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o determing applicability, the
p] oposed standards would reguire that
the owner or operator of sach new,
modified, or reconsiructed storage
el with a capacity greater than or
45 m® storing a VOL, maintain a
the capacity of the storage
:1. The proposed standards would
}ire that the swaner or opsrator
sw, modified, or reconstrucied

storage vessel either with & (apsm iy
greater than or equal to 75 m® but less
than 151 m®storing a VOL with a
maximum irve vapor pressure greater
than or equal 1o 15.0 kPa but less than
27.6 kPa or with 8 capacity greater than
or equal to 151 m3 storing a VOL with a’
maxinum irug vapor pressure greater
than or equai 1o 1.75 kPa but less than
3.5 kPa, maintain a record of meximum
irue vapor pressure of the VOL.

The p;":)z‘scf’ standards for external

_ floating roof vessels are identical io the

requirements in the gurrent petrolsum
h"uu storage vessel standard, w\cnp?
t’qa‘ the proposed standards specify the
type of primary seal that is to be used
{i.e.. liquid-mounted or mechanical shoe)
and reguire gasketed covers for roof
fittings. The proposed standards for
tixed roof vessels have additicnal
requirements that are not in the current
petroleum liguid storage vessel NSPS;
these include a liguid-mounted primary
seal, gacketed fittings, and flexible
fabric sleeve seals on pipe columns. The
new requirements would not apply
retroactively to petroleum liguid storage
vessels already vovered by Subparte K

or Ka; only new, modified, or

reconstructed vessels that commence
construction after the nrwpcea; date of
this standard would be subject ic the
new requirements.

EPA’s (ifice of Solid Waste an >d
Emergency Response {D5W i
currently developing Qtand
storage vessels storing ha
wastes, Sce storage vess
affected by this NSPS and the ha zgrdm
waste storage st 9ﬂdd“jo in such a
‘iuuatloﬂ ai’ {1

18

o

e met, /
the hazardous was
would alsg hme o b
Th\, WD
Intecnal §

thcse br

PRI

EXONQP’ . i‘?w owner o
e required {o inspec
and seals prior to |
VOL tn ensure that there

5 Uy
,.*3

nqtmg rocf
vesse] with
re no holes

”g the internal floating rosf and that
Werse were no holes, tears, or other

openings in the seals, Every 12 months
thereafter, the owner or operator would
be required to visually inspect the
internal floating roof and seal from the
fized roof. If there are holes in the
internal floating :'oof or VOL
sccumulated on the roof, the owner or
operator would have the options of
repairing the control equipment within
30 Hay" or of emptying the storage
vessel within 30 days. At least once
every 10 years, the owner or opegrator
would be reguired to ampty the storage
vessel and 1o inspect the internal
floating roof, the primary séal, and the
"”COﬂdch seal. The proposed staﬂdards
would require that all defects in the
control equipment be repaired before
the vessel is refilled.

The cwner or operator of ea
external floating roof vessel sua]sc‘t to
these standards would be required to
inspect the seals pilor to {illing the
vessel with VOL to ensure that there
wera 1io holes, iears or other openings in
the seal. Beal gap measurements of gaps
between the seal and the vessel wall for
both «rlmazy and secondary seals would
be reguired for external floating roof
vessels to ensure that the equipment
was being maintained and operated
nroperly The owner or operator would
be required to measure the gaps in both
the primary and secondary seals within
80 days of introducting a VOL into the
vessel, Bv ery 12 month thereafier, the
owner or operator wonld be reguired to
perform secondary seal gap
measuremenis. At least once every 5
years the owner or operalor would
perform pnmarv seal gap measurements.

Measuv ed gaps thal exceed specified
umtaurns must be repal red within 30
acl must be

© prop 39*"!* srﬂonu the

and

nt Wi

1t

[ASH

Su

15, 1
mMeasuremesni:
CWNer or ¢

be requreq to L.L.b:m‘z ot}

dministrator the sttem des
specifications, an speration and
nienance plag, a unﬁ an inspection
plan for the system. The ¢
operator would be reguir
maintain, znd 1mp%t the
accordance with the plan
h Administrator.

Summaary of Environmental, Energy, and

Economin Impacls

Approximately 6,000 storage vessels
would be affected by the proposed
standards in the first 5 years, The
proposed standards would reduce the
national VOC emissions from new,
modified, and reconstrucied sicrage
vessels by about 51,100 megagrams (Mg)
in 1988, Emissions from the VOL storage
vessels affected by these proposed
standards are projected to be 33,200 M3
in 1988 without these proposed
standards but would be only 2 g in
1988 with these proposed stdud ds. The
emission reduction oblained by these
proposed standards is above and
beyond that obiained by the
implementation of other Federal or state

regulations that limit emissions frem

storage vessels (baseline control}.
Existing regulations require that
wllsalons from vesszls with capacities
of 151 m®or grea er storing liquids with
vapor pressures of10.3 kPa or greater,
be conirclied through the uss of either
external floating roofs with primary and
-secondary seals or internal floating
roofs. Some staies reguire controls for
vessels with smaller capacitiss and
liquids with 1owel yapor pressuras
{Chapter 3 of the BID) contains th
precise regulatory framework}. ’iﬂe
proposed standards would reducue the
national VOC emissions from storage
vessels with no adverse impacts on
other aspects of the environment. In
addition, there would bz no adverse
energy impacts assosiated with the
implementation of the proposad
standards.

The total nationwide capital vost for
affectad facilities constructad through
1986 to cumply with the proposed
standards would be app"'»* imately 3158
million. Eec ause implementation of the

= standards ivouiai»ﬂ ]
)
i

o, 1o

e controls

2 COf line
model facilit resented
The percentag
consarvaf e hecause it does not include
foundahan, pi ;es gzum?;-s, and other
items that are necessary for vessel
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as prog

increas

requirad by & typical State
implementation plan (8iF). Tha
standards provide decumentation that
reduces uncertainty in case-by-case
determinations of best available control
technology (BACT] for facilities lgcated
in attainment areas, and lowest
achievable emission rates (LAER] for
facilities located in nonatiainment
areas. This documentation includes
identification and comprehensive
anslysis of alternative emission control
technologies, development of associated
cosis, an evaluation and verification of
applicable emission iest methods. and
ideniification of specific emission limits
achievable with alternate technologies.
Additionally, an economic analysis that
reveals the tmpact of the coat of controls
on industry is provided in the BID.

king process that

The rulemalkd

assures adequate techuical review
promotes participation of
represaniaiives
conesidered for regula
government, an 1
that indusiry's emissicns

regulation represents a balance in which
government reseurcas ars spplisdina
well-publicized national forum to reach
a decision on a pollution emission level
that allows for 2 dynamic economy and
a healthful environment.

Moreovar, the emissions from VOL
storage vessels include & wide range of
organic compounds, some of which are
currenily being studied for potential
toxicity. The difficulties and time
required to determine adverse health
effects associated with these chemical
emissions, will continue to make
chemical-by-chemical control of toxic
emissions a costly and uncertain
process. Accordingly, an effective NSP3
offers benefits beyond those associated
with the reduction of VOC as an ozone
precursor.

implements & performance standard
ang

joh
-

Rationale
Selection of Sources and Pollutants

The EPA priority list (40 CFR 60.18, 44
FR 49222, August 21, 1979) ranks, in
order of priority for standards
development, various source categories
in terms of quantities of nationwide
pollutant emissions, the mobility and
competitive nature of each source

poliutan s public health and
welfare rity list reflects the
Adrain mination that

emissions o

: ignificantly fo air
nably be

¢ public heslth or

intended to (dentily

aries for whick

wnce are o be

standards of perfor
promulgated.

The priority list ranked the source
category entitled synthetic organic
chemical manufacturing industry
(SOCMT]. including storage and
handling equipment, first out of 59 listed
source categories. The chemicals
govered by the SOCMI source category
include those made by chemical and
biclogical synthesis.

There are storage vessels emitling
VOs locataed at planis oiher than
SOCMI plants, such as liquid balk
storage terminals, that store the same or
imilar Hguids as those at SOCMI plants
and that can be controlled with the
same effectiveness, the same cosis
{assuming the same vessel size), and the
game conirod logy as storage

s
major source ¢
£

equipment, in that handling equi
located at plants other than SOCMI
plaris handle the same liguids and can
be conirolled with the same
effectiveness, the same costs, and the
same contrel technologies as handling
equipment located at BOTMI plants.
Also, additional emission reduction
could be achieved by including handling
equipment not located at SOCMI planis
in this source category. Therefore, due
to the similarities between VOC
emitting storage vessels and handling
equipment located at SOCMI plants and
VOC emiiting siorage vessels and
handling squipment not located at
SOCMI plants, and due to the additional
emissions reduction that can be
achieved, the Administrator is proposing
to expand the SOCMI source category to
include VOO emitiing storage vessels
and handling equipment not located at
SOCMI plants. This subcategory
consisting of SOCMI storage vessels and
handling equipseent and non-SOCMI
storage vessels and handling equipment
ia called volatile organic liquid storage
vessels and handling equipment. (This
Federal Register notice includes VOC
requirements for VOL storage vessels
only.)

o
"

=y
]
S s e]

2 e
oo
s

b}

L0 TP
et A
& Wi
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equi ¢ as follows:

1. Synthetic Organic Chemical
Manufactering Indestry {SCGUMIE] and
Valatile Ciganic Liguid Starage Vessels
and Handling Equipment

a. SOCMI unit process

b. Voiatile organic Hquid (VOL]
storage vessels and handling eguipment

¢. SOCMI fugltive sources

d. SOCMI secendary sources

Even though psiroleum Hyuid storage
vessels alse store volatile organic
liquids, the new VUL storage vessel
category on the priority list does nat
include them, This is because petroleum
Liquid storage veasels were alrsady
listed as & category for NSPS
development o June 11, 1673 (38 FR
15380). Siandards of performance for
these vesssls were proposed and
proralgated {40 CFR Part 80 Subpart K
and subsequentily revised {40 CFR. P
60 Subpart Ka). When Subpart Ka was
promulgated {April 4, 1980}, the Agency
stated that there was insuificient date t
distinguish between various fypes of
internal floating roofs, (e, contact
versus noncentact roofs) and that
further testing would be conducted io
examine emissions from various Hoatln
roof designs. Since that time, the
American Petroleum Institute {API} has
completed & major emissions testing
program on internal foating roofs, The
results of this program have made it
possible to determine the relative
performanse of different conirel option
as well as the relative importance of th
varicus emissicn points [L.e., roof versy
seal smissions) in an internal Raoting
roct, The API data, therefore, not only
provide a basis for evaluating various
types of internal floating roofs but also
allow for evaluaiion of potential
additional equipment specifications £
internal fleating roofs not now requiret
by Subpart Ka. Section 1TULIB) of
the Clean Air Act, as amended in 1977
requires the Administrator to, a least
every 4 years, review and, if
appropriate, revise standards of
performance. After evaluating the APt
data, the Administrator has determine
it is appropriate tc review and revise t
promulgated standards for petroleum:
liquid storage vessels at this time.
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omponent liguids

in i
T}\e selecticn of
;u»sse‘d

r\g BT“T ?“r bom cat ego ies it
nd 1hat the cgntrol juipment

or vessels
storing petm eum ligu d and vessaiq
storing other VOU's, Therefore, the

Administrator has dth( ud that these
two categories of siorage vessels should
be combined into one NSPS, rather than
having two NSPS's with the same
requirements. Conseguently, the
proposed standards would apply to
petrolenm liquid storage vessels and
V(OL storage vessals. {N{ﬁé.mshcs‘
petroleum liquids are in fact volatile
anic AAQ“LdS the astual stendards

r on‘y to volatile organdc uqu ids

with the intention of also including
petrolewm liguids.)

The annual growth rate of the storage
vessel ﬁunulauon is expected to be
approxi mate@ 3 percent “ihrouﬁh q988.

stween 1983 and 1888, new stora
essels pould cause an 1mrease :'
nationwide VOU emissions of 33,210 Mg.
ecause VOU i3 the only criteria
ni emitted from this source
the proposed standards do not
i *ulaie matter, nifrogen
fur dioxide, carbon monoxids,
estimated that total VOC
emissions from storage vessels wers
714,280 My in 1877 or “about 3 percent of
the natiopal total.

ctad Facilities

Selection of Affec

fected by the proposed
torage vessels that
de from wh
ted to the

is defD' as any

und is conszde
ly reactive unless the

1

ag t»! mxned

w

-

@ s
R

o owo0
=g
2 =}
4
o
&

A
o 'd
=
s

wouw O

aleo exempt
se proposed

re
d by the s ta'mfms bcmo

ig s a fur*c*mu of the
by-product
Therefore, the Agency
etermined that a aeparcte standard for

hi
of coking and
processos

=

1l

vessels at coke oven
faf ilities is anprnprlate and i
essels should not be covere
sta*mards
Vessels storing gasoline exist at small
distribution centel s, referred o as bulk
plants. As & result of State re gulations,
many bulk p arni o1
wmwng s i
josses Lhroug & va
It wnL‘d nof ‘“e pss

by- pracuci
hat such

by these

baxance syatem 511\,1@:%‘ re, it w
decided to exempt bulk pla 1t
part of the vapor balance
hes= proposed standard
A variety of vessel tvnes ars used to
store prganic liquids. Oue such type of
vessel is a pressure vessel, Fressure
vessels are designed to withs
internal pressures. They are g¢
used for storing highly 1

¢ volatile and/or
toxic materials and dre const ructe-’ in
various sizes and shapes, dep ng e
the operating pressurn. I“ocmd he
and hemispheroid shap n
used for low pressure
d at pres<'ure"
kPa (=30 psia); horizo
spheroid designs are tyg
high pressurs storage ’111, t
Because high pressure ve
ve 204.9 kPa are 0};&1 ?ed
em at the

m
E:L
oo
i)
[¢8]

i

na cosm*

atmosphqre T Dref@;’ , these

ex Lm,;t from the 1
in the propose
individual storage ve

as tf >
assures th
undfr the
vhen rhey :
envuonmeﬁiai, or ot
identified that would
definition of the
th CompoTEnts
examined 10 iet
that ioge‘ther constil
facility. The vess :
any), hatches (if any}, i"m*i‘ing roof {i
any), vesse! bottom, seeal system {if any),
and pressurg-vacuum valve {if
comprise the portion of the vessel in
direct contact with lgquid or vapor.
Because of this, it was decided to
include all of these components in the
affected facility. It was decided not to
include frames or other auxiliary
supports and housings because they are
not directly involved in the containment
of liquid or Vapor. Therefore, if
construction of a new siorage vessel is
commenced after the proposal date
using, in whole or in part, frames or
other auxiliary uupp’)rzs from a storage
vessel constructed pnor 1o today's date,
the siorage vessel will be consider
new sourcs. Similarly, in calculating the
fixed capital cost of rpph ing
Uomponﬂnts at an axisting facility to
determine i ction has
:b,ﬁ{).'iii. the fixed

W,

,J
4
joN
o

ximum irue vapor

3 ELB kPa (0.5 psia)
would not be reguired to control VOU
th posed

i:b

apsacity of
nor equal 10 75 m
d i}*e Stmed 1i 'u:d

liguids that are
amhws coniaini




grcd ter than or egua ;
a capacity greater than or equel
cubic meters that stor or

liguid that can preducs VOUC
with a ﬂ'aximL e Lu? Vd‘pG

s for the Proposed

Selection of the Basis
Standards

In examining ¢
storage v "esst
fOuiu b* C(‘}i‘bt

considsrad s Qa
The AP test pr
discussad narhe
from fixed roof
internal floating
emissions. For ves qmnped with an
internal finating moz fhern are thrse
primary sources o mlssmns First,
there can be OC emissio .
seams or joints of the inte ﬂgx float
roof. Second, VOU can be emitted
through the Qpacs betwesn the ints
fioating roof and the vess
VOC can be 9 mitted through the Ej‘ziiz*gs
or openings o., hatche
and sample wei 15} on the internal
ﬂ()d ting roof. Using the API test data, the
Agency bas evaluated the relative
i‘/e’iess of vericus control
ach of these emission

arg jcined
ission points. A ncited
roof may float directly
‘he liguid surface
(cmﬂ%tr of) ov may bs supnomed by
ponicons severa al centimeters above the

tiquid surfacs [noncontact roof). “k»idad
roofs are consiructed of steel sections
welded together,

Welded roofs have no

s
[Z: I
[+
B
m .
[

s basic designs for

"v aaar-mo mt'zd* { 7¥

seals. Vdpnr mounted prifrarv seﬂ‘s are
not in contact with the liquid surface

and this allows for & vapor space
betwsen the underside of the seal and
the liquid surface. One type of vapor-
mounted seal is a resilient foam-filled
seal. A resilient foam-filled seal is a
tough fabric band filled with a resilient
foam log. The resiliency of the foam log
permiis “the seal to adapt itself to some
imperfections in vessel dimensions or in
the vesssl shell. Another type of vapor-
mounted sesl is an elastomeric wiper.

A lignid-mounted seal is in direct
contact with liguid, These seals are
similar in construction to resilient foam-
filled seals. These seals may also be
filied with a liquid in place of foam.

i shoe sealis
shse tk OWR
as ihe "shge," which is held against the
A flexible uoated fabric (the
envalor s”} is suspended frem the shoe
t a
g

characierized by a metallic

ting roof to form a cover over
space hetween the roof and vessel

Tea;fmrcd rim-
ary seals can be

ay of the above primary
wunted sec:mdary
rapor mounted.

1at installing a

r the primary seal

as 1 m x}“’ seai area.

Tha da a s
secondary sea 1 ver
107

7

will reduce emiss
The data also show
of a liguid-mounts prix ary
than a vag}m‘-moxﬂ ad primary bea} will
reduce emissions from the ssal area. No
data on emissions from mechanical shoe
seals in internal fleating roof vessels are
available.

There are numercus fittings that
penetrate the internal ﬁoaiin& roof demz,
Some typical fittings are: {1} Hstches i
the deck; (2] ladder EE‘HE?“” ion or weﬂa.
and (3] coluran wells. Columas may
support the nxed roof above the internal
floating rosf. These columns may be
Lu"‘ up \s:&a‘ura; shapes with .

ross sectione) or pipe columns {cricular
cross sectiﬁns}. tings can be a source
of emissions and are t},plcahy covered.
zasketing, and whers possible, bolting
the covers, reduces emissions from

show that constructing a ne
vessel with an ims:ru 1 ":;(”
instead of a fixed roo
3giong
show that emissions from -he intern
floating roof vessel could be further
educed by using: (1) Liguid-mounted
primary ssals raiher than vapor-
mounted primary seals; (2) gasketed
ings: (3] pipe columms equ‘pgsa with
fiexibls fabric sleeve seals rather than
built-up columas with sliding covars
gasketed or ungasketed); (4] continuous
rim-mounted sseondary seals; and (5}
welded rather than bolted decks. All of
these contrnl cptions were considered in
selecting BT, These con uoiﬂ
dessmued more fully in the Bl
Industry also conducted extensive
testing on external floating roof vessais.
These vesseis have the same emigsion
sources as the internal floating roofs
except that all external floating roofs
are welded; therefors, there are no seam
emissions, Using this deta, the Agency
has evaluated the relative effectiveness
of various control equipment for each of
these emission scurces.
The data for external ﬂaaﬁng roofs
show the comparative 91"1‘SSLCY'§
reduction of several types of ssa
gystems. The data show that emissr’zms
from a new external u-satmg rscf vessal
with vaper-mounted primary seals only
could be reduced by installing
continucus rihx-mwmed secondary
seals. Emissions from this primary and
sscondary eeal combination could be
further reduced fhmug’ex the =3ss= of a
liguid-mounted Dmma"y geal {n tigu of
the vapor-mounted primary seal} with a
continucus rim-mounted u-,conda“v sazl.
In audl ;m‘-, the data show that &
oe primary szal in
b a continuous rim-
ary seal is as affec irs
nted primary seal with a
saal. In the

gii

mounted second

ag a lquid-monn

continuous secgndary s

analysis, however, cest impast numbers
Y

are presented |

mounted sea

a mechanics i In select
BDJ., all of th ontrel options

na
prc"e units where the vessels are
located. Az a consequence, non e of
these contral techaiques impast t}"‘
ability of an owner or cperator to raise
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apital nor do they measurably impact
roduct prices. The economic analysis
concluded that no unreasonable adverse
economic impacis would ooour as &
result of using any of the control
techniques investigated. Therefore, the
Agency selected BDT based primarily
o1 & comparigon of incremental costs
and emisgion reductions associatad with
sach alternative control technigue,
Incremental costs and emission
rednctions are calculated by taking the

fereace between the emissions and
zunualized cosis of one control option
and the next less siringent sontra!
opiion. The control options considered
were arranged in order of increasing
cost effectiveness. In selecting BDT, the
Agency selected control technigues that
achieve the mosi emission reduction
with reasonable incremental control
costs per megagram of emission
raduction {incremental cost
effectiveness), The basis of selecting
BDT for each type of storage vesse! is
discussed in detail below.

g oo

Fixed Roof Vessel

New fixed roof vessels can he buslt i

inchude internal floating roofs. The

control options for fixed roof vessels
and their associated cost appear in
Table 1. Internal floating roofs are
already required for many vessels by
the NSPS for petrolenm liquid storage
vessels, which reguires, as the minimum
level of contro! for fixed roof vessels
greater than 151 m® {40.000 gallons)
storing a Hguid with a trus vapor
prassure of 10.3 kPa {1.5 psia), the
installation of internal floating roofs
with vapor-mounted primary seals. The
cost effectiveness of this control option
on the model fixed roof vessel is about
$20 per Mg. The second level of control
that can be applied is the uss of a liguid-
mounted primary seal rather than a
vapor-mountad primary seal, This
resulis in a savings rather than a cost.
The next step is to control fitting losses
by gasketing covers and by the use of
pipe colurmns with sleeve saals, The
ingremential cost of controlled fittings
over uncontrolied fitiings is about zero.
The costs of equipping an internal
{loating roof with a ligouid-mounted
primary seal and conirolled roof fittings
are coneiderad reasonable, and
therefore, these controls wers selecied
as BOT for new fixed rosf storage
vesssls.

TaBLE 1.—CoNTROL OPTIONS FOR NEw BYORAGE VESSELS

Vessal types

incramental

Conyo! lechnigue *

3 d rool vessel storing Bouids with vapor pras- | ams) roofvapar-mounied primasy sea 41
< 78.8 kPa, Lirpusitirs Tredit
Gasket Attings * * Ny
Secondary ssais 23,400
Welded dack ssams 77.50¢
:_1) vool with vapor-mounted prmary seal |-58eongary $521. .o Cradii,
Hguids with vapor prassures <76.8 kPa. 2 ounted primary ssal, o mechanics! shos Cradit
0, Voot . . o ) - At secondary seal )
- ¥essals stoning high prassure Hquids (276.6 kPa) ... Oloser vont SKSIEm @00 GOl GOV .o 563

Contro! teshniques selected as BDT are |

s ized.
“A‘ mechar}icai shoe seal Is also allowad in place of & iguwd-mounted primery 38l
e Uncontrolied assumss: {1) Access haich, with ungaskeiad,
unbolted cover, (3) bullt-up column wells, with ungasketed s

clied cover, (2% automatiz gauye Tloat well, with ungasketed,

iding cover; {4} Iadder well, with ungasketed sliding cover; (5}

edustable roof lags; (6) sample well with siit fabric {(10% open area); (7) 1-nch diameter Sub drains: and {8} vacuum breaker

#ith, gasketed weighted mechanical actuation,

* Control consists of (1) accass hatch, with gasketed, boled cover {2} automatic gauge floal well, with paskeled, bolled

fﬁgigr: (3) built-up column wells, with gesketed sliding cove

d mechanica!l aciuation.

in some instances it may uot be
Possible to equip an internal floating
roof with a liquid-mounted primary seal.
The corrosive or solvent properties of
Soroe Hquids are such that they will
Yestroy the polymeric fabric that
encapsulates the seal. Owners or
Uperators of such affected facilitias
tould comply with the proposed
Blandards by installing a closed vemt
System and control device. However, the
Goet effectiveness of requiring this
would be unreasonably high. Therefore,
the EPA examined other seal
technologies,

5 el d A 5 {4} ladder wsi
{8) sample well with siit abric (10% opan area); (7} T-inch diamater siub drain; and (9) vacuum breaker, with gasketed

whh gasketed sliding cover; (5} adjusiable roof

These controls are aiso required by the current NSPS and by typical SIP's

Mechanical shoe primary seals can be
used in a wide variety of lignids with
solvent and corrosive properties. The
portions of the seal that are normally
mmetallic may be constructed of, or
coated with, materials that will be
compatible with the stored liquid. Thers
are no emissions test data on the
performance of mechanical shoe seals
on infernal floating roof vessels. But
tests on external floating roof vessels
storing petroleum liquids have
demonstrated that the emission
reduction capability of mechanical shoe
seals is slightly less than thai of liquid-

mounted seals, but greater than that of
vapor-mounied seals,
Mechanical shoe seals are more costly

exiensive modifications 1o the design of
an internal floating roof {particularly
noncontact internal floating roofs) may
be necessary to equip an internal
Tloaling roof with a mechanical shoe
seal. Because of the higher cost. it is
unlikely that an sllowance for
mechanical shoe seals would result in
these seals being instailed in intexnal
fioaiing roof vessels unless liguid-
mounied seals cannot be used. Becanse
of the wide variety of liguids that may
be stored in affecied facilities and the
variations of seal material, it is not
possible to develop a list of instances in
which mechanical shoe seals would be
allowed in place in liguid-mounted
seals. Thereforse, mechanical shoe seals
were also selected as BDT for new fixed
roof storage vessels,

There are siill other control options 1o
be considered. The next control option
6 consider is the addition of a
secondary seal over the liguid-mounted
primary seal, The incremental cost
effectiveness of this for the modal vesse
in Table 1 would be about $23.400
Mg, This was judged to be
unreasonable, and secondary ssals were
rejected as BDT. Since the cost
effectiveness of installing a secondary
seal over a primary seal is independent
of vessel diameter and would not vary
with vesse! size, secondary seals were
not selected as BDT for vessels larger
than the model vessel because the
ingremental cost effectiveness would
s1ill be unreasonable, The Agency then
examined the incremental cost
effectiveness of adding the secondary
seal for liguids that have higher vapor
pressures. Increasing the vapor pressure
of the stored liguid from 8.8 kPa to 38
kPa {=5 psia is a vapor pressure iypical
of motor gasoline, which is the most
commmonly stored petroleum liguid)
would decrease the incremental cost
effectiveness from about $23,400 per Mg
to abont 84,550 per Mg, This was also
jfudged to be unreasonable. Supported
by these analyses, the cost effectiveness
of secondary seals was considered
unreascnable, and on this basis, they
were rejected as BDT for all vessel sizes
and liguid vapor pressures.

Another control option would be to
control deck seam emissions by
reguiring welded decks. The incremenial
cost effectivenass of this for the model
vessel in Table 1 would be about $76.0560

per Mg. This was judged to be
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would decreast incremental cost
P"m( tivenes ."f.“@m ‘*- 2.560 per Mz to

8,800 per M L: in the model vegsel This
vag still cons ssonable, and
is control opm:n was agsin rejected as
T for all vessal sizes and Hquid vapoer
pressures.

As the vapor pressure of a stored
liquid increases i atmospheric pressurs
the liquid boils. The conirol technologies

selectad as BOT are not appropriate to
hoiling liguids. Thers ars no test data on
internal floating roof vessels storing
liquids with vapor pressures h;gﬁw; than
47 kPa; tberﬂfo.\,, thers is some
ungertainty in the effectiveness of the
controls as the vapor pressure ingreasss
to the boiling peint (101 kPa). The
current peim!eum liguid siorage vessel
NSPS and typical state implementation
plans (SIP's) require a closad vent
system and conirol device for vessels
storing liguids that have vapor pressures
graater than or equal to 78.6 kPa {111
psia). Because quuids with vaper
praggures greater than 76.6 kPa may
reach the boilir ng point on high
temperature days, and beaau:e the BDT
control technologies previousty selected
are inappropriate for boiling liquids, the
Agency decided that BDT for vessels
:siormJ such hqmds should be a closed

system and conirol device rather

than an internal floating roof with a
liquid-mouthed primary geal and
controlled fittings. Liquids with vaper
pressures less than 78.6 kPa ars not
bgwlv {o veach the boiling point on high
temperature days, and the internal
floating roof with a liquid-mouthed
primary seal and controlled fittings is
appropriate in these cases.

,‘14
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New Externcl Floating Roof Vessel

Table 1 presents the control options
for new external floating roof vessels
and their associated costs. New external
floating roof vessels with vapor-
mounted primary seals (mly, could be
built as external floating roof vessels
equipped with vapor-mounth primary
seals and continuous secondary seals.
This is the minimum required bas the
NSPS for netmleum hqum storage

) vessele and as such, this level of control
ia already required for many v vessels.
I‘hl:. level of control results in a savings
rather than a cost. The next conirol
opﬁsn considered is a liguid-mounted
pr!.m"“f seal with a continuous
SS(‘U‘{!huI‘y seal rather than the vapor-
mounted primary seal with s continuous
secondary seal. The incremental cost
effectiveness of requiring this control
option over the base case {vapor-
mounted primary seal with a secondary
seal) is a credit. A mechanical shoe

ntad primary seal i
flth a 82 m‘ijaw seai The
of §

oyt on is control of the roof fitlings
35 paquin eu for internal floating roof
vossels. It is not pussible from t‘w data

available fm‘ xternal floating roofa to
quaniify the m“iasmn@ from
uncontrolled roof fittings. In the EPA’s
judgment, the effectiveness cost of
(,ontmllmg fitting emissions from
external floating roofs i3 substantially
the same as for internal floating roofs
for two reasons. First, the costs of
gaskst material are small; thus, the

varzabvluy in the numbers of types of
fitiings between types of vessels would

not incur a significant differential in
toidi gasket cosis, In addxtlon, some of
the types of fittings that would require
control on external floating roof vessels
are essentially the same as those on
internal floating roof vessels. These
factors cause the costs of conirolling
fittings to be very nearly the same.
Secondly, emission tests confirm that
fitiing emissions are independent of
wind speed; the anticipatsd emissions
from either type of vessei are, therefors,
approximately egual, and subsequently,
the cost effectiveness in sach case will
also be approximately equal. There are
no additional control options that will
achieve mere emisgion X‘EdUCUO"] than
those options already considered.
Therefore, BOT for new exiernal floating
roofs is a liquid-mounted primary seal
with a coniinuous rim-mounted
secondary seal or a mechanical shoe
primary seal with a continuous rim-
mounted secondary seal and conirolled
roof fittings.

As previously explained when
discussing internal floating roof vessels,
both the cost and emissions of seal

systems are directly proportional fo the -
dlameter of the vessel. Therefore, as the
vessel diamster increases, the cost
effectiveness of BDT will remain
constant and would siill be reasorable. .
As the vapor pressure of the stored
liguid increase, the emissions reduction
increases, and therefore, the product
recovery credit obiained by BDT
conirels grows even larger. Therefors,
BDT still results in a credit, not a cost,
and it is reasonable to require BT for
larger vessels and vessels storing liguids
up io 76.8 kPa.

However, as noted before for fixed
roof vessels {and for the same reascnsj,
the floating rocf and seal aystem
controls that comprise BDT are not
appropriate for high pressure liguida.
BDT for vessels storing liquids with a
vapor pressure greater than or equal to

sed vent sysien
ice, It should be nots
'. g these high p:cs
1 not be Lmli‘ 3 external
ves:—zel 3. bxtumul ﬂasav*_
are not er m}oqed and,
e, have no vents. Rather than
ructing an exier vxai i'f)a?mg roof
vassal, an owner or operator wishing io
stora a high pressure liguid would
sonstruct a fixted roof vessel with
closed vent system and control device
sitached, Tharefore, the BT conirole
for high pressure liquids have been
geparaiad in Table 1 from the floating
roof and seal system BDT conirols.

The equipment selected as BDT fos
external floating reof vessels has a
saleulated emissions rate that is tower
than the equipment gelected as BDT
conirol for {ixed roof vesaels. However,
the cost affectiveness of building the
mods! vessel as a BDT external floating
roof vessel rather than an internal
ﬁoating roof vessel with a liquid-
mounted primary seal and controlled
fittings i3 estimated to be $11,700 per
Mg. This was judged to be
unreasonable, Therefore, the Agency
rejeciad the reguirement that all storage
vessels b2 es’;mpped with external
floating roofs.

rasels
’mmdu
il{‘dﬁ}}}. ro

raof
tners
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Environmental, Economic, Nonair
Quality, and Energy Impacts of 80T

The smission reduction due to the
implamentation of BDT is estimated io
be 31,100 Mg in the {ifth year of
implementiation (1988). In the calcelation
of these inpacts it was assumed that 80
percent of the new external floating roof
vesgels that would have been affected
facilities under the current NSP3S for
petrolenm liguids storage vessels would
have bsen equipped with mechanical
shoe seals and not vapor-mountsd
primary seals. This ratio is based en &
1977 distribution of shoe seals to
resilient seals. The major porticn of the
emigsion reduction (=220,060G Mg} is
obtained by building new floating roof
vessels {internal and external) in pi, oo
of fixed roof vessels. Most of the
remaining emission reduction is
obiainad by requiring liguid-mounisd
primary seals rather than vapor- k
mounted primary seals on new internal
and external Noating roof vessels.

The {ifth year copital and annualized
cost of implemaming BDT are estimated
to be $15.8 million and a credit,
Pesper‘?wel}y These costs are judged to
iz reasonable. There are no adverse
nonair guality or energy impacfa

1ssociated with the floating roof and
seal contro] techniques selected as BOT.
Therefore, after considering the impacts
of BOT on vessels storing liguids with
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vapor pressures less than 76,6 kPa, the
internal floating roof, liguid-mounted
primary seal and controlled fittings, or
the external floating roof with a liguid-
mounted or mechanical shoe seal, and
continuous secondary seal and
conirolled fittings, continued to be
selected as BDT.

There are no impacts attributable to
the requirement that vessels storing high
pressure liquids be equipped with closed
vent systems and control devices, The
gurrent NSPS for petroleum liquid
storage vessels and tvpical SiP's reguire
closed vent systems and control devices
for vessels storing high pressure liguids,
Therefore, no impacts {emission
reduction, costs, energy, and nonair
quality] were attributed to the preposed
standards as a result of the
reguirements on vessels storing high
pressure liguids {less than or equal to
78.8 kPa),

Selection of Format for the Proposed
Standards

Section 111 of the Clean Air Acl
requires an emission standard whenever
it is feasible. Section 111(h) states that
“if in the judgment of the Administrator,
it is not feasible to prescribe or enforce
a standard of performance, he may
instead promulgate & design, eguipment,
work practice, or operational standard,
or combination thereof . . . The term
“not faasible” is applicable if the
emizgions cannot be captured and
vented through a vent or stack designed
for that purpose, ar if the application of
& measurement methodology is not
practicable because of technological or
enonomic limitations.

Dietermining compliznce with an
mission standard for siovage vessels
would require the measurement of
i tnrage vessel;
would have to be
in a manner that wounld sllow the
rement of pollutant concentration
iow rates. Iuternal snd external
g roof storage veesele do nol
iy have 2 conveyance dess
fure the emissions or & stack or vent

18 @
® vessed, air will low into the
osed space betwesn the fixed
ing roofs through some of
g put o
: others.

contained by the deck or seal system
will be swept cut of the enclosed space.

Equipping each storage vessel with a
capture and stack system would require
that the vessel vents be sealed and that
the emissions be transported to a
measurement system. In most cases, the
closure of the vessel vents would
require the vessel to be blanketed with
inert gas to prevent the creation of
explosive or flammable mixiures in the
vessel or measorement system. This
would certainly be economically
fmpracticable, especially considering
that the scle purpose of the system
would be for emissions testing. For this
reason, the Administrator concluded
that establishing an emission standard
is not feasible for internal HAoating roof
storage vessels,

As previously stuied, external foating
roof vessels are open to the atmosphers
in that they have no fixed roof. Because
of this, it.is technoligically impossible to
equip these vessels with a closed vent
system, It is possible to equip these
vessels with fixed roofs. 5 this is done,
the vessel would be an internal floating
roof vessel, and the rationale for not
establishing an emission standard for
internal floating roof vessels would still
hold. Therefore, the Administrator
concluded that establishing an emission
standard for external floating roof
vessels is infeasible.

The possibility of establishing a
“design, equipment, work practics, or
operaticnal stendard, or sombination
thersof” wes then examined. The
equipment that comprises BOT for
vessals storing affected Houids with
vapor pressures less than 78.8 kPa
comsists of certain eguipment and design

reguirements. This eguipment is an
fmternal floating roof with 2 Younid-

mounted primary seal and controlled
ittings, or an external fleating roof with
id-mounted or mechanical shoe
primary seal, a continucus rim-mounted
secondary seal, and controlled fittings.
Operational and work practice
requirements, which consist of
inspection and repair requiremants, are
ssary to ensura the continued
ority of the control equipment.
Therefore, the Administrator conci
that the format of the standards
these vessels should include
combination of a design. aguj
work practice, and operational
stenderds,

por contro! systen cons
two distinet parts: (1] A olosed

at then prunesses

vapors by gither recovering them as
product or disposing of them. The EPA
considered an emission standard for
storage vessels that are controlled with
closed vent systems and control devices
or disposal systems. The first possibility
thal was considered was a mass
emission lmitation.

Closed vent systems and control
devices are gensrally used in
gonjunctica only with fixed roof vessels.
Fixed roof vessel mass emissions vary
considerably as a function of vessel
capacity, vapor pressure of the stored
figuid, the molecular weight of the
stored liguid, and the utilization rate of
the storage vessel. Because of the wide
variation in the amount of VOC vapors
being emitted from storage vessels, a
mass emission limit cannot be selected
that would be achievable on a worst-
case basis {i.e., large vessel capacity,
high vapor pressure, and high utilization
rate}, and at the same time would
allow the gonstroction of closed vent
syetems and control devices that are
less effective than BDT. On this basis,
the Administrator rejected any type of
mass emission formeat for this section of
the proposed standards,

The possibility of establishing
reduction efficiency emission standards
Ior vessels controlled by closed vent
tems and conirol devices or disposal
rsizms was then examined. Emissions
Bom stovage vessels are variable ang
are often at low rates that are too low 1o
measare. When liguid is entering a
vessel, the liguid surface rises, forcing
vapors above the liguid surface out of
the vessel. While this is oncurring, the

r flow rate and ¢
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available in small vessel volumes and
dizmeters, Because external flosting
rouf vessels are typically not )
constructed with volumes less than
130.000 galions {480 m?), in examining
the cost eﬂectiveness of controlling
viessels with volumes less than 40,000
gailons {151 m?¥, it was assumed that
these vessels would be built as fixed
roof vessels, not external floating roof
vessels. The current petrolenm liquids
NSPS as well as typical 8IP's have
volume and vapor pressure cutoffs of
40,000 gallons and 1.5 psia (10.3 kPa),
respectively. The cost effectiveness of
equipping a 40,000 gallon fixed roof
veesel storing a liquid with a vapor
pressure of 1.5 psia with BDT is $450 per
tg. This was judged to be reasonabie,
and the EPA decided that emissions
from such vessels should be controlied.
The Agency then focused on the cost

effectiveness of lowering the cutoff
volume or vapor pressure from 40,000
gallons and 1.5 psia. The available data
indicate that lowering the vapor
pressure cutoifs provides more
nationwide emission reduction than
does lowering the volume cutoff.
Therefore, it was decided 1o examine
the cosi effectiveness of first lowering
the vapor pressure cuteff. Vapor
pressures of 1.0 psia {8.9 kPa), 0.5 psia
(3.5 kPa), and 0.25 psia {1.75 kPa] were
examined. A cost effectiveness of
requiring controls for an individual
vessel with a volume of 40,000 gallons
storing a liguid with a true vapor
pressure ~* 0.5 psia is about $1,800 per
Mg. assuming a recovery credit of $350
per ’\/’g This value is N*pr%ed‘[the of
very low priced liquid chemicals an
has been used in the cost analysis of
nest of this standard. However, the

ralue of the Ctaei'ﬁlCdla between 0.5 psia
11.0 psia aliy is much greater
fan $2 rG per dg. The average value of
this vapor pressure range is
-ﬂg this more realistic
or chemicals yields a
s of about 551,4{!9 per

the vapor pressure, or tank
2, or both increase. Thus, the
Ontrct of tanks with larger, more
\plml \muf'_xe s {on the order of 150,
tatlons) in this va apor pressure
~ould result in a net annual cre
.uHu,x than a cost. Excluding petro
Guids {such as crude oil and gaso
hi’ average cost of co*ﬁxo”'ng liqui ds
vith vapor pressures bo'wmn 0.5 and
0 psia, X equa
0.000 gal Ol’lé., 3 5240 pe; M’c {assumi
' recovery credit of 5360 per MG)
¢Iroleum lquids are typically stored in

’J
\J
<

o w
'3 o]

Ito
n

!:yg r—v-

tanks larger than 206,000 gallons, for
which the standards will lead to savings
rather than additional costs. Taking
these factors into account, it is
reasonable to control all tanke at least
40,000 gallons in size storing liguids with
rapor pressures of at least 8.5 psia.

The Agency then examined the cost
effectiveness of requiring controls at
vapor pressures lower than 0.5 psia. The
cost effectiveness of requiring controls
on an individual vessel with & volume of
40,000 gallons storing a liquid with a
vapor pressure of 0.25 psia is about
$3,000 per Mg. This was judged to be
h"’lI”EaSODab e, and as a result the
Agency decided that controls would not
be required at vapor pressures less than
0.5 kPa.

Next, the cost effectiveness of
lowering the volume cutoff from the
tentative value of 40,000 gallons while
holding the vapor pressure constant at
0.5 psia was examined. The cost
effectiveness of control Ing an individual
vessel with a volume of 20,800 gallons
storing a liquid with a true vapor
pressure of 0.5 psia is about $3,200 per
Mg. This was judged unreasonable, and
therefore, it was decid ed not ip require
controls at volumss less than 40,000
gallons for vessels storing liguids with
vapor pressures less than 0.5 psia. Thus,
the volume and vapor presgure levels of
40,008 gallons {181 m?% and 0.5 psia (3.5
kPa), respectively were selected as one
component of the final volume vapor
pressura cutoffs,

The preceding ana‘svsib did not
address the possibility of conirolling
emissions from small vessels {20,000
gallons) that store gascline or other
highly volatile liquids. A 20,300 gallon
uncontrolled fixed roof tack storing
gasoline may have twice the
unconirolled emissions of a 40,000 gallon
tank storing a liquid with a true vapor
pressure of 0.5 psia, and the emission
redustion obtained by BDT may also be
twice as great. Gasoline has a vapor
pressure of about 4 psia or greater
depending on grade "nii storage
erature. The cosi e tiveness of
ng a 20,000 gailon tank storing a
sia liguid is about $140 per Mag.
lecling this cutoff would redm.e
sions from small vessels storing
line and other highly volatile liguids
cost fx)m,veness that is ]LJ" g to

er, thare is very

4.0 bl

Se

emis
oasm
ata
be 1easonuble. Howeave
little known about vessals between
0,000 and 40,000 gallons storing liquids
wuh vapor pressures less than 4.0 psia.
The Agency woul" have to have more
information concerning the location of
these ve%ds and the uqmcs being
storad before a cutoff less than 4.0 psia
could be established. Consequently,

storage vessels of a size 4'3 000 gallons
or greater and storing liquids with a
vapor pressurs of 0.5 psxa or greater are
required to comply with the propossd
standards. Also, storage vessels of a

size 20,000 gallons or greater and storing

a liquid with a vapor pressure of 4.0 psia
or greater are reqtured to coroply with
the proposed standards.

Modification/Reconstruction
Considerations

As specified in section 111 of the
Clean Air Act [CAA), standards of
perfermance affect not only those
facilities constructed afier the date of
proposal but also facilities that have
been modified or reconstrucied after the
date of proposal, This section describes
the conditions under which an existing
facility becomes subject to the
standards of performance.

Modification” is defined in section
111{a}(4) of the CAA as "any physical
change in, or change in the operation of,
a stationary source which increases the
amount of any air pollulant emitied by
such source or which resulis in the
emission of any air pollutant not
previcusly emitied.” Few, if any,
changes in the physical r’onfiguratmn of
the storage vesseis that would increase
ernissions are anticipated. An
operational change that would increase
emissions is a changing ol.the stored
liquid from & VOU non-emitting liquid to

a VOUC emitting liquid.

Section 80.14{e) of the General
Provisions to Part 80 lisis several
changes that are not considered
modifications. Ameng these is the use of
a raw materizal, if prior to the date of
proposal of the s L:mdard, the existing
facility was designed to accommodate
that alternative use. This exemption
applies to changing of liquids in storage
vessels. A change of liquids, therefore,
does not constitute a modification. Thus,
few, if any modifications of
vessels are c,\'*)m':ted

Under the rnm nst

{40 CFR 80.15)
become a af
capital cost o
50 pergent of §
would be requi
compdrd‘)h e
gxpected that

ciy \mmstam

siora

C-"’J

ce ‘asnop‘mc colla
colidpqe of an ex b
would a facility b ecome subject io the

reconsiruction provisions




(k] of

1
an
“include as part of such standard =
raquirements as will assure the proj
operation and maintenance of &
elemsnt of . ., equipment.” For
the inspection, reperting and
recordkeeping requirsmeants w &
discussed for each type of BD'T contrals
in seguence.

22

Internc! Floaiing Roof Vessels

Afier the vessel is filled, it will be
impossible to accurately ascertain the
condition of the primary seal.
Additionally, most repairs cannst be
performed on an internal floating rocf
that ia in service. Therefore, the
proposed standards would require that
the owner or operator inspect and report
the condition of the internal floa
raof, seals, and other required
equipment before placing the storage
vessel in service. During this initial
internal ingpection, the cwner or
operator would inspect for defects on
the internal floating reof and for holes,

envelope (if any). Beca
of seal gaps when the roof is
supporis is ity predi
the seal gaps whan o :
5o initial seal gap measurement i
required for the seals oo internal
floating roof vessels.

The report containing the results of
the initia! inspection would alse specify
the exact type of controls used,
including seal type, and gasketing
material, as well as certifying that
internal floating roof, seal system and
fittings meet the specifications of BDT
and are free of defects.

Because internal floating roofs and
seals can fail, resulting in an increase in
emissiong, it was decided to require that
each sterage vessel be inspected
pericdically and that any failures be
repaired.

Control equipment failures such as the
sinking or hanging up of & internal
floating roof, detachiment of the seal
from the deck (in whole or in part}, holes
in the seal fabric or envelope, and no
liguid in a iquid-filled seal, are major
failures of the control equipment that
would be visible during a visual
inspection of the seal from the fixed
roof, and inspecticn for these is
required. Visual inspection from the
fixed roof is not time consuming
(estimated to be less than 1 labor hour

floating reci and i
Hawever. it is hazardous to enier
internal floating roof vessels while they
are in service, and the vessel would
have to be eniered o measwe seal gaps.
Additionally. uniike externa!l floating
rocfs, many internal floating reofs are
igi uctures. Thus, the

placement of wor
measure the gaps may change the gaps
that would be measured. On this basis,
the Administrator decided not to require
periodic gap measurements for internal
floating roof vessels.

In considering the frequency at which
roof sinkings and hang-ups, seal
detachment, and holes ox tears in the
seal fabric should be inspecied, the

Administrator balanced the frequency of

1

failures {low). against the cost of visual
inspection {smallj and the potential
benefit obtained by detecting and
repairing the failure {varying]. Industry
experience indicates that the expected
frequency of major failures would be
measured in vears rather than months.
Consequently, inspections as frequently
as quarterly would be unnecessarily
frequent for detection of major failures.
Since i is necessary o detect only
major failures during the visual
inspection and since thesa ccour
infrequently, visual inspactions are,
therefors, reguired on an annual basis.

if during the annual visual inspection,
the cwner or operator {inds that the
floating roof has sunk; that Hguid has
accumulated on the floating roof; that
there are holes or tears in the seal; that
the seal is detached; or that the seal is
no longer operating as designed (e.g..
liquid-filled seal hae no liquidy; these
failures would have to be repaired. In
order to repair these failures, any hguid
ini the storage vessel may have to be
removed, and the storage vessel must be
degassed. Once this is completed, there
would be no additional emissions dus to
control equipment failure. For this
reason, there is no rationale for a limit
on the length of time allowed for
repairing conirol equipment failures.
However, it is reasonable to place a
time gonstraint on the length of time
liquid would be allowed to remain in the
unrepaired storage vessel. The
Administrator considered requiring that
the liquid be removed immediately after
a failure is detected. However, not all
facilities could be expected to have
extra storage capacity for the displaced
liquid. A survey of facilities indicated
that most facilities could empty a

require
siorage ve
sguipmeant or €
within 30 day
requirement i i tal
Recorde of each inspeciion wo
kept. These recordkeeping provisions
are not burdensome {less than 1 labor-
hour per vessal per year) and are an-
important method of determining
compliance with the proposed
standards. Each such record would
identify the vessel, contain the date the
vessel was inspected and the results of
the inspection. Ne periodic reporting of
annual inspecticns is reqe’ edi
However, if a failurs is defected, a
report is required. The report would
have to identify the storage vessel that
did not meet the requirements of the

requirements. In
art would have te

requiremen

dmminiat

a renort Gam

storage &
specifying

the conirs
or the vesset
possibla.
Some fai
not be detect
inspaction frox
and iears are
the portions of
the fixed roof. Addi
limited by lighting and dis!
problems during the inspect
fixed roof. Because an .
inspection may detect
would otherwise go undetect
are advantages io requiring b

res of the seal sysiem may
hie during the visual

A

)
that the
vesse! be emptied and degassed, and at
internal inspection of the controls be
performed. Inspection of the control
equipment from both the underside nd
topside of the internal floating roof can
be performed when the vessel is
emptied and degassed.

The EPA then examined the frequency
at which inspections should be required.
The controls required or fixed rouf
vessels have & very low failure rate an
are expected to last many years when
installed properly. Data indicate that
vessels are generally degassed on the
average of once every 10 years for
inspection as a typical practice.
Therefore, if owners or operators were
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ired to perform internal lnapecuora

vessels at least oncz every 10

is recp emmi would, on the
iupdl def'»

i
th

uentiy; since there are
ming internal
nal flesting roof
ce they are

the average of
2 proposed standards

8332 ewrv 0y
tied and degassed to p ira ldll ure
isua!l inspection,
n rnust be

ction will be

is i
r the 10- -year inspection,
ind d'xctx BT ‘nt ernal inspection will not
se required for ancther 10 years. This

equirement will result in one degassing
vhere two would have occurred
nherwx 52,

To nf[:] d the Administrator the
tunity to have an observer present

stain the condition of the control
pm nt before the vessel is refilled
vith VOL, the propused standards
“(Ith’ that the owner or cperator
bmit written notification of the
1130 da } Tl advance. This is
hen the internal inspection
s scheduled in the tenth

8 piace g

}‘ owever, there are instances in Whmn
he mwmd’ inspaction may take place

zari}; An Lm“hnnﬂd plant shmumvn or
ither event may provide the owner or
ipe 5T @ convenient time o inspect,
wd if necessary repair. To require that

he vassel remain empty for pos;.szy
luys prior to refill in these situations
nay deter cwners and operators from
nepecting the control equipment. This is
se in many cases, requiring the
essel - _main empty mey require
he plant be shutdown for the 30 days.
‘he costs of this would be so punitive as
hat owners or ope"a‘iors would elect not
0g L) and dc‘

l{u\v‘é}\’iﬂi the lmvec*lun and repair ¢
entrol equipment whenever possible
esirable. To alleviate the burden of ¢
O-day notice of refill in those
‘heduled cases, the proposed
rds ailow for a shorter
wlification period. If the internal
aspection is parformed prior to the
enth year, the owner and operator shall
otify the Administrator at least 7 dap
wior to refill. Notification shall be made
¥ telephone followed by written
Ocumentaticn uemonstrahng why 39
wye notice could not have been
Umm atively, this notification, inciuding
e written du(,umom tion may be made
1 writing and seni by express mail.

at

1'
L
il

'or t} e reul
clean,

]

epain Hf‘we ve
EPA req ments on the 7 ¢
period; are there particular
circumstances -3 which the 7 day
period may cause hardst no in the
industry, and what is the frequency of
such circumstances.

The results of each internal inspectio
ghall be recorded. The record shall
identify the storage vessel, the date the
inspection was performed, the condition
of the control equipment {deck, seal
gaskets). list any repairs made io the
conirol equipment and certify that the
control x,quxpmem met the specifications
of BOT prior to refilling the vessel with
VOL. No permdlc xeporunc of the
internal inspection is necesgsary.

However, if a control equzp ment

ailure is detected, a report is reqiired.

The report would identif fy the storage
vessel that did not meet the
equirements of the proposed standards
and the reasons it did not fulfill the
vequirements. In addition, the report

would have to describe the steps
necessary to bring the vessel into
compliance with the proposed
standards.

..4_.

-1

External Floating Roof Vessels

The seal system of an exisrnal
floating roof vessel may fail, and gaps
may develop between the primary or
secondary seal and the vessel wall. The
primary seal (in particular the
underside) will not be visible once the
vessel is placed in service. Therefore, to
ensure that the seals are in good
operating condition, the proposed
standards require the owner or operator
to initially inspect the controls {seal
system) prior to placing the vessel in
service.

During this initial internal inspection,
the owner or eperator would inspect for
holes, tears, or other openings in the
primary seal or seal fabric including the
emelop {if any) and holes, tears, or
openings in the secondary seal. Because
the condition of seal gaps when the roof
is resting on sunp ris is not necessarily
pr clrtwe of the seal gaps when the roof
is floting, no seal g ap measurement is
rrquuba prior to placing the vessel i

rvice.

“The results of the initial inspection
will be submitted to the Administrator
in a report, along with a description of
the exact type of controls, znc‘uunﬂ seal
type, as well as a certification that the
seal system is free of defects

As stated previously, seal ga p
measursments are an excelient
of the performance of the seal s 3

o
>
3

measure
te

T‘us, seal gap measurements constitute
a “performance tesi’ that will ensure

that the seals are 0
Such measur:
current NS
storage ves F,e.'ls
have been a”s
OWTNEr o Oper

T ‘he
wouH be 'equx ed 1o
measure the g:p in both the primary
and secondary seals within 80 days of
introducing VOL into the storage vessel
and would be required to submit the
results in a written report to the
Adrinistrator.

Caps in the seals may develop over
time as the seal system is exposed 1o the
elements and abrades agaiust the vessel
wall. An exammaim of t ’
data shows that 98 percen
mounted primary seals and a8
the mechanical shoe primqry al
would be expected to be within the gap
limitations aliowed by these proposed
standards, Also, some gap measurement
techniques reguirz that the secondary
seal be pulled back during the
measurement process, resulting in
increased emissions dw’mg the
measurement. In evaluating the
frequency with which these
measuremenis shouid be performed, the
Agency balance the expected low
incidence of fajlures against the possible
increases in emissions and concluded
that the 5-year interval between ; primary
seal gap measurements required by
Subpart Ka is sufficient to detect thoss
failures that do occur. Therefors, the
Administrator selected 5 ysars as the
frequency of mieasurements for primary
seal gaps.

Secondary seals gan also deve]op
gaps, which will increase emissions.
from the seal area. The available data
show that about 85 percent of the
secondary seal would be within the gap
limitation specified by these proposed
standards. While the failure rate of
secondary seals is expected to be
similar to primary seals, there is free
access 10 the aecondary seal, and the
measurement of secondary seal gaps
would net result in increased emissions
during the measurement process. Also,
the presence of an adequately
functioning sevondary seal is
fundamental in reducmg scal emissions.
Therefore, it was soncluded that
secondary seal measurements should be
made more frequently than primary seal

gap measurements. The szlscted
interval, once per year, is based on the
free access to the seal and its
importance as a control « evice. In the
event that the mvaculei [

specified limit )
operator must I’C}Jau the s econdary seal
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w
4}
b3
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requested
Subpart §
OWRer o7 ©
within 66 d F per rmmg eac L gap
meaguremant T%ze \g ncy has
4

stermiz
the primary or secc mary sea‘ do rmt
exceed ths specified limitations, 2
record of the measurement is sufficient
and that reporis are unnecessary.
Therefore, these proposed standards,
and the proposed amendment to Subpart
Ka, require only records for each gap
measurement be kept by the owner or
operator. Fach record shall contain the
data of measurement, the raw data
obtained in the measurement, and the
f-ﬂsalis.

In the event the measured gaps
exceed those specified, a report wouiﬁi
be required. The report wou 1d have to
identify each storage vessel that did not
mest the requirements of the proposed
standards and the reason it did not
fulfill the requirements. In addition, the
report would have to describe the steps
necessary to bring the storage vessel
into compliance thh the proposed
standards.

In the event it is necessary to empy

and degas the vessel to effect repa"
the owner or cperator must pr”"xa@ '46
days notice to the Administrator prior to

2fill, Again, as with internal floating
reof vessels, the owner or operator must
p;'nvrde 7 days notice prier to refill
ification shall be made by telephone

vec{ by written documentation
sstrating why 30 days notice could

¢ bean given, Alternativei
noti fiC tion, rzciudmg the writ
documentation may be made in writing
and sent by EXpress ma

Closed Vent Sysiems and C
Devices

T‘s nna"*ip i"“a EPAta d

Controf

astermine

18 require

' pians
the
m ‘mhz:{;atim‘s
{i} f the facility is

a*ﬂi spwxflcat:
EPA as an atta
red by § 607

exempt from § 80.7{a}{1}, %ne dn“mxzfai
shall be made as an attachment tg the
notification required by § 86.7{a}{2}.

including IpOT CC
varying Tiqu conditic
and tat‘c,, and the manufz fur
design specifications for the control
device. If the control device or the
closed vent capturs system recaives
vapors, gases or liguids, vther than
fuels, from scurces that are not
designated sources under this subpart.
the efficiency demcnstraiion is t¢
include consideration of all vapors,
gases and liquids received by the closed
vent capture system and contrel device,
Closed vent systems and vapor
control devices are also subject to
failures or improper operations and,
therefore, require periodic inspection.
Examples of failures or improper
cperation include insufficient
combustion temperature in the thermal
oxidation unit, allowing a carbon bed to
become saturated with crganics prior te
desorbing and compressar failures.
Many, but not all, failures can be
detected by regular inspection of
operaamnal parameters. Therefore, the
proposed standards would require the
owner or operator to submit, along with
the design specifications of the closed
vent sysiem and conirol device, an
operating plan. The operating plan
would contain 2 description of the
parametier or paramefe s to be
monitorad to ensure that the control
device is cperated in conformance with
its design and an xp;dnat"on of the
criteria used for selection of that
parameter [or parameters). The owner
or operator would be required te cperate
and monitor the parameters of ihe
cloged vent system and conirct device in

accordance with the operatmc pian, The

Administrator will review and approve
or disapprove the pa ters io be

oniforsd. Becaase & wide
variation in types of systems, the
following discussion on the information
to be submitted should be considered
general guidance except where
otherwise noted.

For thermal sxidizers he d@sign
information should include the
autolgnition temperature of the VGG
vapors, the combustion tempera‘hr-e.
resxdi*nc\. timea at the combustion

temperature and flow rate. To ensure
prsper operation, components such as
compressors or blowers should be

arame
of th
5 UL

sm .,Molesd sisam- "“smfei air-assi
and nonassisted flares can act

percent Lsﬂ?rc. over a L,msd range ¢
ntent of the
d above 7.45

'i 2 L‘«ﬁlsCm

fiares are provided in the
regulaticn. An enclosed combustion
device with & minimum residence time
of 0.75 seconds and a minimura
temperature of 816°C will also provide
98 percent confrol. Documentation that
these conditions exist is sufficient to
meet the requirements of these
aﬁd"lda
Diesign informaticn submitted for
carbon adsorbers could include the
affinity of the VOC vapors for carbor,
the amount of carben in each bed, the
nwnber of beds, the humidity of the feed
gases, the temperature of the feed gases,
and flow rate. Gpﬂra ting information
should include desorpiion schedule,
steam prassure or temperature, and he
amru‘ﬁf: of steam used {for vacuum
degerption pressure drop should be
included]. Componen such as blowers
should be routinely inspected.
Dns'gn information for condensers
she m;a include the fina! temperature of
e VOO vapors, L}/De of co Dr*eascr &n(g
f‘L x~ tata. To ensure proper opera
itemns such as ccmpresacxs and pumps
C-QLuJ be inspected on a routine basis.
and tempera and refrigerant {if any}
levels should alse be monitored.
it is possible that the information
required to be repertad by this NGPS
could also be required by regulations of
‘perfuna In such a situation, the repart
reqwréd by the Szfpn“fumd regulations
couid be Stly:?::'?iﬁlu,d for the report or
reports required by this NSPS.

1
pr ovisions fo

%
[§33

Selection of Menitoring of Cperctions
Reguiremenis

Withot
OT H"ﬁ' 5

sub}eu to ’["1-‘ contrels reguired by the
pmpmeé standards. Therefore, the
proposed standards ¢ equre that the
cwier or aperator of each storage vesse
ith a capacity greater than or egual o
403 m® keep a record of the height,
diameter. snd capacity of each such
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vessel. These records may consist of
-purchase orders or other information
that is routinely kept.

Witheut information on the maximum
vapor pressure of the stored liguid, there
is no way {o determine whether a
storage vessal with a capacity greater
than 75 m*® is subiect to the controls
required by these propoesed standards.
To determine applicability of these
proposed standards, the owner or
operator would be required to maintsin
a record of the liguid stored, the period
of storage, and the maximum irue vapor
prassure of the liquid during the
respective period of storage. If an owner
or operator routinely keeps such ‘
records, no special record need be kept
for the purposes of the proposed
standards.

Because true vapor pressure of the
stored liguid is 2 function of storage
temperature, it is expected that if

pplicability of these standards were
based on the instantanecus true vapor
pressure of the stored liguid, some
vessels could be vnaffected during the
cooler seasons but could be affecied
during the summer months or during
short excursions from normal operating
temperatures, while other liguids could
remain unaffecied year round,

Facilities that arve affecied only under
unusual conditions could cause industry
difficulties in planning inspections and
in determining applicability. It was
decided, therefore, to base applicability
on the maximum frue vapor pressure of
the stored liquid. It was further decided
that the maximum true vapor pressurs
should be calculated {a) for vessels
operated at controlied temperatures that
differ from ambient temperatures, using
the highest expected calendar-month
average of the storage temperature, and
(b} for vessels operated at ambient
temperaiures, using the local maximum
monthly average ambient temperature
22 reported by the National Weather

Because temperature variations or
Process changes result in vapor pressure
changes of the stored liquid, it was
decided that the cwner or operator of
each affected facility should keep 2
record of the meximum {rue vapor
pressure at some point less than the
boint at which controls are required: 3.5
kPs for capacities greater than or equal
to 151 m® and 27.8 kPa for capacities
Breater than or equal o 75 m® but less
than 151 m® These vapor pressures
would be high enough so that records
wouid not be kept on liquids that could
ander reasonable circumstances,
the maximum i{rue vapor pressure
. but low enough so that records
be kept on most ligui 1
the maximum {rue vapor pressure

x

cutoffs. After consideration, it was
decided that recordkeeping wouid be
required for liguids with a maximum
true vapor pressure than or equal te 1.75
kPa for capacities graater than or equal
to 151 m® and 15.0 kPa for capacities
greater than or equal to 75 m® but less
than 151 m3

In developing the reporting
requirements in the proposed standards,
consideration was given to including
this information in annua! reports. It
was decided that the inclusion of this
information would be unnecessarily
burdensome. Therefore, the propesed
standards would not require the owner
or eperator to report on Vapor pressure
but would require the owner or operator
to maintain a record of the maximum
true vapor pressure for any liquid with a
vapor pressure greater than or equal to
1.75 kPa (for capacities greater than or
equel to 151 m% and 15.8 kPa {for
capacities greater than or equal to 75 m®
but less than 151 m9. For vessels
containing liguids that are normally

maintained below 3.5 kPa or 27.56 kPa for

the respactive capacity ranges, a
notification to the Administrator is
reguired when the maximum true vapor
pressure exceeds 3.5 kPa or 27.6 k¥a,
respectively. For refined peirsleum
products the vapor pressure may be
obtained from procedures specified in
API Bulletin 2517. For other compeounds
the vapor pressure may be obfained
from standard texis or measured as
described in ASTM Method D-287¢-75.
The owner or operator alse would be
allowed to use other appropriate means
to make the determination as approved
by the Adminisirator. Comment is
invited on the method of vapor pressure
calculation and the point at which
records shall be kept.

impacis of Reporting Requirements

The Paperwork Reduction Act (PRA]
of 1880 (Pub. L. 96-511] requires that the
Office of Management and Budget
{OMB] approve reporting and
recordkeeping requirements that gualify
as an “information collection request”
{(iCR). The EPA also uses 2-year periods
in its impact analysis procedures for
estimating the labor-hour burden of
reporting and recordkeeping
requirements.

During the first 2 years thai the
proposed standards would be in effect,
the average annual industry-wide
burden of the reporiing and
recordkeeping requirements associated
with the proposed standards would be
26,100 person-hours, based on an
average of 1,250 respondents per year.

Public Hearing

A public hearing will be held, if
requested, to discuss the proposed
standards in accordance with section
307{d)(5] of the Clean Air Act. Persons
wishing to make oral presentations
should contact the EPA at the address
given in the ADDRESSES section of this
preamble, Oral presentations will be
limited to 15 minutes each. Anysmember
of the public may file a written
statement with the EPA before, during,
or within 30 days after the hearing.
Written statements should be addressed
to the Central Docket Section address
given in the ADDRESSES section in this
preamble.

A verbatim transcript of the hearing
and written statements will be available
for public inspection and copying during
normal working hours at the EPA’s
Central Docket Section, in Washington,
11.C. (Ses ADDRESSES section of this
preamble.}

Docket

The docket is an organized and
complete file of all the information
gubmitied to or stherwise considered in
the development of this proposs
rulemaking. The principal purposes of

parties to readily identify and locate
documents so that they can effectivel
participate in the rulemaking process
and (2] to serve as the record in case of
judicial review, excluding interagency
review materials [section 307{d}{FY Al

hisceilanesus

As prescribed by Section 111,
establishment of gtandards of
performance for volatile organic liquid
siorage vessecls are preceded by the
Adminisirator's determination that VOO
emissions from the synthetic organic
chemical manufacturing indusiry and
volatile organic liquid storage vessels
contribute significantly to air pollution
which may be reascnably anticipated to
endanger public health or welfare. In
accordance with sectien 117 of the Aot,
publication of this proposal was
preceded by consuliation with
appropriate advisory comunitiees,
independent experts, and Federal
departments and agencies. The
Administrator will welcome comments
on all aspects of the proposed
regulations, including the technological
issues and the inspection program.

This regulation will be reviewed 4
years from the date of promulgation as
required by the Clean Alr Act. This
review will include an assessment of
such factors as the need for integration
with other programs, the existence of
alternative methods, enforceability,
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improvements in emission control
technology, and reporting requirements.

The information provisions associated
with this proposed rule (§§ 60.7, 80.8,
$0.114(b}, and 60.115(b)) will be
submitted for approval to the Office of
Management and Budget (OMB] ander
the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1960
U.5.C. 3501 &f seqg. Comments on thees
requirements should be submitted to the
Diffice of Information and Regulatory
Affairs of OMB--marked Attention:
Desk Officer for EPA. The final rule
package will respond to any OMEB or
public comments on the information
collection provisions.

Section 317 of the Clean Air Act
requires the Administrator to prepare an
economic impact assessment for any
new scurce standard of performance
promulgated under section 111(b) of the
Act. An economic impact assessment
was prepared for the proposed
regulations and for other regulatory
alternatives. All aspects of the
assessment are considered in the
formulation of the proposed standards
to ensure that the proposed standards
would represent the best system of
emizsion reduction considering costs.
The economic impact assessment is
included in the background information
document.

Under Executive Order 12291, the EPA
must judge whether a regulation is
*major” and therefore subject to the
requiremeni of a8 Regulatory Impact
Analysis. The Agency has determined
that this regulation would result in none
of the adverse economic effects set forth
in Section 1 of the Order as grounds for
finding a regulation to be a "major rule.”
Because the recommended control
equipment results in the retention of
affected liquids that would otherwise be
lost, the net annualized cost through the
first 5 vears of implementation including
depreciation and interest, is projected to
be a credit or savings rather than a cost,
{These costs (savings) do not include
lost opportunity costs {i.e., the profit or
return on investment that would be
derived by investing in other than air
pollution control equipment)]. No
increase in the price of VOC emitting
liquids attributable to implementation of
these proposed standards is expected.
The Agency has therefore concluded
that this regulation is not a “major rule”
under Executive Order 12291,

This regulation was submitted to the
Office of Management and Budget
{OMB) for review as required by
Executive Order 12291. Any comments
from the OMB to the EPA and the EPA
response to those comments are
included in Docket Number A-80-51.
The docket is available for public
inspection of the EPA’s Central Docket

Section, West Tower Lobby, Gallery 1.
Waterside Mall, 401 M Sireet, SW,,
Washington, B.C. 20460

Regulatory Flexibility Analysis
Certification

Pursuant to the provisions of 5 U.8.C.
805({h), { hereby certify that this rule, if
promulgated, will not have a significant
economic impact on a substaniial
number of small busicess entities
because, in general, small businesses do
not own the type of facility affected by
these proposed standards. The
maximum capital and annualized costs
likely to be experienced by a small
business are estimated to be $6,30G and
$500 per affected facility, respectively. If
a small business did own an affected
facility, it is unlikely that any adverse
economic impacts would occur as a
result of these regulations because both
the capital and annualized costs are
small.
Liat of Subjecis in 42 CFR Part 50

Air pollution cenirsl, Aluminum,
Ammonium sulfate plants, Asphaslt,
Cement industry, Coal copper, Electric
power plants, Glass and glass preducts,
Grains, Intergovernmental relations,
iron, Lead, Metals, Metallic minerals,
Motor vehicles, Nitric acid plants, Paper
znd paper products indusiry, Petroleum,
Phosphate, Sewage disposal, Steel,
Sulfuric acid plants, Waste treatment
and disposal, Zing, Tires, Incorporation
by reference, Can surface coating,
Sulfuric acid plants, Industrial organic
chemicals, Organic solvent cleansrs,
Fossil fuel-fired steam generators,
Fiberglass insulation, Synthetic fibers.

{42 U.8.C. 7411, Clean Air Act 111}
Dated: July 10, 1984,

William 1. Ruckelshaus,

Administrator.

PART 60—[AMENDED]

For the reasons set out in the
preamble, it is proposed that 40 CFR
Part 60 be amended as set forth below.

1. Section 80.16 of Subpart A is
amended by revising the first entry in
the list to read as follows:

$60.18 Priority list.

1. Synthetic Organic Chemical
Manufacturing Industry {SOCMI) and
Volatile Organic Liquid Storage Vessels
and Handling Equipment

(a) SOCMI unit processes

(b) Volatile organic liquid (VGL)
storage vessels and handling equipment

{c) SOCMI fugitive sources

(d) SOCMI! secondary sources

2. Section 66.17 of Subpart A is
amended by revising paragraph (a){13),

adding paragraph {a}(41), and revising
paragraph [c)(1) as follows:

§80.17 incorporation by reference.

{a} w2 W

{13) ASTM-D-325-82, Test Method for
Vapor Pressure of Petroleum Products
{Reid Method), for §8§ 60.111(1),
60.111a(g), and 80.111b(f).

(41) ASTM-2878-75, Test Method for
Vapor Pressure—Temperature
Relationship and Initial Decompoesition
Temperature by Iscteniscope, for
§§ 80.111b{e)(3) and 60.116b{e)(ii).

& * * & LR

B ox %
G

{1) APl Publication 2517, Evaporation
Loss from External Floating Roof Tanks,
Second Edition, February 1980, for
§§ 60.111{1}, 80.111a{f), 60.111b{e)(1) and
80.116b{e}(i).

& * kg * *

3. The heading for Subpart K is

revised to read as follows:

Subpart K—~Standards of Perfermancs
ior Storage Yessels for Petrolaum
Liguids for Which Construction,
Reconstruction, or Modification
Commenced Afler June 11, 1873 and
Prior 1o May 19, 1978

4, The heading for Subpart Ka is
revised to read as follows:

Subpart Ka—Standards of
Performance for Storage Vessais for
Petroleum Liguids for Which
Construction, Reconsiruction, or
Modification Commenced After May
18, 1578, and Prior to July 23, 1984

5. In § 60.113a of Subpart Ka, the
introductory text of {a}{1}(i) is revised
and {a}(1)(i) (D) and (E) are added to
read as follows:

§60.1132 Testing and Procedurss,
(a) x k%
(1) * w K
(i) Determine the gap areas and
maximum gap widths between the

"primary seal and the tank wall, and the

secondary seal and the tank wall
according to the following frequency:
* % * * *

{D) Keep records of each gap
measurement at the plant for a period of
at least 2 years following the date of
measurement. Each record shall identify
the vessel on which the measurement
was performed, and shall contain the
date of the seal gap measurement, the
raw data obtained in the measurement
process reguired by paragraph (a)}{1}{ii)
of this section and the calculaticn
required by paragraph (a}(1){iii) of this
section.




4 { Proposed Rules 29733

Federal Register [ Vol. 49, No. 142 /

a maximum true vapor pressure less
than 15.6 kPz dre exempt from the
provisions of this subpart.

{d} This subpart does not apply to the

(E) If gither the results of each seal
gap calculated it paragraph (8)(1)(iii) of
tma section or each measured maximum
seal gap; exceed the limitations

specified by § 80.112a of this subpart, a following:
report shall be furnished m the {1) Vessels at coke oven by-product
A f‘mzznairat within 60 days of the date  plants.

of measurements. The repcr? ghall
identify the vessel and list eachre
why the vessel did not mest the
pecifications of § 60.112a. The report
;shaH also describe the actions necassary
t; bring the storage vessel info
.r:.ompl ance with the specifications of

{2) Pressure vessels designed to
operate in excess of 204.9 kPa and
without emissions to the atmesghere.

{3} Vessels permanen tiy aftached to
inunﬁe vehicles such as trucks, railcars,
bargss, or shipa.

{4} Vessels with a design cep "
than or equal to 1,589.874 m® usad
petroleum or condensate stored,
processad, or treated prior to custe

28010

.SC
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ity less
;

for

* ¥ £ ® ®

6. Add Subpart Kb as follows:

Aoy
%
KAJ

Subpart Kb—Siandards of Porformanse for  ransfer . N
Voiatiie Orgente Liguid Storage Vesesis fO} Veﬁa& _" d at bulk gascline

G’It[‘ﬁﬂud & vaper balance

including Petroleum Liguld Storage
sselis) for Which Sms%rz.cw@m
Beconstruction, or Moditication
commenced After July 23, 1884

oS,

Sec.
501105 Appli
affected faci
80111k D°zzrmmns
60.112b  Siandard for volatile organ oz
compounds {V’”IC} g
3b  Testing and procedires. 7
4b  Equivalent equipm
rog curw%
b Reporting and recordkeeping
requireme
h M

1 the Au{ in %
131 hus subpart as f*”hct rs:

{a} “Bulk gasoline plant” means any
soiifz:a distribution facility which has e
soline throughput .!f-”u than or equal to
\7G0 liters per d v, Gasoline
‘:m maximum

ut ag may be
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{3) To clarify the visual inspection
pegul n internal floating roof
storage vessel in § 60.113b of the
regulation that was published in the
Federal Register on April 8, 1987 {52 FR
11420). This notice clarifies that an
owner or operator of a storage vessel
wha chooses to install a double-seal
system as specified in
§ 60.112b{a){1}{ii){B) and then chooses to
conduct an annual visual inspection of
the double-seal system must also
conduct an internal inspection at

ramta A
ARG O

-intervals no greater than 10 years. This

section also clarifies that an owner or
operator who chooses to install 2
double-seal system may conduct an
internal inspection at intervals no
greater than 5 years, instead of the -
annusal visual inspection, If the operator
equips the storage vessel with a double-
seal system and conducis an internal
inspection every 5 years, the controls ere
considered equivalent to a single zeal
system and annual visual inspection.
These corrections and clarifications
do not change the requirements of the
regulation. They primarily clarify minor
technical ambiguities that have been
identified during the implementation of
the standards.

List of Subjects in 40 OFR Pari 68

\ir pollution control, Environmental
protection, Petrolenm.

Dated: August 4, 1988,
Don R.
Acting Assisiani Administraior for Air and
Radiation,
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For reasons set out in the preamble, 40
CER Part 60 is amended as {ollows:

PART 65—{ AMENDED]

1. The authority citation for Part 80
Continues to read

a J
Authorlty: 42 U.8.C. 7411 and 7801(a).

: 2: Section 60.110b is amended by
Tevising paragraph {c} tc read as
followes:

§60.1100 Applicability and designation of
affeciad facility.
*

£ 3 * *

{c) Except as specified in paragraphs

(ﬂ) and (b) of § 60.116b, vessels sither
With & capacity greater than or equal to
B m? storing a liquid with a maximum
Ne vapor pressure less than 3.5 kPa or
"ith 2 capacity greater than or equal to
%m? but less than 151 m® storing &
id with & maximum frue vapor
Meszure less than 15.0 kPa are exempt
W the General Provisions (Part 60,

revising paragraph (f) introduciory text
to read as follows:

§60.111b Definitions.

* ¥ * * *

{f) "Maximum true vapor pressure”
means the equilibrium partial pressure
exerted by the stered VOL st the
temperature equal to the highest
calendar-month average of the VOL
storage temperature for VOL's stored
above or below the ambient temperature
or at the local maximum monthly
average temperature as reported by the
National Weather Service for VOL's
stored at the ambient temperature, as
determined:

L3 * * & *

4, Section 60.113b is amended by
revising paragraph {a}{2) to read as
follows:

§60.113b Testing and nrocedures.
* * * & *

{g‘i} * %

{2) For Vessels equipped with a liquid-
mounted or mechanical shoe primary
seal, visually inspect the interpal
floating roof and the primary seal or the
secondary seal {if one is in service)}
through manhcles and roof hatches on
the fixed roof at least once every 12
months after initial fill, If the internal
floating roof is not resting on the surface
of the VOL inside the storage vessel, or
there is liquid accumulated on the roof,
or the seal is detached, or there are
holes or tears in the seal fabric, the
owner or gpsrator shall repair the items
or empty and remove the storage vessel
from service within 45 days. If a failure
that is detected during inspections
reguirved in this paragraph cannot be
repaired within 45 days and if the vessel
cannot be emptied within 45 days, a 30-
day extension may be reguested from
the Administrator in the inspection
report required in § 80.115b(a){3). Such a
request for an extension must document
that alternate siorage capacity is
unavailable and specify a schedule of
actions the company will take that will
assure that the control equipment will
be repaired or the vessel will be emptied
fs soon as possible.

# = * * w

5. Section 60.113b is amended by
revising paragraph [a}{4] to read as
follows:

openings in the seal or the seal fabric. or

the secondary seal has holes, tears, or
other openings in the seal or the seal
fabric, or the gaskets no longer close off
the liquid surfaces from the atmosphere,
or the slotted membrane has more than
10 percent open area, the owner or
operator shall repair the items as
necessary so that none of the conditions
specified in this paragraph exist before
refilling the storage vessel with VOL. In
no event shall inspections conducted in
accordance with this provision occur at
intervals greater than 10 years in the
case of vessels conducting the annual
visual ingpection as specified in
paragraphs {a)(2) and {a)(3(ii) of this
section and at intervals o greater than
5 years in the case of vessels specified
in paragraph {a)(3)(i} of this section.

® * *® * *

[FR Doc. 89185886 Filed 8-10-£9; 8:35 am)
BIRLING CODE 8566-80-3

40 CFR Part 271
[FRL-3525-7]

Suam; Final Authorization of Territorial
Hazardous Wasie Managemsnt
Program

AGENCY: Environmental Proteciion
Agency.
aotionN: Immediate final rule.

susARY: The Territory of Guam has
apolied for fina! authorization of
revisions {o its hazardous waste
program under the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act
{RCRA). EPA has reviewed Cuam’s
application and has made a decision,
subject to public review and comment,
that Guam’'s hazardous wasie program
revision satisfies all of the requirements
necessary o gualify for final
authorization, Thus, EPA intends to
approve Guam’s hazardous wasile
programs revisions. Guam'’s application
for program revision is available for
public review and comment,

DPATES: Final authorization for Guam
shall be effeciive QOctober 10, 1888
unless EPA publishes a prior Federal
Register action withdrawing this
immediate final rule. All comments on
Guam's program revision application
must be received by the close of
business September 10, 1889

aopREssEs: Coples of Guam's program
revision application are available during
the business hours of 8:00 a.m. to 5
p.m. at the following addresses for
inspection and copying:
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appropriate State cfficial that it doss no
intend to submit the necessary Part §1
Siate Implementaticn Plan {SE?}
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