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1. GENERAL PROJECT INFORMATION
1.1. Facility Description and Location
The Jacksonville Can Plant is a two-piece aluminum beverage container surface coating facility with a Standard Industrial Classification Code of SIC No. 3411.  The facility currently consists of four (4) two-piece aluminum can coating lines with a combined capacity of 8,600 cans per minute, three (3) boilers, a lime silo for wastewater treatment, and an emergency fire pump diesel engine.  Production Line Nos. 2 and 3 include basecoaters, basecoater ovens, printer/decorators, decorator ovens, inside spray machines, and inside bake ovens.  Production Line Nos. 4 and 5 include printer/decorators, decorator ovens, inside spray machines, and inside bake ovens.
Emissions of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) from the can coating process are currently controlled by a regenerative thermal oxidizer (RTO).
The facility is located at 1100 N. Ellis Road in Jacksonville, Florida 32254.  The UTM coordinates are Zone 17, 428.4 kilometers (km) East, and 3356.6 km North.  The location of Duval County is shown in Figure 1 while a satellite view of the existing facility is shown in Figure 2.
[image: ]	[image: ]
[bookmark: _Ref378923466][bookmark: _Ref378923476]Figure 1.  Duval County, Florida.	Figure 2.  	Aerial View of the Jacksonville Can Plant.
The nearest Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) Class I area is Okefenokee Wildlife Refuge, which is approximately 41 km from the proposed project.  Additional Class I areas within 200 km of the project are Chassahowitzka Wilderness area (187 km) and Wolf Island Fish and Wildlife (123 km).
1.2. Primary Regulatory Categories
· The facility is not a major source of hazardous air pollutants (HAP).
· The facility does not operate units subject to the acid rain provisions of the Clean Air Act.
· The facility is a Title V major source of air pollution in accordance with Chapter 62-213, F.A.C.
· The facility is a major stationary source in accordance with Rule 62-212.400, F.A.C. for the Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) of Air Quality.
1.3. Project Description
Metal Container Corporation submitted an application for an air construction permit subject to the preconstruction review requirements of the PSD of Air Quality pursuant to Rule 62-212.400, F.A.C.  The facility is proposing to construct a new 16-ounce aluminum bottle coating line, designated as Aluminum Bottle Coating Line No. 6.  The new line will be rated at 2,250 bottles per minute and will have three (3) cuppers, up to fifteen (15) body makers, two (2) wet can elevators, two (2) washers, three (3) basecoaters, three (3) printer/decorators, and up to eight (8) inside spray machines.  After being coated, the bottles will be necked in up to fifteen (15) neckers, flanged, rinsed in up to three (3) rinsers and dried, tested, and finally palletized. Videojet coders will be used in the necker process for quality control and trouble shooting.  The coders will be set up on any of the fifteen (15) neckers to analyze bottle defects specific to a necking station.  The necking operation will use a new and innovative technology that involves less handling of the bottles, and therefore will result in less scratches, cracks, etc.
VOC emissions from the basecoaters, printer/decorators, and inside spray machines will be controlled with a new, natural gas-fired RTO.  The new RTO will operate in addition to the existing RTO which controls Coating Line Nos. 2 through 5.  The facility will be required to demonstrate a minimum RTO destruction efficiency of 95% for the new coating line.  In addition, an initial capture efficiency test will be required to demonstrate a minimum overall 69% reduction of VOC emissions when taking into account the RTO destruction efficiency.  After the initial capture efficiency testing, the required capture efficiency may be adjusted by the Department in consultation with the permittee.
The facility is also proposing to construct miscellaneous supporting emissions sources for Line No. 6, such as natural gas-fired ovens for the washers and rinsers, natural-gas fired water heaters, UV bottom coaters, and coders.  These emissions sources will vent directly to the atmosphere or through the building exhaust as fugitive emissions.  Particulate matter (PM) emissions from the metalworking processes (bodymakers and wet can elevators) will be controlled by oil mist eliminators.  PM emissions incidental to the surface coating operations will be controlled by cartridge filters or baghouses.  Cleanup solvent emissions will be vented to the atmosphere as fugitive emissions through the building exhaust.
The exiting emission units at the facility are listed in Table 1 below. The following emissions unit highlighted in green in Table 1 will be added by this project.
[bookmark: _Ref431377966]Table 1 – EMISSION UNITS AT THE FACILITY.
	EU No.
	Description

	008
	Lime Storage Silo

	012
	Three (3) Boilers

	013
	Can Coating Line Nos. 2, 3, 4, and 5 controlled by a Regenerative Thermal Oxidizer (RTO)

	014
	Fire Pump Emergency Diesel Engine

	015
	Aluminum Bottle Coating Line No. 6 controlled by a Regenerative Thermal Oxidizer (RTO)


1.4. Processing Schedule
· July 31, 2015	Department received the application for an air construction permit, application complete.
· October 5, 2015	Department issued the draft permit package.
2. APPLICABLE REGULATIONS
2.1. State Regulations
This project is subject to the applicable environmental laws specified in Section 403 of the Florida Statutes (F.S.).  The Florida Statutes authorize the Department of Environmental Protection to establish rules and regulations regarding air quality as part of the Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.).  This project is subject to the applicable rules and regulations defined in the following Chapters of the F.A.C.:  62-4 (Permitting Requirements); 62-204 (Ambient Air Quality Requirements, PSD Increments, and Federal Regulations Adopted by Reference); 62-210 (Permits Required, Public Notice, Reports, Stack Height Policy, Circumvention, Excess Emissions, and Forms); 62-212 (Preconstruction Review, PSD Review and BACT, and Non-attainment Area Review and LAER); 62-213 (Title V Air Operation Permits for Major Sources of Air Pollution); 62-296 (Emission Limiting Standards); and 62-297 (Test Methods and Procedures, Continuous Monitoring Specifications, and Alternate Sampling Procedures).  PSD applicability and the preconstruction review requirements of Rule 62-212.400, F.A.C. are discussed in Section 2 of this report.  Additional details of the other state regulations are provided in Section 3 of this report.
2.2. Federal Regulations
The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) establishes air quality regulations in Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR).  Part 60 identifies New Source Performance Standards (NSPS) for a variety of industrial activities.  Part 61 specifies National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutant (NESHAP) based on specific pollutants.  Part 63 specifies NESHAP provisions based on the Maximum Achievable Control Technology (MACT) for given source categories.  Federal regulations are adopted in Rule 62-204.800, F.A.C.  Additional details of the applicable federal regulations are provided in Section 3 of this report.
3. PSD APPLICABILITY REVIEW
3.1. General PSD Applicability
The Department regulates major stationary sources in accordance with Florida’s PSD program pursuant to Rule 62-212.400, F.A.C.  PSD preconstruction review is required in areas that are currently in attainment with the state and federal Ambient Air Quality Standards (AAQS) or areas designated as “unclassifiable” for these regulated pollutants.  Commonly addressed PSD pollutants include:  carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen oxides (NOX), sulfur dioxide (SO2), particulate matter (PM), particulate matter with a mean particle diameter of 10 microns or less (PM10), PM with a mean diameter of 2.5 microns or less (PM2.5), volatile organic compounds (VOC), lead (Pb), Fluorides (Fl), sulfuric acid mist (SAM), and mercury (Hg). 
Additional PSD pollutants that are more common to certain other industries include: hydrogen sulfide (H2S), total reduced sulfur (TRS) including H2S; reduced sulfur compounds (RSC) including H2S; municipal waste combustor organics measured as total tetra- through octa-chlorinated dibenzo-p-dioxins and dibenzofurans (dioxin/furan or D/F), municipal waste combustor metals measured as particulate matter, municipal waste combustor acid gases measured as SO2 and hydrogen chloride (HCl), and municipal solid waste landfill emissions measured as non-methane organic compounds (NMOC).
As defined in Rule 62-210.200(174)(a), F.A.C., a stationary source is a “major stationary source” (major PSD source) if it emits or has the potential to emit (PTE):
· 250 tons per year (TPY) or more of any PSD pollutant; or 
· 100 TPY or more of any PSD pollutant and the facility belongs to one of the 28 listed PSD major facility categories.
The list of 28 facility source categories does not include metal can surface coating operations.  The Jacksonville Can Plant is a major stationary source based on a potential to emit of greater than 250 TPY of VOC emissions.
For major stationary sources such as the Jacksonville Can Plant, PSD applicability for modification or expansion projects is based on emissions thresholds known as the significant emission rates (SER) as defined in Rule 62-210.200(258), F.A.C.  Any “net emissions increase” as defined in Rule 62-210.200(189), F.A.C. of a PSD pollutant from the project that equals or exceeds the respective SER is considered “significant”.  SER also means any emissions rate or any net emissions increase of a PSD pollutant associated with a major stationary source or major modification which would construct within 10 km of a Class I area and have an impact on such area equal to or greater than 1 gram per cubic meter, 24-hour average.  
Although a facility may be “major” for only one PSD pollutant, a project must include BACT controls for any PSD pollutant that equals or exceeds the corresponding SER given in Table 2 below.  
[bookmark: _Ref431378292]Table 2 – List of SER by PSD Pollutant.
	Pollutant
	SER (TPY)
	Pollutant
	SER (TPY)

	CO
	100
	NOX
	40

	PM/PM10/PM2.5
	25/15/10
	Ozone (VOC) 2
	40

	PM2.5 (NOX)
	40
	PM2.5 (SO2)
	40

	Ozone (NOX) 2
	40
	SAM
	7

	SO2
	40
	Pb
	0.6

	Hg
	0.1 
	GHG (CO2e)
	> 75,000 (CO2e) and > 0 (mass) 3, 4

	1. Excluding fluoride and those pollutants defined for Pulp and Paper, MWC, MSW landfills.
1. Ozone (O3) is regulated by its precursors (VOC and NOX).  PSD for PM2.5 can be triggered by its precursors (NOX and SO2).
1. Pursuant to 40 CFR 52.21(b)(23)(ii), pollutants with no SER listed at 40 CFR 52.21(b)(23)(i) have a SER of zero tons/year.
1. In making the CO2e calculation, the values listed in 40 CFR 98, Subpart A, Table A-1 are used to weight emissions by their respective Global Warming Potential (GWP).  For example, the current GWP factors for four of the GHGs are:  CO2 = 1; CH4 = 25; N2O = 298 and SF6 = 22,800.  


According to guidance[footnoteRef:1] issued by the EPA in July 2014, a source that triggers PSD review for a traditional PSD pollutant (listed above) would also trigger PSD review for greenhouse gases (GHGs) if the source would emit or have the potential to emit 75,000 tons per year of GHGs on a carbon dioxide-equivalent basis.  Under this framework, a source cannot become subject to PSD review solely on the basis of GHG emissions.   [1:  	U.S. Supreme Court opinion dated June 23, 2014.  Link to Supreme Court Opinion  EPA guidance dated 
July 24, 2014.  Link to EPA Guidance] 

[bookmark: _Ref365378550]Rule 62-210.200, F.A.C. defines “BACT” as:
An emission limitation, including a visible emissions standard, based on the maximum degree of reduction of each pollutant emitted which the Department, on a case by case basis, taking into account: 
1. Energy, environmental and economic impacts, and other costs; 
2. All scientific, engineering, and technical material and other information available to the Department; and 
3. The emission limiting standards or BACT determinations of Florida and any other state;
determines is achievable through application of production processes and available methods, systems and techniques (including fuel cleaning or treatment or innovative fuel combustion techniques) for control of each such pollutant.
If the Department determines that technological or economic limitations on the application of measurement methodology to a particular part of an emissions unit or facility would make the imposition of an emission standard infeasible, a design, equipment, work practice, operational standard or combination thereof, may be prescribed instead to satisfy the requirement for the application of BACT.  Such standard shall, to the degree possible, set forth the emissions reductions achievable by implementation of such design, equipment, work practice or operation. 
Each BACT determination shall include applicable test methods or shall provide for determining compliance with the standard(s) by means which achieve equivalent results. In no event shall application of best available control technology result in emissions of any pollutant which would exceed the emissions allowed by any applicable standard under 40 CFR Parts 60, 61, and 63.
In addition, applicants must provide an Air Quality Analysis that evaluates the predicted air quality impacts resulting from the project for each PSD pollutant.
3.2. PSD Applicability for the Project
[bookmark: _Ref392598647][bookmark: _Ref389566539][bookmark: _Ref389646943]The project is located in Duval County, which is in an area that is currently in attainment with the AAQS or otherwise designated as unclassifiable.  The facility emits or has the potential to emit 250 TPY or more of at least one PSD pollutant (VOC).  Therefore, the facility is a major stationary source and the project is subject to a PSD applicability review.  Table 3 summarizes the annual emissions from the project as calculated in the application.  Since the aluminum bottle coating line will be a new emissions unit, the emissions increases are based on the potential-to-emit.
[bookmark: _Ref431378410]Table 3 – project Emissions Summary and PSD Applicability.
	Pollutant
	Potential to Emit, TPY a
	Significant
Emissions Rate
(TPY)
	Subject to
PSD?

	
	EU 015 Aluminum Bottle      Coating Line No. 6
	
	

	CO b
	23.9
	100
	No

	NOX b
	28.4
	40
	No

	PM
	2.5
	25
	No

	PM10
	2.5
	15
	No

	PM2.5
	2.5
	10
	No

	SO2 b
	0.17
	40
	No

	VOC c
	165.2
	40
	Yes

	GHG d
	22,447
	75,000
	No

	a. The potential emissions are based on 2,250 bottles per minute and 8,760 hours of operation for the new aluminum bottle coating line.
b. Emission factors for CO, NOX, and SO2 are based on natural gas combustion factors from AP-42 Chapter 1.4.
c. VOC emissions were based on the estimated maximum usage rates of the coatings, inks, and other materials and the VOC content from the Safety Data Sheets (SDS).  A minimum RTO destruction efficiency of 95% was used, along with a minimum capture efficiency of 65% for basecoat and overvarnish operations, and 80% for inside spray operations.
d. Emission factors used for GHG emissions are based on emission factors and global warming potentials (GWP) from 40 CFR 98.  Potential emissions for GHG are on a TPY CO2e basis.


As shown in Table 3, the project is subject to PSD preconstruction review for emissions of VOC in accordance with the provisions of Rule 62-212.400, F.A.C.  Therefore, a BACT determination is required for VOC emissions.
4. DEPARTMENT’S PROJECT REVIEW
The Jacksonville Can Plant is currently an existing major source with respect to new source review, with potential VOC emissions of 316.4 tons per year for the existing facility.  Therefore, the potential emissions for the new aluminum bottle coating line project for Line No. 6 are compared with the SER of 40 TPY for VOC.  The project potential-to-emit for Coating Line No. 6 is 165.2 TPY VOC, therefore, PSD review applies to this particular project, and a BACT analysis is required.
4.1. Process Description
The Jacksonville Can Plant is a two-piece aluminum beverage container surface coating facility that consists of four (4) two-piece aluminum can coating lines with a combined capacity of 8,600 cans per minute, three (3) boilers, a lime silo for wastewater treatment, and an emergency fire pump diesel engine.  Production Line Nos. 2 and 3 include basecoaters, basecoater ovens, printer/decorators, decorator ovens, inside spray machines, and inside bake ovens.  Production Line Nos. 4 and 5 include printer/decorators, decorator ovens, inside spray machines, and inside bake ovens.  Emissions of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) from the existing Production Line Nos. 2 through 5 are controlled by RTO.
The manufacturing process begins with coiled aluminum sheet metal that is uncoiled and fed into a lubricator which applies a thin film of lubricant.  Machines called cuppers cut out circular blanks from the uncoiled aluminum sheet metal and form the blanks into cups.  The cups are conveyed to bodymakers which consist of a series of tooling dies that stretch and form the cups into cans and trimmers that cut the cans to a uniform height.  The trimmed cans are then conveyed through a washer.  The washers consist of alternating spraying of acid wash (sulfuric or hydrofluoric acid) and water.  After being washed, the cans are dried in natural-gas fired washer ovens that vent directly to the atmosphere.  The clean, dry cans are conveyed to the coating process for the application of basecoat, inks, overvarnish, and inside spray coating.  The part of the process that includes the can forming, washing, and drying is referred to as the “front end” of the process and is depicted in Figure 3 below.
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Ref431379597]Figure 3.  Aluminum Can Forming, Washing, and Drying (Front-end Process).
Basecoat, which is applied to the exterior of the cans, is applied on Can Line Nos. 2 and 3 only.  The basecoat is cured in natural gas-fired basecoater ovens before the cans pass to printer stations called decorators.  The basecoater ovens are vented to the RTO.  All four (4) can lines have decorators.  Can Lines Nos. 2, 3, and 4 have one decorator each.  Can Line No. 5 has two (2) decorators.  In the decorators, different color inks are applied in various patterns and an overvarnish is applied to protect the outer design before passing into the printer pin ovens.  The printer pin ovens are natural gas-fired and vented to the thermal oxidizer.  After passing through the pin ovens, an inside spray coating is applied to the interior of the cans.  Once the inside spray coating is applied, the coating is cured in the inside bake ovens.  The inside bake ovens are also vented to the thermal oxidizer.  The part of the process that includes the can surface coating and associated ovens is referred to as the “back end” of the process and is depicted in Figure 4 below.
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Ref431379659]Figure 4.  .  Aluminum Can Surface Coating and Drying (Back-end Process).
The cans are then machined further to narrow the can opening, remove any ridges, and roll back the top edges to form a lip to which the can end is attached.  Finally, the cans are tested and palletized for storage and shipment.  The can ends (tops of cans) are not manufactured or coated at this facility but are attached by the customer after the cans are filled with product.  The cans can also be ink dot or video jet coded for quality control purposes.  Emissions from the coding process are minimal and are vented to the atmosphere as fugitive emissions.
The facility is equipped with a RTO and is required to achieve 95% destruction efficiency of VOC and HAPs.  Can Line Nos. 2 through 5 are required to meet a minimum 95% destruction efficiency and 80% capture efficiency.  In addition, emissions are controlled by limiting the VOC content of the coatings to limits which are below New Source Performance Standards (NSPS) maximum concentrations.
4.1.1. New Aluminum Bottle Coating Line No. 6
Coating Line No. 6 will be rated at 2,250 bottles per minute, and will have three (3) cuppers, up to fifteen (15) body makers, two (2) wet can elevators, two (2) washers, three (3) basecoaters, three (3) printer/decorators, and up to eight (8) inside spray machines.  After being coated, the bottles will be necked in up to fifteen (15) neckers, flanged, rinsed in up to three (3) rinsers and dried, tested, and finally palletized. Videojet coders will be used in the necker process for quality control and trouble shooting.  The coders will be set up on any of the fifteen (15) neckers to analyze bottle defects specific to a necking station.  A distinction which makes the manufacture of aluminum bottles more complex than can manufacturing is the necking process which is much more extensive.  In addition, coating application rates for bottles are also higher than for cans.  The necking operation will use a new and innovative technology that involves less handling of the bottles, and therefore will result in less scratches, cracks, etc.
Volatile organic compound (VOC) emissions from the basecoaters, printer/decorators, inside spray lines and their respective ovens will be controlled with a new, natural gas-fired regenerative thermal oxidizer (RTO).  The new RTO will operate in addition to the existing RTO which controls Production Line Nos. 2 through 5.
4.1.2. Emissions from Coating Line No. 6
4.1.2.1. [bookmark: _Ref431385661]VOC Emissions
As shown in Table 3 above, the applicant’s PSD analysis identifies the only pollutant that triggered PSD review was VOC emissions with 165.2 TPY.  The majority of VOC emissions from the aluminum bottle manufacturing process are emitted by evaporation and flash-off from the basecoaters, printer/decorators, inside spray lines, and their respective ovens.  Approximately 95% of VOC emissions from the project are from these three primary operations.  The emissions from the basecoaters, decorators, inside spray lines, and their respective ovens will be captured by a ventilation system and ducted to a new RTO which will destroy a minimum of 95% of the VOC emissions.  Metal Container is proposing to capture 65% of the VOC emissions from the basecoaters and decorators, and 80% of the VOC emissions from the inside spray operations, for an overall reduction of 69% of VOC emissions.  These proposed capture efficiencies are based on similar source testing conducted at Metal Container’s Newburgh, NY plant.  Other ancillary emissions sources include UV bottom coaters, ink dot/video jet coders, and cleanup solvents, which all evaporate as fugitive emissions.
4.1.2.2. PM/PM10/PM2.5 Emissions
PM emissions are generated from the oil mist collection system, metalworking processes, and fuel combustion. As shown in Table 3 above, the applicant calculated 2.5 TPY of PM/PM10/PM2.5 emissions from the proposed project.  However, the applicant did not estimate emissions of PM/PM10/PM2.5 from the coating operations.  The Department used the estimated transfer efficiencies for the basecoat, decorator, and inside spray processes along with the generalized particle size distributions in AP-42 Appendix B.2. to calculate potential PM emissions from these operations.  This resulted in an additional 6.0 TPY of PM emissions, 5.1 TPY of PM10 emissions, and 4.8 TPY of PM2.5 emissions.  Therefore, the PSD significant emission rates (25/15/10 TPY) were not triggered for these pollutants.
4.1.3. Applicable Federal Regulations
The emissions unit affected by this project are subject to NSPS Subpart WW (Beverage Can Surface Coating), which regulates Emissions Unit No. 015.  The beverage can surface coating NSPS applies any two-piece beverage can surface coating facility which commences construction, modification, or reconstruction after November 26, 1980.  Since this project involves the construction of an entirely new beverage can surface coating line, the NSPS will apply to Coating Line No. 6.  The new line will be required to meet the following emissions limits:
· 0.29 kilogram of VOC per liter of coating solids from each exterior base coating operation;
· 0.46 kilogram of VOC per liter of coating solids from each overvarnish coating operation; and
· 0.89 kilogram of VOC per liter of coating solids from each inside spray coating operation.
Metal Container is proposing to meet the emission limits for the exterior base coating operation and inside spray coating operation by limiting the coatings’ VOC content (i.e. use of low-solvent coatings).  Since the proposed overvarnish coating does not meet the 0.46 kg VOC / L solids limit on its own, the facility is proposing to use the RTO to meet the NSPS limit.  Regardless of the inherent VOC content of the coatings, all three (3) coating operations will be vented to the new RTO to minimize emissions.
4.1.4. Applicable State Regulations
For this project, the following state regulations are applicable:
· Rule 62-212.400 (PSD), F.A.C., which regulates Emissions Unit No. 015;
· Rule 62-296.500, F.A.C. Reasonably Available Control Technology (RACT) – Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC) and Nitrogen Oxides (NOx) Emitting Facilities.; and Rule 62-296.501, F.A.C., Can Coating, which regulate Emissions Unit No. 015.
The new Coating Line No. 6 is potentially subject to Rules 62-296.500 and 62-296.501, F.A.C. (Can Coating).  This regulation applies to existing, new, and modified VOC-emitting facilities located in air quality maintenance areas for ozone under Rule 62-204.340, F.A.C.  However, the regulation does not apply to new and modified facilities which would be subject to PSD review pursuant to 40 CFR 52.21 or Rule 62-212.400, F.A.C.  The following is an excerpt from the VOC RACT rule applicability:  
“The specific emission limiting standards and other requirements of Rules 62-296.500 through 62-296.516, F.A.C., shall apply to existing VOC-emitting facilities in areas designated as air quality maintenance areas for ozone under Rule 62-204.340, F.A.C.  In addition, the emission limiting standards of these rules shall apply to new and modified VOC-emitting facilities in areas designated as air quality maintenance areas for ozone under Rule 62-204.340, F.A.C., except those new and modified VOC-emitting facilities which have been or would be subject to review pursuant to 40 C.F.R. 52.21 or […] 62-212.400 or 62-212.500, F.A.C.”  [Rule 62-296.500(1)(a), F.A.C.]
The RACT regulation requires can coating facilities to comply with the following emission limits:
· 2.8 pounds per gallon of coating (0.34 kilograms per liter), excluding water, delivered to the coating applicator of two-piece can exterior (basecoat and overvarnish) operations; and
· 4.2 pounds per gallon of coating (0.50 kilograms per liter), excluding water delivered to the coating applicator from two-piece can interior body spray and two-piece can exterior end (spray or roll coat) operations.
This rule also requires that facilities comply with these limits by the application of low solvent technology or incineration, provided that 90% of the volatile organic compounds which enter the incinerator are oxidized to carbon dioxide and water.  Since the coating operations for Coating Line No. 6 will be vented to an RTO with a minimum 95% destruction efficiency, the facility would be able to comply with these limits.  Therefore, the facility will demonstrate compliance with the RACT emission limits by complying with BACT for Coating Line No. 6.


5. BACT REVIEW FOR ALUMINUM BOTTLE COATING LINE NO. 6 (EU 015)
As previously described, the Coating Line No. 6 project is subject to PSD preconstruction review for VOC emissions.  Therefore, the proposed coating line is subject to a BACT determination for VOC emissions.
5.1 [bookmark: _Ref431473250]Discussion of VOC Emissions
As described in Section 4.1.2.1, VOC emissions from Coating Line No. 6 will be generated from evaporation and flash-off from the basecoaters, printer/decorators, inside spray lines, and their respective ovens.  Emissions from these sources will be captured and routed to the new RTO.  Other sources of VOC will be clean-up solvent evaporation, UV bottom coating, video jet/ink dot coding, and miscellaneous natural gas combustion sources.  These emissions sources will vent directly to the atmosphere or through the building exhaust as fugitive emissions. 
The uncontrolled potential VOC emissions from the basecoaters, printer/decorators, and inside spray lines are estimated to be 502.5 TPY (44.5 TPY from basecoating, 204.4 TPY from the decorators, and 253.6 TPY from the inside spray machines) which accounts for 99% of the uncontrolled potential VOC emissions from the new coating line.  Therefore, VOC emissions will be limited primarily by controlling the emissions from these key sources.  The facility is proposing a minimum 80% capture efficiency (CE) from the largest source (inside spray) and a minimum 65% CE for the two smaller sources (basecoaters and decorators).  Thus the amount of VOC captured from the three sources would be:  (253.6 x 0.80) + (44.5 + 204.4) x 0.65 = 364.7 TPY.  Therefore, the proposed capture system will have an estimated overall CE of 73% (364.7/502.5 TPY).  Once the captured emissions are sent to an RTO with a minimum 95% destruction efficiency (DE), the capture and control system will reduce VOC emissions by 346.5 TPY (0.95 x 364.6) with a total of 18.2 TPY of VOC emitted to the atmosphere.  When these controlled VOC emissions are added to the uncontrolled VOC emissions of 137.8 TPY, the resulting potential-to-emit of VOC is 156.2 TPY (18.2 + 137.8) from the new coating line.  The overall emissions reduction efficiency (RE) of the proposed measures is estimated to be 69% (RE = 0.73 (CE) x 0.95 (DE)).  The proposed CE are believed to be conservative estimates and may be increased based upon initial testing and mutual agreement between the permittee and the Department.
5.2 Applicant’s Review and Proposal
The applicant proposed to use a capture and control system to capture 65% of the VOC emissions from the basecoaters and decorators, and 80% of the VOC emissions from the inside spray operations.  The VOC’s that are collected by the capture system will be ducted to a RTO to destroy 95% of the VOC and HAP emissions.  According to the applicant, this combination of capture and control efficiencies, along with the use of low-solvent coatings, constitutes BACT for aluminum bottle coating operations.
An RTO uses time, temperature, and turbulence to oxidize VOC and HAP emissions to carbon dioxide and water vapor.  These pollution control devices typically use a clean auxiliary fuel, such as natural gas or propane, to heat the VOC laden stream from the process to a temperature of 1,200-1600 oF, depending on the pollutant(s) being destroyed.  RTO’s use alternating ceramic beds to maximize thermal efficiency and minimize auxiliary fuel use.  By alternating the flow of gas through the ceramic beds, the hot ceramic material is used to pre-heat the air prior to combustion in the secondary chamber.  The combustion temperature is continuously monitored and recorded to demonstrate compliance with the required temperature.  RTO’s are a well proven technology and are utilized by a variety of industries.  At peak efficiency, these units are capable of 99+% control of VOC emissions, and require minimal maintenance.  According to the applicant, the use of an RTO constitutes the “top” control technology which means that it has the greatest control efficiency of any control alternatives.  A schematic of a typical RTO is shown in Figure 5 below.
In order to assist in determining what would constitute BACT for the new Coating Line No. 6, the applicant reviewed the EPA’s RACT/BACT/LAER Clearinghouse (RBLC database) for other similar permit determinations.  Results from the RBLC database provided by the applicant are provided in Table 4.
According to the applicant, the Coating Line No. 6 project will be the first time a BACT determination has been performed on a 16 ounce (oz) aluminum bottle surface coating line.  The RBLC entries in Table 4 for Ball Metal Beverage Container and Rocky Mountain Metal Container are for 12 oz can manufacturing lines, and the entry for Sonoco Products is for can end manufacturing.  The applicant contends that the manufacture of 16 oz aluminum bottles is not similar to the manufacture of 12 oz aluminum cans for several reasons.  First, the necking process to make aluminum bottles is much more extensive and can result in quality issues (e.g. cracks and splits in the coatings).  Second, coating application rates are higher for aluminum bottles than aluminum cans.  Finally, the configuration of the decorator for aluminum bottles is not the same as the decorator for aluminum cans.  Therefore, the applicant’s argument is that the ventilation system for a 16 oz aluminum bottle is not the same as the ventilation system for a 12 oz aluminum can.  Furthermore, the applicant contends that can end manufacturing is not similar to aluminum bottle manufacturing.  Metal Container proposes 65% capture from the basecoater and overvarnish operations, and 80% capture from the inside spray operations, along with a minimum 95% destruction efficiency and use of low-solvent coatings, as BACT for Coating Line No. 6.
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Ref431385754]Figure 5.  .  Regenerative Thermal Oxidizer Schematic.
[bookmark: _Ref431385875]Table 4 – EMISSION LIMITS/CONTROL EFFICIENCIES FROM CAN COATING OPERATIONS SIMILAR TO THE PROJECT FROM THE RBLC DATABASE SUBMITTED BY THE APPLICANT.
	Facility
	RBLC ID
	Date
	VOC Limit(s)
	CE 1
	DE 2
	Type of Determination
	Type of Facility

	Ball Metal Beverage Container Corporation
Texas
	TX-0586
	9/2010
	41.8 TPY
	80%
	98%
	LAER
	Can Coating

	Rocky Mountain Metal Container
Colorado
	CO-0065
	10/2006
	0.50 lb/gal (overvarnish)
0.86 lb/gal   (inside spray)
	
76% Overall Reduction 3
	BACT
	Can Coating

	Sonoco Products
Tennessee
	TN-0158
	6/2006
	21.4 TPY
	72% Overall Reduction 3
	CBC 4
	Can End

	1. CE = Capture Efficiency (%), minimum
2. DE = Destruction Efficiency (%), minimum
3. Overall Reduction = CE x DE, minimum
4. CBC = Case-by-Case





5.3 Department’s Review and Preliminary Determination
[bookmark: OLE_LINK1]The following control technologies are considered as available for control of VOC-emitting processes:
· Thermal Oxidizer:  VOCs are oxidized to carbon dioxide (CO2) and water vapor (H2O) at a high temperature.  Straight thermal oxidizers without heat recovery are reserved for applications where the heating value of the exhaust streams routed to the oxidizer is high enough that large amounts of supplemental fuel combustion or high levels of heat recovery are not necessary to bring the exhaust gases to oxidation reaction temperatures.  In order to provide VOC control in a practical and efficient manner, straight thermal oxidizers require a VOC inlet concentration of greater than 1,500 parts per million by volume (ppmv), because at this concentration, the heat of combustion produced from oxidizing VOC present in the exhaust gas is sufficient to sustain adequate operating temperatures without the addition of large quantities of expensive auxiliary fuel.
· Thermal Oxidation - Recuperative:  Recuperative oxidizers (RO) uses plate‐to‐plate or shell and tube gas heat exchangers to recover up to 70% of the heat present in the hot exhaust to transfer it to the incoming process gas.  ROs can achieve a destruction/removal efficiency of greater than 98% depending on the system requirements of the air contaminant stream.
· Thermal Oxidation – Regenerative:  A regenerative thermal oxidizer (RTO) uses a high‐density packed heat transfer media, typically ceramic random saddle packing or honeycomb monolith structures, to preheat incoming waste gas streams and to achieve 85 to 95% heat recovery.  The RTO consists of large ceramic beds to serve as heat sinks for the process.  The exhaust stream passes through one ceramic bed that preheats the gas stream before oxidation in the combustion chamber.  Hot gases exit the combustion chamber and heat up a second ceramic bed, which serves as the inlet bed for the next cycle once the first bed cools below the required temperature.  The RTO can achieve a destruction/removal efficiency of greater than 95% depending on the system’s requirements and the characteristics of the contaminated stream.
· Biofiltration:  In biofiltration, off‐gases containing biodegradable organic compounds are vented, under controlled temperature and humidity, through a biologically active material.  The process uses a biofilm containing a population of microorganisms immobilized on a porous substrate such as peat, soil, sand, wood, compost, or numerous synthetic media.  As an air stream passes through the biofilter, the contaminants in the air stream partition from the gaseous phase to the liquid phase of the biofilm.  Once contaminants pass into the liquid phase, they become available for the complex oxidative process by the microorganisms inhabiting the biofilm.
· Adsorption - Regenerative:  Regenerative adsorption systems involves two or more fixed adsorption beds.  The bed operates in adsorption mode while the others operate in regeneration mode.  Adsorbent materials used consist of activated carbon, organic resin polymers, and inorganic materials (zeolite).  An induced draft fan forces the VOC‐laden gas through the adsorption bed where VOC molecules are bound to the pore space in the adsorbent.  After breakthrough has occurred in an adsorbent bed, it must be regenerated using a thermal swing or vacuum process.  Thermal swing uses steam to raise the temperature of the loaded adsorbent bed to the boiling point of the VOC where VOC is desorbed and discharged from the bed with steam.  The VOC‐laden steam is routed to a condenser to produce a liquid water‐VOC mixture.  The VOC is then separated from the water using a decantation or distillation process and can be recycled back to the process for disposal.  Vacuum regeneration lowers the pressure of the adsorbent bed below the vapor pressure of the adsorbed VOC.  VOC boils off of the adsorbent and is collected in a condenser or routed to an oxidizer.  The typical VOC inlet concentration required for effective adsorption falls in the range of 400 to 2,000 ppmv, and absorbers and their associated follow‐up control devices (i.e., condenser or decanter) are typically capable of achieving VOC control efficiencies greater than 95%.
· Condensation:  Condensers operate by lowering the temperature of the exhaust gas streams containing condensable VOC to a temperature at which the target VOC’s vapor pressure is lower than its entering partial pressure (saturation point).  Before the VOC can condense, any heat present in the exhaust gas above the saturation point must be removed by reducing the temperature below the saturation point for collection or recycling.  Available cooling fluids include chilled water, brine, or refrigerants. The control efficiency of a condenser is based on the outlet temperature and inlet concentration of VOC in the exhaust stream, condensers exhibit a wide range of VOC control efficiency from 50% to 99%.
· Low-solvent technology:  VOC emissions can be reduced by using coatings with inherently low solvent content.  The use of these types of coatings can significantly reduce VOC emissions when compared to traditional solvent-borne coatings.
5.3.1 Discussion of Technically Infeasible Control Options and Ranking of Remaining Options
Thermal oxidizers and catalytic oxidizers can be used with dilute gas streams to destroy 95% or more of the VOC emissions.  Regenerative thermal oxidizers would require minimal supplemental fuel to sustain the temperature necessary for destruction, which would result in low operating costs.  The capital cost for an RTO for a coating line of this size would be roughly $3,000-5,000 per ton of VOC, which makes an RTO a cost effective control technology.  Catalytic oxidizers can destroy pollutants at lower operating temperatures, but require the use of expensive catalyst that has to be replaced periodically.  In addition, the PM and other contaminants in the exhaust stream would cause a loss of catalytic activity.  Both thermal and catalytic oxidation are technically feasible control options and both technologies have control efficiencies of 95-99+%.
Regenerative adsorption systems use activated carbon, resin, or other type of sorbent such as zeolite to collect VOC from various processes.  Well-designed regenerative adsorption systems can achieve control efficiencies of 95-98%.  However, temperature is a limiting factor in the adsorption process, and due to the high temperatures that will be produced in the drying ovens in Coating Line No. 6, the adsorption efficiency could be reduced.  In addition, if the temperature in the adsorbent beds becomes too high, fires could result.  These are safety issues that must be considered in the selection of a control technology.  Nonetheless, regenerative adsorption systems are a technically feasible control option.
Biofiltration uses microorganisms to naturally biodegrade organic compounds into CO2 and H2O.  The VOC stream is considered the feedstock for the microorganisms, which must be carefully managed or the colony can be destroyed.  Air flows, temperatures and contaminants can all negatively affect the microorganisms.  This type of technology has been used in printing and other VOC emitting applications, and is able to achieve VOC control efficiencies of 85-99%, depending on the design and specific compounds being controlled.
Condensation is typically used to treat emission streams with high VOC concentrations and requires that the exhaust stream be cooled to a low enough temperature for the vapor pressure to be lower than the VOC vapor pressure.  In order to remove formaldehyde, the emissions stream would have to be cooled to less than 2 oF.  Depending on the type of refrigeration system used and the concentration of contaminants, control efficiencies can vary widely.  Condensation can reduce VOC emissions by 50-99+%, depending on the condenser outlet temperature and concentration.
The final control technique is the use of low-solvent coatings.  Facilities that use these type of coatings can drastically reduce VOC emissions when switching from traditional solvent-borne coatings.  The applicant proposed to use low-solvent coatings for the basecoat and inside spray operations.  The use of these coatings in combination with a control device minimizes the impact of the coating operations on the environment.
5.3.2 Selection of BACT and Rationale
The applicant proposed to use a RTO, which is considered the top control technology, along with a capture system to capture 80% of emissions from the inside spray operation and 65% of the emissions from the basecoaters and decorator/overvarnish operations.  The RTO will have a minimum design destruction efficiency of 95%.  The combination of the proposed capture and control system, along with the use of low-solvent coatings, is considered to be BACT for VOC.  As explained in Section 5.1, the proposed combination of capture and destruction efficiencies equates to a VOC emissions reduction of 346.5 TPY, or 69% overall reduction in VOC emissions.  As shown indicated Table 4 above, other permit determinations for can coating lines have similar emissions reductions.  However, since the facility will be producing aluminum bottles, one cannot assume that the capture efficiency for the new coating line will be the same as those achieved by can coating lines.  
Considering all available information, the Department establishes the following BACT standard for the proposed aluminum bottle coating line:
· Use of low-solvent coatings for the basecoating and inside spray coating operations;
· Installation and operation of systems to capture at least 73% of VOC emissions generated from the coating line (basecoaters, printer/decorators, and inside spray lines);
· Installation and operation of an RTO to control of at least 95% of the VOC emissions delivered from capture systems;
· Firing of clean-burning natural gas in the basecoater ovens, printer pin ovens, and inside bake ovens; and
· VOC Emission Limits (after control).
· 0.11 kg/L solids (basecoating operations)
· 0.35 kg/L solids (overvarnish coating operations)
· 0.20 kg/L solids (inside spray operations)
· [bookmark: _GoBack]VOC emissions from Line No. 6 coating operations shall not exceed 156.2 tons per consecutive 12 months.
Compliance with these emission limits will be demonstrated by maintaining EPA VOC data sheets for each of the coatings, conducting an initial and renewal capture efficiency test on Coating Line No. 6, and an annual destruction efficiency test on the new RTO.  Based on the results of the initial capture efficiency testing, capture efficiency for the basecoater, overvarnish and inside spray operations may be adjusted by the Department in consultation with the permittee.  Additionally, a condition will be added to the permit to ensure that conditions under which capture efficiency testing are conducted are the same as during the operation of the coating line.
6. AIR QUALITY ANALYSIS
6.1. Introduction
The proposed project at the Jacksonville Can Plant will increase emissions of the PSD-pollutant VOC at a level in excess of the PSD SER.  For this pollutant the applicant must provide a demonstration using approved air quality models that project emissions will not cause or contribute to a violation of an ambient air quality standard (AAQS) or PSD increment for the pollutants when they apply.  There are no applicable PSD increments, AAQS, significant impact or de minimis monitoring levels for VOC.  Consequently the primary concern with respect to VOC emissions is the influence of such emissions on the formation of ozone (O3).
6.2. Nearby Sources
The largest nearby major stationary sources of VOC emissions are shown in Figure 6 below. Also, Table 5 provides some perspective on the relative size of the Jacksonville Can Plant and nearby sources by comparing the facility’s future potential emissions with the potential emissions of nearby sources emitting greater than 300 TPY.  The potential VOC emissions from the Line 6 project (165.2 TPY) are an order magnitude less than the largest nearby source of VOC (Fernandina Beach Mill – 1202.6 TPY).
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Ref431386771]Figure 6.  Major Sources of VOC near the Proposed Coating Line No. 6 Project.
[bookmark: _Ref431386839]Table 5 - LIST OF MAJOR SOURCES OF VOC EMISSIONS NEAR THE PROPOSED PROJECT.
	Owner/Company Name
	Site Name
	County
	Potential VOC Emissions (TPY)

	Rock Tenn CP, LLC
	Fernandina Beach Mill
	Nassau
	1202.6

	Jacksonville Electric Authority
	Northside/SJRPP
	Duval
	580.0

	West Fraser, Inc.
	Whitehouse Lumber Operations
	Duval
	550.3

	Metal Container Corporation
	MCC Jacksonville Can Plant (Including ‘Line 6’ Project – 165.2 TPY)
	Duval
	481.6

	Gilman Building Products Co.
	Gilman Building Products Co.
	Clay
	399.0

	BAE Systems Southeast Shipyards Jacksonville
	BAE Systems Southeast Shipyards Jacksonville
	Duval
	382.6

	CANAM Steel Corporation
	Jacksonville Plant
	Duval
	345.4


6.3. Class I Analysis
The Federal Land Manager (FLM) for every Class I area that may be affected by a source is charged with protecting all air quality related values (AQRV), including visibility, of that area.  An AQRV analysis is generally required for all PSD projects; however, a screening procedure exists that may exempt a small and/or distant source from performing such an analysis.  The FLMs’ AQRV Workgroup (FLAG): Phase I Report – Revised 2010 describes this procedure.  According to the FLAG document, any source whose total annual emissions increase of SO2, NOX, PM10, and sulfuric acid mist (SAM) (TPY based on 24-hour maximum allowable emissions), divided by the minimum distance to the Class I area, in km, is less than 10 is not expected to have a significant impact on AQRV in that Class I area.  
Table 6 summarizes this screening analysis for the each Class I area within 300 km of the Jacksonville Can Plant. The Q/d values range from 0.17 to 0.87 for this project and are significantly less than 10.0; therefore, this project is not expected have a significant impact on AQRV in the Chassahowitzka National Wilderness Area.
	[bookmark: _Ref379263654]Project Potential Emissions Increase (TPY)
	Class I Area
	Distance from Site (d) in km
	FLAG Ratio Q/d
	Greater than 10?

	NOx
	SO2
	SAM
	PM10
	Total (Q)
	
	
	
	

	28.4
	0.17
	0
	7.2
	35.8
	Okefenokee Wilderness Area
	41
	0.87
	No

	
	
	
	
	
	Wolf Island Wilderness Area
	123
	0.29
	No

	
	
	
	
	
	Chassahowitzka Wilderness Area
	187
	0.19
	No

	
	
	
	
	
	St. Marks Wilderness Area
	215
	0.17
	No


[bookmark: _Ref431389863]Table 6 - Class I Areas within 300 km of the Jacksonville Can Plant.
6.4. Ambient Ozone Air Monitoring Network Surrounding the Proposed Project
Florida has a robust ambient air monitoring network operated by the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) and its partners (local air pollution control programs).  The network monitors concentrations of each of the criteria pollutants and includes monitors in Florida counties containing 92% of the population. The O3 monitors shown in Figure 7 are conservatively representative of the project site and are used to evaluate the existing air quality in the area.  The monitors’ design values are described in Table 7. These monitors are used to satisfy the preconstruction monitoring requirements for PSD review contained in Rule 62-212.400(7), F.A.C.  All monitors’ design values are well below the applicable O3 NAAQS of 75 ppb.
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Ref431387176]Figure 7.  Map of ambient air monitors in the vicinity of the Jacksonville Can Plant Line 6 Project Site in Duval County, FL.


[bookmark: _Ref431389913]Table 7 - ozone design values for monitors near the jacksonville can plant.
	Location
(Site Number)
	Averaging
Period
	Ambient Concentration

	
	
	Compliance Period
	Value
	Standard a
	Units

	Sheffield Elementary
(031-0077)
	8-hour
	2012-2014
	58
	75
	ppb

	Mayo Clinic
(031-0100)
	8-hour
	2012-2014
	61
	75
	ppb

	Cisco Drive
(031-0106)
	8-hour
	2012-2014
	59
	75
	ppb

	a.   Three-year average of the annual 98th percentile maximum daily 8-hour concentrations.


6.5. Ozone Analysis
Projects with VOC or NOx potential emissions increases of 40 TPY or greater are required to perform a source impact analysis for ozone.  The applicant estimated annual potential VOC emissions from the project to be 165.2 TPY and is therefore required to provide an analysis for ozone; however, ozone site-specific modeling is not typically completed for single source permitting because of its complexity involving computationally intensive models such as the Community Model for Air Quality (CMAQ).  
Ozone is a secondarily formed pollutant that is known to be caused by the regional emissions of VOC and NOx in combination with certain meteorological parameters (temperature, humidity, solar insolation, etc.).  Ambient ozone levels in Duval County are well within attainment of the NAAQS, and actual emissions of ozone precursors have declined dramatically over the past ten years despite significant increases in population and motor vehicle activity. Ambient levels of ozone have also decreased over the last 15 years due to improvements in motor vehicle emissions rates and the implementation of national rules such as the Clean Air Interstate Rule (CAIR) aimed at reducing emissions of the precursors of regional haze. Continued reductions in both average motor vehicle fleet emissions and stationary source emissions are expected to further improve ozone air quality. 
According to the 2011 National Emission Inventory (NEI) version 2, the total VOC emissions (including anthropogenic and natural sources) for Duval County and the other counties within 50 km of the MCC JAX Line 6 project site (Nassau, Baker, Clay, St. Johns, Union, Bradford, and Charlton and Camden, GA) was 108,597 TPY.  The proposed project shows the potential annual VOC emissions increase to be 165.21 TPY.  The MCC JAX Line 6 project VOC emissions data equates a 0.15% increase in VOC emissions over the current baseline emissions from counties within 50 km of the MCC JAX Line 6 project site.  Based on this small increase in regional VOC emissions, the proposed project will have a negligible impact on O3 formation.  Even if all of the additional VOC emissions resulting from the proposed project were converted to O3 (i.e., a 0.15% increase above the most conservative background monitor design value of 61 ppb), the post-project design concentration would be 61.1 ppb which is still well below the 8-hour O3 NAAQS of 75 ppb.
Furthermore, within the Southeastern states, ozone formation is significantly influenced by natural VOC emissions emitted by forested areas.  Pine forest emissions such as isoprene readily participate in O3 formation.  Because of the large pools of available VOC to participate in O3 formation, the Southeastern US is considered a NOx limited atmosphere with respect to O3 formation.  This implies that increasing VOC emissions will make a relatively small difference in O3 formation, and assuming the 0.15% increase discussed above is very conservative.
The MCC JAX Line 6 project is not expected to have a significant effect on regional air quality with respect to O3, and DEP has reasonable assurance that the project will not significantly contribute to or cause any violation of the ozone NAAQS.
6.6.	Additional Impacts Analysis
6.6.1.	Growth-Related Impacts Due to the Proposed Project
A growth analysis is intended to quantify the amount of new growth that is likely to occur as a result of the project and to estimate emissions resulting from the associated growth.  Associated growth includes residential and commercial/industrial growth resulting from the Line 6 project at the Jacksonville Can Plant.  Residential growth depends on the number of new employees and the availability of housing in the area, while associated commercial and industrial growth consists of new sources providing services to the new employees and the facility.  Most of the workforce needed in association with the Line 6 project will come from the local area, resulting in negligible residential, commercial, and industrial growth.
6.6.2.	Impact on Soils, Vegetation, and Wildlife
The Jacksonville Can Plant is located in Duval County, which is designated as attainment or unclassifiable for NO2 and O3.  The facility emits a significantly higher amount of VOCs than NOX, and therefore, O3 formation is primarily dependent upon NOx emissions and proper atmospheric conditions.  Since NOx emissions increases from the project are less than the SER, O3 impacts attributable to the project is expected to be minimal as well.  Therefore, negative impacts on soil or vegetation as a result of this project are expected to be minimal.
6.6.3.	Visibility
The project is not expected to produce any visibility impacts in the vicinity of the facility.  VOC is not a visibility impairing pollutant; therefore, no immediate visibility impairment is anticipated.
7. PRELIMINARY DETERMINATION
[bookmark: lastpage]The Department makes a preliminary determination that the proposed project will comply with all applicable state and federal air pollution regulations as conditioned by the Draft Permit.  This determination is based on a technical review of the complete application, reasonable assurances provided by the applicant, and the conditions specified in the Draft Permit.  Stephen Hathaway is the project engineer responsible for reviewing the application and drafting the permit changes.  Chana Seitz is the meteorologist responsible for reviewing and approving the ambient air quality analysis.  Additional details of this analysis may be obtained by contacting the project engineer at the Department’s Office of Permitting and Compliance at Mail Station #5505, 2600 Blair Stone Road, Tallahassee, Florida  32399-2400 at 850/717-9031 or by email Stephen.R.Hathaway@dep.state.fl.us.
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