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EN"TRON~fEr-:TAL L,,-\~! AND jUST)C£ CLXNIC .SCHOOL Or L\"\\"f

Augl1~t 9, 2002

By Facsinti/e & U.S. A-fail

Brel:lda Cabral
Day Area Air Q1J(\ljty Mal.1agemol1t District
939 Ellis Strcct
SaJ.1 Francisco, CA 94109

Re: Con1ooents PllrStJaJ:1t to BAAQMD Regulation 2-6412 on Proposed Major Facility
Revj~w Permit -VaJcl-o Bolucia Asphalt Plant. Facility ~B3193

Dear Ms. Cabral

I am writing to the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (jjBAAQMD" or the
.IDistrict") on bcbalf of Our Children) s Dart'h roundation ('.ocn"), in order to COll)ll}tlJjt Uil t11~
draft Major Facility Review Permi[ for the Valero Benicia AsphaJt Plant -Fa.cjlity #B3193

('.Valero Asphalt Permit").

OCE is an organization dedicated to protecting the public, espccially children, ftom the
hoalth iu.lpt\ct5 of pO1lUtioh and otbcr cllvironmcntal hazards and to iJl1provt: cxlvirornllcntal
qu'Clity for the public benefit. OCE has at least one nlc.mber who lives and works near the Valero
Asphalt .Plant jtl13etllcia.

The Valero Asphalt Pern1it cannot be tin21i:zed as it stands because it is deficient.
BAAQMD's asscssmcnt that (I. fllcility is in "roaso1)abI.c intcnnjttcnt compliancc" is not
e<.Juivatenl to t11e t;uJ:JlpJiallC~ i:t.b~liraili.je rc:quired by 40 C.F.R. § 10.l(b) and related District
regnrations.

Ff)d~r~l Titl~ V rt';elll:iti()1J~ 8t~te th~t Titl/?; V f).mlr{'.p;~ $hall h::1ve a permit to operate that

"age:ures compliance" with all applic(lble requirements. Scc 40 C.F .R. § 70.1 {b ). Morc
~fJt:l;,ifir..:d1I.y, 40 C.F.R. § 70. 7(~)(1 )(i v) plUYiut:~ ili(it a pt:l1uit Ul(iy Ull1y b~ i~!iuOO if "tlle
conditions of the permit provide for compliance with ail appticable requiremcnt5," 1'he tederal
re"gulations implementing Title V do not allow the pennitting agency to issue a permit where it
cRn ()11ly ~,~~11re "Te;\~(lnah1e inte1.mittp;nt cnmpJiA1'1(',e,t! Tnilf'.~n, ~fJ ~"tp('.ctRtion of "intermit tent

compliance" in this colltext can only be underf:tood as an expectation of 11on complia.nce. 'rhc
District has a duty to dctcmlinc that the draft permit assures future cQluplla.l}ce; \)1 if it ~nl1lJ()t du
SOt it must includc conditions in the pennit to aSSltre compliance.1

I If i!; fact the Dlstrict. based on review of all rele,'ant evidence, can assure compliance. it should say so. It is

impossible for the public to dcteIttUl1e whether the District's assessment nieans that the permittec ,.,.ill or will not
comply. For example. the Review of Comr>liatl.ce Record for the VaJero Asphalt Plant indicates that VaJero has
been issued 2 violatio!} notices bct\\'e:en JU7.lf 15, 2000 and June 15,2001, and that BAAQMD received 5 complaints
about the facility. ,)'ee Exhibit A. Yet, the District concludes that .'reasonable int~rlnittellt compliance can be
assured at this facjlity for the review period."
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It IS also possible that the Djstrict uses the teml "reasonable intermittent compliance'.
because the District believes that assessment of"reasonal)le mtem1itt(~IJt ~nmpljanc.e" is

~11ff1('.ipnt l1nder the rc.gltJa.tiofJs. 1'J)at position, too, ,vould be iDconsistont with the ln~; for lhc

roosOl1t stated above.

1'his is not the first Instance m which the District has made a determination inconsistent
\vith the law on t11is issue. The District has made a similar determination f()T f\lh~r Tj,tle V
f~r;'.ilities in the Bay Area,

Fur t;ACtI!lpltl, ill lilt Rt;Yi~w of Compliance Record for Hexcet Corporation. Facjlity #
A0054, attached as Exhibit H, the lJistrict mdLcates that HexceJ was issued 51 violation 11otices,
had 29 parametric monitor excesses and 28 equipment breakdo\\'ns betwccn March I, 2001 anrl
FehtlJR1'y 2R, 2on2. RA AQMn tbt:',ti ~o.l1('.ludes that "reasonable intennittent compliance can be
assured at this facjljty for the re..'iew period." Thc District docs statc that that the facility ha~
jmp..Qved ~ld ll~ X1Ut had (tlly viul<ttiu"~ ~itlc~ Nov~mber 1,2001, but does not state that
compliance can bc assured. OCh submitted public cQmrnents on the HexceJ Title V pemlit on
the issue of "reasonable intermittent cornplia.nce," B11d argued that thc Districi could not issue
Hexce1 a Title V pe,rmit when c()mptian~p; wa~ t)nt JI~;S1.1r~d. ,See Exhibit C. The re.spO}lSe from
the District did not sufficiently explain why Hexcel's corn.plitlnce was intennittcnt, and ncithcr
did it cxplain the District' 5 legal autl1ority under Tille V 1(:~ul;1tiu!lb' lu i~~ut: ii pt:r.nrit to a f"cility
wluch is not in complia11ce. In the District's response to OCE's comments on the Hexcel Tiile V
pen11it it states t11at 'jiln usiI1~ the ternt "intennittent compliance:' the District is indicating its
view that the likelihood of fiJt\lre vinlati(')n~ i~ within Rr,cert~hle Jirnits, and 1h.qt the Title V
pem'lit is appropriatcly \vritten to help the District identify ~-iolations that may occur." See
Exhibjt D. IIowcyer, this characterization ofa fa~ility'5 compliance i~ in dir~t ~oJilli~t with th~
federal regll1ations rbat govern Tirle v pem1its.

Further. the District has also axgued that

"Iftbe Title; V pemlit is not i~sue-.d simply bc.(;au~O' f\ltu~ violEItiol15 are 1ikely to oc\:u{',
the result wi]( be that eJlforccment efforts will be disadvantaged by the lack of a.dditionaj
compliance illfolmation that would be requjred by the Title V permit. Although a history
of egregious non~comp1iance may be a basis for denial of a Titte V pcITl1it, the District
bcJieves that, for most fac.ilitic8, the appropriate ac.tion is to issue the rritle V pcnnit so
that it may bcgin flmctioning n3 a tool for cnsuring futurc comp1j.ancc."

~.ee Exhibit u

The District is corrf'.c.t thRt the Title V pe.1111it should be a tool to ensure future c.ompliance
at L1 facility. llowovet, when :\ facility like the \' alero Asphalt Plant h-:l5 !1. history of non
compliancc, a1ld th(i District cannot assurc; ~Ol1lpliaJ1CC -and Call only assure .'reasonable
internlittent compJiance" -.tbc law requires that the pcnnit contain conditions to assllre

compliance with all applicabI~ req\Jircmenis.
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-[hank you for 1his opportunity to comment. If you have an)' questions please call Jl1C at

41S.369~5351.

Sincerely,

Marcic Keever
Staff Attorney
Enviromnental Law & Justice CliIuc

David W~mpler, LT.S. FPA Region 9cc.~
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COMPLIANCE AND ENFORCEMENT DIVISION

OFFICE MEMORANDUM

JULV17, 2001

TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

WILLIAM. DEBOISBLANC, DIREC~ O ~,. ~ SERVICES

DIRECTOR OF ENFORCEf\4ENT ~ ~ .

ReVJ~W Of COMPLIANCE RECO OF:

VALERO PLANT #901
.--

In keeping with standard practice, the Cqmpliance and Enforcement Division has
conducted a review of the compliance record of;

Valero Asphalt Refinery

Thrs memorandum Is intended to provide you with the results of the review. and
to advise of further action, if any. that will bo initiotcd by tho Dlrcctor of
Enforcement.

Background

It is standard pre~tiGA of thR Cnmpliance and Enforcement [')ivi~inn to undertake
a compliance record review in advance of the initial renewar of a Permit to
Operato, Tho purpose of this roview in t() 3t1eUre that any non.-complfanco
problems Identified during the prior permIt term or twelve months have been
adeqllat~ly eddressed. Additionally. the review is il1t8nded to recommend 5UGh
additional permit conditions and Ifmitatlons as may be necessary to reasonably
assure on going compliance.

Finding

The Enforcement Division staff has commenced a review of the records for the
Valero Asphalt RefInery from June 1512000 to June 15,200.'. This review was
initiated as part of the District evaluation of an application by Valero Refinery for
a Title V Pormit. During the perrod subject to review, Valero's activities known to
the District include:

T~/o Notice of VIolations were issued during this review period for violation of
Hegulation l. Rule 1, permit condition vrolatlons tor H2S in the tuef gas.

Tho District rocoivod a totol of fivo C).llogod complafnt$ of none of which wore
confirmed. Four were odor and one Was visible emissions.
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There were ~NO indicated excesses reported, which resulted In the above Notice
of Violations. There were no breakdnwns reported.

Valero is not under a variance or an Order of Abatement by the District.

There were no Office Conferences held dufing this reporting period.

Conclusions

The nlre/':tnr of Enforcement finds that reaconablo Intormittent compljallce CtJrl be
assured at this facility for the review period .

Recommendations

The DlrActor of Enforcement believeB th3t tho proposed application for a TIUt! V
Permit Is adequate and recommends that the Director of tho Permit Services
DiviGlon approve thIs applicetlon.

JRG. JB, TG, JGG

re: Brenda CabraJ

HUNTW A y

VGC





COMPLIANCE AND ENFORCEMENT DIVISION

OFFICE MEMORANDUrv1

March 27 I 2002

WILLIAM DEBOISBLANC,

DIRECTOR

REVIEW OF COMPlIANCE

PERMIT SERVICESTO:

FROM

SUBJecT: .Ift-

~

u

fjEX C El. C O Bff)-RA!1 O ~.(S ~rE #A o Q§~

In keeping with s'tandard practice, the Compliance and Enforcement DIvision has
conducted 8 review of the compliance record of;

HEXCEL Corporation

ThIs memorandum is Intended to provide you with the results of the review, and
to ndvlGo of further sctlon, if any. that wJJJ be initiated by the DIrector of
Enforcement.

Background

It Is stand8rd pr"ctlce of the CnmpliRn('.R And E'nfnr(',f!mAnt Oivi8ion to tJnrfert,ake
a compliance record to review in advance of the InItial renewal of a Permit to
Operate. The purpo$o of thie review is to Besure that any non-complianco
problems Identified during the prior permit tem10r twelve months have been
l1dequ~l{:)ly tiddr'essed. Additjonall'l. the r5view Is Intended to recommend such
additional permIt conditions and lImitations as may be necessary to reasonably
assure on going compliance.

Finding

The Enforcement Division staff has commenced a review of the records for
Hexcel for the period of March l' 2001 to February 28, 2002. ThIs revIew was
I~~!!§.te.£as p~rt of t~e pl~trl9t-~.~:c!!~roIQJJ-..Qf:.a,n,fJppljc8tiQn-by Hexcel for a Title V
PermTt. DurIng this review period, Hexcel activitIes known to the District include:

c:\z.\y documtntS\colrlplianc~ records\hexcel-titlev{updato).doc
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50 Notices of Violation were issued for failure to comply with permit condition
requirements. One violation was for violation of Regulation 8, Rule 35, Section
301 (no lid on mixer).

No complaints were alleged against Hexcel.

29 parametric monitor excesses and 28 equipment breakdowns were reported
and documented by District Staff.

Hexcel is not currently under a District variance Or an Order of Abatement.

District staff and Hexcel personnel met for an office meeting on February 27.
2001. DurIng this meeting staff and Hexcel personnel were able to discuss the
numberof episodes and breakdowns that have occurred. It has been
documented that Hexcel has had no preventative maintenance program in prace
during the on-going episodes to ensure the proper operation of the four thermal
oxidizers in place to abate VQC emissions from the mixing and coating
operations. The personnel at Hexcel demonstrated to District staff the ongoing
Improvements at the plant and the installation of a preventative maintenance
program with computer tracking. Hexcel has brought in exIsting staff from other
Hexcel corporate facifities and outside environmental con5ultants to address the
non-compliance issues.

No violations have been documented since November 1 t 2001 and the amount 0(
parametric monitor e):cesses and equipment breakdowns has significantly
decreased.

Conclusions

The Director of Enforcement finds that reasonable intermIttent compliance can be
assured at this facility for the review period.

1111 1

IJI
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ENVfRONMENTAL LAW /\ND JUSTICE CLINIC. .sCI-IOOL OF LAW

May 10, 2002

Mr. Julian EJliot
B~y Art")RAir Quality Management District

939 Ellis Street
SaIl Fral1ci5CO, CA 9410?

l~y facsil11ile to: 415-74Y-50JU

B.v US. Mail

P\,blic COj)lmout on the Proposed Major Fac,ilify Permit for the HexceI CoIp()ralio]ll:.'acility

itA 0054
Rc:

Dear Mr. EJ1iot:

I anl writing yO1.1 today Oh behalf ofOtt.r Childre.n's JJ~rth Fmmrlation. in order to comment on tlle
proposed Major Fac,ility Review permit for the Hexcel Corporation Facjlity #A 0054 C'Hexcel facility'),

Our COlnJ11ents ~re as follows:

I. We do not believe that the pern1it can be approved as it stands, bCCfl\ISe the JJistrict has not
denlonstrated that conlpli8nc.e with J\.11 the tcrms and conditions of the pen'11it Ca11 be assured. The
Cornp]iance Review for the facility indicates that Hexcel has been issued S 1 violation notices
bctween March 1, 200 1 itJld f'c;lJ! ua(y 28, 2002, 50 of which wcrc rcla.tod to bX'eQkdown of its
abatement devic~s. 111 orde.' to justify the granting of a permit under these extraordinary
CirCl.ll11stancos, tho Review discusses nlea.')ures that havc been taken to rectify compliance problems
at the fac.ility. These ~{)tlsi.~ted of a meeting between District staff and faciIi1y personne1, f'ongoi11g
improvemcnts," and th.e installation of a preventative maintenance progra.nl. The Distl'ict concludes
that (intemlittCJll Culltpliance c.all b~ as$urcd" for thc pennit period. 'Ve find several problen19 with

this approach.

J:.'irst,the fe.deJaJ Titl.f'; \1- regulations state that Title V sources shall have a pennit to operate that
"assures compliancc.' with ~.Il applicable requiremcnts. (40 CPR 70.1(b») More specifically, ..1'itlc V
pernlil~ sl1~11 ~()lltai11, "compliancc ccrtification, te$ting, monitoring, reporting atld rc.c.ordkeepin8
requirements $liffiG'ient to a$$ure compliancewitb the tenns and conditions ofthc pennit." (40 CFR
70.6(c») [emphasis added] The federal rcgulations do not contemplate or deem iicc~pliiblt; (i
c.onditi(')n JtllCh a.~ "intctltlittant compJiance.t' Indeed, an expectation of"intermittant con1pliaI1ce" in

this contr:.xt can only bc undcrstood as an expectation ofnon-c.ompliance.

Second, there is inS1.1ffi~ient discussiotl1n the Statement of Basis regarding the "ongoing
improvements') and "pl'eventive maintenance program." In order to supp()rl ils IiJluitlgs. lhc f)istt'ict
shotJld discuss in detaiJ how the nol1"coropliaI1t abatement devices were brougllt into compliance,
and it should also describe the elements of the maintenance program and any related additional
lnQnitoriJlg or rcportiltg requiremel1ts. Fu[1hen-nore, the Distri~t)~ ~t~temel1t that the improvements

MAJl.ING AD[)I,E,\~~ Sj6 MJSSlc)N S'J'RI-:~'j. ..5.,\N FRANCISCO, l;,'\ .~},;jlU~.~~6~

OrF!(.:£S A:r: 62 FIilST SLRf.t:T, .SUI.\E 21{) .S,\N FI1ANLtS(O, CA .P1-!ONE; (415) 442"6647 .I,Ax: (415) 896"2/~')O
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art: "uligoing" implies that ~U the cbanges necessa:t")' 10 assure compl.i~ncA hRve 110t yct bcen
jnlpJCl11el1ted. If this is lhe case, then the pcmlit needs to include a schedule of complial1ce.

T},jrd, thc District staff admit in the Compljance Review that equipment breakdowns and parat..1e.tric
monitor excesses fire still occurjng. For example, the Review states that I'the aInount ot.paraJ11eu'ic
lilU.lutor cxcesse3 and cquipme.nt bre~kdowtlS has sig.t)ific.(\ntly np.crea~ed." but not that these
conditions have been eliminated. p.gain, this supports our contentiol1 that the dr:aft peffi)it is not
acceptable as currenily written. .

2. In our review ofproposed pernlits at District fac.ilitics, we have continued to re-quest that the District
ploYide nlorc comprehQtlsivo Basis Statenlents in ordE!r to m!ike the permits tJl0re understaJ}dablc to
reviewers fIJld the general public. The HexceI Basis Statement should contail1 a more detailed facility
description, jncluding information on the penJ)itted 'd.ud exetllpt 5ourc,es and thcit" cmissiona (typo
and quantity), as well as, a discuss~on of Ihe overall. production process incJuding a diagram showing
the Iitlkagc of the faci[ity process equipment. As rioted in the previous cornmen4 tho Basis Statement
5houid a130 include details of the cteps by ,~.hich the l';nmplillnc.e probJetns identified in the
Compliancc Report vlerc remedied.

3. Table IV -A of the proposed peffi1jt ft{>pcars to be missing a number of applicablc SlP regulations, for
example: SIP regt11ations 8-16-501.1, 8-16"303.2 through 303.4, 8"16-303.1.1 through 3.3.1.5. and
8.4.302. Pleose correct this problem.

4. Sevcral of the permjt conditions place a VQC t:/ui~:,:jll.(} lullitation of 10 Ib5/day 1.1pOn facility GOurcos.
For exanlple, ColJdilion #6978 Jjmits tb.e VOC emissions from resin reactors and tanks to 10 Ibs/day.
CompliaJlce with thosc limitations is to be verified by D1onitoring the temperature of the abatenlellt
devices. Ho,vc,'er~ no calculations or d~t8 arfl provided in the Engineering Evaluation to demonstrate
that llie operating conditions placCti upon the abatement devices (e.g., conditions #6978 (6) and (7a»
wil( assure compJi6nce \r;it11 the 10 )blt1~y lullitation. A similar problcm cxists for the p.emlit
conditions that limit VOC emissions to 120 lbs/day. (c.g. see #4197 (7) which establishes VOC
Jimi1s for Coater 8-.58 and Dryer 8.59) Please provide infonnation to demonstrate that the defined
opcrnting gonditiollS \vill ensure cornplian('.e: with the mas.~ emission limitations. In addition, ycarIy
source testing should be required for all abatement devices to ensure the accuracy of the assumed
abatemellt efficicncics.

5. RcgaTding Condition 17566.4: The record.kcepjng requirements of this condition are not cl.carly
spcllod out. Tho reeults of the p".rjodic visiblp. emi~",ions nlonitoring shculd also ~c rec-orded and
m~jntained along wilh the tog of other A.4 inspections.

Please feel free to contact me jfyou have any que5tion re,ga.rding tl1is correspondence.

Sinccrcly,

~\9~L

Ken Kloc
Staff Scientist

2.





May 30, 2002

BAY AREA

AIR QyAUTY

MANAG£ME 'T

D I s T 11. I C 1.

Mr. Ken Kloc
Golden Gate University School of Law
Environmental law and Justice Clinic
536 Mission Street
San Frat\cisco, CA 94105~2968AI,AMEOACOVIm'

Rc4)er\a Cooper

Scott Haggetty
(¥i~)~I~t&on}

Nate Mlley

Shelia Young

ne$ponso to Comments, datGd May 10,2002, for Proposed
Major Facllfty Permit for Hexcel Corporation

$ueJ ECT:

comRA COS1"A COUNYY
MArk O~S~ulnler

Mark Ross
Ga'{19 UUkQma

Dear Mr. Kloc:

The followir'lO rA~p(')ns8s are offered to your comments. They are 8ITanged in the

same order as your comments:
M4R1NCOlJNTY

Hdlold C. Drown, Jr.

NAPA cO\1Nrv

Bra(! Wag~nknecht

~MI t-RANC.I~CO GOUf~TY

Chris Da/Y

Nacant)

(Vacant)

1. You correctly note that Title V permits must "assure compliance" with applicable
requirement$. However, yuu have interpreted thls to moan that a Title V permit
may not be issued if there is a likelihood of future violations. As a general matter,
the District disagrees with this interpretation. No permit can exclude Ule possibIlity
th~t ~~tlnns taken by a facility will lead to a violation. A Title V permit "assures
compliance" by, among other things, providing a means to verify whether non~
complienco has occurrGd. This information, r,()IJpled with an appropriate
enforcement response, helps bring about compliance. If the Title V permit is not
Issued sImply beceu~~ future violatJon$ arf} likely to ocour, ths result will be that
enforcement efforts will be disadvantaged by the lack of additional compliance
information that would be required by the Title V permIt. Althougtl a tllstory of
egrAoious nonNcompliance may be a basis for denIal of a Title V permit, the District
believes that, for most facilities, the appropriate action Is to Issue the Title V permit
so that it may begin functioning a~ a tnnl for ensuring future compliance.

6AN MA'.~O eo\Jl;rv
J~rry HIll

Mariand Townsend
(S&erIJtary)

bAN"lA tjlAM CO\ltlrY

Randy A!taway
(Chalrpereor.)

I.lz Knlss
JuRa Miller

Ocna M~!13t

$OlANO COUNry

Y/illlam Carroll

50NOM.l;ntl.~rf
Tim SmIth

Pamela TorJlatt

WlII!srn C. Norton
INfERJM CEOIEX.E(;U rlvt:

S~CRffARY

consIstent will1 tile above, the District elso dloogrees with your assertion th~t
"intermittent compliance" is an inappropriate designation for a facility receiving a
Title V permit. Again, the fact that future violations cannQl ue entirely ruled out
.shmflrf not. of itself. be a reason to deny the facility a permit to operate. In using
the term "intermittent compliance", the District is indicating its view that the
likelihood of future violatlong is within a~('.eptabI8 limits. and that the TItle V permit is
appropriately written to help the District identify violations that may occur.

Ellen GatVey
AIr ppllIJtion Control om(,er

The root cause for the large number of violations documented at Hexcel during the
review period was an inadequate preventative I1J~irllel)an(;e program. In fact, prior

to meeting with the District, Hexcel had no formal, documented preventative
maintenance program for the facility thermal oxidizers. Not surprisingly I Hexcel
oxpcriE)r'lcQd many equipm~nt f~il(lrAS that lead to non.compl'ance. Since then,
Hexcel has developed and presented to the District a program which appears to
meel if IUU~try stand~rd8 and which, If irnplemsnted diligently, is Axpected to

'" s .,.
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minimize failures of emission control equipment. In fact, although Hexcel received. 51
violation notices in the 12~month period ending February 28, 2002, this facility has not
been issued a violation notice in over a year. Based on this marked reduction in non-
compliance ever\ts, it appears that Hexcel's new maintenance program has been
successful. Although the District recagnlzes that future non~compllance events are a
possibility, there no longer appear to be any ob\/ious deficiencies that will inevitably lead
to non-compliance. as was the case in the past.

Finally, it is inappropriate at this time to require specific maintenance activities in the
proposed permit because the District cannot say with certainty which actions are
necessary to avoid non-compliance. However, because the proposed permit contains
monitoring requirements adequate to detect non~oompllance, the District may require
that additional steps be taken if the current program proves inadequate in the long term.

2. You have requested that a more detailed facility description be Included In the permit
Statement of Basis. including a discussion of the production process with a diagram of
facility process equipment, and that such enhancement be Included in other Statements
of Basis. The Statement of Basis seryes to provide some context for reviewers of a
proposed permit and to explain changes made to the existing permit to ensure that
adequate monitoring Is in place.

First, It should be noted that the District did not receive comments from any other
reviewer indica ling that the Statement of Basis for the proposed permit was unclear or
inadequate. Secondly. The District believes that a facifity and process description as
detailed as you have requested is beyond the scope of the Title V permit program.
However. 1he District is prepared to answer specific questions about permitted source
operations If the required information is in our records.

3. You indicated that several applicable SIP citations that do not appear In Table IV"A of
the proposed p&rmit should be added. These sections are not applicable. as described
below:

.SIP Regulatior)s 8~16-303.1.1 through 8~16-303.1.5 and 8-16-303.2 through 303.4 arB
cold cleaner requirements. The sources In Table JV~A (resin mixers and reactors) are
not subject to these requirements.
.SIP Regulation 8~ 16-501.1 is a recordkeeping requirement for the trichloroethylene
use Ijmitation of 8-16-304. This facility does not use trichloroethylene. In fact, this
facility does not have permits to use chlorinated solvents. The tanks where the solvents
are stored are only allowed to contain MEK (methyl ethyl ketone} and acetone. For this
reason, the facility is not subject to SIP 8-16-304, the National Emission Standard for


