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Revision to Title V Air Operation Permit No.:  0570293-007-AV


May 19, 2004
Glenn H. Goering

Chief Operating Officer

Master Packaging, Inc.

6932 South Manhattan Avenue

Tampa, FL 33629
Re:
Title V Air Operation Permit Revision

PROPOSED Permit Project No.: 0570293-011-AV

Revision to Title V Air Operation Permit No.: 0570293-007-AV


Master Packaging, Inc.

Dear Mr. Goering :


One copy of the “PROPOSED Determination” for the Title V Air Operation Permit Revision for Master Packaging, Inc. located at 6932 South Manhattan Avenue, 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/permitting/airpermits/AirSearch_ltd.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Permit will not be issued until the permitting authority receives written notice that the objection is resolved or withdrawn.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) 272-5530.


Sincerely,


Richard D. Garrity, Ph.D.


Executive Director

RDG/AHH/jds
Enclosures

copy furnished to:
Robert E. Wallace III, P.E., Environmental Engineering Consultants, Inc.
Barbara Friday, FDEP, Bureau of Air Regulation (e-mail)
Gracy Danois, USEPA, Region 4 (e-mail)
PROPOSED Determination
I.  Public Notice.

An “INTENT TO ISSUE TITLE V AIR OPERATION PERMIT REVISION” to Master Packaging, Inc. located at 6932 South Manhattan Avenue, Tampa, Hillsborough County was clerked on May 24, 2002.  The “PUBLIC NOTICE OF INTENT TO ISSUE TITLE V AIR OPERATION PERMIT REVISION” was published in La Gaceta on December 5, 2003.  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 TITLE V AIR OPERATION PERMIT REVISION” was received on December 8, 2003.

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.  One comment letter was received following initial issuance of the DRAFT permit.  No comments were received during the 30 (thirty) day 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.
A.  Letter from Jason Lichtenstein (Environmental Engineering Consultants, Inc.) dated November 15, 2002, and received on November 15, 2002.
1.  COMMENT: The DRAFT permit references 6 flexographic presses in several sections, however it should indicate that 7 presses are currently active.

RESPONSE:  The permit has been edited to correctly reflect 7 active presses.  Appropriate changes were made on Page 2 Subsection A and Page 10 Conditions A.6 # 5), 6) & 7).

2.  COMMENT:  Under Facility-wide Condition No. 5, we request that the phrase “Recycling of ink/solvent mixtures are encouraged” be added.

RESPONSE:  The permit has been edited to add the following section to Facility-wide Condition No. 5:
G) Recycling of ink/solvent mixtures are encouraged as long as appropriate collection practices are followed.

3.  COMMENT:  Condition A.6.3) should read as “The temperature of the Pillar Technologies incinerator must be maintained between 550° - 900° F at the catalyst bed.”  Also, we request to include that solvent recycling of ink/solvent mixtures on site is allowable in Section 10) of Condition A.6.

RESPONSE:  As a result of this comment, Specific Conditions A.6 and A.15 are hereby changed:
FROM: 

A.6.  The following restrictions and limitations shall apply in order to ensure compliance 

with the VOC emission rate in Specific Condition No. A.3.:

3)
The exhaust temperature of the Pillar Technologies incinerator must be maintained between 550 to 900° F.  The inlet process air temperature, prior to the catalyst bed, shall be maintained at a temperature above 550° F during operation of the presses.
10)  The liquid waste from the printing operation shall be directed to a closed container and properly disposed/recycled off-site.

TO:

A.6.  The following restrictions and limitations shall apply in order to ensure compliance 

with the  VOC emission rate in Specific Condition No. A.3.:

3)
The catalyst bed outlet temperature of the Pillar Technologies incinerator must be maintained between 550° - 900° F.  The catalyst inlet temperature, prior to the catalyst bed, shall be maintained at a temperature above 550° F during operation of the presses.
10)
The liquid waste from the printing operation shall be directed to a closed container and properly disposed/recycled off-site.  Where practical, recycling of ink/solvent mixtures is permitted on-site and may be included as a reduction in calculated emissions as defined by VOCnet in Specific Condition A.15.

FROM:

A.15.

VOC RACT (Daily Records)

6.
The catalytic bed and incinerator exhaust temperature.

TO:
VOC RACT (Daily Records)

6.
The catalytic bed inlet and outlet temperature.

4.  COMMENT:  Sentence 5 of Condition A.8  reads “For the capture efficiency test each ink color shall be evaluated as it is applied to the ink applicator after diluting.”  We request that the condition be changed as follows:  “For the capture efficiency test the composite ink/solvent mixture shall be evaluated as it is applied to the ink applicator after diluting.’

RESPONSE:  Condition A.8 was edited to indicate that each of the ink/solvent mixtures should be tested as part of the capture efficiency test procedures. As a result of this comment, Specific Condition No. A.8 is hereby changed as stated below.
In addition, a review of the language of the affected conditions from this comment generated an additional change to the DRAFT permit.  Condition A.7 is being edited to stipulate that each press is to be tested as part of the capture efficiency test, as denoted in the current permit (Permit No. 0570293-007-AV).
FROM:

A.7.  The permittee shall demonstrate compliance with the visible emissions requirement of Specific Condition No. A.4 and the destruction efficiency requirement of Specific Condition No. A.6.2) on an annual basis.  The capture efficiency test (nondestructive test) requirement of Specific Condition Nos. A.8 and A.11 shall be performed on a representative number of presses within 180 days prior to permit renewal.  A written testing protocol shall be submitted by the permittee to the Commission at least ninety days prior to the capture efficiency tests.  It will propose which presses are to be tested and must be approved by the EPC. Two copies of the test data shall be submitted to the Air Management Division of the Environmental Protection Commission of Hillsborough County office within 45 days of such testing. 

[Rules 62-297.310(7)(a)1. and 4., F.A.C.]

TO:

A.7.  The permittee shall demonstrate compliance with the visible emissions requirement of Specific Condition No. A.4 and the destruction efficiency requirement of Specific Condition No. A.6.2) on an annual basis.  The capture efficiency test (nondestructive test) requirement of Specific Condition Nos. A.8 and A.11 shall be performed on each press within 180 days prior to permit renewal.  A written testing protocol shall be submitted by the permittee to the Commission at least ninety days prior to the capture efficiency tests and must be approved by the EPC. Two copies of the test data shall be submitted to the Air Management Division of the Environmental Protection Commission of Hillsborough County office within 45 days of such testing. 

[Rules 62-297.310(7)(a)1. and 4., F.A.C.]

FROM:

A. 8.  Compliance with the emission limitations of Specific Condition Nos. A.3, A.4, and A.6 shall be demonstrated by EPA Methods 1, 2, 9, 24, 24A (or EPA 450/3-84-019), 25  and 25A, contained in 40 CFR 60, Appendix A and adopted by reference in Rule 62-297.401, F.A.C.   Determine the VOC concentration of the waste solvent using Method 25D. The capture efficiency for each press shall be determined by using the methodology described in Specific Condition A.11. Tests shall be conducted simultaneously on the incinerator inlet and outlet for VOC.  For the capture efficiency test each ink color shall be evaluated as it is applied to the ink applicator after diluting.  In order to evaluate the incinerator under a range of operating conditions, the permittee shall call the Air Management Division of the Environmental Protection Commission of Hillsborough County office at least 60 days prior to the scheduled test date to determine the incinerator charge rate requirement during the destruction efficiency test.  Subsequently, the permittee shall confirm in writing the planned charge rate at least 30 days prior to the test date.  Failure to submit the ink(s) and solvent(s) consumption rates, input rates, catalytic bed temperatures, and actual operating conditions may invalidate the test.  Perform the visible emission test simultaneously while performing any VOC emission test.  The visible emissions standard shall be determined by EPA Method 9 and the test observation period shall be at least sixty (60) minutes.  The minimum requirements for stack sampling facilities, source sampling and reporting, shall be in accordance with Rule 62-297.310, F.A.C.  Two copies of the test data shall be submitted to the Air Management Division of the Environmental Protection Commission of Hillsborough County office within forty-five (45) days of such testing.

[Rules 62-296.515(3)(b), 62-297.440(7),  and 62-4.070(3), F.A.C.]

TO:

A. 8.  Compliance with the emission limitations of Specific Condition Nos. A.3, A.4, and A.6 shall be demonstrated by EPA Methods 1, 2, 9, 24, 24A (or EPA 450/3-84-019) and 25, contained in 40 CFR 60, Appendix A and adopted by reference in Rule 62-297.401, F.A.C.   Determine the VOC concentration of the waste solvent using Method 25D. The capture efficiency for each press shall be determined by using the methodology described in Specific Condition A.11. Tests shall be conducted simultaneously on the incinerator inlet and outlet for VOC.  For the capture efficiency test, each of the composite ink/solvent mixtures shall be evaluated as it is applied to the ink applicator after diluting.  In order to evaluate the incinerator under a range of operating conditions, the permittee shall call the Air Management Division of the Environmental Protection Commission of Hillsborough County office at least 60 days prior to the scheduled test date to determine the incinerator charge rate requirement during the destruction efficiency test.  Subsequently, the permittee shall confirm in writing the planned charge rate at least 30 days prior to the test date.  Failure to submit the ink(s) and solvent(s) consumption rates, input rates, catalytic bed temperatures, and actual operating conditions may invalidate the test.  Perform the visible emission test simultaneously while performing any VOC emission test.  The visible emissions standard shall be determined by EPA Method 9 and the test observation period shall be at least sixty (60) minutes.  The minimum requirements for stack sampling facilities, source sampling and reporting, shall be in accordance with Rule 62-297.310, F.A.C.  Two copies of the test data shall be submitted to the Air Management Division of the Environmental Protection Commission of Hillsborough County office within forty-five (45) days of such testing.

[Rules 62-296.515(3)(b), 62-297.440(7),  and 62-4.070(3), F.A.C.]

5.  COMMENT:  We are requesting that MSDS Sheets provided by the manufacturer be used in lieu of the EPA VOC DATA SHEET mentioned in Condition A.10.  During the annual destruction efficiency test the permittee will utilize MSDS information on inks and solvents to estimate each production run per press and include solvent additions to estimate the as applied weight of VOC per press.  This same method will be used for the capture efficiency prior to the permit renewal.

RESPONSE:  The use of MSDS Sheets for validation of specific compound make-up is not a sufficient means to accurately determine VOC content for a performance test.  MSDS Sheets do not provide official compound content of an individual product because they often estimate general percentages of the expected product composition and offer a range for the properties of the product.  In addition, the VOC content of a mixture of inks and solvents could only be estimated if a formal lab analysis is not performed.  Any reliable records for product composition of chemicals used at the facility or during a performance test must be based on either a EPA Method 24 or 24A (or EPA 450/3-84-019) or equivalent as documented in Conditions A.8, A.9 and A.10.

6.  COMMENT:  Condition A.11 should read as follows: “1) Destructive. The test method volatile organic compounds shall be EPA Method 25, 25A or Attachment 3 of EPA 450/2-78-041.  There will be three 1-hour runs per compliance test.  2) Nondestructive.  The sampling time for each capture efficiency test run shall be six (6) twenty (20) minute runs.”

RESPONSE:  An Alternative Sampling Plan (ASP) was approved for Master Packaging, Inc. on August 16, 1999.  The ASP was issued following a request from Master Packaging, Inc. to reduce the required run times for the capture efficiency tests.  The language for the capture efficiency test requirements will be changed to match the ASP.

However, no prior approval of the addition of Method 25A as an alternative test method for destruction efficiency testing could be found.  Attachment 3 of EPA 450/2-78-041 is provided as an option and allows for the use of a flame ionization analyzer, but this document does not expressly identify Method 25A as an option.  An EPA Guidance document dated March 17, 1994 does allow for the possible substitution of Method 25A for Method 25, but only if the estimated emissions from the combustion source are less than 50 ppmv as carbon.  Until authorization is provided (or presented if already addressed), Method 25A cannot be approved at this time.  In conjunction with this determination, please note that the reference to Method 25A as an option in Condition A.8 was removed as part of the response to Comment 4.
FROM:

A.11.  All emissions tests performed pursuant to the requirements of the Rule 62-296.515, F.A.C. shall comply with the following requirements:

1) Destructive.  The test method for volatile organic compounds shall be EPA Method 25 or Attachment 3 of EPA 450/2-78-041, with equipment specifications per Industrial Ventilation Manual, incorporated and adopted by reference in Rule 62-297, F.A.C.

2) Nondestructive.  The test method for volatile organic compounds shall be EPA VOC Capture Efficiency Test Procedures Rule 62-297.440(7), F.A.C.  The sampling time for each capture efficiency test run shall be at least 8 hours, unless otherwise approved by the Department pursuant to Rule 62-297.620, F.A.C.
TO:

A.11.  All emissions tests performed pursuant to the requirements of the Rule 62-296.515, F.A.C. shall comply with the following requirements:

1) Destructive.  The test method for volatile organic compounds shall be EPA Method 25 or Attachment 3 of EPA 450/2-78-041, with equipment specifications per Industrial Ventilation Manual, incorporated and adopted by reference in Rule 62-297, F.A.C.
2) Nondestructive.  The test method for volatile organic compounds shall be EPA VOC Capture Efficiency Test Procedures Rule 62-297.440(7), F.A.C.  The sampling time for each capture efficiency test run shall be as follows as approved by the Department pursuant to Rule 62-297.620, F.A.C.:

i) Capture efficiency tests which use a total temporary enclosure or building enclosure with one of the liquid/gas or gas/gas methods identified in Rules 297.450(2)(a) through (d), F.A.C., shall consist of at least three sampling runs.  Each run shall cover at least one complete production cycle, but shall be at least 3 hours long.  The sampling time for each run need not exceed 8 hours, even if the production cycle has not been completed.

ii) Capture efficiency tests which use the traditional liquid/gas method identified in Rule 297.450(2)(e),F.A.C., shall consist of the total number of runs needed to comply with either the data quality objective criteria or lower confidence limit criteria of Section 3.0 of EPA Emission Measurement Technical Information Center Guideline Document GD-035, “Guidelines for Determining Capture Efficiency,” January 9, 1995, adopted by reference at Rule 62-297.440, F.A.C.  However, each traditional liquid/gas capture efficiency test shall consist of at least 3 sampling runs.  The sampling time for each run shall be neither less than 20 minutes nor more than 24 hours.

[Rules 62-296.515 and 62-297.450, F.A.C.; ASP No. 99-C-01]
7.  COMMENT:  In Condition A.15, MPI should be able to substitute purchase records and inventory instead of per press consumption.  This would reduce costly manpower and paperwork and still provide the required data.  Usage would be pro-rated based on press run time.

RESPONSE:  Due to the variances in capture efficiencies of the 7 presses, it is not possible to calculate a reliable value for the loading rate to the incinerators if each press’s processing is not speciated based on its individual capture rate.  An assumption for an overall capture rate for all of the presses is not appropriate because of the variance in production levels that certain presses may have from one month to the next.  In addition, through recent meetings and conversations with Master Packaging, Inc. personnel, it has been relayed that an updated tracking system has been established which accurately accounts for all ink usages, separated to each press.  For reliability of emissions calculations and incinerator loading rate determinations, the records must differentiate the amount of inks and solvents used per press along with an accurate account of operating hours per press.

B.  Letter from Marvin Scott (Environmental Engineering Consultants, Inc.) dated January 28, 2004, and received on January 30, 2004.
1.  COMMENT:  Please change Specific Condition B.1.a)  regarding the Storage Tanks to allow for an increase in throughputs for the tanks and a change in product designation handled by Tank No. 2.
RESPONSE:  Any increase in throughputs for the tanks would increase emissions from this source and therefore require an air construction permit application to be submitted.  The product designation change would have a minimal effect on potential emissions from this source; therefore, the condition will be edited to help better identify the products currently stored in each tank.
FROM:
B.1.  The maximum material usage/throughput for any consecutive twelve month period shall not exceed as follows:
a) Storage Tanks (Fixed roof vertical tanks) 
	Tank No.
	Tank size (gal)
	Product
	Throughput (gal/yr.)

	1
	8000
	MP Blend *
	84,086

	2
	4000
	n - Proponol
	5,896

	3
	6000
	Hazardous Waste Solvent
	30,000

	4
	2000
	n - Propyl Acetate
	10,700


TO:

B.1.  The maximum material usage/throughput for any consecutive twelve month period shall not exceed as follows:
b) Storage Tanks (Fixed roof vertical tanks) 
	Tank No.
	Tank size (gal)
	Product
	Throughput (gal/yr.)

	1
	8000
	MP Blend *
	84,086

	2
	4000
	Recycled Solvent
	5,896

	3
	6000
	Hazardous Waste Solvent
	30,000

	4
	2000
	n - Propyl Acetate
	10,700


2.  COMMENT:  MPI would ask that the hourly lbs/hr of ink be increased to 275 lbs/hr and the solvent increased to 170 lb/hr.
RESPONSE:  Similar to Comment 1, any increase in the lb/hr allowable to the incinerator would result in a potential emissions increase an therefore require submission of an air construction permit application.
3.  COMMENT:  MPI wishes to keep ink consumption records facility-wide and not by individual press and requests an alternate method to be presented.
RESPONSE:  This issue has already been addressed in the response to Comment 7 from the previous section.  MPI may continue to streamline techniques for meeting the recordkeeping requirements and present alternate scenarios to EPC for possible approval; however, a reasonably accurate account of all inks and solvents used per press must be maintained.

C.  Document(s) on file with the permitting authority:
- Letter from Jason Lichtenstein dated November 15, 2002.
- Letter from Marvin Scott dated January 28, 2004.
III.  Conclusion.
  
In conclusion, the changes that have been made are insignificant in nature and do not impose additional public noticing requirements.  The permitting authority hereby issues the PROPOSED Permit, with any changes noted above.

