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NOTICE OF FINAL TITLE V AIR OPERATION PERMIT

In the Matter of an

Application for Permit Renewal by:

	Mr. Shawn Kitchell
	FINAL Permit Project No.: 1030119-012-AV

	Vice President, Manufacturing
Solamatrix, Inc.
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St. Petersburg, Florida 33712
	


Enclosed is the FINAL Permit, No. 1030119-012-AV.   The purpose is for the renewal of the Title V Air Operation Permit and to incorporate the terms and conditions of the air construction permit, No. 1030119-010-AC, which replaced the facility’s two catalytic oxidizers with one regenerative thermal oxidizer (RTO).  The facility is located in Pinellas County.  This permit renewal is issued pursuant to Chapter 403, Florida Statutes (F.S.).  Comments were received from Region 4, U.S. EPA, regarding the PROPOSED Permit.

Any party to this order (permit renewal) has the right to seek judicial review of the permit renewal pursuant to Section 120.68, F.S., by the filing of a Notice of Appeal pursuant to Rule 9.110, Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure, with the Clerk of the Department in the Legal Office; and by filing a copy of the Notice of Appeal accompanied by the applicable filing fees with the appropriate District Court of Appeal.  The Notice of Appeal must be filed within 30 (thirty) days from the date this Notice is filed with the Clerk of the Department.

Executed in Hillsborough County, Florida.


_______________________________


Mara Grace Nasca







District Air Program Administrator
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned duly designated deputy agency clerk hereby certifies that this NOTICE OF FINAL TITLE V AIR OPERATION PERMIT RENEWAL (including the FINAL Determination and the FINAL Permit) was sent by electronic mail (or a link to these documents made available electronically on a publicly accessible server) with received receipt before the close of business on ______________________ to the person(s) listed:

Mr. Shawn Kitchell, Manufacturing, Solamatrix, Inc. (skitchell@solamatrix.com)

Mr. Robert E. Wallace, III, P.E., Environmental Engineering Consultants, Inc. (rwallace@eec-tampabay.com)

Mr. Gary Robbins, PCDEM (grobbins@pinellascounty.org)

Clerk Stamp

FILING AND ACKNOWLEDGMENT FILED, on this date, pursuant to §120.52(7), Florida Statutes, with the designated Department Clerk, receipt of which is hereby acknowledged.

	(Clerk)
	
	(Date)


In addition, copies of this NOTICE OF FINAL TITLE V AIR OPRATION PERMIT (including the FINAL Title V Air Operation Permit package) were sent electronically as noted to the person(s) listed:

Ms. Barbara Friday (posted electronically on DEP Darm_Common drive by permit engineer and email notification sent to Barbara Friday, BAR [Barbara.Friday@dep.state.fl.us] for posting with Region 4, U.S.EPA)

FINAL Determination

Title V Air Operation Permit Renewal
FINAL Permit Project No.:  1030119-012-AV
Solamatrix, Inc. 

Page 1 of 1
I.  Public Notice.

An “INTENT TO ISSUE TITLE V AIR OPERATION PERMIT RENEWAL” to Solamatrix, Inc. for the facility located at 2544 Terminal Drive South, St. Petersburg, Pinellas County was clerked on June 29, 2010.  The “PUBLIC NOTICE OF INTENT TO ISSUE TITLE V AIR OPERATION PERMIT RENEWAL” was published in the St. Petersburg Times on July 21, 2010.  The DRAFT/PROPSOED Permit was available for public inspection at the permitting authority’s office in Temple Terrace.  Proof of publication of the “PUBLIC NOTICE OF INTENT TO ISSUE TITLE V AIR OPERATION PERMIT RENEWAL” was received on July 23, 2010.

II.  Comment(s).


No comments were received from the public during the 30-day public comment period.  Comments were received from the USEPA during their 45-day review period of the PROPOSED Permit.  The comments were not considered significant enough to issue a Revised DRAFT Permit and require another public notice.  The changes made are shown below.

A.  EPA  Comments
1. Comment: Statement of Basis - EPA recommends the permitting authority revise the Statement of Basis (SOB) and consider adding the following elements:  
a) The name and address of the facility,  
b) the processing schedule and related documents such as application for renewal and Requests for Additional Information (RAI) and the applicant’s response to them with date included,  
c) the applicability of Title III, Title V and Compliance Assurance Monitoring (CAM) to the facility and/or emission unit. For CAM, please provide an explanation on why is the emissions unit (EU) subject , what pollutant(s) need emissions control and which control device(s) will be installed,  
d) A clarification that this facility is a synthetic minor source for volatile organic compounds (VOC) under the new Source Review (NSR) Program as requested through air construction permit 1030119-007-AC, and  
e) A conclusion summarizing key points of this permit action.
Response:  The Statement of Basis was revised to include all of the items recommended by the EPA.
2. Comment: Permanent Total Enclosure - The facility’s description provided in Section III, Subsection A of the reviewed permit does not mention the permanent total enclosure (PTE) system as part of EU 003. If the facility retained the PTE system after the changes done thorough 1030119-010-AC or any other permit, please mention in the facility and/or the emissions unit’s description. 
Response:  The language in the description provided in Section III, Subsection A of the permit was revised to mention the permanent total enclosure (PTE) as part of EU 003.  
3. Section III.

Comment: Section III, Item a) - The Specific Condition A.1. in 1030119-008-AV limits the maximum volatile organic compounds (VOC) loading rate per each coating line (i.e., Coating line No. 1’s ‘475 lb/hr and Coating Line’s 360 lb/hr). However, in the current proposed permit, a maximum VOC loading rate of 845 lb/hr was required for both lines. EPA recommends the pemitting authority keep the maximum VOC loading rate as stated in the renewed permit 1030119-008-AV or provide a further explanation in the SOB for this change and how, if in any way, it is equivalent or more stringent than the requirements originally set fourth in Condition A.1 of 1030119-008-AV.
Response:  The stated purpose of Construction Permit 1030119-010-AC was to install a new Regenerative Thermal Oxidizer (RTO) as a replacement for two existing catalytic oxidizers used to control emissions from coating line numbers 1 and 2.  Permit 1030119-008-AV represents the old emissions unit (before the construction modification) which previously had two independent control devices for each coating line and therefore it also had individual maximum loading rates based on the two control devices. Permit 1030119-012-AV incorporated Construction Permit 1030119-010-AC which replaced the two catalytic oxidizers with one new RTO.  Coating lines number 1 and 2 both exhaust to the new RTO and that is why permit 1030119-012-AV has a maximum VOC loading rate of 845 lb/hr for both coating lines combined (475 lb/hr from Coating Line 1 and 370 lb/hr from Coating Line 2). This is equivalent to Permit 1030119-008-AV. The description in Section III, Subsection A of the DRAFT/POPOSED Permit includes the following statement: The maximum VOC process feed rate  to the RTO is 845 lb/hr (10.14 tons/day). The VOC feed rate to the RTO consists of 475 lb/hr of VOCs from Coating Line 1 and 370 lb/hr of VOCs from Coating Line 2. The SOB also states: A new regenerative thermal oxidizer (RTO) was added to the process to replace two catalytic oxidizers that controlled emissions from coating line numbers 1 and 2. This condition was not changed in the final permit. 
Comment: Section III, Item b) - The Specific Condition A.7 in 1030119-008-AV limits visible emissions. This limitation does not appear in the current proposed operation permit. The permitting authority must provide possibly in the SOB of the permit, the rationale to take away those visible emissions requirements from the two coating lines. 
Response:  Specific Condition A.7 in 1030119-008-AV was incorrectly based on Rule 62-296.401, F.A.C. During the processing of Construction Permit 1030119-010-AC, it was determined that the Incinerator Rule, Rule 62-296.401, F.A.C. was not applicable because this rule does not apply to control devices (i.e. Catalytic Oxidizers and RTO). As a result it was not included in the Construction Permit 1030119-010-AC and was not included in the current proposed operation permit.  This condition was not changed in the final permit.
Comment: Section III, Item c) - The Specific Citation A.13 requires the owner or operator to notify the permitting authority of certain changes that do not require a permit within 10 working days after the change occurs. However, rule 62-213.410(2) Changes Without Permission seems to be more stringent. The permitting authority must consider the applicability of the mentioned Rule to the facility and/or the emissions unit and incorporate it into the permit, if appropriate.
Response:  The language in Specific Condition A.13. is based on language contained in Rule 62-297.450 EPA VOC Capture Efficiency Test Procedures. Specifically, Rule 62-297.450(4)(c), F.A.C. states the following:  
If any physical or operational change is made to a control system, the owner or operator of the affected facility shall notify the Department of the change within ten (10) working days after making such change. The Department shall require the owner or operator of the affected activity, process, or emissions unit to conduct a new capture efficiency test if the Department has reason to believe (based on engineering calculations or empirical evidence) that a physical or operational change made to the capture system has decreased the overall emissions reduction efficiency of the system.
Since the operational changes included in Specific Condition A.13. are allowed by rule, we do not consider Rule 62-213.410(2) Changes Without Permission to be applicable in this case. This condition was not changed in the final permit.
Comment: Section III, Item d) i) - The conditions being incorporated from air construction permit 0390005-010-AC are citing 0390005-012-AC instead.  Please review the citation for those conditions and correct what seems to be a typographical error.
Response:  The conditions were revised as requested. All instances where Construction Permit 1030119-012-AC was cited have been changed to cite Construction Permit 1030119-010-AC.
Comment: Section III, Item d) ii) - Any condition related to the VOC facility-wide cap and incorporated originally in the operation permit 1030119-008-AV, should be citing that permit as the underlying applicable requirement.

Response:   Specific Condition A.5.b. in 1030119-008-AV specified the facility-wide cap and cites Construction Permits 1030119-001-AC and 1030119-007-AC. However, Construction Permit 1030119-010-AC replaced these permits and therefore it is appropriate to cite 1030119-010-AC.
Comment: Section III, Item d) iii) - The permitting authority should consider if citing Rule 62-213.440(1)(b)2.b. is appropriate for the requirements indicated in the Specific Condition A.21. and include it if it is.

Response:  This rule is cited in Specific Condition A.24. which covers all records required by the permit including any records required in Specific Condition A.21.  Specific Condition A.21. was not changed in the final permit.
4. Comment:  Appendix I-1 - In the incorporated construction permit 1030119-010-AC, the natural gas burners were identified as insignificant activities. Their function is to serve as the backup heat source in the oven in Coating Line No. 1.  These burners were not mentioned in the List of Insignificant Emissions Units and/or Activities. The permitting authority must revise the referenced appendix and correct to include the burners or include clarification in the SOB on the reason for not including them as insignificant activities and their actual classification.
Response:  Appendix I-1: List of Insignificant Emissions Units and/or Activities was revised to include the natural gas burners. 
5. Comment: Attachment C Operation and Maintenance Plan – The Maintenance plan and schedule submitted with the application is not included as part of the proposed permit. Please include it as part of Attachment C.
Response:  The maintenance plan and schedule submitted with the original application did not satisfy the requirements listed in Specific Condition No A.21.  of the Renewal Title V permit. The requirements in Specific Condition No. A.21. are from the Pinellas County Code, Section 58-128.  As part of the March 19, 2010, request for Additional Information letter, the applicant was requested to revise and resubmit their Operation and Maintenance Plan. As part of their RAI Response received on May 3, 2010, a new Operation and Maintenance Plan was submitted. The revised plan met the requirements of Pinellas County Code, Section 58-128 and superseded the plan that was submitted with the original application. The maintenance plan was not revised in the final permit.
6. CAM.

Comment - a): According to 40 CFR 64.4(b) (2009) the owner or operator shall submit a justification for the proposed elements of the monitoring and any data supporting the justification. Hence EPA request the permitting authority to ask the applicant to submit the information required in the regulation.
Response: The applicant revised and submitted a revised CAM plan that included a justification for the proposed elements of the monitoring as recommended. The revised CAM Plan has been included as an attachment to the final permit.
Comment - b): Monitoring Approach Chart – The monitoring approach chart was reviewed as well, and EPA found some details were missing for both indicators.

i) Indicator No. 1

(1) A thermocouple will be used to measure the regenerative thermal oxidizer (RTO) operating temperature. The thermocouple is the measuring device it should be included as part of the measuring approach as the measuring device. The computer, however, is the monitoring and recording device, and it should be left part of the “Measurement Approach”
(2) In the “Indicator Range” box we recommend starting the sentence “An excursion is defined as temperature readings equal to or greater”. Additionally, a brief description of the immediate action, that would be triggered whenever an excursion occurs, should be included as part of the “Indicator Range”.

(3) The information about the location of the thermocouple in the “Data representativeness” box is missing. Please add this information in the chart.

(4) The Information provided in the “Verification of Operation Status” indicates how the facility will check the RTO’s operational status; however, the information in the regulation requires is related to the monitoring equipment’s operational status. EPA requests the permitting authority to revise this information.

(5) The applicant should mention that they would maintain and operate the thermocouple using manufacturer’s specifications as part of the quality assurance (QA)/quality control (QC) practices and criteria.
ii) Indicator No. 2

(1) The measurement approach should include the specifics on how will the PTE differential pressure will be measured.

(2) The identified excursion(s) for the automatic door closure mechanism, in the “Indicator Range” box, is (are) not clearly stated. Please revise and reword the content in a way that it is clear if it is just one or more than one excursions.

(3) Also, a brief description of the immediate action that would be triggered whenever an excursion occurs should be included for both the closure mechanism and PTE differential pressure as part of the “Indicator Range” narrative.

(4) EPA noticed that a quality improvement plan (QIP) threshold was included for the automatic door closure mechanism but not for the PTE differential pressure. The permitting authority should revise the QIP threshold’s content and if needed, request the applicant to provide this information as part of the CAM plan submittal.

(5) A further clarification is needed for what exactly is going to be included on the daily inspection log and if it is going to be manually recorded.
Response:  With the exception of one item, Indicator Nos. 1 and 2 of the CAM Plan monitoring approach were revised as recommended by the EPA.  In the case of Indicator No 1., Item (4), the comment was unclear and not understood and therefore, not revised.  The revised CAM Plan has been included as an attachment to the final permit.  
7. Comment: Citations and Typographical Errors 

a) Section II, Condition 3 – Please make the last sentence in the condition to read “EPA Method 9 is the method of compliance for visible emissions pursuant to…”
b) Section II, Condition 6 – The citation for this condition should be more generalized since item (a) is not listed in the rule. Please change citation from reading 62-296.320(1)(a) to 62-296.320(1)
c) Section III, Condition A.7- The citation could be rewritten to read Rule 62-204.800(11)(b)67 instead of Rule 62-204.800(11).

d) Section III. Condition A.11 - Please make the second sentence in this condition to read “the production simulation procedure in Attachment B of this permit.”

Response:  The recommended changes were made to the listed conditions.
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 FINAL Permit, with any changes noted above.
