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Lazarus Government Center

Ohio EPA

7th Floor DAPC conference room

Attendees: 
Co-Chairs – Jim Braun (Cleveland), TBA 



Minutes – Jenny Avellana (CO)

 - John Paulian, Mike Hopkins, Erica Engel-Ishida, Mike Ahern, Alan Lloyd, Lynne Martz (CO), Rick Carleski (OCAPP/CO) Todd Scarborough, Olen Ackman, Kelly Toth (CDO), Duane LaClair, Sean Vadas (Akron), Jennifer Jolliff, Jan Tredway (NWDO), Misty Koletich (NEDO), Carl Safreed (Canton), Sarah Harter (SEDO), Jeff Canan (RAPCA), Anne Chamberlin (Portsmouth), Peter Park (Toledo), Paul Tedtman (SWOAQA)
1. 
Enforcement issues – John Paulian
The Director's office is updating the Compliance through Enforcement Policy.  We expect to see a draft by March, with official revisions out by April.  No other issues on compliance side.

As far as the transition from CETA to Stars2, this should be done by the end of the first quarter.  

Statistics on enforcement - Tom Kalman is working on putting together statistics for P&E meeting updates.

2. New Source Review – Mike Hopkins
The biggest permitting project at this time is the Oil and Gas Well-Site Production Operations General Permit.  We hoped to have it done but last round of comments are holding this up.  The Oil and Gas industry gave us many other things they want in the GP, such as two cleanup trains instead of one.  We have to figure out how to include these additional EUs while keeping this as a non-synthetic minor permit.  This GP has been a challenge because there is a wide variety of equipment they can have at a particular well site.  Final issuance of this GP is still about three weeks out.  What about the definition of "facility"? Mike says one well site is considered a facility, so there will be multiple facilities needing permits.  We are keeping each well site as a separate facility for now, and if the courts decide differently in the future, then we will make that change at that time.  Erica wanted to know how many of these permit applications we expect, because she wants to examine the feasibility of creating a function in Stars2 to be able to copy an application that has been submitted, since these applications will likely be similar.  Mike envisions 200-500 well sites where the companies will be asking for a GP.  Others will not be asking for a GP.  Sarah Harter has been working with facilities to have them submit their applications via E-Business Center, even if not required.  So far ODNR has issued about 175 permits for 2011.  2012 will likely see much more activity from these types of companies.  It is not known if these permits are for individual well sites.  As of now we are only addressing permitting for the production side of this process.  Once we have finalized this GP we will go back and look at other aspects of the process to see if these activities need permits.  Mike believes there will be multiple big projects coming up out of this industry in the near future for our division.

Temporary Activities - The above-mentioned Oil and Gas Well-Site Production Operations GP has a blanket statement in the public notice that says temporary activities do not need permits.  Rick Carleski wanted to know which temporary activities were included as not needing permits.  He did find out that these temporary activities were exempted mainly under the non-road engine exemption.  He still wants to explore the question of exempting certain temporary activities from permitting.  Mike Hopkins told him to put together a list with a  justification of why these activities do not need a permit, and get these back to Mike who will have Jenny Avellana include in the latest round of updates to OAC Chapter 31.  In the meantime tell the companies that they likely do not need a permit but they will need to keep their dust to a minimum.

Asphalt Plant Issue - the main issue lately is the problem of answer shopping from these facilities, where they will contact one DO/LAA to get an answer and contact another to get a different answer.  Then they accuse us of being inconsistent.  We need to work together to make sure we are consistent in our answers.  Mike has had discussions with the Asphalt Association on possibly doing a GP, but current court actions keep us from having discussions on all issues.  Some issues are that we are unclear about how to move forward on putting PM10 and/or PM2.5 in permits, whether we need to stack test the back half or the front half only, what kind of permit limits to include under SB 265.  The idea is to have a point person in CO who would be responsible for generating consistent answers on just asphalt industry questions.  Sarah Harter mentioned that the permit template we have now is a pretty good reference for consistency.  Todd Scarborough mentioned that most of the industry's questions seem to be on permit limits and what to do after a failed stack test.  The believe there are inconsistencies in how we handle these situations.  Mike has a meeting set up with the industry for them to tell him exactly where they are seeing these inconsistencies.  He has no timeframe yet for setting up a CO point person but hopefully in the next couple of weeks.

SEDO has an application for a new asphalt plant wanting to use slag.  The facility asked for a limit of 25 tpy to avoid SO2 modeling.  The problem is that when they propose to use 100% slag, they get emissions of 480 lb/hr.  This is very high and exceeds NAAQS for the new SO2 standard.  They are hoping they don't need a limit this high, and that using 100% slag is highly unlikely.  Mike wanted field offices to be on the lookout for companies wanting a limit in their permits that corresponds to the use of 100% slag and ask them if they will practically be using 100% slag.  Todd Scarborough mentioned that there are other issues in these asphalt permits where the company asks for an unlikely scenario in order to get higher allowables in their permit.  Todd wanted Mike to relay to the asphalt industry that they need to accurately reflect in their application what is going on at the facility.

Notifications for Small Portable Sources - Lynne Martz has assembled a group to address an item on the director's efficiency  task force list to look into reducing relocation notification times for small portable sources. Originally the rules were developed for larger sources like asphalt plants, but some smaller portable sources/equipment (such as tub grinders) might not need to have a 15 day or a 30 day notification period.  The group is hoping to update Engineering Guide 44 and an Answer Place topic on the subject and look into the options for smaller portable sources.  They hope to work within Ohio’s current rules ( 31-05 (H) and 31-03 (A)(1)(p)), but if a rule change is necessary they will look into that option as well.  Mike stated that the group will need to look at whether there is much public interest in the site and if there are air quality or nuisance issues.  If facilities do not have these issues, a notification might not be required.  Erica cautioned that sometimes they get inquiries about locations of portable sources so they still need to know the location of these sources.  A goal of the workgroup is to develop some categories with varying notification periods (if any) for sources according to type, duration on site, and emissions.  The group will have a kickoff meeting at a later date to discuss these issues.  Lynne Martz will be asking for the workgroup members’ availability soon via email.
Engineering Guide 77 - addressing BAT limits that may have come from the old 21-07 rule.  Olen Ackman presented a scenario where a Title V renewal permit had short term limits under 21-07(G).  He ended up opening up BAT and had the company come up with an allowable short term limit to replace these limits since the rule has been rescinded.  This was done as an administrative modification.  Also, Honda came to him with three different scenarios.  For the first scenario, the allowables listed under BAT were higher than what 21-07 would require.  Since the limits under 21-07 would have to be removed, this would result in an increase in allowable emissions, which requires a modification.  The other two cases were that BAT limits were more restrictive than the 21-07 limits, so the 21-07 limits were removed per rule 21-07(A)(7), and the remaining limits were the more restrictive BAT limits.  This did not require a modification.  The P&E committee decided that it would be a good idea to update Engineering Guide 77 with new scenarios and examples or renewal permits dealing with 21-07 limits and BAT limits.  Send examples of permits addressing BAT and 21-07 to Olen Ackman in the next couple of weeks.  There was a discussion of whether we can re-evaluate BAT simply because the originally established BAT in the PTI was based on 21-07 and therefore now goes away.  This is an administrative modification because there is no physical change or change in the method of operation.  Mike believes that the rules support a replacement of BAT in this case, since BAT limits go away and they need to be replaced by something.  To replace the old BAT based on 21-07 with a new BAT, you would have to evaluate what you would have established for BAT at the time.  For example, if BAT at the time was a short term and an annual limit, you would replace the old BAT limit with a short term and an annual limit using guidelines that were in place at the time of installation/modification.

Mike mentioned that we did achieve our first 6-month goals for Title V and non-Title V renewal permits.  We issued significantly more than last year.  Mike is planning on doing another rwebinar to talk about goals for the next 6-month period.  Field offices should send Mike a list of the Title V permits they want to be working on in the next 6-month period.  Only include those that you plan on issuing final. 
3.
STARS2 and permit issuance update – Erica Engel-Ishida and Mike Ahern 


Erica met with the director to convince him that we can issue a permit first and then he can look at the process and terms and conditions, instead of him looking at this and holding up issuance of the permit.  He said he will get back to her on this issue.



Erica found that PTI/PTIO hard copy application didn't have the ability to submit greenhouse gas data.  She is working on revising this and the instructions.  If there are any questions or comments, Erica would like them before the end of the month so she can get the application and revised instructions corrected. 



PIDM is generating blue papers and printing them out today.   Prepare the receptionist at each DO/LAA with whom to direct those phone calls to. The blue papers give numbers for OCAPP, DO/LAA main lines and our phone number.



PIDM already sent out 2011 calendar year PER reminders for FEPTIO facilities (just a reminder).  For non-Title V it is the actual form.  They sent out 3000 of them. This is the most popular due date that everyone chooses. Erica would like to look into eliminating the other 3 due dates.



PIDM also sent out Title V compliance certification letters. No changes to that reminder letter. Mike Ahern is working to see if the companies don't have to send a hard copy to US EPA as well.



PIDM also sent out Title V and synthetic minor fee emission report reminder letters. Non-Title V mailing starts today.   These are dated for this Friday and next Friday. Phone calls should be coming next week.



We need to make some last minute changes to Stars2 and Air Services to submit fee emission reports correctly.  We will be deploying another version of Stars2, which will be discussed in the air permitting live call this week.  At this point any non-Title V facilities can go into air services and submit blue cards electronically.



New name change for HAMCO - Southwest Ohio Air Quality Agency.  This is the first name change we encountered in new system. Blue cards and all mailings have corrected new name on them.



Standard Terms and Conditions - Mike Ahern - We made changes back in August and sent them out for comment.  We got comments back; some were on changes we were contemplating, some comments came in in and of themselves. Big issues - within Title V T&Cs - reference to malfunction - state and federally enforceable term and state-only enforceable term.  These terms have been in since the beginning, because as we do updates to our rules and wait for SIP packages to be approved, there are limits that are not SIP-approved and if malfunctions are based on those limits then US EPA cannot enforce those malfunction events. Industry can't understand why that is in there, even though it is a good thing for them. They read it that we are citing the malfunction rule itself as state-only enforceable, when it is actually part of the SIP. They once again brought up the fact that we have the nuisance rule as a state and federally enforceable term, as it is part of our SIP and has been since the 1970s.  It has taken a while to draft a response that we have to keep the term in as state and federally enforceable as part of the SIP, but we'd be happy to discuss the nuisance rule being in the SIP with US EPA and get the rule out of the SIP (although chances of that are very small).  We are not making changes to that term based on their comments at this time, but formulating a response for them. Third issue is that First Energy commented that there are periods of time when they and other utilities are required to operate per federal rules which could put them in exceedence of their permit limits.  They would like the standard T&Cs to call attention to that up front and exempt them from those emissions. A provision in the rules allows any company to assert a good defense for those periods of excess emissions. We asked them if there is a rule at the federal level that would exempt these emissions?  They have provided information, and we will pursue this information and address that in future change to the standard t&cs, but not at this time. Probably looking at February or March before the standard T&Cs get revised.



E-document Management Update - Phase zero is in its last days. Thanks to everyone that worked on getting everything scanned and matching up barcodes. We ended up with a number of documents where the dates were not available, Axia (the consultant) had a tool that allows them to scan the document and find a date, so it is not necessary at this point to manually index these documents.  From that initial group of documents, from that date forward, we have focused on the asbestos and open burning non-compliance documents. We want to have folks start using the Axia barcode sheet. Hopefully folks can scan these in as a transition into phase 1. The Axia barcode sheet is available on the answer place - log in, type in ECM - most recent version is posted. Only NOVs or Return-to-Compliance documents.  Right now that is the scope of the documents for the ECM. The director only wants these documents.  



For DOs, scanners or photocopier printers have been set up so you can scan the document with that barcode sheet on top and it will go into a folder that will process it into the ECM. You'll be getting instructions that have been developed by Axia, the consultant, 



For LAAs, we have set up access to folders similar to what the districts would see through the F5 server that LAAs use for stars2 access. There will be more detail and instruction on that, but if you go to the Answer Place there are the beginnings of instructions.



For facility-related NOVs, the document that is scanned is married up with the facility profile information and we have a process that copies the document from Stars2 over to the ECM. 



The agency will have a search webpage for someone to find these documents.  There will be separate instructions and announcements on that. PIC is working on that. The tool for that search will be a really powerful tool for this purpose and other purposes in this agency. More powerful than current permit search we have available for the public.



Some offices want to integrate existing databases - work with Mike Ahern on that because the placement of the barcode and placement of the information on the page is very important for the software to be able to pick that up.



Question - When you upload facility NOVs, if we issue a Return-to-Compliance, is it possible to have an option to select that? Yes, this is a quick and easy addition to make. Mike will do that.



The request for proposal for the permanent system has been out on the street. Group meeting today to review RFPs. Final solution is still a ways down the road.



IT consolidation - hardware got moved to state computing center. Shawn Naber is there now. That move went very well for how massive the move was.  That set the stage for the next phase which is moving all the programming folks down to ITS. Mike VanMatre and Arunee Niamlarb are moving down there. IT is going to be a project-oriented office. Any work we want done will be submitted as a project. The work will then be prioritized based on all agency needs.



Locals - continue to contact Shawn Naber and Mike VanMatre and Arunee Niamlarb.  For the long term, we haven't worked out how that will be structured going forward. 



Question - Who is going to handle data requests? Mike VanMatre has been our data administrator for years.  For individual data pulls, it is an outstanding issue. The current CIO doesn't see IT doing that type of work in the future. For now Mike is still the person to contact, but we have to copy the IT Manager now.  For adding people to Stars2, continue to go through Louwana Tortora.



Mike is splitting his time 50% with IT as well.  It's as needed, and has been about 90% of his time for the past couple of months. He will be coordinating our divisional needs with this new project management structure, and it should go back down to 50%. 
4.
New Rules and SIP Update – Paul Braun

No update
5.
Terms and Conditions -   Cheryl Suttman
Cheryl was not able to attend the meeting but she sent an update via email.  She said that she has updated the engine terms from the August amendment; however, more changes are coming to the RICE MACT and NSPS rules.  She is also working on the Natural Gas GP.

SEDO mentioned problems with erroneous characters when opening template documents, that occurred when the templates were moved from Wordperfect to Word.  If you come across this, let Cheryl know, she is the one that needs to fix this. If you have a permit in process, and you know that is an issue, highlight in the notes that Toi or Loretta needs to fix this before sending out.
6. Engineering  Guide update-  

EG Guide 20 - looking for comments by January 31, 2012. Contact Duane LaClair with proposed changes.


EG 26 - no comments received. Does Misty know status of this guide? No, she will talk with Ed Fasko.


EG 34- in CO for further review
7. General Permits – 

No update on Crematory GP. Sarah VanderWielen will be back at the end of January but only part time.


Anaerobic Digester GP - Jenny Avellana needs to incorporate comments into final permit and give to Mike. This should be done in the next couple of weeks.


Rick Carleski has group working on Miscellaneous Metal Parts GP. Current GP terms weren't practically useful, so the group is working on revising this.  They want to incorporate the Area Source HHHHHH rule into metal coating. There is actually more than one area source NESHAP that is going to apply. OCAPP has a bigger need for smaller sources that are not de minimis, but not as involved or large as the sources the current GP is targeted to. They need something with a lower allowable that will ensure toxics compliance.
8. Training – 
2011 Air Program Workshop slides and Webex video are available on Answer Place topic 2403 - or log in and search for "Air program workshop."
9. New Items – 
NWDO has a gentleman collecting scrap from scrap yards, melting it down and making ingots. NWDO was notified about him from a complaint. The scrap that he is getting is very dirty. Engine blocks, etc. NWDO met with him and discouraged him from continuing the processs. They indicated that he is going to have to do testing and comply with the Secondary Aluminum MACT. Apparently they are not successful in discouraging him. He has sold 60 of these furnaces and will have enough money to do testing soon. It is portable.  Has anyone else run across this type of operation? The advice was given to send him a letter that he needs a permit and has to test. Refer to CO and leave it to the AGs for enforcement if he doesn't stop his operation. Let NWDO know if you come across one of these units.

P&E Minutes are available in Answer Place Topic ID 2140. 
-----------Next  meeting is Tuesday, March 13, 2012.
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