUI REMENTS

46. The permt includes a requirenent for submtting sem -
annual and annual nonitoring reports that include sem -
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annual conpliance certifications. Excess em ssions are
required to be reported to LRAPA immedi ately as well as
recorded in a | og book attached to the annual report.
Em ssions fees reports are required annual ly.

MONI TORI NG AND RECORDKEEPI NG FOR | NSI GNI FI CANT ACTI VI TI ES

47. Section 70.6(a)(3) of the federal Title V permt rules,
requires all nonitoring and anal ysis procedures or test
met hods requi red under applicable requirenments be
contained in Title V permits. |In addition, where the
appl i cabl e requi renent does not require periodic testing
or nmonitoring, periodic nonitoring nmust be prescribed
that is sufficient to yield reliable data fromthe
relevant tinme period that is representative of the
source's conpliance with the permt.

48. However, the requirenments to include in a permt testing,
nmoni tori ng, recordkeeping, reporting, and conpliance
certification sufficient to assure conpliance does not
require the permt to inpose the sanme level of rigor with
respect to all em ssions units and applicable requirenent
situations. It does not require extensive testing or
nonitoring to assure conpliance with the applicable
requi renents for em ssions units that do not have
significant potential to violate em ssion limtations or
ot her requirenents under normal operating conditions.
VWhere conpliance with the underlying applicable
requi rement for an insignificant em ssion unit is not
threatened by a |l ack of a regular program of nonitoring
and where periodic testing or nonitoring i s not otherw se
required by the applicable requirenent, then in this
i nstance, the status quo (i.e., no nonitoring) wll neet
section 70.6(a)(3). For this reason, this permt does
not include any nonitoring for insignificant em ssions
units and activities.

COWPLI ANCE ASSURANCE MONI TORI NG

49. The source is not subject to the provisions of 40 CFR
Part 64, AConpliance Assurance Mbonitoringl, since the
operations at the source do not nmeet the criteria in
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t hose provi sions.

COWPLI ANCE HI STORY

50.

51.

52.

LRAPA infornmed the facility of the requirement to obtain
an ACDP on February 1, 1996. On March 15, 1996, LRAPA

i ssued a Notice of Nonconpliance (NON) to Monaco Coach
Corporation for constructing without first obtaining a
permt and failure to install BACT controls. Mbnaco has
applied for the appropriate permts. The enforcenent
action will include a civil penalty.

On March 15, 1996, LRAPA issued to Monaco Notice of
Nonconpl i ance (NON) 1216 for failure to obtain an
Aut hority to Construct from LRAPA prior to comrencenment
of construction of the Coburg facility. On March 19,
1996, Monaco submtted a Notice of Construction to LRAPA.
By letter dated April 4, 1996, LRAPA informed Monaco
that the facility was subject to Title V permtting
requi rements which mandate that a Title V application
must be submtted within one year of commencenent of
operations. By letter dated April 4, 1996, LRAPA
i nfformed Monaco that operating the facility at design
capacity would bring applicability of LRAPA Rul es and
Regul ations, Title 38, ANew Source Reviewl (NSR) for VOC
and that a Best Avail able Control Technol ogy (ABACT()
anal ysis must be submtted to the Authority. On May 15,
1996, Monaco subnmitted a BACT anal ysis (the ABACT
Anal ysis@) to LRAPA. On July 16, 1997, Mmnaco submtted a
Title V application (the ATitle V Application@) for the
facility. Mnaco paid a $10,000 Level Il construction
review fee within two days of having received the invoice
on April 1, 1996 and paid an additional $10,000 to
upgrade to a Level |V construction review within nine
days of receiving the invoice on August 11, 1998.

On Decenber 6, 1999, in an action related to NON 1216,
LRAPA i ssued Notice of Violation and Civil Penalty
Assessnment (NCP) 1798 to Monaco for conmmencenent of
construction and operating an air contan nant source
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wi thout first obtaining an Air Contam nant Di scharge
Permit (ACDP) from LRAPA, for failing to, in a tinely
manner, submt application to obtain a Federal Operating
Permt for a AMajor Sourcel as defined in Oregon
Adm ni strative Rules (OAR) 340-28-110 and for
constructing a AMajor Sourcel as defined in LRAPA 38-005-
8 wi thout having satisfied LRAPA Title 38, Sections
38-005 through 38-050. A civil penalty was assessed at
$20,947. Negotiations resulted in LRAPA dropping gravity
civil penalty for failing to, in a tinmly manner, submt
application to obtain a Federal Operating Permt for a
AMaj or Sourcel as defined in Oregon Adm nistrative Rules
(OAR) 340-28-110 and gravity penalty for constructing a
AMaj or Sourcefl as defined in LRAPA 38-005-8 wi thout having
satisfied LRAPA Title 38, Sections 38-005 t hrough 38-050.
Resulted in an anended civil penalty of $13,747. Mbnaco
paid the civil penalty in a tinmly manner.

On August 7, 2000, LRAPA issued NCP 00-1900 to Monaco for
failure to performnonitoring and record-keeping in
accordance to 40 CFR 63, Subpart JJ, ANational Em ssion
St andards for Whod Furniture Manufacturing Operations(
(JJ), as required in Monaco Prevention of Significant
Deterioration Air Contam nant Di scharge Permt No.
205160. NCP 00-1900 included a civil penalty assessnent
of $5400. Monaco paid the civil penalty in a tinely
manner .

On January 8, 2001, LRAPA issued NCP 00-1935 to Monaco
for failure to limt VHAP em ssions fromwood furniture
manuf acturing finishing operations by nmeeting the

em ssion limtations as required by 40 CF. R " 63.802
(b)(1) and as required in the Monaco Prevention of

Signi ficant Deterioration Air Contam nant Di scharge
Permt No. 205160. A civil penalty was calculated for a
single violation for each sem -annual reporting period
fromJuly 6, 1995, through Decenber 31, 1998. NCP 00-
1935 included a civil penalty assessment of $39, 900.

Cl osure on NCP 00-1935 has not been achi eved.

On January 8, 2001, LRAPA issued NCP 00-2104 to Monaco
for failure to performnonitoring and record-keepi ng as
required in LRAPA Prevention of Significant
Deterioration Air Contam nant Di scharge Permt No.

205160. The violations were related to JJ aspects of the
permt and to denmpnstration of permit PSD limts. NCP 00-
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1935 included a civil penalty assessnent of $5700.
Cl osure on NCP 00-2104 has not been achieved.

PUBLI C NOTI CE

56. This permt was on public notice from February 22, 2001,
to March 30, 2001. A public hearing was held on March
28, 2001. A 45-day extension of the public conment
peri od was granted on March 26, 2001. A nunber of
witten conmments were received during the conment peri od.

LRAPA reviewed all the comrents. LRAPA:s responses to

the comments can be found in the foll ow ng section,
begi nning wi th nunber 57.

This proposed permt was sent to EPA on October 19, 2001,
for a 45-day review period. The public will have 105
days (45-day EPA review period plus 60 days) fromthe
date the proposed permt was sent to EPA to appeal the
permt with EPA

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD

57. Comments on Best Available Control Technology (BACT)

The Oregon Center for Environmental Health (OrCEH) submitted the following comments on the
BACT determination contained in Potential for Significant Deterioration (PSD) Air Contaminant
Discharge Permit (ACDP) (No. 205160):

290 The BACT determination contained in the PSD ACDP (No. 205168), issued on July 23, 1999,
should be re-evaluated on the basis that the BACT approval did not comply with applicable
procedures established by the Oregon SIP. Specifically, the facility was constructed prior to
receiving an ACDP, and the determination of BACT should not be limited by design constraints
imposed by constructing a facility prior to receiving a PSD permit; and

300 The economic feasibility portion of the BACT determination was flawed since it did not adequately
consider tax credits and depreciation analysis, and it greatly over stated the cost of capital by using a
10% per annum cost as opposed to the OAQPS figure of 7%.

LRAPA Response and Action:

a. The Oregon DEQ noted during the public comment period for the PSD ACDP that the BACT
analysis should consider all control scenarios, and not be constrained by the design of the existing
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facilities. As stated in LRAPA:s response to comments in the PSD ACDP, such actions would not
reduce control costs to a level that would make the installation of add-on controls economically
feasible.

b. The US EPA noted the use of the 10% figure during its review of the PSD ACDP. At that time, the
EPA stated that future analyses should be based on the 7% figure. A re-evaluation of BACT using
the 7% figure will result in a modest reduction in the cost of controls, but not to a level that would
make controls economically feasible.

Comments on Maximum Achievable Control Technology (MACT)

The OrCEH had the following comments on the case-by-case MACT analysis that was conducted in
conjunction with PSD ACDP (No. 205160):

11 LRAPA shoul d re-eval uate MACT using an anal ysis that
considers the | evel of HAP controls at sim | ar
facilities; and

12 LRAPA shoul d not have exenpted Monaco fromthe
requi rements of 112(g), case-by-case MACT for the
foll ow ng reasons:

20 The exenption contained in the definition of
AConstruct a Major Source@ in 40 CFR 63.41
di stingui shes between Acontrol technol ogy@ and
Acontrol equipnent,@ and the controls applied at
Monaco, as BACT, are not control equipnent.
Therefore, the Monaco did not qualify for the
exenption to the requirenents contained in 40 CFR
63.40 through 63. 44;

21 LRAPA failed to properly notify the public of the
conmment period; the content of the public notice was
m sl eadi ng and/ or inaccurate since it indicated that
the permt included a case-by-case MACT
determ nation; the BACT determ nation, relied upon
in exenpting Monaco fromthe requirements of 112(qg)
was flawed (as stated above), and therefore, shoul d
not have been considered in the analysis; and

221t has not been denonstrated that the control of HAP
en ssions provided by the controls enployed by
Monaco wi Il be equivalent to that | evel of control
achi eved by other well-controlled simlar sources.
Al so, the comentor asserted that nonitoring of VOC
enm ssions using material safety data sheets does not
denonstrate that HAP will be controlled at the sane
| evel as VOC as required by BACT.
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LRAPA Response and Acti on

a.. LRAPA stands by its determnation that all criteria
listed in the exenption to case-by-case MACT (40 CFR
63.41) were satisfied, and that Monaco is not subject
to the requirements of 40 CFR 63.40 through 63.44. This
determ nation is also included in the Review Report for
t he PSD/ ACDP No. 205160.

b.1. LRAPA conferred with EPA during the concurrent
review of both the PSD application and the MACT
determ nation. At that tinme, EPA agreed w th LRAPA:s
determ nati on regarding the exenption from case-by-case
MACT. Regarding, the use of ternms Acontrol equi pment(
and Acontrol technol ogy@ within 40 CFR 63 Subpart B,
LRAPA determ ned that is was EPAs intent to allow
sources that apply control technology to qualify for
the exenption to 112(g). Therefore, LRAPA stands by its
determ nation that the control technology practices
determ ned to be BACT qualified Monaco for exenption
fromthe case-by-case MACT determ nation.

b.2. The draft permt was placed on public notice from
June 10, 1999, to July 12, 1999. LRAPA believes the
public notification requirenments contained in 40 CFR
63.41 were satisfied.

b.3. In the review report included with the ACDP permt,
LRAPA i ndi cated that Monaco satisfied the criteria for
exenption from case-by-case MACT found in paragraphs
(2) (i) through (2)(iv) under the definition of
AConstruct a major sourcef in 40 CFR 63. 41.

Comment on Short-term Plant Site Emi ssions Limts

The OrCEH had the following conment on the Plant Site
Em ssion Limts established in the PSD ACDP permt and
included in the Title V permt:

a. The short-termplant site em ssions limts (PSEL) are
not appropriate since they allow nonthly em ssion rates
to exceed the average annual rate by 2.5 tines.

LRAPA Response and Acti on
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LRAPA:s Rul es and Regul ati ons require short-term pl ant
site emission limt for all pollutants for which a PSEL
is established. It is the policy of LRAPA that where an
anmbient air quality standard corresponding to the short-
termlimt is not established, short-term PSELs shoul d be
set at or near the capacity of the em ssion unit so as to
not limt production capacity. LRAPA has established
nonitoring sufficient to denonstrate conpliance with both
the short and long termenm ssion limts. Monaco wil
calculate its em ssions nonthly and maintain a running
12-nonth em ssions sunmary to denonstrate conpliance with
t he annual em ssion limts.

Comment on Nui sance Conditi ons

The OrCEH had the followi ng conments on the Nuisance
Condition of the Title V permt:

a. The permt should not be issued since Monaco is not in
conpliance with the requirement prohibiting a source
fromoperating in a manner that creates a public
nui sance; and

b. The nui sance | anguage in the Title V permt, which
requi res Monaco to continue seeking a solution to odor
problens, is |less stringent than the |anguage in the
ACDP, and therefore, the Title V permt should be
nodi fied to require that Mnaco resol ve nui sances.

LRAPA Response and Acti on

a. LRAPA=s nui sance rules require that LRAPA detern ne
whet her an odor problem constitutes a public nuisance.
This determ nation of non-conpliance has not been made
in this case.

b. LRAPA believes that the | anguage contained in the draft
Title V permt still requires Monaco to resolve
nui sances.

Comment on Title V Conpliance Monitoring

The OrCEH had the foll owi ng comments on Conpliance
Moni t ori ng:

a. The Title V permt does not contain nonitoring
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sufficient to assure conpliance with the applicable
requi renents.

b. Anmbi ent air nmonitoring should be included in the
permt.

c. Since Monaco has been found out of conpliance with the
ACDP, the Title V permt does not assure conpliance
with all applicable requirenents.

LRAPA Response and Acti on

a. The permt does contain nmonitoring sufficient to assure
conpliance with each applicable requirenent and the
adequacy of the nonitoring is discussed in the review
report.

b. There are no applicable requirenents that would require
the source to nonitor anbient air quality; therefore
the Title V permit is not required to include such
pr ovi si ons.

c. Monaco certified that it was conpliance with al
applicable requirenents as of the date of its | ast
revision to the Title V permt application.

Comments on Startup and Shutdown Provisions of the Title
V Permt

The OrCEH had the followi ng conment on the Startup and
Shut down provisions of the Title V pernmt.

a. Startup and shutdown provision of the Title V perm:t
may not be adequate to protect the air quality in
near by residential areas.

LRAPA Response and Acti on

01 The startup and shutdown provisions of the Title V
permt are consistent with LRAPAs rules and
regul ati ons.

M scel | aneous Conmments from Ot her Interested Persons

Four citizens commented individually that LRAPA shoul d
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require additional pollution controls as a condition of
operation for Monaco.

b. One citizen submtted a letter during the public
comment period that was addressed to the Coburg City
Counci |l and requested the council to hold a neeting to
di scuss Monaco.

c. One citizen commented that the paint funes from Monaco
prevents her, at times, fromgoing out, and that the
fumes are adversely affecting her health. She
request ed LRAPA further evaluate the health inpacts on
the | ocal residents due to Monaco:s operation

d. One citizen commented in support of Monaco as a good
corporate citizen that should be issued a permt and
all owed to continue operation.

LRAPA Response and Acti on

a. The reqgqul atory bases for abatenent equi pnent
requi rements are contained in NSR/ PSD regul ati ons.
This operating permit is not the tool for added control
requi renents.

a This coment is not relevant to this permtting action

c. LRAPA has received information from Monaco i ndicating
that its operation does not represent a risk to public
heal t h.

d. This comment is not relevant to this permtting action.

64. Comments fromthe Oregon Departnent of Environnental

Quality

LRAPA did not receive witten comments by the Oregon
Departnment of Environnmental Quality on this permtting
action.

65. Comments fromthe Permttee

Monaco Coach Corporation commented on a number of specific terms and provisions of the Title V
permit. Those comments, along with the LRAPA response, are included below:

a.  Monaco commented that LRAPA 50-020 does not track the regulatory language and requested a
change to Condition 7.a.

LRAPA Action
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This condition is changed to reflect the new nuisance regulation adopted by the LRAPA board of
Directors on October 9, 2001. LRAPA 49-010.

Monaco commented that Condition 8.a. contains ambiguous language and requested the language be
modified.

LRAPA Action
No change.

Monaco requested changes to Condition 8.b.

LRAPA Action
No change.

Monaco requested changes to Condition 13.a.

LRAPA Action

No change.

Monaco commented that monitoring of control devices should
be limited to baghouses and requested a change to the permit
replacing the term Aall particulate control devicesfi with
baghouses.

LRAPA Action
No change.

Monaco commented that Condition 17 should be deleted since
combustion sources are insignificant for particulates.

LRAPA Action
No change.

Monaco suggested the addition of a definition for specialty
coating from SCAQMD rule 1151.

LRAPA Action

No change.

Monaco commented that Conditions 19.a., 27.a., and 61.a.i.
should be revised to allow the mean value VOC content to be
used to demonstrate compliance when the MSDS provides VOC
content as a range of values.

LRAPA Action and Response
No change. The mean value VOC content does not provide a
reasonable assurance of compliance.
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Monaco commented that Conditions 21.b., 21.c., and 25.a. are
not necessary and requested they be removed and or changed.

LRAPA Action
No change.

Monaco commented that the reporting requirements in
Conditions 31l.a., 34.a., 37.a., and 51.a. should be consistent
with other reporting requirements in the permit.

LRAPA Action and Response
No change. These requirements are from the MACT standard
for wood furniture finishing. 40 CFR 63 Subpart JJ.

Monaco commented that they did not understand the
requirements for HAP solvent tracking and reporting.

LRAPA Action
No change.

Monaco commented that it uses catalyzed coatings (reactive)
and the equation in Condition 61.a.i. should be modified to
account for the VOC that is reacted.

LRAPA Action
No change.

. Monaco commented that tracking and calculating PM and PM;q
emissions monthly is unreasonable and requested a change to
Condition 65.e.

LRAPA Action
No change.

Monaco requested that Conditions 65.f., 65.g., 65.i., and 65.j.
be deleted.

LRAPA Action
No change.

Monaco requested revisions to the Reporting and Notification
Summary to be consistent with other requested changes.

LRAPA Action
No change.
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p. Monaco requested two changes to the Review Report.

LRAPA Action
No change, since the information contained in the review
report is relevant.

40 CFR 63 Subpart B excludes HAP—emitting process or production
units that normally would otherwise be controlled under the requirements
of the case—by—case MACT provisions of 40 CFR 63 Subpart B, if
those process or production units will be controlled by emission control
technology which represents BACT for VOCs. The BACT determination
must have been made within the last five (5) years under another air
quality program that requires BACT. LRAPA determined during the
review of ACDP 205160 that Assembly 98 and Paint 98 satisfy this
criteria for exemption from case—by—case MACT.

EMISSIONS DETAIL SHEETS

67.

DJ/bp

Following are the estimates for current and projected PM, VOC, CO,
NOx, SO,, and total HAP emissions from the source (see Attachment).
Included with the emissions detail sheets are explanatory notes and

the formulas that were used to estimate emissions.

12/14/701



