FINAL DETERMINATION


65PERMITTEE

Fibertek Insulation LLC

2222 W. Bella Vista Street
Lakeland, Florida  33810

Permitting Authority

Florida Department of Environmental Protection

Southwest District Office

Air Permitting Section

3804 Coconut Palm Drive

Tampa, Florida,  33619

PROJECT

Air Permit No. 1050375-001-AC

Lakeland Wool Fiberglass Manufacturing Facility

Fibertek Insulation LLC proposes to construct a new wool fiberglass insulation manufacturing facility.  The plant will consist of raw material handling, glass melting (electric furnaces) and refining operations, glass fiber forming operations, and curing (natural gas ovens) and cooling operations, as well as associated support operations.  The new facility will be located at 2222 W. Bella Vista Street in Lakeland, Polk County, Florida.

NOTICE, PUBLICATION, and Administrative Procedures

The Department distributed an “Intent to Issue Permit” package to the applicant and their consultant on September 21, 2004.  As a result of comments on the initial Draft permit made by the applicant prior to publication of the public notice, a revised “Intent to Issue Permit” package (including a revised Draft permit) was sent out on October 8, 2002.  As a result of an October 5, 2004 request by Owens Corning to be made a “party of interest for the project”, Owens Corning also received a copy of this revised “Intent to Issue Permit” package.  The applicant published the “Public Notice of Intent to Issue” in The Ledger (Lakeland, Polk County, Florida) on October 9, 2004.  The Department received the proof of publication on November 2, 2004.  Owens Corning received their copy of the “Intent to Issue” package (sent by Certified Mail) on October 13, 2004, and submitted comments in a letter received by the Department on October 26, 2004.

COMMENTS

No comments on the Draft Permit were received from the applicant.  The Department received a detailed comment letter from Owens Corning, Owens Corning World Headquarters in Toledo, Ohio.  The following discussion generally summarizes each of Owens Corning areas of comment, followed by a Department response, including resulting changes to the Draft permit, if any.

(Note:  Owens Corning’s comments were contained in a detailed 8-page letter.  The Department thoroughly reviewed the letter and transmitted a copy to Fibertek and their environmental consultant.  After an initial teleconference to discuss the issues with Fibertek, the Department requested that they prepare a point by point response to the Owens Corning letter.  This 8-page response, with an attached table summarizing the emissions from the proposed facility, was reviewed by the Department and discussed extensively with Fibertek and their consultant in a teleconference.  The responses below are based on the Department’s evaluation of discussions with Fibertek, the Fibertek response letter, and the original construction permit application (including any subsequent submittals as result of Department requests for additional information).)

1. Comment - General Comment Concerning Fibertek’s Estimation of Facility-Wide Potential to Emit as it Pertains to Major Source Status for Title V, New Source Review, and MACT:  This comment and the overall theme of Owens Corning’s comment letter, is that they question whether Fibertek has accurately represented its facility-wide potential to emit for the purposes of determining whether its proposed facility would be considered as a major source subject to Title V, new Source Review, and the Wool Fiberglass NESHAP (MACT Standard).  Specifically they question whether Fibertek and the Department considered fugitive PM and HAP emissions in their major source determination.  The balance of Owens Corning’s detailed comments (summarized in the comments below) go on to describe their specific areas of concern.

Response:  As described in the responses below, the Department believes that it has reasonable assurance that this facility can and will be a minor source of air pollutants, with emissions below the Title V, PSD and NESHAP major source criteria for all applicable air pollutants.  With the addition of some minor areas as described in the responses below, the Department has determined that fugitive emissions have been accounted for.  The Department has determined that the final permit has the necessary provisions to document and insure that the facility will be a minor source. (See also the Summary of Department Response at the end of this determination.)

Owens Corning had the following comments on specific conditions in the Draft permit:

2. Comment on Specific Condition No. 4. -  Production Limitations:  Owens Corning believes that the production limitations contained in Specific Condition No. 4 are unclear and not sufficient to ensure that the Fibertek facility will be non-major facility and felt that the production limitations should be revised so that it is clear that the limits refer to tons of bare glass and not fiberglass insulation products.  

Response:  The Department believes that expressing the product limitations in terms of tons of glass pulled is the most appropriate method of linking the production operations to emissions.  This is the approach used by USEPA in expressing the test results and emission factors in the Wool Fiberglass Manufacturing NESHAP docket and the PM and formaldehyde emission limitations in the federal Wool Fiberglass NSPS and NESHAP standards.  All of the emission factors used for calculating potential emissions were on a pound/ton of glass pulled basis and the Department believes that the most technically accurate approach is to have the permit limitations made on the same basis as was used to calculate potential emissions.  Specific Condition No. 4 was revised as shown below to make it clear that tons of glass pulled is the basis for the production limit.  All other references to glass production in the permit were also revised to clarify that this refers to glass pulled.  (This affects Specific Condition Nos. 7-9, 22-24 and 28.  As Specific Condition Nos. 9, 22, 24, and 28 are shown elsewhere in this determination, only Specific Conditions Nos. 7, 8, and 23 are shown immediately below as this is the only change to these conditions).

4.  Production Limitation – Production of glass fibers (glass pulled) shall not exceed the following maximum levels:


A.
Total production (bonded and unbonded product lines combined) – 33,040 tons of glass pulled per any 12 consecutive month period;


B.
Bonded product line – 22,026 tons of glass pulled per any 12 consecutive month period;

[Rules 62.070(3), and  62-210.200, F.A.C. (Potential to Emit), as requested in permit application dated July 2004]


(Permitting Note:  The above production limitation, in conjunction with the lb/ton of glass pulled emission limitations, and control equipment requirements contained in this permit, will limit the potential emission from this facility to less than the PSD/Title V major source levels as defined in Rule 62-210.200, F.A.C.)

7.  Particulate Matter Emission Limitations - Emissions of particulate matter (PM) from the Forming, Cooling and Curing scrubbers common exhaust stack shall not exceed the following levels:


A.  5.70 pounds/ton of glass pulled ;


[Rule 62-210.200, F.A.C. (Potential to Emit), as requested in permit application dated July 2004, as supplemented by additional information response letter dated August 13, 2004]


(Permitting Note:  The above emission limitation, in conjunction with the production limitation and control equipment requirements contained in this permit, will limit the potential after-control emissions of PM from the Forming, Curing and Cooling operations to less than 94.2 tons/year.)


B.
11.0 pounds/ton of glass pulled*.


[40 CFR 60.682 (see Appendix NSPS Subpart PPP)]



(* 40 CFR 60 NSPS Subpart PPP Note:  The  5.7 pounds/ton limit contained in A. above and requested by the permittee, is more stringent than the 11.0 pounds/ton of glass pulled NSPS Subpart PPP limitation, and therefore compliance with the 5.7 pounds/ton of glass pulled standard will also show compliance with the NSPS Subpart PPP standard.)  

[Rule 62-210.200, F.A.C. (Potential to Emit), as requested in permit application dated July 2004, as supplemented by additional information response letter dated August 13, 2004; 40 CFR 60.682]

8.  Formaldehyde Emission Limitation - Emissions of formaldehyde (a Hazardous Air Pollutant (HAP) as defined in Rule 62-210.200, F.A.C.) from the Forming, Cooling and Curing scrubbers common exhaust stack shall not exceed 0.80 pounds/ton of bonded line glass  pulled*.

[Rule 62-210.200, F.A.C. (Potential to Emit), as requested in permit application dated July 2004]

(* Permitting Note: The above emission limitation, in conjunction with the bonded product production limitation contained in this permit, will limit the potential Formaldehyde emission from the Forming, Curing and Cooling operations to 8.8 tons/year. Potential after-control emissions of formaldehyde from all other operations are expected to be less than 0.7 tons/year.  Formaldehyde is contained in the thermosetting resin used in manufacturing the bonded fiberglass – therefore Formaldehyde will be emitted from the bonded fiberglass lines only.)

23.  Determination of Compliance With Formaldehyde and Combined HAP Limitations – Compliance with the pound/ton of glass pulled formaldehyde and  HAP limitations of Specific Condition Nos. 8 and 9 shall be based only upon the production rate (glass pulled) of bonded fiberglass during the test period (not total fiberglass production).     [Rule 62-4.070(3),  F.A.C.]



(Permitting/Compliance Note;  Formaldehyde, phenol, and methanol are emitted only during production of bonded product.  The formaldehyde and combined HAP pounds per ton of glass pulled emission limitations (and individual and total HAP potential to emit)  were determined based on bonded product production only.)

3. Comment on Specific Condition No. 13.-  Emission Control System Circumvention and Operation (Venturi Scrubbers):  Owens Corning believes that because the venturi scrubbers are the key piece of control equipment to enable the facility to avoid major source designation, it is not sufficient to simply require a minimum pressure drop of 1 inch water and a minimum water flow rate of 200 gallons per minute for each scrubber.

Response:  The levels established in the Draft permit were minimum operating standards based on scrubber design.  The actual levels that Fibertek will be required to operate at or above will be established by Fibertek during compliance testing.  If they can show compliance at the minimum design levels then those will remain as the requirements in the permit.  If the compliance testing shows that higher levels are needed then those will be the levels in the 5-year operation permit that Fibertek will be required to apply for after the operation is started and compliance testing is completed.  Specific Condition No. 13. was revised as shown below to clarify this. (See also revised Specific Condition No. 24 shown elsewhere in this determination for revised compliance testing requirements).

13.  Emission Control System Circumvention and Operation (Venturi Scrubbers) – The permittee shall not circumvent any air pollution control devices or allow the emissions of air pollutants without the applicable air pollution control devices(wet venturi scrubbers) operating properly.  The Forming, Curing and Cooling venturi scrubbers shall be in service and operating properly at all times that these processes are in operation.  In order to provide reasonable assurance the scrubbers are being maintained and operated properly the following control device operating parameter shall be maintained at or above the following minimum levels or at or above the lowest levels established during compliance testing, whichever are higher*, during all periods of process operation;


A.
Minimum pressure drop across each scrubber – 1 inch H20;


B
Minimum scrubbing water flow rate for each scrubber – 200 gallons per minute.

(* Note: The levels in A. and B. are set as design minimums.  Actual minimum required operating levels will be based on scrubber operating parameter levels established during compliance testing (if they are higher than the design levels) as those levels which have been documented to result in emission levels that comply with the requirements of this permit.)
NSPS Note: For the purposes of compliance with 40 CFR 60 Subpart PPP, scrubber control device operating parameter exceedances are defined as any monitoring data that are less than 70 percent of the lowest value or greater than 130 percent of the highest value of each of the operating parameters recorded during the most recent compliance test (see reporting requirement in Specific Condition No. 33 and 40 CFR 60.684(d) in Appendix NSPS Subpart PPP).


[Rules 62-4.070(3), 62-210.650, F.A.C.; permit application dated July 2004, as supplemented by additional information response letter dated August 13, 2004; 40 CFR 60.684(d)]

4. Comments on Specific Condition No. 19.- Compliance Test Methods:  Based on their extensive experience, Owens Corning believes that Method 5E used to determine particulate matter (PM) emissions from the scrubber stacks, can yield unreliable results and believes that Method 5/202 should be specified as the PM compliance test method.

Response:  Method 5E is entitled “Determination of Particulate Matter Emissions from the Wool Fiberglass Insulation Manufacturing Industry”, and in Section 1.0 of the method (Scope and Applications) it states “1.2 Applicability.  This method is applicable for the determination of PM emissions from wool fiberglass insulation manufacturing sources.”  This is the method specified in 40CFR 60.685(c)(2) in New Source Performance Standard (NSPS) Subpart PPP (Standards of Performance for Wool Fiberglass Insulation Manufacturing Plants) to which this facility is subject.   Therefore the Department is required to specify this as the PM compliance method for purposes of compliance with the NSPS PM standard. The Wool Fiberglass Manufacturing MACT Standard, 40 CFR 63 Subpart NNN - National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) for Wool Fiber glass Manufacturing (which does not apply to this facility but does provide EPA’s most recent officially approved test methods for this industry), specifies “Method 5 (40 CFR part 60, Appendix A) for the concentration of PM.  Each run shall consist of a minimum run time of 2-hours and a minimum sample volume of 60 dry standard cubic feet (dscf).  The probe and filter holding heating system may be set to provide a gas temperature of no greater than 177 + 14 ( C (350 + 25 (F)”.   The sampling time and (more stringent) sampling volume requirements are already in Specific Condition No. 19. Specific Condition No. 19. was revised as shown below to add the temperature limitations from the Wool Fiberglass NESHAP.

19.  Compliance Test Methods – The following test methods shall be used to determine compliance with the applicable emission limitations:

A. 
EPA Methods 1, 2, 3 or 3A, and 4 (40 CFR part 60, Appendix A, adopted by reference in Rule 62-204.800, F.A.C.) 

B.
EPA Method 5E (40 CFR part 60, Appendix A, adopted by reference in Rule 62-204.800, F.A.C.) for particulate matter concentration (Ct) and the volumetric flow rate (Qsd) of the effluent gas. The sampling time and sample volume shall be at least 120 minutes and 2.55 dscm (90.1 dscf). The probe and filter holding heating system may be set to provide a gas temperature of no greater than 177 + 14 ( C (350 + 25 (F)”.

[NSPS Subpart PPP 40 CFR 60.685(c)(2); (also reference NESHAP Subpart NNN 40 CFR 63.1385(a)(5))]
C.
EPA Method 9 for visible emissions (VE).  The visible emissions test shall be conducted by a certified observer and be a minimum of thirty (30) minutes in duration.  The test observation period shall include the period during which the highest opacity can reasonably be expected to occur.    

D.
Method 316 or Method 318 (Appendix A of 40 CFR 63*) for the concentration of formaldehyde.  Each run shall consist of a minimum run time of 1 hour;

E.  EPA Method 318 (Appendix A of 40 CFR 63*) for the concentration of phenol and methanol.  Each run shall consist of a minimum run time of 1 hour.


(* Note: See the enclosed  “Enclosure Test Method” for information on EPA Methods 316 and 318.  See 40 CFR 63 Appendix A (as amended by 40 CFR 63 Subpart NNN) for complete approved test methods. )

Each performance test shall consist of three (3) runs.  The owner or operator shall use the average of the three runs for determining compliance.  The minimum requirements for stationary point source emissions test procedures and reporting shall be in accordance with Rule 62-297, F.A.C. and 40 CFR 60, Appendix A.

[Rules 62-297.310(4),and 62-297.401, F.A.C.; 40 CFR 60.685(c)(2), 40 CFR 63 Subpart NNN Appendix A]

5. Comments on Specific Condition Nos. 22 and 23 - Determination of Compliance with Formaldehyde and Combined HAP Limitations, and Operation During Common Scrubber Stack Compliance Testing:  Owens Corning believes that this condition must specify that the tests shall be run when the bonded and unbonded processes are being used to manufacture products which have the potential to emit the highest rate of pollutants.  Such products would usually feature low square foot weight and high loss-on-ignition (LOI) properties and bonded product made with resin that contains the highest specified free phenol and free methanol levels, with a binder made from a urea/resin premix that contains the highest anticipated free formaldehyde content.  

Response:  The Department agrees that the testing should be performed under conditions which can be expected to produce the highest rate of pollutant emissions.  This is also consistent with the performance test requirements contained in the Wool Fiberglass NESHAP.  These provisions (as well as others) have been added to the operation during testing and test report data requirements as shown below in revised Specific Condition Nos. 22 and 24.   (See also Specific Condition No. 9 elsewhere in this determination)
22.  Operation During Common Scrubber Stack Compliance Testing – Compliance tests on the Forming, Curing and Cooling Scrubbers common stack shall be conducted while the product with the highest loss on ignition (LOI) expected to be produced by that line is being manufactured, and while the binder used on the bonded product line is made with resin with the highest free methanol and free phenol contents to be used at the facility and with a urea/resin premix that contains the highest anticipated free formaldehyde content. Testing shall be conducted during operation of six (6) fiberizers, with four (4) bonded fiberglass lines and two (2) unbonded fiberglass lines in operation, if feasible.  Each of the fiberizers shall be operating within 90-100% of their design production capacity of 1,320 pounds per hour of glass pulled.  (Alternately the total glass fiber production (glass pulled) during the testing shall be within 90-100% of the total four-fiberizer bonded product design capacity of 5,280 pounds per hour (4 x 1,320 = 5,280  pounds/hour) and within 90-100% of the total two-fiberizer unbonded product design capacity of 2,640 pounds per hour (2 x 1,320 = 2,640 pounds/hour).)  Compliance tests submitted for rates less than 90% of maximum permitted production rate or fewer than 6 total fiberizers or fewer than 4  bonded lines shall automatically amend the permit to reflect the tested rate plus 10% as the currently permitted production rate and the number of tested fiberizers and bonded lines as the currently permitted number of production lines.  Once the unit is so limited, operation at a 

higher production rate and/or number of fiberizers or bonded lines is allowed for no more than 15 consecutive days for the purposes of additional compliance testing to regain the authority to operate at the permitted capacity.  (Clarification:  When a unit is limited to an operating rate of 110% of the test rate or to a given number of fiberizers, the permittee may provide a 15-day notice of its intent to conduct an additional test (as per Condition No. 20 )  The notice may specify a 15-day period during which the unit will be allowed to operate at a higher rate or number of fiberizers for the purposes of testing.  For example, the first five days of the 15-day period may be used to bring the unit up to a higher production level; the next five days may be used for the testing itself.)  The test results shall be submitted to the Air Compliance Section of the Southwest District Office of the Department within 45 days of testing.  Upon written approval of the most recent results by the Air Compliance Section of the SW District of the Department, the unit may then operate at 110% of the most recent tested rate, not to exceed the maximum permitted rate.  The actual production rates during the test shall be included in each test report.  Failure to include the actual process or production rates with the test report, or operating at conditions which do not reflect the normal operating conditions, may invalidate the test.  In addition, the test report shall include the values of any scrubber control device operating parameters as specified elsewhere in this permit to be included with the test reports (see Specific Condition No. 24 below).

[Rules 62-297.310(2), and 62-4.070(3), F.A.C.; 40 CFR 60.685(b)]

24.  Compliance Test Reports -  A test report shall be submitted to the Air Compliance Section of the Southwest District Office of the Department within 45 days after each compliance test is completed.  In accordance with the requirements of Rule 62-297.310(8), F.A.C., the test report shall include sufficient information to allow the Department to determine if the test was properly conducted and the test results properly calculated.   The test reports shall also include the following operating and control device data for the period during which the testing was being conducted.


A. 
Baghouse Visible Emissions (VE) Compliance Test Reports:




1.
Operating Information:  Description of material handling or production equipment in operation along with estimated operating rate.



B. 
Scrubber  Stack PM and HAP Compliance Test Reports



1.  Operating Information:

a. 
number, identification, and type (bonded or unbonded) of fiberizers in operation;

b. 
production rate (pounds of glass pulled/hour) – for each fiberizer, and a total for bonded line fiberizers and for unbonded line fiberizers;

[40 CFR 60.685(c)(3)]
c. 
LOI (Loss on ignition, as determined by ASTM Standard Test Method D2584-68 (Reapproved 1979) or Appendix A to 40 CFR 63 Subpart NNN (NESHAP for Wool Fiberglass Manufacturing)(enclosed), and density (as determined by Appendix C to 40 CFR 63 Subpart NNN (enclosed)) of the product produced by each line during each run of the stack test; 

[40 CFR 60.685(c)(3)(i)]

d.
the free methanol and free phenol contents of the resin being used on the bonded product lines during the test period.
e
the free formaldehyde content of the resin used on the bonded lines during each run of the test (as determined by Appendix B to 40 CFR 63 Subpart NNN ((enclosed)) and the binder formulation used;
f.
the average rate of binder resin addition on the bonded lines during each run of the test  (in whatever units are standard for way that the application rate is quantified and controlled);

g. 
Line speed, trimmed mat width, and mat gram weight (in lb/ft) for each line  for each run of the test (determined for each test run from the process information or from direct measurements); 

[40 CFR 60.685(c)(3)(ii)]

h.
the location where the light coating spray was applied to the unbonded product during the test period (i.e., in the forming area or in the Forming area to hammermill transport duct), and, if it is applied in the Forming area, the rate of application  (in whatever units are standard for way that the application rate is quantified and controlled).



2.  Scrubber Operating Parameter Data (for each scrubber)*:

a.  scrubber pressure drop (inches H2O) during each run of compliance test;

[40 CFR 60.685(d)]
b.  scrubber liquid flow rate (gallons/minute) during each run of compliance test;     [40 CFR 60.685(d)]

c.
a description of the type of water/scrubber liquid being used in the scrubbers during the stack test (e.g., once-through water; recycled untreated closed loop water; cleaned and/or treated recycled water (with a description of any chemical(s added to the water; etc). 

(* Note:  The scrubber operating values for each scrubber during the compliance testing will establish the minimum required operating values during subsequent production, until such time as a lower level is established during subsequent compliance testing (see Specific Condition No. 13.).)
Failure to include the above data with the test report, or operating at conditions which do not reflect the normal operating conditions, may invalidate the test.

[Rules 62-4.070(3), 62-204.800(8)(b)(65), and 62-297.310(8), F.A.C.; NSPS 40 CFR 60.685 (see Appendix NSPS Subpart PPP)]

Owens Corning had the following Comments on Fibertek’s PM/PM10 Emission Estimates:

Owens Corning believes that Fibertek may have underestimated (or otherwise inadvertently omitted) potential PM/PM10 emissions from many of the sources at its planned facility.  The specific areas that they commented on are reflected in the following. 

6. Comment - Furnaces:  Owens Corning believes that  the emission factor used by Fibertek to estimate PM/PM10 emissions from the furnaces is too low and that the cold top electric melters likely used by Fibertek will likely emit considerably more controlled PM/PM10 than the furnaces that were considered in the Wool Fiberglass Manufacturing NESHAP docket that was used as the source of the emission factors.  

Response:   The Department believes that a conservative approach was used in estimating PM emissions from the Fibertek melting operations.  The uncontrolled factor used by Fibertek was derived from the U.S. EPA Wool Fiberglass NESHAP docket.  The technical materials in this docket have undergone extensive review by industry and Agency personnel and the Department has no basis to question its technical accuracy or it’s applicability to Fibertek’s proposed facility.  The Department does not have any information to determine whether the results from any of Owens Corning’s facilities would be applicable to Fibertek’s facility.  There is some basis to believe that PM emissions from the Fibertek facility may be less than those at Owens Corning facilities or those from the facilities in the NESHAP docket.  Many plants in the industry use melter design whereby materials are dropped an appreciable distance into the molten glass.  This increases turbulence and particulate emissions from the melter. Fibertek will use a design whereby raw materials from the batch delivery will be dropped within a sealed tube that extends to a point very close to the batch material-molten glass interface.  This design minimizes batch turbulence and therefore minimizes particulate matter associated with the splashing effect of dropped batch materials.  In addition, for the purposes of the PM emission calculations the assumed bagfilter PM control efficiency was only a conservative 99%.  A well-designed and operated bagfilter can be expected to achieve significantly greater than 99% control of PM emissions.  To clarify the facility operations being permitted, the permit facility description section has been expanded as shown at the end of this determination.

7. Comment:  Molten Glass Conveying Channels and Forehearths - Owens Corning notes that  Fibertek does not mention PM/PM10 emissions from any risers, refiners and/or conditioners that customarily are an integral part of this type of molten glass processing system and are frequently uncontrolled and vented as fugitive emissions within the furnace hall.  

Response:  The design of the Fibertek plant will be different than that of the Owens Corning plants on which their comments are based.  In the Fibertek facility the forehearths will be sealed.  In addition the Fibertek facility will use enclosed risers/refiners with enough length to allow the molten glass to cool down sufficiently prior to further processing.  Based on the above, the Fibertek facility is not expected to have the fugitive PM emissions that Owens Corning plants may have from these operations.  To clarify the facility operations being permitted, the permit facility description section has been expanded as shown at the end of this determination.

8. Comment:  Fiber & Pack Forming - Owens Corning believes that the uncontrolled PM/PM10 emission factor used by Fibertek is in error and that the assumed scrubber control efficiency is too high.  They believe that the emission factor likely understates the emissions from the bonded product and overstates emissions from the unbonded product.  They believe that unbonded operation will likely include some form of light coating application and overspray from this operation is significant and unaccounted source of fugitive PM emissions.

Response:  Fibertek is confident that they can achieve at least 30% PM removal efficiency in the scrubbers and the Department believes that the basis for this assumption, the EPA Wool Fiberglass NESHAP docket data, is valid.  Fibertek will be required to demonstrate, through stack testing, this control efficiency and establish the minimum scrubber operating parameters (pressure drop and water flow rate).  The uncontrolled PM emission factor for forming used by Fibertek, also from the Wool Fiberglass NESHAP docket, actually results in higher estimated uncontrolled PM emissions than the factors suggested by Owens Corning.  Unless it is determined to be unfeasible, Fibertek will be applying the light coating spray to the unbonded product in the forming area to hammer mill transport duct, which will eliminate any particulate matter emissions.  (See revised Specific Condition No. 13. and facility description shown elsewhere in this determination.)
9. Comment:  Fabrication and Packaging - Owens Corning feels that PM/PM10 fugitive emissions have not been quantified from various Fiberglass Pack Fabrication and Packaging Operations including the following:



- edge trimming of cooled glass fiber packs



- slitting of the trimmed pack into narrower width lanes;



- chopping to length of the bonded product prior to packaging;



- milling and pneumatic transport of unbonded glass fiber insulation prior to packaging



- milling and pneumatic transfer of a bonded loose fill insulation product from the 

              bonded pack edge trim material



- product packaging

Response:  After review of how the above operations will be handled by Fibertek, the Department believes that any dust generated by cutting and packaging activities will be minimal.  The edge trim operation is accomplished with a serrated tooth blade that is enclosed in a shroud under negative pressure.  A fan pulls off all of the dust and pieces generated by the blade and transports It to the forming hood where the pieces are merged with the newly forming mat.  The venturi scrubbers in the forming area capture and control PM emissions from this area.  The slitting process, which cuts the mats into widths, is done by a thin steel blade with a smooth sharp edge which creates a negligible amount of dust.  The mat length cutting is accomplished by a high-speed guillotine that creates a negligible amount of dust.  Off-line bonded product scrap is placed in a hammermill under negative pressure and the chopped product is pulled through a duct to a separator which separates the wool from the air and drops the product into an enclosed bagging system.  The transport air is exhausted into the forming hood where the venturi scrubbers serving this area capture any remaining dust.  The packaging system for the unbonded product line is identical to the above bonded scrap operation except that the transport air is discharged into the unbonded line forming hood.  Any controlled PM emissions from the above operations exhausted from the forming area scrubbers has been accounted for in the forming area PM emissions.  In addition, all of the cutting and packaging takes place in an enclosed building under a negative draw created by the forming fans, which route a considerable volume of ambient air into the building and then through the scrubbers and out the stack.  This air movement keeps the building under negative pressure and further assists in preventing any minimal dust that is created from escaping outside.  To clarify the facility operations being permitted, the permit facility description section has been expanded as shown at the end of this determination.

10. Comment:  Other Sources of Fugitive PM Emissions - Owens Corning believes that  Fibertek may have omitted other sources of fugitive PM/PM10 emissions including the following:



- Paved and unpaved roads and parking areas



- Cullet piles



- Batch material spills



- Cooling towers



- Backup engines



- Shop activities

Response:  After review of the above areas at the Fibertek facility, the Department believes that any fugitive or stack PM emissions generated by these activities will be minimal.  Fibertek had already included estimates of fugitive PM emissions from raw material handling in its application.  Other possible sources raised by Owens Corning have been reviewed.  Due to the fact that all roads are paved with negligible silt content and relatively low vehicle traffic, fugitive PM emissions from paved/unpaved roads have been estimated (using EPA AP-42 factors) at 0.60 tons/year.  Cullet piles, which are essentially piles of solid glass, are considered as negligible sources of fugitive PM emissions at wool fiberglass facilities.  As all material transfers occur pneumatically in an enclosed system, material spills are not expected and should be a negligible source of fugitive PM emissions.  Cooling towers emissions have been estimated (using EPA AP-42 factors) at 3.0 tons/year.  Backup emergency generator engine (a single diesel fired 300KW generator that will run a maximum of 100 hours/year) PM emissions have been estimated (using EPA AP-42 factors) at 0.016 tons/year).  Shop activities are considered negligible source of fugitive PM emissions at wool fiberglass manufacturing operations.  Adding the above additional potential fugitive/stack PM emission sources (total < 3.7 tons/year mostly from cooling tower) to the facility total results in potential PM emissions of 84.4 tons/year, well below the 100 ton/year major source threshold.  To clarify the facility operations being permitted, the permit facility description section has been expanded as shown at the end of this determination.

Owens Corning had the following Comments on Fibertek’s HAP Emission Estimates:

11. Comment: Resin and Coating Usage - Owens Corning felt that it was necessary to limit the amount of binder used in the bonded operation and the amount of coating that is used in the unbonded operation since these materials account for the majority of particulate matter emissions from the forming, curing and cooling operations and virtually all of the HAPs that will be emitted from the facility.   Additionally, Owens Corning felt that Fibertek should be required to monitor and record the amount of free methanol and free phenol that is delivered with the resin that is purchased as the resin is the source of all methanol and phenol HAP emissions.

Response:  Unless it is determined to be unfeasible, Fibertek will be applying the light coating spray to the unbonded product in the forming area to hammer mill transport duct, which will eliminate any particulate matter emissions.  Any emissions from bonded binder application or unbonded coating spray in the forming area will be controlled by the forming area scrubbers, with resulting PM and HAP emissions quantified and documented in the required scrubber stack compliance testing.

Free phenol and free methanol levels of the resin used will be limited to the levels of the resin used during the compliance testing.  The rate of binder application and binder formulations during the compliance testing will be required to be reported in the test report and Fibertek will be required to keep track of the amount of binder used each month.  Specific Condition No. 28. has been revised as shown below to add this second (and other) requirement.  (See also revised Specific Condition No. 24 shown elsewhere in this determination for added compliance report requirements.)

28.   Process and Production Records - In order to document compliance with the production limitations of Specific Condition No. 4,  the permittee shall maintain records of the following:


Daily

A.
date of record;

B.
production (glass pulled) from the bonded fiberglass lines (bonded tons); 

C.
Total production of fiberglass (glass pulled) from all lines (total bonded and unbonded tons);

Monthly

D.
calendar month of record;

E.
total bonded line  fiberglass production (glass pulled) for the month, and for the most recent 12-consecutive month period (tons/month and tons/12 consecutive months);

F.
total fiberglass production (glass pulled) (bonded and unbonded) for the month, and for the most recent 12-consecutive month period (tons/month and tons/12 consecutive months).

G.
average product LOI and density for each type of product (by R value and/or other product classification/identification including whether it is bonded or unbonded line product) produced that month;

H.
amount of binder resin used during the month (pounds or tons/month).

As Occurs
I.
The free methanol and free phenol content for each shipment of binder resins received; 

[Rule 62-4.070(3), F.A.C.]

12. Comment:  Scrubber Efficiency -  Owens Corning questions the high formaldehyde and phenol scrubber removal efficiencies, based on the NESHAP docket test data, used by Fibertek. They feel that in order to achieve scrubber gaseous pollutant control efficiencies (and be comparable to the scrubber operation in the NESHAP docket), the scrubbers will have to use cleaned and treated water (with very low concentration in dissolved solids), or use once-through water. and will have to include modifications to promote more turbulent gas/liquid contact and mixing.  The elements that make for more effective gaseous pollutant removal may make the scrubbers less effective and extremely unreliable particulate control devices.

Response:     Fibertek is confident that they can achieve the assumed scrubber removal efficiencies and the Department believes that the basis for these assumptions, the EPA Wool Fiberglass NESHAP docket data, is valid.  The permit contains limitations of pounds/ton of glass pulled Formaldehyde, methanol and phenol emission rates.  Fibertek will be required to demonstrate compliance with these limits through stack testing and establish the minimum scrubber operating parameters (pressure drop and water flow rate) that are required to maintain these emission levels.  Fibertek will be required to report the type of water being used in the scrubbers during the compliance testing and if necessary, this could form the basis for an operation permit scrubber requirement.  (See revised Specific Condition Nos.9., 13., 24 and 28 .and facility description shown elsewhere in this determination.)
13. Comment: Owens Corning questions Fibertek’s estimate of annual resin consumption (based on a too low resulting average product loss-on-ignition (LOI)) figure of 2,190,000 pounds and feels that 4,100,00 pounds (87% higher) is more reasonable. 

Response:  Fibertek is confident of its estimate of annual resin consumption based on the range of housing market insulation products it will produce.  The Department has more confidence in the Fibertek facility specific estimates than those used by Owens Corning, which seem to be based on an average product LOI much higher than will be reality for Fibertek. The permit will require that Fibertek keep monthly records of resin usage which will allow the Department to address the impact of resin usage above this level if does occur.   (See Specific Condition No. 28 shown elsewhere in this determination.) 

14. Comment::  Methanol from Forming Operations - Uncontrolled methanol (a HAP) Ef of 0.251 pounds/ton of glass (pg 7).  Owens Corning feels that the uncontrolled emission factor applies to curing and cooling operations only and does not account for the forming operations, which are a far more significant source of this HAP.  They feel that a more credible and easier to verify method of quantifying uncontrolled phenol and methanol emissions from forming operations would be to assume that all of the free phenol and free methanol in the purchased phenol/formaldehyde resin will become air emissions (i.e., mass balance).  They felt that even this does not account for methanol that could emanate from the silane that must be used in the binder formulations.

Response:  Fibertek feels that a conservative approach was used in estimating HAP emissions from their proposed facility.  The methanol emission factor used was based on the EPA Wool Fiberglass NESHAP document data for curing operations at similar facilities.  No credit was taken for any methanol control efficiency from the scrubbers.  The generation of methanol, is assumed to come from the free methanol contained in the binder resin used in the bonded product only.  Emissions from the binder resin were primarily expected in the bonded product curing operations, where the binder resin in the mat is thermally cured and set.  The NESHAP docket test data did not include any information on methanol emissions from forming operations. (Note:  The Wool Fiberglass NESHAP limits formaldehyde emissions but not methanol emissions.)   In order to address the potential for methanol emissions from the bonded product forming area Fibertek has revised their emission summary to estimate emissions from forming based on a mass balance approach.  Total methanol content in the resin was used to calculate the total worst-case mass emission rate for methanol.  Methanol emission from the curing area, previously calculated based on the emission factor from the NESHAP docket, were then subtracted out and the remaining balance assumed to be methanol emissions associated with forming.  This resulted in an additional 2.71 tons/year of methanol emissions, bringing the facility total potential-to-emit up to 5.47 tons/year, still well below the 10 tons/year Title V/NESHAP major source level.  Fibertek will be required to conduct a stack test for methanol from the common stack for the four scrubbers that control emissions from the forming, cooling and curing operations.  The Department has no information on methanol that might be generated in the form area through the use  of the small amounts of silane that will be used in the binder formulation.  The scrubber exhaust stack compliance testing for methanol will include methanol generated in the forming area from the silane, if any.  Specific Condition No. 9., which limits total HAP emissions of formaldehyde, phenol and methanol to a level below the major source level, has been revised, as shown below, to insure that potential emissions of methanol (and phenol), from the forming, curing and cooling area do not exceed the individual HAP major source threshold.  (Formaldehyde emissions are already limited to below this level by Specific Condition No. 8.)


9.   Additional HAP Emission and HAP Containing Material Limitations - Emissions of formaldehyde, phenol and methanol (all Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAPs) as defined in Rule 62-210.200, F.A.C.) from the Forming, Curing, and Cooling scrubbers common exhaust stack shall not exceed a combined total of 1.90 pounds/ton of bonded product line glass pulled , with phenol and methanol emissions each not exceeding a maximum of 0.88 pounds per ton of bonded product line glass pulled*.  In order to insure that these limits are met on an ongoing basis, binder resin purchased shall have no greater than 0.5% free methanol and 0.5% free phenol contents unless resin with higher methanol and/or phenol contents can be shown through compliance testing to result in emission rates in compliance with the emission limitations of this permit.  Binder formulation and preparation shall be in accordance with manufacturer’s procedures. 


[Rule 62-210.200, F.A.C. (Potential to Emit), as requested in application dated July 2004]


(* Permitting Note: The above emission limitations, in conjunction with the bonded Product production limitation contained in this permit, will limit the combined potential Formaldehyde, Phenol and Methanol emissions from the Forming, Curing and Cooling operations to less than 21.0  tons/year and potential individual phenol and methanol emissions to less than 9.8 tons/year (as required in Specific Condition No. 6.).  Potential after-control emissions of all HAPs from all other operations are expected to be less than a total of 0.75 TPY.)


Compliance Note:  The averaging time for all of the above pounds/ton emission limitations shall be the averaging time in the applicable compliance stack test method (e.g. 3-hour averaging time for particulate matter).

15. Comment:  Emissions of Other HAPs - Owens Corning believes that Fibertek may have failed to account for HAP compounds other than arsenic from the melt furnace and molten glass conveying channel and forehearths.  They specifically mentioned solid HAP (lead and chrome compounds), and acid gas HAPs (HF and HCL) from the risers and furnaces.

Response:  Lead and chromium emissions from the furnaces were not included in the facility emissions estimates because the EPA Wool Fiberglass NESHAP docket test data showed that any emissions of these compounds were below detection levels.  There is no information that HF or HCL emissions can be expected from these operations at anything other than negligible levels.

16. Comment::  Other omitted sources of fugitive HAP (and VOC) emissions - Owens Corning notes that Fibertek did not account emission from the tanks that will be used to premix and mix binder ingredients, store binder and circulate binders to the application equipment in the forming section.

Response:  These small ingredient mixing and holding tanks are expected to result in negligible emission of HAPs.  The conservative nature of the binder ingredient bulk storage tank emission estimates will account for any small amount of emissions from these tanks.  Mixing of binder preparations will create negligible HAP emissions.

17. Comment:  Omissions in Fibertek’s Inventory of NOx Emissions - In addition to NOx from natural gas combustion, Owens Corning believes that there could be significant NOx emissions resulting from use of urea (as a premix for the resin – used to pre-react with and tie up free formaldehyde, thereby reducing formaldehyde emissions) which will result in NOx in the forming section and curing oven, and from the possible use of niter, which would be a significant source of NOx from the melt furnaces.

Response:  Niter will not be used at the Fibertek so there will be no NOx emissions from this source.  NOx emissions associated with urea usage are expected to be negligible. The urea solution is prepared is prepared in a one-to-one mole ratio with the free formaldehyde in the binder resin and becomes a dominant part of the bonding of the fiberglass.  The product becomes unsaleable if Fibertek operates outside of the desired molar rations and therefore the urea-formaldehyde bond is created through careful and measured preparation of the binder.  Therefore it is reasonable to assume that no more than a negligible amount of the urea will be liberated as NOx.  Fibertek will maintain operating conditions (forming temperature and oven temperatures) such that any negative impact on emissions will be minimized.  To clarify the facility operations being permitted, the permit facility description section has been expanded as shown at the end of this determination.

18. Comment:  Omissions in Fibertek’s Inventory of SO2 Emissions - In addition to SO2 from natural gas combustion, Owens Corning believes that there could be significant SO2 emissions resulting from use of sulfates in the binder or in the mixed glass batch formulations.

Response:  The Department expects SO2 emissions from the binder and batch raw materials to be minimal.  There is no data from the supplier of the binder suggesting that any significant amount of ammonium sulfate in the binder will evolve into SO2 and be emitted. Fibertek further reports that the binding agent supplier has said that while no sulfur would be expected to evolve in the wool fiberglass process, any amount that did would be immediately converted into a salt.  Fibertek desires and expects raw materials batch ingredients to be free from any sulfates since this represents an unwanted glass contaminant.

 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
Revised Facility Description (on pages 1 and 2 of the permit)

This permit authorizes the construction of a fiberglass insulation manufacturing facility.  

(The facility SIC code is 3296 – Mineral Wool Manufacturing.)  As described below, the plant will consist of raw material handling, glass melting and refining operations, glass fiber forming operations, and curing and cooling operations, as well as associated support operations.  The products to be produced are low density (0.5 to 1.5 lb/cuft) loose fill (unbonded) and mat roll (bonded) insulation products intended for the housing market (R factor range R11 to R38).  

Raw Material Handling (Emission Unit (EU) 001)

The primary raw material used to manufacture the glass is sand.  Other material such as anhydrous borax, silica, and sodium sulfate, soda ash, and dolomite are mixed with the sand in varying quantities.  (Note:  Niter will not be used as an ingredient in the mixed glass formulation.)  To the extent possible, raw materials will be free of arsenic and sulfates.  Raw materials are delivered via rail car or truck for large volume supplies and in drums or bags for smaller volume supplies.  Pneumatic, and vibrator/gravity systems are used to unload the bulk raw materials to silos, with a common bin vent fabric filter.  Bulk raw materials are gravity-fed through a fabric tube to a weigh station and then dropped to a mixer for blending.  These operations take place inside the manufacturing building.

Melting (Emission Unit 002), and Forming Curing and Cooling (Emission Unit 003)

After weighing and mixing, the raw materials are conveyed pneumatically to the two (2) cold top electric melting furnaces where molten glass is formed.  The raw materials will be dropped into the furnace within sealed tubes that extend to a point very close to the batch-molten glass interface thereby minimizing splashing effect and batch turbulence  within the melter.   The molten glass leaves the furnace and passes through the enclosed riser and the forehearth where it is cooled to the proper temperature for forming. The risers and the forehearths are sealed to eliminate emissions.  In the Forming process the molten glass then enters the fiberizers where glass fibers are formed by a rotary spin process that uses centrifugal force to move the glass through small holes in the walls of a swiftly moving cylinder.  An air stream then breaks the fibers into pieces.  The fiberizers each include a 0.8 MMBtu/hour natural gas fired burner to provide heat.  There are a total of eight (8) fiberizers, each with a production capacity of 1,320 pounds of glass fibers per hour, but EU 002 only has enough melt capacity to supply six (6) fiberizers at any one time.  Four (4) fiberizers are dedicated to bonded mat rolls, etc.) fiberglass lines and four (4) fiberizers are dedicated to unbonded (loose fill) fiberglass lines.  On the four bonded lines, the glass fibers are then bonded with a thermosetting binder .  (The binder resin typically contains methanol, phenol, formaldehyde ( all HAPs) and silane.  Urea solution is premixed with the binder resin (used to pre-react with and tie up free formaldehyde, thereby reducing formaldehyde emissions) in a one-to-one mole ratio with the free formaldehyde in the binder resin.)  The bonded glass fibers are then sent to a 5.0 MMBtu/hour natural gas fired oven for curing of the binder resin.  The bonded fiberglass is then sent through a cooling section where it is moved along a wire mesh conveyor.  Negative suction underneath the conveyor pulls ambient air across the fiberglass cooling it before packaging.  On the four unbonded lines, the unbonded glass fibers do not have to be cured or cooled and therefore are sent directly from forming to the packaging area.  A light spray coating (mineral oil, silicon, anti-static material) is sprayed on the unbonded glass fibers.  In order to minimize particulate matter emissions, this application will be done in the transport (from forming area to hammermill) duct if feasible (otherwise it is applied in the forming area).
In the bonded Product Fabrication and Packaging area the bonded product mat is trimmed and cut to the desired size in the following operations.  In the edge trim operation, inconsistent and low-density edges are trimmed from the pack by a serrated tooth blade that is enclosed in a shroud under negative pressure.  A fan pulls off all of the dust and pieces generated by the blade and pneumatically transports it to the forming hood where the pieces are merged with the newly forming mat.  In the slitting process the mat is cut into widths appropriate for framed walls by a thin-tool steel blade with smooth sharp edges.  In the last step, the mat is cut into desired lengths by a high-speed guillotine.  Off-line bonded product scrap is placed in a hammermill under negative pressure and the chopped product is pneumatically transported to a separator which separates the fiberglass wool from the air and drops the product into an enclosed bagging system located below the separator.  The transport air is exhausted through the bonded line forming hood.
In the unbonded product packaging area the unbonded product is placed in a hammermill under negative pressure and the chopped product is pneumatically transported to a separator which separates the fiberglass wool from the air and drops the product into an enclosed bagging system located below the separator.  The transport air is exhausted through the unbonded line forming hood.  In the packaging area, a paper backing is attached to one side of the bonded product mat with a pre-applied (off-site) heat-activated adhesive .
All of the above fabrication (cutting) and packaging operations take place in an enclosed building under negative pressure created by the forming fans, which route approximately 210,000 acfm of ambient air into the building and then out through the venturi scrubbers and common exhaust stack.
Cullet material (scrap solid glass) material is recycled back into the melt furnaces to be reformed into molten glass (furnaces batches can use up to 40% cullet).  

Emission Controls

· Particulate matter emissions from raw material handling operations (EU 001) will be controlled by a Model No. 49S-8-20-TR-B Mikropul – Mikro-Pulsaire Bin Vent fabric filter with a design gas flow rate of 2,800 acfm.

· Particulate matter emissions from raw material transfer to and operation of the two (2) melting furnaces (EU 002) will be controlled by two (2) Model No. 64S-8-20-TR-B Mikropul – Mikro-Pulsaire high temperature fabric filters (one for each furnace) with design gas flow rates of 3,600 acfm.  

· Emissions (particulate matter, formaldehyde, phenol) from the Forming, Curing and Cooling operations (EU 003) will be controlled by four (4) venturi scrubbers - three (3) on the Forming operations (Bonded Zone A and Zone B, and Unbonded Zone A), and one (1) on the unbonded Curing and Cooling operations.  Two of the scrubbers (Bonded Zone A and Unbonded Zone A) will have a design air flow rate of 60,000 acfm, while the other two (Bonded Zone B and Curing/Cooling) will have a gas flow rate of 44,000 acfm.  All four scrubbers will be ducted together discharge to one 130-foot tall, 11-foot diameter common exhaust stack.  The scrubbers will be built in-house based on fiberglass insulation industry standard designs for these applications.

Exempt Emission /Source/Activities

Other miscellaneous Emission Sources/Activities at this facility which are exempt from air permitting in accordance with the provisions of Rule 62-210.300(3)(b)(1), and 62-210.300((3(a)20., F.A.C., include the following:

· 8,500 gallon phenol-formaldehyde resin storage tank (vents inside building)

· 8,500 gallon mineral oil storage tank

· 8,500 gallon Mulrex oil storage tank

· Electric fore hearth

· Fabrication (trimming, slitting and cutting) and Packaging operations

· Bonded scrap hammer mill and bagging system
· Cullet (scrap solid glass) piles

· Cooling towers

· 300 kW diesel-fired emergency generator

· Miscellaneous operation support activities.
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
Change to Permit Expiration Date

Due to the delay in issuance of this final construction permit, the permit expiration date has been changed from 12/31/2005 to 03/31/2006.

-- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
Summary of Department Response

The parent company of Fibertek, WF Engineering, builds, owns, and operates wool fiberglass manufacturing plants (including work done for Owens Corning facilities).  As such they have extensive experience and expertise in the design and operation of wool fiberglass plant.  They have designed this facility to employ state-of-the-art technology to ensure that the Lakeland facility remains a synthetic minor source of air emissions under any Clean Air Act definition of “major”.  Fibertek has stated their intent to remain a minor source and, if as a result of initial compliance testing, it is shown that the permitted production levels would result in emissions that would trigger any major source levels, then Fibertek has committed to voluntarily limit production to a level that would stay at the minor source level while the Department revises the permit conditions, if and as needed, to insure the facility remained a minor source.


Owens Corning has made the assumption that Fibertek will be using the same production equipment, raw materials, emissions control systems, and operating procedures, and will be producing the same range of products as Owens Corning does at its facilities.  These are not valid assumptions as Fibertek will solely be producing a relatively narrow range of products aimed at the housing insulation market.  Fibertek is employing state of the art control technology, including three fabric filter baghouses and four venturi scrubbers designed specifically for this application.  In addition, the building where all the production activity will be taking place will be under a negative pressure such that the air flow will pull fugitive emission into and through one of the emission control devices.

Owens Corning has brought up some valid points that, upon review, caused the Department to believe that additional clarification and requirements should be made to the permit, especially as it relates to operation conditions during compliance testing, and operating data to be included with the test report and used as a basis for normal operation requirements.

The Department believes that it has reasonable assurance that this facility can and will be a minor source of air pollutants, with emissions below the Title V, PSD and NESHAP major source criteria for the applicable air pollutants.  The final permit, as revised, will now 1.) include limitations in the permit that will insure that this facility remains a minor source of air pollutants; 2.) require that the applicant conduct compliance testing to document compliance with the permit emission limitations under conditions expected to result in the higher level of emissions; 3.) require that key production, control device, and material composition data representing operation during the testing period be recorded, and reported with the test reports; and 4.) insure through operating and recordkeeping requirements that the facility continues to operate under conditions for which compliance with the permit emission limitations has been demonstrated and which reflect the information submitted in and as part of the construction permit application.  Fibertek is required to submit an application for an operation permit within 90 days after conducting the required compliance tests.  The Department can add any additional operating, recordkeeping and testing requirements that, based on the operating conditions during the compliance tests and the test results, are deemed necessary to insure that the facility operates as a minor source.  If necessary the Department will also revise the construction permit to modify or add any emission or production limitations required to insure ongoing minor source status through Federally enforceable permit requirements.

CONCLUSION

The final action of the Department is to issue the permit with the indicated revisions. 
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