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June 23, 2010
By Electronic Mail, Received Receipt Requested
glmoor1@ascendmaterials.com 
Mr. Gary L. Moore

Chemicals & Utilities Plant Manager

Ascend Performance Materials

Post Office Box 97

Gonzalez, Florida 32560-0097

Dear Mr. Moore:

This is to acknowledge receipt of your responses on May 14, May 24 and June 1, to our request for additional information regarding construction permit application, file number 0330040-034-AC, for Ascend Pensacola Plant in Escambia County.
Your application for permit remains incomplete.  Please provide the information listed below within 90 days of receipt of this letter.  Evaluation of your proposed project will be delayed until all requested information has been received.  References made below to “Application” refer to DEP Form No. 62-210.900(1), Effective February 11, 1999 and its instructions. 

1. Permit 0330040-018-AV, Subsection F, Area II Adipic Acid (EU 002), Specific Condition F.7, allow a maximum of 3,298 pounds of NOX per 2 hours of Start-Up/Shutdown/Malfunction event in a 24-hour period.  In the application for this permit, NOX potential emissions are calculated based on the allowable maximum 3,298 pounds per day to arrive at 16.5 pounds per hour and 72.2 tons per year.  However, a 500 ppm 30-day rolling average is denoted as the emission factor.  Is 500 ppm equivalent to 16.5 pounds per hour at the maximum operating rate of 92,000 lbs KA feed/hr (hourly average basis), up to 850 million pounds Adipic Acid produced per 12-months rolling basis, as noted in Specific Condition F.2.?  Please clarify and support with documentation and calculations.  If the 500 ppm is not equivalent, please identify the equivalent mass emission rate and support with documentation and calculations.

2. The Area II Adipic Acid (EU 002) production increase (from 850 to 930 MAR) should have a corresponding fugitive emissions increase as fugitive emissions are based on AP-42 emission factors and production rates for adipic acid.  This is not shown in the calculations.  Provide fugitive emission calculations, before and after the production increase, and the emission factors used.  

3. Changes and/or replacements in the Area II Adipic Acid (EU 002) to pumps, motor sizes, distillation columns and impellers are indicated in the application project description.  Provide justification, emission factors, and emission estimates and before and after the project.   

4. The permit application for project 0330040-034-AC proposed a NOX allowable emission limit of 585 tons per year based on a 12-month rolling average.  In the Supplemental Information RAI response, the proposed NOX allowable emission limit was changed to 610 tons per year based on a 12-month rolling average.  Provide rationale and emission calculations used to arrive at 585 and 610, and which limit is more appropriate.

Please note that prorated heat input cannot be used for the adipic acid process or any other process that has a CEMS or control unit.  Any CEMS and/or emission data should be used before emission factors and prorated emissions. 

5. Area II Adipic Acid (EU 002) NOX demand growth was shown as 642 tons per year in the permit application for project 0330040-034-AC.  The RAI response had an Area II Adipic Acid NOX demand growth of 630 tons per hour.  Please clarify which is the correct demand growth, provide rationale and emission calculations with emission factors used, to arrive at the correct demand growth.

6. In the RAI response to project 0330040-034-AC, calculations for Nylon Polymerization (EUs 081 and 082) added 15 tons per year of VOC for Nylon Polymerization malfunctions.  Provide discussion, calculations and documentation to justify this number.  The 15 tons per year, or other number mutually agreed upon, should not be included in the demand growth, it should only be applied to the projected actuals and not incorporated into the demand growth.  Please recalculate the VOC emission increase for Nylon Polymerization.

7. In the RAI response to project 0330040-034-AC, calculations for Powerhouse (EUs 003, 004, 014, 015, 016, 099, 100 and 032) added 25 tons per year of SO2 to demand growth to avoid PSD.  Provide discussion, calculations and documentation to justify this number.  The 25 tons per year, or other number mutually agreed upon, should not be used in the demand growth.  Please recalculate the SO2 emission increase for Powerhouse.

8. Please provide a statement clarifying that Boilers Nos. 9 and 10, which were permitted with emissions restrictions to avoid PSD review, will not increase steam production and have no heat input increases as a result of this project.

9. The choice of baseline years 2004/2005 and 2003/2004 for VOC and CO, respectively for EU-020, failed to consider the impact (reduced VOC and CO emissions) of the HALCON project, 0330040-017-AC, issued April 19, 2005.  Baseline emissions for CO and VOC must be established after the HALCON project was constructed.   Prorated heat input cannot be used for the any process that has a CEMS or control unit.  Any CEMS and/or emission data should be used before emission factors and prorated emissions.  Provide updated pre and post project calculations using appropriate emissions information and baseline emissions.  Specify the quantities and sources of emissions; such as scrubbers, fugitives and Back-Up Thermal Oxidizer.

10. Table 1. Revised PSD applicability analysis.  Please clarify how the baseline emissions, post project emissions and the demand growth emissions were derived.  For example, for EUs 002 and 042, the demand growth claimed for emissions credit for NOx is much more than what could be expected from emissions at the maximum currently permitted MAR rates less emissions at the reported production MAR rates.  Please clarify and support with documentation and calculations.  Revise table as necessary. 

Responsible Official (R.O.) Certification Statement: Rule 62-213.420, F.A.C., requires that all Title V permit applications must be certified by a responsible official.  Due to the nature of the information requested above, your response should be certified by the responsible official. Please complete and submit a new R.O. certification statement page from the application form, DEP Form No. 62-210.900(1), effective February 2, 2006.

Professional Engineer (P.E.) Certification Statement:  Rule 62-4.050(3), F.A.C., requires that all applications for a Department permit must be certified by a professional engineer registered in the State of Florida.  This requirement also applies to responses to Department requests for additional information of an engineering nature.  As a result, your response should be certified by a professional engineer registered in the State of Florida.  Please complete and submit a new P.E. certification statement page from the application form, DEP Form No. 62-210.900(1), effective February 2, 2006.

When referring to this project, please use the file number indicated above.  The Department must receive a response from you within 90 days of receipt of this letter, unless you (the applicant) request additional time under Rule 62-4.055(1), F.A.C.  If you have any questions, please contact Rick Prusa at 850/595-8300, extension 1233 or rick.prusa@dep.state.fl.us.

Sincerely,
/s/
Rick Bradburn

Air Program Administrator

RB/rp/c
ec:
Kennard F. Kosky, P.E., Golder Associates,  kkosky@golder.com 

Jim Schultze, Ascend, jkschu@ascendmaterials.com 

Roy Noble, Ascend, rwnobl@ascendmaterials.com 

Jeff Koerner, Division of Air Resource Management, jeff.koerner@dep.state.fl.us

Robert Bull, Division of Air Resource Management, robert.bull@dep.state.fl.us 
“More Protection, Less Process”

www.dep.state.fl.us
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