Permitting & Enforcement Committee Meeting			           March 8, 2016


[bookmark: _GoBack]Permitting and Enforcement Committee 	FINAL  

When:      	March 8, 2016                                      Answer Place ID: 2140
9:30 a.m. – 11:45 p.m.
Where:	Central Office, Columbus 			
6th Floor - Conference Room A “Autumn Room”	
Facilitator:	Mike Hopkins, Jeff Canan
Minutes:	Briana Hilton

	
Time
	
Topic
	
Lead /
Involvement
	
Actions Needed

	
9:30
9:35

	
Introductions
	
All
	
Brief introductions.



	
9:35
10:00
	
Compliance & Enforcement
· New items?

	

Paulian/Bergman/Kavalec/Ward

	

General discussion.


	
10:00
10:30	
	
Permitting 
· New items? 

· Carry Over from last meeting; JJJ does not apply to dry to dry cleaner


	

Mike Hopkins

Rick Carleski                                                                                                                                     
	

General discussion.

See 11/17/2015 USEPA HQ letter attached to e-mail.

	
10:30
10:40
	
Short Break, If Needed.


	
All
	


	
10:40  11:00

	
P&E Bylaws
· New Bylaws
	
Mike Hopkins
	
1/12/16: Bob Hodanbosi has not had time to review and discuss with Mike Hopkins. 

	
11:00
11:15
	
General Permit & Permit-By-Rule Development
· Create new GPs and PBRs
	Crematories GP- Cleveland
	10/10/15: Mercury Modeling from Jim Braun is with Ben Cirker.
1/12/16: Ben not to it yet.

	
	
	Compressor Stations GP #14
	1/12/16: Actively being worked on & possible become final in Feb.

	
	
	Grain Elevator Operations GP
	1/12/16: New team to submit initial proposal.

	
11:15
11:30
	
Engineering Guide Revisions
	

	


	
	#6 - PTI for Coal to Oil Conversion
	Misty Parsons
	reviewing guide

	
	#16 – Conditions for Requiring Additional Source Compliance Tests
	CDO (Bryon Marusek) & SWDO (Craig Osborne)
	10/10/15: Craig to define MM&R program, use actuals and more clearly define “discretion”.

	
	#18 - SO2 Compliance Determination Methods for Boilers
	Toledo – Matt Stanfield
	10/10/15: Review 9/24/15 Draft and get comments to Matt.

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

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


	
	#42 - Definition of BAT for New Sources
	NWDO
	Beginning initial review 

	
	#44 - Permit Issuance Policy for Relocation of Portable/Mobile Facilities
	CO/SEDO
	6/23/15: If Sudhir has no comments and if comment period has concluded then Erica and Sarah can start working on changes. 

	
	#45 - Calculation of "Potential to Emit" for Surface Coating Lines
	Canton
	Draft revisions distributed for review 9/9/13.  Comments until 10/11/13.  Reviewing comments then will resend draft.

	
	#46 - Determination of Cost-Effectiveness for BAT and RACM Evaluations
	NWDO
	Beginning initial review 

	
	#48 - VOC Compliance Determinations for Coating Lines
	Canton
	update on progress – reviewing guide – Draft expected by end of January

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

	
	#58 - Definition of “Facility” for Ohio Title V Permit Program
	Drew Bergman
	Beginning draft revisions due to recent court decisions

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

	
	#74 – Stack testing for PM2.5
	Andrew Hall
	7/23/15: [On hold until asphalt plant testing issues are resolved.]  Alan and Jim K. have been in discussion & with court decision resolved – May be able to move forward on EG 74 & 83.

	
	#80 – Methods for Calculating PTE
	CDO
	Final recommendation submitted to Mike Hopkins on 7/24/2014.  May need to re-evaluate it based on recent BAT guidance.

	
	#83 – Asphalt Testing Production Rates
	Todd Brown/Alan
	7/23/15: [On hold until asphalt plant testing issues are resolved.] 
Todd Brown came up with procedure for running at max pot - May be able to move forward on EG 74 & 83.

	
	#84 – Non-road Engines
	SEDO
	update on progress

	
	#88 – MACT and GACT Guidance 
	Briana Hilton
	3/1/16: EG #88 is now posted on the Web and on MACT Webpage.  

	
	#89 – Guidance for Determining if a BAT Study Is Needed
	Craig Osborne    
	1/12/16: Mike Hopkins got a few comments will make changes and move on.   

	
11:30
11:45
	
New items
· 40 CFR, Part 60, Subpart UUU – Calciners and Dryers in Mineral Industries


· Work Practice Plans
· EER/Downtime Reports

· Air Toxics Reporting



· Permit an Uncontrolled Burn Off oven (Teflon)




	

NEDO Eric Bewley




CDO Kelly Saavedra
CDO Kelly Saavedra

RAPCA Stephanie Madden


Akron   Laura Miracle/Sean Vadas
	

USEPA contacted NEDO about applicability of UUU to one of NEDO’s Foundries and wonders if other agencies have been contacted regarding this rule.

See CDO Question (I) below.
See CDO Question (2) below.

See RAPCA Question below.


See Akron Question below.




CDO Question 1: How are offices tracking the need to submit and then the submittal of work practice plans (i.e. for roadways GP and other sources)?  Also, how are offices approving work practice plans?  Are they sending out a letter?  Do we have a template letter?  Are you sending an NOV for non-submittal or just calling to remind them to submit one?

CDO Question 2: Excess emission reports/excess downtime reports?  How are offices handling these in terms of review and when they send an NOV?  The 5% is supposed to be a threshold for review and further investigation, but how much excess is too much?  Is there an option of a warning letter?  When is that warranted?  Do we have a template warning letter for these?  What warrants an NOV over a warning?   We want to be consistent with other offices on how to handle these.

RAPCA Question:  Annual Air Toxics reporting, “No changes”
PTIO reporting conditions for sources subject to air toxics monitoring requirements that emit at less than 80% of the MAGLC in the terms and conditions library state:
“The permittee shall include any changes made to a parameter or value used in the dispersion model, that was used to demonstrate compliance with the Toxic Air Contaminant Statute, ORC 3704.03(F), through the predicted 1-hour maximum ground‑level concentration, in the annual Permit Evaluation Report (PER).  If no changes to the emissions, emissions unit(s), or the exhaust stack have been made, then the report shall include a statement to this effect.”
Issue:  Many small facilities where “no changes” have occurred are omitting this statement from their PERs.  Thus requiring DO/LAA personnel to request and review new PERs.  ORC 3704.03(F)(4)(d) states in part:  “the owner or operator of the source annually shall report to the director, on a form prescribed by the director, whether operations of the source are consistent with the information regarding the operations that was used to conduct the modeling with regard to the permit to install application”.
Questions:  Since the PER form already includes a negative declaration for “monitoring, recordkeeping or reporting requirements”.  Is a separate negative declaration that “no changes have been made” necessary?  Can the second sentence of the term be deleted?    If the second sentence of the term can’t be deleted, an item should be added to the “PER Detailed EU Form” that is similar to item C. that addresses visible emissions incidents.  
 
Akron Question:   E.L. Stone is a Title V facility for VOC.  Their primary business is recoating Teflon coated parts/molds. 
I did a facility inspection on April 22, 2015.  During the inspection, I noticed a source there that looked like a burn-off oven.  When I questioned the facility contact person if it was a burn-off oven, the contact person said no.  But they revealed that they put parts with oil and plastic into oven to remove the oil/plastic prior to recoating the part.  During this inspection, I also noticed the smell of burning plastic.
In the inspection follow-up letter, I told them that these ovens would be considered incinerators.   For a while, the facility argued with me on this issue.  They stated that these sources were “De Minimis” exempt.  I requested that they test to prove that the ovens are “De Minimis”.   The stack test showed that the OC emissions were not exempt.
I processed the Permit to Install for the small ovens.  After the PTI was issued, the facility contact person called me for clarification on the terms and revealed that they put metal parts with Teflon coating into the ovens to remove the Teflon coating prior to grit blasting these parts.  The facility wants the operational restriction that prevents them from processing parts containing halogens (specifically Teflon) removed.
 
I do not feel comfortable with removing this requirement because these ovens have no afterburner or controls.  I feel the company is not using the ovens as they are intended to be used.  I cannot find any regulations that would require these ovens to have control.  Has anyone dealt with a similar situation or have any suggestions on what I should do?  
“Can we permit an uncontrolled burn-off oven?  What drives the control requirements?  BAT?  Chapter 17?”



	
Pending Action Items
	
Date Action Completed

	Possible revisions to permit application & instructions
	11/23/15: P&E to review attachments e-mailed and prepare comments/recommendations for changes to the PTI/PTIO Application & Instructions. Asked to bring comments/recommendations to January P&E.

DUE to weather on 1/12/16 this item was delayed until March.

	EG #61 vs 20% provision
	1/12/16: [CDO to consider how to resolve EG #61 and/or Chapter 77 rules as relates to 20% provision used to avoid Title V applicability.]  Mike Hopkins to talk to A. Hall and B. Cirker about adding it into the rules.  

	BAT Flowchart
	1/12/2016: Part of EG 89 - Mike Hopkins to look at.

	  
	


Updated 3/04/2016 jrc


Next meeting:  May 10, 2016  
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