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1.	Wait at least one month after adoption of rule before the amnesty begins to allow time for advertising without using up the amnesty period.





Agree.  District will delay effective date one month.  Amnesty will begin Tuesday, October 3, 1995, and end Tuesday, April 2, 1996.








2.	Allow companies larger than 10 tons/day to also participate in amnesty.  Stated purpose of rule is to create level playing field for all businesses in basin.





Disagree.  Major sources of emissions (10 tons/day or more of any single criteria pollutant) have been working with the District for many years and should be well aware of the permitting requirements.








3.	Allow NOx/SOx RECLAIM facilities to participate in amnesty.  They may have VOC-related equipment that was not carefully inventoried during issuance of RECLAIM permit.





Agree.  Some NOx/SOx RECLAIM facilities are small to mid-sized businesses and may not have thoroughly inventoried their VOC-emitting equipment during issuance of the facility permits that were primarily intended to address NOx and SOx emissions.  The amnesty will provide an incentive for companies to do a complete audit of all their sources of emissions.








4.	Include "modifications" done without obtaining permits in the amnesty.





Agree.  Modifications are already included in the amnesty.  All violations of Rule 201 (Permits to Construct) are covered, and that rule includes the requirement for permits to "alter" equipment.  No change to the proposed language is necessary.








5.	Allow amnesty to include equipment constructed after an application was submitted, but before a permit to construct was issued.





Disagree.  If a company applied for a permit, it was aware that a permit was required for that specific piece of equipment before construction began.  The District is responsive when companies have a special need to expedite construction.  Furthermore, the district is subject to the deadlines in the Permit Streamlining Act to ensure timely action on permits.








6.	Do not require equipment that comes in under the amnesty to comply with latest New Source Review standard (BACT, Modeling, or Offsets).  Some equipment could not be retrofitted to comply, and the expense of complete replacement would be excessive.  Equipment should be "grandfathered" subject to whatever requirements were in effect when it was installed.  It should be treated as "existing" equipment rather than "new" equipment.  This would not represent an increase in emissions because that is the level of control this equipment would have if it had gotten permits back when it was originally installed.





Disagree.  Rule 1313(b) requires meeting all New Source Review requirements for equipment that was installed without the required permit to construct.  Therefore, a relaxation of these requirements could be viewed as backsliding.








7.	Allow some grace period for complying with the new requirements so that each individual amnesty permit will not require going through the variance process.  For example, two or three hundred boiler permits could overload the Hearing Board.





Not Applicable.  The rule language covers the amnesty and leaves implementation details to staff discretion.








8.	Expand amnesty to include other programs such as correction of emission inventory errors, late submittal of compliance plans, improperly permitted equipment.





Disagree at this time.  This amnesty program is intended to fulfill a Governing Board directive in the Business Clean Air Partnership pertaining specifically to permits.  The intention is to create a level playing field so that businesses that have been complying will not be at an economic disadvantage because other businesses have not obtained permits.








9.	Make provision for furniture stripping operations to be able to obtain permits.  Because they use large quantities of methylene chloride (for which we have not yet identified a suitable alternative or Toxic BACT) their operations result in a risk greater than 10-in-a-million.  The current Rule 1401 does not allow the District to issue a permit if the risk exceeds 10-in-a-million.  An exemption was included in the proposed revisions to Rule 1401 that were brought to the Board in January.  But, because the Board did not adopt Rule 1401, the exemption was never adopted.





Agree.  The District is exploring revising the appropriate rule(s) to allow an exemption for furniture stripping operations.
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