 June 29, 2006
Wagner Ramsey
Plant Manager

Ball Metal Beverage Container Corporation
4700 Whiteway Drive

Tampa, FL  
Re:
Title V Air Operation Permit Renewal
PROPOSED Permit Project No.: 0570160-012-AV

Ball Metal Beverage Container Corporation - Tampa
Dear Mr. Ramsey:


One copy of the “PROPOSED Determination” for the renewal of a Title V Air Operation Permit for the two piece aluminum can manufacturing facility located at 4700 Whiteway Drive, Tampa, Hillsborough County, is enclosed.  This letter is only a courtesy to inform you that the DRAFT Permit has become a PROPOSED Permit.


An electronic version of this determination has been posted on the Division of Air Resources Management’s world wide web site for the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) Region 4 office’s review.  The web site address is:

“http://www.dep.state.fl.us/air/eproducts/ards/default.asp”


Pursuant to Section 403.0872(6), Florida Statutes, if no objection to the PROPOSED Permit is made by the USEPA within 45 days, the PROPOSED Permit will become a FINAL Permit no later than 55 days after the date on which the PROPOSED Permit was mailed (posted) to USEPA.  If USEPA has an objection to the PROPOSED Permit, the FINAL Permit will not be issued until the permitting authority receives written notice that the objection is resolved or withdrawn.


If you should have any questions, please contact Jeff Sims at 813/627-2600  ext. 1285.


Sincerely,


Richard D. Garrity, Ph.D.


Executive Director
RDG/JDS/jds
Enclosures

copy furnished to:

Jim B. Drummond, Ball Metal Beverage Container Corporation
Barbara Friday, FDEP, Bureau of Air Regulation (e-mail)

Gracy Danois, U.S. EPA, Region 4 (e-mail)

PROPOSED Determination
Title V Air Operation Permit
PROPOSED Permit Project No.:  0570160-012-AV
Page 1 of 3
I.  Public Notice.

An “INTENT TO ISSUE AN AIR CONSTRUCTION PERMIT AND A TITLE V AIR OPERATION PERMIT RENEWAL” to Ball Metal Beverage Container Corporation for their facility located at 4700 Whiteway Drive, Tampa in Hillsborough County was clerked on August 5, 2005.  It was reissued following receipt of comments from the applicant and editing of the initial DRAFT permit.  The reissued version was clerked on February 13, 2006.  The “PUBLIC NOTICE OF INTENT TO ISSUE AN AIR CONSTRUCTION PERMIT AND A TITLE V AIR OPERATION PERMIT RENEWAL” was published in The Tampa Tribune on February 21, 2006.  The DRAFT Permit was available for public inspection at the Environmental Protection Commission of Hillsborough County in Tampa.  Proof of publication of the “PUBLIC NOTICE OF INTENT TO ISSUE AN AIR CONSTRUCTION PERMIT AND A TITLE V AIR OPERATION PERMIT RENEWAL” was received on March 22, 2006.

II.  Public Comment(s).
  
Comments were received and the DRAFT Permit was changed.  The comments were not considered significant enough to reissue the DRAFT Permit and require another Public Notice.  Comments were received from one respondent during the public comment period.  Listed below is each comment letter in the chronological order of receipt and a response to each comment in the order that the comment was received.  The comment(s) will not be restated.  Where duplicative comments exist, the original response is referenced.  The changes referenced from the comments apply to the reissued DRAFT Permit Nos. 0570160-012-AV and 0570160-013-AC issued on February 13, 2006.
A.  Letter from R. Tom Knight of Ball Metal Beverage Container Corporation dated March 21, 2006 and received on March 22, 2006.
1. COMMENT: The facility requested that the Statement of Basis and Facility Description be updated to reflect four alternative modes of operation rather than three.
RESPONSE:  The permit was edited as requested.
2. COMMENT:  The facility requested clarification on the notification requirements established by Condition C.24.
RESPONSE: The permittee requested that a specification be added to the condition to clarify the notification requirements dependent on the duration of the malfunction of the oxidizer.  The condition currently requires the permittee to notify EPC as soon as possible when unexpected failure of the oxidizer occurs.
The oxidizer is required to operate above an established minimum temperature to remain in compliance.  The newly added CAM Plan defines any operation below this temperature as an excursion, and any continued operation below this temperature on a 1-hour average as an exceedance.  CAM reporting requirements establish that all excursions and exceedances must be documented and submitted as part of a semi-annual report.  Since excursions are being summarized on this report, and they don’t directly relate to an indication of non-compliance, individual reporting of every instance that an excursion occurs is not necessary.  Therefore, the condition is being edited to reflect that only the instances that the oxidizer malfunctions such that it falls below the minimum required operating temperature for more than one hour are required to be reported immediately to the EPC.  Also added to the condition are general specifics on what is required to be included with the notification including:  date/time of malfunction, explanation of problem, corrective action being taken, length of malfunction if already returned to proper operating temperature, anticipated date of completion of corrective action, etc.  Finally, the contact telephone and fax number are reiterated for clarity.
FROM:

C.24   The permittee shall provide notification to EPC as soon as possible when unexpected failure of the oxidizer occurs.  If failure occurs during non-working hours or on the weekend, notification shall occur by fax or phone message to the Compliance Section of EPC on the same date as the event.

[Rule 62-4.070(3), F.A.C.]

TO:

C.24   The permittee shall provide notification to EPC as soon as possible when unexpected failure of the oxidizer occurs and it falls below the minimum required operating temperature for more than one hour.  Notification shall occur by fax or phone message to the Air Compliance Section of EPC on the same date as the event, including if failure occurs during non-working hours or on the weekend.  Appropriate contact numbers for EPC are specified in Facility-Wide Condition No. 13.  The notification should include sufficient detail to summarize the source of the failure and anticipated length of outage.  At a minimum, the notification shall include the following:
A)  Date and time of oxidizer malfunction
B)  Suspected source of oxidizer problem

C)  Corrective action being taken to correct problem

D)  Anticipated date of completion of corrective action

E)  Status of printing lines during malfunction periods

[Rule 62-4.070(3), F.A.C.]

3. COMMENT: The facility requested that the temperature from the most recent compliance test (August 2005) be referenced in the permit.
RESPONSE:  The 1500°F minimum operating temperature from the August 2005 destruction efficiency test was already included in the Revised DRAFT permit that was issued, so the permit requires no additional modification.  It should be emphasized that the minimum operating temperature is a function of the annual compliance test and subject to change each year following successful demonstration of compliance through a destruction efficiency test.
4. COMMENT: The facility requested that the new equipment (inside spray machine and bodymaker) on Line 3 be included as part of the Alternative Mode of Operation No. 4.
RESPONSE:  The addition of this new equipment was included as part of the co-issued construction permit and was referenced in the Statement of Basis as part of the additions included in this operating permit.  No additional reference to these changes needs to be added specifically for Mode No. 4 because they are already acknowledged previously in the permit.  However, similar language to that from the Statement of Basis referencing the modifications to Line 3 was added to the description at the beginning of Subsection B for clarity.
B.  Additional Changes to Reissued DRAFT Permit:

The existing operation and construction permits identify a 5% opacity limit for the oxidizer operation.  This was established to provide reasonable assurance of proper operation of the oxidizer.  However, after reviewing the history of visible emission testing, there appears to be sufficient evidence of compliance to remove the stricter standard and defer to the 20% standard required by rule as stated in Facility-Wide Condition No. 5.  Since the defined limit of 5% is being removed, the requirement to perform annual Visible Emissions compliance tests on the oxidizer is also being removed.  Therefore, the permit was edited as follows:
FROM:

C.7.
Visible emissions from the RTO shall not exceed 5% opacity except that visible emissions not exceeding 20 percent opacity are allowed for up to three minutes in any one hour period. 
[Rule 62-4.070(3), F.A.C.]
TO:

C.7.
[Reserved.]

FROM:

C.11.
The permittee shall test the regenerative thermal oxidizer for opacity annually (October 1 through September 30) using EPA Method 9, and submit 2 copies of the tests data with 45 days of testing to the Air Management Division of the EPC.  The required minimum period of observation for a compliance test shall be sixty (60) minutes.  All 3 lines shall be in operation during the opacity test. 

[Rules 62-4.070(3) and 62-297.310(4)(a), (7)(a) and (8)(b), F.A.C.]
TO:

C.11.
[Reserved.]
C.  Documents on file with the permitting authority:
- Comments on DRAFT permit received October 26, 2005, from Mr. M. E. Wacaser of Ball Metal 
Beverage Container Corporation

- Comments on reissued DRAFT permit received March 22, 2006, from R. Tom Knight of Ball Metal 
Beverage Container Corporation
III.  Conclusion.
The permitting authority hereby issues the PROPOSED Permit, with any changes noted above.

