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Attached are five copies of a Prevention of Significant
Deterioraticon (PSD) application for the modification of our lead-
acid battery recycling facility located in Tampa, FL Also
included is check in the amount of $7,500 to cover the
application fee. The modeling outputs, both hard copy and on
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initially deemed exempt from PSD by the DEP in 1984, this
application was recently reguested retroactively for the
reptacement of a blast furnace. The new furnace is currently
listed in permit number A029-173310.

Should you have any guestion or require additional information,
please contact me at (813) 626-6151.

Sincerely,

Willis M, Kitchen
President
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1.0
INTRODUCTION

Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. ("Gulf Coast") is herein making application to the Florida
Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) for a Construction Permit to modify a battery
recycling facility located southeast of the intersection of Interstate 4 and U. S. Highway 41 in
the city of Tampa, Hillsborough County, Florida. The site is depicted on Figures 1.1 and 1.2.
Based on the emission levels and the location involved, the permitting of this source is subject
to the USEPA requirements of 40 CFR §51.166 "Prevention of Significant Deterioration" (PSD)
and the corresponding Florida Air Quality Regulations Rule 17-2.500.

This document describes the anticipated air quality impacts from, and the air poltution
control techniques used in, the modification of Gulf Coast’s facility. It presents a technical
demonstration that this modification, which consisted of the replacement of two existing blast
furnaces with one furnace 25 percent larger, has and will comply with all applicable state and
federal air pollution control regulations. This demonstration generally uses conservative
estimates and values regarding control efficiencies and estimates of impacts for purposes of
presenting a worst-case scenario. Actual impacts are expected to be significantly less than the
projected estimates contained herein.

The actua! startup of the new furnace took place in late 1984. This furnace was first
permitted on January 28, 1985 by permit number AO29-95366, later by permit number AO29-
173310 on July 17, 1990, and finally by amended permit number AO29-173310 on November
19, 1990 (see Appendix A). This latter permit expires on November 15, 1995. At the time of
the modification it was determined by DEP that no PSD review was required. Subsequent
events have, however, determined that a PSD review was applicable and that a full PSD analysis
needs to be performed retroactively (see Appendix B). The history of the exhaustive permitting
process for this modification can be found in the "After-the-Fact Construction Application”
previously submitted on February 10, 1992.
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AREA MAP
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1.1 PROCESS DESCRIPTION

In the battery recycling process, discarded automotive and industrial lead-acid storage
batteries are crushed and mechanically separated into their component fractions. In this process,
the sulfuric acid is drained and neutralized while the plastic casings are segregated and shipped
off-site for further processing and eventual resale. The lead-bearing components are then fed
into the blast furnace for lead recovery. The lead is then refined further and eventually
combined with alloying metals in refining kettles to produce finished lead alloys meeting
customer specifications. Finished lead from the kettles is cast into ingots for shipment and
eventual re-use. The major source of air pollution at the facility is the blast furnace which burns
metallurgical coke in the smelting of lead scrap. Exhaust gases are emitted to the atmosphere
through an existing baghouse and stack. It is this blast furnace which is the subject of this
application. A simplified flow diagram is shown on Figure 1.3.

1.2 PSD APPLICABILITY

PSD regulations seek to protect areas in which the ambient air quality is better than the
federally-established health-related National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). Florida
has established lower ambient standards than the federal standards. They will be referred to as
the Florida Ambient Air Quality Standards (FAAQS). Sources are considered "major stationary
sources” and are subject to the PSD regulations if they fall into either one of the following two
categories: (1) One of the 28 specific categories of industries specified in Title 40 of CFR Part
51.166 (b)(1)(iXa) and with the "potential” to emit more than 100 tons/yr of a regulated
pollutant; or, (2) Any source with the "potential” to emit 250 tons or more/yr of a regulated
pollutant.

Pollutants emitted from the new blast furnace include lead (Pb), sulfur dioxide (SO,),
carbon monoxide (CO), particulate matter (PM), nitrogen oxides (NO,), and volatile organic
compounds (VOCs). The Gulf Coast facility is considered a secondary lead smelter which is
one of the 28 specific categories mentioned above (secondary metal production plants). PSD
regulations also establish "significant” or "de minimus" levels for all regulated pollutants. For
"major" sources, these "significant” levels determine applicability of PSD review for all
pollutants emitted.

14
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Once a facility is determined to be "major” for one pollutant (either the 100 or 250
tons/yr limit described above), then a PSD review must also be done for all other pollutants that
have the "potential” to exceed the significant levels. Gulf Coast Recycling was already
considered a "major” source due to its existing CO and SO, emission levels being greater that
100 tons/yr. It was subsequently determined that the CO and SO, emissions increases associated
with the replacement of the blast furnace exceeded the 100 and 40 tons/yr significance levels.
This made the modification subject to PSD review.
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2.0
BEST AVAILABL
CONTROL TECHNOLOGY REVIEW

All affected emissions units, regardless of size, must undergo a Best Available Control
Technology (BACT) analysis. However, in light of the criterion of economic reasonableness,
an analysis should only be as extensive as the quantity of pollutants emitted and the ambient air
impacts created. Experience has shown that facilities that emit small amounts of pollutants have
extremely high costs associated with the installation and operation of highly effective emission
controls. This section describes and quantifies emissions from the new blast furnace as well as
from the rest of the facility and performs a BACT review for each applicable pollutant. A "top-
down" BACT review identifies all reasonable control technologies and analyzes them for control
efficiency and environmental, energy, and economic impacts. This analysis is performed for
each identified technology in order of control efficiency. If the first technology (highest control
efficiency) is not chosen an indication, e.g., cost prohibitiveness, of why it was not chosen must
be given.

An emissions summary is presented in Table 2.1. The only source associated with this
modification is the new blast furnace. Since it has been in operation for about nine years, there
are good source test data available. There are three distinct operations associated with the
furnace. In addition to the basic smelting there is charging, when raw material is being added
to the furnace, and fapping, when the molten lead is tapped from the furnace. All operations
are included in the blast furnace total. '

2.1 SULFUR DIOXIDE

The primary source of SO, is from the furnace exhaust. Gulf Coast is currently
permitted for a maximum of 384.2 lbs/hr and 7,800 hours/yr. However, this application
requests a federally enforceable permit limit of 374 Ibs/hr and to allow for 8,760 hours/yr, limits
which were used in the air dispersion modeling analysis. The installation of the new blast
furnace increased emissions above the 40 tons/yr significance level for SO, and subsequently
made PSD/BACT applicable for this pollutant. As stated previously, the blast furnace is the
primary source of SO, emissions and therefore this blast furnace will be the focal point of the
BACT analysis. This analysis will attempt to discuss a representative sample of control
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. .BLE 2.1 .

PSD APPLICABILITY FOR NEW BLAST FURNACE

values are in tons/year

50, 1,498.00' 1,638.12 ¢ 1,387.00 251.12 40 YES 0.00 0.09 251.21 1638.21 _
Pb 0.02341 0597 6.69 -6.10 0.6 NO 0.00 0.00 -6.10 0.59
PM 12.48? 14.02°* 9.51 4.51 15 | NO 0.00 0.75 5.26 14.77
co 2,665.004 2,992.95° 1,774.00 1,218.95 100 YES 2,693.66° 523 -1,469.48 304.53%
NOy, 7.72¢ 8.67° 5.14 3.53 40 NO 0.00 20.91 24.44 29.58

l voC 129.094 _ 14498 ° _ 85.91 _ 59.07 40 N/t 137.73 ____0.42 -78.24 7.67

Based on permitted maximum of 384.2 Ibs/hr, 7800 hrs/yr

2 Based on Octobqr 24, 1991 source test (0.006 lbs/hr, 7,800 hrs/yr)
Based on permitted maximum, 7,800 hrs/yr

* Based on October 21, November 4, 1991 source tests, 7800 hrs/yr
Based on a design destruction efficiency of 90%

¢ _ Based on requested limit of 374 Ibs/hr, 8,760 hrs/yr

7 Based on requested limit of 0.134 Ibs/hr, 8,760 hrs/yr

Based on permitted limit, 8,760 hrs/yr

* Based on October 21, November 4, 1991 source tests, 8,760 hrs/yr
* Based on 8,760 hrs/yr

Surrounding area classified as non-attainment for ozone (VOCs), PSD not applicable

Based on a design destruction efficiency of 95%



technologies for SO, removal while evaluating the environmental, energy, and economic impacts
of each.

Nearly twenty different types of flue gas desulfurization systems (FGDs) have been
developed over the years, each of which removes SO, from the flue gas by an absorption
process. For convenience, FGDs are classified either as "throwaway" or "regenerable,”
depending on whether the absorber product is treated to recover the reagents or simply disposed.
Furthermore, it would not be feasible in this analysis to evaluate the advantages and
disadvantages of each and every scrubbing alternative available on the market today. The
selection of a specific process as the ideal one would be virtually impossible since so many
factors are involved: capital investment, construction costs, operating costs, reagent costs, waste
treatment, stabilization, disposal, and possible by-product reclaim.

The New Source Performance Standards (NSPS) concerning this industry do not address
SO, emissions due to the variation and cost of controlling them. For purposes of this analysis,
two representative control strategies have been selected for a detailed evaluation. The two
strategies that have proven to be effective in reducing potential SO, emissions are dry lime sturry
injection (dry scrubbing) and wet limestone scrubbing (wet scrubbing). A third control strategy,
desulfurization, is also included for comparison purposes.

2.1.1 Dry Scrubbing

In a semi-dry process, the exhaust flue gas from the furnace’s metallurgical baghouse and
a lime slurry are mixed in a spray dryer. The lime then reacts with and absorbs the sulfur
dioxide components in the gas stream forming sulfur-bearing particulates.- Baghouses are
excellent devices for controlling particulates, including lead. For this reason, the metallurgical
baghouse catch is rich in lead and is typically cycled back into the furnace for reprocessing.

There are some process-related constraints concerning dry scrubbing inherent in Gulf
Coast’s current operation. If a dry scrubber were to precede the metallurgical baghouse, the
sulfate particles would contaminate the lead catch and would also be recycled back into the
furnace, which would increase the potential for increased SO, loading. The only logical solution
is to follow the dry scrubbing system with an additional baghouse including a segregated
hopper/receiving bin. The collected particulates from this secondary baghouse could not be
recycled through the furnace but would have to be classified as a hazardous waste and
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transported to a certified landfill. Historical control efficiencies for this particular type of
control technology range from 75-90 percent. The following economic impact analysis is based
on an overall removal efficiency of 90 percent.

ECONOMIC IMPACT ANALYSIS

Design Parameters:

Flow rate: 24,300 acfm
SO, Emission Rate: 374 Ibs/hr
Temperature: 154°F
Removal Efficiency: 90%
Expected Life of Equipment: 10 years
Capital Investment':
Control Equipment? (delivered): $ 506,250
Site Preparation®/Installation: 300,000

Total: $ 806,250

Quote from Electric Controls & Service Co., Inc., Birmingham, AL

Control equipment includes: spray dryer absorber, associated baghouse, reagent and slurry preparation
and handling equipment, solids transfer and recycle equipment, fan/motor, other suppont
equipment/instrumentation, delivery, eic.

Installation inc¢ludes: engineering design, site preparation, erection, field management, startup, etc.

Annual Costs

Operating Labor and Supervision: $ 15,000

Maintenance and Repairs: $ 15,200
Power and Utilities: $ 129,441
Depreciation @ 10%/yr: $ 101,250
Disposal Cost: 464 750

Total: $ 725,641

24




Annualized SO, Removal Calculation

Inlet Emission Rate: 374 Ibs/hr

Removal Efficiency: 90%

Total SO, Removed: 336.6 lbs/hr

Hours of Operation: 8,760 hours (requested)
Annual Reduction: 1,474 tons/yr

Net Annual Cost: $ 725,641

Net Ann Cost/Ton SO, Removed: $ 492/ton

Capital Cost: $ 806,250

Capital Cost/Ton SO, Removed:  § 547/ton
Control Technolo osting Calculatio

Cost of Dry Scrubbing Reagent (lime)
88 Ibs/hr of lime x $ 75/ton + 2,000 Ibs/ton x 8,760 hrs/yr = $ 28,908/yr

" Cost of Handling and Disposal of Hazardous Waste ($ 250/ton)
(1,474 tons/yr of SO, removed + 385 tons/yr of lime) x $ 250/ton = $ 464,750/yr

Power Requirements for Pollution Control System

Booster Fan/Motor, Process Req., Instrumentation, Air Compressor, etc = 342 hp
342 hp x 745.7 watts/hp + 1000 watts/kW = 255 kW/hr

255 kW/hr x $ 0.045/kW x 8,760 hrs/yr = $100,533/yr

Product Costs

Avg. annual pounds of lead
produced/sold: : 49,415,000 (@ 8,760 hrs/yr)
Annual cost of scrubbing system: $ 725,641
Cost per pound of lead produced: $ 0.0147
Current price received for lead:  $ 0.23/Ib
Percent of gross income from product
sales spent on scrubber system: 6.38%
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The economic impact of this technology is estimated above at $492/ton of SO, removed.
Due to the relatively low throughput of this facility, it is also estimated that 6.38 percent of .
gross income from product sales would be spent on the scrubbing system. Based on these costs,
it is recommended that this technology not be considered BACT for this particular application.

ENERGY IMPACT ANALYSIS

The total power requirements were addressed in the economic analysis, as far as
determining total annual cost for the operation of the subject pollution contro! equipment. It has
been shown that the electrical requirements will be 255 kW or 1.99 million kWh/yr. It has been
estimated that the 255 kW electrical demand, for this subject control system, would require an
equivalent heat value of 870,672 Btu/hr or approximately 69.6 Ibs of coal/hr at 12,500 Btu/lb.
Based on these energy requirements, it is recommended that this technology not be considered
BACT for this particular application.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS

In conjunction with the additional cost for power, the incremental SO, increase associated
with the power production phase and the solid waste disposal requirements must also be
considered. To provide the 255 kW needed to operate this system, it was estimated above that
271.4 additional tons of coal would need to be burned at a typical power generating station in
the area. Assuming a typical coal sulfur content of 1.2 percent would result in a net annual
potential increase in air emissions of 12,704 1bs of SO,/yr.

It was estimated above that approximately 1,656 tons of sulfur-bearing particulates would
be generated each year. These particulates must then be classified as a hazardous waste and
buried in a certified landfill. The country’s landfills are rapidly nearing capacity, and new ones
are proving to be very difficult to permit, especially those that accept hazardous substances. In
this situation, the scrubbing system is merely a trade-off of pollutants. Air emissions are
reduced while hazardous waste is increased at a cost of reduced landfill space. It is, therefore,
recommended that this technology not be considered as BACT for this project.
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2.1.2 Wet Scrubbing

Conventional wet limestone scrubbing was selected over the many other wet scrubbing
alternatives because it utilizes a cheap, abundant absorbent and is widely applied commercially.
As of 1989, over 48 percent of all scrubbing applications in this country employed wet limestone
technology. In this process, a limestone slurry solution is injected in a spray tower to absorb
SO, and form a calcium sulfite/sulfate sludge. The advantage of this system is that, in some
situations, it is capable of achieving an overall removal efficiency of more than 90 percent. The
industry average for this type of control technology is more on the order of 82 percent. Some
of the disadvantages are:

1. A wet effluent is produced that requires additional treatment with complex
effluent treatment systems. For every ton of SO, removed, 4.25 tons of sludge
are produced and, in this particular application, the sludge would be classified as
hazardous, thereby requiring highly specialized treating, stabilizing, handling, and
disposal requirements.

2. Economics and space requirements are not as attractive as for other alternatives.

3. Wet scrubbers are more prone to corrosion problems and may require expensive
materials of construction.

4. Historically, wet scrubbers have experienced more operating problems (i.e.,
scaling, plugging, erosion, and corrosion) and higher maintenance requirements
than the alternatives.

ECONOMIC IMPACT ANALYSIS

Design Parameters:

Flow Rate: : 24,300 acfim
SO, Emission Rate: 374 Ibs/hr
Temperature: 154°F
Remova) Efficiency: 9%0%
Expected life of equipment: 10 years
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Capital Investment':

Control Equipment? (delivered): $ 530,100
. Site Preparation/Installation’: $ 570,000
Total: $ 1,100,100

Quote from Electric Controls & Service Co., Inc., Birmingham, AL

Contro] equipment includes: spray dryer absorber, associated baghouse, reagent and slurry preparation
and handling equipment, solids transfer and recycls equipment, fan/motor, other support
equipment/instrumentation, delivery, etc.

Installation includes: engineering design, site preparation, erection, field management, startup, etc.

Annual Costs

Operating Labor and Supervision: $ 15,000

Maintenance and Repairs: $ 20,000
Power & Utilities: $ 121,430
Depreciation @ 10%/yr: $ 25,200
Disposal Cost: $ 1,566,125
. Total: $ 1,747,755

Annualized SO, Removal Calculation

Inlet Emission Rate: 374 Ibs/hr

Removal Efficiency: 90%

Total SO, Removed: 336.6 Ibs/hr
Hours of Operation: 8,760 (requested)
Annua] Reduction: 1,474 tons/yr
Net Annual Cost: $ 1,747,755

Net Ann Cost/Ton SO, Removed: $ 1,186/ton
Capital Cost: $ 1,100,100

Capital Cost/Ton SO, Removed:  $ 746/ton



Control hnology Costing Calculations

Cost of Wet Scrubbing Reagent (limestone)
174 lbs/hr of limestone x $ 75/ton <+ 2,000 Ibs/ton x 8,760 hrs/yr = $ 57,159/yr

Cost of Handling and Disposal of Hazardous Waste = $ 250/ton

For every ton of SO, removed, 4.25 tons of sludge are generated

1,474 tons of SO, removed/yr x 4.25 tons of sludge generated = 6,265 tons of sludge/yr
6,265 tons sludge/yr x $250/ton = $ 1,566,125/yr

Power Requirements for Pollution Control System Booster Fan/Motor, pump/motors,
agitators, process requirements, instrumentation, etc. = 165 hp

Conversion Factor = 745.7 watts/hp

165 hp x 745.7 watts/hp + 1,000 watt/kW = 123 kW/hr

123 kW/hr x $0.045/kW x 8,760 hrs/yr = $48,503/yr

Water Requirements
15 gallons/min x 60 min/hr x 8,760 hrs/yr x $ 2.00/1000 gals = $ 15,768/yr

In addition to the above water costs, there also exists a capacity problem. Gulf Coast’s
current wastewater disposal permit allows for 20 gallons per minute to be discharged into
the City’s sewer line which runs from the facility to the main trunk line approximately
1 mile away. This rate of 20 galions per minute is also the current maximum capacity
of the line. In a letter from the City of Tampa concerning this issue (see Appendix C)
they state that the capacity of this line is not scheduled to be increased until 1995 at the
earliest.

Product Costs

Avg. annual pounds of lead

produced/sold: $49,415,000 (@ 8,760 hrs/yr)
Annual cost of scrubbing system: $ 1,747,755
Cost per pound of lead produced: $0.0354
Current price received for lead: $ 0.23/Ib

Percent of gross income from product
sales spent on scrubber system: 15.38%




The economic impact of this technology is estimated above at $1,186/ton of SO,
removed. Due to the relatively low throughput of this facility, it is also estimated that 15.38
percent of gross income from product sales would be spent on the scrubbing system. Based on
these costs, it is recommended that this technology not be considered BACT for this particular
application.

ENERGY IMPACT ANALYSIS

The total power requirements were addressed in the economic analysis, as far as
determining total annual cost for the operation of the subject pollution control equipment. It has
been shown that the electrical requirements will be 123 kW/hrs or 1,077,480 kWh/yr. It has
been estimated that the 123 kW electrical demand, for this subject control system, would require
an equivalent heat value of 471,785 Bwu/hr or approximately 37.7 lbs of coal/hr at 12,500
Btw/lb. Based on these energy requirements, it is recommended that this technology not be
considered BACT for this particular application.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ANALYSIS

In conjunction with the additional cost for power, the incremental SO, increase associated
with the power production phase and the solid waste disposal requirements must also be
considered. To provide the 123 kW needed to operate this system, it was estimated above that
165 additional tons of coal would need to be burned at a typical power generating station in the
area. Assuming a typical coal sulfur content of 1.2 percent would result in a net annual potential
increase in air emissions of 7,700 Ibs of SO,/yr.

It was estimated above that approximately 6,265 tons of sludge would be generated each
year. This sludge must then be classified as hazardous and then treated, handled, and buried
as such in an appropriate landfill. The country’s landfills are rapidly xiearing capacity and new
ones are proving to be very difficult to permit, especially those that accept hazardous substances.
An additional 15 gallons of wastewater per minute is also required by this technology. As stated .
earlier, the sewer line is already operating at capacity and it is unknown at this time when, or
if, the capacity will be increased. It is, therefore, recommended that this technology not be
considered as BACT for this project. |
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2.1.3 Desulfurization

Desulfurization removes the sulfur contained in the furnace feed material before it is fed
into the furnace. The sulfur-bearing paste from the batteries is not sent directly to the smelting
furnaces, but rather is chemically processed first to remove most of the sulfur. The resultant
desulfurized paste is then fed into the furnace where as much as a 95 percent reduction can be
realized in potential sulfur dioxide emissions. Rather than relying on the exclusive use of add-on
pollution control devices, this technology can achieve equivalent reductions in emissions based
on modifications of the conventional lead recovery process through such means as material
separation and desulfurization. Presently, there are two new lead recovery plants Operating in
this country which have successfully demonstrated the technological effectiveness of
desulfurization as a viable means of minimizing SO, emissions. In both cases desulfurization
was the accepted control methodology for SO, emissions and no add-on controls were required.
However, this technology requires an upgraded breaker and reverberatory furnace, which Gulf
Coast does not currently have. To successfully implement desulfurization, this additional
equipment would have to be installed, at a great monetary cost and with the additional associated
air emissions.

Since desulfurization qualifies as an emissions reduction technique, the cost effectiveness
of this process should be addressed for comparison purposes. To quantify the economic impacts
of the proposed desulfurization process would prove to be a difficult task since it is an integral
part of the overall battery recycling process. It would suffice to say that the capital expenditure
for this process, which would include the breaker and reverberatory furnace mentioned above,
is substantial and has been estimated, since this is an existing plant, at roughly $4-6 million.
However, is would not be justifiable to assign 100 percent of this expenditure to the traditional
cost-benefit analysis as typically required for BACT determinations. However, a practical
budgetary estimate would assign a capital value of approximately $1.65 million. Conservative
emissions estimates, using a 90 percent removal efficiency, have shown that 1,313 tons of SO,
will be removed on an annua! basis. The associated capital cost-per-ton of SO, removal for this
process will be approximately $1,257 per ton. :
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2.1.4 Sulfur Dioxide Conclusions

The primary function of this recycling facility is to recover lead from spent lead-acid
batteries and then to sell this lead on the open market at a profit. As such point where the
recovery costs equal or exceed the market price for lead, such a facility fails to substantiate its
existence. Based on rough industry estimates, average plant operating costs vary from 16.8 to
19.6 cents per pound of refined lead. The current price of lead is approximately 23 cents. Just
six months ago the average price was 17 cents per pound. It has been estimated that additional
SO, control equipment would add between 1.5 and 3.5 cents per pound of refined lead to the
proposed operating costs for this facility.

As has been shown in the preceding economic analysis, the economic burden of
additional SO, removal controls would create distinct economic disadvantages for this recycling
facility to compete on the open market. Reasonable cost effectiveness (cost/ton of pollutant
removed) for non-boiler sources (Metals Industry) for non-hazardous situations has been
estimated at $293/ton ("Cost for Control of SO, Emissions," CEP June 1982 pg. 52). The
scrubbing systems discussed earlier range from $492/ton to $1,186/ton. Desulfurization was
previously estimated at $1,257/ton. Therefore, economic reasonableness has not been achieved.

This BACT analysis showed sulfur dioxide emissions are not reasonably controllable due
to the relatively low output of SO, at the Gulf Coast facility and high cost of the control
systems. Both dry and wet scrubbing systems are cost prohibitive and raise additional solid
waste disposal problems. Desulfurization of the raw feed material is inappropriate at this time
due to the cost as well as the unsuitability of Gulf Coast’s current plant configuration. With the
addition of the proposed afterburner discussed in section 2.4.3, the blast furnace will be able to
operate at lower temperatures. By operating the furnace at lower temperatures sulfur dioxide
formation will decrease, thereby decreasing SO, emissions. The exact expected reduction is
unknown at this time. The EPA BACT/LAER Ciearinghouse lists the BACT determination for
SO, emissions from the cupola or blast furnace for Sanders Lead, BLIS ID AL-0028 to be
process controls. It is believed that with process controls, including the lower operating
temperatures allowed by the addition of the afierburner, Gulf Coast can continue to be in
compliance with the requested SO, emission rate of 374 pounds per hour.
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Gulf Coast is the only lead-acid battery recycler remaining in the State of Florida. If
Gulf Coast is required to install cost-prohibitive control technology, it will be placed in an
extremely tight economic situation that could easily result in the facility becoming uneconomical
to operate if an uncontrollable event, such as a slight drop in lead prices, occurs. If this should
happen, the nearest battery recycling facility would be in Columbus, Georgia—approximately
425 miles away. The estimated 1.1 million batteries that Gulf Coast recycles annually would
therefore have to be shipped by truck to the Columbus facility. This would inherently increase
the cost of recycling which would hinder recycling efforts. There is no environmentally
accepiable alternative to recycling spent lead-acid batteries. Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA) land-ban restrictions prohibit their disposal in hazardous waste landfills.
As recycling becomes economically prohibitive, the potential for the public discarding batteries
along roadways, in vacant lots, etc. increases dramatically.

2.2 LEAD

The current blast furnace permit limits lead emissions to 2.09 Ibs/hr and 8.15 tons/yr.
This permmed level was established years ago by assuming the lead levels to be a certain
percentage of total particulates. This facility employs baghouses for particulate control including
control of the blast furnace exhaust. These baghouses typically operate in excess of 99.5 percent
control efficiency. Since lead is a particulate these baghouses are also very efficient in
controlling lead. A source test performed on October 24, 1991 showed lead levels to be 0.006
Ibs/hr (see Appendix D). Assuming that rate for a full year of 8,760 operational! hours would
give 0.0263 tons/yr, well below the 0.6 tons/yr significance level for lead. Therefore, lead
levels from the blast furnace have actually decreased as a result of the modification.

Gulf Coast is hereby requesting a federally-enforceable, facility-wide permit limit for lead
emissions of 0.59 tons/yr, which correlates to 0.134 lbs/hr for 8,760 hrs/yr. As mentioned
above, Gulf Coast utilizes baghouses for particulate (and lead) control throughout the facility.
A roof-mounted sprinkler system is also used for ambient dust suppression which minimizes
fugitive emissions of particulates (and lead). Since the 0.59 tons/yr requested limit is below the
significance level for lead, PSD/BACT is not applicable for this poliutant.
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2.3 TOTAL PARTICULATES

Current permitted levels are 3.20 Ibs/hr and 12.48 tons/yr, which are based on 7,800
hrs/yr. With the requested 8,760 hrs/yr, the annual emission rate correlates to 14.02 tons/yr.
This level does not exceed the 15 tons/yr significance level for particulates. Therefore,
PSD/BACT is not applicable for this poliutant. In addition, Gulf Coast is located within an Air
Quality Maintenance Area for particulate matter, subjecting them to F.A.C. Rule 17-2.650 (2),
Reasonably Available Control Technology (RACT). The 14.02 tons/yr emission level requested
above also keeps Gulf Coast in compliance with Specific Condition Number Two in the permit, .
and Exemption Number One of the RACT regulations which exempts facilities from the RACT
requirements if facility-wide emissions are less than 5.0 lbs/hr and 15 tons/yr.

The NSPS pertaining to this industry is 40 CFR Subpart L §60.120. This standard limits
particulate matter emissions from the blast furnace to 0.022 gr/dscf and 20% opacity. The flow
rate of the blast furnace baghouse is 24,350 acfm, correlating to 20,250 dscfm. Assuming the
allowable grain loading this results in an allowable emission rate of 3.82 Ibs/hr:

20,250 dscfm x 0.022 gr/dscf + 7,000 gr/lb x 60 min/hr = 3.82 lbs/hr

The blast furnace is currently permitted for a maximum of 3.20 lbs/hr, below the NSPS limit.
Because of this, it would be expected that the furnace is alse in compliance with the opacity
limit.

2.4 CARBON MONOXIDE

A source test performed on October 21 and November 4, 1991 showed CO emissions
from the new blast furnace to be 683.32 Ibs/hr (see Appendix E). With the requested hours of
operation of 8,760 hrs/yr, the annual rate correlates to a maximum 2,993 tons/yr, compared to
the old furnace emission rate of 1,774 tons/yr. This is an increase of 1,219 tons/yr, greater than
the 100 tons/yr significance level and making the furnace applicable to PSD/BACT for this
pollutant.
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There are several technologies available to control carbon monoxide emissions. Most
of them fall into one of two categories: incineration or catalytic conversion. Both categories
convert CO to carbon dioxide and water. Incineration techniques employing the combustible
properties of CO burn it while catalytic conversion utilizes a catalyst instead of combustion.
One catalytic conversion technology and two incineration technologies are reviewed in the
following section.

2.4.1 Catalytic Oxidation

This technology utilizes a catalyst bed for the conversion of CO to carbon dioxide and
water instead of a combustion device. Advantages to this system are lower fuel costs and no
additional emissions from the combustion of natural gas. Disadvantages are high initial cost,
cost of new or regenerating the catalyst bed, catalyst disposal problems, and fouling of the
catalyst. Because of the high content of impurities in the gas stream from the furnace, e.g.,
SO,, lead, particulates, and trace amounts of other metals, fouling of the catalyst would be a
significant problem. It is not believed this technology is being used anywhere in this industry
for controlling carbon monoxide emissions. It is therefore determined for this analysis that this
technology could not be considered BACT.

2.4.2 Incineration Technology Number One: CO Waste-Heat Boiler

Carbon Monoxide boilers are widely used in the petroleum refining industry as a means
of controlling the CO emissions from the Fluid Catalytic Cracking Unit (FCCU). Combustible
CO and auxiliary fuel is introduced into the firebox of the boiler. The CO is then converted into
carbon dioxide and water. As this control technology may be appropriate for a refinery with
large steam needs, it is not appropriate for Gulf Coast. Also, as mentioned previously, Gulf
Coast has a wastewater discharge capacity issue. CO boilers also require a very "clean” fuel
source, meaning the auxiliary fuel (usually natural gas) and FCCU waste gases must be
combined with a high concentration of CO and other combustibles. CO boilers do not work well
if large amounts of particulates or non-combustible gases are present. Any inorganic dusts and
fumes deposit on heat transfer surfaces causing excess maintenance costs and decreased
efficiencies.
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2.4.3 Incineration Technology Number Two: Afterburner/Incineration

A search of EPA’s BACT/LAER Clearinghouse listed the following BACT
determinations for carbon monoxide emissions from cupola and blast furnaces:

Thermal incineration - 99.5% efficiency Partek Insulations, Inc. BLIS ID AL-0063

Afterburner - 94% efficiency U.S. Gypsum BLIS ID IN-0004
3 stack afterburners - 94% efficiency Lufkin Industries, Inc. BLIS ID TX-0023
Incineration - 98.7% efficiency Vermont Castings BLIS ID VT-0001
Incineration - 1300°F & 0.3 sec Waupaca Foundry #2 BLIS ID WI-0012

The Best Available Control Technology Guidelines document published by the South Coast Air
Quality Management District (SCAQMD) in Los Angeles address CO emissions from lead
melting furnaces (cupola or blast furnace) associated with secondary lead smelting. The BACT
determination for CO from this source type is an afterburner with = 0.3 second retention time
at = 1400°F (see Appendix F).

2.4.4 Carbon Monoxide Conclusions

Gulf Coast is hereby proposing to install an afterburner on the new furnace as BACT in
addition to following good combustion practices to decrease the emissions increase to below the
significance level. Assuming a minimum 90 percent reduction in emissions with the added CO
emissions from the afterburner, this would result in annual emissions of approximately 299
tons/yr (68.3 Ibs/hr for 8,760 hrs/yr). A screening model using this emission rate resulted in
an 8-hour high, second-high impact of 27.2 ug/m?, well below the significance level of 575
pg/m? (see section 4.1.4). This exempts CO from a refined air quality analysis.

All other sources of CO from the facility, while minor compared to the new furnace, will
continue to incorporate operating parameters in an effort to minimize CO formation. An
afterburner system with a minimum 1400°F temperature and 0.5-2.0 second retention time to
reduce CO emissions at least 90 percent has been identified. Gulf Coast is currently in the
process of accepting bids on afterburner systems. A separate application will be submitted at
such time as the specific system has been selected. Estimated capital cost is $350,000-500,000.
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2.5 NITROGEN OXIDES

The October through November 1991 source tests showed NO, emissions to be 1.98
Ibs/hr (see Appendix E). With the requested hours of operation of 8,760 hrs/yr, the annual rate
comrelates to a maximum 8.67 tons/yr, compared to the old furnace emission rate of 5.14
tons/yr. This is an increase of 3.53 tons/yr, well below the 40 tons/yr significance level. Even
with the additional emissions from the proposed afterburner (20.91 tons/yr) NO, emissions will
remain below the significance level. Therefore, PSD/BACT is not applicable for this pollutant.

2.6 VOLATILE ORGANIC COMPOUNDS

The October through November 1991 source tests determined VOC emissions to be 33.10
Ibs/hr (sec Appendix E). With the requested hours of operation of 8,760 hrs/yr, the annual rate
correlates to a maximum 145 tons/yr, compared to the old furnace emission rate of 86 tons/yr.
This is an increase of 59 tons/yr, greater than the 40 tons/yr significance level outlined in the
PSD regulations.

VOC emissions have not been addressed in detail specific to this industry. Neither the
EPA BACT/LAER Clearinghouse nor the SCAQMD BACT Guidelines address VOC or reactive
organic gases (ROG) from this source type. In addition, the applicable NSPS do not set limits
for VOCs. Control technology in other industries varies widely from incinerators and flares to
carbon adsorption and condensation. Due to the type of organics present, the lack of in-house
reuse opportunities for collected organics, and lack of storage capacity, recovery techniques are
not desirable at Gulf Coast. Of the various destruction technologies being used, flares and other
open-flame combustion systems are not desirable in urban settings.

Afterburner destruction efficiencies for VOCs are typically in the 90-99 percent range.
Therefore, assuming a 95 percent efficiency, VOC emissions with the proposed afterburner
presented earlier (including VOC emissions from the afterburner) are estimated to be 7.67
tons/yr. This is a 90+ percent reduction from the 86 tons/yr from the old furnace. Since the
Tampa-St. Petersburg area is classified as non-attainment for ozone, of which VOCs are
considered precursors, the non-attainment regulations apply instead of the PSD regulations. This
90 percent reduction, obtained by internal offsets, complies with the net decrease provisions in
the non-attainment regulations.
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VOCs are not addressed in the current operating permit for the furnace. Gulf Coast is
currently in the process of accepting bids on afterburner systems. A separate application will
be submitted once a specific system has been selected. All other sources of VOCs from the
facility are minor compared to the furnace.
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3.0
BASELINE DATA

This section discusses the existing air quality and the major sulfur dioxide-emitting
sources in the subject area.

3.1 AMBIENT MONITORING DATA SUMMARY

Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. was not required to conduct any pre-construction monitoring
given the availability of data from nearby state-operated monitors. The area is designated as
"unclassifiable” (cannot be classified as attainment or non-attainment) for SO,. According to
the Florida Department of Environmental Regulation, the ambient concentrations of sulfur
dioxide near the Gulf Coast facility are 21 ug/m>, annua! average; 93 ug/m?®, 24-hour average
(second-highest 24-hour monitored value in 1992); and 304 pg/m®, 3-hour average (second-
highest 3-hour monitored value in 1992). These values were recorded at the Davis Island
monitoring station, number 4360-0350-G02 located 8 kilometers (approximately 5 miles) WSW
from Gulf Coast.

The responsible regulatory authority has discretion in requiring post construction
monitoring data and, in general, will not require such monitoring. Factors such as complex
terrain, fugitive emissions, and other uncertainties in source or emission characteristics result
in significant uncertainties about the projected impact of the source. Gulf Coast is not located
in complex terrain nor are fugitive emissions considered significant. Also, emissions of
particulates that result in high concentrations near the property boundary are also not significant.
Sulfur dioxide emissions, which are considered to result in more of a regional problem, have
been modeled and have been shown to be below those emission rates that would result in
exceedances of, or significantly contribute to, any air quality standards. In addition, the DEP
operates the Davis Island SO, monitor which is only approximately 5 miles WSW from Gulf
Coast. This monitor has not shown any exceedances of the FAAQS.

3.2 SURROUNDING SOURCE EMISSION INVENTORY

Table 3.1 shows the major sulfur dioxide-emitting sources within 30 km of the Gulf
Coast facility and their respective operating data. This area has a high density of large utility
power generating stations with high sulfur dioxide emissions. The nine largest emitting units

collectively emit over 100,000 Ibs/hr compared to Gulf Coast’s 374 1bs/hr.
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Gult Recycling, Inc.

August 12, 199

Sourt’lhin 30 km to be included in modeling

460.20001
Owner Facilty 1D Model 1D | Dist from |UTM Coord, E |UTM Coord, N | SO2 Emissions | Stack Ht. | Stack Dia.
GCR-km Ibs/he fl ft
Gull’ Il Coast Recycling, Inc 40HIL 290057 0001 0.0 364.0 30935 374.0000 150 2.0
Scrap—All inc. | A0HIL290054 | 1302 | 45 3594 3093.1 0.0200 38 0.7
Tampa Gily McKay Bay R—T—E | 40HIL200127 | 1701 | 43 360.0 3091.9 42.500 160 | 57
Tampa Cily McKay Bay R- —T-E | _40HIL290127 | . 42.500 160 57
Tampa City McKay Bay R- T-E 4_0H1L29(_)1_gz_ 42.500 160 57
Tampa City McKay Bay | A-T-E | 40HiL290127 42.500 160 5.7
Verlite Company o 40H|[é§b_o‘7'7_' 1.1300 50 2.0
o i 4 . 98700 16 |0
[ a0HiL290012 | 24 17.000 41 T e
A _40HIL290029 —0.7200 90 4.5
Nitram . 40H!!.39_5£29_ 0.7200 30 4.5
Nmam . . _|.404IL290029 o 9 1.7
Weyelhauser Co ]| 40HIL290070 | 25 2.0
Weyerhauser | Co _40HIL290079 | 2€ 0.1000 25 1.7
RoysletCo oHIL2 4.3500 25 | 2.5
Velllle Co 40 1.0
|W.R. BonsalCo 40HIL290097 5 17 2.3
City ol Tampa, Depi San. Sew. [[46Hi290373" : 5 5.0
City of Tampa, Dep!t. San. Sew _A0HIL290373 | J402 | 4. 16 75 5.0
Grilin indusines | 40HIL290T63 | 2. 64, 06200 50_ ] 28
Gnllm Induslries J_40HIL290163 | 350 6 64, 0.0200 98 0.3
Couch Construciion Co___ | 40HIL290223 | 3602 _|_ 4.3 3643 . 34_ [ 45
Flotida Sieel Corp | 40HI290020 | 3701 | 1.2 0.0420 40 | 28
Florida Slee_l_Cprp 4A0HIL290020 | 3702 | 1.2 364, 8 0.0690 40 2.0
Florida Steel Corp | 40HIL290020 | 3703 | 1.2 | _ 364.6 30028_- | 00700 | 40 | 933
Florida Steel Corp. | 40HIL290020 | 3704 | 1.2 _ |~ 23646 30928 | 01400 40 | 23
Floida Steel Corp_ __ ~ | 40HIL290020 | | 3706 | 12 | 9646 _ | 30926 0.0800 16 |72 _
Florida Steel Corp ___.|_40HIL290020 | 3708 | 1.2 364.6 3092.8 0.0036 50 1.5
Soulheastern Wire ] 40HiL290090 | 3801 | 4.4 | 366.3 3094.5 14 a5
Soulheastern Galvanizing Div 40HIL29@9"‘T;01 486 368.5 3094.5 11 1.5
"é"dilgr_ T_ev_ﬁmnals Co, Inc. 40HIL290082 [ 1001 7.0 358.0 3090.0 23.5400 30 1.8
TECO -Hookers Pt. Sta. 40HIL290036 | 1101 6.5 358.0 3091.0 328.0000 260 11.3
TECO ~Hookers Pt. Sta. _A40HIL290038 | 1102 6.5 858.0 3091.0 328.0000 260 11.3
TECO-Hookers Pt. Sta. 40HIL290038 | 1103 6.5 358.0 3091.0 452.7000 280 12.0
‘TECQ —Hookers P, Sla. 40HIL290038 | 1104 6.5 358.0 3091.0 452.0000 280 12.0
TECO ~Hookers Pi. Sla. 40HIL290038 | 1105 | 65 358.0 3091.0 671.0000 280 11.3
| TECO —Hookers P, Sta. 40HIL290038 | 1106 6.5 358.0 3091.0 856.0000 2680 9.4
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G\.mst Recycling, Inc,

Sources within 30 km to be included In modeling

August 12, 1993

460.20001
Owner Facility ID Model ID | Dist from |UTM Coord, E [UTM Coord, N | SO2 Emissions | Stack Hi. | Stack Dia.| Temp [ Velocity
. GCR-km - Ibsfhr fn ft F ft/sec
[ TECO-Gannon Sta. 40HIL290040 |~ 1601 7.4 360.0 3087.5 3017.0000 306 10.0 289 94
TECO-Gannon Sta. 40HIL290040 | 1602 7.4 360.0 3087.5 3017.0000 306 10.0 | 298 101
| TECO-Gannon Sta. 40HIL290040 [ 1603 | 7.4 360.0 3087.5 3638.0000 306 106 | 296 | 126
TECO-Gannon Sla. | qoHIL290040 | 1604 7.4 360.0 3087.5 45020000 206 10.0 309 | 75 |
TECO-Gannon Sta. 40HIL290040 | 1605 | 7.4 360.0 3087.5 5402.0000 306 14.6 303 _76
TECO-Gannon Sta. 40HIL290040 | 1606 | 7.4 360.0 ___3087.5 9115.0000 306 17.6 320 | @1 |
TJECO -Gannon Sta, 40HIL290040 | 1607 | _"7.4 360.0 _3087.5 9.2000 35___|___5.0 1010 | _ 448
Cargill Fertiizer, Inc. | 40HiL290008 | 3004 [_11.9_ 3629 [ 7"30825 | 966.6700 150 7.5 153 | 44
Cargill Fertilizer, inc. _ | 4oHiL290008 | 3005 | 113 | 3629 30825 | 4166700 | 150 | 8.0 | 152 34
Cargill Ferlilizer, _lpg | 40HIL290000 | 3006 113 3629 3082.5 433.2000 70 9.0 160 [ 37
Cargill Fertilizer, Inc. 40HIL290008 | 3007 | 113 962.9 30825 126 | 80 132 | a7
Cargill Fertitizer,inc. | 40HIL290008 | 3022 | 113 | 0629 3082.5 133 7.3 120 1 .48
Cargill Fertilizer, inc. | 40MiL290008 | 3023 | 1.3 362.9 3082.5 {193 7.0 120 | s2
Cargill Fertilizer, Inc. " "| 40HIL290008 | 3034 | ~11.3 362.9 | 30825 0.0400 66 20 | 140 | 's3_
Cargill Fertilizer, Inc. 40HIL290008 | " 3041 | 113 | 3629 30825 06900 40 1.7 120 | 32
Cargill Fertilizer, Inc._ | 40FiiL290008 | 3043 | 113 362.9 30025 0.5200 20 40 420 52
Cargill Fertilizer, Inc,_ 40HIL290008 | 3055 | 11.3 362.9 3082.5 31.8000 133 7.0 108 | 50
Cargill Fertilizer, Inc. 40HIL290006 | 3063 | 113 | 362.9 3082.5 0.4000 4
Cargill Fertilizer, Inc, _ | 4oHIL290008 | 3064 113 362.9 3082.5 0.4000 ) |
Cargill Fertiizer, Inc. —— — " |"40H1L290008 | 3065 | _11.3 362.9 3082.5 0.4000 I
40HIL290008 | 3069 | 113 362,9 3082.5 0.3000 I
- | aoriiCz50009 [ 72261 | T18.9 | _361.9 3075.0 | 262411900 | 496 | 340 | 269 | 45
TECO-BigBend Sta. _40HIL290039 [ 2202 | 189 361.9 _3075.0 25974.0000 490 [ 240 269 | a2
TECO-BigBend Sta._~ "~ "} 40200039 | 2203 {189 | 361.9 30750 | 267480000 | " 490 | 240 | 279 | 47_
TECO-BigBendSta. " | 40MI.290039 | "2204 | "165 | 361.9 90750 | 95510000 | 490 _ | 240 | 156 39
TECO-BigBend Sta. " '| ‘a0HiL290039" 189 | 3619 [ 30750 2770000 | 75 | 140 | Te2e 61
TECO-0iy Bend Sla, | 4omiL200039 18.9 361.9 | 30750 2770000 |75 | 140 | 928 | et
TECO-Big Bend Sla._ . 1 aoMiL290039 | 22 _189 361.9 3075.0 79.0000 _ 35 50 | 1010 447
Florida Power— Bartow “: "] 40PNLC52001 1| 5201 | 242 342.4 3082.6 | "93558.5000 ] 300 900 | 312 | w19
Florida Power — Bartow | 40PNL520011 | 5202 242 | 3424 3082.6 3445.0000 300 9.0 305 | 102
Florida Power—Barlow _ ~ "~ [40PNL520011] 5203 | “24.2" |~ 3424 30026 | 5786.0000__| 300 | 110 | 275 | 113
Florida Power—Barlow | 40PNL520011 | 5204 | 242 342.4 30826 14.4000 30 | 3o 515 | 17
Florida Power —Bariow _A0PNLS20011 | ~ 5205 | 24.2 342.4 30826 | 569.2000 45 17.3 930 | " 73
Florida Power — Barlow 40PNL520011] 5206 | 24.2 342.4 3082.6 569.2000 45 17.3 930 [ 73
Florida Power — Bartow 40PNL520011 | 5207 242 342.4 3082.6 45 17.3 930 | 73
Florida Power — Barlow | 40PNL52001 § 5200 24.2 342.4 3082.6 45 17.3 930 73
Florida Power— Higgins 40PNL520012] 4901 27.7 336.5 3090.4 1434.0000 174 125 312 27
 Florida Power—Higgins 40PNL520012 | 4902 27.7 336.5 3096.4 1368.0000 174 12.5 3o 27 ]
Florida Power— Higgins 40PNL520012 | 4903 27.7 336.5 3096.4 1434.0000 174 12.5 301 24
Florida Power - Higgins 40PNL520012 | 4904 27.7 336.5 3098.4 14.1100 55 151 850 372
Florida Power - Higgins 40PNLS20012 | 4905 21.7 336.5 3096.4 14.1100 55 151 850 | 372
Florida Power—Higgins | 40PNLS20012| 4908 | 277 336,5 3098.4 15.7300 55 151 850 | 372
Florida Power — Higgins 40PNL520012 | 4907 | 27.7 336.5 3096.4 15.7300 53 151 850 372




- 4.0
DISPERSION MODELING ANALYSIS

The PSD regulations require modeling analyses to predict the impacts on the ambient air
quality standards and on the air quality increments for that area. The regulations also require
an analysis of the predicted impacts on any Class I area that may be impacted. Thus, three
separate analyses were done for SO, for this project:

1) The FAAQS analysis looked at the predicted impacts from Guli’ Coast and
surrounding sources on the human health-based Federal and Florida Ambient Air
Quality Standards;

2) The Class I increment analysis predicted Gulf Coast’s and other PSD sources’
consumption of air quality increments at the Chassahowitzka National Wilderness
Area,

3) The Class Il increment analysis predicted Gulf Coast’s and other PSD sources’
consumption of air quality increments of the surrounding area, which is classified
as a Class II area.

. A screening analysis was performed for CO to determine if the predicted impacts exceeded the
significance level. If it did, full FAAQS and Class I and IT analyses would have to be
performed.

Both increment analyses aimed at predicting the amount of remaining increments that
would be consumed by Gulf Coast and other PSD sources and then comparing that prediction
with the allowed consumption. This requirement provides for future growth by assuring that no
one new source will deteriorate the air quality to the point that the ambient standards are on the
verge of being violated, thereby not allowing any future source to locate in the area without
causing a violation of the standards. '

4.1 PROTOCOLS AND RESULTS

The modeling was conducted using EPA-approved methods as outlined in Guideline on
Air Quality Models (Revised, EPA, 1986). The particular models used were the latest versions
of the Industrial Source Complex Short Term model ISCST2), used for the Class I and FAAQS
SO, analyses and the CO screening analysis, and MESOPUFF II long-range transport model,
. used for the Class I SO, analysis.
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A modeling protocol was submitted to DEP on August 17, 1993 for the SO, analyses (see
Appendix G) and was approved as amended on September 24, 1993 (see Appendix H). The
modeling protocol called for five years of meteorological data to be used for each analysis. The
years 1982-86 were chosen, with the data being collected at the Tampa surface and upper air
station number 12842 for all runs. The Class I analysis also utilized surface met data from
Orlando and Gainsville. Each modeling run calculated SO, impacts for three averaging periods:
3-hour, 24-hour, and annual. For each analysis, the 3-hour and 24-hour standard (or increment)
can be exceeded once per year at each receptor. Therefore, the maximum impact for each
receptor for these averaging periods is the highest second-high value. The annual standard (or
increment) cannot be exceeded. Therefore, the maximum impact for the annual averaging period
for each receptor is the highest value.

The ISCST2 model was run in the regulatory default mode resulting in conservative
impacts. Wet and dry deposition as well as SO, conversion were not used which further
overestimates the impacts. All modeling assumed the blast furnace operates 8,760 hrs/yr. The
Gulf Coast facility is located in a mixed-use area with both industrial facilities and residential
areas located within a 50 km radius. The area is assumed to be rural with flat terrain for
modeling purposes. The model did not calculate building downwash or wake effects due to the
sufficient height of the furnace stack. This resulted in maximum downwind concentrations being
calculated.

Three separate cartesian receptor grids were used for the FAAQS and Class IT analyses.
The first grid placed 441 receptors at 100-meter intervals from Gulf Coast out to 1 kilometer.
The second grid placed 441 receptors at 1-kilometer intervals from Gulf Coast out to 10
kilometers. The third grid placed 121 receptors at 10-kilometer intervals from Gulf Coast out
to 50 kilometers, for a total of 1,003 receptors. Figures 4.1 and 4.2 show the boundary file
used for the graphics and a map showing the boundary file outline. Figure 4.3 shows the area
covered by the modeling. The DEP identified 13 discrete receptors to be used for the Class I
analysis. See Appendix L for these receptor locations.

4.1.1 Florida Ambient Air Quality Standards (FAAQS) Analysis

The FAAQS analysis compared the modeled impacts of emissions from Gulf Coast and
sixty-eight surrounding sources with the Florida Ambient Air Quality Standards for SO,. A
listing of the 68 sources can be found in Appendix I. These sources’ locations are shown on
Figure 4.4. Florida’s ambient standards were used for comparison instead of the federal
standards because Florida’s are more stringent for two of the three averaging periods (24-hour
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and annual). Background values measured at the Davis Island monitor, located approximately
8 kilometers (5 miles) WSW from Gulf Coast, were added to the modeled impacts, then
compared to the ambient standards. The results of this exercise are shown in Table 4.1. Model
outputs can be found in Volume II.

TABLE 4.1

PRELIMINARY FAAQS ANALYSIS RESULTS

values are in pg/m’

Highest second-high modeled impacts

Highest first-high modeled impacts

Results include background values of 304 pg/m®, 3-hour average: 93 ug/m®, 24-hour average;

21 pg/m?, annual average. Values recorded at the Davis Island monitoring station, number 4360-0350-G02.
* Results do not include background values

The 3-hr impacts for all five years are depicted in Figures 4.4-4.8; the 24-hr impacts are
depicted in Figures 4.9-4.13; the annual averages are depicted in Figures 4.14-4.18. These
figures do not include any background values. As shown in the above table, there were some
predicted exceedances of the standards. Although without the background values added, the
exceedances became fewer in number and closer to the standards. Due to the location of the
monitor in relation to all sources included in this analysis and the prevailing wind direction (see
Figure 4.19 for a Wind Rose for this area) it appeared as though many of the sources, including
Gulf Coast, were already impacting the monitor. Tampa Electric Company’s (TECO) Hooker’s
Point generating station, with a combined SO, emission rate for all units of over 3,087 Ibs/hr,
is located between 1.0 and 2.3 miles upwind (predominant wind direction) of the monitor,
depending on the exact location of the monitor on Davis Island.
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This scenario resulted in those sources’ emissions apparently being double-counted, once
in the model and once in the background values. Since the background values were required
to be added, it was thought the requirement to include all of the 68 surrounding sources
identified by DEP into the model was overly burdensome. A portion of the receptor grid placed
six receptors within 1.2 kilometers of the Davis Island monitor. Due to the overly conservative
requirements discussed above, the mode! was predicting values, as close as 400 meters from the
Davis Island monitor, that were twice as high as those actually measured by the monitor.

By letter dated March 7, 1994 (see Appendix J) DEP recognized this problem and
reconsidered the background values originally chosen. DEP identified another SO, monitor less
likely to be impacted by sources included in the modeling, the TECO Big Bend Road monitor,
number 1800-021-G02. The highest recorded annual value in the last three years at this monitor
is 6 ug/m’. The EPD stated this value could be used for all three averaging periods. The
revised ambient impacts with the updated background values added are shown in Table 4.2.

TABLE 4.2

REVISED FAAQS ANALYSIS RESULTS *

values are in ug/m?

! Highest second-high modeled impacts

? Highest first-high modeled impacts

* Results include background value of 6 ug/m® for all averaging periods. Value recorded at the
TECO Big Bend Road monitoring station, number 1800-021-G02.

The model was then re-run with two source groups, one with Gulf Coast’s emissions only
and one with the other 68 sources’ emissions, for each year and averaging period that there was
a predicted violation of the FAAQS. It was found that, even with Gulf Coast’s emissions
excluded, the model was showing exceedances of the standards. The model also showed that
the maximum impacts with Gulf Coast’s emissions excluded were no more than 1 ug/m’® lower
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than with Gulf Coast’s emissions included. This tended to show that Gulf Coast was not
contributing to the modeled FAAQS violations. These results are shown in Table 4.3.

. TABLE 4.3

IMPACTS WITH AND WITHOUT GULF COAST !

values are in pug/m’

ALL SOURCES

GCR ONLY

ALL OTHERS

ALL SOURCES
GCR ONLY

.i ! ALL OTHERS
ALL SOURCES | 61 N/A 61 66 68
GCR ONLY 12 N/A 12 12 14
ALL OTHERS { 60 N/A 61 66 68

Results include background values of 6 pg/m® for all averaging periods. Value recorded at TECO
Big Bend Road monitoring station, number 1800-021-G02.

2 N/A = No additional modeling was done since the AAQS were not exceeded for this year and
averaging period

3 Highest second-high modeled impacts

4 Highest first-high modeled impacts

To prove that Gulf Coast was not contributing to the FAAQS violations, a further
analysis was performed. A determination was made by DEP’s modeling section that each
FAAQS exceedance could be disregarded if the model showed Gulf Coast did not "significantly”
contribute to the exceedance. An exceedance is a violation of the FAAQS for one averaging
period (one year for the annual averaging period, one day for the 24-hour averaging period, and
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one 3-hour period for the 3-hour averaging period at any one receptor) for any one of the 1,003
receptors . The SO, significance levels are 25 ug/m? for the 3-hour averaging pericd, S pg/m?
for the 24-hour averaging period, and 1 ug/m’ for the annual averaging period.

The "Maxi-file" output option in ISCST2 was used to create files listing all values that
exceeded the respective FAAQS (eg. 82-24.ovr; 1982 met data, 24-hour averaging period), for
modeling all sources, and files listing the values that exceeded the significance levels, for
modeling Gulf Coast only (eg. G82-24.ovr; Gulf Coast, 1982 met data, 24-hour averaging
period). The FAAQS-exceeding Maxi-files were set at a threshold 6 ug/m® below the respective
FAAQS to account for the background value.

The FAAQS-exceeding files (all sources) for the 3-hour and 24-hour averaging periods
were then analyzed to determine which values were first-highs, which were then disregarded
(since the FAAQS can be exceeded once per year at each receptor except for the annual
averaging period). Copies of the FAAQS-exceeding files (all sources) can be found in Volume
II with the non-first-highs identified by arrows. Copies of the significance-level-exceeding
values (Gulf Coast only) are not included on hard copy due to their volume (approximately 750
pages each). Copies of these files are included on diskette. Maxi-files can not be generated for
the annual averaging period; therefore, the respective ".1st" files were used for that averaging
period.

The remaining values, indicated by arrows, were then compared to the respective Maxi-
file containing the values that exceeded the significance levels (Gulf Coast’s emissions only) to
determine if there were any duplications of receptors and time periods. In other words, they
were compared to see if there were any receptors exceeding the FAAQS (all sources) that were
also exceeding the significance levels (Gulf Coast only) on the same day during the same time
period. If there were, that would mean that at that receptor on that day (and that time period
for the 3-hour averaging period) Gulf Coast was significantly contributing to the FAAQS
exceedance. This analysis showed no duplications, meaning Gulf Coast was not significantly
contribufing to any of the FAAQS violations predicted by the model.

4.1.2 Class I Increment Analysis

The Class I increment analysis predicted the consumption by Gulf Coast and all other
surrounding PSD sources of the air quality increments associated with the nearest Class I area.
Gulf Coast is located approximately 75 kilometers (47 miles) SSE from the Chassahowitzka
National Wilderness Area, and was thus required to perform dispersion modeling to determine
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the air quality impacts on the area. DEP identified 137 sources to be included in the modeling
in addition to Gulf Coast. These additional sources, listed in Appendix K, were both incremens
consuming, meaning they were permitted after the baseline date, and increment expanding,
meaning they had shut down since the baseline date and were thus entered into the model with
the appropriate negative emission rate. The baseline date is that date after the implementation
of the PSD regulations when the first PSD source was permitted in the respective area for the
respective pollutant (December 27, 1977).

Class I modeling using ISCST2 showed slight exceedances of the Class I increments for
the 3-hour and 24-hour averaging periods. Since Gulf Coast is located 75 kilometers from the
Wildlife Area, exceeding the accepted limit of 50 kilometers for the ISCST2 model, a long-range
transport analysis was performed by Jim Clary and Associates using the updated MESOPUFF
II model. These results are summarized in Table 4.4. The complete protocol and results
summary can be found in Appendix L. Model outputs can be found in Volume HI.

TABLE 4.4

CLASS I INCREMENT ANALYSIS RESULTS !

values are in pg/m’

24-hour

annual

! highest modeled impacts, 1986 met data

1 Gulf Coast not significantly contributing
4.1.3 Class II Increment Analysis

The Class II increment analysis predicted the consumption of the air quality increments
for the project impact area, which is classified as a Class II area, by Gulf Coast and all other
surrounding PSD sources. DEP identified 106 sources to be included in the modeling in addition
to Gulf Coast. These additional sources, listed in Appendix M, were both increment
consuming, meaning they were permitted after the baseline date, and increment expanding,
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meaning they had shut down since the baseline date and were thus entered into the model with
the appropriate negative emission rate. These sources’ locations are shown on Figure 4.20.
The baseline date is that date after the implementation of the PSD regulations when the first PSD
source was permitted in the respective area for the respective pollutant (December 27, 1977).
These results are shown in Table 4.5. Model outputs can be found in Volume II.

TABLE 4.5

CLASS II INCREMENT ANALYSIS RESULTS
values are in pg/m3

! Highest second-high modeled impacts

? Highest first-high modeled impacts

3 Zero values are actually negative, ISCST2 reports negative values as zero

The 3-hr impacts for all five years are depicted in Figures 4.21-4.25; the 24-hr impacts
are depicted in Figures 4.26-4.30, the annual averages are depicted in Figures 4.31-4.35.

4.1.4 CO Screening Analysis

A screening model was performed for CO to determine if Gulf Coast exceeded the
significance level of 575 ug/m;, 8-hour averaging period, as outlined in 40 CFR 51.166
(i)(8)(1)(a). If this significance level was exceeded, a refined analysis would have to be done
to include CO emissions from surrounding sources to determine compliance with the FAAQS
and the Class I and II increments. The CO screening analysis used ISCST2 using the same
default values and receptor grids as the SO, modeling. An emission rate of 69.5 Ibs/hr was
used, which is the emission rate with the afterburner installed. Even though the 8-hr standard
may be exceeded once per year, the first-high value must be used in the screening analysis for
conservative purposes. The results indicated a predicted maximum impact of 37.2 ug/m’, less
than seven percent of the 575 pg/m’ significance level (see Table 4.6). No further analysis is
therefore required. Mode! outputs can be found in Volume II.
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TABLE 4.6

CO SCREENING ANALYSIS RESULTS !
values are in pg/m3

1 Highest second-high modeled impact, 1986 met data
These results are depicted in Figure 4.36.
4.2 MODELING SUMMARY

The air dispersion modeling demonstrates that Gulf Coast will not cause or significantly
contribute to a violation of the FAAQS or exceed the allowed increment consumption for all
applicable areas and pollutants. The FAAQS analysis showed that although the model predicted
a few violations of the Florida standards, Gulf Coast did not significantly contribute. The
analysis also showed that this modeling protocol was very conservative, in that it predicted
violations even with Gulf Coast’s emissions excluded. To further show that Gulf Coast will not
cause or contribute to a violation of the SO, FAAQS, DEP’s closest monitor to Gulf Coast
shows the area to be "unclassifiable” (cannot be classified as attainment or non-attainment) for
SO, while Gulf Coast’s "new"” furnace has been operating for over nine years.

The Class I increment analysis showed that Gulf Coast, along with the applicable
surrounding PSD sources, will not exceed the increment consumption allowed for the
Chassahowitzka National Wilderness Area. The Class II increment analysis showed that Gulf
Coast, along with the applicable surrounding PSD sources, wil! not exceed the increment
consumption allowed for that area. The CO screening model showed that Gulf Coast will not
exceed the significant level and therefore will not exceed the FAAQS or Class I or II increments.

The modeling results, which were based on 8,760 hrs/yr, supports Gulf Coast’s request
to increase the allowable operating hours from 7,800 to 8,760 hrs/yr.
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S.0
EFFECTS ON AIR QUALITY
RELATED VALUES (AQRY)

This section discusses the predicted impacts by Gulf Coast on air quality-related aspects
other than ambient concentrations of sulfur dioxide. Among these aspects are impacts on soils,
vegetation, wildlife, aquatic resources, and visibility. In addition, the economic impact of Gulf
Coast is discussed.

5.1 INDUCED GROWTH IMPACT

It is anticipated that no induced growth impacts will occur as a result of this project.
This modification was simply a replacement of a piece of equipment with no additional
employees needed to operate it or any long-term construction-related employment. Therefore,
no additional local or industrial support factors will be needed. Further, no additional air
pollution will occur from any permanent residential, commercial, or industrial growth, since
none is anticipated.

5.2 IMPACTS ON SOILS AND VEGETATION

The response of plants to SO, exposure is a complex process that involves not only the
pollutant concentration and duration of exposure, but also the genetic composition of the plant
and the environmental factors under which the exposure occurs. This process involves entrance
of SO, into the plant through leaf openings called stomata, and contact within the leaf with wet
cellular membranes and subsequent liquid phase reactions resulting in the formation of sulfite
and sulfate compounds. The formation of these compounds can initiate changes within plants’
metabolic systems that will produce physiological dysfunctions. If sufficient physiological
modifications occur, plant homeostasis or equilibrium is disturbed and visible symptoms of
injury may or may not be manifested. Plant repair mechanisms can result in a return to
homeostasis and recovery.

In general, plants have an inherent, and apparently species-dependent, capacity to absorb,
detoxify, and metabolically incorporate SO,, and may absorb low concentrations of SO, over
long time periods without damage. Thomas et al., for example, exposed alfalfa to SO,
continuously, at 520 ug/m’ (0.20 ppm), for eight weeks without adverse effects. It is therefore

5-1




reasonable to expect that either no effects or beneficial effects may be associated with low-level
SO, exposures.

Under certain conditions atmospheric SO, can have beneficial effects on agronomic
vegetation. Sulfur is one of the elements required for plant growth and Coleman reported that
crop deficiencies of sulfur have been occurring with increasing frequency throughout the world.
Faller conducted a series of experiments to determine effects of varying atmospheric
concentrations of SO, on sunflower, corn, and tobacco. Yields of leaves and stems increased
by 80 percent in tobacco when exposed to atmospheric concentrations of 1490 ug/m® (0.57
ppm), sunflower and corn had their highest biomass at SO, concentrations of 1050 zg/m* (0.40
ppm) and 520 pg/m® (0.20 ppm), respectively. Nogales and Jones showed that cotton grown
in specifically designed growth containers in the vicinity of certain coal-fired power plants
accumulated significant amounts of atmospheric sulfur (as SO,) and produced significantly more
biomass than those grown at a location further from the industrial source of sulfur.

~ Limitations of space do not permit a listing here of all plants known to be sensitive to
various doses of SO,. Furthermore, in a listing of sensitive plants, the evidence collected should
also indicate environmental, genetic, and cultural considerations that may in fact determine such
sensitivities. In addition, general descriptions are difficult because plant responses to air
pollutants vary at the genus, species, variety, and cultivar levels. Table 5.1 is based on a 20-
year study as conducted by Jones et al. This listing of sensitivity groupings is based on
observations of 120 species growing in the vicinity of coal-fired power plants in the Southeast.
From this table, it can be seen that the most sensitive vegetation showed visible signs of damage
at exposure levels of 1310-2620 ug/m? (1-hour period) and 790-1570 ug/m*® (3-hour period).
The dispersion modeling results provided in this document revealed maximum ground level
impacts of SO, in the Chassahowitzka Wilderness Area to be less than 10 ug/m? (3-hour period)
which is well below the critical levels for the most sensitive plants.

Extensive efforts have been made to identify and develop certain sensitive plant species
as potential bioindicators of ambient air SO, effects. Perhaps the most extensively examined
plants for this use are the eastern white pine. Table 5.2 indicates the degree of injury of the
white pine at various distances from the Sudbury Smelters over a ten year period. As the
distance from the smelters increases, the annual exposure concentrations decrease and the degree
of foliable injury also decreases. It was observed that at an annual concentration of 21 ug/m’
very little chronic injury resulted from the exposure. It should be noted here that the maximum
allowable increase for SO, in a Class II area under the PSD regulations is 20 ug/m’. The



SENSIFIVIIY'GROUPI&GS OF VEGETATION BASED ON VISIDLE IHJURY AT DIFFEREHY 502 EXPOSURES®

50, toncenlralion, pglmJ (ppmy, and duration Lime, hr

Sensilivily
Group i ng

Peakh

I-hr

J-hr

Planls

Sensilive:

Intermediatle:

Resistant:

2620-3930 ug/;j
(1.0 - 1.% ppm)

3930-5240 ug/m3

(1.5 - 2.0 ppm)

>5240 |lg/m:l

(> 2.0 ppm)

1310-2620 ug/m3
(0.5 - 1.0 ppm)

2620-5240 py/m’

(1.0 - 2.9 ppm)

>5240 py/mJ
(> 2.0 ppm)

790-1570 py/md
(0.3 - 0.6 ppm)

1570-2100 pg/m
(0.6 - 0.8 ppm)

52300 py/m

{> 0.8 ppm)

l

Ragweeds

Legumes

flackberry
Southern pines
fledd and black oaks
White ash

Sumacs

Maples

Locust

Sweelgum

Cherry

Elms

Tuliplree

Many crop and garden specles

Wihile oaks
fotaleo
Upland cotlon
Corn
Dogwood
Feach
!

{
%fascd on observallions over a 20- year period of visible injury occurring on over 120 species growing in Lhe
V|Llnltics of coal-fired power plants in Lhe southeaslern United Stales.

Haximum 5 minule concenlration.

Source: Afler Jones el al., 1974,
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IHE OEGREE OF INURY OF EASTERN WHITE PIHE DOSERVED A) YARJOUS DESTAHCES FROM 11E SUDBURY SMELTERS FOR 1953-6)

Trees with brees with §-Year- el Annual
Current 0Md (1962) Fo)laye Trees with 2-Year Average Average S0
Year's Injured - 01d Tollaye Galn or Concentratibn
Tarest Jampling foliage . Cacklng Loss In Annnal for lolal
Stalion ‘ Injured in Injured In lotal Average Heasurement
(istance and Augms June August In June  Augusit Yolume Hortatity Perind 19%4-
Rirrclion [yom 1963 196} 196) 1963 1963 195)-196) 1953-19613 Oegree of 502 1963
Swilwry} (x) x) (x) X) (x) (x) x) Damaye vy/m? (pom)
Hey L Bay 2.0 38.0 1.9 ‘ 96.0 0.6 -1.3 1.6 Acute and chranie )15 {0.045)
(19 mites NE) I jury
fortaye Bay 1.1 1.5 55.6 1.0 15.2 -0.% 2.% Hastly chraalc 45 (D.012)
{25 miles HE) and ViLUYe
acute Injury
Grassy Yo Emerald Loke 0.4 2.5 16.7 .5 9.1 a1.8 1.4 Yery 110ltie chronfe 20 (0.008)
(40-43 miles HE) Injury
Lake Malinenda 0.6 0.} 2.1 1.1 19 12.1 © 0.5 Cantrol: ne 50, 3 (0o.001)®
(9) miles W) tnjury (Slurgeon Falis)
& Correlation 0.96 0.96 0.9)** 0.90% 0. 94" 0.90%* 6.8!
~ Coefllictent (r) .
o~ ]
W inron (1971) (Pollvianls olher than soz were nol measured and the monfloring was done severa) milag from the pine stamds.)
bOrehinger {1965)
“ala for S-month growing season- 1971
p C D.0% ‘ ]

e < 0. 10

Derived from Linton, 1980.

TABLE 5.2



dispersion modeling results provided in this document show the annual impacts for both the
Class I and Class II areas to be negative.

5.3 IMPACTS ON VISIBILITY

"Atmospheric visibility" is a term often used by airport weather observers to connote
visual range, which refers to the farthest distance at which a large, black object can be seen
against the horizon sky in the daytime. Visibility relates to atmospheric clarity and the perceived
characteristics of viewed surroundings, including the contrast and the color of objects arid sky.
Pollution affects visibility in two primary ways:

1) as coherent plumes or haze layers visible because of their contrast with
background;
2) as widespread, relatively homogeneous haze that reduces contrast of viewed
targets and reduces visual range.
The kind and degree of effects are determined largely by the distribution and characteristics of
atmospheric particulate matter, which scatters and absorbs light.

Figure 5.1 places the typical visual range in the Tampa area at between 9 and 10 miles.
This relatively poor visual range is attributable not only to air pollutants but largely to. the
predominant regional meteorological patterns that result in high relative humidity in the Tampa
area for much of the year. Humidity plays such a key role in visibility that the method to
measure visual range for air quality planning purposes is not valid when the relative humidity
exceeds 70 percent.

Gulf Coast’s emissions of particulate matter, the primary visibility-reducing pollutant,
are below the significance level for PSD at 13.2 tons per year. This emission rate is below that
which would significantly contribute to the deterioration of visibility. Another source of
particulates which could reduce visibility is sulfur trioxide (SO,), the anhydride of sulfuric acid. '
The factors governing formation of SO; are not fully understood but are recognized to occur
principally in large combustion installations operated at high firebox temperatures, i.e., utility-
size power boilers. In the firing chamber, most of the sulfur present is converted to sulfur
dioxide on combustion. In some combustion processes, a small portion of the sulfur, usually
no more than five percent of the total, is converted to SO,. SO; is highly reactive and extremely
hygroscopic as compared to SO,.
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The volume of SO, found in gases from power plant steam generators typically can range
from 5 to 50 parts per million (ppm). As might be expected, the degree of sulfur trioxide
formation in combustion equipment varies widely. Concentrations are negligible in small
equipment. As sizes and firebox temperatures increase, SO, concentrations increase appreciably,
though seldom exceeding 35 ppm. Due to the relatively low smelting zone temperature and size
of the blast furnace compared to a utility-size boiler, it is believed that any emissions of SO,
from Gulf Coast will be at a rate that will not contribute to visibility degradation.

Taking into account all of the factors outlined above and the area in which Gulf Coast
is located (highly industrialized with many high-emitting utilities), it seems clear that Gulf Coast
will not significantly affect visibility in the area, which is already reported in the summer as low
as nine miles.
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210K TO OPERATE

Lead Smelter

APPLICA
SOURCE TYPE: _ Secondary
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the pollution control facilities, when properly maintained and operated, will discharge
ah effluent that complies with all spplicable statutes of the State of florida and tne
ules and ragulations of the department. It is also sgreed that the undersigned will
Furnish, if authorized by the owner, the applicant a set of instructions for the proper
asintsnance and operation of the pollution control facilities ang, if applicable,

pollutien sources.
Signaa__Mff
/\_-’

Michael L. Sappington

’

Name {Pleaze Type)
Lake Engineering, Inc.

Company Name (Piease Type)

35 Glenlake Pkwy., Suite 500, Atlanta, GA 30328
Mailing hogress (Plesse Type)

1g-ida Registration No._féffii:___ Date: j}é&ﬂ/%y/ Telephone No. 404-395-0464

SECTIDN II1: GENERAL PROJECT INFORMATIODN

L. Describe the.nature and extent of the project. Refer tp oolluzion control egulpment,
snd expected improvemsnts in source performance as 3 cresult of installation. State
whether the project will result in full compliance. At-acn sdditional sheet if
necessary. :

Replacement of two blast furnaces with one larger furnace equipped with baghouses and a

proposed afterburner. This replacement occurred in 1984. This projéct will be in full

.compliance' with F.A.C. Chapter 17-2. , :

w

. Schedule of projert covered im this application {(Consiruction Permit Application Dnly}

Start of Construction November 1984 Completion of Comzizuction December 1984

~. [ossts of poliution control system(s): (Note: Show breskdown 27 estimaled costis only
for individual components/units of the project serving 2clliuticn centrel purocses.
Informstion on actual costs shall be furnished with the applization for ope-ation
permit.)

N/A

o

Indicate any previous DER permits, orders and notices associated wilh the emission
point, :including permit issuance and expirstion dales.

Refer to "After-the-Fact Construction Permit Application" submitted February 10, 1992

for permitting history. Current permit number A029-173310 issued 11/19/90, expires 11/15/95

"Form 17-1.202{(1}
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.. Requested permitted equipaent opersting time: hrs/day 24 ;: days/wk 7 1 wks/yr 52 H

if power plant, hrs/yr i if ssssonal, describe:

F. _If this is & new sgurce or major -odiricition, anawer the following questions,
{Yes or No) : 1

1. 1s this source in s non-attainment area for l-purticular pellutant? Yes

a. If yes, has "offset® been applied? Yes
b. If yes, has "Lowest Achievable Emission Rate” been applied? * No
€. If yea, list non-attainment pollutants. Ozone, TSP

2. Does best available control technology (BACT) spply to this source?

If yea, see Section VI, Yes
3. Does the State “"Prevention of Significant Deterioriation™ (PSD) Yes
requirement apply to this source? If yes, see Sections VI and vil.
4. Do "Standards of Performance for New Stationary Sources™ (NSPS)
. apply to this source? Yes
S. Do "National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants"” N
{NESHAP) apply to this source? o
H. Do "Ressonably Available Control Technelogy™ (RACT) reguirements apply Yes

to this source?

a. If yes, for what pollutants? Total Particulates

t. If yes, in sddition to the information required in this form,
any information requested in Rule 17-2.650 must be submitted.

Attach all supportive informstion related to sny answer of "Yes™. Attach any justifi-
cation for any answer of "No" that might be considered questionable.

F. 1. See Section 2.6
2. See Sections 2.1 and 2.4
3, See text _
4, See Section 2.3
5. None emitted

H. See Section 2.3

DER Form 17-1.202(1)
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SECTION ITI:

Raw Materials. and Chemicals Used in your Process, if applicable:

AIR POLLUTION SOURCES & CONTROL DEVICES (Cther than Incinerators)

Contaminants Utilization
Description Type Swt Rate = lbs/hr Relate to Flow Diagram
Lead Scrap Pb, PM, Sulfur‘5,45,55 8,530
Coke PM 100 1,145
Limestone M 100 280
Cast Iron PM 100 400
Rerun Slag PM 100 1.600
B. Pro:es; Rete, if appliceble: (See Section V, Item 1)
11,975

1.

Total Process Input Rate (lbs/hr){

2. Product Weight (1lbs/hr):_©,000

C. Ajirborne Corntaminants Emitted: (Infornaﬁion'in this table must be submitted for each
emisaion point, use additional sheets as necessaary)

. See Table 2.1

Allowed? '
Emissionl Emission Allowable? Potential? Relate
Name of : Rate per Emission Emission to Flow
Lontaminant Maximum Agtual Rule lba/hr lbs/yr T/y: Diagram
i lba/hr T/ve 17=2
|
S0, 374.00 1,638.1 N/A N/A N/A
Pb 0.13° 0.6 2.09 1b/hr2 | 2.09 120,000 60
PM 3.20  14.0 0,022 or/dsck® 3 82 2,800,000 1,400
co 68.33 299.3 N/A N/A 5,986,000 2,993
NO_ 1.98 8.7 N/A N/A N/A
voC 1.7 7.25 N/A N/A 290,000 145

ZReference sppliceble emission standards and units (e.g. Rule 17-2.600(5)(b)2. Table 11,
€. {1) - 0.1 pounds per million BTU heat input)

3Calculated from operating tate snd applicable standard.

8cnission, if source operated nitﬁout contrel (See Section V, ltem 3).

5

40 CFR 52.535 (c) (1) (1)

QSPS Subpart L (40 CFR 60.120)
R Form 17-1.202(1)

Effective November 30,
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.. Control Devices: (See Section VvV, Item &)

Range of Particles Besis for

Neme and Type Contaminant Efficiency Size Collected Efficiency

(Model & Serial No.) : (in microns) (Section Vv
{(If applicable) ltem 5)

X Baghouse-Wheelabrator | Particulate 99+7 1 micron manuf. specs|

+

Frye Model 126 or

Equivalent (patterened

| after model 126 hut
fabricated by GCR)

** Afterburner co/vocC 90-99% N/A vendor specs.
% Existing, ** To be applied for later
€. Fuels "
. Consumption=®
Type {(Be Specific) Maximum Heg! Input
avg/hr max./hr -(MMBTU/hr)
Coke ' 1,145 - 1,500 19.5

*Units: Netural Gas--MMCF/hr; Fuel Oils-—-gallons/hr; Coal, wood, refuse, other--lbs/hr.

Tuel Analysisa:

PercentlSulfur: 0.58 ' Percent Ash: J-4
Density: N/A lbs/gal Typical Percent Nitrogen: N/A
Weat Cepscity: _ 13,000 BTu/1b N/A BTU/gal

Dther Fuel Contsainants {which may cause air pollution):

F. -1f spplicable, indicate the percent of fuel used for apace heating.

Annual Average Maximum

G. Indicate liguid or solid wastes generated sand method of disposal.

Slag is disposed of in an approved and permitted landfill.

K069 - Returned to blast furnace.

DER Foram 17-1,202(1)
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’ fmission Stack Geometry and Flow Charscteristics (Provide data for each stack):
tack Height: _213 ft. Stack Diameter: 3 ft,
Cas Flow Rate: 24,354 ACFM 20,246 ~ DSCFM Gaes Exit Temperature: 154 °F.
Water Vapor Content: _3.5 % Velocity: 57 FPS
SECTION I¥: INCINERATOR INFORMATION
TO BE APPLIED FOR LATER
Type of Type O Type 1| Type 11 Type IIIl Type 1V Type V Type VI
Waste (Plsstics) (Rubbish)| (Refuse) (Garbage) (Patholog< (Lig.& Gasf (Solid By-prod.)
ical) By-prod. )
Actual
1o /hr
Inciner-
ated
Uncon=-
traolled
(1bs/hr)

‘lcription of Waste

Total Weight Incinerated (1lbs/hr) Design Capacity (1lbs/hr)

Approximste Numbasr of Hours of Operation per day 24 day/wk _7 wka/vr. -52
Manufacturer__ SO be determined
Date Consttucted Model No.
Volunme Heat Release Fuel Temperature
(re)? (BTU/hr) Type - “BYU/hr (°F)
Primery Chamber Nat. Gas 1400
Secondarv Chamber
Stack Height: ft. Stack Dismter: Stack Temp.

GCas Flow Rate: CACFM FPS

‘DSCFM* Velocity:

«IT-S0 or more tomw per duy design capacity, submit the emissions rate in grains per stan-
dard cubic foot dry gas corrected to 505 excess air.

Type of pollution control device: [ ] Cyclone [ ] Wet Scrubber

DER Feorm 17-1.202(1)
Effective November 30,

iX] Afterburner

[ ] 0ther (mapecify)
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@

f description of operating characteristics of control devices:

907 destruction of CO, 957 for VOCs, at 1,400°F and 0,5-2.0 seconds,  Final design yet to
be determined. ‘ '

ulti
ash,

N/A

aste disposal of iny efflusnt other than that emitted from the stsck {scrubber water,
atc. ): :

NDTE

Plea

DER
Effe

: ltems 2, 3,.4, 6, 7, 8, and 10 in Section V muat be included where applicable.

SECTION v: 'ﬁUPPLEHENTAL REQUIREMENTS
se provide the following supplements where required for this applicsation,
Total process input rate and product weight -- show derivation [Rule 17-2.100(127)]

Jo a construction mpplication, attech besis of emission estimate (e.g., design talcula-
tions, design drawings, pertinent manyfacturer's ‘test oata, etc.) and attach proposec
methods (e.g., FR Part 60 Methods 1, 2, 3, &4, %) to show proof of compliasnce wilh ap-
plicable standards, To sn operation application, attach test results or methocs used
to show proof of compliance. Information provided when applying fer &n operation per-
mit from a construction permit shall be indicative of the time at which the test was
made. :

Attach basis of poténtial discharge {(e.g., emission factor, thet is, AP42 test).

With construction ﬁernit applicstion, include design details for all esir pollution con-
trol systems (e.g., for baghouse include cloth to air ratio; for scrubber include
cross-section sketch, design pressure drop, etsg.) -

With construction permit application, sttach derivetion of control device(s) efficien;
ey. Include test or design deta. Items 2, 3 and 5 should be consistent: actual emis-
sions = potentisl (l-efficiency). B

An 8 1/2" x 11" flow diagram which will, without revegling trade secrets, identify the
individual operations and/or processes, lndicete where raw materials enter, where sol.-
id end liquid waste exit, where gaseous eaissions and/or airborne particles are evolved
and where finished products are obtained,

An 8 1/2" x 11" plot plan showing tne location of the esteblishment, sand points of air-
borne emissions, in relation to the surrounding afrea, residences and other permanent
structures gnd roacdways (Example: Copy of relevant portion of USGS topographic map).

An B8 1/2" x 11" plot plen of facility showing the location of manufacturing processes
and cutlets for airborne emissiona. Relate all flows to the flow diagram.

Form 17-1.202(1)
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The appropriate application fee in sccordance with Rule 17-4.05. The check should be
made payable to the Department of Environmental Regulation.

10. With en application for operstion permit, asttach a Certificate of Completion of Con-
struction dindicating that the source was constructed a3 shown in the construction
perait.

'SECTION ¥I: BEST AVAILABLE CONTROL TECHNOLOGY
A. Are stendards of performances for new stationary sources pursuant to 40 C.F.R. Part &0
applicable to the source?
[ ] ves [ 1 No
Contaminant ) Rate or Concentration
Particulates , 0.022 pr/dscf, 20Z opacity
B. Mas EPA declared tne best sveilsble control technelogy for this class of sources (If

yas, sttach copy)

[ ] Yes [Xj No

Contsminant . flate or Concentration

€. V¥hat e-ilsion levels do you propose as best svailadle control technology?
Contaminant . Rate or Concentration
D. Describe the existing control and treatment technology (if any).

1. Contrel Davice/Systa-} ‘2. Operating Principles:
B%%house

3. Efficiency: 4. Capital Costs: -
99+7

xplain msethod of determining

DER Form 17-1.202(1)
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. §. Useful Life: 6. QOpersting Costs:
7. Energy: : 8. Maintenance Cost:
9., Emissions:

Contaminant Rate or Concentration

'10. Stack Parameters

a. Height: 213 _ ft. b. Diameter: 3 ’ ft.
¢. Flow Rate: 24,354 ' ACFM  d. Temperature: j54 °F.
e. Velocity: 57 : FPS

E. Describe the control and trestment technology available (As many types a3 applicable,
use sdditional pages if necessary).

. 1. See Sections 2.l and 2.4

a. Control Device: b. Opersting Principles:
c. Efficiency:l d. Capitsl Cost:

e. Useful Lif;: _ f. GOperating Cost:

9- Ene;gy:z h. Maintenance Cost:

i. Availability of construction materinlé:and,prncass chemicals:
Jj+ Applicebility to manufacturing processes:

k. Ability to construet with control device, install in available space, and operate
within proposed levels:

2.

a. Control Device: b. Operating Principles:
e. Efficiency:? d. Capital Cost:

. Useful Life: f. DOperating lost:

9. Energy:z h. Maintensnce Cost:

i. Avli}ability'of construction materials and process chemicals:
‘E:plain method of determining efficisncy.

Energy to be reported in units of electrical power - KWH design rate.

DER Foram 17-1.202(1) :
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@
Q-
i.

-
k‘

Applicebility to manufscturing processes:

Ability to construct with contrel device, install in svailable space, and
within proposed levels:

Control Device: . b. Operating Principles:
 Efficiency:l | d. -Claitll Cost:

U;eful ;ife:. - f. Operating Cost:

Enargy:z h. tHninfeninca Cost:

-Availabiiity of construction materials end process chemicals:

Applicability to manufacturing processes:

Ability to construct with control device, instesll in available space, and
within proposed levels;:

Control Device: ) . b. Operfating Principles:
Efficiency:1 d. Capital Costs: )
Useful Life: f. DOpereting Cost:

Energy: 2" . - h. Maintenance Cost:

Availebility of construction materials and process chemicals:
Applicability to manufacturing processes:

Ability to construct with control ‘device, install in available space, and
within proposed levels:

F. Describe the control technology selected:

(2)
(3)

Control Device: z. Efficiency:l
Capital Cost: 4. Useful Life:
Dp}tlting Cost: 6. Energy:2
Maintenance Coat: . B. Manufacturer:
Dther locations Qhere aﬂployeé on similar processes:
{l) Company:

Mailing Address:

Ciiy:- ' (4) State:

nergy to be reported in units of electrical power - KWH design rate,

‘lpllin method of determining efficiency.

DER Form [7-1.202(1)
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. {5) Environmental Manager:

() Telephone No.:
{(7) Emissiona:l

Contaminant Rate or Concentration

(B) Process Rate:l

b. (1) Company:

(2) Mailing Addreas:

(3) City: . {4) State:
(5). Environmental Manager:

(6) Telephone No.:

(7) Emissions:!

. - Contaminant Rate or .Concent:ation

(8) Process Rate:?
10. Reason for selection and description of systems:
1Appliclnt myuat provide this information when available, Should this information not be

available, applicent must state 'the reason(s) why.

SECTION YII - PREVENTION OF SIGNIFICANT DETERIDRATION

A. fomplny Honiéored Data

1. no. sites . ISP () sple . Wind spd/dir

————————————

Period of Monitoring / / to / /
month day year month day vyear

Other data recorded

Attach all datas or statistical summeries to this applicaticon.

.Specify bubbler {B) or continuous (C).

DER Form 17-1.202(1)
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2. Instruneniatioﬁ, Field and Laboratory

a. Was instrumentation EPA referenced or its equivalent? [ ] Yes [ ] No

b. Was instrumentwetion calibreted in sccordance with Department procedures?
] Yes [ ) Ne [ ] Unkgaun

Meteorological Data Used for Air Quality Modeling

1. 5 vYesr(a) of dats from _ Ol , 0l 7 82 o _12 , 31/ 86
' month day year month day vyeat

2. Surface data obtained froe (location) lampa #12842, Gainesville, Orlando

3. Upper air (mixing height) deta obtained from (location) Tampa, Station #12842

4, Stability wind rose (STAR) data obtained from (locstion) N/A

Computer Models Used |

1. 15CST2 : A Modified? Nar yes, sttach description.
2. MESOPUFF 1I Modifiee™O If yes, attach description,
3. - . Modified? If yes, attach description,
&8, ' . ' _ - Modified? If yes, sttach description.

Attaeh copies of all final model runs showing input data, receptor lncations; and prin;
ciple output tables. -

Applicants Maximum Allowable Emission Data

Pollutant Emission Rate

ISP 0.403 , grans/sec .
sp2 47.124 grams/sec

"Emission Data Used in Modeling

Attach list of emission sources. Emiﬁaion dats required is source name, description of
point source (on NEDS point number), UTM coordinetes, atack data, allowable emissions,

and normal operating time. g., Appendices I, K, M

Attach all other information supportive to the PSD review,

Discuss the social shd aconomic impact of the selected technology versus other appl;ca-
ble technologies {i.e., jobs, payroll, production, taxes, energy, etc.). Include
assessment of the environmental impact of the sources. See Sections 2.1 and 2.%4.

Attach scientifie, ahgineering, and technical material, reports, publications, jour-

nals, snd other competent relevant informaticn descridbing the theory and nppl;catzun of
the requested best available control technology.

Form '17-1.202(1)
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7.0
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

The information contained in this document supports the issuance of the Prevention of
Significant Deterioration construction and operating permit for Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc.
located in Tampa, Florida. Air dispersion modeling, along with current operating permits and
ambient monitoring data, have shown that Gulf Coast currently is and will continue to be in
compliance with all applicable local, state, and federal air quality regulations. The BACT
analysis showed that further control of SO, emissions is not cost-effective and not necessary to
protect the health and welfare of all flora and fauna possibly affected. The control technology
currently in place at Gulf Coast is considered to be state-of-the-art for most facilities of
comparable type, size, and age.

Gulf Coast has committed to installing an afterburner to control VOC and CO emissions
that will also reduce SO, formation. However, requiring additional SO, controls at this point
will not only have severe economic consequences but also raises environmental concerns that
would offset any benefit obtained from additional controls. As mentioned earlier, Gulf Coast
is the only lead-acid battery recycler in the state of Florida. A shutdown of this facility will
require the transport of approximately 1.1 million batteries per year 425 miles to the nearest
recycling facility in Columbus, Georgia, thus increasing mobile-source air emissions to the
region.
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Florida Department of Environmental Regulation
Southwest District ® 4520 Oak Fair Boulevard ® Tampa, Florida 33610-7347 @ B813-623-556]

Bob Martincz, Governor Dale Twachunann, Secretary John Shearer, Assistant Secretary
Dr. Richard Garnty. Deputy Assistam Secretsry

PERMITTEE: PERMIT/CERTIFICATION
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. Permit No: A0295-173310
1901 North 66th Street County: Hillsborocugh
Tampa, FL 33619 ) Amendment Date: 11/19/90

Expiration Date: 11/15/95
Project: Blast Furnace and
Agglomeration Furnace

This amended permit. is issued under the provisions of Chapter 403,
Florida Statutes, and Florida Administrative Code Rules 17-2 & 17-4.
The above named permittee is hereby authorized to perform the work or
operate the facility shown on the application and approved drawing(s),
plans and other docunents, attached hereto or on file with the
department and made a part hereof and specifically described as

. follows:

For the operation of a secondary lead blast furnace and a flue dust
agglomeration furnace. At the facility leadbearing scrap materials
(LsM's), coke, 1lime rock, cast iron and slag are 1loaded into a
skip-hoist and charged into the blast furnace (60 ton capacity). Lead
in the liquid form collects at the base of the blast furnace. 1In this
process lime rock is added to displace the lead in any lead silicate
which might have been formed, while cast iron (iron oxide} binds with
any sulfur to produce iron sulfide thus reducing sulfur dioxide
emissions. The lead is tapped from the blast furnace and cast into
buttons. Emissions generated by the charging (Point 06), the blast
furnace exhaust (Point 01) and the tapping (Point 04) are controlled
by three (3) sets of baghouses which vent separately. Flue dust
collected by the baghouses is conveyed to an agglomeration furnace
fired on natural gas. The blast furnace is subject to the New Source
Performance Standards of 40 CFR 60, Subpart L, Standards of
Performance for Secondary Lead Smelters and the Federal Implementation
Plan contained in 40 CFR 52.535.

Location: 1901 North 66th Street, Tampa

UTM: 17-364.0 E 3093.6 N NEDS NO: 0057 Point ID: 01 - Furnace

. Exhaust
04 - Tapping

‘ 06 - Charging
Replaces Permit No.: A029-95366
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PERMITTEE: PERMIT/CERTIFICATION NO.: A029-173310
Gulf Coast Recycling, PROJECT: Blast Furnace and Agglomeration
Inc. Furnace

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS: e e e
1. A part of this permit is the attached 15 General Conditions.

2. Pursuant to Rule 17-2.650(2)(b)1., F.A.C., this facility qualifies
for an exemption of the Reasonably Available Control Technology (RACT)
. requirements since, at the request of the permittee, the total
allowable emissions of the <facility shall not exceed 4.4 pounds per
hour and 14.9 tons per year. (ﬁ)nw)

3. Pursuant to 40 CFR 60.122(a) (1), the permittee shall not discharge
from the baghouses particulate emissions greater than 0.022 grains per

dry ‘standard cubic foot. MeETHD S

4. In order to ?ﬁsure compliance with Specifjc Condition No. 2, the
paximum allowable particulate matter emissions - and hours of operation
of the sources authorized to operate under this permit shall be:

: . Hours of
Source Emission Limitations Operation
Blast Furnace Charging . 0.65 lbs./hr. (2.54 TPY) 7800
Blast Furnace 2.15 1lbs./hr. (8.38 TPFY) 7800
Blast Furnace Tapping 0.40_1bs./hr. (1.56 TPY) 7800

312»() /2'4?
. * prior to initiating any actions to increase the capture efficiency
of the system, the permittee shall request written authorization from
the Environmental Protection Commission of Hillsborough County.

5. Pursuant to 40 CFR 52.535(c) (1) (i), the maximum allowable lead
emissions from the sources authorized to operate under this permit
shall be:

Source Emissions Limitations .
Blast Furnace Charging 0.22 lbs./hr. (0.86 TPY)
Blast Furnace 1.81 lbs./hr. (7.06 TPY)
Blast Furnace Tapping 0.06 1lbs./hr. (0.23 TPY)
2.09 £.15

6. Pursuant to 40 CFR 52.535(c)(1)(ii), visible emissions from the
closed charge doors on the blast furnace shall not exceed five (5)
percent opacity during furnace operation.

7. Pursuant to 40 CFR 52.535(c) (1) (iii), visible emissions from the

charge doors on the blast furnace shall not exceed ten (10) percent
opacity during charging operations.
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PERMITTEE: PERMIT/CERTIFICATION NO.: A029-173310
Gulf Coast Recycling, PROJECT: Blast Furnace and Agglomeration
Inc. Furnace

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS: (continued)

8. Pursuant to 40 CFR 52.535(c¢) (1) (iv), visible emissions from all
other sources authorized to operate under this permit shall not exceed

five (5) percent opacity.

9. Sulfur dioxide (S0.,) emissions shall not exceed 384.2 pounds per
hour. If testing inalcates that SO emissions exceed 384.2 (374
l1bs./hr. base 1line + 40 tons/yr., 13/83) thﬁh the permzttee shall
immediately reapply for a new permit under the provisions of Section

17-2.500, F.A.C.

10. Test emissions from the blast furnace charging, blast furnace,
and blast furnace tapping operations for the following pollutants at
intervals of twelve (12) months from February 14, 1990 and submit 2
copies of test data to the Environmental Protection Commission of
Hillsborough County within forty-five (45) days of such testing
pursuant to Section 17-2.700, F.A.C.:

(X) Particulates (X) Sulfur Oxides*
(X) Opacity (X} Lead

* Applies only to the blast furnace emissions.

11. Compliance with the emission limitations of Specific Conditions
Nos. 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8 shall be determined using EPA Methods 1, 2,
3, 4, 6, 9 and 12 contained in 40 CFR 60, Appendix A and adopted by
reference in Section 17-2.700, F.A.C. 1In the case of the Method 9,
Section 2.5 shall be excluded, pursuant to 40 CFR 52.535(b)(5).:; thus
waiving the six minute averaging period and establishing an
instantanecus standard. The annual sulfur oxide test will be
conducted by the same method used in the December, 1983 test. The
minimum requirements for stack sampling facilities, source . sampling
and reporting, shall be in accordance with Section 17-2.700, F.A.C.
and 40 CFR 60, Appendix A.

12. The visible emission test on the blast furnace shall be sixty
(60) minutes in duration pursuant to Section 17-2.700, F.A.C., and
shall be conducted concurrent with one of the Method 12 runs.

13. The visible emission tests on the blast furnace charging
operation shall each be sixty (60) minutes in duration, pursuant to
Rule 17-2.700(1) (d)1.b.i., F.A.C. Readings shall be taken on the :

A) Charge doors on the blast furnace during charging (closest
potential emission point).

B} Closed charge doors on the blast furnace during furnace
operatlon (closest potential emission point).

C) Baghouse exhaust during blast furnace operation.

DER Form 17-1.201(5) Page 3 of 5



PERMITTEE: PERMIT/CERTIFICATION NO.: A029-173310
Gulf Coast Recycling, PROJECT: Blast Furnace and Agglomeration
Inc. Furnace

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS: (continued)

14. The visible emission test on the blast furnace tapping shall be
sixty (60) minutes in duration pursuant to Rule 1762.700(1)(d)1.b.i.,
F.A.C. Readings shall be taken only during product tapping.

15. The maximum process input rate shall be 4.58 tons per hour of raw
materials. Raw material charging rates on a daily basis shall be
consistent with the following percentages based on the February, 1950
test. '

Raw Material Percentage
Lead Scrap and Re-Run Slag 88%"“&1_
Coke 7% -7~

Lime Rock 2.5% - )11
Cast Iron 2.5% - v

16. Testing of emissions must be accomplished at approximately the
maximum process weight rate of 4.58 tons per hour of raw materials.
The actual charging rate and type of materials charged during the test
shall be specified in each test result. Failure to include the actual
process or production rate in the results may invalidate the test
{Rule 17-4.070(3), F.A.C.].

17. Pursuant to 40 CFR 52.535(b)(2), non-process fugitive emissions
(road dust, stockpiles, plant grounds, etc.) shall be minimized.
Minimization efforts shall include such fugitive dust suppression
activities as chemical stabilization, water spraying with appropriate
runoff collection, resurfacing, sweeping, revegetation, and other EPA
approved methods.

18. Pursuant to 40 CFR 52.535(b)(4), the permittee shall maintain
continuous records of plant process and emission control operations as
necessary to determine continuous compliance. Such records shall
include reports of all process operations and control equipment
operating parameters. Such records shall also include reports of all
types of process upsets and emission control equipment malfunction,
detailing the nature and duration of the upset or malfunction, the
expected effects on emissions, and the corrective actions taken or
planned to avoid recurrences. Such records shall be available at the
plant site for inspection for a period of at least two (2) years.
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PERMITTEE: PERMIT/CERTIFICATION NO.: A029~-173310
Gulf Coast Recycling, PROJECT: Blast Furnace and Agglomeration
Inc. Furnace

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS: (continued)

19. Pursuant to Rule 1-1.04.1 of the Rules of the Environmental
Protection Commission of Hillsborough County and consistent with
Specific Condition No. 15, the permittee shall maintain daily records
on the number of charges to the blast furnace and the make-up of each
charge (i.e., groups, coke, limerock, etc.). The permittee shall also
maintain monthly inventory records showing types and quantities of
materials charged to the furnace during the month.

20. Pursuant to Chapter 1-3.22(3) of the Rules of the Environmental
Protection Commission of Hillsborough County, the permittee shall not
allow the discharge of air pollutants which contribute to an.
objectionable odor.

21. The Environmental Protection Commission of Hillsborough County
shall be notified in writing 15 days in advance of any compliance test
to be conducted on this source.

22. Submit for this facility, each calendar year, on or before March
1, an enission report for the preceding calendar year containing the
following information pursuant to Subsection 403.061(13), Florida

Statutes:

(A) Annual amount of materials and/or fuels utilized.
" (B) Annual emissions (note calculation basis).
(C) Any changes in the information contained in the permit
application.

Duplicate copies of all reports shall be - submitted to the
Envirconmental Protection Commission of Hillsborough County.

23. Pursuant to Section 17-4.090, F.A.C., an application for renewal
of permit to operate this source, completed in quadruplicate, shall be
submitted to the Environmental Protection Commission of Hillsborough
County at least 60 days prior to its expiration date.

Originally Issued: July 17, 1990
Amended this /%  day of 1944/

STATE OF FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF
ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION




;F&MENT - GENERAL CONDITIONS:

e terms, conditions, requirements, limitations and restrictions set
‘occh in this permit, are “permit conditions® and are binding and enforceable
yjursuant to Sections 403.141, 403.161, 403.727, or 403.859 through 403.861,
‘lorida Statutes. The permittee is placed on notice that the Department will .
‘eview this permit periodically and may initiate enforcement action for any
‘iolation of these conditions. C e - ' :

2. This permit is valid only for the specific processes and operations
.pplied for and indicated in the approved drawings or exhibits. Any
nauthorized deviation from the approved drawings, exhibits, specifications,
r conditions of this permit may constitute grounds for revocation and
nforcement action by the Department.

3. As provided in subsections 403.087(6) and 403.722(5), F.S., the issuance
£ this permit does not convey any vested rights or any exclusive privileges.
'either does it authorize any injury to public or private property or any
nvasion of perscnal rights, nor any infringement of federal, State, or local
.aws or regulations. This permit is not a waiver of or approval of any other
)epartment permit that may be regquired for other aspects of the total project
thich are not addressed in this permit.

4. This permit conveys no title to land or water, does not constitute State
‘ecognition or acknowledgement of title, and does not constitute authority for
‘he use of submerged lands unless herein provided and the necessary title or
.emold interests have been obtained from the State. Only the Trustees of
h ternal Improvement Trust Fund may express State opinion as to title.

S. This permit does not relieve the permittee from liability for harm or
njury to human health or welfare, animal, or plant life, or property caused

v the construction or operation of this permitted source, or from penalties
hnerefore; nor does it allow the permittee to cause pollution in contravention
.f Florida Statutes and Department rules, unless specifically authorized by an

rder from the Department.

6. The permittee shall properly operate and maintain the facility and systems
f treatment and control (and related appurtenances) that are installed and
.sed by the permittee to achieve compliance with the conditions of this
)ermit, are required by Department rules. This provision includes the
)peration of backup or auxiliary facilities or similar systems when necessary
:0 achieve compliance with the conditions of the permit and when required by
yepartment rules. '

7. The permittee, by accepting this permit, specifically agrees to allow
iuthorized Department personnel, upon presentation of credentials or other
locuments as may be required by law and at reasonable times, access to the
)remises where the permitted activity is located or conducted to:

(a) Have access to and copy any records that must be kept under
conditions of the permit;

.b) Inspect the facility, equipment, practices, or operations regulated
or required under this permit; and
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c) Sample or monitor any substances or parameters at any lcecaliun
reasonably necessary to assure compliance with this permit oz
Department rules.

Reasonable time may depend on the nature of the concern being investigeted.

8. If, for any reason, the permittee does not comply with or will be unable
o comply with any condition or limitation specified in this permit, the
sermittee shall immediately provide the Department with the following
information:

(a) A description of and cause of noncompliance; and

(b) The period of noncompliance, including dates and times; or, if not
corrected, the anticipated time the noncompliance is expected to
continue, and steps being taken to reduce, eliminate, and prevent
recurrence of the noncompliance.

The permittee shall be responsible for any and all damages which may result
and may be subject to enforcement action by the Department for penalties or
for revocation of this permit.

9. In accepting this permit, the permittee understands and agrees that all
records, notes, monitoring data and other information relating to the
sonstruction or operation of this permitted source which are submitted to the
de tment may be used by the Department as evidence in any enforcement case
' ‘ving the permitted source arising under the Florida Statutes or

3¢ rtment rules, except where such use is prescribed by Sections 403.111 and
103.73, F.5. Buch evidence shall only be used to the extent it is consistent
sith the Florida Rules of Civil Procedure and appropriate evidentiary rules.

10. The permittee agrees to comply with changes in Department rules and

*lorida Statutes after a reasonable time for compliance; provided, however,
:he permittee does not waive any other rights granted by Florida Statutes or

Jepartment rules.

11. This permit is transferable only upon Department approval in accordance
+ith Rule 17-4.120 and 17-730.300, Florida Administrative Code, as
ipplicable. The permittee shall be liable for any non-compliance of the
>ermitted activity until the transfer is approved by the Department.

l2. This petmit or a copy thereof shall be kept at the work site of the
sermitted activity.

13. This permit also constitutes:
{ ) Determination of Best Available Control Technology (BACT)

( ) Determination of Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD)

( ) Certification of compliance with State Water QualithStandards
. (Section 401, PL 92-500) '

( ) Compliance with New Source Performance Standards

SNERAL CONDITIONS-REG Page 2 of 3
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the permittee shall comply with the following:

a) Upon request, the permittee shall furnish all records and plans
required under Department rules. During enforcement actions, the
retention period for all records will be extended automatically
unless otherwise stipulated by the Department. .

(b) The permittee shall hold at the facility or other_location deaignated
by this permit records of all monitoring information (including all
calibration and maintenance records and all original strip chart
recordings for continuous monitoring instrumentation) required by the
permit, copies of all reports required by this permit, and reccrds of
all data used to complete the application for this permit. These
materials shall be retained at least three years from the date of the
sample, measurement, report, or application unless otherwise
specified by Department rule.

(¢) Records of monitoring information shall include:

1. the date, exact place, and time of sampling or measurements;

2. the person responsible for performing the sampling or measurements;
3. the dates analyses were performed;

4. the person responsible for performing the analyses,

5. the analytical techniques or methods used; _ .

6. the results of such analyses. '

.F.’nen requested by the Department, the permittee shall within a reasonable
furnish any information required by law which is needed to determine

. sliance with the permit. 1If the permittee becomes aware the relevant facts
rere not submitted or were incorrect in the permit application or in any
‘eport to the Department, such facts or information shall be corrected
yromptly.
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DATE:;

SUBJECT:

FROM:

TO:

G5/ 28-91 14:13 OFt - REGIOH IUl @91

‘ ™

UNITED STATES ENYIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

REGION IV

345 COURTLAND STREET. N.E,
ATLANTA. GEORGIA 30363

JUN 191991

PSD Determination of Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc.

Brian L. Beals, Chief g
Source Evaluation Unit

Mark A. Armentrout, Chief
Northern Compliance Unit

This determination concerns the operations at Gulf Coast Recycling,
Inc. and is in response to your memorandum dated April 26, 1991. Our

determinations with respect to PSD are as follows: A

"

(1)

1o P

(2)

(3)

Gulf Ccast Recycling isa classified as a major staticnary

notification was made of impending construction of a new 60
ton blast furnace, the PSD application process should have
been initiated. This furnace gualified as a major
modification as dwfined in CFR 51.166, due to the fact that
construction wonld recult in a siqnificant net emissions
increase and potential to emit increase in pollutants.
Based on the emissions sempling data from 1879-97, there
was a 43.7% increase in actual S02 emissions from the
re-construction to pest-construction periods. From
1975~-84, actual S02 emissions averaged 208.7 pounds per
hour. After completion of the 60 ton blast furnace, actual
502 emissions from 1365-50 averaged 300.0 pounds per hour.
Baced on Gulf Coast’‘w annual operating level of 7800 hours
Ter year, the actual =missions increase for S02 rose from-
814 tons per year in 1973-84 to 1170 tons per year in
1985-50. <The significant rate of emissions for S02 is
defined as being 40 tons per year or more of that

pollutant. :

The preccnstruction requirements as outlined in Section 165
of the Clean Air Act should have been met. This would have
included cobtaining a construction permit for the 60 ton
blast furnace prior t¢ its fabrication, instead of
obtaining ovne 6 years after the fact.

Tre source .- classified as a secondary lead smelter and
due to the expected increases in pollutants, PSD review

would subject i pollutants in the category to review.

This would bruaden the scope to include PM, Pb, CO, S02,
NCx, sulfuric - :4 mist, and hydrogen sulfide.




B 291 14: 20 Ft - PERION U . a2

(4) Best Available Control Technology (BACT) analysis would be
applicable for any pollutants subject to PSD review (from
determination (3) above) which exceed their respective

significant emissions rate.

(5) Further investigation is warranted into whether VOC
emissions from the 60 ton blast furnace exceeds the 40 tons
per year limit for NSR. If NSR is applicable, then LAER
and emissions offsets would have to be taken into-

consideration.

(6) A final concern with respect to the operations at Gulf
Coast pertains to the 50-ton refining kettle built and
operated with no construction permit, designated as
kettle #3. A valid construction permit should have
addressed the operating limitations of kettle #3,
epecifically with reference to the simultaneous operation
of more than two 50-ton kettles. Federally enforceable
permit limits should have been incorporated into the
construction permit, as they were in the eventual operating
permit. According to Gulf Coast, kettle #1 cperates
independently; kettle #2 (calcium lead formation) is
dependent upon the operations of kettle #3 (lead
softening). The only impediment to simultaneous operation
of all three kettles is manpower constraints, not design
features; therefore, it is physically possible for all
three 50-ton refining kettles to be operating
simultanecusly. The potential lead emissions for kettle #3
were 0.874 tons per year - an amount above the significance
level cf 0.6 tons per year; conseguently, a PSD
application was required for refining kettle #3.

Should you have any questions, please contact either Dennis
Beauregard or Scott Davis at x5014.
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AMFR TEL: -

CITY OF TAMPA

Sundra w. Freedman, Mayor Peparinent of KANNGEY Sowsms

Ralph 1. Moteall, 1L 1PKE
Dierctor

August i1, 1993

Joyce Morales-Caramela
Gulf Coast Racycling, Inc.
1901 North 66th Street
Tampa, Florida 33c¢19

Re: Allocation of capacity for additional wastewater streams at
Gul? Coast Recycling Plant.

Dear Joycea:

Due to other service commitment allocations and capacity
limitations in our downetream gravity collection system, capacity
is not presently available in our manifold force main system in
. 62nd Streut to accept all the additional flows specified in your
May 14, 1993 letter. :

Wa have no plans to upgrade tha vollection system prior to calendar
year 1998; however, some limited capacity should become available
in approximately two (2) years because one of our prior service
commitment allocations is only temporary.

Your letter mentioned the need to resume operaticn of the
groundwater recovery system. Pluase be advised that any flows from
this source will need to be controlled go that our pregant 20 GPM
restriction on the total flow tfrom your plant is not aexceadad.

In addition, prior tov your resuming coperation of the groundwataer
revovary system, we will need groundwater samples from your
monitoring wells analyzed to detormine the lavel of Molybdenum.
FPA Test Method 246.2 ie to be used. Certified test results should
be submitted for our raview at your garliest conveniance.

Permission to resume pumping of groundwater will be contingent on
the determination of the Molybdenum concentration and the
installation of pretreatment facilities if deemed necessary.

In addition, we roguest that the analysis of the effluent-samples

from your exlsting pretraatment facilities be expanded to include
Molybdenum.

Amencs L
’ Gth Flows Clty 11all Plaza @ Tainpa, Florida 23602

1
l i Printsd hn Aecycied Paper
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If poseible, the taeast results should ba includaed in the next report
to John Daily of our Industrial Waste Division, This will assist
us in the review ot your plant’s annual Industrial Wastewatar
Discharge Permit Application.

We trust this letter will meet your present needs. PFleasa contact
Bill Schafer at 223-8053 or me at 223-8040 if you have any guestion
regarding this matter.

Sincerely,

RY/ SEWIERS

C'
. -
- " L Tl .

Engifder

Planning Division

MAS/pa

xc: John Daily
Exacutive
Planning

Enginesring

Mmoo e
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1.0 INTRODUCTION




1.0 INTRODUCTION

On October 21, 22, 23, 24 & 25, 1991, Stevéngsn-ﬁ ;ssociates,
represented by Lynne Stevenson, Ron Oliver and Tim Capelle,
conducted emission sampling (EPA Methods 1, 2, 4, 5, 6, and
12) and visible eﬁiséion (EPA Method 9) tests for Gulf Ccast

Recycling, 1901 North 66th Street, Tampa, Florida.

These tests were performed to meet compliance test
specifications of Permits Nos.: A029-130736/Keel Cast
Baghouse; RA029-173310/Furnace Tapping, Furnace Charging and
Blast Furnace; and, AC29-184883/Refining Baghouse; and, to
determine if these sources were operating within the limits
of said permits as per requirements of the Hillsborough
County Environmental Protection Commission and the State of

Florida Department of Environmental Regulation.
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2.0 SOURCE DESCRIPTION

Gulf Coast Recycling recovers lead from damaged or spent
lead-acid batteries. Battery groups and posts are removed
from the batteries and resmelted in a blast furnace. The
blasi lead is cast into 3,700 pound *buttons®. These buttons
are then remelted and cast into boat keels or the lead is
refined or alloyed to customer specifications. These
operations are controlled with five (5) separate collection

and discharge systems.

Dust and fumes from the blast furnace and the slagging
furnace are collected, routed through a series of cooling
loops and forced through a fabric baghouse collector system
(10 modules) prior to discharge through a stack. The stack
is 36 inches in diameter, 150 feet high with two (2) éample
ports located at 45 feet. The sampling ports are located 8
stack diameters upstream and 28 diameters downstream of any
flow disturbances. The sulfur dioxide sampling port is

located at the same sampling ports.

The blast furnace charging operation is vented through a

double module baghouse,. : .

- - - -




Exhaust hoods covering the blast furnace, lead and slag taps
and the slag tap from the slag furnace are vented through a
single module baghouse collector and exhaustééHEE;;ugh a 13-
inch square stack that is 45 feet tall. This process is

called blast furnace tapping.

The refining kettle ventilation system consists of exhaust
hoods enclosing each of three (3) melting kettles and lead
drossing bins. The exhaust from these hoods is routed

through a ﬁwo module baghouse and vented through a 22-inch

diameter stack that is 25 feet tall.

The keel cast melt kettle is enclosed with a hood that is
exhausted to a single module baghouse and vented through a

14.5 inch diameter stack that is 25 feet tall.
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3.0 SUMMARY OF RESULTS

The results

of the emission testing are presented-in the

following Tables. The average emission rates for all

parameters for all sources were below the allowable rates as

specified in the current operating permits. Therefore, these

sources wer

the testing

The visible

sources was

No problems

assignment.

oeprating within the limits of compliance during

on October 21 through October 25, 1991.

emission highest six minute average for all

0%. -

were encountered in accomplishing this




TABLE II

TEST SUMMARY - LEAD

GULF COAST RECYCLING - BLAST FURNACE

October 24, 1991
RUN LEAD CONCNTRTN |GAS FLOW |GAS FLOW |VOLM. AIR|ISOKENET.
NO. |(LBS/HR) |(GR/DSCF)| (RCFM) (DSCFM) (VMSTD) TY)
1 0.007 |0.000039 24,335 20,308 40.06 100.41s
2 0.005 |0.000031 24,485 20,321 39.57 99.14%
3 0.007 |0.0000239 24,243 20,108 39.17 99.17%
AVG., 0.006 {0.000036 24,354 20,246 39.60 99.57%
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SQURCE TEST REPORT
for )
OXIDES OF NITROGEN, VOLATILE ORGANIC COMPOUNDS
AND CARBON MONOXIDE

BLAST FURNACE QUTLET
GULF COAST RECYCLING
TAMPA, FLORIDA

. OCTOBER 21 & NOVEMBER 4, 1991

Prepared for:

STEVENSON & ASSOCIATES
333 FALKENBURG ROAD N, UNIT A-1156
TAMPA, FLORIDA 33619

Prepared by:

AIR CONSULTING AND ENGINEERING, INC.
2106 N.W. 67TH PLACE, SUITE 4
GAINESVILLE, FLORIDA 32606
(904) 335-1889

289-91-07
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AIR CONSULTING
& ENGINEERING, INC.

2106 N.W. 67th Place - Suite 4 - Gainesville, Fiorida « 32606.
J (904) 335-1889 FAX (904) 335-1891

EPORT CERTIF! N

To the best of my knowledge, ali applicable field and analytical
procedures comply with Florida Department of Environmental Regulation

requirements and all test data and plant operating data are true and correct.

IHA 77&'»‘(

agmay Neck '

/2 [ 4/

Late -

wee




1.0 INTRODUCTION

On October 21, 1991, Air Consulting and Engineering, Inc. (ACE); conducted
oxides of nitrogen (NOy), Carbon Monoxide (CQ), and Volatile Organic Compound
(VOC) testing on the Blast Furnace Outlet at Guif Coast Recycling in Tampa,
Fiorida. -

Testing was performed using United States Environmental Protection Agency

(EPA) Method 7E for NO emission determination, EPA Method 10 for CO and EPA
Method 25A for VOC. The CO, CO2, and 02 tests were repeated by orsat analysis
{EPA Method 3) on November 4, 1891. |

This work was done as a subcontract to Stevenson & Associates of Tampa,

Florida.




2.0 SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION OF RESULTS
The emission results are summarized in Table 1. s

Oxides of nitrogen and VOC emissions averaged 1.98 and 33.10 pounds per hour

{tbs/Hr), respectively.

Carbon monoxide testing was repeated by orsat on Novemnber 4, 1991, since the
CO analyzer results were off scale during the scheduled testing. CO emission
averaged 8440 ppm or 683.32 |bs/Hr.

Fiow calculations, emission summary with strip chart copies and orsat resuits

. are presented in Appendices A, B, and C, respectively.




Table 1 Emission Summary
Blast Furnace Cutlet
Gulf Coast Recycling
Tampa, Florida
October 21, 1991 & November 4, 1991 T
: vOoC Emissions :
Run Flow Rate NOx Emissions AS propane CO Emissjons -
Number SCFMD PP lbs /Er j=y=1 1bs/Er s Ppm lbs/Br
b 18676 17.5 2.34 303 38.77 -
2 17974 14.3 1.84 237 29.18 - —— eee———-
3 19062 12.8 1.75 240 31.34 — ——  eeee-
14.9 1.98 260 33.10 0._844 8440 683.32

AVERAGE 18571

lbs/Hr = ppm (2.595 x 10~9) MW (SCFMD) 60

MW NO, = 46
MW C3HB = 44
MW CO = 28

105 Ppm = 100%

~
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SOUTH COAST AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

Best Available Control Technology (BACT) Guideline

Equipment or Process: Lead Melting Furnace - Cupola,

J]3. < 1% Sulfur in Coke

2. Afterburner (> 0.3
Sec. Retention Time
st > 1200 °F)

Alternate Basic Equipment
or Process

Secondary Melting Operations Revision:
Equipment Rating: All Date: 10/07/88
ROG NOx S0x co PART.

BACT : | i | |Afterburner (> 0.3 Sec. | |
Technologicat ly Feasible’ | | | [Retention Time at | |
' I } I |2 1400 °F) [ |

| | | 1 H |

BACT ‘ | | |Scrubber and < 1% Sulfur |Afterburner (> 0.3 Sec. |Baghouse |
Achieved in Practice or | | |in Coke |Retention Time at i |
Contained in EPA Approved SIPZ | | | > 1200 °F) | |
| | ] ‘ | ] ]

BACT | | {1. Scrubber and < 1% |1. Afterburner (> 0.3 |1, Baghouse |
For Small Business'*> | | { sulfur in Coke | Sec. Retention Time |2. Venturi Scrubber |
i | |2. Scrubber | at 2 1400 %) | |

I I |

l | |

| | |

| ] |

| | |

| | I

] | |

| !

I I
I ! I
l ! l
I I |
I | I
| | |

t. Requires Economic Analysis
2. No Economic Analysis

3. Control technologies are in descending order of efficiency. The most efficient control technology must be considered first when conducting an economic
snalysis,

Lead Melting Furnace - Cupola,
Best Available Control Technology Guideline 103 Secondary Melting Operations
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ENGINEERING. INC.

August 17, 1993

Mr. Cleve Holiday

Florida Department of
Environmental Regulation

2600 Blair Stone Road

Twin Towers Office Building

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400

- VIA TELFFAX

RE: Modeling Protocol for Gulf Coast Recycling
Permit Number A029-173310

Dear Mr. Holiday:

Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc., Jocated in Tampa (Hillsborough County), is a lead-acid
battery recycler that operates a blast furnace which was installed and brought on line in late
1984. It was determined in June 1991 that this furnace installation should have been subject
to the Federal Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) regulations. By letter dated April
22, 1993 the Florida Department of Environmental Regulation (FDER) notified Gulf Coast that
a PSD application needs to be submitted. In additon to the application, the PSD regulations
require computer modeling to be performed to determine the anticipated ambient air quality
impacts resulting from the proposed project. On behalf of Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc., Lake
Engineering, Inc. is submitting the following proposed air dispersion modeling protocol for this
project.

The Gulf Coast facility is located at 1901 North 66th Street, UTM coordinates 364048
East, 3093548 North. The facility is located in a mixed-use area that is considered rural for
modeling purposes. The topography within 50 km of the site is predominantly flat with no
extreme terrain features. Sulfur dioxide has been established as the only pollutant that is
required to be modeled. The SO, emissions will be emitted from one source, one stack with
dimensions of 150 ft. tall and 3 ft. diameter.

SUITE 500, 35 GLENLAKE PARKWAY
ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30328
(404) 305.0464 FAX: (404) 395-0474



Letter to Mr. Cleve Holiday
August 17, 1993
Page 2

The latest ISCST2 model, currently approved by the EPA, will be used to determine
impacts during 3-hr, 24-hr, and annual averaging periods. The five years of met data selected
are 1982-1986 from surface and upper air station number 12842 located in Tampa. The
. regulatory default option will be used with no decay coefficient allowed, resulting in
conservative concentrations. Building downwash will not be calculated due to the sufficient
height of the stack as determined by Good Engineering Practice (GEP).

: Two model runs will be used to determine ambient impacts attributable to Gulf Coast
alone. An overall 10 km receptor grid will be used, one run with 100 m spacing out to 1 km
and the other run with 1000 m spacing out to 10 km. These concentrations, when added to
the ambient background concentration, will be compared to the Florida Ambient Air Quality
Standards (FAAQS) of 1300 ug/m’, 3-hr; 260 ug/m’, 24-hr; and 60 ug/m’, annual. The
background concentration for the subject area and the last full year of monitoring data,
including the location/number of the monitor at which it was measured, is hereby being
requested to assist us in our dispersion modeling analysis. '

Two additional mode! runs, utilizing the same receptor grids as above, will be used to
determine the increment consumption of Gulf Coast and all major increment consuming SO,
sources within 30 km. Emissions from Gulf Coast and the appropriate surrounding sources
will be modeled together to determine the cumulative ambient concentration for the three
averaging periods. These concentrations will then be compared to the Class II increment
amounts of 512 ug/m’, 3-hr; 91 ug/m’, 24-hr; and 20 ug/m’, annual.

Attached is a list of 23 surrounding major sources and their respective emission and
stack data. This list was taken from a 36l-page APIS report obtained from the FDER that
listed a total of 325 faciliies and 990 sources within a 30 km radius of Gulf Coast. On
guidance from you, the "20 by D" rule, developed in North Carolina, was used to determine
which sources were required to be used in the modeling:

sources located 0 to 5 km from Gulf Coast: all are to be modeled
sources located 05 to 10 km: ignore those <100 tons/yr
sources located 10 to 15 km: ignore those <200 tons/yr
sources located 15 to 20 km: ignore those <300 tons/yr
sources located 20 to 25 km: ignore those <400 tons/yr
sources located 25 to 30 km: ignore those <500 tons/yr

: This list.is being submitted for verification of accuracy and completeness. Please
identify which sources are increment consuming and which are not. Also, please advise if any
listed sources may be omitted from modeling and/or if any sources need to be added.
Particularly, many of the smaller sources have an emission rate listed in tons/year but not
pounds/hr. It is hereby being requested that the smaller sources be omitted from the modeling,
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August 17, 1993
Page 3

due to their very low emission rate (< 1 ton/yr). Their cumulative emissions are insignificant
compared to that of the major sources. If they are required to be modeled, guidance is being
sought on how many hours/year are to be assumed to determine an emission rate in
pounds/hour.

An additional analysis will be performed to determine impacts on the Chassahowitzka
National Wildlife Refuge. The significance levels for this area are 0.48 ug/m’, 0.07 ug/m’,
and 0.025 ug/m’ for the 3-hr, 24-hr, and annual averaging periods, respectively. Discrete
receptors will be placed on a line from Gulf Coast to the closest boundary of the refuge
indicating the concentration trend along the line and the concentration at the boundary of the
refuge. The distance from Gulf Coast to the refuge is approximately 75 km, exceeding the
accepted limit of the ISC models of 50 km. Please advise if a different modeling method
should be utilized.

We would appreciate an expeditious review of this protocol due to the time
commitments Gulf Coast has with the FDER permitting section. If you have any questions
or require any additional information please contact me at (404) 395-0464.

Sincerely,

LAKE ENGINEERING, INC.

() G Lbie

Larry G. Carlson
Air Pollutdon Compliance Specialist

LGC:cml
Enclosures

¢cc:  Joyce Momlés—CammeHa, GCR
460.2

MED-7I081 THOLL.YF

T



APPENDIX H
APPROVED MODELING PROTOCOL



Twin Towers Office Building
Lawton Chiles 2600 Blair Stone Road Virginia B. Wetherell
Governor Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400 Secretary

September 24, 1993

Mr. Larry Carlson

Lake Engineering, Inc.

Suite 500, 35 Glenlake Parkway
Atlanta, Georgia 30328

Re: Department's Review of Modeling Protocol for Gulf Coast Recycling Permit
Number AO029-173310

Dear Mr. Carlson:

The Department has reviewed your modeling protocol and we have the following

. comments:

1. The "Guideline on Air Quality Models" (EPA, 1986a) including Supplements A
(1987) and B (1993), the New Source Workshop Manual (Draft, EPA, 1990), and
Chapters 17-212.400 and 17-210.500, F.A.C., provide EPA and FDEP modeling
guidance. In addition, for determining impacts on PSD Class I areas, the department
follows the recommendations of the Interagency Workgroup on Air Quality Modeling
IWAQM). These recommendations are contained in the "Interagency Workgroup on
Air Quality Modeling TWAQM) Phase I Report: Interim Recommendation for
Modeling Long Range Transport and Impacts on Regional Visibility (EPA-454/R-93-
015). This document can be downloaded from the EPA's Support Center for
Regulatory Air Models Bulletin Board System (SCRAM BBS). The SCRAM BBS
phone number is (919)-541-5742. The applicant must also evaluate the impacts of all
toxic emissions due to the project for comparison with the Florida Air Toxics
Reference Concentrations (formerly called "No Threat Levels” or "NTL's"). We have
attached a copy of the "Florida Air Toxics Permitting Strategy” along with the most
recent table of Florida Air Reference Concentrations for various toxic chemicals to aid
you in this evaluation.

2. Based on guidance contained in the above mentioned documents, the required air
quality analyses for the national ambient air quality standards (AAQS) and prevention
. of significant (PSD) increments are carried out in the proposed project's significant
impact area (SIA). The SIA is a circular area with a radius extending from the source
to (1) the most distant point where approved dispersion modeling predicts a significant
impact from the project will occur, or (2) a modeling receptor distance of 50 km,
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whichever is less. The highest modeled pollutant concentration for each averaging time
is used to determine whether the source will have a significant ambient impact for that
pollutant. The SIA used for the air quality analysis of a particular pollutant is the
largest of these averaging time areas determined for that pollutant.

The model runs to determine ambient impacts and PSD increment consumption will be
based on the size of the SIA. Your suggested receptor network is satisfictory out to 10
km for the screening phase. However, if your SIA is greater than 10 km, the network
should be expanded beyond 10 km to fill in the SIA. Refined modeling should be
performed using a finer mesh receptor grid centered over any critical receptors
identified in the screening phase and using a full year's meteorological data for the year
containing the meteorological conditions which impacted the critical receptors.

Because the dimensions of the Class I areas are fixed, the Department has established
the use of specified receptor networks in the Class I areas. The receptor network for
the Chassahowitzka Wilderness Area is attached.

3. The Department has identified the SO2 sources that need to be modeled for this
application. These sources are included in the attachment. There are three
inventories of sources: one for the AAQS analysis, one for the PSD Class II increment
analysis, and one for the PSD Class I increment analysis. The PSD increment
inventories include both increment consuming PSD sources and increment expanding
PSD sources.

4. Since the Department is following the IWAQM guidelines for evaluating air quality
impacts on PSD Class I areas, the applicant must evaluate the project's impact on the

. Chassahowitzka Wilderness Area even though this project is greater than 50 km from
the Class I area. This evaluation includes a cumulative PSD Class I increment impact
analysis, if necessary, and an air quality related values (AQRYV) analysis.

Because of the IWAQM guidelines, the Class I source inventory is more extensive than
the Class II inventory. In addressing the Class I increment impacts, the applicant must
first model the project's impact on the Class I receptors provided in the attachment.
The highest impacts are compared to the National Park Service's (NPS) recommended
significance levels of 0.48 ug/m3, 0.07 ug/m3, and 0.025ug/m3 for the 3-hour, 24-
hour and annual averaging times, respectively. If the project's impacts are less than the
NPS significance levels, then the increment analysis is concluded. If the impacts are
greater, then a cumulative PSD Class I increment impact analysis is done using the
inventory provided and inputting it into ISCST2. If exceedances of the PSD Class I
increments are modeled using this method, then the project impacts alone may be
modeled with ISCST2 at the exceedance receptors during the periods which the
exceedances occurred. If the project's impact on the exceedance receptors are all less
than the NPS significant levels, then the analysis is concluded. If not, then modeling
must be performed using the long-range transport model MESOPUFF II. The impacts
from this modeling are then compared with the PSD Class I increments. If
exceedances of the PSD Class I increments are modeled using MESOPUFF 11, the




project's impacts alone may again be modeled for comparison with the NPS
significance levels at the execeedance receptors during the periods when the
exceedances occurred. If the project's impact are greater than the significance levels,
then projected emissions from the project must be reduced.

The AQRYV analysis evaluates potential effects of the project on vegetation, wildlife,
soils, aquatic resources, and visibility. This analysis must be performed regardless of
whether the project's impacts are less than the NPS significance levels. Depending
upon the project's predicted impacts, the analysis may, however, require at the
simplest level only a literature review or at the most complex level a deposition
analysis using MESOPUFF 1I in addition to the literature review.

5. The Davis Island SO2 monitor (4360-0350-G02) is the closest monitor to this
project. The data collected from this monitor can be used to establish background SO2
concentrations to be used with the modeling results to determine compliance with the
AAQS. Based on 1992 data from this monitor, the Department has recommended that
the SO2 background concentrations to be used in the AAQS analysis are the following:
21 ug/m3, annual average; 93 ug/m3, 24-hour average (second highest 24-hour
monitored value in 1992); 304 ug/m3, 3-hour average (second highest 3-hour
monitored value in 1992). These concentrations should be added to the modeled
impacts for the appropriate averaging times.

The remainder of the modeling protocol as outlined in your letter is satisfactory. If you
have any further modeling questions, please call Cleve Holladay at 904-488-1344,

Sincerely,

Chief
Bureau of Air Regulation

Attachments
CHF/cgh

cc: Jerry Kissel, HCEPC
Bill Thomas, DEP/SWD
Doug Beason, DEP/OGC
John Bunyak, NPS
Jewell Harper, USEPA
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1 AAQS SO, MODELING SOURCE INVENTORY




. Gulf Coast SO2 AAQS Inventory

Owner ~ Co Dist UTME UTMW SO2 Height  Temp Velocity Diam
from (km) (kam) (g/s) {m) K (m/fs) (m)
. GCR
N‘oc{.t { (hn) .
yreld N
ulf Coast Recycling  HI 0.0 364.0 3093.5 47.12 45.712 344.1 37.49  0.61
| Griffin HI 2.6 364.1  3096.4 0.06 1524 505.2 6.71 0.85
2 Couch Construction HI 3.4 3621 3096.7 2.14 12.50 449.7 2012 1.25
2 Cargill/Nutrena HI 3.6 360.8 3095.8 0.05 - 4.88  483.0 8.84 0.30
¢{ Hills Co RRF HI 43 3682 30927 21.40 50.00 491.0 1830 1.80
S Tampa McKay Bay HI 43 360.0 30919 21.42 4570 4497 2130 1.34
( Weyerhauser HI 4.6 362.8  3098.3 0.55 7.62 463.6 549 061
1 Royster HI 47 3562.8 3098.4 0.55 .7.62  533.0 8.53 0.7
# Nitram HI 4.9 3625 3089.0 3.11 27.43  399.7 10.67 1.37
Q@ CLM Chloride Metals HI 57 361.8 3088.3 21.02 30.00 3750  20.00 0.61
{0 TECO Hooker's Pt HI 6.5 358.0 3091.0 41.33 85.34  419.1 6.10 3.44
{{ TECO Hooker's Pt HI 6.5 1358.0 3091.0 41.33 85.34  438.0 5.49 3.44
1. TECO Hooker's Pt HI 6.5 3580 3091.0 57.04 85.34  434.1 7.92  3.66
12 TECO Hooker's Pt HI 6.5 3580 3091.0 56.95 85.34 421.9 132 3.66
{4 TECO Hooker's Pt H1 6.5 3580 3091.0 84.55 85.34  448.0 1097 1.4
15 TECO Hooker'sPt - HI 6.5 3580 3091.0  107.86 8534 4341 20225 287
1 b TECO Gannon HI 7.4 360.0 3087.5  760.28=—  93.27 415.8 28.65 3.05
17 TECO Gannon HI 7.4 360.0 3087.5  483.59=" 9327 4196 3840 3.23
{4 TECO Gannon HI 7.4 360.0 3087.5  567.25 ©  93.27 4269 22.86 3.05
19 TECO Gannon HI 7.4 360.0 30875  690.73 - 93.27 4236  23.16 4.45
. 20 TECO Gannon HI 7.4 360.0 3087.5 1148.49~— 9327 433.0 24.69 5.36
. 2 { TECO Gannon HI 7.4 360.0 3087.5 1.38 10.67 816.3 136.55 1.52
27 Cargill/Gardinier HI 1.3 363.4 3082.4 9.60 38.40 328.0 11.56 2.44
7% Cargill Fertilizer HI 1.3 3629  3082.5 98.70 45.72  339.7 920 2.44
24 Cargill Fertilizer HI 11.3 3629 30825 54.61 21.34  344.1 11.28 274
15 Cargill Fertilizer HI 1.3 362.9 30825 4.01 40.54 3152 1524 213
26 TECO Big Bend HI 189 3619  3075.0 9949.35 149.35 404.7 12.80 7.32
27 TECO Big Bend HI 18.9 3619 3075.0  654.00 149.35 3419 1798 7132
2§ TECO Big Bend HI 18.9 3619  3075.0 79.18 22.86  770.8 18.59 4,27
29 TECO Big Bend HI 18.9 ~ 361.9  3075.0 11.30 10.67 8163 13620 1.50
30 FPL Bartow PI 24.2 3424 30826  882.44— 91.44 4247  31.09 2.74
3{ FPL Bartow PI 242 3424 30826  729.04— 91.44 408.0 3444 3.35
37 FPL Bartow PI 24.2 3424  3082.6 1.81 9.14 5413 5.18  0.91
33 FPL Bartow PI 24.2  342.4  3082.6 196.55 13.72 7719 225 527
24 FPL Higgins PI 27.7 3365 30984  322.30 53.00 423.0 7.30  3.80
% FPL Higgins PI 27.7 3365  3098.4 25.20 16.76°  727.4 7.47 3.80
"% Cons. Minerals HI 29.9 3938  3096.3 27.00 4633 2980 12.14 177
27 Pinellas RRF - PI 30.3 3352 3084.1 94.40 49.07 5047  26.82 2.38
3% CF Ind-Plant City HI 32.9 3880 3116.0 19.98 7.62  560.8 17.74 107
39 CF Ind-Plant City HI 32.9 388.0 3116.0 83.28 33.53 316.3 19.69 1.52
¢/o CF Ind-Plant City HI 329 3880 3116.0  109.20 60.35  353.0 16.40 2.44
4! CF Ind-Plant City- HI 32.9 388.0 3116.0 2.97 28.65 326.3 7.93 3.05
41 CF ind-Plant City HI 329 38380 3116.0 39,57 .54.8 3136 8.18 2.8
W3 FPL Bayboro PI 33.6 3388 30713 197.80 12.20  755.0 6.40 7.00
" 44 Mobil Nichols PO 355 398.3  3084.3 27.90 2590 3420 1410 2.29
H5 IMC New Wales PO 356 3966 3078.9  315.00 60.70 3500 15.31 2.60
. Yl Conserve Nichols PO 35.6 398.4  3084.2 52.50 4570 3520 12.00 2.30
47 Royster, Piney Point ~ MA 39.4 3487  3057.3 49.40 60.98  328.0 B.O8 236
4§ FPL Manatee MA 39.7 367.2 3054.1 1587.60 =~ 152.10 4258 23.61 17.92




¢{% Royster Mulberry
50 CF Ind-Bartow

& | CF Ind-Bartow

42 Lakeland Larsen

§ 3 Lakeland Larsen
4 W.R. Grace-Seminole
5S Evans Boiler
& {p Evans Dryer
7] TECO Polk

TECO Polk

9 TECO Polk

40 TECO Polk

¢! Lakeland MacIntosh
&7 Lakeland MaclIntosh
(% Farmland

{4 Farmland

(% Agrico So.Pierce
{r(» FPC Polk

{s7 Bardee PS

{§ USSAC
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43.6
45.8
45.8
46.2
46.2
46.4
46.5
46.5
46.5
46.5
46.5
45.5
45.9
46.9
47.3
47.3
48.8
53.7
54.5
57.5

406.7
408.5
408.5
409.3
409.3
409.8
383.3
383.3
402.5
402.5
402.5
402.3
409.2
409.3
409.5
409.5
407.5
414.4
404.8
416.1

3085.2
3082.5
3082.5
3102.8
3102.8
3087.0
3135.8
3135.8
3067.4
3067.1
3066.8
3067.5
3106.1
3102.8
3080.1
3080.1
3071.3
3073.9
3057.4
3068.6

36.82
11.90
142.80
112.08
29.11
143.77
28.70
34.00
49.68
17.64
38.82
8.20
367.24
500.10
67.16
50.40
130.09
. 49.44

'277.60

126.00

61.00
36.40
63.41
50.29
30.48
60.96
12.20
25.90
45.72
45.72
22.86
60.70
45.72
76.20
30.48
45.72
45.73
34.40
22.90
53.40

360.0
339.0
361.0
444.1
783.2
347.0
505.0
346.0
400.0
389.0
785.0
1033.0
402.4
350.0
355.0
355.0
350.0
400.0
389.0
355.0

12.20
16.11

7.28

6.86
23.22
34.00
11.90
17.30
16.76
16.15
27.43
10.70
21.29
19.70

9.27
11.55
39.06
40.50
23.90
15.91

2.13
2.13
2.13
3.05
5.79
1.52
1.00
1.00
5.79
4.42
5.49
1.40
2.74
4.88
2.2
2.4
1.60
4.10
4.88
2.59



APPENDIX J

@ LETTER FROM DEP TO LAKE ENGINEERING
REGARDING BACKGROUND VALUES




Florida Department of
Environmental Protection

Twin Towers Office Building
Lawton Chiles 2600 Blair Stone Road Virginia B. Wetherell
Governor Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400 . Secretary .
March 7, 1994

Mr. Larry Carlson

Lake Engineering, Inc.

Suite 500, 35 Glenlake Parkway
Atlanta, Georgia 30328

Re: Department's Review of Preapplication Modeling Results for Gulf Coast
Recycling's PSD Permit Application

Dear Mr. Carlson:
The Department has reviewed your December 29, 1993, letter and the accompanying
computer diskettes containing preapplication sulfur dioxide (SO,) Ambient Air Quality
. Standards (AAQS) modeling results for Gulf Coast Recycling's PSD permit
application. This letters responds to preapplication information only and does not
constitute a PSD completeness review. That review begins only after Gulf Coast
Recycling submits a PSD application to the Department along with the appropriate
processing fee. We are providing the following comments as guidance for submitting
the AAQS portion of your PSD application.

1. In order for a modeling analysis to show attainment of the AAQS, you must add a
representative background concentration to the modeled concentrations. You did not
include this concentration in your analysis. This background concentration should be
representative of the overall air quality entering the region and of any sources which
were not explicitly modeled (i.e., natural and unidentified sources). Normally, this
concentration is a nonzero value and is based on air quality monitoring data collected in
the vicinity of a proposed project or source. You have not provided sufficient
evidence that this background concentration should be zero. In our November 24,
1993, letter to you responding to your proposed modeling protocol, you were advised
to use a background concentration based on an annual average concentration taken from
the Davis Island monitor near Gulf Coast Recycling. You were to add this value of 24
ug/m3 to your modeled impacts for all averaging times. Therefore, the argument that
your modeling results indicate that Gulf Coast Recycling does not significantly
contribute to modeled exceedances of the SO AAQS in Gulf Coast's impact area is

. only partially correct. Since the modeling considered only the impacts from Gulf Coast
Recycling and other modeled sources, your analysis would not be fully correct until the
effects of an added background concentration are included.
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Mr. Larry Carlson
March 1,1994

Page Two

2. However, based upon your concern with double counting of source impacts and our
review of the modeling information you have provided us, we have reconsidered the
background concentration value for this project. In order to minimize double counting
of source impacts, we have chosen a background concentration value obtained from
another monitor some distance away from Gulf Coast Recycling and most of the
sources input into the modeling. This monitor located in the southwestern portion of
the county (TECO Big Bend Road SOy monitor 1800-021-G02) would less likely be
impacted by sources included in the modeling. The background concentration obtained
from this monitor is 6 ug/m3 and is the highest annual average reported during the past
three years. You should add this value to the modeled concentrations for all averaging
times or else follow the alternative procedure given below.

3. If you believe the background concentration given above is still not representative
of an appropriate background concentration for use in Gulf Coast's air quality analysis,
you may try to further refine this estimate by using the procedure given in

Sections 9.2.2 and 9.2.3 of the "Guideline on Air Quality Models (Revised)”
(EPA-450/2/-78-027R), (1986), supplement A (1987) and supplement B (1993) to
obtain an alternative background concentration to add to the modeled results.

If you have any further modeling questions, please call Cleve Holladay at
904-488-1344.

Sincerely,

C.H. Fancy,a;r”]

Chief
Bureau of Air Regulation

CHF/cgh

cc: Jerry Campbell, EPCHC
Bill Thomas, DEP/SWD
Doug Beason,”DEP/OGC
John Bunyak, NPS
Joyce Morales-Caramella, GCR
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CLASS I SO, MODELING
SOURCE INVENTORY




Emission Inventory for I'SD Class 1| Analysis for SO2

Temper-~

UM - 802 lcight alure Velocity  Diameter
Counly Facility tlast  North (g/s) (m% (K) (nvs) (m)
lHardee llardee Power Station 4048 30574 92.53 2290 390 2390 488
flardee llardee Power Station 4048 13,0573 92.53 229 1890 23.90 4.88
Hardee 1Tardee Power Station 4048 13,0575 9253 2290 1890 2390 488
tlillsborough  CF Industries 31880 13,1160 88.20 1350 316.0 19.50 1.50
Hillsborough  CF Industries proposed D 3880 13,1160 54.60 60.35 1530 7.7 2.44
Hillsborough  CF Industries proposed C 3880 13,1160 54.60 60.15 3530 17.77 2.44
Hillsborough  CF Indusiries bascline C 3880 13,1160 ~50.40 60.35 1530 16.40 244
llilsborough  CF Industries baseline D ss0 31160 ~50.40 6035 35310 16.40 2.44
Hillsborough  CF Industries . IB8.0 3,116.0 —-105.00 18.80 1160 18.80 1.52
lHillsborough  Cargill Fertilizer (Gardinier) SAP #7 3634 13,0824 46.20 45.72 3550 9.20 229
Hillsborough  Cargill Fertilizer (Gardinier) SAP® #8 3634 13,0824 52.50 45.72 3550 8.6 244
Hilisborough  Cargill Fertilizer (Gardinier) SAP #9 o34 13,0824 54.60 45.72 - 3440 12.50 274
lHillsborough  Cargill Fertilizer (Gardinier) dryer 3634 13,0824 -28.89 2073 3100 13.12 107
Hillsborough  Cargill Fertilizer (Gardinier) SAP #4, 5, 6 3634 13,0824 - 19630 22.60 3220 19.51 1.52
Hillsborovgh  Cargill Fentitizer (Gardinier) SAP #7 3634 13,0824 -50.71 45.72 3550 9.20 229
Hillsborough  TECO Big Bend — Unit 4 619 13,0750 654.70 149.40 322 19.81 732
Hillsborough  TECO Big Bend ~ Units | & 2 1619 3,0750 -2,436.00 149.40 4220 28.65 732
Hillsborough  TECO Big Bend - Unit 3 619 30750 -1,21800 149.40 418.0 1431 Ay
Hitlsborough ~ Mobil Big—4 boiler (AMAX) 1948 13,0677 0.60 8.20 505.0 1.57 041
Hillsborough  Mobil Big-4 dryer (AMAX) 3949 13,0698 1.90 30.50 1340 7.26 182
Osceola FI'CAintereession City prop turbines/7 EA 4463 13,1260 124.40 - 15.24 8198 56.21 421
Osceola FPCfintercession City prop turbines/? FA 446.3  3,126.0 11040~ 15.24 880.8 nm 104
Pinellas Pinellas Co Resource Recovery Facility 3353 10844 62.24 49.10 5220 2112 24
Polk l.akeland City Power CT (Larscn) 409.2 13,1028 29.11 10.48 783.2 28.22 5.719
'olk Lakeland Mclntosh 3 4095 3,1058 500.10 76.20 3500 19.70 488
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Emission Inventory for PSD Class 1 Analysis for SO2

- —— o

' Temper—

U™ SO2 1Ecight ature Velocity  Diameter

County Facility Tast  North (g/s) (m) . (K) {nvs) (m)
Polk WR Grace/Seminole SAP #3 4098 3,087.0 14377 6096 3470 300 152
l'olk WR Grace/Seminole SAP #4 4098 3,087.0 . -4032 60.96 3470 25.10 1.52
Polk WR Grace/Seminole SAP #5 4098 3,087.0 -40.32 60.96 3470 25.10 1.52
P'olk WR Grace/Seminole SAP #6 4098 13,0870 —4032 60.96 3470 25.10 1.52
Polk WR Grace/Seminole dryer 4098 30870 ~139.66 15.24 270 17.32 204
otk WR Gruce/Seminole SAP #1 4098 3,087.0 - 108.00 45,712 3520 16.50 117
Iolk WR Grace/Seminole SAP #2 4098 13,0870 —108.00 45.72 3520 16.50 1.37
Polk WR Grace/Seminole SAP #3 4098 13,0870 -52.50 45.2 0 16.70 1.52
PPolk Mobil Mining & Minerals SR 676 #4 dryer 1983  3,084.3 2.44 25.90 31390 15.20 229
PPolk Mobil Mining & Minerals SR 676 boiler 1983 3,084 ~13.89 28.40 34040 19.24 1.09
Polk Mobil Mining & Minerals SR 676 boiler 3983 1,084 -0.87 4.00 ‘5220 1.80 0.80
Polk Rbysler #1 406.7 31,0852 -152.70 51.00 156.0 9.90 213
Polk Royster #2 406.7 3,085.2 15.70 61.00 360.0 12.20 2.1
Polk US Agri-Chem Hwy 60 dryer 4132 13,0863 -341 15.80 1320 10.01 1.83
Polk US Agri-Chem Hiwy 60 SAP 4132 13,0863 -42.00 28.96 305.0 1.50 212
Polk US Agri—Chem Hwy 630 112504 1 416.1 1,068.6 63.00 5340 3550 1591 2.59
Polk US Agri-Chem Hwy 630 112504 2 416.1 1,068.6 63.00 5340 1550 1591 2.59
Polk US Agri—-Chem Hlwy 630 112504 X 4162 1,068.7 —~78.80 29.00 340 6.1 102
Polk US Agri—-Chem 1wy 630 GTSP 4160 13,0690 - 18.27 2835 - Jioo 17.60 1.52
Polk CF Industries DAP 1-1 408.s 30825 97 36.40 1390 16.1) 2.13
Polk CF Indusiries 112804 5 408.5 3,082.5 5040 6141 610 10.88 2.1
Polk CF Industries 112S04 6 4085 13,0825 50.40 61.41 3700 7.28 2.1
~ Polk CF Industries 112504 7 4085 31,0825 4200 67.10 3510 9.80 240
Polk CF Indusiries 112S04 | 4085 13,0825 -60.90 3049 1500 12.20 1.37
Polk CF Industrics 112504 2 408.5 13,0825 -110.25 30.49 1500 1037 1.68



Emission Inventory for PSD Class 1 Analysis for SO2

Temper—

UT™ SO2 Height alure Velocity  Diameter
Counly Facility East  North (g/s) (m) (K) (m/s) {m)
Pulk CF Industsies 112504 3 408.5 13,0825 -107.10 30.49 364.0 427 2.4
Polk CF Industrics 112SO4 4 408.5 13,0825 -174.83 30.49 3580 7.9} 21
Polk CF Industries H2S04 § 408.5 13,0825 -226.80 61.4t 3580 10.67 213
Polk CF Indusiries 12504 6 408.5 13,0825 —170.10 61.4¢ 159.0 10.37 2.13
Polk Farmiand Industries 3, 4 112804 4095 13,0795 67.16 10.48 1550 9.27 229
Polk Farmland Industries 5 HH2SO4 409.5 31,0795 41.96 45.72 1550 9.65 2.4
Polk Farmland Industries 1, 2 112504 4095 13,0795 —-83.98 3048 e 20.18 137
Polk Agrico l'ierce dryers 1,2 404.1 13,0790 -24.32 24.38 1390 1294 - 1.52
Polk Agrico l'ierce dryers 3, 4 404.1 13,0790 -23.00 2438 3390 18.82 24}
Polk Agrico South Pierce 12504 4075 13,0713 —-75.60 45.73 350.0 26.40 1.60
Polk Agrico South Pierce 112504 407.5 30713 11350 4.1 3500 39.06 1.60
Polk Agrico South Pierce DAP plant 4075 30713 441 1850 3280 14.60 310
Polk Conserve Inc. rock dryer 1984 30842 -3.88 24.40 1390 1290 152
Polk Conserve Inc. 3984 30842 42.00 45.70 1520 10.30 230
Polk Conserve Inc. 3984 13,0842 -54.60 3050 3080 18.90 1.80
Polk IMC New Wales DAP 3966 13,0789 5.54 36.60 319.1 20.1§ 1.83
Polk IMC New Wales multiphos 3966 13,0789 480 52.40 3140 15.80 1.40
Polk IMC Necw Wales SAP #1, 2, 3 projected 3966 23,0789 189.00 61.00 150.0 153 2.60
Polk IMC New Wales SAP #4, 5 projected 3966 13,0789 126.00 60.70 3500 151 2.60
Polk IMC New Wales rock dryer 1966 13,0789 -34.27 21.00 470 18.60 2.13
Polk IMC New Wales SADP #1, 2, 3 baseline 3966 13,0789 - 146.00 61.00 350.0 14.28 2.60
Polk IMC New Wales Al Mant 3966 13,0789 0.20 52.40 3220 13.10 240
Polk Mobil - Electrophos boiler 4056 13,0794 -6.51 7.2 464.0 n 091
Polk Mobil-Elecirophos boiler 4056 13,0794 ~10.05 6.10 4640 1.71 091
Polk Mobil - Electrophos rock dryer 4056 13,0794 -21.81 18.29 1500 6.79 1.83
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Emission Inventory for PSD Class | Analysis for SO2

Temper -

UT™M S0z - Height alure Velocity  Diameter
County Facility East ~ North (e/s) (nﬁ (K) (m/s) {m)
Polk Mobil - Electrophos calciner 4056 13,0794 =111 25.61 3060 6.97 2.1}
Polk Mobil - Elecirophos coke dryer 4056 13,0794 -3.17 18.29 3220 2287 0.70
Polk Mobil - Electrophos furnace 4056 30794 ~47.25 29.27 3140 8.52 2.1}
Polk Auburndale Cogeneration 4208 3,103 615 48.80 411.0 14.30 549
Hilisborough  Hillsborough Co Resource Recovery Facility 368.2  3,092.7 2140 50.00 491.0 18.30 1.80
Pasca I'roposed Pasco Co Cogeneration Facility 3856 13,1390 - 5.04 30.48 1841 17.13 13s
Polk Ridge Cogeneration ‘ 416.7 31,1004 11.80 99.10 3500 14.54 105
Hillsborough  Tampa City McKay Bay Refuse—10—Energy 3600 13,0919 2142 45.70 449.7 21.30 1.M
Iernando Asphalt Pavers No.3 3599 13,1624 225 1220 3770 10.58 1.7
Hernando Asphalt Pavers No. 4 3614 31684 1.76 8.50 3574 10.95 1.08
tillsborough CLM Chl 3618 13,0883 21.02 - 30.00 3150 20.00 061
Pasco Couch Construction — Odessa (asphall) 3407 31195 725 9.14 4360 22.30 1.40
Pasco Couch Construction — Zephyrhills (asphalt) 3903  3,1294 354 6.10 4220 21.00 1.38
Pasco Dris Paving (Asphalt) 3406 31192 0.2} 12.20 190 6.47 305
Ilernando ER lahna (lime dryer) 186.7 13,1558 0.82 10.67 1270 899 183
I'asco Evans Packing 38313 13,1358 020 1230 4662 9.20 0.40
Hernando FDOC boiler #3 3822 3,166.1 299 9.14 4780 457 0.61
Hernando Florida Mining & Materials kiln 2 31562 13,1699 145 201 3942 9.90 40
Hernando Florida Crushed Stonc kiln 1 3600 13,1624 98.40 97.60 4420 2 488
Citrus Crystal River 4 3342 32045 1,008.80 182.90 198.0 21.00 6.90
Citrus Crystal River § 3342 32045 1,008.80 182.90 198.0 21.00 6.90
Citrus Crystal River 1 3342 32045 -314.00 152.00 4220 42.10 457
Citsus Crystal River 2 42 32045 -1,859.00 153.00 4220 42.10 4.88
‘Volusia FPC/DeBary prop turbines 465.7 11972 466.40 1524 81948 §6.21 421
Pincllas Hospital Corp of AM boiler #1 3334 31410 0.08 1098 5330 4.00 0.31
Ilillsborough  Couch Construction 362.1 3,09.7 2.14 1250 449.7 20.12 1.25



Emission Inventory for PSD Class | Analysis for SO2

Temper~

U™ SO2 lTeight ature Velocily  Diameter
Counly Facility East  North (g/s) (mg) (K) (n/s) (m)
Pinellas Hospital Corp of AM boiler #2 1334 3,410 0.08 10.98 $3130 400 0.
Osceola Kissimmee Ulil Exist 460.1  3,1293 LY R 1830 4220 18.00 1.66
l.ake Proposed Lake Co Cogeneration Facilily 4340 13,1988 504 30.48 3843 17.13 135
Pasco New Post Richey 1ospital boiler #1 3312 13,1245 0.06 1098 5440 388 031
Pasco New Port Richey Hospilal boiler #2 B2 31248 0.03 1098 5440 188 Q.31
Hernando Oman Construction (Asphalt) 31598 3,164.9 209 7.62 3470 6.29 183
Orange * Orlando Util Stanton 1 4835 . 3,1506 601.00- 16760 3257 21.60 5.80
Orange Orlando Util Stanton 2 4835 13,1506 9180 167.60 3242 23.50 5.80
Pasco Oversircet Paving (Asphalt) 3559  3,1437 167 9.14 408.0 16.00 130
Pasco Pasco County Resource Recovery Facility 3471 13,1392 14.10 8182 3943 15.70 105
Tillsborough  Borden dryer 3946 33,0696 -648 30.48 3440 14.79 1.82
Polk Borden dryer 4145 13,1090 -529 17.07 o B.26 2.4
Polk Brewster Imperial dryer 4048 13,0695 —-19.26 2744 1190 15.25 229
Polk Dolime dryer 4048 13,0695 -568 27.43 330 20.67 1.52
Polk Dolime boiler 4048 3,069.5 -4.52 27.43 494.1 7.25 0.6t
Polk Estech/Swift dryer 4115 1.0%42 -394 1829 3390 847 295
Polk Estech/Swift dryer 411.5 30142 -2280 - 1875 00 5.06 295
Polk Estech/Swift SAP 4L 30742 -9287 30.79 1380 390 213
Hillsborough  Gen. Port Cement kiln 4. 3580 11,0906 -62.99 1597 5052 17.61 2N
Hillsborough  Gen. Port. Cement kiln § 3580 31,0906 —-69.30 1542 494.1 580 isl
Hillsborough ~ Stauffer bojler 3256 13,1167 ~4.86 732 464.0 RWX | 091
Hillsborough  Stauffer dryer 3256 13,1167 ~1.50 18.29 3220 2287 0.70
Hillsborough  Stauffer furnace 3256 13,1167 ~509) 49.00 1350 160 1.20
Hillsborough  Stauffer kiln 1256 3,116.7 -7.36 25.61 306.0 6.97 2.1}
Iillsborough  Stauffer roaster 1256 13,1167 —-0.45 25.61 J220 697 091



Emission Invc” for PSD Class 1 Analysis for SO2

Temper—
Uum™ S02 Height ature Velocity  Diameter
County East  North™ (g/s) (m) (K) (nvs) (m)
) lightunds TECO Sebring Airpors 4643 30354 55.62 45.n 4413 24.17 1.83
Highlands TECO Sebring Airport 4643 30154 55.62 45.72 449.7 24.35 1.83
Osceala Kissimmee Cane Island 44717  3,127.9 2940 12.20 654.0) 29.10 105
Polk FPC Polk 4144 30739 12.36 34.40 400.0 40.50 4.10
Polk FPC Polk 4144 3,079 12.36 M40 400 40.50 4.10
Polk FPC Polk 4144 30739 12.36 34.40 400.0 40.50 410
Polk FPC Polk 4144 30739 12.36 440 400.0 40.50 4.10
Polk T Poilk 402.5 3,067.4 49.68 45,72 aoo.g fgf? 2
TBO P 402.5 3,067.4 17.64 45.72 389, . .
ggi:: TED Pgllt 402.5 3,067.4 38.8 22.86 7 785.0 27.43 5.49
Polk THX Polk 402.5 3,007.4 8.20 60.70 1033.0 10.70 1.40
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ATTACHMENT 2

PSD Class 1
Recepiors
. Chassahowitzka
UTME UTMW
(kam) (km)
340.3  3165.7
3403 31677
340.3  3169.8
340.7 3171.9
342.0 3174.0
343.0 3176.2
343.7 3178.3
3424 31806
341.1 31834
3350 31834
336.5 31834
3340 31834
331.5 31834




APPENDIX L
CLASS I MODELING SUMMARY




