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CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

August 4, 2008









Mr. Shawn Osler
Environmental Compliance Manager
Insulfoam
1019 Pacific Avenue, Suite 1501
Tacoma, WA. 98402
RE:
Response to comments on renewal permit #070059
Dear Mr. Osler:

This letter is in response to comments submitted by Insulfoam, in a letter dated January 15, 2008, on the renewal of permit #070059.

Insulfoam Comment #1:

21.
Monthly Emission Limits: This condition contains limits on the allowable monthly emissions of CO, NOx, SOx, PM-10 and VOC. However, there are no regulatory bases for these monthly limits. The enforceable emission limitations for this facility are the 95 ton per year limit on VOC emissions, the emission standards contained in Rule 358, and the emission limitations on combustion emissions listed in Rule 323. 

First, we can find no bases in MCAQD’s rules for emission limitations on CO, SOx or PM-10. The Insulfoam facility is either a non-regulated source type for specific rules that govern these pollutants, or does not trigger the threshold for the general rules that do. Additionally, the applicable NOx limitations are not mass based, and are addressed in Condition 32 of the permit. As such, we request that both monthly and annual emission limitations for these pollutants be removed from the permit.

Second, the only mass-based regulatory emission limitation (VOC) is specified on an annual, not monthly basis. Placing a monthly emission limit on this pollutant reduces the operational flexibility of the facility, but provides no benefit regarding compliance with the actual limits. As such, we request that the monthly emission limitations on VOC be removed from the permit. The only enforceable limit appropriate to be included in this condition is the 95 ton per year limit on VOC emissions.

Maricopa County Air Quality Department (MCAQD) Response:

Request granted.
Insulfoam Comment #2:

22.c. Specifies ECS capture efficiency requirements for the EPS manufacturing process. This condition specifies an overall capture efficiency for the ECS of 90 percent. The actual existing requirement is 81% overall control efficiency; as listed in the current permit. [Note that this affects the calculations provided in the evaluation report as well; those are based on an overall control efficiency of 79% (81% x 98%).] Also, this control efficiency applies to the entire process, including the block molds; there is no specific requirement for capture efficiency for the block molds alone. Insulfoam proposes modifying this condition to read as follows:

“The Permittee shall operate the ECS such that the overall VOC control efficiency from the pre-expansion (and fluid bed dryer), aging, and mold processes (i.e., until the block is released from the mold) is a minimum of 81.0% by weight.”

MCAQD Response:

This language has been incorporated into the condition.
Insulfoam Comment #3:

22.e. Specifies monitoring equipment for the aging bag total enclosure. It appears that this condition may be applicable to a different source. The Insulfoam facility does have a pressure gauge and manometer for measuring pressure drop across the enclosure. There is no “pentane monitor” per se; the enclosure does have a flammable concentration monitor that reads in percent of the lower explosive level only. Also, the configuration of the enclosure does not provide a location for installation of flow streamers. We propose modifying this condition to read as follows: 
“At a minimum, the aging bag total enclosure shall be equipped with a pressure gauge to measure pressure drop across the enclosure to demonstrate compliance with Permit Condition 24.a.”

MCAQD Response:

This language has been incorporated into the condition.

Insulfoam Comment #4:

23.
Specifies monthly and annual bead usage limits.
This condition limits the total allowable production of EPS bead on a monthly and annual basis. There is no allowance or recognition that emissions are also a function of type of EPS produced.

We are requesting that the bead usage limitations be removed from the permit. The presumed intent of this condition is to ensure “practical enforceability” of the rolling 12-month total emission limit of 95 tpy. However, there is no valid single value for bead production that will ensure compliance with the annual emission limitation, because emissions are also dependent on type of bead (pentane content), as well as other factors such as amounts of product stored and time in storage. Actual operation of the facility makes use of all allowable bead pentane contents according to specific product quality specifications and customer preferences, as well as economic considerations. Actual emissions therefore vary with the types as well as the amounts of each bead type used, with a virtually infinite number of possible combinations for any given emission limit.

“Hard” production limits such as those in this condition result in extra-regulatory and unnecessary restrictions on our operating flexibility that do not have a direct relationship to assuring compliance in any real-world situation.  We have included an illustration of this as supporting information. The attached calculations show three possible examples of annual production that would allow demonstrating compliance with the annual limit by using different EPS bead mixes:


All Mid-pentane Bead: Shows compliant production if all production were from EPS beads with the highest nominal allowable pentane content (per Rule 358); approximately 13,700,000 lbs of EPS bead;


All Low-pentane Bead: Shows compliant production if all production were from EPS beads with the lowest pentane content that is currently available (3.6 weight percent); approximately 17,900,000 lbs of EPS bead;


Mixture of Mid-pentane and Low-pentane Beads: Shows compliant production if production were from an EPS bead mix equivalent to the most recent 12-month period; approximately 15,100,000 lbs of EPS bead.

Please note that the above examples are for illustrative purposes only, and are not intended to indicate actual production plans for the future, or revised production limitations for the proposed permit. They show only three of many possible combinations of EPS bead types and production volumes that would allow us to show compliance with the annual emission limit. We have included a figure showing how allowable production can vary between the extremes of all mid-pentane and all low-pentane bead usage.

Enforceability of the annual emissions cap is provided by the existing methods in place, which are equivalent to the monitoring and recordkeeping requirements proposed in this permit (i.e. conditions 25 and 26). Specifically, we maintain daily records of bead usage, by type and amount, and linked to specific certificates of analysis. We also conduct monitoring and recordkeeping on the ECS to ensure that it maintains its expected effectiveness. This information is combined on a monthly basis to allow us to calculate a monthly and 12-month total emission rate for EPS production. That information allows us to continually track emissions against our annual emission cap, and to continually plan for any bead mix changes that might be necessary to support our expected future production plans while maintaining compliance with the permit. These methods have been used effectively to demonstrate compliance with this limit since the existing permit was issued in 2003.

MCAQD Response:

Request granted.
Insulfoam Comment #5:

23.b.
Specifies limits on the pentane contents of EPS beads. Specific EPS bead types are manufactured to a specification that includes an acceptable range on pentane content, which can vary by as much as 0.5% by weight. When these materials are ordered, the manufacturers will not guarantee a specific pentane content for the material beyond what is stated in the specification. Other than within the allowable specification range, Insulfoam cannot routinely control the actual pentane content of the delivered material. Also, there are a significant number of available EPS bead types within the same nominal pentane content ranges, but that typically vary to some degree in actual pentane content. This condition, as written, could therefore potentially result in limiting Insulfoam to a single bead type allowed for production, and that one type allowable only if the future shipments were at or below the actual pentane content of the bead used for the test. Please modify or clarify this condition similar to the following:

“The Permittee shall limit the VOC content of the EPS beads added to the pre-expansion process to no greater than the specification VOC content range of the raw EPS beads processed during the performance test required by Permit Condition 33.  VOC content is defined in Rule 358 §216 and in Permit Condition 25.”

MCAQD Response:

The VOC limitation has been omitted.  
Insulfoam Comment #7:

23.c.
Specifies an annual limit on the amount of scrap foam processed in the grinders.
This limit does not apply to Insulfoam. Please delete this condition.

MCAQD Response:

Request granted.
Insulfoam Comment #8:

23.d.
Specifies an annual limit on the amount of ink used.
This limit does not apply to Insulfoam. Please delete this condition.

MCAQD Response:

Request granted.
Insulfoam Comment #9:

24.b.
Specifies operational limits for the bead aging enclosure.
The last phrase in this condition is undefined and is un-enforceable. The enclosure is entered only upon the occasions that require access for normal operation of the facility. Please revise this condition as follows:

“The Permittee shall keep the bag room total enclosure door closed except when an operator is entering or leaving the enclosure.”

MCAQD Response:

This language has been incorporated into the condition.
Insulfoam Comment #10:

24.c.
Specifies operational limits for the regrind enclosure and block storage room.
The Insulfoam facility does not have these equipment. Please delete this condition.

MCAQD Response:

Request granted. 
Insulfoam Comment #11:

25.a.3.
Defines ISO-Certified Maximum Bead-Model VOC Content.
Does an ISO standard that applies to certifying the pentane content of EPS beads actually exist? How would this condition apply to EPS beads manufactured outside the U.S.?

MCAQD Response:

This condition is taken from Rule 358 §216, §502.1(a) and (b). This rule states that the ISO-Certified Maximum Bead-Model VOC Content is, 
“A numerical value that represents the upper limit of a particular bead model’s VOC-content, which has been:

a. Initially stipulated by the bead-model’s manufacturer in a document that gives the bead model’s unique identifier, and
b. Subsequently certified for accuracy by the International Standards Organization (ISO). This language has been incorporated into the condition.”
This Rule is not stating that a standard exists but that ISO may certify a manufacturers rating for accuracy. 
Insulfoam Comment #12:

25.b.
Specifies recordkeeping requirements for EPS blocks. The second paragraph specifies recordation of the weight percent of regrind used in each block. Insulfoam does not actually measure or control this by weight on a block by block basis. Rather the percent of grind used refers to a proportional mixing station setting relative to the amount of regrind added. E.g., a 20% regrind setting does not refer to 20% regrind by weight, but to a regrind addition rate that is 20% of the maximum regrind addition rate. Total weights of regrind used can only be calculated monthly from inventories of raw material used and finished product produced. Please modify this condition as follows:

“The Permittee shall record the percent of regrind used in each molded block.”

The third paragraph referring to block storage locations is not applicable to the Insulfoam facility. Please delete this paragraph.

MCAQD Response:

This requirement has been omitted.
Insulfoam Comment #13:

25
Add condition: The facility will also maintain records of the month-end finished product inventory for each month. This information will be used together with the records required by condition 25.a. to determine the value of ESL described in condition 26.a.1.

MCAQD Response:

This condition is not necessary and will not be added.
Insulfoam Comment #14:

26.c.
Specifies monitoring conditions for regrinding enclosure and block storage rooms. The Insulfoam facility does not have these equipment. Please revise this condition as follows:

“The Permittee shall continuously monitor the RTO combustion chamber temperature, while EPS beads are being processed through the pre-expansion, aging bag total enclosure and/or molding processes, to demonstrate compliance with Permit Condition 22.b.”

MCAQD Response:

This language has been incorporated into the condition.
Insulfoam Comment #15:

29.a.
Testing Requirements: This condition incorrectly refers to 1/5/2006 as the issuance date of the proposed permit. 

MCAQD Response:

This condition has been amended to omit this reference.  

Insulfoam Comment #16:

29.a.1.
Testing Requirements: Please refer to the above comments to condition 21. What is the basis for testing CO and NOx from the RTO?

MCAQD Response:

CO and NOx emissions will be used to ensure site-wide NOx and CO emissions do not exceed the BACT threshold. 
Insulfoam Comment #17:

29.a.1.
Testing Requirements: Please clarify the meaning of “operating scenario” as used throughout paragraphs a. and a.1. of this condition. Does this refer to scenarios as described in Rule 358?

MCAQD Response:

Reference to “operating scenario” has been deleted from these permit conditions.

Insulfoam Comment #18:

29.a.2.
Testing Requirements: There are no specific capture efficiency requirements for the aging bag total enclosure at the Insulfoam facility; only overall control efficiency requirements for the entire process. This demonstration will be made together with the testing required by condition 29.a.3. Please delete this condition.

MCAQD Response:

Request granted.
Insulfoam Comment #19:

29.a.3.
Testing Requirements: The ECS performance requirement for Insulfoam is 81% overall control efficiency, vice 90% overall capture efficiency. Please revise this condition to read as follows:

“The Permittee shall conduct a performance test on the ECS to demonstrate an overall control efficiency of at least 81.0% VOC by weight from the pre-expander, fluid bed dryer, aging, and mold processes.  For this demonstration, the Permittee shall use the methodology in Rule 358 §503.7.”

MCAQD Response:

Similar language has been incorporated into the condition.
Insulfoam Comment #20:

29.a.4.
Testing Requirements: It is not clear whether this condition is intended to apply to Insulfoam, or to another facility. Insulfoam does not typically store cut products for extended periods, rather we store blocks and cut the products to order. How does this requirement relate to the testing schedule requirements in condition 29.a.? How does this testing relate to Rule 358? What is the purpose of the testing?

MCAQD Response:

Condition 29 has been replaced with an updated version of the EPS bead manufacturing testing requirements. The updated condition satisfies this comment. 
Insulfoam Comment #21:

29.c. Testing Conditions: The second paragraph of this condition specifies testing “under conditions that represent the maximum proposed operating capacity” of the facility. The nature of this testing, and the conditions specifying conduct of the testing, requires that the testing be conducted using specific raw materials and products. The operating capacity for any single set of conditions, and therefore any single test, will not be representative of all necessary or possible operating conditions. It is possible to specify a maximum operating rate for the specific conditions of the test, however, it is not possible to specify a single definition of “maximum proposed operating capacity”.

This condition also specifies that “the facility shall test using the highest VOC content of bead (defined in Rule 358 §216) desired to be used by the facility to make a saleable product for this permit.”  As discussed in the comments to condition 23.b., this condition must be clarified to require testing using the highest specification range of bead desired to be used. Insulfoam does not have sufficient control over the actual pentane content of the beads that are supplied to us to ensure our ability to comply with this condition as written.

Please modify this condition as follows:

“Performance tests shall be performed under conditions that represent the maximum operating rate of the applicable equipment for the test conditions agreed upon, and the facility shall test using the highest specification range VOC content of bead (defined in Rule 358 §216) desired to be used by the facility to make a saleable product for this permit.  The Permittee shall make available to the Control Officer such records as may be necessary to determine the conditions of the performance tests.  Operations during periods of start-up, shutdown, and malfunction shall not constitute representative conditions of performance tests unless otherwise specified in the applicable standard.”

MCAQD Response:

This language has been replaced with standard language for EPS bead processing.
Insulfoam Comment #22:

29.f. Minimum Testing Requirements: The first paragraph specifies that each performance test shall consist of three separate runs. Is this intended to apply to all testing requirements included in condition 29? For example, is this intended to apply to the Rule 358 compliance tests? If so, this would be a very onerous requirement on an annual basis. Our current test protocol requires two days of process interruption and 12 hours of continuous emission sampling, and an expense of approximately $50,000. Does this condition require Insulfoam to conduct three consecutive such tests?

MCAQD Response:

Condition 29 has been replaced with an updated version of the EPS bead manufacturing testing requirements. The updated condition satisfies this comment. 
Insulfoam Comment #23:

29.g.2.
Compliance Testing Requirements: There are no specific capture efficiency requirements for the aging bag total enclosure at the Insulfoam facility; only overall control efficiency requirements for the entire process. This demonstration will be made together with the requirements specified in condition 29.g.3. Please delete this condition.

MCAQD Response:

Request granted
Insulfoam Comment #24:

29.g.3.
Compliance Testing Requirements:
The ECS performance requirement for Insulfoam is 81% overall control efficiency, vice 90% overall capture efficiency. Please revise this condition to read as follows:

“If the result of the capture efficiency for the pre-expander, fluid bed dryer, aging, and mold processes does not indicate at least an overall control efficiency of 81.0% by weight for VOC, using the following equation, the Permittee shall re-test within a timeframe approved by the Department and no later than 90 days after the submittal of the performance test report.  If after re-testing the Permittee has not demonstrated at least a 81.0% overall control efficiency for the pre-expander, fluid bed dryer, aging, and mold processes, then within 90 days of the Permittee receiving written notification of noncompliance, the Permittee shall submit a compliance plan with a non-minor permit revision application indicating how the Permittee plans to modify the system prior to follow-up re-testing.  ”

MCAQD Response:

This language has been deleted from this condition.
Insulfoam Comment #25:

29.g.4.
Compliance Testing Requirements: The basis for this requirement is unclear. Please clarify or remove this condition.

MCAQD Response:

This language has been deleted from this condition.
Insulfoam Comment #26:

29.g.6.
Compliance Testing Requirements:
Please update this condition to reflect 81% overall control efficiency vice 90% overall capture efficiency. Also, as discussed in the comment to condition 29.g.4, please clarify or remove the language concerning residual concentration.

MCAQD Response:

Request granted
Insulfoam Comment #27:

29.h.
Test Report Requirements:
This condition requires Insulfoam to submit the final report of required testing to the Department within 30 days of testing. Past experience with testing indicates that this is not sufficient time to guarantee that we will have time to obtain all the data, combine into a draft report, review and then finalize the report for submission to the Department. In large part, this is due to the fact that there are at least two independent laboratories in addition to the test contractor that receive samples for analysis. Specifically, these are the laboratory that conduct the EPA Method 18 analyses (methane content of RTO exhaust) and the laboratory that conducts the SCAQMD Method 306 analyses. These laboratories often cannot submit final QA’d reports on those samples for a period of 2 to 3 weeks after their receipt of the samples. Once those results are received, the test contractor must incorporate that data, finalize the calculations, and provide a draft report to Insulfoam for review. This process can easily take beyond the proposed 30 days. We request that the Department modify this condition to allow at least 45 days after testing for submittal of the report.

MCAQD Response:

Request granted.
Insulfoam Comment #28:

31.
Natural gas usage limits: The bases for the gas usage limitation (483,193 therms per year) are not specified. Please refer to the comments to condition 21. Please clarify the regulatory bases for this limit, or remove the limit.

MCAQD Response:

This limitation has been removed.

Insulfoam Comment #29:

32.b. NOx limits: The units of this limit are in error. Please modify this condition to read as follows: 
“Limit nitrogen oxide emissions to no more than 155 ppm, calculated as nitrogen dioxide, when burning gaseous fuel.”

MCAQD Response:

This language has been incorporated into the condition.
Attached is a copy of the permit conditions that have been modified. If you have any question, please contact me at (602) 506-6920.

Sincerely,

_______________________________________

Sean Riley

Air Quality Engineer

cc:
File
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