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existing stationary sources. Each individual CTG
recommends a presumptive norm of control
considered reasonably available to a specific source
category.

2 USEPA is no longer required to promulgate a
FIP using the modeling results because the
settlement agreement relieves USEPA of such
responsibility in the event that amendments to the
Act establish new deadlines for States to achieve
attainment of the ozone standard. The primary
responsibility for developing any remaining
revisions to Illinois’ SIP belongs to Illinois because

the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 establish
such new deadlines.

3 The State of Illinois uses the term ‘‘VOM’’ in its
regulations. For the purposes of this RACT analysis,
this term is considered equivalent to USEPA’s term
‘‘VOC.’’

This requirement is discussed in the
April 4, 1979, General Preamble for
Proposed Rulemaking (44 FR 20372). On
July 21, 1988, Illinois submitted a rule
which covered major (100 tons per year
or more) non-CTG VOC sources. This
rule was disapproved by USEPA on
June 29, 1990 (55 FR 26814), primarily
because its applicability provisions
were inconsistent with USEPA
requirements. Among other defects,
Illinois’ non-CTG rule did not regulate
the rolling operations at Reynolds’
McCook facility.

On April 1, 1987, the State of
Wisconsin filed a complaint in the
United States District Court for the
Eastern District of Wisconsin against
USEPA and sought a judgment that
USEPA, among other requested actions,
be required to promulgate revisions to
the Illinois ozone SIP for northeastern
Illinois. Wisconsin v. Reilly, No. 87–C–
0395, E.D. Wis.

On May 25, 1988, USEPA released a
guidance document titled ‘‘Issues
Relating to VOC Regulation Cutpoints,
Deficiencies, and Deviations’’ (the ‘‘Blue
Book’’). The purpose of this VOC
guidance document was to identify
deficiencies which must be removed
from existing State Implementation
Plans (SIP) and disapproved in any
proposed SIPs. This document specifies
USEPA’s non-CTG RACT requirements.

On January 18, 1989, the District
Court in Wisconsin v. Reilly ordered
that USEPA promulgate an ozone
implementation plan for northeastern
Illinois within 14 months of the date of
that order. On September 22, 1989,
USEPA and the States of Illinois and
Wisconsin signed a settlement
agreement in an attempt to substitute a
more acceptable schedule for
promulgation of a plan for the control of
ozone in the Chicago area. On
November 6, 1989, the District Court
vacated its prior order and ordered all
further proceedings stayed, pending the
performance of the settlement
agreement.

The settlement agreement called for
the use of a more sophisticated air
quality model, allowed more time for
USEPA to promulgate a FIP using the
model,2 and requires interim emission

reductions while the modeling study is
being performed. The interim emission
reductions consist of Federal
promulgation of required VOM 3 RACT
rules for Illinois to remedy deficiencies
in its State regulations.

On December 27, 1989, USEPA
proposed major non-CTG rules
consistent with its May 25, 1988, VOC
guidance (54 FR 53080). The non-CTG
rules proposed for promulgation by
USEPA covered Reynolds’ aluminum
rolling operations. On June 29, 1990,
USEPA took final action to promulgate
major non-CTG rules. 55 FR 26814.

On August 29, 1990, Reynolds filed a
petition for review of USEPA’s June 29,
1990, rulemaking in the United States
Court of Appeals for the Seventh
Circuit. Nine other parties filed
petitions for review, which were
ultimately consolidated by the Court as
Illinois Environmental Regulatory
Group (‘‘IERG’’) et al. v. Reilly, No. 90–
2778.

On August 19, 1991, Reynolds
requested that USEPA reconsider the
FIP rule as it applies to its aluminum
rolling operations and on October 17,
1991, Reynolds requested the adoption
of site-specific RACT limits for its hot
and cold rolling mills. On November 20,
1991, USEPA announced its intention to
reconsider its non-CTG rules as they
apply to Reynolds, and issued a three-
month stay of the applicable rule
pending reconsideration, pursuant to
section 307(d)(7)(B) of the Act, 42 U.S.C.
7607(d)(7)(B). 56 FR 58501. In addition,
on November 20, 1991, USEPA
proposed to extend the three-month
stay, but only as long as necessary to
complete reconsideration. 56 FR 58528.
On June 23, 1992, USEPA extended the
stay beyond the 3-month period, for as
long as necessary to complete
reconsideration of its non-CTG rules for
Reynolds’ aluminum rolling operations.
57 FR 27935.

As a result of USEPA’s decision to
reconsider the Federal rules as applied
to Reynolds, USEPA reviewed
information regarding Reynolds’ rolling
operations and, on September 22, 1993
(58 FR 49254), proposed to promulgate
site-specific RACT control requirements
for Reynolds’ aluminum rolling
operations. On October 20, 1993,
Reynolds submitted comments in
response to the proposed rule.

II. Discussion of Reynolds’ Comments

Reynolds stated in its comments on
the proposal that it supports USEPA’s
promulgation of the site-specific RACT
control requirements for its aluminum
rolling operations. However, it
requested ‘‘the following minor changes
to the proposed rule to better reflect our
current operations.’’ These comments
were clarified in a July 20, 1994,
discussion with the author of Reynolds’
comments. Reynolds’ comments and
USEPA’s analysis of these comments
follow.

A. Reynolds stated that the preamble
should be made consistent with the
regulatory language regarding lubricant
cooling requirements. Reynolds
requested that the part of the preamble
titled ‘‘RACT Demonstration for Cold
Rolling Operations’’ be modified by
stating that ‘‘* * * RACT should
reasonably require that sump oil
temperatures be maintained at 150
degrees F or less.’’ instead of ‘‘* * *
RACT should reasonably require that
sump oil temperatures be maintained at
150 degrees F.’’ USEPA agrees with the
point of Reynolds’ comment and clearly
intended for 150 degrees F to be a
maximum temperature because VOC
emissions are reduced at lower
temperatures. The regulation that
USEPA is promulgating for Reynolds is
consistent with a maximum temperature
requirement of 150 degrees F.

B. In its notice of proposed
rulemaking (NPR), USEPA specified the
use of ‘‘severely hydrotreated mineral
seal oil’’ (a lubricant) for Reynolds’ cold
rolling mills. USEPA further specified
that the initial and final boiling points
of the lubricant must be between 460
degrees F and 635 degrees F, as
determined by a distillation range test
using ASTM method D86–90.

Reynolds requested that it be allowed
some flexibility in the specification of
the cold rolling lubricant type that is
allowed in case improved lubricants
become available. More specifically, it
requested the ability to use a low vapor
pressure (as determined by the
distillation range test discussed above)
organic lubricant and not be limited to
the use of ‘‘severely hydrotreated
mineral seal oil.’’ Reynolds’ request is
reasonable because the lubricant
emissions are a function of the initial
boiling point and it has not requested
that the initial boiling point of 460
degrees F be changed. This lubricant
RACT control requirement is, therefore,
revised in this final rule, consistent with
Reynolds’ request.

C. The proposed rule limits the inlet
sump rolling lubricant temperature to
150 degrees F for Reynolds’ cold rolling


