Permitting & Enforcement Committee Meeting				January 11, 2011


Permitting and Enforcement Committee	FINAL

When:         January 11, 2011			
9:30 a.m. - 1:00 p.m.
Where:		Central Office, Columbus 			
Conference Room C							
Facilitator:	Jim Braun, Co-Chair
Minutes:	Jenny Avellana

	
Time
	
Topic
	
Lead /
Involvement
	
Actions Needed

	
9:30
10:00
	
Enforcement
· New items?
	

Paulian/Kalman
	

General update.

	
10:00
10:30	
	
Permitting 
· New items?
· Proposed Potential to Emit Guidance

· Citing PTI number and issuance date in part b)(1) of PTIOs
· STARS2 Permit Tracker
· Autobody Refinishing PBR & 6H GACT
	

Hopkins
CDO

Hall

Dzienis
Safreed
	

General update
Revise based on Hopkins comments and redistribute for further comment.
Helpful to cite old PTI in permit?  See below.
Changes needed to tracker?  See below.
Need to address prep stations – see below.

	
10:30
11:00
	
Permit Issuance and Data Management
· New items?
· Application validation for federally enforceable restrictions
· Title V training manual
	

Ahern
Ahern

Ahern
	

General update.
Do most people want this item as a validation error for the application?
Status update.

	
11:00
11:15
	
Break
	
everyone
	
Relax & Stretch

	
11:15
11:30
	
New Rules and SIP Update
· New items?
	

Paul Braun
	

General update.

	
11:30
11:45
	
Terms and Conditions and Policy Distribution
· New items?
	

Suttman
	

General update.

	
11:45
12:00
	
Engineering Guide Revisions
	

	


	
	#6 - PTI for Coal to Oil Conversion
	Cleveland
	Misty to revisit the changes for this guide.

	
	#18 - SO2 Compliance Determination Methods for Boilers
	Toledo
	Draft almost ready for review.  Check that SO2 SIP rules have been approved.

	
	#20 - Determination of Compliance with Visible Emission Limitations for Stack Source
	Akron
	update on progress

	
	#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
	update on progress

	
	#26 - Inclusion of Weight of Water in the Weight of "Refuse" Charged for Incinerators
	NEDO
	Submit comments by 2/15/10. No comments received.

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


	
	#34 - Conditions for Issuance of PTI/PTO for an Inactive Source
	RAPCA
	STARS2 webex discussion with Erica – need to define “shutdown”.  Ready for September meeting.

	
	#53 - Interpretation of Open Burning Standards
	DeWulf / Burkleca
	Rule was appealed with hearing in February 2007.

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

	Hopkins review comments.


	
	#71 - Requirements for Reporting Emissions from very Small Emissions Units in the Annual Fee Emission Reports  
	Engel-Ishida
	Final revisions issued 12/30/2010 to address lead.

	
	#74 – Stack testing for PM2.5
	Hall
	FR for PM2.5 effective.  Need to address test protocol for condensables and the Hopkins NSR guidance. 

	
	#78 - This guide describes procedures used for owner or operators of municipal waste landfills to obtain either alternative timeline or higher operating collection well temperature, oxygen, nitrogen or pressure requirements.
	Suttman
	Final issued 12/15/2010.

	
	#XX – Non-road Engines
	SEDO
	update on progress

	
	#XX – Emission unit ID designations
	Ben Cirker
	Submit comments by end of October.

	
	#XX – Crushers NSPS Subpart OOO
	Hopkins
	Hopkins review comments and address recent changes to subpart OOO.

	
12:00
12:15
	
General Permit & Permit By Rule development
· Create new GPs and PBRs
	

	



	
	
	Crematories - Cleveland
	Sarah VanderWielen to work on mercury modeling September 2010.

	
	
	Tub Grinders - CDO
	Need guidance from CO – too many versions due to BAT.

	
	
	Shingles Grinders - RAPCA
	GP or PBR needed?

	
	
	Anaerobic Digesters
	Jenny Avellana preparing GP.

	
	
	Miscellaneous Metal
	Cheryl working on changes for Chapter 17 and GACT (HHHHHH).

	
	
	Compression Ignition RICE
	Drafted for the aggregate industry but available to all per Cheryl.

	
	
	Aggregate Processing – CO
	Public noticed between 9/3 and 9/6 in different newspapers.  Comment period ends 10/6.

	
12:15
12:30
	
Training
· Training for reviewing stack test report


· Training for Engineering Guide 44
	

Braun


Engel-Ishida
	

Training has been scheduled for April 5, 2011 at the Department of Administrative Services in Columbus.
Erica working on training in Columbus.

	
12:30
12:45
	
New items
· New items to discuss?
	

All
	

New items?




	
Pending Action Items suggested by P&E Committee
	
Date Action Completed

	
1.  File review work group.  
	
Per 11/9/10 meeting, the Legal Division wants to revisit and possibly develop a centralized system for tracking file review requests.




Next meeting:  March 8, 2011

Mike Ahern will provide more information on the application validation item.
Citing PTI number and issuance date

>>> "Braun, Jim" <JBraun@city.cleveland.oh.us> 12/21/2010 4:57 PM >>>
Andrew,
 
I can't speak for the other DO/LAAs, but I think it would be good to revisit this topic with everyone at the next P&E meeting.  Without having that date in there, it makes it more difficult to determine why certain BAT limits are being established and creates some confusion in my opinion.
 
I am also aware of the difference between the PTIs for Title V which do not expire versus the new PTIOs that will get renewed every ten years.  
 
Yeah, it's great that STARS2 is set up to note the permit that is being superseded, but that information is at the beginning of the permit where it can be overlooked and it only appears in the issued permit.  It's definitely helpful to note the PTI numbers and issuance date in our permit recommendations that we prepare.  
 

From: Andrew Hall [mailto:andrew.hall@epa.state.oh.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, December 21, 2010 4:31 PM
To: Braun, Jim; Jennifer Avellana
Cc: Pecoraro, Julie
Subject: RE: St. Augustine Manor PTIO P0107085
I am actually very glad we are discussing this because it is a perfect topic for either P&E or an APL call (maybe both).
 
I realize that CDAQ has (ever since I can recall), been including both the PTI# and issuance date in operating permits.  However, all the other field offices have stopped citing the PTI# along with the applicable NSR rule (e.g., OAC rule 3745-31-05(A)(3)) in Renewal PTIOs since after the superceded permit number got listed in the issued permit document.  [There might be a few that slip through however].  Recall that the PTIO rules allow the agency to supercede a PTI for a non-Title V facility into a PTIO.  Not true for a PTI at a Title V facility however where the "PTI lives forever" and PTIs cannot be superceded in a Title V permit.  In this case it is appropriate (and necessary) to list the applicable NSR rule (e.g., OAC rule 3745-31-05(A)(3)) as the basis for the Rule Authority Citation and the PTI# as the basis for the emission limitations, operational restrictions etc...
 
Whether to keep the PTI numbers in the T&Cs?  One issue is consistency State-wide.  The other is "permit upkeep" as that number would need to be manually changed over time and the idea is to let STARS2 do that job for us.
 
Do you think this topic is ripe for discussion?
Andrew

>>> "Braun, Jim" <JBraun@city.cleveland.oh.us> 12/21/2010 4:13 PM >>>
 
In regards to citing the PTI number and issuance date in the T&Cs under OAC rule 3745-31-05(A)(3), personally I think it is very helpful to have that cited in the permit due to the ever changing world of BAT.  It helps to make it clear why we have BAT limits that are less than 10 tpy without the need to address SB265.  I realize that the PTIO provides the superseded permit number at the beginning of the permit, but that's very easy to overlook.  It's helpful to have that information right where it's needed most - at the BAT limits.
 
With that said, we can certainly remove the PTI numbers in the T&Cs if absolutely needed.  Like I say above though, I think it is very helpful to have it in there and would prefer to keep it in the permit.  We have been doing that with all the Title V permits over the years and have found it very helpful with those permits as well.
 

STARS2 Permit Tracker


From: Mike Ahern [mailto:mike.ahern@epa.state.oh.us] 
Sent: Monday, December 27, 2010 10:32 AM
To: Terri Dzienis; Erica Engel-Ishida
Cc: Jim Braun; Linda Luksik; Mike Hopkins; Mike VanMatre
Subject: Re: STARS2 "permit tracker" report
Hi Terri,
 
Back in 2008 when we launched STARS2 we recognized that many offices (in fact, most) maintained their own tracking systems in addition to what STARS and PTIs2000 provided at the time. My suggestion before we embark on the request below is to have a discussion in P&E about what each office needs in order to allow everyone to efficiently track permits via STARS2 rather than maintaining a local tracking system in addition to the STARS2 reports. Many of the existing reports and screens were designed to replace existing local systems as much a possible at the time. Two years of experience in STARS2 while maintaining local systems now provide an opportunity to refine STARS2 and eliminate redundant tracking systems. If we discuss your request at P&E I think that we will find that some items may be unique to your office but that other offices also have similar enhancement ideas that we will then be able to identify and efficiently make changes to STARS2 for everyone's benefit. I also see the discussion being beneficial the same way that the 14-day review discussion has highlighted the different interpretations of what that step means in the permitting process. If we first have the discussions in P&E, I think at the end of the day we will achieve greater statewide consistency and more efficient tracking.
 
I am copying Jim Braun on this response in order to get the item on the agenda. I am also copying Mike Hopkins so he can chime in if need be. Can you lead the discussion at the meeting based on your needs as a front line consumer tracking progress of applications, permits and workloads at the field offices?
 
Sincerely,
 
Mike Ahern
Permit Issuance and Data Management Section
Division of Air Pollution Control

>>> On 12/23/2010 at  3:03 PM, in message <4D1364BE.7461.00DF.1@epa.state.oh.us>, Erica Engel-Ishida wrote:
Hi Terri,
 
I have copied the players involved in this enhancement to the existing report.  It is up to them to prioritize this request and give you a time frame.  I can simply report the issue and get it on the radar.  
 
Linda, Mike and Mike - Please respond to Terri.  This is not in Mantis as far as I can tell.
 
Thanks!
Erica

>>> On 12/23/2010 at  2:35 PM, Terri Dzienis <tdzienis@cantonhealth.org> wrote:
Erica-

As we discussed during the systems audit of Canton, we use an excel spreadsheet as a permit tracker to track the progress and status of the active permits in Canton. You showed us the "permit status" report in STARS2 and how it includes the workflow notes in the report that could simulate our current permit trackers. This showed us the great capabilities that STARS2 has.

As such, we would like to start using STARS2 as our permit tracker, but there are some revisions or specific information that I would like to either be added to the permit status report, or be another report added to the STARS2 system that we can use. The following are the details/changes that we are requesting with keeping all the fields currently available in the permit status report.

Add: Facility Description from facility profile
Add: EU ID #'s included in permit
Add: EU Description from permit detail
Change: Instead of the workflow notes, we would like to use the permit detail notes. The type of status notes that we include in the current permit trackers are more suitable in the permit detail section of STARS2.

Please let me know if this can be done, and provide an estimate of when I may have this report available for use. I understand this is considered an enhancement, but I would appreciate some timeframe so I know how much time I should commit to improving our current excel spreadsheets.

Thank you,
-- 
Terri Dzienis
APC Permitting and Compliance Supervisor
Canton City Health Department
Air Pollution Control Division - Ohio EPA - Agency 15 (Stark County)



Autobody Refinishing


From: Carl Safreed [mailto:csafreed@cantonhealth.org] 
Sent: Thursday, January 06, 2011 10:30 AM
To: Braun, Jim
Cc: Aleman, Dan; Dzienis, Terri
Subject: Request for P&E Agenda Item
Jim, 

I would like to request a two-part agenda item about so-called "prep stations" at auto body paint shops.  This would be a follow-up to the request for guidance that I e-mailed to many P&E committee members plus Rick Carleski on 12/17/10.  Responses received from Rick Carleski, Brittany Smith and Duane LaClair suggest that there is widespread interest in both of my questions and that more definitive guidance may be needed. 

Question 1:    The Auto Body Refinishing Facility Permit by Rule qualifications allow a maximum of two "paint spray booths used for painting" and also state that the facility must perform "all painting operations in enclosed spray booth(s)..."  [3745-31-03(A)(4)(g)(i)(a) and (d), respectively].    Does having one or more "prep stations" where some painting occurs in addition to having 2 completely-enclosed paint booths  disqualify a facility from Permit-by Rule eligibility?  

Question 2:   Regarding the prep stations as described above and the "6H" Area Source MACT rule, what qualifies as a "full roof?" (and what does not?)   [ref 40 CFR Part 63, Subpart HHHHHH, Paint Stripping and Miscellaneous Surface Coating Operations, specifically Section 63.11173(e)(2)(iii) ]
  
A copy of my internal report dated 12/30/10 is attached here.  I think it provides a good background plus a summary of what I've learned so far in response to my questions.  Although the file size is small (1.40 MB), the report is 21 pages long, so I don't recommend printing it for pass-out at the P&E meeting, but maybe it could be attached to the final agenda e-mail.

Thank-you,

Carl Safreed
Canton 


From: Rick Carleski [mailto:rick.carleski@epa.state.oh.us] 
Sent: Monday, December 20, 2010 11:30 AM
To: Carl Safreed; Brittany Smith; Mike Hopkins
Cc: Duane LaClair; Frank Markunas; Braun, Jim; Adam Ward; Mark Budge; Misty Koletich; Sarah Harter; paul.tedtman@hamilton-co.org; clinefcd@rapca.org
Subject: Re: Auto Body Refinishing PBR and 6H MACT - 2 brief questions
Carl and all,
 
I'll share some PBR background info and what I know about the 6H NESHAP spray booth requirements.  OCAPP has been doing a lot of outreach to body shops and collecting USEPA's interpretations about the requirements of the 6H rule.  First remember that the PBR is less stringent than 6H and contain different definitions of enclosed spray booths. 
 
Question 1:  I think the facility can still qualify for the PBR.  The 2 or less spray booth criterion of the PBR was a recommendation  taken from USEPA's April 16, 1998 PTE guidance for body shops.  USEPA's background information indicates that they considered "prep work" in their recommendation, which leads me to believe that some out-of-the-booth painting emissions occur but are not significant overall.  From my experience, prep stations involve small amounts of primer application, not the final finishing of multiple coats of basecoat, color and clear normally done in the spray booth and are often equipped with filters - mainly to catch sanding dust.  It's also likely these prep stations are de minimis individually, and the majority of VOC/HAP emissions come from the paint booths.
 
In developing the PBR in 2005, the auto body shop industry never brought up the issue of spray booths vs. prep stations.  The PBR also limits facilities to 50 jobs/week and 3,000 gallons/yr of all VOC-containing materials as additional requirements that define the shop's PTE from all painting and solvent use.
 
Question 2:  The 6H rule is much more stringent than the PBR.  6H requires all painting to be done in a 3 or 4-walled spray booth having a full roof and 98% efficient filtration.  The only exception is when using <3 oz. guns.  The curtained "prep area" design you described has become a real 6H compliance issue.  (However, you didn't mention if the prep stations you saw had filtered exhaust systems)
 
Many of these downdraft side curtain designs don't have the "full roof" and have large gaps between the overhead air plenum and the top of the curtains.  See attached picture and interpretation request letter to USEPA about this.  
 
Nationally, our small business assistance program network has asked USEPA if these designs meet the 6H requirements, but have not heard back yet from USEPA.  We're currently advising shops with these type of prep stations that they must, at a minimum, be able to demonstrate negative pressure at all openings of the enclosure as stated in the 6H rule language.  I've heard some shops are covering the top gaps with sheet metal to make a "full roof".  However, I don't know if this is practical for all designs nor if it somehow causes additional problems in complying with OSHA or NFPA fire codes.
 
Also see the "SB" spray booth questions in the 6H Frequently Asked Questions document attached.  USEPA vetted the answers in this document.     
 
It appears the more stringent 6H rule may eliminate past practices of priming on the floor or in semi-enclosed "prep stations".   
 
I hope this helps.  Please note this is my opinion and DAPC might have different interpretations.     
   
Rick Carleski, Supervisor
Office of Compliance Assistance and Pollution Prevention
Ohio EPA
(614) 728-1742
rick.carleski@epa.state.oh.us

>>> Carl Safreed <csafreed@cantonhealth.org> 12/17/2010 3:09 PM >>>
Mike Hopkins, Rick Carleski,  and Brittany Smith:

I have two brief, but kind of urgent questions about a facility in Stark County, one regarding Permit by Rule qualifications for Auto Body Refinishing Facility and other regarding the HHHHHH Area Source MACT (Paint Stripping and Miscellaneous Surface Coating Operations).  I would appreciate any help you can give me, including forwarding my questions to an appropriate  "expert" on these subjects.  (Thanks!)   

I'm also sending this note to some contacts who attend the P&E meetings and are from DO/LAAs that have processed Auto Body Refinishing Facility PBRs within the past 2 years.   

Situation:
The Auto Body Refinishing Facility Permit by Rule qualifications allow a maximum of two "paint spray booths used for painting" and also state that the facility must perform "all painting operations in enclosed spray booth(s)..."  [3745-31-03(A)(4)(g)(i)(a) and (d), respectively].   The facility in question has two fully-enclosed paint booths for refinishing complete vehicles (4 walls and a roof with proper pressurization and filters).  These two booths are not the subject of my questions, but the same facility ALSO has three "prep stations" where they paint miscellaneous parts, including small, partial-vehicle jobs.   These prep stations have side curtains on 3 sides.

Question 1:    Does having one or more "prep stations" where some painting occurs in addition to having 2 completely-enclosed paint booths disqualify a facility from Permit-by Rule eligibility?

Question 2:   Regarding the prep stations as described above and the 6H MACT requirements, what qualifies as a "full roof?" (and what does not?)   I don't have specific details yet, just a phone description, so maybe what I'm also asking is WHO can best answer this question once I get complete details?   [ref Section 63.11173(e)(2)(iii) ]

Thanks again,

Carl Safreed, P.E.
Air Pollution Control Division
Canton City Health Department
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