Memo to File

From:
Bob Kriegel

Date:
October 11, 12, 22, 23, November 7, 2001

Re:
Application from Armstrong World Industries for various ducting and other minor changes;  Application no. 0330006-006-AC,  Escambia County 

We received a construction permit application from Armstrong World Industries, Inc.

October 4, 2001 for various ducting and other changes at their Pensacola plant.  The application did not include a fee since Armstrong operates under a current Title V permit issued pursuant to Chapter 62-213, F.A.C.  (See Rule 62-4.050(4)(a)2, F.A.C.) 

The application includes:

1. Reconfiguring the interior ducting for scrubbers 3, 8, and 9  (EUs 003, 056, and 054) capturing additional indoor dust, ducting the PIF line slice feeders to scrubber 9 instead of baghouse 21 (EU080), reducing the particulate loading to scrubber 9 by replacing existing dry saws with water-jet cutters, and reducing the allowable emission rates based on stack test data rather than the maximum allowed and permitted based on the process weight table.

2. Substituting units of feet/minute  for tons/hr for the throughput rates for EUs    003, 050, and 054 to facilitate and make practically enforceable the monitoring of production data. 

3. Removing the requirement to record heat input for EUs 050 (Board drying, with PM limits)  and 055 (Perlite expanding, with PM limits). 

4. Substituting units of feet/minute  for tons/hr for the throughput rates for EU     056 to facilitate and make practically enforceable the monitoring of production data but clarifying that the paint mix line would be in full operation during stack testing. 

The specific changes include:


Emission Unit

Permit Limit

Proposed Limit





(tons/hr)

(Feet/minute*)


EU 003 (scrubber 3):
24  ceiling tile

75


EU 050 (dryers):
24  ceiling tile

75


EU 054 (scrubber 9):
24 ceiling tile

75




EU 056 (scrubber 8):
0.7   paint
 
75 – and full opn of paint








 

mix line

* ft/min = (tons/hr)X(1 hr/60 min)X(2000 lbs/ton)X(1 bd ft/1.4 lbs) X ( ftin/0.625ftin) 



(note, board ft is 1 inch deep; tiles are 0.624 in)

As such this application affects:


EU 003 -
Scrubber no. 3


EU 050 -
North and South Board Dryers


EU 054 -
Scrubber no. 9


EU 055 -
Perlite Expanding


EU 056 -
Scrubber no. 8

Title V permit 0330006-001-AV was issued May 12, 1999.  

Changes were made to the permit by letter dated August 25, 1999 affecting EU 050 Board dryer)  and 056 (Scrubber no. 8)  These changes clarified that the process rate for the board dryer was dry board, and that the process rate for the paint mix line was 0.7 TPH..   No emission limits were changed.  

Construction permit 0330006-002-AC was issued May 14, 1999 after public notice April 28, 1999 allowing construction of an additional 300 gallon paint mixer ducted to scrubber no. 8 (EU 056) with no increases in allowable emissions.    Certificate of completion of construction submitted May 18, 2000.

Construction permit 0330006-003-AC was issued July 1, 1999 after public notice June 16, 1999 allowing various modifications consolidating painting and finishing lines into a new Prime Intermediate Finish (PIF) line, and allowing additional edging and finishing processes.  This permit affected emission units 009 (scrubber 4), 010 (scrubber no. 6), 011 (scrubber no. 2), 012 (scrubber no. 7), 014 (scrubber no. 5), 080 (baghouse 21), 081 (baghouse 22) and unregulated emission units 076 and 077.  The total increase in allowable emissions associated with this permit is 20.6 tons/year.  Certificate of completion of construction submitted June 15, 2001.

Construction permit 0330006-004-AC was issued November 15, 2000 after public notice November 1, 2000 allowing construction of an additional edge coater, and replacement of a natural gas fired dryer with no increases in allowable emissions.  Anticipate completion of construction in CY 2001.

Construction permit 0330006-005-AC was issued August 15, 2001 after public notice July 26, 2001 reducing the allowable emissions included in permit 0330006-003-AC for emission units 009 (scrubber 4), 012 (scrubber 7) and 080 and 081 (baghouses 21 and 22).  

The Title V permit should be revised incorporating all of these changes at one time when the work included on 004 has been completed.
Test information in ARMS includes:

Emission
Description

Emission
Proposed
Test  

Unit




Limit

Limit

Results







(lbs/hr)

(lbs/hr)

(lbs/hr)

EU 003 
Scrubber no. 3

17.8 *

5.0

1.18 (2/20/01)










2.32 (10/26/99)










1.35 (4/14/97)

EU 050 
North and South 
18.1 *

NC

Board Dryers

EU 054 
Scrubber no. 9

13.9 *

4.0

2.35 (12/11/00)










1.4 (10/26/99)










1.4 (4/15/97)

EU 055 
Perlite Expanding
9.0 *

NC



EU 056 
Scrubber no. 8

7.3 *1

4.0

0.3 (1/22/01)










0.96 (11/22/99)



*:
Permit 033006-001-AV



*1:
Permit 033006-002-AC

I see no reason not to agree with the request to reduce the  permit limits.  These limits are unnecessarily high, dating from the process weight table.  Past test data indicates there is plenty of room to conservatively reduce the allowable limits.  The proposed interior ducting changes should not affect either the loading or emissions significantly; and, process improvements ( wet cutter v. dry saw) should reduce the actual loading to the scrubbers.  

Concerning the other requested changes, I believe substituting board feet/min for tons/hr makes the permit more practically enforceable and increases the likelihood of the user being able to comply (the operators understand board feet –  converting to tons/hr is an abstract.)  The application includes certified calculations converting ton/hr to board feet/min.  

Heat input for both the perlite expander and board drying is included in the permit as a descriptive parameter, and I am not concerned with eliminating heat input record keeping.  However, I suggest that natural gas usage (MMCF/month and year) be included as a substitute parameter. Both emission units 050 and 055 identify NOX emissions in 2000 (34 TPY, 050; 5 TPY 055), and both emission units identify natural gas usage (MMCF) in the Annual Operating Reports. 

The applicant has agreed to provide a plan view sketch showing an overview of the ducting changes, and this should be included as a condition of the CP.

Subsequently, Armstrong made corrections by letter dated October 19, 2001 showing the PIF line slice feeders routed to scrubber no. 9 (EU 054) and including revised process flow diagrams for scrubber no. 9 (EU 054, add line slice feeder) and baghouse 21 (EU 080, remove line slice feeder).   

Permit 0330006-003-AC for the PIF finishing line included the PIF line slice feeder ducted to scrubber 7 (EU 012), and the PIF line sander ducted to baghouse 21 (EU 080).  Armstrong advised by letter dated October 26, 2000 that the PIF line slice feeder was connected to baghouse 21; we advised by letter dated November 7, 2000 that this was minor and that modified drawings had been attached to the permit.     

As such, the revised drawings for EU 054 (scrubber 9) and baghouse 21 (EU 080) showing the line slice feeder  ducted to scrubber 9 should be included in this permit. 

I spoke to Jonathon Holtom October 23, 2001.  He expressed concerns about:

1. not having integrated  previously issued construction permits into a current TV operating permit, noting that the facility had to have a complete operating permit application within 180 days of completion of construction to be covered.  Jonathon commented that construction permits should only be issued for the time reasonably required for construction v. an open time frame (ie. 5 years).  

2. PSD applicability.  Jonathon iterated that PSD review was required when past 

actuals plus the potential additional increment exceeded the PSD significant increment.  When a facility such as Armstrong  operates significantly below permitted allowables the combination of past actuals plus the potential increment may actually be less than existing allowables – and hence requiring PSD review.  

3. Ensuring that any heat input issues were adequately addressed.  

I advised we would discuss these issues both internally and with Armstrong and ensure that the PSD applicability issue was addressed during the upcoming TV revision incorporating the outstanding construction permits.   If necessary additional changes can be made to limits etc with a subsequent construction permit.  

Evidently Jonathon subsequently discussed the issue with Andy, and expressed his opinion that Armstrong is out of compliance as a result of not having timely applied for revision of the Title V permit following the respective construction permits, and that we should not process another construction permit.  Andy and Jonathon met with Armstrong, and Armstrong subsequently advised by letter dated November 2, 2001 that they requested withdrawal of the construction permit application,  that we had concluded a construction permit was not necessary for the duct work changes and installation of the water jet cutting system.  They also advised they would submit a facility-wide construction permit at a later date.  Evidently this next construction permit will also include reduced emissions limits possibly to a threshold less than PSD (250 tons).  

I believe that the duct work resulting in increased flows to the scrubbers and minimally  increasing emissions requires a construction permit since it is modification of these emission units, and is not covered by the changes allowed without permit revision outlined in Rule 62-213.410.  I believe that processing and issuing this application is a better approach for several reasons including:

This is the approach we have been working with Armstrong on for the past

 several weeks and effects beneficial permitted changes now.  Changing

 this  approach for subjective or casual reasons does not help our

 relationship with the regulated facility. 

     
Results in a construction permit for the various duct work and process changes


 which seems to be required by Rule 62-213.410 which has been

 emphasized by DARM staff.

     
Reduces allowable emission limits as of this date, although not to less than PSD

 levels.

Addresses various compliance issues associated with the existing operating rate

 descriptions. 

A draft letter noting that Armstrong has withdrawn the application is attached. 

November 8, 2001

Thomas Gibble

Plant Engineering Manager

Armstrong World Industries Inc

P O Box 1991

Pensacola FL  32589

Dear Mr. Gibble:

This is in response to your November 2, 2001 letter advising that you are withdrawing your application, file number 0330006-006-AC, addressing various ducting and equipment changes, allowable emissions, and process rate units.  We understand you plan to proceed with the ducting and equipment changes, and that a construction permit is not required for these minor activities.  Replacing the dry saws with water-jet cutters should reduce the facility’s overall emissions.  

We look forward to your submission of a construction permit application in the near future addressing allowable emission limits throughout the facility and, hopefully, bringing the allowable facility wide emissions to less than the PSD threshold.  

If you have any questions, please contact Bob Kriegel at 850/595-8364, extension 1231.







Sincerely,







Andrew S. Allen







Air Permitting Supervisor

cc:  Jonathon Holtom, FDEP DARM, Tallahassee

