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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

ADVANCED MARINE PERFORMANCE, LLC
PERMIT #2388-AOP-R0

AFIN:  45-00251 

On June 12, 2022, the Director of the Arkansas Department of Energy and Environment, 
Division of Environmental Quality (“Division”) gave notice of a draft permitting decision for the 
above referenced facility. On July 11, 2022, written comments on the draft permitting decision 
were submitted by Terry Cordum on behalf of the facility. The Division’s response to these 
issues follows. 

Note:  The following page numbers and condition numbers refer to the draft permit. These 
references may have changed in the final permit based on changes made during the comment 
period. 

Comment #1:  This comment requested revising Specific Condition 7 to state the condition is to 
show compliance with the annual limits of Specific Condition 1. 

Response to Comment #1: The requested change was made.

Comment #2:  This comment requested adding Specific Condition 10 to the list of conditions in 
Specific Condition 2 by which compliance is shown. 

Response to Comment #2: The requested change was made.

Comment #3: This condition proposed revising Specific Condition 9 to add the underlined text 
below. 

Proposed Specific Condition 9: 

The permittee shall maintain daily records of any HAPs that are emitted with a TLV less than
1 mg/m3 other than Cobalt, MDI, and those that meet the Presumptively Acceptable Emissions 
Rate (PAER as outlined in the DEQ Non-Criteria Pollutant Control Strategy.  The permitee shall 
record and update the usage of any material which contains a HAP less than 1 mg/m3 on a daily 
basis that is not excluded from daily recordkeeping by this condition. The permittee shall keep 
monthly records which include a demonstration of any PAER analysis performed. Additionally, 
the permittee shall keep monthly records which include, the daily average lb/hr emission rate of 
any HAP with a TLV less than 1 mg/m3 the HAP content of the material, the density of each 
material, the TLV of the HAP, and 0.11 times the TLV of the HAP for those HAPs not excluded 
from daily recordkeeping by this condition.  The monthly required items shall be updated by the 
fifteenth day of the month following the month to which the records pertain. All recorded items 
shall be maintained on-site, made available to Division of Environmental Quality personnel upon 
request, and submitted in accordance with General Provision #7.  [Rule 18.1004 and Ark. Code 
Ann. 8-4-203 as referenced by Ark. Code Ann. 8-4-304’and 8-4-3 11] 
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Reasoning: 

The Non-Criteria Pollutant Control Strategy (NPCS) is a methodology employed by DEQ to
evaluate non-criteria emissions impacts on the ‘environment. The first level of significance 
within the NPCS is the PAER, and as documented in the NPCS, when a facility identifies 
emissions that fall below PAER thresholds, the facility may simply refer to the PAER as 
“evidence of acceptable impacts” (p 2, NCPS).  Additionally, PAER analysis is based on 
“operations and maximum emission rates” (p 2, NPCS), and therefore does not require a 
continual, or daily, demonstration of compliance, since barring physical change to the plant it 
cannot be exceeded. In concert with this philosophy, Advanced Marine requested through its 
original air permit application that the facility be authorized to emit non-volatile HAPs that met 
the PAER, as a Regulation 19, Insignificant Activity. Through this requested change, the
resulting final permit will bring the recordkeeping burden placed on Advanced Marine more in-
line with other Title V facilities in Arkansas, and will meet existing DEQ requirements for 
ensuring non-criteria pollutants emissions rates do not negatively impact the environment by 
adhering the NPCS.

Response to Comment #3: An email was sent to the Division in the permitting process adding 
an additional request to emit any HAP of less than 1 mg/m3 TLV if it passed the PAER levels.  
This request contained no other information other than that statement.  The request contained no 
emission rates, no material HAP concentrations, no other supporting information or physical 
limitations.  The Division incorporated the request into the draft permit with the least 
burdensome method possible while still approving a permit which allowed any HAP of less than 
1 mg/m3 TLV as requested.  

The justification of the comment stating that the Non-Criteria Pollutant Control Strategy would 
suggest that one should request a pollutant be added to the insignificant activity list is incorrect.    
The facility requested a single HAP, MDI, as insignificant not multiple HAPs as the comment 
suggests.  As stated to the facility multiple times during the permitting process, one cannot make 
a single pollutant or portion of a source insignificant.  Any activity needs to be evaluated in its 
entirety as to whether it is insignificant or not.  As stated in the insignificant activity list, it 
applies to an activity or source, not a particular emission.  For this reason the facility was told its 
request for MDI emissions as insignificant could not be approved, and the MDI emissions were 
incorporated into the emissions for the sources and not as an insignificant activity.  The Non-
Criteria Pollutant Control Strategy does not state one should make some pollutants emitted by a 
source insignificant. 

The comments statement that the Non-Criteria Pollutant Control Strategy is based on “operations 
and maximum emission rates” and “therefore does not require a continual, or daily, 
demonstration of compliance,” is technically correct.  However the facility did not do an analysis 
under the Non-Criteria Pollutant Control Strategy with the application.  The facility did not 
provide any information to perform such an analysis, and the application contained no emission 
rates, no material HAP concentrations, no other supporting information or physical limitations 
which would allow the Division to make any PAER determination based on the facility’s 
maximum potential to emit. However, in order to give the facility the requested flexibility for 
these high toxicity HAPs, the draft permit incorporated limits and records which would show the 
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facility’s actual emissions would not be an issue without specific usage, content limits, or
potential based restrictions which may have made the requested flexibility impossible or 
prohibitive enough that no actual material would comply with the restrictions.
In most cases increased flexibility in permits comes with a burden of additional record keeping.  
While we try to avoid daily records where possible, it is sometimes unavoidable.  The 
recordkeeping of the permit sets the daily limit of those HAPs of less than 1 mg/m3 TLV to a 
level which the Division would have approved had the facility demonstrated those rates 
beforehand and a PAER analysis had been performed.  The specific language requested in the 
Specific Condition by the comment cannot be added.  The condition is meant to record and show 
compliance with HAP emission rates.  The proposed exclusion of “HAPs which also pass the 
PAER” cannot be added as the facility proposed no HAP emission rates, or coating HAP content, 
no method to determine the emission rate, etc.  This condition is meant require the record that 
demonstrates that compliance with what the Division would have approved under the Non-
Criteria Pollutant Control Strategy.  The proposed language is not sufficient to do that. 

Additionally, the facility can utilize the permitting process to alleviate some or all of that 
recordkeeping.  If the facility wishes to use a new material which would require the daily 
records, the facility can apply for a minor modification to use the new material.  Its usage and 
emissions can be evaluated at that time and approved in a manner which would not necessitate 
the daily records.  If the facility is using a material requiring daily records, they can apply for a 
modification to adjust their record keeping requirements for that material as was done with 
cobalt and MDI in this permit.   

The recordkeeping requirements in this condition are consistent with other Title V permits.  

The condition was revised to make it clear that the recorded HAPs are only "HAPs other than 
Cobalt or MDI with a TLV less than 1 mg/m3 and not potentially all HAPs.  Specific Condition 8 
with the established limits for this Condition was missing the word “shall” and that was also 
corrected.

Comment #4:  This comment requested revising Specific Condition 10 to state the condition is 
to show compliance with the annual limits of Specific Condition 2. 

Response to Comment #4: The requested change was made.

Comment #5: This comment requested revising Specific Condition 11 to state the condition is to 
show compliance with the annual limits of Specific Condition 2. And to revise the second 
sentence to state the facility must record the acetone content and not HAP content. 

Response to Comment #5: The requested change was made.
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Standards for Closed Molding Resin Operations 

Closed molding
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Methods for Determining Hazardous Air Pollutant Content 

Method 311 (appendix A of 40 C.F.R. part 63).

Method 24 (Appendix A to 40 C.F.R. Part 60).

ASTM D1259–85 (Standard Test Method for Nonvolatile Content of Resins).

Alternative method.
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