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1. GENERAL PROJECT INFORMATION
1.1. Air Pollution Regulations
Projects at stationary sources with the potential to emit air pollution are subject to the applicable environmental laws specified in Section 403 of the Florida Statutes (F.S.).  The statutes authorize the Department of Environmental Protection (Department) to establish regulations regarding air quality as part of the Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.), which includes the following applicable chapters:  62-4 (Permits); 62-204 (Air Pollution Control – General Provisions); 62-210 (Stationary Sources – General Requirements); 62-212 (Stationary Sources – Preconstruction Review); 62-213 (Operation Permits for Major Sources of Air Pollution); 62-296 (Stationary Sources - Emission Standards); and 62-297 (Stationary Sources – Emissions Monitoring).  Specifically, air construction permits are required pursuant to Chapters 62-4, 62-210 and 62-212, F.A.C.
In addition, the U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) establishes air quality regulations in Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR).  Part 60 specifies New Source Performance Standards (NSPS) for numerous industrial categories.  Part 61 specifies National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) based on specific pollutants.  Part 63 specifies NESHAP based on the Maximum Achievable Control Technology (MACT) for numerous industrial categories.  The Department adopts these federal regulations in Rule 62-204.800, F.A.C.
1.2. Glossary of Common Terms
Because of the technical nature of the project, the permit contains numerous acronyms and abbreviations, which are defined in Appendix A of this permit.
1.3. Facility Location
[bookmark: _Hlk484177146]EnviroFocus Technologies, LLC (EFT) operates a lead acid battery recycling facility, which is in Hillsborough County at 1901 North 66th Street, Tampa, Florida.  The UTM coordinates for the site are Zone 17, 364.0 kilometers (km) East and 3093.5 km North.  The site is located 70 km south from the Chassahowitzka National Wildlife Area; the nearest Federal PSD Class I Area.  EFT is a Primary Metal industries facility with a Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) Code No. 3341, secondary smelting & refining of nonferrous metals.  
The location of Hillsborough County is shown in Figure 1 while the location of EFT in the Tampa area is shown in Figure 2.  A satellite view of the EFT facility is shown in Figure 3.  The EFT property is bounded on the south side by the CSX railroad tracks oriented northeast to southwest.  
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[bookmark: _Ref484066934][bookmark: _Ref484066942]Figure 1.  Location of Hillsborough County.	Figure 2.  Location of EFT Facility.
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[bookmark: _Ref355254282]Figure 3 – Satellite View of EFT Facility.
1.4. Facility 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.
· The facility operates units that are subject to the New Source Performance Standards (NSPS) at 40 Code of Federal Regulations, Part 60 (40 CFR 60), and the National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) at 40 CFR 63.
1.5. General Process Description
The EFT facility recycles automotive and industrial lead-acid batteries, as well as other lead-acid bearing scrap materials to produce lead ingots.  The process involves several key operations (or steps) including: receiving of batteries and recyclable materials; battery breaking and separation into lead, lead salts, plastic and acid electrolyte; storage and containment of recovered lead and lead waste; acid neutralization and wastewater treatment; lead smelting and refining; casting; and shipping.  A more detail description of the process at EFT can be found in the technical document for the original PSD Permit No. 057057-020-AC (PSD-FL-404) at the following link:  Original Permit Documents
1.6. Project Description
Table 1 is a list of the emissions units (EU) at EFT facility.  The primary EU effected by this project in highlight in the below table.


[bookmark: _Ref355255775]Table 1 - List and Descriptions of EU at EFT.
	EU ID No.
	Description

	026
	Battery breaking area including a 1,440 TPD hammer mill, separation equipment, wet impingement scrubber and a 130 ft stack.

	028
	Alkaline reagent silo  with a bin filter

	030
	Feed dryer fueled by natural gas (propane backup) to remove moisture from lead and lead salts prior to introduction into the reverb furnace.  Includes an 18,000 acfm baghouse that is vented through the combined process (blast and reverb furnace) stack.

	031
	Collocated reverb furnace.  Direct emissions controlled by a common: afterburner, process baghouse and SO2 scrubber exhausting through the 130-ft process stack.

	032
	Collocated blast furnace.  Direct emissions controlled by a dedicated afterburner and a common: afterburner, process baghouse and SO2 scrubber exhausting through the 130-ft process stack.

	033
	Furnace tapping, charging and refining.  Process fugitive emissions from the furnace tapping and charging and the 10 refining kettles.  Emissions are controlled by the 72,000 acfm (hygiene) baghouse exhausting through the 130-ft hygiene stack.   

	034
	Combustion gases from Refining Kettles. (10) natural gas burners with a total capacity of 40 MMBtu per hour providing heat to the refining kettles.  Exhaust is vented to 10 small stacks.

	035
	Building ventilation of the totally enclosed lead recycling process to maintain the key operations at a lower than ambient pressure ensuring in-draft through any doorway opening.  Emissions are controlled by a 195,000 acfm cartridge collector and exhausted through a 130 ft stack.

	036
	Facility grounds and roadways.  Controlled by wet suppression, vacuum sweeping and wheel wash stations.

	037
	Emergency generator rated at 1,000 kilowatts (kW).

	038
	Additional building ventilation  that is vented to the 160,000 acfm cartridge collector with secondary HEPA filter to increase the negative pressure within the building exhausting through a 90 ft stack.


[bookmark: _Hlk484178346][bookmark: _Toc331414870]EFT is proposing to replace the burner on the existing reverb furnace (EU 031) with a burner with a higher heat input capacity: 23 million British thermal units per hour (MMBtu/hr) versus 30 MMBtu/hr.  In addition, EFT is requesting to install copper cooling in the reverb furnace refractory, replace the common blast and reverb furnaces afterburner burner to allow for lower turndown, and upgrade to a faster blast furnace skip hoist.  Finally, EFT is requesting new 12-month rolled month annual PSD avoidance emission limits from the process stack for nitrogen oxides (NOX), carbon monoxide (CO) and sulfur dioxide (SO2).  A more detailed description of the project will be given in Subsection 3.1, “Project Details”.  Note:  no production increase of any lead products from the EFT facility is authorized as part of this project.
2. PSD APPLICABILITY
2.1. [bookmark: _Ref436810150]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 for facilities like EFT include:  NOX; CO; SO2; particulate matter (PM); PM smaller than 10 micrometers (PM10); PM smaller than 2.5 micrometers (PM2.5); volatile organic compounds (VOC), Lead (Pb) and sulfuric acid mist (SAM).  
Additional PSD pollutants that are more common to certain other industries include:  , fluorides (F), mercury (Hg); total reduced sulfur (TRS) including H2S; reduced sulfur compounds (RSC) including H2S; municipal waste combustor (MWC) organics measured as total tetra- through octa-chlorinated dibenzo-p-dioxins and dibenzofurans (dioxin and furan); MWC metals measured as PM; MWC acid gases measured as SO2 and hydrogen chloride (HCl); and, municipal solid waste (MSW) landfill emissions measured as non-methane organic compounds (NMOC).  
As defined in Rule 62-210.200, F.A.C., a facility is considered a “major stationary source” if it emits or has the potential to emit: 
· 250 tons/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 the 28 source categories does include the category of “Secondary Metal Production Plants”.  Therefore, EFT is stationary source with an emissions threshold of 100 TPY or more of any PSD pollutant. The EFT facility is a major PSD source because it emits more than 100 TPY of a PSD regulated pollutant.
Once it is determined that a project is subject to PSD preconstruction review, PSD applicability is based on emissions thresholds known as the “significant emission rates” (SER) as defined in Rule 62-210.200(Definitions), F.A.C.  Emissions of PSD pollutants from the project meet or exceed these rates are considered “significant” and the Best Available Control Technology (BACT) must be employed to minimize emissions of each PSD pollutant.  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.  SER threshold by pollutants are given in Table 2.
[bookmark: _Ref417040201]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 based on 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] 

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.
According to 40 CFR 52.21, six greenhouse gases (GHG), are also be subject to regulation at new stationary sources that will emit or have the potential to emit 100,000 tons/year (SER equal to 75,000 tons/year) expressed as the carbon dioxide equivalent emissions (CO2e).
2.2. [bookmark: _Ref436899911]PSD Applicability for Project
The PSD requirements of Rule 62-212.400(4) through (12), F.A.C., apply to the construction of any new major stationary source or the major modification of any existing major stationary source. Per Rule 62-212.400(2)(a)1., F.A.C., a significant emission increase of a PSD pollutant (and thus a major modification) will occur if the difference (or the sum of the differences if more than one emissions unit is involved) between the projected actual emissions (PAE) and the baseline actual emissions (BAE) equals or exceeds the SER for that pollutant.  
For all facilities except an electric utility steam generating unit, “baseline actual emissions” means the average rate, in TPY, at which the unit actually emitted the pollutant during any consecutive 24-month period selected by the owner or operator within the 10-year period immediately preceding the date a complete permit application is received by the Department.  [Rule 62-210.200 (Definitions), F.A.C.]
“Projected actual emissions” means the maximum annual rate, in TPY, at which an existing emissions unit is projected to emit a PSD pollutant in any one of the 5 years following the date the unit resumes regular operation after the project, or in any one of the 10 years following that date, if the project involves increasing the emissions unit's design capacity or its potential to emit that PSD pollutant and full utilization of the unit would result in a significant emissions increase or a significant net emissions increase at the major stationary source.  [Rule 62-210.200 (Definitions), F.A.C.]
There are a number of additional considerations within the cited rules when making the described comparison of projected actual emissions to baseline actual emissions.  One of the key considerations is that in making the calculation of projected actual emissions, the Department shall exclude that portion of the unit's emissions following the project that an existing unit could have accommodated (CHA) during the consecutive 24-month period used to establish the BAE and that are also unrelated to the particular project including any increased utilization due to product demand growth.
The applicant conducted the described analysis, which is documented in the report attached to the application available at the following link  Application.  The details of the analysis are provided in Appendix A of the application report.  Note, according to the applicant, the proposed project will not result in an increase in particulate emissions (i.e., PM or lead) and thus BAEs were not calculated for these pollutants.  The applicant also states that no change in VOC emissions will occur because of the proposed project.  Based on previous discussions with the applicant, the Department concurs with these conclusions.  With regards to VOC emissions, burnout due to the smelting process should result in a minimal increase.  With respect to PM and Pb, because the baghouses that control particulate emission emissions are constant outlet loading devices (not a constant efficiency device), there should be no increase in particulate emissions due to the project.  Table 3 is a summary of the applicant’s PSD applicability analysis.  
[bookmark: _Ref484082289]Table 3 – summary of applicant’s psd applicability analysis.
	Pollutant
	BAE (TPY) 1
	PAE (TPY)
	CHA (TPY) 2, 3
	Emissions
Increase (TPY)
	PSD SER (TPY)
	Tigger PSD?
(Yes/No)

	CO
	364
	464
	4
	96
	100
	No

	SO2
	163
	202
	0
	39
	40
	No

	NOX
	111
	158
	14
	33
	40
	No

	VOC
	--
	--
	--
	
	40
	No

	PM
	--
	--
	--
	
	0
	No

	PM10
	--
	--
	--
	
	0
	No

	PM2.5
	--
	--
	--
	
	0
	No

	Pb
	--
	--
	--
	
	0
	No

	GHG 4
	--
	--
	--
	15,459
	75,000
	No

	1. BAE for NOX and CO are based on the period from November 1, 2014 to October 31, 2016.  For SO2 emissions, the period prior to November 1, 2015 is not considered representative of current operations due to changes in the scrubber operating parameters. Consequently, BAE is based on the period from November 1, 2015 to October 31, 2016.
2. CHA is based on the difference between BAE and the highest 12-month period used to calculate BAE, e.g., BAE for NOX = (368 YPY +359 TPY)/2 = 363.5 TPY (364) and CHA = 368 TPY – 364 TPY = 4 TPY.
3. It should be noted that this is a conservative approach regarding CHA emissions which can be based on a monthly average that is annualizes.  For instance, you could take the maximum monthly heat input rate to a boiler and annualize it for the total yearly heat input to the boiler and then multiple that heat input by an appropriate emission factor for say NOX to determine total yearly emissions in TPY.  You would then subtract BAE from this value to determine CHA.
4. The Department calculated GHG emissions assuming worst case, i.e., total burner heat input for a year’s operation, 30 x 106 Btu/hr at 8,760 hr/yr with an emission factor of 0.12 lb CO2 per standard cubic feet (SCF) of natural gas (NG) from Table 1.4-2 of AP-42.



[bookmark: _Hlk484178392]As seen from Table 3, according to the applicant’s PSD analysis, this project does not trigger a PSD review since the pollutants of concern (NOX, SO2 and CO) are below their respective SERs.  However, all three pollutants are close to their respective SER (82.5 to 97.5%).  Consequently, the Department will require emissions monitoring and reporting for these pollutants for a period of 10-years after completion of the project since the project involves the replacement of the burner on the existing reverb furnace (EU 031) with a burner that has a higher heat input capacity (23 MMBtu/hr versus 30 MMBtu/hr).  This monitoring and reporting requirement will be discussed further in Section 4 below.
3. DEPARTMENTS REVIEW
3.1. [bookmark: _Ref484084625]Projects Details
Currently the reverb furnace oxygen-enriched natural gas-fired burner has a permitted capacity of 23 MMBtu/hr[footnoteRef:2].  EFT is proposing to replace the burner with a more advanced design with improved oxygen staging.  The new burner will also have a higher maximum heat input capacity of 30 MMBtu/hr.  According to EFT, the magnitude of the proposed change would not constitute reconstruction of the Reverb Furnace as defined in 40 CFR 60 Subpart A, New Source Performance Standards (NSPS), General Provisions or 40 CFR 63 Subpart A, NESHAP, General Provisions[footnoteRef:3],[footnoteRef:4].  Also, as part of this project, EFT is proposing to add copper cooling panels in the reverb furnace behind the refractory in several high-wear areas.  The cooling panels consist of copper blocks through which water flows to enable the refractory to insulate/cool itself.  This in turn, should reduce or eliminate the need to use a cooling air stream for the refectory and thereby and will potentially reduce the frequency of rebuilds.  According to EFT, this change in conjunction with the reverb furnace burner change will allow the furnace to physically tolerate the higher burner heat on a long-term wear basis. [2:  Specific Condition B.2 of Title V Operating Permit No. 0570057-033-AV.]  [3:  40 CFR §60.15(b)]  [4:  40 CFR §63.2] 

EFT also plans to replace the burner in the common blast and reverb furnaces afterburner chamber with a comparably sized burner from a heat capacity standpoint.  However, the replacement burner will allow for a lower turndown.  EFT states that the current burner is a 10 MMBtu/hr unit with an operating range of 1.5 to 10 MMBtu/hr.  EFT further states, that frequently the reverb furnace exhaust gas itself provides sufficient heat to provide effective afterburner performance, i.e., destruction for VOC, CO and organic HAP, with little or no contribution from the separate burner in the afterburner.  EFT is proposing to replace the current burner with a burner having an operating range between 0.5 to 10 MMBtu/hr.  With the lower operating range, the new burner can be turned down to this new lower heat rate during these times of high reverb exhaust gas energy.  This in turn, will save fuel and reduce pollutant emissions by minimizing the combustion gases from the new burner.
EFT is also proposing to upgrade the existing skip hoist for the blast furnace to a faster unit that will decrease travel time by 30%.  EFT indicates that the current skip hoist must be operated almost continuously to keep the blast furnace at capacity.  Installation of a faster skip hoist will allow for better process control and will result in lower overall actual emissions associated with the blast furnace due to more consistent operation and a reduction in temperature fluctuations in the material being processed.  According to EFT, keeping the blast furnace full is key to maintaining steady and low CO emission performance.
3.2. Project Emissions
The proposed changes will not result in a change in actual or potential Pb or PM emissions as there will be no changes to fans, fan speeds, or motors.  Also, as already indicated, the baghouses which control emissions from the process are constant outlet loading devices, not constant efficiency devices.  Absent a change in airflow forced through the fabric, no change in actual or potential emissions of PM or Pb will occur.  According to EFT, this will be achieved by employing higher oxygen enrichment ratios on the reverb furnace burner (reducing nitrogen introduction) and the previously mentioned replacement of the afterburner burner with one having lower turndown capability.
[bookmark: _Hlk484170640]As already mention, as part of this project, EFT is requesting PSD avoidance limits for the process stack for NOX, CO, and SO2.  These limits are on a 12-month rolled monthly basis based on CEMS data.  When converted to a short-term basis, the requested limits are lower than the current 30-day rolling average emission limits in the facility’s Title V permit[footnoteRef:5].  The current limits are: [5:  Specific Conditions B13 through B15 of Title V Operating Permit No. 0570057-033-AV.] 

· NOX emissions from the feed dryer shall not exceed 0.21 lb/MMBtu and 2.1 pounds per hour (lb/hr) as demonstrated by a combined 42.2 lb/hr 30-day rolling CEMS average on the process stack.  NOX emissions from the blast furnace and reverb furnace shall not exceed 0.80 lb/ton and 0.80 lb/ton of material charged, respectively, as demonstrated by a combined 42.2 lb/hr 30-day rolling CEMS average on the process stack;
· CO emissions from the feed dryer and blast furnace and reverb furnace shall not exceed 204.7 lb/hr, as demonstrated by a combined 30-day rolling CEMS average on the process stack; and
· SO2 emissions from the feed dryer, blast furnace and reverb furnace from the process stack combined with SO2 emission from the hygiene stack shall not exceed 202.24 lb/hr, as demonstrated by a combined 30-day rolling CEMS averages on the hygiene and process stacks
As seen from Table 4, the proposed 12-month rolled monthly PSD avoidance emission limits for NOX, CO, and SO2 are lower than the annualized 30-day rolling limits.  EFT requests that the current 30-day rolling emission limits remain in the permit along with the new, lower PSD avoidance limits.  This will impose a new SO2 limit for the process stack, separate from and lower than, the current facility-wide limit which also includes the hygiene stack (EU 033)[footnoteRef:6].   [6:  Specific Condition B15 of Title V Operating Permit No. 0570057-033-AV.] 

[bookmark: _Ref484172092]Table 4 – summary of requiested psd avoidance limits.
	Pollutant
	Limit 1
lb/hr
	Annualized 30-Day Limit (TPY) 2
	Request 12-month Rolling Limit (TPY) 3
	Change
(TPY)

	CO
	204.7
	896.6
	464
	432.6

	NOX
	42.2
	184.8
	158
	26.8

	SO2 4
	202.24/--
	885.8/--
	202
	-- 

	1. Limit based on a 30-day rolling average from the process stack.
2. Annualized limit is based on 30-day lb/hr limit multiplied by 8,760 hours.
3. The proposed 12-month rolled monthly limit is the PAE given in Table 3.
4. The lb/hr limit for SO2 is a combined limit from the process and hygiene stacks.  Currently, there is not individual limit from the from the process stack.


3.3. Rule Applicability
3.3.1. State Requirements
The reverb furnace is subject to regulations contained within Chapter 62 of the Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C) as listed below.  This project results in no changes to these requirements.
· Rule 62-296.320(4)(b), F.A.C. – General Visible Emission Standard
· Rule 62-296.600, F.A.C. – Reasonably Available Control Technology (RACT) – Lead
· Rule 62-296.603, F.A.C. – Secondary Lead Smelting Operations
3.3.2. Hillsborough County Requirements
Since the EFT facility is in Hillsborough County the proposed project could subject the reverb furnace to county-specific regulations promulgated by the Hillsborough County EPC.  The project result in no new requirements.
3.3.3. Federal NSPS Provisions
NSPS apply to new and modified sources and requires sources to control emissions to the level of the best demonstrated technology.  The reverb furnace is subject to the below NSPS.  This project results in no changes to these requirements.
· 40 CFR 60 Subpart A – General Provisions
· 40 CFR 60 Subpart L – Standards of Performance for Secondary Lead Smelters
3.3.4. Federal NESHAP Provisions
[bookmark: _GoBack]NESHAP regulate HAP emissions and are applicable to certain major and area sources of HAP.  The EFT facility is considered a minor source of HAP due to facility-wide HAP emissions below the 10 TPY and 25 TPY major source thresholds for individual and total HAP, respectively.  The reverb furnace is subject to the below list NESHAP.  This project results in no changes to these requirements.
· 40 CFR 63 Subpart A – General Provisions
· 40 CFR 63 Subpart X – Secondary Lead Smelting
4. [bookmark: _Ref484608073]DRAFT PERMIT REQUIREMENTS 
Through appropriate permit conditions the Department will authorize the following new equipment:
· Replacement of the current reverb furnace burner with a new 30 MMBtu/hr unit with improved oxygen staging;
· The installation of copper cooling panels behind the reverb furnace refractory in several high-wear areas;
· The replacement of the 10 MMBtu/hr common blast and reverb furnaces afterburner burner with a burner of the same maximum heat input, however, with a lower turndown ratio; and
· Replacement of the current blast furnace skip hoist with a hoist that has a maximum travel speed that is at most 30 percent greater. 
The Department will also authorize through permit conditions the following PSD avoidance limits:
· NOX emissions from the process stack shall not exceed 158 TPY on a 12-month rolled month CEMS average basis;
· CO emissions from the process stack shall not exceed 464 TPY on a 12-month rolled month CEMS average basis; and
· SO2 emissions from the process stack shall not exceed 202 TPY on a 12-month rolled month CEMS average basis.
Finally, several conditions will be inserted into the permit requiring annual reporting of CO, NOX and SO2 emissions in TPY from the process stack for a period of 10-years.  The reports shall indicate whether the PSD avoidance limits for CO, NOX and SO2 given above have been exceeded.  If a PSD avoidance limit for any of these pollutants has been exceeded, the permit is written such that Source Obligation per Rule 62-212.400(12), F.A.C. is applicable unless the applicant can provide sufficient justification for why this is not the case.
5. CONCLUSION
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.  No air quality modeling analysis is required because the project does not result in a significant increase in emissions.  David L. Read, P.E., is the project engineer responsible for reviewing the application and drafting the permit.  Additional details of this analysis may be obtained by contacting the project engineer by mail at the Department’s Office of Permitting and Compliance at Mail Station #5505, 2600 Blair Stone Road, Tallahassee, Florida  32399-2400, by phone at 850/717-9075 or by email David.Read@dep.state.fl.us.
[bookmark: _Hlk484177565]EnviroFocus Technologies, LLC	Air Permit No. 0570057-035-AC
Reverb Furnace Burner Replacement and other Minor Miscellaneous Changes	PSD-FL-404D
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