P & E minutes March 11, 2008
P & E minutes May 14, 2013
Permitting & Enforcement Committee Meeting – March 12, 2013


Lazarus Government Center
Ohio EPA
7th Floor DAPC conference room

Attendees: 	Chair – Sean Vadas (Akron) 
		Minutes – Jenny Avellana (CO)
 - John Paulian, Bruce Weinberg, Mike Hopkins, Andrew Hall, Erica Engel-Ishida, Mike Ahern, Cheryl Suttman, Briana Hilton (CO), Todd Scarborough, Kelly Saavedra (CDO), Duane LaClair, (Akron), Eric Bewley, Kevin Fortune (NEDO), Carl Safreed (Canton), Sarah Harter (SEDO), Chris Clinefelter (RAPCA), Anne Chamberlin (Portsmouth), Peter Park (Toledo), Paul Tedtman (SWOAQA), Larry Maline, Mary McGeary, Valerie Shaffer (CDAQ), Mark Budge, Jennifer Jolliff, Jan Tredway (NWDO)
 										
1. 	Enforcement issues – John Paulian and Bruce Weinberg
	John Paulian – U.S. EPA is running a series of workgroups on federally reportable violations and high priority violations.  They are supposed to drastically refine the definition of HPV.  They may try to redefine federally reportable violations as well.  The changes to the HPV definition are supposed to be done by September.  That will make a difference on watch list cases if they narrow down the definition.
	We are about 1/3 complete with inspections, which is not bad for this time of year. 
	Bruce Weinberg- we completed a response to the feds for the audit, and we are waiting for a formal audit report to be given to the director.  We tried to get them to change a few things in the report before they issue the formal report.  They stated we need improvement on issues that we have already changed.  They complained about the inconsistency of inspection forms.  We are all going to have to use the same form.  Appendix N form - everyone will have to use.  Site visits equaled partial compliance evaluations for them.  The way we enter data didn't conform to the way they interpret things.  
	HPV violations- Bruce is trying to attack these ASAP.  We got dinged for taking too much time to get to those.  For HPVs that have no follow up, finish these up in the system.  
	Bruce will be working with an intern to knock out open burning violations.  
	U.S. EPA complained about getting too many NOVs.  Bruce will be meeting once per month with U.S. EPA to go over NOVs.  Stop copying US EPA on open burning and asbestos NOVs.   They are looking for NOVs that are facility-based.  For HPV violations, keep copying U.S. EPA.  Bruce wants to go over FOV process with them, have discussion on who is going to take action.  
They were looking for places to do multimedia inspections.  If you have a facility that is a candidate, let Bruce know.  Solid waste, air, water, all in one.  
	In mid-June, the stack test audit program is coming back.  Todd Brown had forwarded some slides on this.  Starting on June 16, test team will be obligated to get audit sample and deal with it on site, results will be reported in stack test report.  Stack tester's responsibility to set that up.  Work with Todd Brown if you need details on the program.  He is very familiar with it.  He may be at next P&E meeting to give more information about the program.  Testing firms should know this is happening.  Feds have set it up with contractors, they are pretty much hands off.  We'll have to end up dealing with the results.  
	Stars2 workflows.  John has helped Bruce clean up a few.  They are still doing transitions to get these sorted out.  Issue impacting attorneys, Cleveland & Akron with waste-to-energy facility permits (Vadxx/GV Energy) - trade secret information in Stars2 - the system was designed with Legal's input to sit there until someone makes a public records request, then Legal will review the request if ever necessary to make sure it is really trade secret.  This cannot be the procedure anymore, it must be changed.  At the point that someone submits their application, on the date it is received there is a clock that starts ticking.  The director has 45 days to make a determination if the company submitted a signed affidavit that they request determination that the information is trade secret.  Not sure what we are going to do with past "trade secret" information already in the system.  Erica and Bruce will be meeting with Legal today to discuss how we are going to go forward with fixing this in Stars2.  We are thinking about changing Stars2 so that the person that submits the information is going to get an email that tells them to make sure they do what they need to make sure the correct procedure is followed to determine trade secret information.   This is not only for applications but for emissions reports or any other correspondence that they want to claim as trade secret.  This would be a final appealable action.
UPDATE: Bruce and Erica met with Legal to discuss the issues around trade secret claims and any enhancements that needed to be made to Stars2.  Since the last meeting, Legal re-read the rule (OAC 3745-49-03) and determined that our handling of trade secret data and claims will continue as it has in the past.  Legal will review trade secret claims within 45 days of the date a public information request is made.  Three enhancements will be made to Air Services including an addition to the signatory language on the electronic and attachment version of the attestation.  We will also add this language to the hard copy application.  Details on the language and additions to the software and forms will be given once they are implemented.  

2. Permitting – Mike Hopkins
The PM2.5 NSR Implementation rules (majority of chapter 31) comment period ended last Friday.  We have a few groups that have commented.  We will have to make some decisions on how to address those comments. Jenny will be working through the comments, and the next step is to issue official rules and go through the hearing process.  We need to send this package to the feds for SIP approval by October.
Oil & Gas GP - comment period ended.  We have gone through all the comments. We drafted some minor changes to the GP for the well sites.  We’ve also gotten comments back on the proposal to do a PBR for flowback operations.  Industry seems supportive of that approach (Mike was surprised). They liked having a PBR for flowback and GP for well sites.  They like the idea of keeping the permitting mechanisms separate for these separate operations.  Hopefully we will be able to issue the revised GPs within a couple of weeks.  The rule changes for the PBR will take more time.  We will have to figure out how to incorporate that into other rule changes we are doing.  This hasn't been decided yet.  
Permitting – Andrew Hall - PTI workload is now in the 230s-240s. Most offices have received an influx of new applications while also working on the PTIO backlog project.  The numbers are starting to grow but he doesn't think this will be a problem with meeting the overall goal of an annual average of less than 200 PTIs.  We have dedicated a few CO staff with helping SEDO with PTIs - front line supervisor reviews.  Any other ideas on how we can process PTIs more efficiently? June/early July - next permit webinar.  Next 6 month period ends at the end of June.   Focus on getting numbers caught up before end of June. 
Proposed BAT guidance - we issued a proposed revision to the guidance on BAT (and proposed revision to 31-05. Major difference is in case-by-case BAT.  When you get down to having to pick a case-by-case analysis, we are proposing some changes to that approach.  Biggest change has to do with the source design characteristics or design efficiency portion of BAT. First you must go through normal analysis for BAT; similar sources, similar size, cost efficiency, etc.  When you are done, you have to express BAT as SB says.  This approach says you will establish a short-term number when the source or control device has been designed to meet a certain number (i.e., grain/dscf), then that number is appropriate for BAT.  Somehow we'll have to figure out what the design was, and did the designer try to design to meet a certain number for a certain pollutant.  If no design efficiency is available, you can't choose a short term limit, you have to pick another option - work practice or rolling 12 month limit.  
The proposal does include ongoing monitoring and recordkeeping and reporting.  The approach that industry wanted was that BAT would be a one-time analysis and no ongoing monitoring, recordkeeping and reporting for BAT.  Just that initial analysis would be what is needed. The original BAT intention was that it is better to control the source at installation than to retrofit.  BAT has evolved from listing control equipment to listing emissions limits, to short term and long term emissions limits.  Mike doesn't expect industry to agree with this proposed approach, expect significant comments.  We need you to tell us if this is even doable.  He's not sure this is going to work out.  Comment period until end of May.  
How do you show compliance with a rolling 12 month limit?  It will depend on what the basis of that number is.  EF based?  Show compliance based on throughput times the emissions factor.  If stack test based, maybe do a stack test and compare.  For a large combustion source, rolling 12 month limit is stack test based.  If we originally based it on an emission factor and stack test approach, base compliance on that approach.  Often it is EF based and if you haven't increased your throughput then you should be ok. 
Is it permissible if a company voluntarily elects to have more than one limit?  One limit would be a voluntary limit, the other would be a BAT limit.
The table is no longer in the BAT guidance.  You might end up using some of these options, but we figured we didn't need the table because you need to go through the logic to figure out what needs a short term number and what doesn’t. But let us know if we still need more guidance on this.  
Is this going to be approvable by the feds? We need to demonstrate that it isn't backsliding. We also have the issue that other states don't have to do BAT. 
Guidance - page 6. Fugitive sources - conclusion will not result in numerical value but instead result in the description of a work practice.  Think about how this applies to practical enforceability.  This says as long as you apply your work practice then you're in compliance.  When you think about large sources, this could be a big issue.  The initial draft was just to have work practices.  From a practical standpoint, having the opacity and having people use whatever means they can to achieve that is a simpler approach; makes it easier to show compliance.  If they just want to use a work practice, they have to keep records to show that they are doing so.  That is how they show compliance.  This doesn't seem practically enforceable.  You do have the fallback of the rule opacity limit in some cases.
Emergency Generators for Peak Shaving – RICE MACT had some language that said companies could operate their generators up to 50 hours for peak shaving purposes.  Our PBR for emergency generators excludes peak shaving.  This is a concern for some companies because they had contracts with companies that said they would get lower electricity rates if they do peak shaving for the utility.  After this year the RICE MACT says they can no longer do it.  F&Os expire and they can no longer do peak shaving.  We issued F&Os that said they can do this if they have a PBR for an emergency generator.  This was sent out internally, not yet on Answer Place.   
Some companies replace their boilers with many emergency generators. We need to look at whether this trips major NSR for NOx.  
Definition of emergency generator - what about generators that are only installed for peaking purposes? They are looking into being installed as emergency generators and used only for emergency demand response program since RICE MACT is putting the "peaking units" out of business.
Black start engines - now have applicable requirements in the RICE MACT.  Companies use this engine to get the turbine started. Old permits for turbines never said anything about startups or black start engines. Industry is concerned that these are area sources and are now going to be looked at by US EPA since we are not delegated to enforce the area source MACTs.  These are other air pollution sources.  If they need a permit under our rules then we do a permit, if they don't, then we don't.  Typically we include the black start engine as part of the turbine.  Mike would determine this to be a separate source.  Go back and look at these to see if they need permits or if they are exempt.

Digesters - at CAFOs.  Note #1 from Agenda: During the monthly conference call with USEPA, Region 5 added a topic that they wanted to discuss “Ohio’s policy of issuing separate, State-only permits to digesters that are collocated with concentrated animal feeding operations” (CAFOs).  USEPA went on to say that Ohio was an “outlier” regarding the permitting of digesters at CAFOs.  NWDO would be interested in revisiting our approach to permitting CAFOs because the inference in USEPA’s inquiry does not seem to be consistent with our policy as outlined in a draft IOC titled “Permit Applicability Issues Associated with Anaerobic Biomass Digesters” (IOC attached).  NWDO’s experience is virtually all of our CAFOs and agricultural operations qualify for the Ohio Legislature exclusion under ORC 3704.01.

Hall: I had planned to discuss with Mike H. since he is the author of the digester memo, however P&E might be the best forum for this discussion.  I think Kaushal’s main concern is that we might not be doing single source determinations when we issue digester permits using the GP.  His “outlier” comment pertained to a April 16, 2013 Region 5 All States call where Wisconsin added the topic

CAFO’s and digesters as a single or two separate sources (WI)

And I replied that Ohio has a GP for digesters (apparently the other states do not).
These typically fall under the agricultural exemption in ORC 3704.01 and are exempt from needing to obtain a permit. 
  Region 5 wanted assurance that we are looking at total emissions from a facility.  Are we supposed to be looking at total emissions from CAFOs?  We thought these were exempt from air program.  One of the checks for an agricultural exemption is "is it big enough to be title V?"  If so, they can't be exempt under agricultural exemption.  From Mike’s digester memo:
Agricultural Production Owned Case 
The second group consists of digesting operations that are owned and operated by agricultural production operation for the purpose of managing their agricultural wastes. In this case, several things must be true in order for the digesting operation to be exempt from the need to obtain a permit. These things include: 
1. The digesting operation must be conducted in conjunction with the agricultural activity. This typically means that the digesting operation is designed so that the agricultural operation can better manage their waste. For instance, the system should be designed to and operated such that it takes in the waste generated from the associated agricultural operation. It is ok for it to take wastes from outside suppliers as long as it’s primary purpose is to process the waste from the associated agricultural facility. 
2. The agricultural activities associated with this facility need to have been in existence prior to the digesting operation. 
3. The digesting operations should not cause adverse effects on the public health, safety or welfare. Under normal operations of these kinds of units we would not expect adverse effects. However, in some cases, toxic pollutants may be produced that would need to be evaluated. 
4. The emissions from the digesting operation cannot trigger major new source review nor can the facility be a Title V facility. 
If these criteria are all met, then the digesting operation is exempt from permitting.
If we know of one that is large enough to be Title V, we should be doing permits for them.  We haven't traditionally looked at these operations as Title V.  We need to decide how aggressive we want to be at getting title V permits at CAFOs.  Dept of Agriculture - does permits on waste water end of things, but for air permits, that would be our responsibility.  
[bookmark: _GoBack]Tracking portable emissions units in the field - companies with multiple emissions units.  RAPCA had a situation where there was a portable unit in Cleveland that was having compliance issues with their permit , the company doesn't know which unit was actually on site as it has moved..  Serial numbers on permits could be too specific.  For PBR units, require serial number information with the application and use that to track.  What has worked with bigger companies is spray painting identifiers (permit number, fac ID, EU ID) on the unit.  Not supposed to be swapping out the unit without reapplying for a permit.  We expect them to track them and let us know when they are moving them, to follow guidance.  EG 44 says it is not required to notify us if they move it back to its original destination, but we do ask that as a courtesy to inform us.
Pharmaceuticals - Piqua Champion Foundry - PCF has letter from Ohio EPAs saying they could burn pharms in their electric arc furnace.  Agnecy employees noticed about 50-60% opacity while adding pharms in their furnace.  They do it most  Thursdays at 9 am, depending on appointments and in one case they did  250,000 pills on one day.  They will have to comply with permit terms and conditions and regulations.  The company will have to make sure it is below 20% opacity.  If they cannot maintain compliance with their permit while adding pharmaceuticals, they can no longer do this.
Note on the pharmaceutical collection events guidance (found in answer place – answer ID 2145): kilns are no longer an option for burning collected pharmaceuticals.  If solid waste is burned in a kiln, the kiln would be subject to the newly revised Commercial and Industrial Solid Waste Incinerator (CISWI) federal regulations.  EAFs and other units that are not combusting waste as a means to destroy the waste or produce energy are still ok.  They do not meet the definition of a combustion unit or a boiler or process heater (which, when burning solid waste, would be considered a CISWI unit).  						
3.	STARS2 and permit issuance update – Mike Ahern and Erica Engel-Ishida
		PER additional reporting – note #2 on agenda:
	At the last Stars2/Permitting call there was a topic discussed which ended in it being transferred to discussion in P&E.  Permit Evaluation Report (PER) – NWDO has proposed that we need to make the need to perform additional reporting more prominent on the PER form.  Two reasons for this: (1) to remind the facility that they may have other requirements and (2) the DO/LAA staffer reviewing the report may not know that other requirements were in the permit.  [Some rules have additional requirements.  21-09 rules and some other rules require 30 or 45 day reports, MACT rules require semi-annual.  PER doesn't supercede these.  Also when a company has deviations or are not maintaining records and the permit requires them to supply this information, the PER doesn't ask for that.]  Possible solutions:

1. Make the instructions more prominent on the form… "in addition to the PER, please remember that your PTIOs may specify other state or federal reporting requirements."

2. On the PTIO EU permit detail in Stars2 we could add a new check box labeled "additional reporting to PER."  If that box is checked, it could trigger the template that creates the PER form to add a sentence to each applicable EU.  On emission unit detail in Stars2. It would give them a statement on the PER form that they have additional reporting requirements.

3. Don't  add anything to Stars2 for the permit writers, instead just add a new question to the PER EU form… Are there additional reporting requirements for this EU beyond the PER?  If yes, have those reports been submitted?

	Option 3 puts the responsibility on them to make sure what they are submitting is complete and accurate information.  Most votes for 1 or 3 or both together.  Erica will look into doing both 1 and 3.  
	Central office entry of MACT reports - note #3 on agenda: MACT Coordinator, Briana Hilton, is entering MACT reports into Stars2 that she receives or has in her files.  When she enters them the plan is to self-assign the review task to herself to approve.  Are these reports something the DO/LAA’s need to review?  If she receives other items should those be mailed to the DO/LAA to handle or should she enter them into Stars2?  Initial notifications and semi-annual compliance reports are required to be sent to her, but she is getting intent to test, and other misc items.  Which ones should she upload and which ones should she send to the DO/Laa for review? 
		Semi-annual compliance reports - she uploads and task automatically gets assigned to DO/Laa.  Do you want opportunity to see task first or should she go ahead and self-assign.  Briana will look up to make sure she isn't uploading the same document twice, if the company has submitted an electronic version as well. Yes, the task should go to DO/Laa so they can review these. 
		Initial notifications - she will upload and tasks goes to DO/Laa.  
		For everything else she will send the hard copy to the DO/Laa. 
		For GACT sources we are keeping a copy in case we ever accept delegation.
 
		Request update on Ohio's comments to the SSM proposal (startup/shutdown/malfunction rule) proposed NOD.  Yesterday was the revised filing deadline for response to U.S. EPA.   Mike handed out our response.  Sierra club petitioned U.S. EPA that multiple states had deficiencies in their SSM rules.  U.S. EPA proposed making changes to these rules.  Our response says that we believe the petitioners and U.S. EPA misinterpreted our rules.  Our rules don't exempt emissions unless it is written into the underlying rule itself.  All other excess emissions are violations. We review those instances of violation and apply our enforcement policy to those instances of violations and determine the appropriate response.  
		2nd major item – the petitioners asserted that our rules preclude citizens from directly enforcing violations.  Federal 6th circuit decision contradicts that assertion.  
		36 states were subject to this SIP call.  The majority of states are probably not aware of changes to federal rules.
		The petitioners claim that the director's discretion in allowing scheduled maintenance could result in NSPS or NAAQs violations which is contrary to basic tenants of the CAA.  Our assertion is that U.S. EPA sets the standards and the states implement the requirements.  This part of the NOD would upend that cooperative relationship and the director's primary responsibility under the CAA.  Comments from other states run along the same theme.  There are also industry comments concerning technical issues associated with trying to address and determine they don't have any excess emissions. 
		The current scheme of having excess emissions during those events likely doesn’t violate the NAAQs.  If the excess emissions were violations we'd deal with that from an enforcement perspective.  There is also the argument that it would result in greater environmental impact if no SSM.  

		Mike A was asked to be a representative on a national group that is looking at the compliance and emissions reporting data interface tool.  OAQPS has been pushing for this tool to be used to report compliance data to U.S. EPA.  They have begun to implement this in some MACT and NSPS rulemakings.  This group’s focus is how to make that federal reporting regime work best for U.S. EPA.  Make sure EFs are as accurate as possible.  What they are missing is that states like us have had electronic reporting set up for a number of years and some companies will have to submit data in 2 systems.  First meeting was Tuesday.  He will be raising issues like existing flow of data through central data exchange to U.S. EPA.  Issues with company submitting revised data.  If company has to submit stack test data within this system how would we interact with this data?  They envision that the states would log into that system and do a review and once you sign off could become part of a data set that defines an emissions factor.  He will have more information after the meeting. 		 
	
  
4.	New Rules and SIP Update – Paul Braun

	No update
	
		 
5.	Terms and Conditions -   Cheryl Suttman
There have been several important amendment that have gone final since the first of the year:

1. The boiler MACT went final on 1/31/13 and a full permit template for the subpart was completed the same day.  It was possible to create a compare document for the difference between the pre-final and the final published in the Federal Register, which showed no significant differences.  Since then the template has been split into “new” and “existing”, however both files contain all of the control options available in the rule.

1. Amendments to the engine MACT, Subpart ZZZZ, and NSPSs, Subparts IIII and JJJJ, were issued final on 1/30/13.  These amendments added requirements for “emergency demand response” and “peak shaving”.  Subpart ZZZZ also created some exemptions for an engine that can meet the definition of a “remote stationary RICE that is located on a pipeline segment that meets the definition of the rule.  The engine must be re-evaluated every 12 months to determine if it still meets the requirements of the definition.  All of the permit templates for emergency engines under Subparts ZZZZ, IIII, and JJJJ have been updated for the amendments.  I will draft a template for the remote stationary RICE following any request for it, otherwise when time allows.  

1. The utility MACT, Subpart UUUUU and NSPS, Subpart Da, were amended (issued final in FR) on 4/24/13.  These changes have been made to the permit templates for Subpart Da.  These templates have been divided in accordance with the limits defined by the 3 ranges of the construction dates in the rule.  All 3 templates contain all of the control options of the rule.

1. For the NSPS Subpart OOOO permit templates in the Library, I have added the requirement to collect and conduct a pressurized flash gas analysis after the separator and before the condensate and oil storage tanks.  This is the only way to demonstrate compliance for the tanks.  I have added the same requirement to the next draft of the General Permits for the gas and oil wells.

The tables in the Library for engines, drafted for Part 63 ZZZZ and Part 60 Subparts IIII and JJJJ, are linked to over 540 permit templates.  These templates have all be updated for the recent amendments.  Except for the Category 2 (>10 liters per cylinder) and Category 3 (>30 liters/cylinder) engines, templates have been added through the 2014 model year.  Templates are available for Category 2 & 3 engines through the 2013 model year.  These templates include black start engines and engines that burn digester and landfill gas.  The tables are organized by major or area sources under ZZZZ, the fuel burned, the use (e.g. emergency or black start) and date of constructed (JJJJ) or model year (IIII).  The flow of the tables goes from the MACT to the NSPS and in tables for spark ignition and diesel engines.  The permit templates linked to these tables (left 3 columns) are updated for all of the recent amendments.
	 


6.      	MACT Update- Briana Hilton
The April 15, 2012, Federal Register contains a notice of proposed rulemaking on Subpart NN--National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants for Wool Fiberglass Manufacturing at Area Sources.  The rulemaking also includes proposed amendments to 40 CFR 63, Subpart DDD -National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants for Mineral Wool Production and Subpart NNN – National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants for Wool Fiberglass Manufacturing.  This action proposes chromium and particulate matter (for metals) standards for wool fiberglass gas-fired glass-melting furnaces at area sources and adds these sources to the category list in the Urban Air Toxics Strategy. It also proposes amendments to the existing major source rules for Mineral Wool and Wool Fiberglass, supplementing the rule proposed on November 25, 2011. The proposed area source standards for the gas-fired glass-melting furnaces used to make wool fiberglass would increase the level of environmental protection.
The April 24, 2012, Federal Register contains a notice of final rulemaking on Subpart UUUUU - National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants from Coal- and Oil-fired Electric Utility Steam Generating Units.  The National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) rule issued pursuant to Clean Air Act (CAA) section 112 is referred to as the Mercury and Air Toxics Standards (MATS) NESHAP. The Administrator of EPA had received petitions for reconsideration of certain aspects of the MATS NESHAP and the Utility NSPS.   On November 30, 2012, the EPA granted reconsideration of, proposed, and requested comment on a limited set of issues. EPA also proposed certain technical corrections to both the MATS NESHAP and the Utility NSPS. The EPA is now taking final action on the revised new source numerical standards in the MATS NESHAP and the definitional and monitoring provisions in the Utility NSPS that were addressed in the proposed reconsideration rule. As part of this action, the EPA is also making certain technical corrections to both the MATS NESHAP and the Utility NSPS. The EPA is not taking final action on requirements applicable during periods of startup and shutdown in the MATS NESHAP or on startup and shutdown provisions related to the PM standard in the Utility NSPS.


7.      	Engineering  Guide update (updates highlighted)-  

	
	#6 - PTI for Coal to Oil Conversion
	Cleveland/Misty Parsons
	Cleveland indicates they cannot revise the guide.  Misty will handle the revisions.

	#8 – Compliance Tests at Bulk Gasoline Terminals
	CDO
	Final recommendation submitted to Bruce for final review on 07/23/2012.

	#18 - SO2 Compliance Determination Methods for Boilers
	Toledo
	Bruce needs a copy

	#20 - Determination of Compliance with Visible Emission Limitations for Stack Source
	Akron
	Final recommendation submitted to Bruce for final review on 05/09/2012.

	#23 - Determination of Significant Figures for TSP Emission Limitations
	SEDO
	Comments received and making revisions.

	#24 - Application of Fugitive Dust Requirements to Affected Facilities
	Toledo
	Final recommendation submitted to Bruce for final review on 08/14/2012.

	#26 - Inclusion of Weight of Water in the Weight of "Refuse" Charged for Incinerators
	NEDO
	Bruce needs a copy

	#29 - Applicability of the PTI Rules to Increases in Capacity of a Derated Boiler
	CDO
	
update on progress


	#38 - Use of Exempt Organic Compounds to Satisfy BAT Requirements
	Akron
	Draft Recommendation to Revoke Guide out for comments until 6/17/13.

	#44 - Permit Issuance Policy for Relocation of Portable/Mobile Facilities
	CO/SEDO
	Erica and Sarah Harter working on changes. – On Hold until rules/forms changed.

	#45 - Calculation of "Potential to Emit" for Surface Coating Lines
	Canton
	Draft of proposed revision to be issued for internal review prior to July 9, 2013 P&E mtg.

	#48 - VOC Compliance Determinations for Coating Lines
	Canton
	Draft of proposed revision to be issued for internal review prior to July 9, 2013 P&E mtg.

	#51 - Number of Sampling Runs to be Witnessed by Agency Observers
	RAPCA
	reviewing guide – recommendation to revoke guide is a possibility, they are waiting on information from Bruce and Todd Brown. RAPCA will send out an explanation of reasons to revoke guide and take comments.

	#53 - Interpretation of Open Burning Standards
	Paul Braun
	update on progress – reviewing guide


	#55 - Precautions in Use of Method 24 for Water-Based Coatings
	Akron
	Final recommendation submitted to Bruce for final review on 09/24/2012.

	#69 – Guidance on Air Dispersion Modeling
	VanderWielen
	Revision in progress – Incorporation USEPA PM2.5 modeling guidance.

	#70 - Guidance on Evaluating Emissions of Toxic Air Pollution Compounds when Processing Permit-to-Install (PTI) Applications. 
	Hopkins

	Hopkins review comments.


	#74 – Stack testing for PM2.5
	Hall
	On hold until asphalt plant testing issues are resolved.

	#77 - Proper application of amended OAC rule 3745-21-07
	CDO
	CDO collecting examples to determine how different situations should be handled when addressing BAT limits that may have come from the old 21-07(G).  Possibly add more examples to E.G 77.

	#80 – Methods for Calculating PTE
	CDO
	Issued Final 3/02/12 - additional revisions made by CDO on 9/24/12 and forwarded directly to Bruce.  1/29/13 revisions sent from P&E to Bruce, just in case. Bruce says he needs to evaluate based on recent BAT guidance.

	#82 – Ultra Low Sulfur Diesel Fuel Permitting
	NWDO/CDO
	New Guide.  Draft distributed for review 3/7/13.  Comments until 4/8/13.  NWDO addressing comments, there weren’t too many.

	#83 – Asphalt Testing Production Rates
	Todd Brown/Alan
	Draft out for review.  Comments until 11/2/12. –> On hold until asphalt plant testing issues are resolved. Renumbered from 82 to 83.

	#XX – Non-road Engines
	SEDO
	update on progress






6. General Permits – 
Crematories – pretty much ready to go, Sarah will have to restart work on mercury modeling soon.

Shale Oil and Gas –Draft issued 2/15/13, comment period has ended.  Reviewing comments.

Miscellaneous Metal - Rick Carleski is working on Misc Metal GP.  The workgroup is writing T&Cs. The modeling will determine the type of screening they do for qualifying criteria and hopefully by next meeting will have some terms to circulate.

7. Training – 
Rumor that a MACT and Advanced NSR training will be offered this year.

8. New Items – 
None.

9. Pending Action Items – 
None



P&E Minutes are available in Answer Place Topic ID 2140. 
	 

-----------Next  meeting is Tuesday, July 9, 2013.



Please note: This document is intended for internal DAPC use only and may not reflect Agency policy or position regarding any materials accessed via this document.

