5:?::}4 VOLUME REDUCTION, MERCURY RECOVERY, %
— MERCURY RECLAMATION PROCESSES Environmental

Compliance

COMPLIANCE INSPECTION CHECKLIST

INSPECTION TYPE: ANNUAL (INS1,INS2) [X]  COMPLAINT/DISCOVERY (CI) []
RE-INSPECTION (FUI) ]  ARMS COMPLAINT NO:

AIRS ID#: 0730094 DATE: 4/02/2008 ARRIVE: 10:00 DEPART: 12:15
FACILITY NAME: VEOLIA ES TECHNICAL-TALLAHASSEE
FACILITY LOCATION: 342 Marpan Lane
TALLAHASSEE 32305
OWNER/AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE: GREG NEWTON PHONE: (850)877-8299

CONTACT NAME:  Linda Dunwoody PHONE:

ENTITLEMENT PERIOD:  5/19/2007 / 5/19/2012
(effective date) (end date)

PART I: INSPECTION COMPLIANCE STATUS (checki only one box)

[]IN COMPLIANCE DX MINOR Non-COMPLIANCE [ SIGNIFICANT Non-COMPLIANCE

PART Il: CONTROL TECHNOLOGY_ - Rule 62-210.300, F.A.C.
(checki appropriate box(es))

1. Does the facility operate any emissions urtigiothan the volume reduction, mercury recoveng, mercury
reclamation processes and emissions units whekxempt from permitting pursuant to the critefia
paragraph 62-210.300(3)(a), or (b), F.A.C., arehbeen exempted from permitting under Rule 62.04

F.A.C.? (Rule 62-210.300(4)(c), F.A.C.) [lyes [X] No
2. Does this facility emit or have the potent@kmit 10 tons per year or more of mercury? (Rule
62-210.300(4)(c)1., F.A.C.) [IYes X No

3. Was the highest reported exposure limit obgkeepial to or less than the United States Occupetio

Safety and Health Administration’s (OSHA) perritites exposure limit (PEL) of 1mg/10$rfor mercury
vapor as set forth in 29 CFR 1910.1000, TableZRule 62-296.417(1)(a), F.A.C.)------mmn-m-m—- XYes [] No
4. Is the area in which the processing equipmentiéfined in Rule 62-737.200, F.A.C.) is locafally
enclosed and kept under negative pressure wtolesepsing mercury containing lamps or devices?gRul
62-296.417(1)(b) XYes [] No
5. Does this facility control mercury emissionsotiigh the use of: (ched¥ either a) or b) whichever is applicable)
a) dual air handling systemg?]
b) a single air handling system with redundantamey controls? [X]

NOTE: *If you have checked 5.a) above, then proceed on to Page 2 and questions 6 through 12 which cover Dual Air

Handling Systems.
**|f you have checked 5.b) above, then skip questions 6 through 12 and proceed on to questions 13 through 16 which

cover Single Air Handling Systems with Redundant Mercury Contrals.




PART Il: CONTROL TECHNOLOGY - Rule 62-210.300, F.A.Qcontinued)
(checki appropriate box(es))

*Dual Air Handling Systems

6. Has the owner or operator installed a primarphandling system with air pollution control equignt in
order to reduce the mercury content of the dlected during the volume reduction and mercurypvecy

and reclamation processes? (Rule 62-296.417(1)€)A.C.) Clyes [
7. ls the air collected by the primary system,tedrwithin a fully enclosed area of the facilityeafthe air is
filtered through the air pollution control equipnt? (Rule 62-296.417(1)(c)2., F.A.C.)------------—-- Clyes [
8. Once each day, while mercury-containing lampdevices are being processed, is a sample obkécted
from within the fully enclosed area of the fagilin which the air collected by the primary aimidéng
system is vented? (Rule 62-696.417(1)(c)3., FAE CIyes []
a) Is the mercury content of the sample deterdhared compared with the OSHA PEL?----------------- CIvyes []
9. Does the owner or operator operate, monitat,raaintain the primary system air pollution control
equipment in such a manner as not to exceed $t®ACPEL for mercury vapor within the fully enclosed
area of the facility in which the air collectegthe primary air handling system is vented? (Rule
62-296.417(1)(c)4., F.A.C.) Clves []
10. Has the owner or operator installed a secgraiahandling system in order to maintain negapixessure
in the fully enclosed area of the facility in whithe air collected by the primary system is véatfRule
62-696.417(1)(c)5., F.A.C.) (CIvyes []
11.Has the owner or operator installed, and dg tperate, monitor and maintain air pollution coht
equipment to reduce the mercury content of theaiected by the secondary air handling systeff#te)
62-696.417(1)(c)6., F.A.C.) CIvyes []
12.1s the primary air handling system with aitlyiion controls independent and separate fromsteondary
air handling system with air pollution control®ule 62-696.417(1)(c)7., F.A.C.) ClYes ]
a) Do the primary and secondary air handlingesystair pollution controls incorporate carbon fdter
equivalent technology? ClYes ]
**Single Air Handling Systemswith Redundant Mercury Controls
13.Does the owner or operator operate, monitat,maaintain an air handling system with redundampeallution
control equipment in order to reduce the mer@amytent of the air collected during the volume &, and
mercury recovery and reclamation processes? @21296.417(1)(d)1., F.A.C.) Xvyes []
14.Does the redundant air pollution control eqépt incorporate at least two (2) carbon filtereguivalent
technology arranged in series so that the aggsathrough both filters before being released®e(Ru
62-296.417(1)(d)2., F.A.C.) XvYes []
a) Is each filter designed to ensure complianitie the OSHA PEL for mercury vapor at the emission
point in the event of a single filter failure? XYes []
b) Was the highest reported exposure limit okestqual to or less than the OSHA PEL of 1 mg/zimm
mercury vapor? XlYes []
15. As the facility processes any mercury-contgjdamps or devices once each day, and while mgumtaining
lamps or devices are being processed, is a safple collected downstream of the first carbdtefi(or
equivalent technology) and upstream of the se2¢Rdle 62-296.417(1)(d)3., F.A.C.)------------ — [Oyes X
a) Is the mercury content of the sample deterdhared compared with the OSHA PEL?----------------- XKyes []

16. Does the owner or operator, operate, monitdrraaintain the air pollution control equipmensirch a
manner as not to exceed the OSHA PEL for mereappr downstream of the first carbon filter (or irglent
technology) and upstream of the second? (Rul2o&417(1)(d)4., F.A.C.) XYes []
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PART Ill: RECORDKEEPING REQUIREMENTS —Rule 62-210.300(3)(a)2& 28., F.A.C.& 62-210.300(4)(c)1., F.A.C.
(check appropriate box(es))

1. Does the owner or operator of this facilityiethis subject to this rule maintain records of itaming
information that specifies and includes: (Rule2®5.417(2), F.A.C.)

a) the date, place and time of measurement? [lYes XI No
b) the methodology used? XYes [ ] No
c) the analytical results? Clyes [X] No
d) calibration and maintenance records of momitpequipment? XYes [] No

2. Does the owner/operator retain records of ahitoring data and supporting information, and make
available for Department inspection, these rezfod a period of at least five years from the ddte
collection? (Rule 62-296.417(2), F.A.C.) XlYes [INo

PART IV: GENERAL CONDITIONS/MAINTENANCE REQUIREMEN TS — Rule 62-210.300(4)(e)6., 8., & 12., F.A.C.
(checki appropriate box(es))

1. Does the owner or operator make every reaseredfrt to conduct the specific activity authodZgy the

general permit in a manner that minimizes adveffeets on adjacent property or on public uséhef t

adjacent property, where applicable, and on tiwver@nment, including fish, wildlife, natural resces,

water quality, or air quality? XlYes [] No
Does the owner or operator maintain the peeohitacility, emission unit, or activity in good atition? [X]Yes [] No
Has the owner or operator allowed the circurtivarof any applicable air pollution control devs@e-- []Yes X No
Has the owner or operator allowed the emissfair pollutants as the result of the malfunctidnor
inoperable condition of applicable air polluticontrol devices? [IYes X No

Bl

PART V: SPECIAL CONDITIONS AND PROCEDURES- Rule 62-210.300(4)(d)4., F.A.C.
(checki appropriate box(es))

A. Newor Modified ProcessEquipment

1. Since the last inspection has there been

a) installation of any new process equipmeri2 XlYes [INo
b) alterations to existing process equipmentavit replacement? CDyes XINo
c) replacement of existing equipment substdptdifferent than that noted on the most

recent notification form? [ lYes [XINo

d) If you answered¥ES to any of the above, did the owner submit a nesv@mplete
notification form and appropriate fee (Rule 6250, F.A.C.) to the appropriate DEP or

local program office? Xyes [INo
Tracy White 4/02/2008
Inspector’s Name (Please Print) Ditimspection
6-12 months
Inspector’s Signature ApproatmDate of Next Inspection
COMMENTS:

I met with Linda Dunwoody, Operations Manager, &ahdy Williams, Operations Supervisor. | first caotkd a records review

followed by a walk-thru of the facility.




Ms. Dunwoody brought forth a letter, dated May 2607, for the most recent permit renewal.
The GPCI inspection checklist points were reviewdth Ms. Dunwoody. Also Ms. Dunwoody obtained tlipigpment flow
diagrams from her copy of the permit applicationdar and gave copies to me.

The facility staff and | reviewed these diagramsétermine sampling points and to provide an oesvof the newer facility
equipment that may have been installed or wenherdince the last inspection in late 2006.
There were 4 equipment diagrams used from Figld 3. of the permit application:

. The Retort Air Room System (incorrectly labelesdiD Lamp Processing)
. Retort Processing

. Flourescent Lamp Processing

. HID Lamp Processing

Description of regulated equipment:

. The Retort Air Room System is mainly used to omrgmissions from the disassembly room or “pregmt The
disassembly room is used for disassembly of “megrdewices.” This room is linked by a door to thereroom, so therefore it
appears the equipment in this diagram can provigggative environment for both rooms. All contrqugament exhaust dischargps
to the outside of the building (stack) as viewethi& permit diagrams.

. The Retort Processing or “retort room” remairsegéially unchanged since the last inspection.” B\BC pipe still
connects the retort room to the Lamp processingir@dl control equipment exhaust discharges todatiside of the building
(stack) as viewed in the permit diagrams.

. The Flourescent Lamp Processing room or “crushiogn” remains essentially unchanged since theidapection. All
control equipment exhaust discharges to the outditlee building (stack) as viewed in the permégiams.

. The HID Lamp Processing is basically a self aorgd machine that is not located in a room offaledity. All control
equipment exhaust discharges to the outside diulding (stack) as viewed in the permit diagrams.

Permit information for recent equipment;

. Ms. Dunwoody explained that the permit incorpedathe Retort Air Room System through a permitifieation that
took place before last year’'s permit renewal . @geipment was installed around the Spring of 2007.

. Ms. Dunwoody explained that the permit incorpedathe HID Lamp Processing process through & necent permit
application on May 25, 2006 and was approved ar@emtember 2007. The equipment was said to bdlegsaround April 2007
and online September 19, 2007.

. The other two processes listed in this reporeappo remain unchanged with no modifications.
Recordkeeping for equipment:

Ms. Dunwoody explained that the recordkeeping shastbeen revised since the last inspection tapacate the new
equipment/processes. | reviewed the equipmentaliagagain to determine the actual location of &mepding ports for emission
control equipment. It was agreed that all the eapaipt can be classified as “Single Air Handling 8yst with Redundant Mercury
Controls.”

It appears that recordkeeping for the Retort AipRdSystem was not performed according to permititmms. Ms. Dunwoody
explained that this procedure was apparently ovkdd. However she immediately contacted the fatsliEnvironmental Manage
and the recordkeeping sheets were instantly updatedorporate the unit’'s sampling point into resti@eeping procedure.

The sampling point for the Retort Air Room Systémow listed as item #16 on the newly revised rgkeeping log sheet
(effective 4/02/2008). Previously facility stafeve sampling inside the disassembly room. For thst mecent records, it appearégd
these results did not exceed the OSHA PEL merdandsird.

Recordkeeping for Retort Processing was availtleispection. Records were from October 2007ughoMarch 2008 for the
newer log sheet and June 2007 to October 200 héoolter log sheet. Records before that were iragéoand not requested. | djf
not note any excessive levels over the OSHA PElcorgrstandard.

The sampling point for the Retort Processing i listed as item #14 on the newly revised recorgkeelog sheet (effective
4/02/2008).



Recordkeeping for Flourescent Lamp Processing waitadle for inspection. Records were from Octad@d7 through March
2008 for the newer log sheet and June 2007 thr@gjbber 2007 for the older log sheet. Records leefuat were in storage and
not requested. | did not note any excessive lemats the OSHA PEL mercury standard.

The sampling point for the Flourescent Lamp Prdogss now listed as item #12 on the newly revisstbrdkeeping log sheet
(effective 4/02/2008).

It appears that recordkeeping for the HID Lamp Bssing was not performed according to permit cantit Ms. Dunwoody
explained that this procedure was apparently og&dd. However she immediately contacted the fstslEnvironmental Manage
and the recordkeeping sheets were instantly updatedorporate the unit’'s sampling point into resti@eping procedure.

The sampling point for the HID Lamp Processingiasy listed as item #18 on the newly revised rekeeging log sheet (effectivE
4/02/2008). Previously facility staff were sampliair “beside” the machine and recording the resibr the most recent record,
it appeared these results did not exceed the OSHAmRercury standard.

From the inspection observations of the HID Lampdessing emission control equipment, it appearatalsampling port was n(
installed in this location. However Mr. Williams@ained that a port would be installed “today.”

Note: According to the below website, it appeah® turrent [4/14/2008] Occupational Safety and the&tiministration (OSHA)
permissible exposure limit (PEL) for mercury vap®©.1 milligram per cubic meter (mg/m(3)) of ag @ ceiling limit."

http://www.osha.gov/SLTC/healthguidelines/mercupmdrecognition.html
Inspection of equipment:

. The Retort Air Room System. | viewed the equipt#rappeared to be in operation. The stack wewed outside the
building. No excessive emissions were noted.

. The Retort Processing . | viewed the equipmértppeared to be in operation, but this was nofitoad. The stack was
viewed outside the building. No excessive emissigase noted.

. The Flourescent Lamp Processing. | viewed thépeaent. It did not appear to be in operation. Ttaels was viewed
outside the building. No excessive emissions weted

. The HID Lamp Processing. | viewed the equipmirgppeared to be in operation. The stack was \desugside the
building. No excessive emissions were noted. pieaped the equipment needed the installation afr@bng port (see
recordkeeping explanation).

During the last part of the records review, the itwimg equipment and associated calibration resevdre viewed and copies of
the records were obtained. There are three uréid as the site. The actual unit viewed was therder431-X, sn 431-2097.
Records for all three units (late 2007 and early®€alibrations) showed that all three units weret ‘of calibration” before the re
calibration of the devices.

The inspector did not obtain a copy of any expliamafor the results, however it appears that mazhib973’s incoming (pre-
calibration) reading deviated 0.0336 mg/m3 ufnds the lower "allowable range" standard on thiad the test, 12/28/2007.
These machines may need more frequent calibrafiapglicable), depending on manufacturer’s recomadation, laboratory
recommendations and/or the machine's history aenticondition.

Recommendations:
. The facility appeared to be in a non-compliarteg¢us for insufficient recordkeeping and mercumnghing related to the

"Retort Air Room System" and the "HID Lamp Procegquipment” (Rule 62-296.417 (1) (d) 3. and 68-297 (2) Florida
Administrative Code).



