
STATE OF FLORIDA 
DEPARTMENT OF Eh'VIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 

In the matter of: ) 

Schneller, Incorporated - Polyplastex Division ) ASP hid. 96-1-01 

Petitioner. 1 

ORDER ON REQUEST G 

FOR 
ALTERNATE PROCEDURES AW R&oLJT~XEME'NTS " ' * 

Pursuant to Rule 62-297.620, Florida Administrztivz Code (F.A.C.), Schneller, 
Incorporated, petitioned for zpproval to use EPA Method 25A in lieu of EPA Method 25 for the 
measurement of volaiile organic compound emissions from 2 vinyl cozting line. 

Having considered Petiiioner's written request end 211 supporting documentation, the 
followins Findings of Fact, Conclusions oFLaw, and Oider are eiltered: 

FMDMGS OF FACT 

1. On March 27, 1996; Petitioner requested approval to us= EPAMeihod 25A in lieu of 
EPA Xethod 25 es the compliznce verification procedure for the incinerator on its vinyl coating 
line. pxhibit 11 

2. Petitioner submitted additional inf&matibn concerning th; request for epproval of 2n 
zlternzie sampling procedure on October 16, 1996. [Exhibit 21 

3.  As justification for the use of EPA Method 25A in lieu of EPA Method 25, Petitioner 
conducted 2 Smith-Satterthwaiie statistic4 analysis of the test results and stated, "The results of 
the strtistical analysis indicate that the test results for both test methods are statistically equivzlent 
2t e 0:01 level of significance. At a 95% level o f  confidence, Method 25A has 2 closer confidence 
interval than Method 25 does." Exhibit 21 

4. The following tzble summzrizes the results of the EPA Method 25 and ~ e t h o d  2% 
source tests for Petitiorier's incinerztor on January 19, 1996: 



5. Pursuant to 40 CFR 60, Subpart FFF, "Standards of Peribrmznce for Flexible Vinyl 
znd Urethane Cozting end Printing," new fzcilities of this type 2re required to use EPA Method 
25A to measure volatile orgznic compound concentrations. 

Run + 
1 
2 
3 

6. After reviewing the test results, the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency stzted, 
"Because the destruction efficiency resulcs do not seem to  be  2Kected significantly by the tesi 

. method used, the  Schneller proposalto conduct fiture incinerator testing with Meihod 25A only 
' .  is acceptable to  Region 4.'! Exhibit 31 .. - -  .. 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

, 
1. The Department hzs jurisdiction to consider Petitioner's rzquest pursuant to Section 

. 403.061, Floridz Statutes (F.S.), end Rule 62-297.620;F.A.C. 

Inlet VOC Concentration 
(oom C) 

2. Pursuant to  Rule 62-297.310(7), F.A.C., the Department may require Pe:itioner to 
- conduct compliance tests thzt identify the nature'znd quantity of pollutznt emissions, il', 2fie.i 

investigation, it is believed thzt 2ny appliczble emission stzndard o i  condition of the 2pplicable 
permit is being violzted. 

3. Petitioner hzs provided reasonzble justification that the use of EPA Method 25A for 
the measurement of volatile orgznic compound emissions will be adequzte to.veriFy compliance 
with the appliczble standard. 

CI 

Method 25 
13,563 
13,933 
13,292 

ORDER 

Method 25A 
18,804 
20,007 
19,494 

Outlet VOC Concentrztion 

(ppm C) 

Having considered Petitioner's written request 2nd suppoiring documcniaiion, i t  is here: 
ordered that: 

Method 25 
544 

Dstruction Efliciency (%) 

1. Petitioner shall use EPA 14e:hod 2 j A  for the nezsureinent of volatile or_E2T 

compound concentrations et the inlet and outlel of the incinerator during compliance tests. 

Method 25.4 
273 

3 22 
284 

hlethod 25 
9 5 

2. Petitioner shall use EPA Methods 1-4 to deiermine the flow rate et the outlet 
the incinerator during compliance tests. 

Method 25.4 
98.6 
9S.9 
98.8 

216 - 1  97.7 
228 97.9 



3. The Depzrtment retzins the right to require Petitioner to use EPA Method 25 to 
determine the compliance status of  the vinyl coating line, pursuant to Rule 62-297.310(7), F.A.C., 
if zher investigztion, it  is believed thzt the use of EPA Method 25 is necessary to zssess the 
compliznce status of the zEected fzcility. 

4. Pursuant to  Rule 62-297.310(8), F.A.C., Petitioner shall submit the compliance test 
report to the Air Quzlity Division Administrztor of the Pinellas County Depznment of  
Environmental Management 2nd to the District Director of the Department's Southu*es;t Disrrict 
Ofice within 45 days of completion of the test. 

DEP Permitting Note: (8/18/98) 

Procedures for Petition for Administrative Review and Right to Apwal ere not a-p 
plicable to the Title V pernit and are omitted (portion of p232 3, p g e s  4 / 5 1  and 
portion of p g e  6 of ths original 0rdef). 

DONE AND ORDERED this 20 $ay of L-hGu , 1996 i n  Tzllahzssee, Florida. 

STATE OF FLORlDA DEPARTMENT 

HOWARD L! RHODES, Director 
Division of Air Resources Mznzgemen: 
Twin Towers Office Building 
2600 Bleir Stone Roed 
Tzllzhzssee, Floridz 32399-2400 
(904) 4S8-0114 



March 27, 1996 ENVIRONMENT, .  
E N G I N E E R I N G  

CONSULTANTS, I :  

Mr. Michael D. Harley, P.E., DEE 
Floridz Depzrcment of Environment21 Protection 
Division of Air Resources Management 
2600 Blair Stone Road 

R E C E I V E D  
Tsllahassee, FL 32399-2400 APi? 1 1596 

Subject : Alternate Sampling Procedurz Request Bureau of Ai: EAonitoring 

Schneller, 1nc.-Polyplastex Division C MoSilt Sources 

Airs ID No. 10301 18 . 4  

Permit No. A052-204178 ' . .  
Emission Unit No. 003 (Thermzl Incinerztor) . .. -.. .. 

Dezr Mr. Hzrley: 

Pursuant ro F.A.C. 62-297.620, we are hereby requesting zpproval for 2n zlcernace 
. sampling procedure for the ?.hove referenced fzcility. The pemit  end F.A.'C. 62-296.501 

currently requires EPA Method 25 szmpling for determining toizl g2.seous non-mehene orgznics 
(TGNMO) emissions. We ere requestins permission to use EPA Method 25A for the 
deicrmination of totzl gzseous orgmic emissions instead of EPA Method 25. 

EPA Method 25A is requested due to questionable reliabi!ity of ~ e t h o d  25 znd the more 
efficient 2nd practice1 procedures of EPA Method 25A for the testing of this source. Foi 
exzmple, CO, interferences during EPA Meihod 25 znalysis, which hzve m unknown effect on 
the results, hzve routinely occurred for this emission unit. Also, tile presence of organic 
compounds in the szmple tank, which should have condensed in the dry ice trap may result in 
the under reporting of those compounds. During sampling, all EPA Method 25 procedures heve' 
been followed, including zdequate dry ice within one inch of the nee< of the trap. 

The specific provisions from which en .excepi,ion is sought ere F.A.C. 62- 
296.501(4)(b)(1) 2nd Pemiit No. ~052 -204178  Specific Condiiion No. 8. 

L. compliance test report with simultzneous EPA Meihod 25125A testing on tiis 
incinerztor is attzched. Based upon EPA EMTIC guidznce documents and FDEP memos on ti.lis 
subject, we believe that this faciliry qualifies for zpprovzl to rzsc using EPA Method 25X. 

Exhibit 1 
5119 KOKt7-f FLOiUDA A=< 
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Mr. Michael D. Hzrley, P.E., DEE 
March 27,. 1996 
Pzge 2 

The destruction efficiencies determined from EPA Method 25 2nd 25.4 data were 97.2% a d  
98.8 % respectively. 

Schneller, Inc. wiil fonvrrd a letter of authorizztion to proceed with h i s  request. If you 
have zny questions, plezse call me. 

Sincerely, 

ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEERING CONSULTANTS, 'INC. 6 

Byron T. Burrows, E.I. 
Environmental Engineer I1 

cc: . Gary Robbins, PCDEM 
Jim Bittner, Schnellei 



October 16, 1996 

ENVIRONMENT:, 

. .  . ... E N G I N E E R I N G  
Mr. Michael D. Harley, P.E., DEE C O N S  U LTANTs, 1 ,y 
Florida Department oEEnvironmentzl Protection 
Division of Air Resources Manasanent 
2600 Blair Stone Road 
T ~ I I & - ~ E S S ~ ~ ,  FL 3 23 99-2400 v 
Subject: Al tern~te  Smpling Procedure Requesi 

Schneller, Inc. - Florida Division ,onitofin% 
ARMS IDNO.  1030118 of fi.r & Mob\\2 so'Jfces 
Permit No. A052-204178 
Emission Unit No. 003 n 

. . . .. C 

Dezr Mr. Hzrley: 

The purpose of this letter is to revise our originzl 2ltemzte s2inpling procedure request pursuent to 
conversations with you and Errin Pichard of your o5ce .  SpeciSczlly, you requested a compzriso:? 
between the d2tz collected using EPA Methods 25 2nd 825A siinultzneonsly. Also, additionz! 
ifirrnztion wzs requested to support the validity of using EPA Method 25A hi compiiznce testing 
the subject emission unit. 

- I n  review, 2 compliznce tests was performed on the referenced source on Jznuary 19, 1996. Tht  
complimce test Gas performed according t o  EPA Method 25 2nd EPP, Method 25A neesuiernen:s 
were m2de concurrently. A comparison of the EPA Method 25 2nd 25A results 2nd the 
corresponding permit lirnitztion is presented i n  Attzchment 1. 

The destruction efficiency cornpziison indiczted z close correleiion of 1.6% relztive percent 
difference. The outlet emission rate percent diKerence compzrison is not indicztive of the close 
correlztion because with low vzlues, emission rate diFierences insi,onifjcm: in  proportion to the 
stwdud result in hi$ relative percent diKerences. Therefore, i n  order to test whether the difTerence 
between the two methods is significant, 2 st2:isticzl analysis was performed on the d2t2. Since the 
vzriznces.of the two  methods zre unequal, the Smith-Sa:terthv/ti:e Test vi2s determined to be 
zppropriate for the analysis. The results of the statistical anzlysis indicate thet the test results for 
both test methods 2re statistically equivalent 2t a 0.01 level of  significance. At z 95% level of 
confidence, Method 25A hzs a closer confidence intervzl th2n Me:hod 25 does. The stztisticzl 
znalysis spreadsheet 2nd suppofcing detz are included in  Attzchment 2. 

The attached EPA Method 25A e,mission rate c2lcul~tions, using the VOC epplication rate 2nd 

Exhibit 2 

p p p p p -  



Mr. Michael D. Hzrley, P.E., DEE 
October 16, 1996 
Page 2 

destruction eEiciency to determine the VOC emission rzte, more accurztely indicate the 2c~u.l 
emission rzte for the process VOC. The czlculztions rtflect the Procedure T certified 100% capture 
esciency a d  a s u m e  that only z negigible m o u n t  oFVOC is retzined on the product. This method 
of  czlculztion reduces the eEect thzt the instrument response f ictor  may h2ve on the emission rzte 
results. T h e  revised czlculztions, based on the production rzte and the destruction efficiency, 
correlate stell ~ 6 t h  the previously s u b t d ~ e d  cdculztions. The cdculztions 2rt included in Att2chneni 
3. 

.Ln addition t o  the support o f the  stztisticzl dztz for the use oFMethod 25A on these emission units, .' 

the appliczbility znd principle section of Method 25 indicztes thzt Method 25.4 is the more practical - 
. method t o  use  in this czse. The relevent issues zre di;cussed below. 

. . - .. -. 
. Ln Section. 1 of Method 25 it szys that "cost, logjstics 2nd other przcticzlities of source testing 

mzy make other test methods more desirable for measuring the VOC contents of certzin 
emuent  strezms." Method 25 testing costs thousznds of dollars more thzn Method 25A 
testing ,and,  zccording to  the zttzched d2t2, does not provide zny more zssurence of 
compliance thzn does Method 25A. 

Also, Method 25 testing is moie dmgerous to perform.because of the need t o  hive the h e 2 7  
equipment 2nd 'personqel remain on high plztforms in hot 2nd perilous imrnedizte 
surroundings. Method 25A requires thzt only z probe and unbiliCzl be plzced in the steck 
and can b e  lefc unattended. 

a In  Section 1 of Method 25 it szys that "direct mezsurement of an effluent with zn FID 
malyzer may be appropriate wi;h prior charzcterktion of the 92s strezm and knowledge thi t  

' the detector responds predictzbly to  the orgznic compounds in the strezm .... The F D  czn bc 
zpplied t o  the determination of the orgznic emissions under zny CI of the following limited 
conditions: ...( 3) where the relative percentiges of the compounds ere known or czn be 
determined and the FID responses to these compounds 2re known." The reletive percenteges 
of the  i d u e n t  compounds are known, the Method 25A emission rzie is stztistically equal to 
the Method 25  emission rzte, end the FID responses to the cornpounds ere known ind  2re 
found to correlzte with the Method 25 datz. The attzched discussion of the data verifies thzt 
these criteria are met.. 

We believe the information presented in  this letter indicates that Method 25.4 is the most practic2l 
'method to use to demonstrate coinpliznce with the emission standzrds. Picase process this alremzie 

Exhibit 2 



Mr. Michael D. Harley, P.E., DEE 
October 16, 1995 
Page 3 

sanplin,o procedure request as soon 2s possible zi compliance testing is dul iil Jznu2ry, 1997. 

Plezse call me if' you hrve zny questions or need zdditional inform2tion. 

Sincerely, 

ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEEFXNG CONSULTANTS, NC. 

Byron T. Burrows, E.I. 
-: Environmental Engineer 11 

cc: Jim Bittner, SI-FD 
Eric peterson; FDEP-SiV 
Gzry Robbins, PCDEM 

Exhibit 2 



REGION 4 
ATLANTA FEDERAL CENTER --- i 5-e* 100 ALASAMA STREET. S.W. 

',- 4~ pfioltC ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30303-3 104 I'iav 1 8 1996 

Mr. Michael D. Harley, P.E., D.E.E. 
P. E . Adminis brator 
Emissions Plonitoring Section 
Bureau of Air Tvlonitoring and Mobile Sources 
Air Resources Nanagernent Division 
Florida Department of Environmental Protection 
Twin Towers Office Building 
2600 Blair Stone ~ o a d  
Tallahassee,~Florida 32399-2r00 

SU3JECT: Alternative Sampling Procedure Pro?osed by Schneller, 
Inc. - Polyplastex Division, Pinellao Park, Florida 

. Dear Mr. Harley: . . ... .. 

This letter 
for a determinat 
proposed for tes 
organic compound 

is in response to your Octokr 10, 1996, r e y  
ion regarding an alternate san2ling procedure 
ting an incinerator used to control volatile 
..(VOC) emissions froin 9 vinyl coating line at 

est 

the 
referenced facility. Schneller has conducted simultaneous 
testing on the 'incinerator using U.S. Environn=nt2.1 Protectior! 
Agency (EPP.) r*Iethods 25 and 25P- and .has requested. that it be 
allowed to conduct future tests using PIethod~ 253. only. Based. 
ugon its review of test results included with your letter, Region 
4 has concluded-that the Schneller reauest' is reasonZble. 

EPA has a policy that Method 25, rather than Nethod. 25F. be 
used for determining the destruction efficiency of incinerators 
unless the VOC concentration at the outlet of the incinerator is 

mq e-xpected to be less than 50 parts per million ( p 7 . ) .  ~ n e .  basis 
for this policy is the concern that differences in the relative 
response of a 14&thod 25A analyzer to VOCs at the inlet and outlet 
of an incinerator could lead. to a high bias In &sstructFon 
efficiency results. Because Method 2 5 A  has a .,lower detection 
limit than Method 25, the EPA policy on incinerator testing 
allows Method 25A to be used. for destruction efficiency testing 
w h e n  outlet VOC concentrations are expscted. to bz bslow 50 p p m .  

Included with your October 10 letter was a sunnary of the 
results for the simultaneous Method 25 and l~i=th06 2 5 A  testins 
conducted at Schneller. This data indicates that the Method 25"- 
result at the incinerztor inlet (19435 ppn) vas 4 3  ptrcent hither 
than the corresponding Method 25 result (13596 p?n), and that 
rqlethod 25A result,at the outlet (239) was 38 percent lower thar: 
the corresponding Method 25 result (383) . This & i f  r'erence in 
results between the two test method is rather large, and the fzc t  
that the Method 2 5 A  results are higher than the Method 2 5  resclts 

R * c y c l * U R * c y c l r b l *  -Pnolr.J wit3 V I W I ~ ' . ~  Oil Based I n k  on IWC ReCyc?a? ? a ~ e : ( 4 3 %  Posran~u.rzar) 



at the inlet but lower than the blethod 2 5  results at the outlet 
seens to support the theory that the Method 2 5 A  respnse factor 
can change significantly between the inlet and outlet of an 
incinerator. The overall difference in destruction efficiency 
results calculated using the results fron the tuo tesk methods, 
however, is only 1.6 percent (97.1 percent for Nethod 2 5  versus 
98.8 percent for Method 25A) . Because the des truc~ion efficiency 
results do not seem to be affected significantly by the test 
nethod used, the Schneller'proposal to conduct future incinerator 
testing with Methbd 25A only is acceptable to Region 4 .  

I£ you have any questions about the determination provided 
in this memorandum, please contact IeIr. David l*lcXsal of ny staff 
at 404/562-9102. 

Sincerely yours, 

U V 
R. Douglas Neeley 
Chief 
Air and Radiation Teck'101ogy 
Branch 

Air, Pesticides and Toxics 
P!anagenent Division 



Appendix H-1 : Permit History 

Schneller, Inc. - Florida Division DRAFT Permit No.: 10301 18-01 0-AV 
Pinellas Park, Pinellas County Facility ID No.: 10301 18 

Note: Permit Application Projects 003-AC and 005-AV were withdrawn and never issued. 

10301 1801 0 Schneller av AppH.doc 01/05/04 ver. 


