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PERMIT TO CONSTRUCT EVALUATION FOR
CHANGE OF CONDITION OF AN EXISTING CARBON ADSORPTION SYSTEM

Facility ID: 009668

L egal Owner or Operator: DELUXE LABORATORIES INC.

Mailing Address: 1377 N. SERRANO AVE.
HOLLYWOOD, CA 90027-5623

Equipment

L ocation: SAME AS ABOVE

Equipment Description:

A/N 493510 P/C (change of condition of P/O F84309, A/N 459631
AIR POLLUTION CONTROL SYSTEM CONSISTING OF:

1. CARBON ADSORBER, CROFTSHAW, REGENERATIVE ADSORRHYPE, FOUR CARBON CANISTERS,
EACH 2'-10" DIA. X 4-1" H. (INSIDE DIMENSIONS), EEH WITH 350 POUNDS OF CARBON, AND AN
AUTOMATIC STEAM DESORPTION SYSTEM.

2. RECLAIMED SOLVENT TANK, DUAL COMPARTMENT, EACH WTH A 250-GALLON CAPACITY, AND
ONE 3/4-HP TRANSFER PUMP.
3. EXHAUST SYSTEM WITH ONE 5-HP BOOSTER-AXIFLOW BLOWEROUR 3-HP EXHAUST BLOWERS

AND ONE 7.5 H.P. STROBIC BOOSTER BLOWER VENTING TW¥E (IN ANY COMBINATION) FILM-
CLEANING AND WET-GATE PRINTING MACHINES.

A/N 494095

Title V "Deminimis Significant Permit Revision" Rla- 2 Revision

HISTORY:

On 12/03/08 Deluxe Laboratories submitted one appbn to change permit condition for Permit to
Operate the equipment described above.

The applicant is proposing to change the condiidtiine existing carbon adsorption system that is
controlling perchloroethylene from the operatioriwélve, in any combination, film cleaning and wet-
gate printing machines. The change in conditiothefexisting permit to adjust the regeneration
frequency will not result in an increase in emissio

The average & maximum operating schedule for thispment:

18 hr/day 6 dy/wk 52 wklyr (average)
24 hr/day 7 dy/wk 52 wklyr (maximum)
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This is a Title V facility and the Title V renewpérmit was issued to the facility on October 1,&200
This project is the revision since the issuance of the Title V renepeaimit.

There are no complaints on record. The applicesgived the following citations in the last (2) seea

1. NOV P49331 on 7/27/07 for failure to submit sanmual report and exceeding the 18 gal/mo
of solvent-usage limit.

2. NC D12004 on 7/12/07

a. submit proof of a certified smoke reader foxing tanks.

b. submit records of solvent in film cleaning sivagvcompliance with 24 Ib/day and 18
gal/mo.

C. post correct permits on equipment

d. provide proof of submitting form 500-SAM fomufy 06 - Dec 06).

3. NC D16587 on 06/07/08 for not having a certifgmdoke reader for the year 2007 for mixing
tanks

4, NOV P54257 on 07/08/08 for failure to complywgermit condition #2 (PO F84309)
And failure to operate a Title V facility and aljuipment in compliance with Section E,
Condition #2 of the Title V permit

Theissuesfor the above NOVS/NCs areresolved and the cases are closed except for NC #D12004.
Thelast issuefor the NC #D12004 is being resolved by theinstallation of an RTO for film
cleaners, which the District issued PCsfor on 2/6/09.

PROCESS DESCRIPTION:

The film development lab at Deluxe Hollywood deyaolor-positive, color-negative, and black &
white film for the movie production industry. Aan of this existing operation, the company costrol
perchloroethylene emissions released from the @paraf film printing and cleaning machines by the
regenerative activated carbon system under thjegiroSince the quantity of daily perchloroethg@en
usage at the facility has decreased during theygass and the District imposed a perchloroethylene
usage cap of 10,000 ton/year upstream of the aethaarbon system due to the NESHAP requirement,
the applicant is requesting to change the operatmglition of the existing permit to reflect themant
operational criteria of the equipment. The propod®ange of condition consists of, changing the
adsorption cycle for each carbon drum (total ofyhas) from 2 hours to 18 hours. This change in
permit condition will not cause an increase in emiss from this equipment or the basic equipmeist it
venting.

The request for the change in the permit conditfonghe perchloroethylene regenerative carbon
control system is based upon the current use adytsiem. Historically, the APC was used to control
the release of VOC from all of the cleaners andtprs at Deluxe (prior to the use of
perchloroethylene). During that period, much mé@Cs were being sent to the APC and the limit for
adsorbing/desorbing was a 2 hour cycle for all fduims (90 minutes for adsorbing on each of three
drums and 30 minutes for the fourth desorbing drisihen Deluxe was required to change to
perchloroethylene (in 1995), solvent recovery wadea to the operation due to the high cost of
perchloroethylene. Now the majority of film cleam@se other solvents and cannot be vented to this
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APC due to solvent cross contamination. The was-ganters are the primary source of
perchloroethylene into the APC. Thus, there haml@esignificant reduction of perchloroethylenetsen
to the APC.

Currently, the maximum (permitted) amount of peochéthylene sent to the APC is capped by permit
condition at 10 tons/year (20,000 Ib/yr) equivalenb4.8 Ib/day. This equates to 13.7 poundsdib)
perchloroethylene per day for each carbon drumceSeach canister has 350 Ib of carbon, the carbon
loading would be less than 4 percent of the carb@ach drum (13.7 Ib/350 |b) each day. For gdnera
loading of carbon, carbon manufacturers recommez@i@ercent loading capacity (0.2 x 350 lbs =70
Ib/drum). Thus, based upon permitted limits ofchéroethylene sent to the APC, increasing the
loading period from 2 hours to 18 hours (the renmgi® hours would be in desorbing mode) would
result in the loading of each drum to close to ke@et of its capacity and well below the manufaetisr
20 percent specification.

Deluxe conducts daily inlet and outlet testinghad tarbon control system and the data consistently
shows the current system having over a 98 peraerital efficiency. Thus, the carbon system will
operate well below its recommended capacity anceaeta control efficiency of 85% required by Rule
-1425 (d)(1). The APC system is not required tmply with NESHAP as long as the equipment
complies with the permit conditions (10 ton/yeargoroethylene input to the carbon bed).

The request for the extended adsorption time W@t @rovide several environmental benefits. Firss,
amount of steaming cycles would be reduced sigmifly, saving water and reducing wastewater levels.
Second, steaming for a longer period of time willrenefficiently “clean” the carbon and achieve &gh
recovery rates of perchloroethylene. Finally,iit @lso reduce the steam requirements from théelmi
reducing their operation and emissions.

The company also requested removal of permit cmmdito. 5 that required that “only 9 of the 12 of

any combination of film cleaning machines and fgnmting machines vented to this equipment shall be
in operation at any one time.” This condition veaiginally imposed when there was a lot of solvent
being vented to the APC. Since the 10,000 Ib/yc pmit has been imposed and many film cleaners
have been converted to other solvents and no loregeged to the carbon, this condition can be
removed.

EMISSION CALCULATIONS:
The emissions are perchloroethylene and TOG:

Assume that 20,000 Ibs/year, 365 days per yeaemhioroethylene will run through carbon system.
20,000 Ibs/year/365 days/year = 54.8 Ibs/day of.peill enter the carbon system
Maximum daily quantity of perchloroethylene enteesh drum 54.8 Ibs/day/4 drums = 13.7 Ibs/day

The amount of carbon in each drum is 350 pounds
There are a total of 4 carbon drums in parallel
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At 20% carbon adsorption capacity:

(0.2 x 350 Ibs carbon in each canister = 70 lggent. can be adsorbed/canister

In this case (13.7 Ibs per drum)/(350 pounds db@a)y(100) = 4 percent of weight of carbon
Therefore, the system is adequate to handle thesope under the new the proposed condition.
Emissions of Perc/TOG will be:

R1, Perchloroethylene, TOG = (54.8 Ibs/day)/(18day) = 3.05 Ib/hr

R2 = Perchloroethylene, TOG [(54.8 Ibs/day)(1-0/Q03 hrs/day) = 0.3 Ib/hr

To be conservative, assume that the equipment t@sebalays per week, 50 wks per year or 250
daysl/yr:

20,000 lbs/yr/250 days/year = 80 lbs/day or 20cHsister/day.

This is still well below the carbon adsorption caipaof 20% or 70 Ibs.
(20 Ibs perc.)+(350 Ibs of carbon)(100) = 5.7% vah& below 20%

AIR TOXIC EVALUATION:

The proposed change of condition request for thispenent will not result in an increase in toxic
emissions.

RULE EVALUATION:

Rule 212(c)(1): This section requires a public cefor all new or modified permit units that may
emit air contaminants located within 1,000 feetrirtihe outer boundary of a
school. Since there is no school located with@®Q@,ft, a public notice is not
required.

Rule 212(c)(2) &(g): These sections require a pubditice for all new or modified facilities or sces
that have on-site emission increases exceedingfaimg daily maximums as
specified by Rule 212(g). The change in conditbbthe carbon adsorber permit
will not result in an emission increase, therefga)lic notice is not required.

Rule 212(c)(3): Public notice is not required —ré&is no increase in toxics emissions.

Rule 401 Compliance is expected. Visible emissiare not expected with the proper
operation of the equipment.

Rule 402: Compliance is expected. Nuisance ierpécted with the proper operation of
the equipment, no complaints on file.
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Rule 1303(a): The change in condition of the carddsorber permit will not result in an
emission increase of any criteria pollutant, therefthe equipment is not subject
to BACT requirement.

Rule 1303(b)(1): Modeling for perchloroethylenan@t required.

Rule 1303(b)(2): There are no emission increases the facility as a result of this change.
Therefore, offsets are not required.

Rule 1401: Compliance is expected. The proposadgaof condition of the existing permit
will not result in an increase in toxic emissioriherefore, this rule is not
triggered.

Rule 1425: Perchloroethylene from the film clearamgl wet-gate printing machines at this

facility will continue to be vented to the carbasarber with at least 90%
collection efficiency (rule requirement is 85%)or@pliance is expected.

REG. XXX:

The proposed project is considered as a “de minangisificant permit revision” to the Title V reneilva
permit issued to this facility with an effectivetdaf 10-1-2006. Rule 3000(b)(6) defines a “deimis
significant permit revision” as any Title V permévision where the cumulative emission increases on
non-RECLAIM pollutants or hazardous air pollutali®\P) from these permit revisions during the term
of the permit are not greater than any of the filhg emission threshold levels:

Air Contaminant Daily Maximum
(Ibs/day)
HAP 30
VOC 30
NOx 30
PM10 30
SOx 60
CO 220

Rule 3003(j) specifies that a proposed permit fille ™ permit should be submitted to EPA for review
To determine if a project qualifies for a “de mimgnsignificant permit revision”, emission increases
resulting from all permit revisions that are maéterathe submittal of a proposed permit to EPA Isbal
accumulated and compared to the above threshatiklevhis proposed project is thi permit revision

to the Title V renewal permit issued to this fagilon October 1, 2006. The revision includes the
change of condition of the existing activated carbdsorber permit by increasing the adsorptionecycl
of each carbon drum (total of 4 drums) from 2 haord8 hours. The cumulative emission increases
resulting from this proposed permit revision aremarized as follows:
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Revision HAP | VOC | NOx | PMyp | SOX CO
1st Permit Revision: modification of eight 0 0 1 0 0 0
film cleaning and two film printing
machines by venting them to a new RTQ.
Application #s 481187, 481189-98
2" Permit Revision: change of condition] 0 0 0 0 0 0
of one activated carbon permit under PQ
F84309 by changing the adsorption cycle
Application # 493510
Cumulative Total 0 0 1 0 0 0

Maximum Daily 30 30 30 30 60 220

CONCLUSION/RECOMMENDATION:

The proposed project is expected to comply wittapfllicable District Rules and Regulations. Since
the proposed project is considered as a “de minsigisficant permit revision”, it is exempt frometh
public participation requirements under Rule 3006 proposed permit incorporating this permit
revision will be submitted to EPA for a 45-day mwipursuant to Rule 3003(j). If EPA does not have
any objections within the review period, a revi3ete V permit will be issued to this facility wita
Permit to Construct issued for this equipment.



