























� TIME \@ "MMMM d, yyyy" �January 26, 1999�








R. Tom Knight


Ball Corporation


Packaging Operations


9300 West 108th Circle


Broomfield, CO  80021-3682





RE:  TV Application and Letter dated September, 10, 1998





Dear Mr. Knight:





EPC is in receipt of your letter dated September 10, 1998 concerning an Alternate Method of Operation (AMO) for the thermal oxidizer.  We also reviewed the request in the Title V application, the previous requests and agency actions on file.  The following is a summary of  each request or agency action for clarity:





Letter April 16, 1996 from Vernon Taylor:  Provided data concerning the unscheduled downtime experienced with the oxidizer.  Overall, the longest event was 8 hours.


Conversation Record April 26, 1996 with Vernon Taylor and Jerry Campbell:  “We (EPC) would not allow unlimited operation without the incinerator, but we would propose some language which would give them (f.k.a. Reynolds) some flexibility.”


Inspection Record May 9, 1996 with Vernon Taylor and Richard Kirby:  “Requested 4 x 48 hour maintenance periods for 12 consecutive months.”


Title V Application June 21, 1996: “…allows the plant to continue operation while the thermal oxidizer is down for maintenance.  The thermal oxidizer should be allowed to be down for 72 hours per quarter.”


Amendment 0570072-002-AC issued July, 25, 1996:  Specific Condition 6.K)


Coating Line No. 3 shall not be operated when the thermal oxidizer is not in operation or is operating at less than 1500° F with the following exception:


Excess emissions resulting from startup, shutdown, or malfunction of any emissions unit shall be permitted providing, 1)  best operational practices to minimize emissions are adhered to and 2) the duration of excess emissions shall be minimized and shall not exceed two hours in any 24-hour period except as authorized in ii) below. [Rule 62-210.700, F.A.C.]





Tom Knight								      Page 2


January 26, 1999











Line No. 3 may remain in operation during four periods, not to exceed 48-hours each, within any consecutive 12 month period to accommodate repair and maintenance of the thermal oxidizer.  Prior to shutting down the thermal oxidizer, or immediately thereafter, the EPC shall be notified in writing.  The notification shall include the reason for shutting down the thermal oxidizer and the expected downtime.  Records shall be kept on site indicating the total downtime for the past twelve months.  This is not to be construed as granting the permittee any relief from the emission limiting standards of Specific Condition Nos. 2 and 3.





Letter September 10, 1998 from R. Tom Knight: Change the 4 - 48 hour periods to  “…allow the equivalent number of maintenance hours allowed over any 12 month rolling period.”





After careful review of the regulations, the EPC is denying your September 10, 1998 request for the following reasons.  Although Rule 62-210.700, F.A.C. allows excess emissions during startup, shutdown, or malfunctions provided that best operational practices to minimize emissions are adhered to and the duration does not exceed two hours in a 24 hours period, it also states that excess emissions from the same causes are prohibited if they are caused in part by poor maintenance, poor operation or process or operational failure which may be reasonably prevented.  It is, therefore, the EPC’s position that “scheduled maintenance” of the incinerator is not a malfunction, startup or shutdown under the rules and excess emissions resulting by continued operation of the Line #3 can be “reasonably prevented” by better scheduling.  It is our position that failure to schedule “routine” maintenance during periods of decreased production or operational inactivity is not best operational practices.





We will, therefore, revise the permit language to reflect the current language of the rule by allowing excess emissions during startup, shutdown and malfunction for up to two hours in a 24 hour period, and should maintenance of the incinerator be required as a result of a malfunction, it will be limited to no more than 2 hours in a 24 hour period under Rule 62-210.700(5), F.A.C., which allows the EPC discretion to provide reasonable and practical regulatory control consistent with the public interest.  To allow excess emission in excess of the 2 hour period would also be a violation of Rule 62-210.650, F.A.C. which prohibits circumvention of the pollution control devices.
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If the facility would like further clarification, a variance, or a rule change, please submit your request to Larry George with the  Florida Department of Environmental Protection.  If you have any questions, please call our office at (813) 272-5530.





Sincerely,








Alice Hansen Harman, P.E.


Title V Permit Engineer





cc. Bud Wacaser, Tampa Can Plant








