A

Date: 4/13/98 10:10:15 AM

From: John Reynolds TAL
Subject: Gulf Coast Recycling
To: Alvaroc Linero TAL

Spoke with Jerry Campbell this morning and the news on "Gold Coast”
isn't very good. The desulfurization system failed to meet the
expected performance, so GCR has employed Steve Smallwood to try and
gell Jerry on the same approach they tried with BAR (i.e., "we need a
higher S02 limit").

I view this as a breach of the agreement with GCR that they would
install the additional repulping step (advanced desulfurization) if
the basic desulfurization did not achieve 75% sulfur removal. Looks
like it's time for another "Tarmac"-type resclution. You agree?

Jerry wants to talk with you and me on Thursday @ 10:00 a.m. since he
is meeting with Smallwood that afternoon.




ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICES, LEGAL &

COMMISSION WATER MANAGEMENT DIVISION
1900 - 9TH AVENUE
DOTTIE BERGER TAMPA, FLORIDA 33605
JOE CHILLURA TELEPHONE (813) 272-5960
CHRIS HART FAX (813) 272.5157
JIM NORMAN
JAN PLATT AIR MANAGEMENT DIVISION
THOMAS SCOTT TELEPHONE (813) 272-5530
ED TURANCHIK WASTE MANAGEMENT DIVISION
P - TELEPHONE (813) 272:5788
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR L spppgugn cOSY WETLANDS MANAGEMENT DIVISION
ROGER P STEWART TELEPHONE (813) 272:7104
MEMORANDUM
DATE:  March3l, 1998 RECEIVED
. APR 03 1998
TO: Al Linero
BUREAU OF
FROM: Jerry Campbel%c/ . AR REGULATION

SUBJECT:  Gulf Coast Recycling (GCR)

You recall EPC took over the GCR construction application last summer when it was agreed we
could issueflthem a non-PSD permit. Attached is a copy of the revised Intent-to-Issue we mailed
to GCR this week. Through out recent discussions with John Reynolds, we believe this Intent
contains the specifics that the DEP felt were necessary to keep GCR out of PSD. In fact, it is
really a compilation of what GCR agreed to all along. Unfortunately, they are now telling us the
desulfurization system is not meeting expectations and they want the SO, standard changed.

We have granted them an extension of time to file for an administrative hearing until May 13.
Sometime before that they have promised to offer a counterproposal and we expect it to include a
substantially higher SO, number. At some point, our Executive Director will have to decide
whether EPC should take this to a 120 hearing. Before we get that far, we would like to meet
with you and ensure the DEP and EPC are in agreement on any outstanding issues. If your
travels are bringing you to Central Florida any time in April, perhaps we could arrange to get
together. Otherwise, maybe a conference call is sufficient.

Please look over the attached Intent and let me know when you and/or John would be available
to meet. '

PE
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Y CQMMISSION
A DQTTIE BERGER
JOE CHILLURA
CHRIS HART
JIM NORMAN
JAN PLATT
THOMAS SCOTT
ED TURANCHIK

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

ROGER R STEWART

#Csaongugn coo:

R
ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICES, LEGAL &
WATER MANAGEMENT DIVISION
1900 - 9TH AVENUE
TAMPA, FLORIDA 33605
TELEPHONE (812) 2725980
FAX (813) 2725157

AIR MANAGEMENT DIVISION
TELEFPHONE (813) 272-3530

WASTE MANAGEMENT DIVISION
TELEPHONE (813) 272-5738

WETLANDS MANAGEMENT DIVISION
TELEPHONE (813) 2727104

March 24, 1998

Mr. Willis M., Kitchen
President :

Guif Coast Recycling, Inc.

1901 N. 66™ Street
Tampa, FL 33619

RE: Revised Intent

Dear Mr. Kitchen:

Enclosed is the revised Intent to Issue which was discussed with representatives from Guif Coast
Recycling last week. This shall supersede the Intent sent to you on February 13, 1998. Please
heed the instructions regarding the public notice requirements and feel free to contact our office if

you have any questions.

Mr. Taylor’s request on your behalf for an extension of time to file for an administrative hearing is
being handled under separate cover by our Legal Department.

Sincerely,

pd -
Jerry Campbell, P.E.
Assistant Director

Attachment

cag

cc: William B. Taylor, IV, Esq.

An Affirmative Action - Equal Oppertunity Emplayer
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ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICES, LEGAL &

MMISSION WATER MANAGEMENT DIVISION
DOTTIE BERGER 1900 - 9TH AVENUE
A, TAMPA, FLORIDA 33605
J%HEIS LLUE‘FA TELEPHONE (813) 2725960
JIM NORMAN FAX (813) 272-5157
JAN PLATT AIR MANAGEMENT DIVISION
THOMAS SCOTT TELEPHONE (813) 272-5530
ED TURANCHIK WASTE MANAGEMENT DIVISION
R Py “ TELEPHONE (813) 272.5788
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR $8gpoyen COVY WETLANDS MANAGEMENT DIVISION

ROGER P STEWART

TELEPHONE (813) 272-7104

MEMORANDUM
DATE: March 10, 1998
TO: Files
FROM: Jerry Campbell J/C,

SUBJECT: GCR Intent of 2/13/98

Upon review of this intent, it appears as though the VOC and the PM allowables must be reduced
to avoid triggering PSD. The intent used total PM and a 25 ton significance level, thus leaving
GCR subject to testing for PM10 to ensure that the 15 ton significance level for PM10 is not
triggered. Since there is no reference method for PM10 for source sampling, the intent should
assume all PM is PM10 and reduce the allowable from 32 tons per year to 20.3.

The annual VOC cap in the intent is based on a baseline from the two years of operation prior to
submittal of the application in 1994. Using a pounds of VOC per ton of charge emission factor
from the 1991 tests, the intent states a figure of 167 tons per year based on 1992 and 1993 charge
input to the furnace. Since the source was constructed in 1984, the EPA guidance recommends
using pre-84 production data. This reduces the baseline from 128 tons per year to 77.
Consequently, the synthetic minor cap can be no greater than 116 tons per any 12 consecutive
months.

We will recommend that the intent be reissued with the corrected figures.

cag
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Pollutant

SO2

Pb

PM

CO

NOx

vOoC

P I

Allowables Under
0570057-009-AC

683

03

203

300

NA

116

PSD Analysis (TPY)

Pre 84 Furnace Difference
Actuals

8121 : <0
>3 <0

5.9 14.4
15803 <0

5 <40
774 39

208 Ib/hr and 7800 hours from EPA Applicability Determination of 1991,
1979-1984 data from Kitchen Correspondence dated 6/24/96,
1991 test data of 683 lbs/hr prorated down to pre-84 process rate (2.65/4.58).
1991 test data of 33.6 Ibs/hr prorated down to pre-84 process rate (2.65/4.58).

SignificanceTrigger

40
3
15 (PM10)
100
40

40

Comment

No BACT Required
No BACT Required
No BACT Required
No BACT Required

Minor w/o Controls

No BACT Required



TECHNICAL EVALUATION
AND
PRELIMINARY DETERMINATION
FOR
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc.,
Hillsborough County
Construction Permit
Application Number

0570057-002-AC (Formerly pPSD-FL-215)
00570057-008-AC, and 0570057~-009-AC

Environmental Protection Commission of
Hillsborocugh County
Tampa, FL

March 10, 1998




I.

Project Description

A,

D.

Applicant:

Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc.
1901 North 66" Street
Tampa, FL 33619

Mr. Willis M. Kitchen
President

Engineer:

Frank J. Burbach

P.E. No.: 4248%¢

Lake Engineering, Inc.
35 Glenlake Parkway
Suite 500

Atlanta, GA 30328

Project and Location:

The applicant submitted an application for an after-the-fact
construction permit for a 60 ton blast furnace in 1994. It was
substantially revised in 1995 to incorporate a desulfurization
system for sulfur dioxide controls. This permit incorporates
the lead RACT provisions of AC29-258634 as well as the MACT,
and 1is facility wide. It also covers increasing the kettle
batch size from 52 TPH to 56 TPH. Further the replacement of
the slag stabilization .equipment is also covered herein.

Operation SCC No.
Furnace Operations 3-04-004-03
3-90-008-99
3-04-004-99
Refining Cperations 3-04-004-07
3-04-004-09
3-04-004-14
Miscellaneous 3-05-0607-12
3-05-007-09

The facility is located at 1901 N. 66™ Street, Tampa, UTM
Coordinates 17-364.05 East and 3093.5 North, Hillsborough
County.
Process and Controls:

The facility recycles spent automotive and industrial lead-acid

batteries to produce lead ingots. Batteries arrive at the
facility by truck and are off-lcaded directly to the battery
process area. The batteries are broken open in a precrusher

and some of the acid is drained. A hammer mill serves a s the
primary crusher followed by two screens/operating in series.
Soda ash is mixed with the slurry to form lead carbonate which
is separated out in a filter process. The press cake, lead
contaminated smaller plastic and rubber parts, and the




mechanically-separated larger pieces of lead scrap are all
three sent to the material charging storage area. From the
hammermill forward this is the M.A. 41D3 Battery Recycling
System which reduces the sulfur content of the feed stock and
resulting sulfur dioxide emissions from the furnace. The cold
battery preparation is to be discontinued.

Battery groups are stored in piles in a partially enclosed

structure. Battery groups for the blast furnace charge are
taken from the older piles. The single blast furnace 1s used
for the melting of battery groups and plant scrap lead. A
blast furnace charge is composed of lead, coke, limerock, cast
iron, and return slag. Material is charged via a skip hoist
with automatically opened charged doors at the top of the
furnace. An agglomerating furnace 1s used to melt flue dust

that is collected and fuses the particles together to form a
large solid piece of material collected by a receiving vessel.
From there the fused material is broken and re-fed to the blast
furnace.

Lead and slag are both tapped and collected at the base of the

furnace. Lead is tapped tc form buttons. Blast lead buttons
are transported to the refining area. Refining lead includes
soft lead, hard lead, and calcium lead. Refining 1is

accomplished in three 56-ton kettles all fired with natural
gas. After refining is completed, drosses are removed and lead
is cast into ingots by a pigging machine. The dross 1is
returned to the blast furnace. Some lead is imported and
processed in the refining operation.

Slag is processed and stored in an enclosed area. Slag 1is
crushed and then mixed with cement or enviroblend to stabilize
the slag. The resulting mixture is wused for construction
projects at the facility.

Particulate matter and lead emissions from the blast and
agglomerating furnace are controlled by a 253,000 ACEM ten
compartment baghouse fabricated by Gulf Coast Recycling (GCR}
and was modeled after a Wheelabrator-Frye Dustube Model 126,
Series 55 shaker baghouse. Particulate matter and lead
emissions from the blast furnace charging are captured by a
hood and vented to a 9,000 ACFM two compartments shake type
baghouse Dustube Model 126 baghouse. Particulate matter and
lead emissions from the blast and agglomerating furnace tapping
operations are captured by a hood and vented to a 7,000 ACEM
one compartment shaker baghouse similar in design to the
previously mentioned baghouse. Particulate matter and lead
emissions from the refining kettles are controlled by a 17,000
ACFM two compartment shaker baghouse. Emissions from the =slag
processing are controlled with the use of a 3,500 ACFM shaker
type baghouse. Fugitive emissions of particulate matter and
lead from process and grounds are controlled through the use of
water spray, reasonable precautions, and specific work
practices. Flue gas emissions from the furnace operations
containing CO, and VOC are controlled by the use of an
afterburner.




Bpplication Information:

60 Ton Blast Furnace

Received on: May 31, 19%4

Substantially Revised: October 11, 1997 and June 19, 1997

Application Complete: December 16, 1997 (60 days prior to
expiration of the last walver)

Slag Stabilization Equipment

Received on: May 7, 1997

Applicaticon Complete: May 7, 1997
Intent to Issue Issued: August 14, 1997

Refining Kettles

Received on: May 7, 1897

Application Complete: May 7, 1997
Intent to Deny Issued: August 14, 1997
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II.

Rule Applicability

This project is subject to the preconstruction review requirements
of Chapter 403, Florida Statutes, Chapters, 62-204, 62-210, 62-
212, 62-296, and 62-297, Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.) and
Chapter 1-3 of the Rules of the Environmental Protection
Commission of Hillsborough County.

This project 1is not subject to the requirements of Rule 62-
212.400, Prevention of Significant Deterioration, F.A.C. or Rule
62-212.500, New Source Review for Nonattainment Areas, F.A.C.,
since this project does not meet the definition of a significant
modification under the requirements of this rule. The application
of the desulfurization system and the afterburner kept the
potential emission increase below the significant level for VOC,
CO and SO2. The applicant proposed a PM allowable to keep below
the significant increase trigger for PSD. Thus, the addition of
the 60 ton furnace is considered a minor modification to a major
facility by emissions netting (taking credit for the shutdown of
the old furnace). The kettle project and the slag stabilization
project are minor as well.

This project is subject to the requirements of Rule 62-212.300,
Sources Not Subject to Prevention of Significant Deterioration oOr
Nonattainment Regquirements, F.A.C., since the facility’'s
operations are a source of air pollution.

This project 1is not subject to the requirements to Rule 62-
296.400, Specific Emission Limiting and Performance Standards,
F.A.C., since there is no category for secondary lead smelters.

This project is not subject to the requirements of Rule 62-
296.320(4), General Particulate Emission Limiting Standards,
F.A.C., since the facility operations are subject to Rules 62-
296.600 and 62-296.700, F.A.C.

This project is subject to the requirements of Rule 62-296.320(2),
F.A.C., since the facility’s operations could potentially
contribute to objectionable ocdors.

This project 1is not subject to the requirements ‘of Rule 62-
296.500, Reasonably Available Control Technology, (for volatile
organic compound emitting facilities) F.A.C., since there is no
source category for this operation.

This project is subject to the requirements of Rule 62-296.600,
Reasonably Available Control Technology for Lead, F.A.C., since it
is located within the lead maintenance area.

This project is subject to the requirements of Rule 62-296.700,
Reasonably Available Control Technology, F.A.C., since the
particulate matter emissions for the facility are more than 15
tons/year and it is located in a maintenance area for particulate
matter.

This project is subject to the requirements of Rule 62-204.800,
Standards of Performance for New Stationary Sources, F.A.C., since




III.

IV.

the facility is a secondary lead smelter and there is a category
for this type of operation (40 CFR 60 Subpart L adopted by
reference). This project is also subject to the requirements of
National Emission Standard for Hazardous Air Pollutants since
there is a source category for secondary lead smelters (40 CER 63
Subpart X adopted by reference).

This project 1is subject to the requirements of Chapter 84-446,
Laws of Florida and Chapter 1-3, Rules of the Environmental
Protection Commission of Hillsborough County.

Summary of Emissions

Inventory of Title III pollutants is estimated to be less than 25
TPY collectively and 10 tons per year individually. HAPs emitted
include metals, benzene, carbon disulfide, 1,3 butadiene, methyl

chioride and styrene.

Conclusions:

The emission limits proposed by the applicant will meet ail of the
requirements of Chapters 62-209, 62-210, 62-212, 62-296 and 62-
297, F.A.C., and Chapter 1-3, Rules of the Commission.

The General and Specific Conditions listed in the proposed permit
(attached) will assure compliance with all the applicable
requirements of Chapters 62~-209, 62-210, 62-212, 62-296, and 62—
297, F.A.C.

Proposed Agency Action:

Pursuant to Section 403.087, Flcorida Statutes and Rule 62-4.070Q,
Florida Administrative Code, the Environmental Protection
Commission of Hillsborough County hereby gives notice of its
intent to issue a permit to construct the aforementioned air
pollution source in accordance with the draft permit and its
conditions as stipulated (see attached) .




III.

Iv.

the facility is a secondary lead smelter and there is a category
for this type of operation (40 CFR 60 Subpart L adopted by
reference). This project is also subject to the requirements of
National Emission Standard for Hazardeus Ailr Pecllutants since
there is a source category for secondary lead smelters (40 CFR 63
Subpart X adopted by reference).

This project is subject to the requirements of Chapter 84-446,
Laws of Florida and Chapter 1-3, Rules of the Environmental
Protection Commission cf Hillsborough County.

Summary of Emissions

Inventory of Title III pollutants is estimated to be less than 25
TPY collectively and 10 tons per year individually. HAPs emitted
include metals, benzene, carbon disulfide, 1,3 butadiene, methyl
chloride and styrene.

Conclusions:

The emission limits proposed by the applicant will meet all of the
requirements of Chapters 62-209, 62-210, 62-212, 62-296 and 62-
297, F.A.C., and Chapter 1-3, Rules of the Commission.

The General and Specific Conditions listed in the proposed permit
(attached} will assure compliance with all the applicable
requirements of Chapters 62-209, 62-210, 62-212, 62-296, and 62-
297, F.A.C.

Proposed Agency Action:

Pursuant to Section 403.087, Florida Statutes and Rule 62-4.070,
Florida Administrative Code, the Environmental Protection
Commission of Hilisborough County hereby gives notice of 1its
intent to issue a permit to construct the afcrementioned air
pollution source in accordance with the draft permit and 1its
conditions as stipulated (see attached).
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In the Matter of an File Nec.: 0570057-002-AC
Application for Permit by: 0570057-008-AC
0570057-009-AC

County: Hillsborough

Mr. Willis M. Kitchen
President
Gulf Cecast Recycling, Inc.
1901 N. 66 Street o
Tampa, FL 33618
/

INTENT TO ISSUE

The Environmental Protection Commission of Hillsborough
County (EPC), as delegated by the Florida Department of
Environmental Protection (DEP) gives notice of its intent to issue
a permit (copy attached) for the proposed project as detailed in
the application specified above, for the reasons stated below.

The applicant, Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc., applied to the EPC
for a permit to authorize the construction of a 60 ton blast
furnace, expand the refining kettle capacity, replace eguipment
associated with the slag stabilization operation, and address the
Federal National Emission Standard for Hazardous Air Pollution for
secondary lead smelters for their facility located at 1901 N. 66"
Street, Tampa, Hillsborough County.

The EPC has permitting jurisdiction under Section 403.087 (c),
F.S. The project is not exempt from permitting procedures. The
EPC has determined that an air pollution construction permit 1is
required for the proposed work.

The EPC intends to issue this permit based on the belief that
reasonable assurances have been provided to indicate the proposed
project will not adversely impact air quality and the proposed
project will comply with the appropriate provisions of Florida
Administrative Code Rules 62-204, 62-210, 62-212, €2-296, 62-297,
and 62-4.

Pursuant to Section 403.815, F.S. and DEP Rule 62-103.150,
F.A.C., you (the applicant) are required to publish at your own
expense the enclosed Notice of Intent to Issue Permit. The notice
shall be published one time only within 30 days, in the legal ad
section of a newspaper of general circulation in the area
affected. For the purpose of this rule, "publication in a
newspaper of general circulation in the area affected” means

An Atiirmative Action - Equal Opportunity Employar Q brinted on recyciod
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publication in a newspaper meeting the raguirements of Sections
50.011 and 50.031, F.S., in the cocunty where the activity is to
take place. Where there 1s more than one newspaper of general
cirzulation in the county, the newspaper used must be one with
significant circulation in the area that may be afifected by the
permit. If you are uncertain that a newspaper meets these
requirements, please contact the EPC by phone at (813) 272-5330 or
at the address listed below. The applicant shall provide proof of
publication te the EPC, Air Permitting Section, at 1410 N. 21st
Street, Tampa, Florida 33605 within seven days of publication.
Failure to publish the notice and provide proof of publication
within the allotted time may result in the denial of the permit.

The EPC will issue the permit with the attached conditions
unless a response received 1in accordance with the feolleowiling
procedures results in a different decision or significant change
of terms or conditions.

The EPC will issue the permit with the attached conditions
unless a timely petition for an administrative hearing is filed
pursuant to sections 120.56% and 120.57, Florida Statutes (F.S.),
cr a party requests mediation as an alternative remedy under
section 120.373, F.S. befcore the deadline for filing a petition.
Choosing mediation will not adversely affect the right to a
hearing i1f mediation does not result in a settlement. The
procedures for petiticning for a hearing are set forth below,
followed by the procedures for requesting mediation.

A person whose substantial interests are affected by the
proposed permitting decision may petition for an administrative
hearing in accordance with sections 120.569% and 120.57, F.S.. The
petition must contain the information set forth below and must be
filed (received) in the Legal Department of the EPC at 1900 9th
Avenue, Tampa, Florida 33605, (813) 272-5330, fax (813) 272-5605.

Petitions filed by the permit applicant or any of the parties
listed below must be filed within fourteen (l4) days of receipt of
this nctice of intent. ©Petitions filed by any other person must
be filed within fourteen (14} days of publication of the public
notice or within fourteen (14) days of receipt of this notice of
intent, whichever occurs first. A petiticner must mail a copy of
the petition to the applicant at the acdress indicated above, at
the time of filing. The failure of any person to file a petition
{(or a request for mediation, as discussed below) within the
appropriate time period shall constitute a waiver of that person's
right to request an administrative determination {hearing) under
sections 120.569 and 120.3%7, F.S., o¢r to intervene in this
proceeding and participate as a party to 1it. Any subsequent
intervention will be only at the approval cf the presiding officer
uponr the filing of a motion in compliance with Rule 28-5,207 of
the Florida Administrative Code.

A petition must contain the following information:

{a) The name, address, and telephcocne number of each
- petitioner, the applicant’'s name and address, the Permit File
Number and the county in which the project is proposed;



{b) A statement of how and when each petiticner received
notice of the EPC's action or proposed action;

(c) A  statement of how each pevitloner's substantial
interests are affected by the EPC's acticn cr proposed action;
(d) A statement of the material facts disputed by the

petitioner, if any;

(e} A statement of <Zacts that <the petitioner contends
warrant reversal or modification of the EPC's action or proposed
action; '

{£) A statement identifying the rules or statutes that the
petitioner contaends require reversal or meodification of the EPC's
action or propcsed action; and _

(g} A statement of the relief scught by the petitioner,
stating precisely the action petitioner wants the EPC t¢ take with
respect to the action or proposed actien addressed in this notice

of intent.

Because the administrative hearing process is designed to
formulate final agency acticn, the filing of a petition means that
the EPC's final action may be different from the position taken by
it in this notice of intent. Persons whose substantial interests
will be affected by any decision of the EPC on the application
have the right to petition tc become a party to the proceeding, in
accordance with the reguirements set forth above.

In addition to the above, a person subject to regulation has
a right to apply to the Department of Environmental Preotection for
a variance from or waiver of the requirements cof particular rules,
en certain cenditions, under section 120.542, F.8. The relief
provided by this state statute applies only to state rules, not
statutes, and not to any federal regulatory requirements. Applying
for a variance or waiver does not substitute or extend the time
for filing a petition for an administrative hearing or exercising
any other right that a person may have in relation to the acgtion
proposed in this notice of intent.

The application for a variance or waiver 1s made by filing a
petition with the Legal Department c¢i the Office of General

Counsel of the Department of Environmental Protection at 3900

Commenwealth Boulevard, Mail Station 32, Tallahassee, FL 22399~
3000. The petition must specify the following infermation:

(a) The name, address, and telephone number of the
petitioner,

{b) The name, address, and telepnone number ©f the attorney
or gqualified representative of the petizicner, 1if any,

(c) Each rule or porticn of a rule from which a variance or
waiver is requested,

(d) The citation to the statute underlying (implemented by)
the rule identified in (c) above,

(e} The type of action requested,

(£} The specific facts that would justify a wvariance or
walver for the petitioner,

(g) The reascon by the variance or waiver wculd serve the
purpcses of the underlvying statute (implemented by the rule), and
(h) A statement whether the variance or waiver is permanent

or temporary and, 1f temporary, a statement of the dates sheowing




the duration of the variance or walver requested.

The Department will grant a wvariance or waiver when the
petition demonstrates both that the application of the rule would
create a substantial hardship or violate principles of fairness,
as each of the those terms is defined in section 120.542(2), F.S.,
and that the purpcocse of the underlying statute will be or has been
achieved by other means by the petitioner.

Persons subject to regulation pursuant toc any federally
delegated or approved air pregram should ke aware that Florida is
specifically not authorized to issue variances or waivers from any
requirements of any such federally delegated or approved program.
The requirements of the program remain fully enforceable by the
Administrator of EPA and by any person under the Clean Air Act
unless and until the Administrater separately approves any
variance or waiver in accordance with the procedures of the

federal program.
Executed in Tampa, Florida

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION COMMISSION

OoF HIL? RO COUNTY
e

Roger P. Stewart
Executive Director

cc: Florida Pepartment of Environmental Protecticn,
Southwest District
Frank J. Burbach, P.E., Lake Engineering, Inc.

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned duly designated clerk hereby certifies that
this INTENT TO ISSUE and all copies were malled by certified mail
before the close of business en 03-2.5-9% to the listed

persons.

FILING AND ACKNOWLEDGEMENT
FILED, on this date, pursuant to

Section 120.%52(11y, Florida
Statutes, with the designated clerk,
receipt of which is heraby
ackncwledged.

\&-\(\Q\u\ \ QQ_}K\[JLL‘-&Q& U35 - :;\5 - 9:?

Nclerk Date




ENVIRCNMENTAL PROTECTION COMMISSICON
OF HILLSBORQUGH COUNTY
NOTICE CF INTENT TO ISSUE PERMIT

The Environmental Protection Commission of Hillsborough
County (EPC), as <delegated by the Fflorida Department of
Eavironmental Protection (DEP) gives notice of its intent to issue
air polluticon permit Nes. 0570057-002-aC, 0570057-008-AC, and
0570057-009-AC to Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. 1901 N. 66" Street,
Tampa, FL 33619 to address expansion of the facility and the
Federal National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants
for secondary lead smelters for the operation located at 1201 N.
66° Street, Tampa, Hillsborough County.

A Best Available Control Technology (BACT) determination was
not required.

A person whose substantial interests are affected by the
EPC's proposed permitting decision may petition fer an
administrative proceeding (hearing) in accordance with Section
120.57, Florida Statutes. The petition must contain the
information set forth below and must be filed (received) in the
Legal Department of the EPC at 1300 9th Avenue, Tampa, FL 33605,
within 14 days of publication of this notice. Petitioner shall
mail a copy of the petition te the applicant at the address
indicated above at the time of filing. Failure to file a petition
within this time period shall constitute a waiver c¢f any right
such person may have to regquest an administrative determination
(hearing) under Section 120.57, Florida Statutes.

The petition shall contain the following information: {a)
- The name, address, and telephone number of each petitioner, the
applicant's name and address, the Permit File Number and the

county in which the project is proposed; (b) A statement of how
and when each petitioner received notice of the EPC's action or
proposed acticn; (c) A statement of how each petiticner's
substantial interests are affected by the EPC's action or proposed
‘action; (d) A statement o¢of the material facts disputed by
petitioner, if any; (e) A statement of facts which petitioner
centends warrant reversal or modification of the EPC's action cr
proposed acticn; (£) A statement of which rules or statutes
petitioner contends require action; and (g) A statement of the

relief sought by petitioner, stating precisely the actien
petitioner wants the EPC to take with respect to the EPC's action
or proposed action.

If a petition is filed, the administrative hearing process 1is
designed to formulate agency action. Accordingly, the EPC's final
action may be different from the pesition taken by it in tihis
Notice. Persons whose substantial interests will be affected by
any decision of the EPC with regard to the applicaticn have the
right to petition tc become a party to the proceeding. The
petition must conform to the requirements specified above and be
filed ({received) within 14 days of publication of this Netice 1in
the EPC Legal Department at the akove address. Failure to
petition within the allowed time frame constitutes a walver of any
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right such person has tc rsguest a hearing under Section 120.57,
F.S., and to rarticipate as a party to this proceeding. Any

subseguent intarvention will only be at the approval of the
presiding officer upon motion filed pursuant to Rule 60¢-2.010,
F.A.C,

The application and draft permit are available for public

inspection during ncrmal business hours, 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.,
Monday through triday, except legal holidavs, at the Environmental
Protection Commissicn of Hillsborough County, 1410 N. 21lst Street,

Tampa, FL 33605.



ADMINISTRATIVE QFFICES, LEGAL &

COMMISSION

WATER MANAGEMENT DIVISION
1900 - 9TH AVENUE
DOTTIE BERGER TAMPA, FLORIDA 33605
JOE CHILLURA TELEPHONE (B13) 2725960
CHRIS HART FAX (813) 2725157
JIM NORMAN — _
JAN PLATT L ﬁ} ATRMANRGEMENT DIVISICN
THOMAS SCOTT R A ’mL.Eri}I{ONE (813) 272-5530
L . . L !
ED TURANCHIK —~ 1 _WASTE MANAGEMENT DIVISION
P a -+~ TELEPHONE {813) 272-5788
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
{SBoRgygn CONM WETLANDS MANAGEMENT DIVISION
ROGER P STEWART TELEPHONE (813) 2727104

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION COMMISSION OF
HILLSBOROUGH CCUNTY, as Delegated by

STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTICN

NOTICE OF PERMIT

Mr. Willis M. Kitchen
President

Gulf Cocast Recycling, Inc.
1901 N. 66™ Street

Tampa, FL 33619

Dear Mr. Kitchen:
Re: Hillsborough County - AP

Enclosed are Permit Numbexrs 0570057-002-AC/0570057-008-AC/0570057-
009-AC which cover the entire facility and address the Lead RACT
provisions required pursuant to Rule 62-296.€00 F.A.C., the after-
the-fact construction of the 60 ton blast furnace, expansion of
the refining kettle output, replacement of equipment in the slag
stabilization area, and the Maximum Achievable Control Technology
Standards of 40 CFR 63 Subpart X issued pursuant to Section
403.087, Florida Statutes.

Any party to this order (permit) has the right tc seek judicizl
review of the permit pursuant to Section 120.68, Florida Statutes,
by the £f£iling of a Notice of Appeal pursuant tc Rule 9.110,
Florida Rules of Appellate Procedure, with the Clerk of the EPC.in
the Legal Department at 13500 Sth Avenue, Tampa, FL 33605; and by
filing a copy of the Notice of Appeal accompanied by the
applicable filing fees with the appropriate District Court of
Appeal. The Notice of Appeal must be filed within 30 days from
the date this Notice is filed with the clerk of the EPC.

Executed in Tampa, Florida.

.$iﬁ¢e{e}%’-rj _ :
N R | H ]
Lo i 3

ESRETR I U T
Roger- P. Stewart
Executive Director .

cc: Florida Department of Environmental Protection
Frank J. Burback, P.E., Lake Engineering, Inc.

An Affirmative Action - Equal Qpportunity Employar {‘:
Printed o técyclad paper




Gulf Coast Recvcling, Inc. ;f Lu Ll\ , Page Two
Tampa, FL 33618

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

This is to certify that this NOTICE OF PERMIT and all copies
were mailed befecre the close of business cn
to the listed persons.

Clerk Stamp
FILED, on this date, pursuant to

Section 120.52(11), Florida
Statutes, with the designated clerk,
receipt of which is hereby
acknowledged.

Tlerk  --. Date




ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICES. LEGAL &

COMMISSION e r:\w??RMANAGEMENTDnnmow
TR 1900 - 9TH AVENUE
%%E%?{gi%?&z ’ "_\\ ) { \TAMPA, FLORIDA 33605
Loa TELEPHONE (813} 272-5360
CHRIS HART FAX (813) 2725157
JIM NORMAN
JAN PLATT AIR MANAGEMENT DIVISION
THOMAS SCOTT TELEPHONE (§13) 272-8530
ED TURANCHIK WASTE MANAGEMENT DIVISION
Py < TELEPHONE (813) 272-5788
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SBoppyen OV WETLANDS MANAGEMENT DIVISION
ROGER P. STEWART TELEPHONE (813} 2727104
PERMITTEE : PERMIT/CERTIFICATION
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. Permit No.: 0570057-002-aC,
1901 N. 66™ Street 0570057-008-AC, and
Tampa, FL 33619 0570057-009-AC

County: Hillsborough

Expiration Date: November 1, 2001

Project: Secondary Lead Smelting
Facility

This permit is issued under the provisions of Chapter 403, Florida
Statutes, and Florida Administrative Code Rules 62-204, 62-210, 62-212,
62-296, 62-2%7, and 62-4. The above named permittee 1s hereby
authorized to perform the work or operate the facility shown on the
application and approved drawing(s), plans, and other documents,
attached hereto or on file with the EPC and made a part hereof and
specifically described as follows: '

For the modification of a seccndary lead smelting facility to
incorporate reasonably available control technology provisions for lead
emissions, the after-the-fact construction of the 60 ton blast furnace,
expansion of the refining kettle output, replacement of equipment in
the slag stabilization area and the maximum available control
technology standards of 40 CFR 63 Subpart X. The facility recycles
spent automotive and industrial lead acid batteries to produce Llead
ingots. Batteries arrive by truck. The batteries are processed
through an M. A. Industries Battery Recycling System. A series of
equipment mechanically separates the large lead scrap and lead
contaminated rubber scrap from the plastics for blast furnace feed. The
plastic is taken off-site for recycling. Soda ash is mixed with the
effluent to form lead carbonate which is then concentrated in a filter
press and captured for charging. This process removes a significant
portion of the sulfur from the furnace charge thus reducing S0;
emissions out the furnace stack.

Battery groups are stored in piles in a partially enclosed structure.
The blast furnace is used for the melting of battery group, plant scrap
lead, ccke, limerock, cast iron, and re-run slag. The furnace 1is
charged via a skip hoist with a manually opened charge door at the top

of the furnace. An agglomerating furnace 1is used to melt flue dust
that is collected in the enclosed screw conveyor below the baghouse
hoppers and fuses the particles together. The fused material is

subsequently broken and re-fed to the blast furnace.

Lead and slag are both tapped and collected at thecbase of the furnace.
SR A
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Lead is tapped to form buttons which are transported to the refining
area. Refining lead includes producing soft lead, hard lead, and
calcium lead which is accomplished in three 56-ton kettles all fired
with natural gas. After refining is completed, drosses are removed and
lead is cast intc ingets. The dreoss is returned to the blast furnace.

Slag is stored and processed in an enclosed area. The slag is crushed
and then mixed with cement or envircblend tc stabilize the slag. The
resulting mixture is used for construction projects at the facility or

disposed of off site.

Particulate matter and lead emissions from the blast and agglomerating
furnace are controlled by a 23,000 ACFM ten compartment baghouse
fabricated by Gulf Coast Recycling (GCR). It was modeled after a
Wheelabrator~Frye Dustube Model 126, Series 35 shaker baghouse.
Emissions from the blast furnace charging are captured by a hood and
vented to a 9,000 ACFM two compartment shaker baghouse fabricated by
GCR. The blast and agglomerating furnace tapping emissicns are
captured by a hood and vented to a 7,000 ACEM one compartment shaker
baghouse similar in design to the previously mentioned baghouse.
Particulate matter and lead emissions from the refining kettles are
controlled by two Wheelabrator-Frye, Model 126 baghouses in parallel
and exhausted through a commen stack at a design- flow rate of 17,000
ACFM. Emissions from the slag grinder are controlled by a 3,500 ACEM
baghouse. Fugitive facility grounds are controlled through the use of
water sprays, enclosures, r2asonable precautions and specific work
practices as specified in the specific conditions.

Emissions of carbon monoxide and volatile organic compounds from the
furnace operations are controlled by the use of an afterburner.

Locatien: 1901 N. 66" Street, Tampa

UTM: 17-364.05 E 3093.5 N NEDS No.: 0057

Point ID: 01 - Furnace Exhaust
02 - 3 Refining Kettles
04 - Furnace Tapping
06 - Furnace Charging
07 - Slag Precessing
08 - Facllity Grounds
~{including battery

breaking coperation)

Incorporates Permit No.: AC29-258634
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PERMITTEE: Permit/Certificate No.: 0570037-002-AC,
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. 0570057-008-2C, 0%70027-009-AC
Project: Secondary Lead Smeiting Facility

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS:

1. A part of this permit is the attached General Conditions. [Rule 62-
4.160, F.A.C.]

2. All applicable rules of the Environmental Protection Commission of
Hillsborough County including design discharge limitaticns specified in
the application shall be adhered to. The permit holder may also need
to comply with county, municipal, federal, or cther state regulations
priocr to construction. [Rule 62-4.070(7), F.A.C.]

3. Issuance of this permit does not relieve the permittee frem
complying with applicable emission limiting standards or other
requirements of Chapters 62-204, 62-210, 62-212, 62-296 and 62-~-297,
F.A.C., or any other requirements under federal, state, or local law.

[Rule 62-210.300, F.A.C.]

Facility

4, In order to exempt the facility from a P3D review as reguested by
the permitee, the total emissions from the secondary lead smelting
facility shall not exceed 20.3 tons of particulate matter, 300.0 tons
of carpbon monoxide, 116.0 tons of volatile organic ceompounds 683.0 tons
of sulfur dioxide and 0.3 tons of lead for any consecutive twelve meonth
period, Commencing July 1, 2001, sulfur dioxide emissions are to be
reduced to 507 tons per any consecutive 12 month period. [Censtruction
Permit Application and Rule 62-212.300, F.A.C.]

5. Tn order to ensure compliance with the emissions limitations of
Specific Conditions No. 4:

A) Hours of operation shall not exceed 7,800 hours for blast
furnace operation, 6000 hours.of refining coperation, and 1664
hours for slag processing operation for any consecutive twelve
month period. [Construction Permit Application]

B) Process rates for each specified operation shall not exceed the

following:
Source Process Rate
Blast Furnace 6.5 tons charged/hour*
Refining Kettles 56 tons of lead scrap charged
per batch per kettle
Slag Processing 6 tons of slag processed/hr.
Soda Ash Silo 40 tons per hour input

* Raw material charging rates on a daily basis shall be consistent
with the following percentages: 88% lead scrap and re-run slag, 7%
coke, 2.5% limercck, and 2.5% cast iron.

; I S - T
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PERMITTEE: Permit/Certificate No.: 0570057-002-AC,
Gulf Ccast Recycling, Inc. 0570037-008-AC, 0570057-009-aC
Project: Secondary Lead Smelting Facility

SPECIFIC CONDITICHNS:

6. The permitcee shall not cause, sufrfer, allow or permit the
discharge of air pollutant which cause or contribute to an

objectionable oder. [Rule £2-296.320, F.A.C.]

Emissions Limitations {See Table I as Attached)

Furnace Operations (One blast furnace, one agglomerating furnace, and
tapping and charging operations for the furnaces)

7. The permittee shall not discharge lead emissicns to exceed the
following:

A) 2.0 mg/dscm (0.00087 gr/dscf) for the blast and the
agglomerating furnaces, and the process fugitive sources
consisting of the charging and the tapping vented to separate
control equipment. Each vent must meet the standards by itself
(no averaging). ({40 CEFR 63 Subpart X and Rule 62-204.800
F.A.C.]

B) 0.010 gr/dscf for the blast and agglomerating furnaces [Rule
62-296.603, F.A.C.]

C) 0.002 gr/dscf for the process fugitive sources consisted of the
charging and tapping vented tc separate contrel eguipment [Rule
$2-296.603, F.A.C.]

8. The permittee shall not discharge particulate matter emissions to
exceed the following:

A) 0.013 gr/dscf for the blast furnace and agglomerating furnaces
and process fugitive source baghouse exhausts up to the
limitarions below: [Construction Permit Application and Rule
62-212.300, F.A.C.]

tons per

lbs/hr 12 menths
Blast and Agglomerating Furnace Stack 2.06 7.9
Tapping Stack 0.47 1.8
Charging Stack 1,18 4.6

B) 50 mg/dscm (0.022 gr/dscf) for the blast and agglomerating
furnaces and process fugitive source baghouse exhausts. [4C
CFR 60.122{a) and Rule 62-236.800 F.A.C.]

C) 0.03 gr/dscf for the blast agglomerating furnaces and the
process fugitive sources consisting of the charging and tapping
vented to separate control equipment. [Rule 62-296.700, F.A.C.]

L=

9. The permittee shall not discharge opacity to exceed the following:

A) 3% at the exit of the control eguipment controlling the furnace
and the process fugitive scurces. [Rule 62-296.603, F.A.C.]

!

S SR SR N
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PERMITTEE: Permit/Certificate No.: 0570057-0C2-AC,
Gulf Coast Recvcling, Inc. 0570057-008-AC, 0570057-00%-AC
Project: Secondary Lead Smelting Facility

SPECIFIC CONDITICNS:

B) 6% from the charge door on the blast furnace during charging
operations {Rule 62-29¢6.603, F.A.C.]

C) 3% from the closed charge door con the blast furnace during
cperation. [Rule 62.296.603, F.A.C.]

10. The permittee shall not discharge total hydrocarbons in excess of
360 PPM by volume, expressed as propane corrected to 4 percent CO0z, up
to 114.3 tons per any 12 consecutive 12 months, to the atmosphere from
the blast furnace (40 CFR 63 Subpart ¥ and Rule 62-204.800, F.A.C.]

11. The permittze shall not discharge total hydrocarbons greater than
0.20 kilograms per hour (0.44 pounds per hour) to the atmosphere from
the process fugitive sources consisting of the charging and the tapping
vented to separate control egquipment. [40 CFR 63 Subpart X and Rule 62-
204.800, F.A.C.]

12. The permittze shall not discharge more than 68 pounds per hour of
carbon monoxide to the atmosphere from the blast and the agglomerating
furnaces. (Construction Permit Application and Rule 62-212.300,

F.A.C.]

13. TIn order to ensure compliance with the emission limiting standards
of Specific Condition Nos. 10 and 12, the permittee shall install,
maintain and operate a natural gas - fired afterburner with a minimum
temperature of 1400°F and 0.3 seconds residence ¢time to achieve a 90%
destruction efficiency for both carbon monoxide and hydrocarbons.
[Construction Permit Application, 40 CER 63 Subpart X, and Rule &2-
212,300, F.A.C.]

14. Prior to July i, 2001, the permittee shall not discharge more than
175 pounds per hour of sulfur dioxide from the blast and the
agglomerating furnaces. After June 30, 2001, the permitee shall not
discharge more than 130 pounds per hour sulfur dioxide from these same
two. furnaces. [Construction Permit Application and Rule 62-212.300,
F.A.C.]

15. 1In order to ensure compliance with the emission limiting standard
of Specific Condition No. 14, the permittee shall install, maintain and
operate a M. A. Industries Model 41 Desulfurization System to process
all incoming batteries prior to charging to the furnace. If the EPA
Method No. 6 test requirad under Specific Condition No. 29 does not
demonstrate compliance with the 175 pounds of sulfur dioxide per hour
standard, the permittee shall immediately reduce the furnace charge
rate to 4.58 tons per hour until such time they can demonstrate
compliance at the higher rate. Within 6 months of a failed compliance
demonstration, the permittee shall install paste repulping and
refiltering egquipment referred to in M. A. Industries letter of
December 4, 1895,or take other alternate measures to reduce emissicns

Page 5 of 15 s ;oo
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PERMITTEE: Permit/Certificate No.: 0570057-002-aC,
Gulf Coast Recycliing, Inc. 0570057-008-AC, 0570057-00¢%-aC

Project: Seconcdary Lead Smelting Facility
SPECIFIC CCONDITICHNS:

belcw the 175 pcund standard. Alternate measures must be prepared
under the direction of a professional engineer registered in the State
of Florida, and must have priocr apprcval from the EPC and the
Department. Installation of the paste repulping and refiltering
equipment does nct relieve the permittee from having to meeting the 175
pound per hour standard. [Construction Permit Application and Rule 62-
4.07(3), F.A.C.]

16. The process fugitive sources consisting of the charging and the
tapping of the blast furnace shall be ventilated to maintain a face
velocity of at least 90 meters per minute (300 frm) at all hood
openings, or shall be lccated in a tctal enclosure that is ventilated
to achieve air velocity into the enclosure at doorway openings of not
less than 75 meters per minute (250 fpm). All such exhaust shall be
directed to control equipment that shall not discharge lead in excess
of the limitations in Specific Condition 7.A. [40 CFR 63 Subpart X and
Rule 62-204.800, F.A.C.]

Refining Operation (3 natural gas fired 56-tcn refining kettles and
associated pigging machines)

17. The permitiee shall not discharge lead emissions to exceed the
following:

A) 0.0002 gr/dscf [Rule 62-2%96.603(1)(d}, F.A.C.]
B) 2.0 mg/dscm (0.00087 gr/dscf). [40 CFR Subpart X and Rule 62-

204.800, F.A.C.]

18. No mcre than two 56-ton refining kettles shall be cperated at a
time. [Construction Permit Application]

19. The permittee shall not discharge opacity from the refining kettle
operation in excess of 3% [Rule 62-296.603, F.A.C.]

20. The refining kettles and the associated pigging machines shall be
ventilated to maintain a face velocity of 75 meters per minute (250
fpm) or shall ke located in a total enclosure that is wventilated to
achieve air velocity with the enclosure at dcorway openings of not less
than 75 meters per minute (230 fpm). All such exhaust shall be
directed toc contrel eguipment that shall not discharge lead in excess
of the limitations in Specific Condition 17.B [40 CEFR 63 Subpart X and
Rule 62-204.800, F.A.C.]

21. The refining kettles shall be fired only with natural gas at a
maximum heat input rate of 4.0 MMBTU/hr. per kettle. ({Construction
Permit Application]
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PERMITTEE: Permit/Certificate No.: 0570057-002-AC,
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. 0570057-008-AC, 0570057-009-AC

Project: Seconcdary Lead Smelting Facility
SPECIZTIC CONDITICNS:

22. The permittee shall not discharge particulate matter emissions
from the lead refining area baghouse to exceed 0.013 gr/dscf, 1.76
pounds/hr. and 5.2 tons per any 12 consecutive month period {Rule 62-
212.300, F.A.C. and Construction Permit Appiication]

23. Maximum production from the refining kettles shall not exceed
30,000 tons/yr. of finished lead. [Construction Permit Application and

Rule 62-4.070, F.A.C.]

24. Any time that a kettle is being heatad to refine lead or to bring
it to temperature prior to receiving a charge of lead or it contains a
charge of lead irregardless of whether heat 1is being applied, the
kettle shall be vented to the baghouse and the baghouse shall be
operational. This time shall count towards the 6,000 hours allowed
during any twelve (12) month consecutive month peried. [Construction
Permit Application and Rule 82-4.070(3), F.A.C.]

Miscellaneous Operations (Slag handling and processing, battery
cracking operation)

25. The permittee shall not discharge emissions to exceed the
following: [Rule 62-296.603(e) and (f), F.A.C.]

A) 3% opacity for the battery cracking operations.

B) 0.000333 gr of lead/dscf for the slag handling and processing
operations which includes receiving hopper and conveyor
‘drop/crusher sources collectively.

C) 3% opacity for the entire slag " handling and processing
operations which include receiving hopper and conveyocr
drop/crusher collectively and the structure housing the
processing operation.

D) 5% opacity from the soda ash silo

26. Particulate matter emissions from the slag handling and processing
operation and the soda ash silc shall be less than cone ton per year
(0.4 tons)in order to exempt these operations from the particulate
RACT. [Rule 62-2%6.700{2){c), F.A.C.]

27. The average lead content of the slag processed shall not exceed 7%
lead by weight on an annual basis. {The range of lead content is
usually 5 to 9% lead by weight.) Only slag generated on-site may be
processed. [Construction Permit Application and Rule 62-4.070 (3),

F.A.C.)
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PERMITTEE: Permit/Certificate No.: OS?OOS%—OOZ—AC,
Gulf Coast Recycliing, Inc. 0570057-008-2C, 0570057-009-AC
Project: Secondarv Lead Smelting Facility

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS:

Fugitives, Confined and Unconfined Scurces

28. No owner or operator of a lead processing operaticn shall cause,
allcw, or permit the emissions of lead, including emissions of lead
from vehicular movement, transportation c¢f materials, construction,
alteration, demolition or wrecking, or industrial-related activities
such as loading, unloading, charging, melting, tarping, casting,
storing or handling, unless reascnably available control technology and
maximum available control technology are 'emplcyed teo contrcl such lead
emissions. RACT and MACT measures shall include but nct be limited to
the following: [Rule 62-296.601(2), F.A.C., 40 CFR 63 Subpart X,
Consent Order of September 4, 1996, and Construction Permit
Applicaticen]

A) Maintain slide gates in the exit of the baghouse hoppers to
prevent the re-entrainment of dust ccllected in the screw
conveyor cn the hygiene baghouses. :

B) Maintain enclosed screw conveyor below the £furnace baghouse
hoppers to prevent re-entrained dust.

C) Maintain wind breaks and panels installed along bottom of the
agglomerating furnace, southside of the furnace baghouse
support structure, south and west sides of grocup pile storage
building, and windbreak installed along the entire south
property boundary.

D) Prohibit vehicular traffic on unpaved areas.

E) Maintain vegetation coverage on all of the unpaved plant
grounds. '

F) Three times daily, regardless of plant operaticn, vacuum paved
areas using a HEPA filter equipped vacuum except when natural
precipitation makes it impractical.

G) Maintain a tire wash for frontend loader at the entrance of the
group pile storage building to prevent tracking of lead bearing
materials outside the area.

H) Eliminate slag transfer with frontend lcader through the plant.
Store, handle, and process slag in enclosed structures.

I) Use only trained personnel for furnace cperations.

Maintain the sprinkler system and operate it in accordance with
the attached sprinkler plan. (Attachment A)

K) Maintain partial enclosure of the battery storage piles and
water them with sufficient frequency and gquanity to prevent the
formation of dust.

L) Vacuum the pavement in the battery breaking area with a HEPA
filter equipped vacuum at least twice a day.

M) Maintain the partial enclosure in the furnace area.

N} Vacuum the pavement 1in the furnace area with a HEPA filter
equipped vacuum or wet pavement with water &t least twice a
day.

Page 8 of 15
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RMITTEE: Permit/Certificate No.: 0%570057-002-AC,
1% Coast Recycling, Inc. 0570057-208-AC, 0570057-009-AC
Project: Seccndary Lead Smelting Facility

oA

PE
Gu

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS:

O) Maintain the partial enclosure in the refining area.

P) Vacuum the pavement in the refining area with HEPA filter
equipped vacuum or water at least twice a day.

Q) Maintain partial enclosure with wet suppression for the storage
of any lead bearing materials and a vehicle wash at the exit of
the area, or total enclosure in a structure meeting the
requirements of 40 CFR 265.1101(a) and {(c) and ventilation to a
controi device and a vehicle wash at the exit the area. The
discharge from that control device may not contain lead
compounds in excess of 20 mg/dscm (0.00087/gxr/dscf) .

R) Maintain daily records of all wet suppression, pavement
cleaning and vehicle washing activities as per the attached
“Fugitive Dust Control Standard Qperating Procedures Manual.”

Testing Methods and Procedures

29. In order to meet the reguirements of 40 CFR 63.7, and the non-EB3D
portion of this permit, test the emissions for the following
pollutant(s) prior to Jure 18, 1998 and submit 2 copies of the Air
Compliance Section of the Air Management Division of the Epvironmental
Protection Commission of Hillsborough Ccunty within 45 days of such
testing. Testing procedures shall be consistent with the requirements
of the 40 CFR 63 and Rule 62-297, F.A.C.: '

Blast and Agglemeration Furnace Exhaust Stack

(X) Pb (X} Hydrocarbons {(Inlet and
Outlet of Afterburner)

(X) PM (X) Opacity

(X) Carbon Monoxide (Inlet and (X} Sulfur Dioxide

Qutlet of Afterburner)

Process Fugitive Source Stacks (Tapping, Charging and Refining Kettles)

(X) Pb ' (X) Opacity
(X} PM (X) Hydrocarbons {Tapping &
Charging Only)

'Slag Stabilization Stack

(X} Pb (X) Opacity
{X) PM
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PERMITTEER: Permit/Certificate No.: 0570057-00Z-AC,
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. 0570057-008-AC, 0570057-009-AC

Project: Secondary Lead Smelting Facility
SPECIFIC CONDITICNS:

Blast Furnace Tapping Enclosurs

(X) Opacity (X) Face Velocity

Blast Furnace Charging Enclosure

(X) Opacity (Open and Closed Poors) {X) Face Velocity

Agglomeration Furnace Tapping Enclosure

(X) Opacity (X) Face Velocity

Refining Kettles and Pigging Machines Enclosures

(X) Cpacity (X) Face Velocity

Battery Cracking Enclosure

(X) Opacity

30. Compliance with the emission limitations of Specific Condition
Nos. 4, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 16, 17, 18, 20, 22, 25, and 26
shall be demonstrated using the EPA test methods 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, &, 9,
10, 12, and 25A contained in the 40 CFR 60, Appendix A and adopted by
reference in Rule  62-297, F.A.C., also the requirements of 40 CFR
63.547 must be met. The minimum regquirements for stack sampling
facilities source sampling and reporting, shall be in accordance with
Rule 62-297, F.A.C., 40 CFR 60, Appendix A and 40 CFR 63. In the case
of the Methed 9, all readings shall be at least 30 minutes in duraticon
and concurrent with cne of the Method 12 runs.

31. The permittee shall provide at least the minimum requirements for
stack sampling facilities as specified in 40 CFR 60.8(e) (1), (2), (3)
and (4), 40 CFR 63.7, and Rule 62-297, F.A.C. Sources sampling
platforms, platform access, and other assoclated work areas, whether
permanent or temporary, shall be in accordance with Occupational Safety
and Health Administration standards per 29 CFR 191C, Subparts D and E.

32. Testing of emissions shall be conducted with the source operating
at capacity with conditions representative of normal operations.
Capacity is defined as 90-100% of rated capacity as specified 1in
Specific Condition No. 5. If it is impracticable to test at capacity,
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: Permit/Certificate Ne.: Q270057-002-AC,
t Recvcling, Inc. 0570057-308-aC, 0570057-009-AC
Project: Seconcdary Lead Smelring Facility
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PERMITT
Gulf Co

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS:

then the source operation is limited te 110% of the test load until a
new test is conducted. Once the unit is so limited, then operation at
higher capacities is allowed for no more than fifteen days for purposes
of additional compliance testing to regain the rated capacity in the
permit, with prior notification to the EPC. For tne blast furnace and
refining kettles, the type and amounts of materials charged during the
test must also be included. Testing of refining operation must be
accomplished while two kettles are operating. Failure to submit the
input rates control eguipment parameters such as pressure drops and
afterburner temperatures and actual operating conditions may invalidate
the test. [Rule 62-4.070, F.A.C]

33. The permittee shall notify the Air Compliance Section of the
Environmental Protection Commission of Hillsborough County at least 60
days prior to the date on which each formal compliance test is to begin
of the date, time and place of each such test, and the contact person
who will be responsible for coordinating and having such test
conducted. Along with the notification, the permittee shall submit a
site-specific test plan tec include a test program summary, the
schedule, data quality objectives, and both the internal and the
external quality assurance program. (40 CER 63.7]

34. Permittee shall analyze performance audit samples during each
performance test. The audit samples shall be requested by the
permittee at least 45 days prior to the test date. [40 CFR 63.7]

35. Records of the initial performance tests required by the permit
shall be retained by the permittee for a minimum of 35 years and made
available upon request [40 CFR 63.7]

36. Visible emission tests, in part, must be conducted in accordance
with the following requirements: [Rule 62-296.600, F.A.C.!

A) The visible emission tests on the lead refining area baghouse
and the building shall be at least thirty (30) minutes in
duraticn pursuant to Rule 62-297, F.A.C., and shall be
conducted concurrent with one of the Method 12 runs.

B) The visible emission test on the blast furnace shall be thirty
(30) minutes in duration pursuant to Rule 62-297 F.A.C., and
shall be conducted concurrent with one of the Methed 12 runs.

C) The visible emission tests on the blast furnace charging
operation shall each be thirty (30] minutes in duraticn,
pursuant to Rule 62-297.330 F.A.C. Readings shall be taken on
the:

1) Charge door c¢n the blast furnace during charging (closest
potential emission point).
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PERMITTEE: Permit/Certificate No.: 0570057-002-AC,
Gulf Coast Recvcling, Inc. 0570057-008-aC, 0570057-009-AaC
Project: Seconcary Lead Smelting Facility

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS:

2) Closed charge doors on the blast furnace during furnace
operation (closest potential emission point).
3) Baghouse exhaust during blast furnace operation.

D) The visible emissicn test on the blast furnace tapping shall be
thirty (30) minutes in duration pursuant to Rule 62-297.330,
F.A.C. Readings shall be taken only during product tapping on
the baghouse exhaust and cn the tapping doors.

37. When the Environmental Protection Commission of Hillsborough
County (EPC) after investigation, has good re2aseon. (such as complaints,
increased visible emissions or questionable maintenance of control
equipment) to believe that any applicable emission standard contained
in Rule 62-210, 62-212, 62-252, 62-296, or 62-297, F.A.C., or 1in a
permit issued pursuant to those rules is being violated, it may require
the owner of the source toc conduct compliance tests which identify the
nature and gquantity of pollutant emissions from the source and to
provide a report on the results of said tests to the EPC. [Rule 62~

297,340(2), F.A.C.]

Mecnitoring and Record Keeping

38. By June 22, 1998, the permittee shall submit a single operation
and maintenance plan to meet the particulate RACT requirements of Rule
62-296.700, F.A.C.; the lead RACT requirements of Rule 62-296.600,
F.A.C.; and the MACT requirements of 40 CFR 63.548 (Attachment C in
part). These three rules all reguire certain operation and maintenance
provisions and those reqguirements must be met Iimmediately. This
Specific Ccndition simply requires the permittee to combine the plans
into a single document and submit it for incorporation into the Title V
permit.

39. The permittee shall install, calibrate and maintain a device to
monitor and teo record the temperature in the afterburner chamber on a
continuous basis; or shall monitor and record the temperature in the
~afterburner every 15 minutes while the source is in operation. If the

temperature falls more than 50°F below the 3 hour average during the
hydrocarbon compliance demonstration, it shall constitute a wviclation
of the applicable emission standard listed in this permit. (40 CFR

63.548 (h) ]

40. Within 45 days of conducting the compliance test required under
Sspecific Condition No. 29, the permittee shall submit a complete
notification of compliance status along with the test report. (40 CER
£3.9(h)]

41. FExcess emissions resulting from the start-up, shutdown or
malfunction of any emissions unit shall be permitted provided best
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PERMITTEL: Permit/Certificate No.: 0570057-002-AC,
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. 0570057-008-aC, 0570057-00%-AC
Project: Secondary Lead Smelting Facility

SPECIZIC CONDITIONS:

operational practices to minimize emissions are adhered to. For sulfur
dioxide control, best operational practice shall mean that no battery
processing will be done unless the desulfurization equipment 1is
operzational. For hydrocarbon and carbon monoxide control, best
operational practice shall mean the furnacs operation can continue for
up to 3 hours in which the afterburner falls less than 50°F below the

average temperature recorded in the last compliance test. If the
temperature falls more than 50° for up to one hour, the furnace
cperation shall cease. For particulaze and lead control, best

operational practices shall mean the emission unit can continue for up
to two hours following the alarm ‘being triggered for a broken bag.
After 2 hours, the cell where the broken bag is located shall ke sealed
off, or the bag will have been replaced to continue operation of that

particular emission unit. If a compartment is sealed off while the
emission unit is operated for any period of time, the EPC may regquest a
compliance demonstration under equivalent conditions. [Rule €2-
210.700]

42 . Excess emissicns which are caused entirely or in part by poor
maintenance, pocr operation, or any other eguipment or process failure
which may reascnably be prevented during startup, shutdown, .or
“malfunction shall be prohibited. [Rule 62-210.700(3)1]

43. If an excess emission occurs, the permittee shall file a report
semianually covering the periods January tec June and July to December
within 30 days of the period. The report shall be consistent with the
requirements of 40 CFR 63.10(d) (5) (i). If the action taken i3 not
consistent with the permittee’s startup, shutdown, and malfunction
plan, the more immediate reporting requirements of 40 CER
63.10(5) (d) (1ii) shall apply.

44. Within 270 days of receipt of this permit or by December 1, 1998,
whichever occurs first, the permittee shall install, calibrate, and
maintain a continuous emission monitor for the pollutant sulfur dioxide
on the furnace exhaust line. The monitor shall meet the requirements
of 40 CFR 60 Appendix A Performance Specification 2 and 40 CFR 60
appendix F. Initial certification shall be completed within 90 days of
installation. Following the initial certification, the permittee may
request that the continuous emission monitor become the referenced
method by requesting an alternate sampling procedure pursuant to Rule
62-297.620, F.A.C. [Rule 62-4.070(3), F.A.C.]

45. The permittee shall maintain and calibrate elapsed time meters on
all the emission units covered under this permit. The meters shall be
accurate within 10 percent (10%) and used to keep the records reguired
by Specific Condition No. 47. [Rule 62-4.070(3), F.A.C.]
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PERMITTEE: Permit/Certificate No.: 08570057-002-AC,
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. 0570057-208-AC, 0570057-008-AC
Project: Seccndary Lead Smelting Facility

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS:

46. The permittee shall maintain and calibrate a device which
continuously measures and records the pressure drop across the
baghouses controlling the emission units covered under this permit.
[Rule 62-4.070(3), F.A.C.]

47. The permittee shall keep the following records to ensure
compliance with Specific Condiont Nos. 4, 53), 23 and 45: [Rule 62-
4.070(3), F.A.C.]

A) Monthly and rolling twelve month totals in hours from the
elapsed time meters on each of the emission units covered under
this permit.

B) Monthly and rolling twelve month totals of production from the
refining ketties in tons.

48. 'The permittee shall keep a record on the material input to the
blast furnace for each and every hour and back calculate a ton per hour

input figure. [Rule 62-4.070(3)]

49. All record keeping required by this permit shall be maintained for
a least five years by the permittee and made avallable to the EFC upon

request. [40 CFR 63 Subpart X]

50. Submit to the Environmental Protection Commission of Hillsborough
County each calendar year on or before March 1, completed DEP Form 62—
210.900(4), “Annual Operating Report for Air Pollutant Emitting
Facility”, for the preceding calendar vyear. [Rule 62-210.370(3),

F.A.C.]

S1. Not withstanding any of the other Specific Conditions of this
permit, the following Subparts of 40 CFR 63 A shall apply to this
permittee: 63.1; 63.2; 63.3; 63.4; 63.5; 83.6{(a), (b), (c), (e), (f),
(g), (i), and (3); 63.7; 63.8; €3.9(a), (b}, (c), (d}, (e}, (g), (h) (1-
3}, h(5-6), and (3): 63.10; and 63.12-15.

Concluding,Conditions

52. The permittee shall provide timely notificaticn to the
Environmental Protection Commission of Eillsborough County prior to
implementing any changes that may result in a medification to this
permit pursuant to Rule 62-210.200{187), F.A.C., Modification. The
changes do not include normal maintenance, but may include, and are not
limited to, the following, &and may also require prior authcrization
pefore implementation: [Rules 62-210.300 and 62-4.070(3), F.A.C.]

A) Alteration or replacement of any equipment or major component of
such egquipment.
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PERMITTEE: Permit/Certificate No.: 0570057-002-AC,
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. 0570057-008-AC, 0570057-C0S8-AC
Project: Secondary Lead Smelting Facility

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS:

B) TInstallation or addition of any eguipment which iIs a source of
air pellution.

53. If the permittee wishes to transfer this permit to another cowner,
an "Application for Transfer of Permit” (DEP Form 17-1.201(1)) shall be
submitted, in duplicate, to the Environmental Protection Commission of
Hillsborough County within 30 days after the sale or legal transfer of
the permitted facility. [Rule 62-4.120, F.A.C.]

54. Within 45 days of completion of the testing required by Specific
Condition No. 27, the permittee shall submit a revised Title V
application (two copies) to address the limitations of this permit and

the physical and operational changes made at the facility to comply

with them.

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION COMMISSION
OF HILLSBORQUGH CCUNTY

PR
—

;L

SV 1S R SRR

Roger P. Stewart
Executive Director

Page 15 of 15




TABLE I

ALLOWABLE EMISSIONS

PM Opacity Pb NOx voc co 50; - Prior to S0; - Commencing
7/01/2001 T/01/2001
qr/dscf | 1b/he | TPY gr/dsef TPY TPY | PPM 1b/br TPY 1b/hr | TPY 1b/hr T TEY 1b/hr TPY
FURNACE
OPERATIONS
Blast and 0.013 2.06 7.9 3% 0.00087 0.14 NA 360 114.3 | 68 300 175 683 130 507
Agglomerating .
Furnaces
Tapping 0.013 0.47 1.8 3t 0.03087 0.02 NA NA NA NA
Operations ) 0.44 1.7
Charging 0.013 1.18 4.6 3% 0.00087 0.05 NA& NA NA A
Operaticns
REFINING
OPERATIONS .
{3) Refining 0.013 1.76 5.2 3% 6.0002 0.08 NA NA NA HA HA
Kettles
MISCELLANEOUS
Slag Processing 0.4 3% 0.0000333 ['0.00 HA NA NA HA NA
Facility Grounds 3%
and Miscellaneouy
Operations
Soda Ash Si1lo 0.4 5%
TOTALS 20,3 <0.3 NA 116 300 683 507
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Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc.,
Hillstorough County
Constructicn Fermit

Application Number

0570057-002~-AC {(Formerly PSD-FL-215)
00570057-008-aC, and (0570057-009-AC

Environmental Protection Commission of
Hillsborsugh County
Tampa, FL

Fébrua:y 13, 1398

RECEIVED

FEB 16 1998

BUREAU OF
AIR REGULATION




Proiect Descripticn

A.

D.

Applicant:

Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc
1901 North 66 Street
Tampa, FL 33l

Mr. Willis M. RiZ:Zchen
Prasident

Eagineer -
Frank J. 3Surcz

P.E. No.: 4dZ

Lake Enginear

35 Glenlzke P

Suice 500

Aclanta, GA 3022:

Project and Location:

The applicant submitted an application for an after-the-fact
construction permit for a 60 ton blast furnace in 1994. It was
substantially revised in 1985 to incorporate a desulfurization
system for sulfur dioxide controls. This permit Ilncorgorats
the lead RACT provisions of AC29-258634 as well as
and 1is facility wide. It also covers increasing the kettls
batch size from 52 TPH to 56 TPH. Further the replacement of

the slag stabilization equipment is also covered hersin.

QOperaticn S5CC No.

' Furnace Operations 3-04-004-03
3-90-008-99
3-04-004-9%

Refining Crerations 3-04-004-07
3-04-004-09
3-04~-004-14

Miscellanecus 3-05-007-12
3-05-007-0¢

Cogriimanas 1T -I4d. arnd  I09Z.% Moron, ol lsororiar

Czunzy

Process and Conzrzls:

The facility recycles spent automotive and industrial lead-acid
batteries to prccuce lead ingots. Batteries arrive at the
facility by truck and are off-loaded directly to the rattery
process area. The batteries are broken open in a precrusher
and some of the acid is drained. A hammer mill serves a s the
primary crusher followed by two screens/operating in series.

Soda ash is mixed with the slurry to form lead carccnate wnich
is separated cut in a filter process. The press caxe, lead
r. the

contaminated smaller plastic and rubber parts, &n




mechanically-secarated larger pileces of lead scrzz ar
three sent to the material charging storage area. Trem Che
hammermill £forward this is the M.A. 41DS Battery Recy
System which reduces the sulfur content of the feed stoc
resulzing sulfur dioxice emissions £frem the ZIurnacs. The cld
bactery preparacion is to te discontinued.

Batcary groups ar2 storad 1In piles in a gartlalil, =2nclosed
sTrucTures., Bacgary grours £or the plast furnagce :tharge are
taken Zrom the clcer pilas. The single blast furnzz2 15 used
for the meltinc of battery groups and plant scrac l=2ad. A
biast furnace charge is composed of lead, coke, iimsrzock, cast
izon, and return slag. Material is cnarged via & skig holst
Wwith automatic charged doors at the zI:c oI the
furnace. An & furnace Lis used j :

that is goiil=2czoe the garticlies

large solic i I cgllaczed

Tromothers oo 3l 1s proken an

fuzrnace.

Lead and slag are both tapped and collected at the zase of the
furnace. Lead is tapped to form buttons. Blast ac¢ buttons

1
are transported to the rafining area. Refining lezcd includes
sofr  lead, hard lead, and calcium lead. Refining is
accomplished in three 3S¢-ton kettles all fired wi:il nacural
After refining is completed, drosses are removed and lead

-
=
a
e

gas.
is cast into ingots by a pigging machine. The dross 1s
returned to the blast furnace: Scme lead 1s imgerted and
processed in the refining operation.

Slag is processed and stored in an enclosed area. Slag 1is
crushed and then mixed with cement or enviroblend t> stabilize
the slag. The resulting mixture 1is used £for construction

projects at the facility.

Particulate matter and lead emissions from the blast and

agglomerating furnace are controlled by a 25,000 ACEM ten
compartment baghouse facricated by GulZl Cecast PRecycling (GCR)
and was modeled afrer & Wheelabrator-Trye Dustuze Mccdel 126,
Series §5 shaker baghouse. Particulate matzer &nd lead
amigs! ' bl charzing are

Wy

Y

1Y b O

il

ot

O &y oy

eand lead
emissions from the refining kettles are controlled zy a 17,000

ACFM two compartment shaker baghouse. Emissions frcm the slag
processing are controlled with the use of a 3,300 ACFM4 shaker

(=3
previously menticned Caghouse. Particulate matts

T iy

type baghouse. Fugitive emissions of particulate matter and
lead from process and grounds are controlled through the use of
water  spray, reasonable precautions, and specific work
practices. Flue gas emissions from the furnace ccerations
containing €O, and VCC are controlled by cthe us2 of an

afrerburner.




Arplication Informatcicn:

60 Ton Blast Turznace

Received on: May 31, 1984

Supstantially Revisad: Cctcber 11, 1997

Acoplication Ccompleate Cecemper lo, 19¢
expiration of

Siag Stapilizazzicn Zguipment

Received on: May 7, 1997

Applicaticn Ccomelecze May 7, 1997
Incent to Issus Issued augustc 14, 19297
Ref-._nc NaTIl2s

Received on: May 7, 1897

2oolicaticn Complaze Mzy T, 10067
Intent to Denv Issuec aucust 14, 1897




Rule Aprplicabilicv

This project is subject to the preconstructicn review requlraments
of Chapter 403, Florida Statutes, Chapters, e2=204, 82-210, 62~
212, 62-293, and ¢2-297, Fleorida Administracive Code (T.2.C
Chapter 1-3 £ zhe Rules o¢f the Eavizonmencal

i

This rproject is o
212.400, ?Prevenzion of
$2-212.200, New 3Igurce
since this groject c
modificaticn uncer the
of th desulfurizatli
gotential emiss! ;
CO anc £0
2
{

02
consicersad
negting («©
kettle proj

well.

t&x

This project is subject to the requirements of Rule 62-212.300,
Sources Not Subject to Prevention of Significant Detericraticn or
Nonattainment Reguirements, F.A.C., since the facility’s

operatcions are a scurce of air gollutien.

This project 1is not subject to the requirements to Rule §2-
296.400, Specific Emission Limiting and PerZormance Standards,
F.A.C., since there is no category for secondary lead smelters.

This projecz is not subject to the requirements of Rule 62-
296.320(4), General Particulate Emission Limiting Standards,
F.A.C., since the facility operations are subject to Rules 62-

296.600 and 62-296.700, F.A.C.

This project is subject to the requirements of Rule 62-296
F.A.C., since the facility’s operaticns «could gct
contribute to cijecticnable ocdors.

P

This project is subject to the requirements of Rule £2-296.700,
Reasonably Available Control . Technology, F.A.C., since the
particulate matter emissions for the facility are morsz than 15

-

tons/year and ¥t is located in a maintenance area for carziculate
matter.
This project is subject to the requirements of Rule 62-204.800,

S
Standards of Performance for New Stationary Sources, F.A.C., since
the facility is a secondary lead smelter and there is a cateqgory




(et}
)

H

- . . v

for this type of c¢peration (40 CER 60 Subpart L adcotad by
reference). This project is also subject to the regquiremencts of

National Emission Standard for Hazardous Air Pollutancs since
there is a source category for secondary lead smelters{iQ CFR o3l
Subpaz: X adoepted bty reference}.

This zrzoject is subject to the reculirements of Chaptsr S4-447,
Laws ¢ Fflorida znd. Chapter 1-3, Rules of the EZnavizonmenztzi
Protaczicn Commission of Hillskerough Councy.

Summazy Of Emissions

Inventory of Title IIT pollutants is estimated to be less gnan IS
TPY collectively zand 10 tons per year individually. HiZs emizzad
include merals, tenzene, cargen disulfide, 1,3 butadisnsz, meinvi
chloriZe and styrane

Ccocnclusions:

ocosed by the applicant will meet z.1 ¢f the

The emission limits pr
pters 62-209, 62- -210, 62-212, 62-2%6 and 62-
pt

<
requiremencs of Cha

297, T.A.C., and Chapter 1-3, Rules of the Commission.

The General and Scecific Conditions listed in the proce
(attached) will assure compliance with all cthe _L;
reqguirements of Chapters 62-209, 62-210, 62-212, 62-29¢, nd
297, F.A.C.

Proposed Agencv Action:

Pursuant to Section 403.087, Florida Statutes and Rule 52-4.070,
Florida Adminiscracive Code, the Environmental Srotection
Commission of Hillsborough County hereby gives notice of 1its
intent to issue a permit to construct the aforementioned air
pollution source in accordance with the draft permit and its
conditions as sticulated (see attached).




: _ "ESTIMATED ACTUALS AFTER CONTROLS ! )

P Opacity Pb HOx voC

co S0; - Prior to 50; - Commencing

/0172001 7/01/2001
gr/dscf 1h/he 1 TET gr/dscft TPY TPY PFPH 1b/hr TPY Ib/hr | TPY ib/hr TRY 1b/hr TPY

FURNANCE
OPERATIONS

Blast and 0.601 T 7 0 0.00016
Agylomeratling
Furnacae .
Tapping 6,067 [T RO 1] 0.00085 | <0.02 nE
Operations <0.44 <11

Ckarging 0.000 TS DU 0 0.00002 <0.0%

<0.14 <10 <360 <1&7 “La 7300 <17 TEHY <130 <507

HA
Operations

REFINING
OPERATIONS

t}IRefining Q.00 ol ST sq | o 0.0000 <0.08 | HA
Kettles -

HA HA 1 HA

HMISCELLANEOUS

S5lag Processing .00 O il 0 0.000010 0.00
Facility Grounds [i} 0.
and Miscellaneous
Operations

Soda Ash S5ilo 1 <Hi
TOTALS BN <1 <10 <1E9 <300 Tl <130 <507

HE HE HA 1A HA

ALLOWARLES

HE Dpacity Pb 0% VoC

[H¢] 50; - Prior to 50; - Commencing

1/01/2601 1/01/2001
gr/dscf | 1ihs [ ity gr/dsct TPY TPY | PPH_| Ib/hr [ 7PY Th/ht | TRY Tb/ht | ThY Ih/hr TEY

FURNACE
OPERATIONS
Blast and 0.022 [ 140 kN 0.00087 0
Agglomerating
Fulhaces
Tapgping
Operations
Charging
Operations

L1 HA 3160 167 re 100 175 (1N} 130 £07

o
f=4
1))
(&
-
-

0.00087 0.02 HA HA Hh

tih
0.44 [
. . 0.00087 0.05 1S Uk HA HA

(=]
(=]
E]
ra
)
-

REFINING
OPERATIONS

(1) Retining 0.01 P b I 0.0002 0.08 IS
Kettles

1H#E 1A HA HA

MISCELLANEOUS

Stag Processing ) - i 0.0000333 | 0.00 1A vun | W [I1A ih
Facility Gtounds 0 -

and Miscellancous
Gperations

Scda Ahsh Silo B St
TOTALS EN <1 1A <166 300 [TF] 507
Based on actual test .iuta 1o Foand B




QQ \’l !\,”L‘,k‘.“ 2\! WATER MANAGEMENT DIVISION
- 19200 - JTH AVENUE
DO??:?{ ﬁi‘;’&“ TAMPA, FLORIDA 13605
0 TELEMIONE (813) 272.5060
CHRIS HART FAX (813) 2725157
JIM NORMAN
JAN PLATT AIR MANAGEMENT DIVISION
THOMAS SCOTT TELEPHONE (813) 272.5530
ED TURANCHIK WASTE MANAGEMENT DIVISION
TELEPHONE (813) 2725788
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR .
WETLANDS MANAGEMENT DIVISION
ROGER [ STEWART TELEPHONE (813) 7727104
CERTITIZD MAIL Z 132 17% 23
In the Matter of an Fila No.: 0570027-0CZ-aC
Applicaticn Zor Permit by: ) 0270057-208-AC
$5700587-009-aC
County: Hillskeorzugh
Mr, Willieg M. Hizchen
Presicent
GulZ Ccast Recvycilinz, Inc
1201 N. &6 7 Street
Tampa, L 33619
/

INTENT TO ISSUE

The Environmental Protection Commissicen of Hillsborough
County (EPC), as delegated by the Florida Department of
Environmental Protection (DEP) gilves notice of 1ts intent to 1ssue
a permit (copy attached) for the proposed project as detailed in
the application specified above, for the reasons stated below.

The applicant, Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc., applied to the EPC
for a permit to authorize the construction of a 60 ton blast
furnace, expand the refining kettle capacity, replace eguipment
associated with the slag stabilization cperation, and address the
Federal National Emission Standard for Hazardous Air Pollution for
secondary lead smelters for their facility located at 1901 N. 66

Street, Tampa, Hillsborough County.

The EPC has permitting jurisdiction under Section 403.087(c),
F.S. The prcject is not exempgt frem permitiing prccecduras. The
EBC hzas dets ; an alr colluticn constructisn g=rmit L3
rec: WOIH.
3502 INLS SermlT Cazsd on TnE el
& peesn gorovided Too Lnllzle o oIng
2rssly Llmpect alr guality and Ins
with the appropriatze provisions cI
Administrative Cocde Rules 62-204, 62-21C, 62-212, 62-29%9¢0,

and 62-4.

Pursuant to Secrion 403.81l5, F.S. and DE? Rule 62-103.150,
F.A.C., you (the applicant) are required to publish at ycur own
expense the enclosed Notice of Intent to Issue Permit. The notice
shall be published one time only within 30 days, in the legal ad
secticn of a newspaper of general circulation in the aresa
affectced. For the purpose of this rule, "publication 1In a
newspaper of general circulation in the area affected" means

An Atfirmative Action - Equal Oppartunity Employer o
‘J Prntad oo racycled capes
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publicaticon 1in a newsgaper meetling the regqulrements oI Sectl
S0.011 and £0.031, F.S., in the county where the activity is
take place. Where there 15 more than one newspape: of cene

1A ]

circulaticn in the cocunty, the newspacer used must te c¢ne wizh
significant circulation 1n the arzsa that may pe affscted v the
germit. If you ars uncerzain That a newsgager meecs thage

z2C T2-2330¢ er

requizements, clease contact the Z2C by phene at (813) 2
at the acdress listed below. The applicant shall provide proof of
publication to the EPC, Air Permitting Section, at 1410 N. 21st
Street, Tampa, Florida 33605 within seven days of publication.
Failure to vublish the notice and provide prococf of publicaction
within the allotced time may result in the denial of CThe permicz

The EPC will issue the permitT with the attached cendizions
unless & respeonse racelved In accordance With the folicwing
crocecuras rasults In a diflzrant declsion or significant <chance
cf terms or conditicns

The EZP2C will issue the germi:z with the acttached coniizions
unless a timely peticicn for an acdministracive nearing 1s Ziled
pursuant to sections 120.569 and 120.57, Florida Statutes (F.S.),
or a party requests mediation as an alternative remedy under
section 120.573, F.S. before the deadline for filing a perition.
Choosing mediation will not adversely affect the righ:t o a
hearing if mediation does not rasult in a settlement. The
procedures £or petitioning fcr a hearing are set forth pelow,
followed by the procedures for requesting mediation.

A perscn whose substantial interests are affected by the
propcsed permitting decision may petition for an administrative
hearing in accordance with sections 120.569 and 120.57, F.S.. The
petition must contain the information set forth below and mus: be
filed (received) in the Legal Derartment of the EPC at 1800 3Sth
Avenue, Tampa, Florida 33605, (813) 272-%530, fax (813) 272-380S.

Petitions filed by the permit apovlicant or any of the parcies
listed below must be filed within fourteen (14} days cf recsipt of
this notice of intent. Petitions filed by any other perscn must

be filed within fourteen (14) davs of publication of the zutlic
notice or within fourteen (14} davs of receipt of this nctice of
ingent, whizhever occurs firs: A peritioner musc maili a ooy cf
the gezizian to the agglicant 20 The addrass Ind: a: =

2 T K Iiny =T Z o

dlscuss i
=3Uus s o! min dercarm

sactions 120.3¢6% and 120.57, ~©.s., or i Tver
proceeding and participate as & party to it. Any suzseguent

intervencion will be eonly at the approval of the presiding officer
upon the filing of a motion in ccmpliance with Rule 28-5.207 of
the Florida Administrative Code.

A petition must contain the following information:

{a) The name, address, and telephone number c¢f each
petitioner, the applicant's name and address, the Fermiz File
Number and the county in which the groject is proposed;



(b} A statement of how and when each petiticner racsived
notice of the EPC's action or proposed action;

{c) A statement of how each petitioner's substantial
interests are affeczed by the EPC's action or proposed actiocn;

- e

(dY A stactement of rthe material fact disputed by the
petiticner, i1f anv;

(e} A statement o©f £facts <tThat the rpetltiioner concands
warrant reversal or medificacicn of the EPC'S action or crocoesed
acTion;

(£) A stactement idenciiving the rules or statutes zhat ghae

1 or modification cf czhe ZI8C's

petitioner contands =
action cor proposed action;

anc
{g) A statement of the r2lief sought by the o
stacing precisely tha action cetizioner wants the EPC to t:z ;
resgect o the actizn Or prorosac acticn addrassed in this netice
of intentc.

Because the administracive hearing prccess 1s designed o
formulate final agency action, the filing of a petitlon means that

it in this notice of intent. Persons whose substantial interests
will be affected bv any decision of the EPC on the application
have the right to petition to become a party to the proceeding, in
accordance with the requirements set forth akove.

In addition to the above, a person subject to regulation has
a right to apply to the Department of Environmental Proteczion for
a variance from or waiver of the requirements of particular rules,
on certain conditions, under section 120.542, F.S. The reliet
provided by this state statute applies only to state rules, not
statutes, and nct to any federal regulatory requirements. Applying
for a variance or waiver does not substitute or extend the time
for filing a petiticn for an administrative hearing or exercising
any other right that a person may have in relation to the acticn
propcsed in this notice of intent.

The application for a variance or waiver is made by filing a
petition with the ULegal Department of the Cffice of General
Counsel of the Degartment of Environmental Protection at 3900
Commenwealth Boulevard, Mail Station 35, Tallahassee, FL  32390-

2000. The petiticn must srecify the following inicrmaticn:

{a} The nems, acdrass, and T=lachone numocaer of T
cezltlcner

(=) The nams, addzress, anc t2ischone numb=r oI the 27202y
or guaiified regrassntative cI In2 getlilcneI, LI any,

(c} Each rule or portion cf a rule frecm which a variance or

waiver is requested,

(d) The citation to the statute underlying (implemented by)
the rule identified in (c)} above,

(e) The type of action reguested,

(£) The specific facts that would Jjustify a wvariance or
waiver for the petitioner,

. (g) The reason by the variance or waiver would serve cthe

purposes of the uncerlying statute (implemented by the rule), and

(h} A statement whether the variance or walver is permanent
or temporary and, if temporary, a statement of the dates showing




the duration of the varliance or waiver requested.

The ODepartment will grant a variance or waiver when the
petition demenstrates both that the agovlicaticrn of the rule would
create a substantial hardshig or violate princigles of fairness,
as each of the thcse terms is defined in secticn L120.34Z(2 F.5.,
and that cthe gurpcse oI the uncderlving statute will Ze cor
achieved by other means by the petitione

Serscns  subkiect to regulaticn pursuant to any  faderally
delegated or apprcved alr crogriam shculd ke awarze that Tlorida is
specifically not authorized Co 1ssue variances or waivers Irom any
requirements of anv such fecerally delesgated or apcroved crogram
The reguirements <If the gcrogrzam remain fully enforcearplie oy the
Adminisstracor of EZTX and tv anv gerson under the Clazn 3ir Ac:
unless and until the Administrator sSeparaca2ly  accreves  any
variance o¢r walver in acccrdance wizth the rproceduzrss c¢f  the

fecerz: program.

Ixecuted in Tampa, florida

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION CCMMISSION
. OF HILLSBOROUGH CGUNTY
i . —
." . 4

4
J ../ / u—/‘/-
A
<7 ' # Roger P. Stewart
o Executive Director

%

cc: Florida Department of Environmental Protection,

Southwest District
Frank J. Burkach, P.E., Lake Engineering, Inc.

The designated clerk her=spy cercifies thatc
this INTZ ccpi2ewers mailesd Ty certiliisd mall
pefors th S AN S b Do otne Listad
cerscns

TILING AND ACKNCWLZOGEMENT
FILED, on this date, pursuant to

Section 120.52{11}, Florida

_Sragutes, with the designated clerk,

/'recbip: of which is hereby
nowlegged.

e

clerk Date

/-
S ‘ .
.




ENVIRCNMENTAL PRCTECTION COMMISSICHM
CF HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY
NOTICE OF INTENT TC ISSUE PERMIT

The Environmental Prortecticn Cecmmission of Hiliszerzugh
County (ZPC}, as <Jelegatad by th Florida Depacziment  of
Environmental Proteczion (DEP) gives notice of its intentc I ilssue
air pollution permiz Nes. 0270057-002-3AC, 02700537-90E8-~2, and
0570057-009-AC tc Guls Ccast Recycling, Inc. 1901 N. 6677 3Straaez,
Tampa, ftL 33619 to address expgansion of the facility :znd zhe
Federal National Zmissicn -Stancdards for Hazardeous Ailr Pollutants

for secondary leacd smelters for the operation located at .

Control Technology (BACT) determinaiZcn was

[17]

A Best Availarcl
not reguilr2d.

A gerscn whcse substantial interests arz afiscted v ¢
EPC's groposed germitting decision may petition s
administrative proceeding (hearing} in accordance with Section
120.57, Florida Statutes. = The petition must contain the
information set forth below and must be filed (received) in the
Legal Department of the EPC at 1900 9th Avenue, Tampa, FL 3200Z,
within 14 days of puclicaticn of this notice. Petitionar shall
mail a copy of the petition tco the applicant at the address
indicated abcove at the time of filing. Faillure to file a zetiticn
within this time period shall constitute a waiver of any rignht
such person may have to request an administrative determination
(hearing) under Section 120.57, Fleorida Statutes.

The petition shall contain the fcllowing informaticn: {a)
The name, address, and telephcne number of each petitioner, the
applicant's name and address, the Permit File Number and the

county in which the project is proposed; (b)] A statement of how
and when each petitioner received notice cof the EPC's acticn or
proposed action; (c) A stactement of how each petitioner's
substantial interests are affected by the EPC's action or zrozosed
action; (d) A statement of the material facts discuted oy
petitioner, 1f anv; ({2} statement of facts which rpezlticner

t
i

oy
concands warrant ravarssal or modification of the
progesec acticn; | SO of which rules
. =

ceciticoner CConTencs TAILLr ard  (g) 51
raliaf sgughzs o TeTlTi ating cracise
cetiticner warnTs o2 1FT OIS m rasgect 1o T
or grcgesad acticn

If a petition is filed, the administrative hearing process 1is
designed to formulate agency action. Accordingly, the E?C's Zinal
action may be different from the position taken by it in this
Notice. Persons whcse substantial interests will be affected by
any decision of the EPC with regard to the application rave the
right to petition to become a party to the proceeding. The
petition must conform to the requirements specified above and be
filed (received) within 14 days of publication of this Nectice in
the EPC Legal Department at the above address. Failure to
petition within the allowed time frame constitutes a waiver of any



ragquest a hearing under
as a party te this proceecing. Any

right such person nas &o

F.S., and to participacte
subsequent intervention will only be at the approval oI the
filed pursuant to Rule =20C-1.010,

presiding ofificer uccn motion

F.a.c.

The agpplicaticn anc dralt permit arc2 &
inspection during ncrmal pusiness hours, §:00
Moncav thrcugh Frifay, euxcept legal hol:idavs,
Protecticn Commissicn of Hillsporcugh County,

Tamgpa, L 3Ze603.




SSION

DOTTIE BERGER
JOE CHILLURA

ALMISISTIATIVE OFFICES. LEGAL &
WATER MANAGEMENT DIVISION
1900 - JTH AVENUE
TAMPA FLOREDA 33603
TELEPHONE (313) 277-5960

CHRIS HART FAX {3t3) 2725157
JIM NORMAN
JAN PLATT AIR MANAGEMENT DIVISION
THOMAS SCU'TT TELEFPHONE (813) I32-5530
ED TURANCHIK WASTE MANAGEMENT DIVISION
TELEPHONE ($13) 725788
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR WETLANDS MANAGEMENT DIVISION
ROGER P STEWART TELEPHONE (313) 2727104
SNVIZCNMENTAL PRCTECTION CCMMISSION OF
HILL3BCRCUGH CCOUNTY, as Delesgated by
STATE CF FLORIDA
DE2ARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
NOTIZZ OF PERMIT
Mr, Willis M, Kicchen —
President
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc.

1901 N. 856%°
Tampa, FL 33619

Dear Mr. Kitchen:

Re: Hillsbecrough County - AP

Enclosed are Permit Numbers 0570057-002-RC/0570057-008-AC/0270027-
009-AC which cover the entire facility and address the Lead PRACT
provisions required pursuant to Rule 62-296.600 F.A.C., the after-
.the-fact construction of the 60 ton blast furnace, expansicn of
the refining kettle ocutput, replacement of equipment in the slag
stabilization area, and the Maximum Achievable Contrel Technoclogy
Standards of 40 CFR 63 Subpart X issued pursuant to Secticn

403.087, Fleorida Statutes.

Any party to this order (permit) has the right to seek judicial
review of the permit pursuant to Section 120.68, Florida Statutes,
by the £filing of & Notice of Appeal pursuant to PRule ¢.110,

Florida Rules of Acrellate Procedure, with the Clerk of the EZIFC in
the Legal Department at 1900 %ch Avenue, Tampa, fL 3300%; and ov
filing a cory c¢f the Noticl2 of Appeal accemganiad Ty In=
acplicabls filing Iz2 : Tne accropriate Discrict Sourt ook
Acgeal Trhe HNcoTizz : LomusST o De Cfilesd wlthon IT ogzvs Irim
tha g3Ie Thls fonlze L 1th oshe gclscw o oIoTne ZPC
Zxocuz2d i Tampa, Tocsridas
Sincerely, /ey A
T o) ]
R I =
P S -
Roger P. Stewart
Executive Director
cc: Florida Department of Environmental Protection

Frank J. Burbacx, P.E., Lake Engineering, Inc.

An Aftirmative Action - Equal Oppartunity Emplayer

LA
‘) Printad oN {8CyCing paper




Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. Pace

Tampa, FL 33619

This is to certiiy that this NOTICZ QF PERMIT and all zoples
were mailed beizra the close of business an
Lo the llisted persons
Clerk Stamp .
TILIS, on thilis data, pursuant t:z
S=2ction i20.z2(11}, Tlorida
Statu=a2s, with the designated ola2rk,
r2calnt oL which is rerapy
ackncwliedged.,

Clerk Date

Twe




ADINETRAOVE QFFTUES IEGAL &
WATER MANAGEMENT DIVISION
1000 - TH AVENUE
TAMDPA, FLORIDA 33605

AMATISSION
DOTTIE BERGER

JOE CIILLURA TELEPHONE (317) 2725960
J(f{: R\:lb) IR{.{\:.{\-L FAX (31) 2725157
M ¢ A
JAN PLATT AIR MANAGEMENT DIVISION
THOMAS SCOTT TELEPHONE (813) 2725530
ED TURANCHIR 7+ WASTEMANAGEMENT DIVISION
C- re ~TELEPHONE (813) 272-5788
EXECUTIVE RIRECTOR DRI
L L WETLANDS MANAGEMENT DIVISION

ROGER I' STEWART TELEPHONE (313) 7727104

PERMITTEE: PERMIT/CERTITICATION

Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. Permiz No.: 03570057-002-AC,

1901 N. 6g¢°° Street 0570057-008-3aC, and

Tamga, FL 3361 0S70087-00%-aC
Ccuntv: Hillskbcrough
Sxgiracicon Dace Novemier L, 2201
Brzjecc: Seconcary Lead Smelzong

This permit 1s issued under the provisions of Chapter 403, florida
Statutes, and Florida Administrative Code Rules 62-204, 62-210, 62-212,

62-296, 62-297, and 82-4. The above named permittee 1is hereby
authorized to perform the work or operate the facility shown on the
applicaticn and approved drawing(s), plans, and cother cdocuments,

attached hereto or or £file with the EPC and made & part her2of and
specifically described as follows:

For the modification of a secondary lead smelting facility to
incorporate reasonably available control technology provisions for lead
emissions, the after-the-fact constructicn of the 60 ton blast furnace,
expansion of the refining kettle output, replacement of equipment in
the slag stabilizaticn area and the maximum available control
technolegy standards of 40 CEFR ©3 Subpart X. The facility recycles
spent automotive and industrial lead acid batteries to produce lead

ingots. Batteries arrive by truck. The batteries are processed
through an M. A. Industries Battery Recycling System. A series of
equipment mechanically separates the large lead scrap and lead
contaminaced rubber scrap from the plastics for blast furnace fzed. The
plastic is taken off-site for recycling. Soda ash 1s mixed with the
effluent =2 form lead zarbeonats which 1s then ccrncentratad in g filter
press anc cazturad LD ChaIrdinT. This groc2ass re2movas a sionliicant
cortien o©f =he  suliliur frim The furnace charge thus r=iuzing DO
amissicns CuT fhe Zuorznals 3TaC

Batgery Srcuss are stof=d In giles Lnoa fartliooy 2ndlosed ITrucTuroE

The blast furnace is usad for tThe melting oI bacttery group, clant scrap
lead, coke, limerock, cast iron, and re-run slag. The Zfurnace Iis

charged via a skip hoist with a manually opened charge door at the top
of the furnace. An agglomerating furnace is used to melt flue dust
that is collected in the enclosed screw conveyor below the Zzaghouse
hoprers and fuses the particles together. The fused macerial 1is
subsequently broken and re-fed to the blast furnace.

Lead and slag are both tapped and collected at the base of the furnace.
e e e
RO ,-' o
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z Form buccons which ares transperted te the reilning

Lead i1s tapped to 2 2 :
area. Refining lead includes preducing soft le2ad, harz lead, and
calcium lead which 1is accomplished in three 56-ton kettles ail fired
with natural gas. Afzer refining is completed, drosses are remcved and
lead is cast into lngcts. The dross is returned to the blast furnacs
Slag is stored and processed in an anclosed area. The slag Is -Zfrusned
and then mixed with ce2ment or enviroblend to scabllizZe the slav The
resulting mixture 1is used for comstructicn projects at the Iicl_lty or
dispcsed of oL sita2.
Parriculate matter ancd lead emissicns from the blast and agalcmerating
furnace are controllead oy & 25,300 ACEM ten compartmeni  Cagncus2
fabricated by Gulf Coast Recycling (GCR). It was modeled zit2r 2
Wheelabratcor-Trye Dusctube Model 126, Serises I shaker [Daghouss.
Tmissions rCrom the t£lzst furnace charging &re captursd by 2 nsced and
ventad to a 8,000 2ACTM two compasIment shaker Daghcuse fabriIiiad ov
GCR. The blast and agglomeracing furnace C3pring emissicns  2rI2
captured by a hood ancd vented toc a 7,000 ACEM one compariment shakar
baghcuse similar in design &tc the previously mentioned Laghcuse.
Particulate matter and lead emissions from the refining Kkettles are
controlled by two Wheelabrator-Fryve, Model 126 baghouses in cgarallel
and exhausted through a common stack at a design flow rate ot 17,000
ACFM. Emissions frem the slag grinder are contrelled by 2 3,300 acTH
Fugitive facility grounds are controlled through the use of

baghouse.
water sprays, enclosures, reasonable precautions and sceciilc work

practices as specified in the specific conditions.

Emissions of carbon monoxide and volatile organic compounds from the
furnace operations are controlled by the use of an afterburner.

Location: 1901 N. 66 Street, Tampa

UTM: 17-364.05 E 3093.5 N NEDS No.: 00357

Point ID: 01 - Furnace Exhaust
02 - 3 Refining Xet=ules

04 - Furnace Taroing

06 - Furnace Charging
07 - Slag Processing
Qe Tacilizy Grounas

Page 2 of 14
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PERMITTEL: Permic/Cartifiicaca Nc.: 0870057-20C-AC,
Gulf Ccast Recycling, Inc. 0570057-008-AC, 0570057-008%-aC
Project: Secondary Lead Smelting Facilicy

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS:

this permit is the attached General Conditizcns. {fula &l-

(]
rn

r

pa
F..

o
.C.]

S

-
In)
50,

d ps
pod

2. All apgliicaple rules of zhe .Invironmental
Hillsbecrough County including design discharge

the application shall be adhered to. The permit holder
to comply with county, municipai, ZI2ceral, o©r cther stace ragulation
crior o construction. [Rule 62-4.07C(7), ©.A.C.J
3. Issuance of this pgermit Jces net ralia2ve the permlizoe2 Irom
omeliving  with applicable  e2missicn limiting  standards or  cilers
eguirements of Chapters 62-204, £2-210, 62-212, #2-296 and 22-2097,
ncer faderal, stat2, cor local law

C il
r 1

F.A.C., or any other
( e 62-210.300, F.A.

Facility

4. The total emissions £from the secondary lead smelting facilicy
shall not exceed 32.3 tens of particulate matter, 300.0 tons ¢f carbon
monoxide, 167.0 tons of vclatile corganic compounds €83 tons of sulfur
dioxide and 0.3 tons of lead for any consecutive twelve month period.
Commencing July 1, 2001, sulfur dioxide emissions are to be reduced to
507 tons per any consecutive 12 month period. (Construction Permit

Application and Rule 62-212.300, F.A.C.]

5. In order to ensure compliance with the emissions limitations of
Specific Conditions No. 4:

A) Hours of operation shall not exceed 7,800 hours for blast
furnace operation, 6000 hours of refining operaticn, and 1664
nours for slag processing ogeration for any consecutiive twelve
month period. [Ccnstruction 2Permit Apclicationj

B) Process rates for each specified operation shall nct exceed the

fcllewing:

[¥7]
G
T
L}
)
D

)
~

cer paich
Slag Processing 6 tons of slag p
Soda Ash Silo 40 rtons per hour 1

+* Raw material charging rates on a daily basis shall be ccnsistent
with the following percentages: 88% lead scrap and re-run slag, 7%
coke, 2.5% limerock, and 2.5% cast iron.

Page 3 of 14 » o i




PEAMITTEE : Pormiz/Cercificate No.: 0570057-002-aC,
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. 0570057-008-AC, 0570057-009-aC

SPECITIC CONDITIONS:

3 The permittee shall nct <ause, sufler, allow or pgermiz

Q. =
discharge of air ©poilutant wnhiZh cause ©Or contribute 2 an

ocbjectionable odor. (Ruis ol-2%c¢.II17,

Tmissions Limitations (See Table I as Attached)

Turnace QOperations (Cne ©tlzst furnacs, cne aaglomerating furnace, anc
tapping and charging cgerations Ior the furnaces)

7 The permittee shall nct discharge lead emisslons ©o e@xcEsc Ine
following:

r/dsct for the Dblast and <the
and the process fugitive sources

I

A) 2.0 mg/dscm  (3.00087 ¢
agglomerating Zurnaces,
consisting of the charging and the tapping vented to separate
control equipment. Each vent must meet the standards by itself
{(no averaging). [40 CTR &3 Subpart X and Rule 62-204.800

F.A.C.]
B) 0.010 gr/dscf for the blast and agglomerating furnaces ([Rule

62-296.603, F.A.C.)
C) 0.002 gr/dscf fcr the prccess fuglitive sources consisted of the
charging and tapping vented to separate control equipment [Rule

62-296.603, F.A.C.]

8. The permittee shall

not discharge particulate matter emissions to
exceed the following: .

A) 50 mg/dsem (0.022 gr/dsci) £for the blast and agglomerating
furnaces and process fugitive source baghouse exhausts. (40
CFR 60.122(a) and Rule 62-295.800 F.A.C.]

B) 0.03 gr/dscf £2r the blast agglomerating furnaces and the
process fugitive sources consisting of the charging andg
tapping vented to separate control egquipment. [Rule 62-

296.700, F.2.C.}

2 The peormicc=es shall noz dilscnarss ICacioy DI2o2NJRd Tne Tolinwing
Ay Z% AT the 2MIT o IIoTne IInTICL
and The orocgosss IoTLTLUVS 20U
- -

8) 6% from the chez32 dccr ¢
operations {Rule 52-296.803,

C) 3% from the ciosed c
operation. ([Rule £2.296.803,

10. The permittee shall not discharge total hydrocarbons in excess of

360 PPM by volume, expressed as propane corrected to 4 percent CO:, tc
the atmosphere from the blast furnace [40 CER 63 Subpart X and Rule 82-

204.800, F.A.C.] ~ L=
' Y BT
TR R PR

|
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PERMITTEZ=: Sfarmic/Caertificacs No.: 05870087-G02-aC,
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. 0$70057-008-AC, 0570057-009-AC
Project: Secondary Lead Smelting Facility

SPECIFIC CCNDITIONS:

11. The permittee shall nct discharze total hydrocarzens greaater than
0.20 kilograms gper hcur {0.44 pounds per hour) to the atmescher2 focom
the process fugitive scurces consisting of the charging and the ipsing
vented to separate contzcl equipment. [40 CFR 63 Subpart X ancd Rule 52<
204.800, F.A.C.)

12. The permittee shall nct discharge more than 63 pounds per nour =&
carbon menuxide ©o ©he itmeschers ffcm the plast andg the agglomerating
furnaces. (Construction Permit Aprclication and Rule el-213.ZC0,
TLALCL]

13. In order to ensure ccmpliance with the emission limiting standards

of Specific Cenditien Nos. 10 and 12, the permittee shall Install,
maintain and operate a natural gas - fired afterburner with a minimum
temperature of 1400°F and 0.5 seconds residence time to achieve a 90%
destruction efficiencv £for both carbon meonoxide and hydrccarbons.
[Construction Permit Arslication, 40 CFR 63 Subpart X, and Rule 62-

212.300, F.A.C.]

14. Prior to July 1, 2001, the permittee shall not discharge more than
175 pounds per hour of sulfur dioxide from the blast and -the
agglomerating furnaces. After June 30, 2001, the permitee shall not
discharge more than 130 pounds per hour sulfur dioxide from these same
two furnaces. [Constructicon Permit Application and Rule 62-212.300,

F.A.C.])

15. In order to ensure compliance with the emission limiting standard
of Specific Condition No. 14, the permittee shall install, maincain and
operate a M. A. Industries Model 41 Desulfurization System to process
all inceming batteriss crior to charging to the furnace. if the EPA
Method No. & test racguired uncder Specific Condition No. 2% dces not

demcnstrate compliance with the 175 pounds of sulfur dioxide ger hour
standard, the permizze23 shall immediztely reduce the furnacs charga
rate to +.58 rtons czer L. such time they can damonstrata
compliance &t the hiIzn zz=., Within 4% months oI & falled fImsilancs
demonstcraiicn, The : 2 ol S insrtall gzasce  zegulzing o and
refilgering gulicmen ~o A industries  LzTTer o3
December +, 13%Z,0r SUMATS measus®s fo raducs 2mISELIThS
below the 175 pound Alternate measures must be crecared
under the direction of a professional engineer registered in the State

ation of

of Florida, and must have prior aperoval from the EPC. Install
the paste repulping and refiltering equipment dces not relieve the
permittee from having to meeting the 175 pound per hour stancard.

16. The process fugitive sources consisting of the charging and the

tapping of the blast furnace shall be ventilated to maintain a face

velocity of at least %0 meters per minute (300 fpm) at all hood
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PERMITTEL: Sarmiz/Cercificate No.: CS70087-0C2-aC,

Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. 0570037-008-AC, 0370057-009-:C
Project: Secondary Lead Smelting Facility

SPECIFIC CCNDITIONS:

openings, or shall be iccated in a total enclosure that 13 venmcilatag
to achieve air velecizv into the enclosure at deoocrway crenings oI ncco
less than 75 merars per minut2 {239 fopm). all such exhaust szhall na
direcrted tc control eguizment that snall not discharge lead 1o 2xgess
of the limitations :in Specific Condizion 7.A. [40 CFR 63 Subpert x and

Rule 62-204.800, F.3A.C.]

Pefining Creration t3 natvural was fired So-ron ez amd
associatec Digging mEcnlines)

17. The germifise shall nco discharce lea

fellowing:

A) 0.0002 gr/dscs [Rule ©2-299.903(1) (d), F.A.C.]
B) 2.0 mg/dscm (0.00087 gr/dscf). (40 CFR Subpart X and Rule 62-

204.800, F.A.C.]

t refining kettles shall be c¢peratsc at a

18. No more than two Sc-ton
Permit Application]

time. [Construction

-
=
-
»

=]
=

19. The permittee shall not discharge cpacity from the refining kecctle
cperation in excess of 3% (Rule 62-296.603, F.A.C.]

20. The refining kettles and the associated pigging machines shall be
ventilated to maintain a face velocity of 75 meters per minute ({250
fom) or shall be locatsd in a total enclosure that is ventilated to
achieve air velocity with the enclosure at doorway openings of not less
than 75 meters per minute (230 fpm). all such exhaust shall be
directed to control eguipment that shall not discharge lead in excess
of the limitations in Specific Condition 17.3 [40 CFR 63 Subpart X and
Rule 62-204.8C00, F.2.C.]

21. The refining kesttl2s shall be fired only with natural cas at a

maximum heat input zzt: ¢f 4.0 MMBTU/hr. per kettle. [Ccorns-ructicon
Permit Apclicaticn]

22 The osarmitztes shil. not dlscharge carticulates matiic amigiling
feem thme Llezd rafisinz oarsa Siinouse o =2xce2d 0003 ornSuocd, DA
counds/hz. and 12.54 TIni groany LD consagutlve monnn oeIrlil Fols o al-
296.700, F.A.C. and Ccnstruction Permit Applicaction]

23. Maximum producticn frcm the refining kettles shall nct exceed
30,000 tons/yr. of finished lead. [Construction Permit Application and

Rule 62-4.070, F.A.C.]

24. Any time that a xettle is being heated to refine lead or to Dring
it to temperature prior to receiving a charge of lead or it csntains a
charge of lead irregardless of whether heat 1is being applied, the

a
=
»

-
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PERMITTEE: Sermic/Carvificate No.: Q5700587-2CC-aC,
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. 0570057-008-AC, 05f0057 OOQ AC
Project: Secondary Lead Smelting fzcility

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS:

kertle shiall be wenta2d o t©he bPtaghcuse and the ©paghcuse shail Dbe
operaticnal. This time shall count towards the 0,000 hcurs zllowed
during anv twe?ve (12} month ceonsecutlve month cericd. [Constzuction
Permit Aprlicaticn and Rule ¢2-4.070(3), F.A.C.]|
Miscellaneous Coeraticns {Slag handling and procsssing, tattazy
cracking cceraticnj
25. The  permizzes snz:l neot  discharge emissions o 2:xc2=22 the
following: [(Rule §I-222.282ie2) and (I), F.A.C.|

A) 3% ogacisy fcor the CDattery cracking oOperaticons.

B) 0.000332 gr c¢f l2ad/dsci tfor the slag handling and grrica2ssing

operations which includes receiving hopper and conveyor

rop/crusher sources collectively.
C) 3% opacity for the entire slag handling and precessing
cperations which include recelving hopper and conveyor
rop/crusher collectively and the structure housing cthe
processing cperation. .
D) 5% opacity from the soda ash silo

26. Particulate matter emissions from the slag handling and processing
operation and the soda ash silo shall be less than one ton per year in
order to exempt these crerations from the particulate RACT. [Rule 62~

296.700(2) (c), F.A.C.]

27. The average lead content of the slag processed shall not exceed 7%

lead by weight on an annual basis. (The range of lead content 1is
usually 5 to 9% lead by weight.) Only slag generated on-sicsa ﬂay be
cructizn Permit Application and Rule 62-4.070 (3},

[SmAR )

processed. [Cocnst
F.A.C.]

Tugitives, Confined and tUnconfined Sources

25T ing,

loading, unil 110G ;ﬁa"g_“g, Iz
storing or handling, unless reasonably avallable control CECHHOLOQJ and

maximum available control technolcgy are employed to control suc1 lead

RACT and MACT measures shall include buc notﬂbe.‘L ited to

emissions.
62-296.601(2), 'F.A.C., 40 CFR /63 ‘§ucpart X,

the folleowing: fRule
Consent Order of September 4, 1996, and _Coqs;ruc ion .Pe:mit
Application]

A) Maintain slide gates in the exit of the baghouse hcrrers to
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PERMITTEE: Permit/Certificate Nc.: 05700587-00Z-aC,
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. 0570057 -008-AC, 0570057-009-aC

SPECIFIC CCONDITIOCNS:

3)

Cl

D)
E)

E)

G)

H)

I}
J}

K]}

R)

Project: Secondary Lead Smelting Facility

prevent the r2-entr alﬁmen_ of dust c¢cllectad in the scrow
cecnveyeor on the Ryvgiene paghouses,

Maintaln enclosed screw conveyor below the furnace Zaansuse
hcgrpers to ocravent re-entrained dust. .
Maintain wind breaks and panels installed aleng bottom of the
agglomerating furnace, scuthside o©f the £furnace <Caghcuse
supporT structure, south and west sides of groug rils s:tiracge
building, anc windbreak installed aleng the entizs  scuth
groperty boundarv

Sronipit vehnicular traffic cn unpaved ar=as.

Maintain wvecgezatlicn coverace on  all oI the unvaved clan:
c:ounds.

Three times daily, regardless of plant operation, vacuum caved
areas using a HEIPA filter equipped vacuum except when natural
precipitation makes it impractical.

Maintain a tire wash for frontend locader at the entrance of the
group pile stcrage building to prevent tracking of lead ktearing

"materials oursicde the area.

Eliminate slag transfer with frontend loader throuch the clant.
Store, handle, and process slag in enclosed struczures.

Use only trained perscnnel for furnace operaticns.
Maintain the sprinkler system and operate 1t in accordance with

the attached sprinkler plan. (Attachment A)
Maintain partial enclosure of the battery storage piles and
water them with sufficient frequency and quanity to prevent the

formaticon of dust.

Vacuum the pavement in the battery breaking area with a HEPA

filter equipped vacuum at least twice a day.
Maintain the partial enclosure in the furnace area.

control device and a ven1c1e wash at the exit the area.
discharge frcm that control device may not contain
compounds in excess of 20 mg/dscm (0.00087/gr/dscf).
Maintain daily records of all wet suppression, gavement
cleaning and vehicle washing activities as per the attached
“Fugitive Dust Control Standard Operating Procedures Manual.”

Vacuum the pavement in the furnace area with a HEPA filter

equipped vacuum c¢r wet pavement with wate: at l=2ast Zwice a

day.

Maintain the rartial enclosure in the refining area

Vacuum the ; ¢t in ne refining arsa wigh HIFA Ill-nar

eguigoed va 3 twioe &

Maingain ze L SuCToesd b Yh Y

cf oany lazd antzls o

Tna é:ea, in a sIrucTuzs _ n2

ragulremencts and (<) &nd ventllaulon 12 &
The
ead

s
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PERMITTEE: Permic/Cercificats Neo.: 0570087-202-AC,
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. 0570057-008-aC, 0570057-009-aC

Prcjecz: Secondary Lead Smelrting Facilicy
SPECIFIC CONDITIONS:

Testinag Metchceds and Procsdures

29. In order to meet the reguiraments of 40 CFR =2.7, and the nen-2SC
portion of this permif, T2st  Cthe =2missicns fzr  the Izlillewing
pollutant{s) prior to June 1%, 1998 and submiz 2 <cpies c¢f the Als
Compliance Section of tihe Air Management Division ©f the Invizgnmental
Protecticn Commission o Hillskborcugh County izhin 4% davs 20 such
testing. Testing prccacuras snhall be consistan the rasulrements
of the 40 CTX 63 and Rule 81-297, 7.A.C.:

Siasc ang Loglcmeraticn Turnmacs Ixhaust Stact

{X) Pb (%) Hydrocarkons (Ini=t and
Qutlet of ALterkurner)

(X) PM (X) Cpacity

{X) Carbon Monoxide{Inlet and (X) Sulfur Dicxide

Qutlet of Afterburner)

Process Fugitive Source Stacks (Tapping, Charging and Refining RKettles)

(X} Pb {X) OQOpacity
(X} PM X) Hydrocarbons (Tapocing &
, Charging Only)

Slag Stabilization Stack

(X} Pb (X) Opacity
(X) PM

Blast Furnace Tapeing Zaclosure

(X) Opacity (X) Face Velocity
Blast Furnacs Charcins Zncleosurs
o Croaecos {(Crarn anc J.o0sa2Z Ccors [ Taca Ve loolz

Agglomerzaticn Ffurnace Tapping Encicsure

(X) Cpacity (X) Face Velocity

Refining Kettles and Pigging Machines Enclosures

() COpacicy (X} Face Velocity
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PERMITTEE: Permit/Certificate Nec.: 05870087-00z-AC,
Gulf Ccast Recycling, Inc. 0570057~008-aC, 0570057-009-AC

Project: Secondary Lead Smelting Facility
SPECITIC CONDITICNS:

Barteryvy Cracking Enclosure -

(X) Cpacity

30. Compliance with the emission limitations of Specific Condliticn
Nos. 4, 7, 8, 9, 10, ii, 1z, 13, 14, 1ls, 17, 19, 20, 2Z, 2%, and 2¢
£2i est metheds 1, 2 g

shall be demonstratec using the 1Y
10, 12, and 2SA contained in the 40 CFR 80, Appendix

\ -
’ 3r ty Sl o, 2
ls n

t
c A and adccted by
a 1

reference in Ruls oI2-25%, F.A.C., o the rzagulrements ©f A CFR
63.547 must Dbe met. The minimum reguirements IO0r STack samciling
faciliries scurce samgiing and zeccerting, shall te in accerdances wiznh
Rule 62-3297, F£.A.C., 40 CFR 80, Appendix A and 40 CfR 83. In the cas

of the Method ¢, all readings shall be at least 0 minutes 1n duration

and concurrent with one ¢f the Method 12 runs.

31. The permittee shall provide at least the minimum requirements for

stack sampling facilities as specified in 40 CFR 80.8(e) (1)}, {(2), {3
and (4}, 40 CFR 63.7, and Rule 62-297, F.A.C. Sources sampling
platforms, platform access, and other associated work areas, whether

permanent or temporary, shall be in accordance with Cccupational Safecty
and Health Administraticn standards per 29 CFR 1910, Subparts D and E.

32. Testing of emissions shall be conducted with the source operating
at capacity with conditions representative c¢f necrmal operations.
Capacity is defined as 90-100% of rated capacity as specified in
Specific Condition No. 5. If it is impracticable to test at capacity,
then the source operation is limited to 110% of the test load until a
new test is conducted. Once the unit is so limited, then operaticn at
higher capacities is allowed for no more than fifteen days for purposes
of additional compliance testing to regain the rated capacity in the
permit, with prior notilication to the EPC. For the blast furnace and
refining kettles, the type and amounts of materials charged cduring the
test must also be included. Testing of refining operation must ke

accomplished while twc xettles are ogperating. Tailure to sukbmit thes
input rates contrcl ezulirment garameters such 2s prassur? drops and
afrarburnaer temgarazuorss and actual ccerating condinizns may Invalldacs
the tessc. [Rula =22-3.070, F.ALCI

33. The =zcarmitzas s$hzll nactiiv o the Alr Compolancse Seciiin I o=

Eavironmental Protecticn Commission of Hillsporcugh Ccounty &I l=2ast co
days prior to the date cn which each formal compliance test is to cegin
of the date, time and place of each such test, and the contact person
who will Dbe responsible for coordinating and having such ctest
conducted. Along with the notification, the permittee shall submit a
site-specific test plan to include a test program summary, the
schedule, data quality objectives, and both the internal and the

external quality assurance program. ({40 CFR 63.7] e
R A LT

1
t L
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CERMITTERED Parmic/Carcificacse Nc.: O0570087-202-2C,
Gulf Coast Recvcling, Inc. 0370057-008-AC, O 70057-00=-aC
2roject: Seconcary Lead Smelting Taclilicy
SPECITIC CCNDITIONS
34. TermiTIee shall analy: ferlormance  audii sampLss SuIlng 2ach
performance  tast. The audit samples shall De reguestzd bty the
cermic-aee at leas 0 :
35. Re
shall b
availab
36 :
Nigh oo
A} The wisibl= =2mission t=2s5I3 cn the l=2ac r2Iining arsz sagnouse
ancé the building snall zZe ag least chizty (20) minuce in
curation pursuant to Rule 62-297, f.A.C., anc shall rce

conducted concurrent with cne of the Methed 12 runs.
B) The visible emission test on the blast furnace shall be thir:y

{30) minutes in duracticn pursuant to Rule 682-297 F.A.C., and
shall be conduct2d concuirzznt with cone 2 the Methecd 12 :Jns

C) The visible emission tests on the Dblast furnace charging
cperacion shall each be cthirty (30) minutes in cguration,
pursuant to Rule 62-297.330 t.A.C. Readings shall =ze taken on
the:

1) Charge door on the blast furnace during charging (closest
potential emission point).

2) Closed charge doors on the blast furnace during furnace
cperation {closest potantial emission point).

3} Baghcouse exhaust during blastc furnace operatioen.

D} The visible emission test on the blast furnace tapping shall be
thirty (30) minutes in duraction cursuant te Rule 22-297.330,
T.A.C. Readings shall ce taksn only during preduct tagcing en

the baghouse exhaust and cn the tacping deors.

germiz issued pursuant TS thosse Iul is meLng witlacte ol
the owner of the source to concduct compliance tasts wnich -ce.u*-y the
nature and quantity of pollutant emissions £:zocm the scurce and to
provide a regort on the results of said tests to the EPC. (Rule &2-

297,340(2), F.A.C.]

Mconitoring and Record Keeping

38. B8y June 22, 1998, the permittee shall submit a single ocperation.
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PERMITTEZ Parmic/Cartifiicace No.: 0S7Q087-00Z-2
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc 0s7C0s7-008-AaC, 0570057-0C¢9-aC
Project: Secondary Lead Smelting Facllity

SPECIFIC C ITICNS
and maincenance olan s meet the rarticulaces RACT quiremencs oI Fula
52-205.700, F.A.C.; =zne leacd RACT r2guiremen Ruls =2I1-2%4.400,
T A.C.: and cthe MACT ragulremencs oI 40 CFR {Acczchment C Ln
zart). These thrse rules 2ll rfsguire cerzain O ion ang maintanance
orovisions and GChese@ feculiremenis qUST De met  lmmedlactaly This
D o Lo Sastel : ' ; to ccmbine 2 plhans
n ' Tizie Y
e

L nigcer an t I the
afterburner every 13 minutes whila the source i1s In ope:aticn. 1 the
temperature falls mors than S50°F pelow the 3 hour average during the

hydrocarbon compliance demonstration, it shall constitute a viclation
of the agplicable emission standarc listed in this permit. [40 CER

63.548 (h) |

40. Within 45 days of conducting the cempliance test reguirecd under
Specific Condition MNe. 2%, the permittee shall submit a ccmplacte
notification of compliance status alcng with the test report. {40 CER

63.9(h)]

41, Excess emissions resulting <Zrom the start-up, shutdown or
malfunction of any emissions unit shall be permitted provided Dest
cperational practices to minimize emissions are adhered te. For sulfur

dioxide control, best cperational practice shall mean that nc battery
processing will be done unless the desulfurization eguipment 1s
cperational. For hydrocarbon ancd carben monoxide control, best
practice shall mean the furnace cperatlcn can continue for

beisw the

operational
up to 3 hcurs in wnich the afcerburner falls less than 350°
average temperaturs rea¢ orced in the last compl
temperaturs falls mcr= croup to ¢

creraticn lead cconct
crerationa can Cont
TS TWO o . R S
Lizer I oRg o e _ooanmeas osmal L
222, oo on cR Rt Tt
:a::;c:ia: cimzar calad oI
emission unic ;e:icd ne IPC ma
equiva cions

compliance
210.700]

42. Excess emissions which are caused entirely or 1in gart zZy poocr
maintenance, poor operation, or any cther eguirment or process failure
which may reasonably be prevented during startup, snutdown, oOr
malfunction shall be pronibited. ({Rule 62-210.70C(3)]
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PERMITTIE: Parmiz Carciiicaca Mo.: 0570057-302-2C,
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. 0s700657-908-aC, 0:70057-0009-AC
Projacz: Secondary Lead Smelting Facilicy

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS: T

43, I7 an excess emission ©cIuIrs, the cermictee snall Zil2 2 reper:
semianually covering the gericds January te June zind July to Decemzer
wit=in 30 Zavs of the pericd. The ra2gert shall ce censiscant with the
reguiraments of 40 CFR 82.10(c) (I (). . If the actlon ta<en 15 not
consistent with the germittee’s starztuap, snutdown, and maliunciicn
plan, sne mcre  immecdiate  regcrting requirements of 40 CFR
£3.10(%) i3 (i1) shall acplvy.

44 . Within 270 davs of racel Decempar L, 19322,
wnichever occurs Iirst, The ., <allzrate, and
mainTaln X ZonTinuous 2mIsSst Llurant gullur diloxize
on the e axhaust line. rhe raguirements

2 and 40 CFR 20
Initial certific completed within 20 days of
installation. Following the ertification, the permittee may
request that the ccntinuous emission monitor become the referenced
method bv reguesting an algernate sampling procecure pursuant to Rule
62-297.620, F.A.C. [Rule 62-4.070(3), F.A.C.]

our C
of 40 CFR 60 Apcencix A Pe

45. The permittee shall maintain and calibrate elapsed time meters on
all the emission units covered uncder this permit. The meters shall be
accurate within 10 percent (10%) and used to keep the records required
by Specific Condition No. 47. [Rule 62-4.07C(3), F.A.C.]

46. The permittee shall maintain and calibrate a device which
continuously measures and records the pressure drop across the
baghouses controlling the emissicn units covered under this permit.

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

47. The permittee shall maintain a record {rom the elapsed time meters
for each 2mission unit recording the reading and listing th2 hcurs cn a
monthly and 12 consecutive month kasis. (Rule 62-4.070{(3), T.A.C.]

50. Submit to the Environmental Protection Commission of Hillsporough
County each calendar year on or before March 1, completed DE? Form 62-
210.900(4), “Annual Cperating Repcrt for Ailr Pollutant Emitting

Facility”, for the preceding calendar vyear. [Rule 62-210.370(3),

F.a.C.]
Scecific Conditions of this

— 0

51. Not withstanding any of the other
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PLAMITTEZ Soermrc/Cercziiicate Mo.: SIZVULIYT-JOl-AC
Gulf Ceast Recycling, Inc 0570057-008-AC, 0S70C37-20%-~aC
Zroiject: Seconcdary Lead Smeltling ?ac;LL:v

SPECIFIC NCITICNS B
germit, <the folleowing 3cbpazts cof 40 CFR o3 & shall apzly
cermittas2 83.1;: 63.2; 83.3; A3Z.4; 8303y elloizl, o odnmy, Ao, A
(g)y, (i), and {3}, 82.7; &l.%2: e2.3¢a), k), o, gy, (er, i
3}, h(S-31, and (3); =3.10; anc 81.12-13
Concluding Conditions
2. Thme germizt2e shall provide timel nctificavizn o nhe
Environmentzl Proteczisn Commissicn of Hillsztcrougn Councty Trlor oo
mplemenzing any changeg tohat ma regsuls 1n 2 meciIicacl to nnid
cermic gursuant co Ruls AI-ZIO.lSUiisT), fLAaLl., dodiication. The
changes <o nct ilncluce ncrmal maintenance, buid may include, ancd ar= not
limiced to, rthe follicwing, anc may alsc regulire prior authoriiaticn
before implementation: [Rules €2-210.300 and 62-4.070(3}, F.A.C.]

A) Alteration or replacement oI any equigment or majcr component

of such eguipment.
B) Tnstallation cr addition cf any eguipment which 1s a source of

eir pollution.

53. If the permittee wishes to transier this germit to another owner
an "Application for Transfer of Permic" (DEP Foxm 17-1.201(1l)) shall be
submitted, in duplicates, to the Eavircnmental Protection Ccmmission of
Hillsborough County within 30 days after the sale or legal transfer of
the permitted facility. [Rule 62-4.120, F.A.C.]

5S4, Within 45 days of completion of the testing reguired by Specific
Condition No. 27, the permittee shall submit a revised Title V
application (two copies) to address the limitations of this permit and

the physical and operaticnal changes made at the facility to comply

with them.

Foger P. Stewa
Zxecutive Dire

ctor
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TABLE 1 Ll
ALLOWABLE EMISSIONS
T Cpacity Pb NOxX Vo G SO - Prior ta | &0; - Commencing
10172001 T/01/2Ga)
ge/dsct 1/ne |3y gr/dsct TPY TPY PPM Ib/hr TPY Ib/hr TEY Ih/ht TRY 1L/hr TPY
FURHACE
OPERATIONS
Blast and 0.022 3.1 i 1t 0.060087 0.14 HA 360 1€7.0 | v 100 175 [TK) 130 $07
hgqglomerating
Fuinaves | _
Tapping 0.672 0uLy : i 0.00087 0.02 HA A 1A i
Cperations 0.44 1.72
Charging 0.022 (Y T E 0.00087 0.05 HA th HA nk
Operations
REFINING
OPERATIONS
{3) Refaning 0.03 3.0 [ 3t 0.0002 0.08 HA I [ A lA
Kertles _
MISCELLANEQUS
S1ag Processing ERE AL 00000333 [ 0.00 | A HF 1A 1 tA
Facility Grounds A - h
and #M1scellaneous
Operations
| Soda Ash Silo 51
TOTALS ] E <0.3 HAa 1€8.7 300 Y <07




EPC/HC RIR MANAGEMENT

* DOTTIE BERGER
JOE.CHILLURA
CHRIS HART
JIM NORMAN
JAN PLATT

THOMAS SCOTT
ED TURANCHIK

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

ROGER P STEWAKRT

Fax:813-2¢2-5605 May 30 '97

15:03 P.02/02

ADMINISTRATIVE OFTICES, LEGAL &
WATER MANAGEMENT DIVISION
1500 - YTH AVENUE

TAMPA, FLORIDA 33605

ALR MANAGEMENT DIVISION
TELEPHONE (813} 272-5530

WASTE GEMENT DIVISION
TELEPHONE (813Y) 272:5738

WETLANDS MANAGFEMENT DIVISION
TELEPHOII\'E (413) 2721104

DATE: May 30,
TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT: .

MEMORA D UM

1887

Clair Fancy

Jerry Campbéfgi/

Gulf Ceast Recycling (GCR)

You and I discussed GCR'es PSD.application with Dick Duboseé at the

grants meeting
consensus.,.

in Atlanta
f GCR agrees
reduccion in B0, emissions
Department will allow them t©

and we appear to

have
o do whatever it takes to achieve a 75%
frem their bplast furnace,
o withdraw their PSD application.

come Lo a

wne
The

then

reduction will be made enforceable by revising the current Conaent
Order between the EPC and GCR, as well as requiring GCR to get a

federally enforceakble State construction permit from the

EPC.

Dick concurred with this source of action, sc we should be clear to

proceed.

before our meeting,
foliowing up in writing.

I had verbally communicated o

this resolvez the matter.

bm

An Affirmative Action - Equal Opportunity Employer

ur intent to GCR's attorney
and advised them the Department would be
Thanks for your assistance and lets hops

%
" Printed o7 regyclod paper



1901 NORTH 66th STREET » TAMPA, FLORIDA 33519
PHONE: (813) 626-6151 FAX: (813) 622-8388

2%%% GULF COAST RECYCLING, INC.
=

/sl

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTE

The information contained in this facsimile message is legally
privileged and confidential information intended only for use
of the individual or entity named below. If the reader of this
message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified
that any dissemination, distribution or copy of this telecopy
is strictly prohibited. If you have received this telecopy
in error, please immediately notify us by telephone and return
the original message to us at the address above via the postal
service. Thank you.

TELECOPY TRANSMITTAL

r0:____Ogha) ,éel\/ elds
FROM: Ca Sorg < "'—éfé_g_ie-vc,/
TELECOPY NO:_ /~$pD¥ ~ G20~ (60979 ____
CONFIRMATION NO:

DATE: %g/?? TIME: AM PM

TOTAL NUMBER OF PAGES
(INCLODING COVER SHEET) o2

COMMENTS /SPECTAL. INSTRUCTIONS

SENT BY: CONFIRMED BY:

Should you have any problems receiving this telecopy, please
call (813) 626-6151.

3ovd 88e8 ¢g9 £168:4dl ONITJAJ3d 1SY0D JdTND:HOAd 8C:11 LB-BE-AWH




STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION

) BOA GAANAM

- “WIN TOWERS OFFICE BUILDING GOVEANOR
600 BLAIR STONE ROAQ
TALLAMASSEE, FLORIDA 201

VICTORLA L TSCHINKEL
SSCRETARY

¥AIYER OF 90 DAY TIME LIMNIT
UNDER SECTIONS 120,632(2) AND AQ3.0874. FLURIDA STATUTES

ticgnse {Pormit, Cartification) Applicatlies Na. PSD~-FL-215{0570057=002-AC)

ipplicant'a MName: Gulf Coast Recyeling, Inc.

The uacersigneZ hga read Sections 120.80(2) and 403.0375, Fflorida Statutass,
umdazatancs the applicani's rights under thal sectign,
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z iad presctibed in Sactians 120.40(2Z) and 403.587%, Flarida Statubes, Saic

ia made Freely and voluntacily by the applicsnt, is :in (his) (hec}) {ita) gelf.
at, and without any pressurs or caezcion by anyone ez2plaved Dy the State of
a

Departaent of Envirgnmental Ragulation,

Thia waiveT ahall expire on the 15 th dgy of August 1997 .

The uncersignasd is authorized to aske this waiver an bahalf ¢f the applicant.
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. STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION

)

- "WIN TOWERS OFFICE SUILDING
2600 ALAIR STONE ROAD
TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 12301 .

808 GRAMHAM
GOVERNOR

VICTOQRIA J, TSCHINKEL
SECRFTARAY

RECEIVED
Fiaf 30 1997

BUREAU OF
AIR REGULATION

WAIYER OF 90 DAY TIME LINIT
UNDER SECTIONS 120.460(2) AND 483.0876. FLORIDA STATUTES

License (Permit, Cartiflcation) Application No, PSD-FL-215(0570057-002-AC)

Applicant's Name: . Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc.

Tha undersigneg haa read Sections 120.60(2) and 403.0874, Flerida Statutea, esnd fully
undaratands the applicant's righta under that sectliaon,

With regard to the above rafarence license {psrmit, caerctificetian) application, %the
applicant hereby with full knowledge and underatanding of (his) {(her) (its) rights

\under Seetiona 120.58(2) and 403.0876, Flarida Statutes, waivea the right under Sec-
tiona 120.40(2) and 403.0876, Florida Statutea, to have the application approved or
denied by the 5tate aof Florida Department of Environmental Regulation within the 90 day
time period prescribed in Sections 120.60(2) and 4a03.0876, Florida Statutas, Said
walver is made freely and voluntarily by the applicaent, is in (hia) {(her) (ita) aslf-
irterest, and without any pressures or caercion by anyans emplaysd by the State of
Florida Oepartment of Environmental Regqulation,

Thia waiver shall sxplre on the 13 thgsy, o¢ August 1997 |

The underaigned ia autharized to make thla waiver on behalf aof the applicant.

.

.
WLiRn ™. Kiacehand
Signaturse
Willis M. Kitchen, President
Sworn ta and aubscribed Pleasae Type Nama of Signese
befare ma this 27thday
of __May 19 97. May 27, 1997
\: X Date
(:>é{é\)h&:::> \J\&\QL
- “‘1 ﬁy‘ .
\,‘ < :f_"i"“ Karen Sue Erickson
. * * My Commission CC804226
. 1988
‘\ DER Form 17-1.,201(8) ”4’, ‘g:' Expires August 7, 198
- o 0\0
Effactive Havembst 30, 1982 or Page 1 of 2
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i Department of

nowis | Environmental Protection

Twin Towers Office Building

Lawton Chiles 2600 Blair Stone Road Virginia B. Wetherell
Governor Tailahassee, Florida 32399-2400 Secretary
May 20, 1997

CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Mr. Willis M. Kitchen, President
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc.

1901 North 66th Street

Tampa, Florida 33619

RE: Blast Furnace Construction Permit PSD-FL-215 (0570057-002-AC)

Dea- Mr. Kitchen:

As a result of recent discussions with staff of the Environmental Protection Commission of Hillsborough
County (EPCHC), the Department is willing to forego requiring the afier-the-fact PSD construction permit for
the blast furnace if Gulf Coast Recycling will agree to install the paste repulping and refiltering equipment
mentioned in M.A. Industries’ letter dated December 4, 1995, in the event that the desulfurization unit does
not consistently achieve at least 75% sulfur removal. This can be hundled by way of an amendment to the
Consent Order that Gulf Coast executed with the EPCHC on August 28, 1996, and a non-PSD construction

permit issued by the EPCHC.

Based on a rough estimate from M.A. Industries, the capital cost of an additional tank, agitator, and
pumps along with a filter press would be about $250.000 coniributing toward an incremental annualized cost of
about $20,000. This results in an incremental cost effectiveness of less than $100 per additional annual ton of
sulfur removed. based on an increase from 66% to 77% removal. Since one ton of sulfur generates two tons of
SO2. this is equivalent to $50 per ton of SO2 removed which is well below the Department’s acceptable cost

_ guidelines for add-on BACT equipment.

By copy of this letter, the Department is requesting that the EPCHC contact you prompily to determine if
this matter can be resolved in this way. If there are any quesiions concerning this letter, please contact John

Revnolds or Al Linero at (904)488-1344

Sincerely.

C.H. Fancy P.E., Chief
Burcau of Air Regulation

CHE/jr

c: J. Campbell, EPCHC
B. Thomas. SWD
B. Beals, EPA Region I'V
L. Carlson. Lake Eng.
S. Smallwood, ERM

ynonment ang hawrs! Resourgas”

" an recycled pooer




SENDERZ* =
aCompleta items 1 and/or 2 lur additional services.
8Cormplata items 3, 4a, and 4b.

card to you.

permit,

delivered.

ssappe wnias ayy jo 1bu ayl.
o] ad0|eAua }0 do} JaA0 aulj e pjod

=Print your name and address on the reverse of this form so that wa can retum this
®Attach this form to the front of the mailpieca, or on tha back if space does not

= Write ‘Retum Recaipt Requested” on the mailpiece below the article number, )
®The Retum Recaipt will show to whom the articte was delivered and the date

| also wish to receive the
following services (for an
extra fee):

1.'[] Addressee's Address
2. O Restricted Delivery
Consult postmaster for fee.

3. Article Addressed to:

M. Wldy M. HKrichens, Dras.
Coast, Reang

%N wﬁdﬁw‘b

, Flo 3349

é

4a. Article Number
[9

P 5339 A5/
¢Cem‘ﬁea

4b. Service Type
O Insured

O Registered
O Retum Receipt for Merchandise [0 COD

O Express Mail
7. Date of Delivery

S5 2957

5. Received By: (Print Nams)

ur RETURN ADDRESS completed on the reverse side?

z N .
0 N

8. Addressee’s Addrass (Only if requested
and fee is paid)

PS Form 3811, December 1994

Domestic Return Receipt

P 339 251 191

US Postal Service

Receipt for Certified Mail
No Insurance Coverage Provided.
Do not use for lnternatlonaf Mail (See reverse)

Sent

aMLpa

* Slle. & ZiP Code

Pastage

Cerified Fee

Specal Delivery Fee

Restrictea Delivery Fes

Retum Receipt Showing to
Whom & Date Deliveraa

Retum Recein Showing ta Whom,
Caig. 4 Aoaressee’s Agdress

TOTAL Postage & Fees

Fosima

T Croals

S Form 3800, £pri 1995

P

857005 7-002- Ac
P0-Fl- 205

9-33-97

:
|
|
|
|
N

Thank you for using Return Receipt Service.
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DIVISION OF AIR RESOURCES MANAGEMENT
BUREAU OF AIR REGULATION
NEW SOURCE REVIEW SECTION
Telephone (904) 488-1344
Fax (904) 922-6979

TECHNICAL EVALUATION
AND
PRELIMINARY DETERMINATION

Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc.

i Blast Furnace

Facility ID No. :0570057

Tampa, Florida
Hillborough County

Air Construction Permit No. 0570057-001-AC
PSD-FL-215

May, 1997




TECHNICAL EVALUATION AND PRELIMINARY DETERMINATION

1. APPLICATION INFORMATION

1.1  Applicant Name and Address

Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc.
1901 North 66th Street
Tampa, Florida 33619

Authorized Representative

Mr. Willis M. Kitchen, President

1.2 Reviewing and Process Schedule

10-11-95: Date of Receipt of Application
12-01-96: Application Complete

2.  FACILITY INFORMATION

2.1 Facility Location

Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. is approximately XX kilometers (N,S,E,W) of the XX, a Class X
PSD Area. The UTM: coordinates of this facility are Zone 17 ; 364.0kmE; 3093.6 km N.

2.2  Standard Industrial Classification Code (SIC)

Major Group No.

Group No.

Industry No.

Secondary Metal Production

2.3 Facility Category

The secondary metal production industry is on the list of the 28 Major Facility Categories per
Chapter 62, Table 62-212.400-1, F. A.C. Since potential emissions from the facility exceed 100
tons per year (TPY) of sulfur dioxide (SO,), carbon monoxide {CO) and volatile organic’
compounds (VOCs), this is a major facility according to Rule 62-210.200(171), F.A.C. and is a
major Title V Source of Air Pollution per Rule 62-210.200(173).

3. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

3.1 This permit addresses the following emissions units:

EMISSION
UNIT NoO. SYSTEM EMISSION UNIT DESCRIPTION
ARMS No.
ARMS No.
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. Permit No. 0570057-001-AC

Blast Furnace

PSD- FL-215
Page 2 of 9




TECHNICAL EVALUATION AND PRELIMINARY DETERMINATION

32

Background Information

The permitting and related history of this project is summarized below:

June 2, 1983
Oct. 1983

Dec. 1983
Jan. 26,1984
Dec. 4, 1984

Jan. 28, 1985
July 17, 1990
Nov.19, 1990
June 19, 1991

Oct. 15,1991
Nov. 24, 1992
Mar. 11, 1993
Apr. 22, 1993
May 31, 1994
June 28, 1954
April 20, 1995
May 11, 1995

Aug.24, 1995
Aug.28, 1995

Aug.29, 1995

GCR requested exemption from RACT PM limits since < 15 TPY.

EPCHC decided not to require a permit for construction of a new blast furnace but
that baseline testing would be required prior to construction to determine if SO2
emissions would trigger PSD.

Baseline emission testing conducted for SO2 from the old blast furnace.

Renewal permit issued reflecting requirement for baseline SO2 testing.

New permit recommended requiring second SO2 test to determine if PSD
significant increase was triggered by construction of new blast furnace.
Operating permit AQ29-95365 issued.

Renewal permit issued with SO2 limit based on 1983 baseline plus 40 TPY.
Modification of permit  ?

EPA determined that a PSD construction permit should have been required in 1983
and should be issued after-the-fact.

GCR signed Consent Order with EPCHC requiring filing of PSD application and
GCR’s compliance plan for blast furnace emissions.

GCR application for after-the-fact permit forwarded to BAR-Tallahassee by
EPCHC for PSD processing. EPCHC notified GCR that application was
incomplete.

DEP staff met with GCR and EPCHC to discuss status of application.

DEP letter to GCR outlining requirements for filing a complete application.

GCR submitted PSD application to DEP.

DEP mailed incompleteness letter. -

DEP mailed followup letter with deadline of May 26, 1995 for submitting the
requested information.

GCR responded to incompleteness letter by requesting additional time to
investigate new technologies for lead recovery and desulfurization.

DEP drafted Intent to Deny Permit for failure to submit information requested.
GCR notified DEP of its intentions to install desulfurization equipment by October
1996 in advance of DEP’s BACT determination.

GCR submitted a request for an increase in allowable blast furnace charge rate
from 4.58 to 6.50 tons per hour without increasing the allowable emission limits
which would not be exceeded because they are substantially higher than actual
emissions.

Sep. 8,1995  DEP mailed Intent to Deny Permit due to lack of a timely response to request for
additional information. -
Sep.29,1995  GCR filed request for extension of time to file petition for administrative hearing.
Oct. 6,1995 GCR contacted the Chief of the Bureau of Air Regulation by phone and obtained
agreement not to deny the permit in return for supplying the requested information
within 30 days.
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. Permit No. 0570057-001-AC
Blast Furnace PSD-FL-215

Page 3 of 9




TECHNICAL EVALUATION AND PRELIMINARY DETERMINATION

Oct. 11,1995

Oct.17,1995

Oct.27,1995
Nov. 21,1995

GCR submitted a response to the request for additional information along with a
revised application incorporating GCR’s proposal to install desulfurization as
BACT for SO2 removal and an afterburner for VOC control.

GCR provided DEP with written notification of NESHAPS applicability as a major
source under Subpart X as required by 40CFR63.9(b), indicating a compliance date
of June 23, 1997.

GCR submitted refined modeling that was required in DEP’s June 28, 1994 letter.
DEP requested additional information regarding the revised application submitted
on October 11, 1995 with respect to GCR’s proposed new desulfurization and
afterburner projects.

Nov.27,1995 EPCHC submitted comments on GCR’s revised application.

Dec.4,1995 USDOI submitted comments on GCR’s revised application,

Dec.11,1995  GCR filed third request for extension of time to file petition for hearing.

Jan. 10,1996 GCR submitted responses to DEP’s Nov. 21, 1995 request for information and to
EPCHC’s comments of Nov. 27, 1995,

Feb.7,1996 EPCHC submitted comments on GCR’s Jan, 10 submittal.

Feb.8,1996 DEP wrote followup letter to GCR pointing out information still incomplete.

Feb.9,1996 GCR filed fourth request for extension of time to file petition for hearing.

Mar.15,1996  GCR responded to DEP’s Feb. 8 letter by providing additional information.

Mar.28,1996  Meeting of DEP, EPCHC and GCR representatives was held in Tallahassee.

Apr.4,1996 EPCHC sent letter to GCR requesting additional information for EPCHC’s BACT
proposal for SO2 control.

May 31,1996  GCR responded to EPCHC’s Apr. 4 letter and provided BACT cost data.

Jun.11,1996  DEP wrote followup letter to GCR concerning the March 28 meeting and the fact
that the revised application was still incomplete.

Jun.24,1996 GCR submitted a restatement of its position on the issues as its response to DEP 8
June 11 letter.

Jun24,1996  EPCHC denied GCR’s Mar. 25, 1996 soda ash silo construction permit apphcatlon

Jul.16,1996

Jul. 22,1996

Jul. 25,1996

since the silo is part of the desulfurization project which is tied to DEP’s BACT
determination for the blast furnace.

DEP responded to GCR’s June 24 restatement of its position by foregoing any
further information requests from GCR while attempting to obtain the necessary
information from other sources.

GCR notified DEP by letter that a contract had been entered into for installing
desulfurization at a guaranteed sulfur removal rate of 66%. GCR acknowledged
that the 66% removal rate will not meet BACT requirements but that 75% removal
would and that 75% could be achieved within four years. GCR requested that the
PSD permit application be processed under the innovative control technology
provisions of Rule 62-212.400(3)(f)4., F.A.C. as a temporary exemption from PSD
requirements.

DEP responded to GCR’s July 22 letter explaining that Rule 62-212.400(3)()4.,
providing for a temporary exclusion from increment consumption, could not be
applied to desulfurization as an innovative technology since the standard
desulfurization process has been adequately demonstrated as a proven

Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc.
Blast Furnace

Permit No. 0570057-001-AC
PSD- FL-215
Page 4 of 9




TECHNICAL EVALUATION AND PRELIMINARY DETERMINATION

Aug. 15,1996
Sep.4,1996

Sep.5,1996

Oct.17,1996

Dec.2,1996

Dec.3,1996

Dec.27,1996

Jan.6,1997

Jan. 10,1997

Feb.3,1997

Mar 28,1997

technology DEP also confirmed that 75% removal has not been determined as
BACT.

GCR executed a waiver of the permit processing clock until Dec. 5, 1996.
EPCHC negotiated a consent order with GCR allowing installation of
desulfurization and the afterburner project while addressing recent emission
violations.

DEP permit engineer toured the GNB battery recycling facility in Columbus,
Georgia to obtain information on state of the art desulfurization and SO2
scrubbing.

The GNB plant in Columbus, Georgia provided their SO2 scrubber cost data to
DEP.

GCR executed a waiver of the permit processing clock until June 3, 1997.

DEP confirmed by letter an agreement reached by teleconference with GCR
whereby GCR will research available options for advanced desulfurization and
submit a report to DEP by January 2, 1997.

GCR submitted its research report on desulfurization concluding that repulping and
refiltering of the desulfurization paste would improve sulfur removal only 1/2 to
1.0%.

DEP sent GCR an analysis of the report concluding that instead of 1/2 to 1.0%,
the improvement in sulfur removal from repupling and refiltering would be about
22%.

EPCHC submitted comments on DEP’s Jan. 6 letter agreeing that the improvement
would be over 20% and stating that repulping/refiltering may be cost effective.
DEP received letter from M. A. Industries (GCR’s desulfurization contractor)
stating that they have not had any experience with advanced desulfurization (such
as that installed at the Columbus, GA facility).

DEP received letter from Lake Engineering confirming that the new GNB facility
in Columbus has already demonstrated 89% sulfur removal. GNB’s plans call for
reaching 98% removal through further refinements.

History of blast and slag furnace exhaust emission limits:

Permit No. A025-12482 AQ029-78246 ? AQ29-173310
1981 1984 1984 1990

Input (tons/yr) 4.67 4.67 4.58 4.58

PM (lb/yr) 2.50 2.5 2.50 215

PM (tons/yr) 8.75 9.75 9.75 8.38

Pb (Ib/yr) 1.81 1.81 1.81 1.81

Pb (tons/yr) 7.01 7.01 7.01 7.06

SO, (Ib/yr) - 3842

SO; (tons/yr) - 14983

Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc.

Blast Furnace

Permit No. 0570057-001-AC
PSD- FL-215
Page 5 of 9




TECHNICAL EVALUATION AND PRELIMINARY DETERMINATION

4.1

PROCESS _DESCRIPTION

General Information

The GCR facility produces lead ingots by using a blast furnace to melt scrap lead recovered from
spent automotive and industrial batteries. The first step in the process involves sawing the
batteries and collecting the battery acid in a holding tank. The lead cells in the batteries are
removed from their plastic casings mechnically and then processed in a hammermill for size
reduction. A flotation process separates plastic and rubber-bearing components from the lead
reduced in the hammermill. The sludges from the flotation step and the acid settling tank are sent
along with the lead cells to the blast furnace where the lead is melted. The blast furnace charge
consists of lead, coke, lime rock, cast iron and returned slag. Molten lead and slag are tapped
off separately from the blast furnace. The lead is further refined and combined with alloying
metals in refining kettles

RULE APPLICABILITY

The proposed project is subject to preconstruction review requirements under the provisions of
Chapter 403, Florida Statutes, and Chapters 62-4, 62-204, 62-210, 62-212, 62-296 and 62-297
of the Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.).

This facility is located in Hillsborough, an area designated as attainment for all criteria pollutants
in accordance with Rule 62-204.360, F. A .C. The proposed project is subject to review under
Rule 62-212.400., F.A.C., Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD), because the potential
emission increases for [pollutant] and [pollutant] exceed the significance emission rates given in
Chapter 62-212, Table 62-212.400-2, F. A.C.

This PSD review consists of a determination of Best Available Control Technology (BACT) and
unless otherwise exempted, an analysis of the atr quality impact of the proposed project’s impacts
on soils, vegetation and visibility; along with air quality impacts resulting from associated
commercial, residential and industrial growth.

[Rule update warning : Please check the latest effective date]

The emission units affected by this permit shall comply with all applicable provisions of the
Florida Administrative Code (including applicable portions of the Code of Federal Regulatlons
incorporated therein) and, specifically, the following Chapters and Rules: -

Chapter 624 Permits.

Rule 62-204.220 Ambient Air Quality Protection

Rule 62-204.240 Ambient Air Quality Standards

Rule 62-204.260 Prevention of Significant Deterioration Increments
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. Permit No. 0570057-001-AC
Blast Furnace PSD-FL-215
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TECHNICAL EVALUATION AND PRELIMINARY DETERMINATION

6.1

6.2

Rule 62-204.360
Rule 62-204.800
Rule 62-210.300
Rule 62-210.350
Rule 62-210.370
Rule 62-210.550
Rule 62-210.650
Rule 62-210.700
Rule 62-210.900
Rule 62-212.300
Rule 62-212.400
Rule 62-296.320
Rule 62-297.310
Rule 62-297.400
Rule 62-297.401
Rule 62-297.520

Designation of Prevention of Significant Deteriortion Areas

Federal Regulations Adopted by Reference
Permits Required

Public Notice and Comments

Reports

Stack Height Policy

Circumvention

Excess Emissions

Forms and Instructions

General Preconstruction Review Requirements
Prevention of Significant Deterioration
General Pollutant Emission Limiting Standards
General Test Requirements

EPA Methods Adopted by Reference

EPA Test Procedures

EPA Performance Specifications

SOURCE IMPACT ANALYSIS

Emission Limitations

(ie.,)

The proposed [facility] [emission unit] will emit the following PSD pollutants (Table 212.400-2):
particulate matter, sulfur dioxide, nitrogen oxides, volatile organic compounds, carbon monoxide,
sulfuric acid mist, fluorides, beryllium, mercury and lead. The permitted allowable emissions for
this [facility] [emission unit] are summarized in Tables 1-1, Air Pollutant Standards and Terms
and the compliance procedures are summarized in Table 1-2 Compliance Requirements.

Emission Summary

{ EMISSION UNIT(S) #'s]

PSD
Pollutants Current Allowable Current Actual New Allowable Net Significant
Increase Level
Ib/hr ton/yr | Ib/hr ton/yr Ib/hr ton/yr ton/yr ton/yr
PM
PM10
502
NOx
CO
Qzone

Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc.

Blast Furnace

Permit No. 0570057-001-AC

PSD-FL-215
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TECHNICAL EVALUATION AND PRELIMINARY DETERMINATION

Sulfuric Acid
Mist

Fluorides

Total
Reduced
Sulfur

Mercury

Beryllium

Lead

Footnotes:

6.3 Control Technology Review
Describe the emission control technologies for each pollutant .refer to BACT determination limits
and rationale.
The BACT document is included as a separate document (see Appendix BD)

6.3.1 Nitrogen Oxides (NO,) [if applicable]
[Explain]

6.3.2 Sulfur Dioxide (SO;) (etc.) [if applicable]

6.4  Air Quality Analysis [See Cleve Holladay]

6.4.1 Introduction
Description of the air quality analysis for this project.
Cleve please include the AIR TOXIC analysis

7. CONCLUSION
Based on the foregoing technical evaluation of the application and additional information
submitted by [Company]., the Department has made a preliminary determination that the
proposed project will comply with all applicable state and federal air pollution regulations
provided the Department’s Best Available Control Technology Determination is implemented and
certain conditions are met. The General and Specific Conditions are listed in the attached draft
conditions of approval .

Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. Permit No. 0570057-001-AC

Blast Furnace PSD- FL-215
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TECHNICAL EVALUATION AND PRELIMINARY DETERMINATION

Permit Engineer:
Meterologist:

Reviewed and Approved by A. A Linero, P.E.

Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. Permit No. 0570057-001-AC
Blast Furnace PSD-FL-215
Page 9 of 9
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TECHNICAL EVALUATION AND PRELIMINARY DETERMINATION l

Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc.
Blast Furnace

Air Permit No. 0570057-001-AC
PSD-FL-215

1. APPLICATION INFORMATION

1.1 Applicant Name and Address

Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc.
1901 North 66th Street
Tampa, Flonda 33619

Authorized Representative:
Willis M. Kithchen, President
1.2 Reviewing and Process Schedule

10-11-95: Date of Receipt of Application
12-01-96: Application complete

2. FACILITY INFORMATION

2.1 Facility Location

Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc.
UTM: Zone 17-364.0 and 3093.6

2.2 Standard Industrial Classification Code

Major Group Number

Group Number

Industry Number

2.3 Facility Category

The secondary metal production industry is on the list of the 28 Major Facility Categories per Chapter
62, Table 62-212.400-1, F.A.C. Since potential emissions from the facility exceed 100 tons per year
(TPY) of sulfur dioxide (SO;), carbon monoxide (CO) and volatile organic compounds (VOCs), thisis a
major facility according to Rule 62-210.200(171), F.A.C. and is a major Title V Source of Air Pollution

per Rule 62-210.200(173).

Page 2




TECHNICAL EVALUATION AND PRELIMINARY DETERMINATION
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. Air Permit No. 0570057-001-AC

Blast Furnace PSD-FL-215

3. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

3.1 This project involves the following emissions unils:

EMISSION
UNIT NoO. EMISSION UNIT DESCRIPTION

Background Information

The permitting and related history of this project is summarized below:

June 2, 1983 - GCR requested exemption from RACT PM limits since < 15 TPY.

Oct. 1983 - EPCHC decided not to require a permit for construction of a new blast furnace but that
baseline testing would be required prior to construction to determine if SO2 emissions
would trigger PSD.

Dec. 1983 - Baseline emission testing conducted for SO2 from the old blast furnace.

Jan. 26,1984 - Renewal permit issued reflecting requirement for baseline SO2 testing.

Dec. 4, 1984 - New permit recommended requiring second SO2 test to determine if PSD-
significant increase was triggered by construction of new blast furnace.

Jan. 28, 1985 - Operating permit A029-95365 issued.

July 17, 1990 - Renewal permit issued with SO2 limit based on 1983 baseline plus 40 TPY.

Nov.19, 1990 - Modification of permit  ?

June 19, 1991 - EPA determined that a PSD construction permit should have been required in
1983 and should be issued after-the-fact.

Oct. 15, 1991 - GCR signed Consent Order with EPCHC requiring filing of PSD application
and GCR’s compliance plan for blast furnace emissions.

Nov. 24, 1992 - GCR application for after-the-fact permit forwarded to BAR-Tallahassee by
EPCHC for PSD processing. EPCHC notified GCR that application was
incomplete.

Mar. 11, 1993 - DEP staff met with GCR and EPCHC to discuss status of application.

Apr. 22, 1993 - DEP letter to GCR outlining requirements for filing a complete application.

May 31, 1994 - GCR submitted PSD application to DEP.

June 28, 1994 - DEP mailed incompleteness letter.

April 20, 1995 - DEP mailed followup letter with deadline of May 26, 1995 for submitting the
requested information.
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May 11, 1995 - GCR responded to incompleteness letter by requesting additional time to

investigate new technologies for lead recovery and desulfurization.

Aug.24, 1995 - DEP drafted Intent to Deny Permit for failure to submit information requested.

Aug.28, 1995 - GCR notified DEP of its intentions to install desulfurization equipment by October

1996 in advance of DEP’s BACT determination.

Aug.29, 1995 - GCR submitted a request for an increase in allowable blast furnace charge rate from
4.58 to 6.50 tons per hour without increasing the allowable emission limits which
would not be exceeded because they are substantially higher than actual emissions.

Sep. 8, 1995 - DEP mailed Intent to Deny Permit due to lack of a timely response to request for
additional information.

Sep.29,1995 - GCR filed request for extension of time to file petition for administrative hearing.

Oct. 6,1995 - GCR contacted the Chief of the Bureau of Air Regulation by phone and obtained
agreement not to deny the permit in return for supplying the requested information
within 30 days.

Oct.11,1995- GCR submitted a response to the request for additional information along with a
revised application incorporating GCR’s proposal to install desulfurization as BACT
for SO2 removal and an afterburner for VOC control.

Oct.17,1995- GCR provided DEP with written notification of NESHAPS applicability as a major
source under Subpart X as required by 40CFR63 .9(b), indicating a comphance date
of June 23, 1997.

Oct.27,1995-GCR submitted refined modeling that was required in DEP’s June 28, 1994 letter.

Nov. 21,1995- DEP requested additional information regarding the revised application submitted
on October 11, 1995 with respect to GCR’s proposed new desulfurization and
afterburner projects.

Nov.27,1995-EPCHC submitted comments on GCR’s revised application.

Dec.4,1995- USDOI submitted comments on GCR’s revised application.

Dec.11,1995- GCR filed third request for extension of time to file petition for hearing.

Jan.10,1996-GCR submitted responses to DEP’s Nov. 21, 1995 request for information and to

EPCHC’s comments of Nov. 27, 1995,

Feb.7,1996-EPCHC submitted comments on GCR’s Jan. 10 submittal.

Feb.8,1996-DEP wrote followup letter to GCR pointing out information still incomplete.

Feb.9,1996-GCR filed fourth request for extension of time to file petition for hearing.

Mar.15,1996-GCR responded to DEP’s Feb. 8 letter by providing additional information.

Mar.28,1996-Meeting of DEP, EPCHC and GCR representatives was held in Tallahassee.

Apr.4,1996-EPCHC sent letter to GCR requesting additional information for EPCHC’s BACT

proposal for SO2 control.

May 31,1996-GCR responded to EPCHC’s Apr. 4 letter and provided BACT cost data.

Jun.11,1996-DEP wrote followup letter to GCR concerning the March 28 meeting and the fact that

the revised application was still incomplete.

Jun.24,1996-GCR submitted a restatement of its position on the issues as its response to DEP’s

June 11 letter.

Jun.24,1996-EPCHC denied GCR’s Mar. 25, 1996 soda ash silo construction permit application

since the silo is part of the desulfurization project which is tied to DEP’s BACT
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determination for the blast furnace.

Jul.16,1996-DEP responded to GCR’s June 24 restatement of its position by foregoing any further
information requests from GCR while attempting to obtain the necessary information
from other sources.

Jul.22,1996-GCR notified DEP by letter that a contract had been entered into for installing
desulfurization at a guaranteed sulfur removal rate of 66%. GCR acknowledged that
the 66% removal rate will not meet BACT requirements but that 75% removal would
and that 75% could be achieved within four years. GCR requested that the PSD
permit application be processed under the innovative control technology provisions of
Rule 62-212.400(3)(f)4., F.A.C. as a temporary exemption from PSD requirements.

Jul.25,1996- DEP responded to GCR’s July 22 letter explaining that Rule 62-212.400(3)(f)4.,
providing for a temporary exclusion from increment consumption, could not be
applied to desulfurization as an innovative technology since the standard
desulfurization process has been adequately demonstrated as a proven technology.
DEP also confirmed that 75% removal has not been determined as BACT.

Aug.15,1996-GCR executed a waiver of the permit processing clock until Dec. 5, 1996.

Sep.4,1996-EPCHC negotiated a consent order with GCR allowing installation of desulfurization
and the afterburner project while addressing recent emission violations.

Sep.5,1996-DEP permit engineer toured the GNB battery recycling facility in Columbus, Georgia
to obtain information on state of the art desulfurization and SO2 scrubbing.

Oct.17,1996-The GNB plant in Columbus, Georgia provided their SO2 scrubber cost data to

DEP.
Dec.2,1996-GCR executed a waiver of the permit processing clock until June 3, 1997.
Dec.3,1996-DEP confirmed by letter an agreement reached by teleconference with GCR whereby
GCR will research available options for advanced desulfurization and submit a report
to DEP by January 2, 1997
Dec.27,1996-GCR submitted its research report on desulfurization concluding that repulping and
refiltering of the desulfurization paste would improve sulfur removal only 1/2 to 1.0%.
Jan.6,1997-DEP sent GCR an analysis of the report concluding that instead of 1/2 to 1.0%, the
improvement in sulfur removal from repupling and refiltering would be about 22%.

Jan.10,1997-EPCHC submitted comments on DEP’s Jan. 6 letter agreeing that the improvement

would be over 20% and stating that repulping/refiltering may be cost effective.

Feb.3,1997-DEP received letter from M.A. Industries (GCR’s desulfurization contractor) stating

that they have not had any experience with advanced desulfurization (such as that
installed at the Columbus, GA facility).

Mar.28,1997-DEP received letter from Lake Engineering confirming that the new GNB facility in

Columbus has already demonstrated 89% sulfur removal. Plans call for reaching
98% through further refinements.
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History of blast and slag furnace exhaust emission limits:

Permit No. A029-12482 A029-78246 ?  A029-173310
1981 1984 1984 1990

Input (tons/hr)  4.67 4.67 4.58 4,58

PM (Ib/hr) 2.50 2.50 2.50 2.15

PM (ton/yr) 9.75 9.75 9.75 8.38

Pb (ib/hr) 1.81 1.81 1.81 1.81

Pb (tons/yr) 7.01 7.01 7.01 7.06

S02 (Ib/hr) - - - 3842

SO2 (tons/yr) 1,498.3

4. FACILITY DESCRIPTION

4.1 General
4.2 Process Description Q‘/{)R
&w Croian.

4.2.1 Emission Unit ID 079 - Diatomaceous Earth Unloading

Diatomaceous earth (DE) is pneumatically unloaded from trucks or railcars and conveyed to a
storage silo. The silo is fitted with an efficient'baghouse to control PM emissions from the transfer
operation. The maximum DE unloading rate is cu‘qrgntly 12 TPH. The DE is then transferred to a weigh
bin before it is pneumatically transferred to the acid defluorination tanks. With the proposed plant
expansion, the DE unloading operation will remain]the 3 (12 TPH, maximum), but maximum operating
hours will increase to 8,760 hr/yr. DE will be pne 1r‘natically conveyed to the acid batch tanks in both the
existing and the new animal feed plants. lt

4722 Emission Unit ID 103 - Acid Defluorinatiof

DE is metered from the weigh bin to the acid batch tanks where it is slurried with PFS and
defluorinated in a batch stripping process. The existing AFI Plant No. 1 has two batch tanks. The
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proposed plant will add two additional batch tanks. At the conclusion of the batch operation, defluorinated
PFS is pumped to the storage tanks.

Fluoride emissions from the acid batch tanks are controlled by wet scrubbers. The two existing
AFI Plant No. 1 batch tanks are controlled by a single wet scrubber. The two new AFI Plant No. 2 batch
tanks will be controlled by a separate wet scrubber, equivalent in design to the existing AFI Plant No. 1
wet scrubber.

4.2.3 Emission Unit ID 080 - Granulation Process

The defluorinated PFS is reacted with limestone to produce calcium phosphate. Ground limestone
is pneumatically unloaded from trucks into a bulk storage silo adjacent to the granulation plant area for
AFI Plant No. 1. The maximum limestone unloading rate is 25 TPH. A baghouse controls PM emissions
from the transfer operation. Limestone is periodically transferred from the storage silo by pneumatic
conveyor to the limestone day bin in the granulation plant building. PM emissions from the day bin are
controlled by a baghouse. The baghouse is vented back inside the.

The limestone is metered from the limestone day bin into a hopper and then into a high speed
mixer where it reacts with heated defluorinated PFS to form a mixture of MCP or DCP. The proportions
of limestone and hot acid are adjusted to determine the grade of AFP. The acid and limestone slurry is
combined in the mixer. A stream of dust and crushed oversize material from the recycle system are added
to the acid/limestone slurry in the pug mill, which produces a granular material. The material then
discharges into the rotary dryer.

The damp calcium phosphate solids discharge from the pug mill directly into the rotary dryer.
Heated air is supplied from a separate combustion chamber which is normally fueled by natural gas.
Provisions are made to use No. 2 fuel oil as a stand-by fuel for less than 400 hours per year. Dry solids
discharge from the end of the dryer, through a grizzly, into the dryer elevator. The dryer exhaust gases
pass through cyclones to capture product, and then through a venturi scrubber for PM control.

The AFI Plant No. 2 will utilize the existing limestone unloading system and storage silo. This
system will be common to both plants. The AFI Plant No.2 granulation area will be equivalent in design to
the AFI Plant No. 1 granulation area. The maximum production rate of the AFI Plant No. 2 dryer will be
the same as the AFI Plant No. 1 dryer: 150,000 TPY of AFP, which equates to 24.17 TPH based on a 17-
hour day, 365 days per year. The proposed future production rate of both AFI No. 1 and No. 2 plants
combined will be 300,000 TPY, or 48.35 TPH based on a 17-hour day.

4.2.4 Emission Unit ID 103 - Solids Handling
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The solids handling section of the AFI Plant No. 1 granulation plant takes the solids discharged
from the dryer and classifies, cools and de-dusts the materials. The dryer elevator discharges matenal onto
a double-deck screen which separates the material into oversize, product and fine streams. Provisions are
made to bypass excess recycle material around the screen directly to the roller mill, which also receives the

oversize material from the screen.

Product size material from the screen discharges to a fluid bed classifier/cooler. This unit has a
dual function; positive removal of dust and fines from the product stream by entrainment into the fluidizing
air; and cooling of the product material to minimize storage and shipping problems. Cooled, onsize
material is discharged from the fluid bed unit into the product storage silos. Particulate emissions from the
mills and classifier/cooler are vented to the equipment vents cyclones and then to the dryer venturi
scrubber.

The AFI Plant No. 2 will utilize an identical system for solids handling, consisting of a fluid bed
cooler/classifier and roller mills. AFP will be sent to the existing product silos which also serve AFI Plant
No. 1. Particulate emissions from the AFI Plant No. 2 mills and classifier/cooler will be vented to the
equipment vent cyclones and then to the dryer venturi scrubber within the plant. The exhaust from the
scrubber exits through the AFI Plant No. 2 common stack.

4.2.5 Emission Unit ID 081- Product Loadout

The existing product loadout system will serve both AFI No. 1 and No. 2 plants. Withdrawal of
product from the product silos is metered to the loadout elevator and then to the loadout surge bin,
loadout weigh building bin, and finally to trucks or railcars. The maximum loading rate through the
loadout system is 100 TPH. The silos and load-out systems are equipped with ventilation systems and a
baghouse to control PM emissions. An 80-ton tank is used to store off-specification material for recycle.
PM emissions from the tank are vented to the equipment vent cyclones.

The process flow diagram for this facility is presented in Figure 2-1.

5. RULE APPLICABILITY

The proposed project is subject to preconstruction review under the applicable provisions of
Chapter 403, Florida Statutes, and Chapters 62-204, 62-210, 62-212, 62-296 and 62-297 of the Florida
Administrative Code (F.A.C.). This facility is located in Hillsborough County, an area designated as air
quality maintenance area for PM. The proposed project is subject to review under Rule 62-212.400.,
F.A.C., Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD), because the emission increases for PM/PMy,, F and
NO, exceed the significance emission rates given in Chapter 62, Table 62-212.400-2. This review consists
of a determination of Best Available Control Technology (BACT) and unless otherwise exempted, an
analysis of the air quality impact of the proposed project’s impacts on soils, vegetation and visibility; along
with air quality impacts resulting from associated commercial, residential and industrial growth. The
emission units affected by this modification shall comply with all applicable provisions of the Florida
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Administrative Code (including applicable portions of the Code of Federal Regulations) and, specifically,

the following chapters and rules:

Chapter 62-4

Rule 62-204.220
Rule 62-204.240
Rule 62-204.260
Rule 62-204.360
Rule 62-204.800
Rule 62-210.300
Rule 62-210.350
Rule 62-210.370
Rule 62-210.550
Rule 62-210.650
Rule 62-210.700
Rule 62-210.900
Rule 62-212.300
Rule 62-212.400
Rule 62-212.500
Rule 62-296.320
Rule 62-296.330
Rule 62-296.403
Rule 62-296.700

Rule 62-296.705
Rule 62-296.711

Rule 62-297.310
Rule 62-297.400
Rule 62-297-401
Rule 62-297.520

Permits.

Ambient Air Quality Protection

Ambient Air Quality Standards

Prevention of Significant Deterioration Increments
Designation of Prevention of Significant Deteriration Areas
Federal Regulations Adopted by Reference

Permits Required

Public Notice and Comments

Reports

Stack Height Policy

Circumvention

Excess Emissions

Forms and Instructions

General Preconstruction Review Requirements

Prevention of Significant Deterioration

Preconstruction Review for Nonattainment Areas

General Pollutant Emission Limiting Standards

Best Available Control Technology (BACT)

Phosphate Processing

Reasonable Available Control Technology (RACT) Particulate
Matter

Phosphate Processing Operations

Materials Handling, Sizing, Screening, Crushing and Grinding
Operations

General Test Requirements

EPA Methods Adopted by Reference

EPA Test Procedures

EPA Performance Specifications

The Animal Feed Ingredient plant is not subject to the NSPS requirements.

These emission units shall comply with all applicable requirements of 40 CFR 60, General

Provisions, Subpart A.
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6. SOURCE IMPACT ANALYSIS

6.1  Emission Summary
ANIMAL FEED INGREDIENT PLANT No. 1
Source / Emission Current Allowable New Allowable
Unit ID Pollutants
Ib/hr ton/yr | Ib/hr ton/yr
Common Stack / PM/PM;, |[2.82 11.69 6.00 26.28
078 F 0.53 1.6 0.53(a) | 1.63
DE Silo / 079 PM/PM,y | Owazzu 0.011 0.089 039
.089
Limestone Silo / 080 PM/PM;, [ 0.12 0.21 0.12 0.52
AFP Loadout System /| PM/PM,, | 2.96 2,96 2.22 3.89
081

ANIMAL FEED INGREDIENT PLANT No. 2

Source / Emission Pollutants New Allowable
Unit ID lb/yr ton/yr

Common Stack / PM/PM,o 6.00 26.28

103 F 0.53 (a) 1.63

COMBINED AFI PLANTS No. 1 & No. 2
Allowable Emissions Net Increase PSD
Source Pollutants Significant Level
1b/hr ton/yr ton/yr ton/yr
PM/PM,, 14.43 57.36 57.36 25/15
Plant F 1.05 3.26 3.26 3
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Total Emissions from Fuel Combustion

No.2 Fuel Oil Natural Gas
Pollutants
th/hr ton/yr lb/hr ton/yr
SO, 47.01 940 0.056 0.24
NO, 13.24 2.65 12.98 56.84
CcO 331 0.66 3.24 14.21
YOC 0.132 0.026 0.26 1.14
Footnote:

(a) - Based on 223.6 tons P;Os per batch run; 1 batch per day and 17 hours per batch, operating 365 days
per year.

6.2 Emission Limitations

This facility emits the following PSD regulated pollutants: particulate matter, nitrogen oxides and
fluorides. This facility was originally permitted under air construction permit AC29-242897, issued June
16, 1994. This permit was amended on January 12, 1996, with the issuance of air construction permit
0570008-002-AC. The purpose of the amendment was to update the design data for the plant.

This new PSD review, PSD-FL-234, will cover the increases in the production rate of the AFI plant
and revise the current PM emission limit. The permitted emissions and compliance requirements for this
facility are summarized in Tables 1-1, Air Pollutant Emission Standards and Terms, and Table 2-1,
Compliance Requirements

6.3. AIR QUALITY ANALYSIS

6.3.1 Introduction

The proposed project will emit three pollutants at levels in excess of PSD significant amounts:
NO,, PM/PMy, and F. The air quality impact analyses required by the PSD regulations for these
pollutants include:

An analysis of existing air quality for PM;9, NO; and F;

A significant impact analysis for PMye and NOy;

A PSD increment analysis for PM;y and NO,

An Ambient Air Quality Standards (AAQS) analysis for PM,q and NO3; and
An analysis of impacts on soils, vegetation, and visibility

and of growth-related air quality modeling impacts.

* O O X N
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The analysis of existing air quality generally relies on preconstruction monitoring data collected
with EPA-approved methods. The significant impact, PSD increment and AAQS analyses depend on air
quality dispersion modeling carried out in accordance with EPA guidelines.

Based on the required analyses, the Department has reasonable assurance that the proposed project,
as described in this report and subject to the conditions of approval proposed herein, will not cause or
contribute to a violation of any AAQS or PSD increment. However, the following EPA-directed stack
height language is included: "In approving this permit, the Department has determined that the application
complies with the applicable provisions of the stack height regulations as revised by EPA on July 8, 1985
(50 FR 27892). Portions of the regulations have been remanded by a panel of the U.S. Court of Appeals
for the D.C. Circuit in NRDC v. Thomas, 838 F. 2d 1224 (D.C. Cir. 1988). Consequently, this permit may
be subject to modification if and when EPA revises the regulation in response to the court decision. This
may result in revised emission limitations or may affect other actions taken by the source owners or
operators." A discussion of the required analyses follows.

6.3.2 Analysis Of Existing Air Quality And Determination Of Background Concentrations

Preconstruction ambient air quality monitoring is required for all pollutants subject to PSD review
unless otherwise exempted or satisfied. This monitoring requirement may be satisfied by using previously
existing representative monitoring data, if available. An exemption to the monitoring requirement may be
obtained if the maximum air quality impact resulting from the projected emissions increase, as determined
by air quality modeling, is less than a pollutant-specific de minimus concentration. In addition, if an
acceptable monitoring method for the specific pollutant has not been established by EPA, monitoring may
not be required.

If preconstruction ambient monitoring is exempted, determination of background concentrations for
PSD significant pollutants with established AAQS may still be necessary for use in any required AAQS
analysis. These concentrations may be established from the required preconstruction ambient air quality
monitoring analysis or from previously existing representative monitoring data. These background ambient
air quality concentrations are added to pollutant impacts predicted by modeling and represent the air
quality impacts of sources not included in the modeling.

The table below shows that PM,, and F impacts from the project are predicted to be greater than
the de minimus levels; therefore, preconstruction ambient air quality monitoring is required for PMjo and
F. The department is not requiring preconstruction monitoring for F for this project because there are no
EPA-approved monitoring methods for F. The maximum impact of the project’s F emissions were
modeled, however, and compared to the department’s draft ambient reference concentrations for F; the
modeling results are presented in the F impacts section. Additionally, a BACT determination which will set
maximum emission limits for F emissions 1s required for this project. Previously existing representative
monitoring data from a PM;, monitor in the vicinity of the facility (Gardinier Park) are used to fulfill the
PM;, monitoring requirement and to establish a PM,, background concentration for use in the AAQS
analysis. The table below shows that NO, impacts from the project are predicted to be less than the de
minimus level. Therefore, preconstruction ambient air quality monitoring is not required for this pollutant.
However, since an AAQS analysis is required for NO, (the project's impacts alone for this pollutant is
greater than significant, as will be discussed later in this section), previously existing representative
monitoring data from an NO, monitor located in the vicinity of the project (Gandy Boulevard) is used to
establish a background concentration. Background concentrations for PM;o and NO2 are 20 ug/m3 and 21
ug/m3, respectively.
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Maximum Project Air Quality Impacts for Comparison
to the De Minimus Ambient Levels.

Max Predicted Impact De Minimus
Pollutant Avg. Time Impact1 Greater Level
(ug/m3) Than De Minimus? (ug/m?)
PM;q 24-hour 14.4 YES 10
F 24-hour 0.83 YES 0.25
NO, Annual 1.4 NO 14

6.3.3 Models And Meteorological Data Used In Significant Impact, PSD And AAQS Analyses

The EPA-approved Industrial Source Complex Short-Term (ISCST3) dispersion model was used
to evaluate the pollutant emissions from the proposed project and other existing major facilities. The
model determines ground-level concentrations of inert gases or small particles emitted into the atmosphere
by point, area and volume sources. The model incorporates elements for plume rise, transport by the mean
wind, Gaussian dispersion, and pollutant removal mechanisms such as deposition. The ISCST3 model
allows for the separation of sources, building wake downwash, and various other input and output
features. A series of specific model features, recommended by the EPA, are referred to as the regulatory
options. The applicant used the EPA recommended regulatory options in each modeling scenario.
Direction-specific downwash parameters were used for all sources for which downwash was considered.

Meteorological data used in the ISCST3 model consisted of a concurrent 5-year period of hourly
surface weather observations and twice-daily upper air soundings from the National Weather Service
(NWS) stations at Tampa International Airport, Florida (surface data) and Ruskin, Florida (upper air data).
The 5-year period of meteorological data was from 1987 through 1991. These NWS stations were
selected for use in the study because they are the closest primary weather stations to the study area and are
most representative of the project site. The surface observations included wind direction, wind speed,
temperature, cloud cover and cloud ceiling.

Since five years of data were used in ISCST3, the highest-second- high (HSH) short-term predicted
concentrations were compared with the appropriate AAQS or PSD increments. For the annual averages,
the highest predicted yearly average was compared with the standards. For determining the project’s
significant impact area in the vicinity of the facility and if there are significant impacts from the project on
any PSD Class I area, both the highest short-term predicted concentrations and the highest predicted yearly
averages were compared to their respective significant impact levels.

6.3.4 Significant Impact Analysis

Initially, the applicant conducted modeling using only the proposed project's emissions. Receptors
were placed within 5 km of the facility, which is located in a PSD Class II area, and the Chassahowitzka
National Wilderness Area (CNWA) which is a PSD Class 1 area located approximately 86 km to the north-
northwest of the project at its closest point. For each pollutant subject to PSD and also subject to PSD
increment and/or AAQS analyses, this modeling compared maximum predicted impacts due to the project
with PSD significant impact levels to determine whether significant impacts due to the project were
predicted in the vicinity of the facility or in the CNWA. The tables below show the results of this

Page 13




TECHNICAL EVALUATION AND PRELIMINARY DETERMINATION
Air Permit No. 0570057-001-AC

PSD-FL-215

Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc.

Blast Furnace

modeling. The radius of significant impact, if any, for each pollutant and applicable pollutant averaging
time is also shown in the tables below.

Maximum Project Air Quality Impacts for Comparison
to the PSD Class IT Significant Impact Levels in the Vicinity of the Facility.

Max Predicted Significant Significant Radius of
Pollutant Avg. Time Impact Impact Impact? Significant
(ug/m?) Level (ug/m®) Impact (km)
Annual 22 1 YES 3
PMjq
24-hour 14.4 5 YES 3
NO, Annual 1.35 1 YES 1.5
Maximum Project Air Quality Impacts for Comparison
to the PSD Class I Significant Impact Levels (CNWA)
Max. Predicted Significant National Park
Pollutant Averaging Impact at Class | Impact? Service (NPS)
Time Area(s) Significant Impact
(ug/m%) Level
(ug/m*)
Annual 0.004 NO 0.08
PM;q
24-hour 0.09 NO 0.27
NO» Annual 0.003 NO 0.025

As shown in the tables the maximum air quality impacts due to PM;o and NOy emissions from the
proposed project are greater than the significant impact levels in the vicinity of the facility but not in the
Class I area. Therefore, the applicant was required to do further PMjo and NO; modeling in the vicinity of
the facility, within the applicable significant impact area, to determine the impacts of the project along with
all other sources in the vicinity of the facility. The significant impact area is based upon the predicted
radius of significant impact. No further modeling for Class I impacts was required.

6.3.5 Receptor Network For PSD Class Il Increment And AAQS Analyses

For the AAQS and PSD Class 11 analyses, receptor grids normally are based on the size of the
significant impact area for each pollutant. For predicting maximum PM  concentrations in the vicinity of
the facility, a polar receptor grid comprised of 119 discrete and 108 reguliar grid receptors was used for the
screening analysis. The discrete receptors included 36 receptors located on the plant property boundary at
10-degree intervals, plus 83 additional off-property receptors at distances of 0.5, 0.8, 1.1, and 1.5 km from
the No. 9 Sulfuric Acid Plant stack, which is the origin of the air modeling coordinate system for this
project The regular polar grid receptors were located at radial distances of 2.0, 2.5 and 3.0 km. For
predicting maximum Noy impacts in the vicinity of the facility, only the 119 discrete polar grid receptors
were used in the modeling analysis since the radius of significant impact for NO, was only 1.5 km.
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Modeling refinements were done by using a polar receptor grid with a maximum spacing of 100 m
along each radial and an angular spacing between radials of 2 degrees.

6.3.6 PSD Class Il Increment Analysis

The PSD increment represents the amount that new sources in an area may increase ambient
ground level concentrations of a pollutant. The results of the PSD Class I increment analysis are
presented in the table below. They show that the maximum predicted impacts are less than the allowable
increments.

PSD Class I Increment Analysis

Max. Predicted Impact Greater Allowable
Pollutant Averaging Impact1 Than Allowable Increment
Time (ug/m*) Increment? (ug/m?)
Annual 1.0 NO 17
PMq
24-hour 11.6 NO 30
NO2 Annual 5.4 NO 25

6.3.7. AAQS Analysis

For pollutants subject to an AAQS review, the total impact on ambient air quality is obtained by
adding a "background" concentration to the maximum modeled concentration. This "background"
concentration takes into account all sources of a particular pollutant that are not explicitly modeled. The
results of the AAQS analysis are summarized in the table below. As shown in this table, emissions from
the proposed facility are not expected to cause or contribute to a violation of an AAQS.

Ambient Air Quality Impacts

Major Background Total Total Florida
Pollutant Averaging Sources Conc. Impact Impact AAQS
Time Impact (ug/m?) (ug/m?) Greater (ug/m?)
(ug/m?) Than AAQS
Annual 23 20 43 NO 50
PM;q
24-hour 93 20 113 NO 150
NO, Annual 35 21 56 NO 100

6.3.8 Fluoride Impacts Analysis

The maximum predicted impacts of F from the project are shown below. These impacts are less

than the draft Florida Ambient Reference Concentrations (ARC).
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TECHNICAL EVALUATION AND PRELIMINARY DETERMINATION
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. Air Permit No. 0570057-001-AC

Blast Furnace PSD-FL-215

Fluoride Impacts
8- hour 24- hour
Impact | ARC | Impact | ARC
ug/m) | (ug/m?) | (ug/m®) | (ug/m’)
1.62 24 0.83 6

6.4, Additional Impacts Analysis

6.4.1. Impacts On Soils, Vegetation, And Wildlife

The maximum ground-level concentrations predicted to occur for PM1q, and NOy as a result of the
proposed project, including background concentrations and all other nearby sources, will ’f:e below the
associated AAQS. The AAQS are designed to protect both the public health and welfare. As such, this
project is not expected to have a harmful impact on soils and vegetation in the PSD Class II area. An air
quality related values (AQRV) analysis was done by the applicant for the Class I area. No significant
impacts on this area are expected.

6.4.2. Impact On Visibility

Visual Impact Screening and Analysis (VISCREEN), the EPA-approved Level I visibility computer
model, was used to estimate the impact of the proposed project's stack emissions on visibility in the
CNWA. The results indicate that the maximum visibility impacts do not exceed the screening criteria
inside or outside this area. As a result, there is no significant impact on visibility predicted for this Class I
area. In addition a regional haze analysis was done. This analysis predicted no adverse impacts upon
regional haze.

6.4.3 Growth-Related Air Quality Impacts

There will be a small number of temporary construction workers during construction and no
significant increase in the number of new permanent workers after project is completed. There will be no
significant impacts on air quality caused by associated population growth.

Good Engineering Practice (GEP) stack height means the greater of: (1) 65 m (213 ft) or (2) the
maximum nearby building height plus 1.5 times the building height or width, whichever is less. The plant's
main stack will be 76.3 m (250 ft), respectively. This stack will not exceed the GEP stack height and will
comply with GEP stack height regulations. However, this stack will be less than GEP; therefore, the
potential for building downwash to occur was considered in the modeling analysis for this stack.

7. CONCLUSION

Based on the foregoing technical evaluation of the application and additional information submitted
by Cargill Fertilizers, Inc., the Department has made a preliminary determination that the proposed project
will comply with all applicable state and federal air pollution regulations provided the Department’s Best
Available Control Technology Determination is implemented and certain conditions are met. The General
and Specific Conditions are listed in the attached draft conditions of approval.

Page 16



TECHNICAL EVALUATION AND PRELIMINARY DETERMINATION
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. Air Permit No. 0570057-001-AC

Blast Furnace PSD-FL-215

Permit Engineer: §. Arif
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May 9, 1997
CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Mr. Stephen Smallwoed, P.E.
ERM-South, Inc.

2700 Blair Stone Road - Suite C
Tallahassee, Florida 32314

RE: Blast Furnace Permit (PSD-FL-215)
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc.

Dear Mr. Smallwood:

This is in response to your May 8 letter concluding that the EPA was incorrect in 1991 when it
determined that the 1984 blast furnace replacement is subject to the PSD rules. The Department’s position on
this issue remains unchanged. The EPA properly made its determination of actual contemporaneous
emissions based on a five-year average rather than the usual two-year average since the 1982/1983 increase
from 74 to 374 tons SO2 per year suggested that the 374 was not representative of normal source operation.
Also, it must be remembered that the construction permit, had it been submitted, would have been submitted
in 1983; i.e. before the 374 was incurred and therefore the 374 figure would not have been the two-year
average used. In 1983, past actual emissions vs. future potential emissions would have triggered PSD since
future potential emissions were obviously greater than the actual emissions incurred.

However, it may turn out that there is no longer a need for an after-the-fact PSD construction permit
since the August 28, 1996 Consent Order accomplishes most of what the permit would have required. Before
we received your May 8 letter, we forwarded the enclosed draft letter to Brian Beals at EPA for comment.
The EPCHC is in agreement with the approach and if Gulf Coast will agree to an amendment of the Consent
Order requiring refiltering/repulping equipment to be installed if the new desulfurization unit does not
consistently remove at least 75% of the sulfur, the permitting issue will be resolved. We will let you know of
EPA’s decision as soon as we receive it.

If you have any questions, please contact John Reynolds or Al Linero at (904)488-1344.

Sincerely,

C. H. Fancy, P.E., Chicf
Bureau of Air Regulation

Enclosure

c. B. Beals, EPA Region 1V
J. Campbell, EPCHC
B. Thomas, SWD



May 8§, 1997

Mr. C.H. Fancy, P.E.

Chief, Bureau of Air Regulation

Division of Air Resources Management

Florida Department of Environmental Protection
2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, FL 32301

Mail Drop 5500

Re: Gulf Coast Recycling, Tampa, FL
After-the-Fact Air Construction Permit Application
information Requested

Dear Mr. Fancy:

At our last meeting on the air construction permit application for Guif
Coast Recycling, vou asked me to provide vou with :

(1) a clarification of the operation and/or shut down of each of the
two 40 ton lead blast furnaces that were in operation before the
construction of the new 60ton lead blast furnace; and --

{2) the annual SO2 emisstons for the plant for 1991-1996 as reported
on the company’s Annual Operating Reports (AORs) that have been
submitted to the Department through the Hillsborough County EPC.

40 TON BLAST FURNACES

Prior to the construction and operation of the new 60 ton blast furnace,
Gulf Coast Recycling operated two 40 ton lead scrap blast furnaces at
their Tampa plant. The two fumaces were vented to the atmosphere by a
common stack and permitted and operated as one emissions unit. One of
the furnaces was designated as the primary furnace, the other as the
backup furnace. Whenever one of the furnaces was in operation, the other
furnace was down. Thev were never operated at the same time.

When the new 60 ton blast furnace went into operation, the emissions unit
consisting of the two 40 tons furnaces (primary & backup) were shut
down, and have not been operated since then. The SO2 emissions
reported to the Department for the plant for calender vears 1983 & 1984
represents the typical operation of the two furnace emissions unit during
the two year period prior to the startup of the new 60 ton blast furnace.
The AOR SO2 data for the years 1985-1996 represents the operation of
the new blast fumace during that period, with the old two 40 ton furnaces
emissions unit permanently shutdown.

TAL AR 70597 GOR SITW.INF ' I 657.02

ERM-South, Inc.

2700 Blair Stone Road
Suite C

Tallahassee, Florida 32301
Mail Address:

P.O. Box 7459
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'EIT]

[ Y

el
ERM.
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Miami, Florida 33126-2063
(305) 267-6667

{305) 267-1117 {fax)

1901 S. Congress Avenue
Suite 480

Boynton Beach, Florida
33426-6356

(561) 736-4648

(561) 735-7793 (fax)

A member of the Environmental
Resources Management Group



Mr. C.H. Fancy, P.E.
May 8, 1997
Page 2

1991-96 AOR $O2 DATA

The following table summarizes the annual SO2 emissions for Gulf Coast
Recycling’s lead battery recyeling plant, located in Tampa, Hillsborough
County, Florida. The blast furnaces (the former two 40 ton furnace
emissions unit & the new 60 ton emissions unit have been the onlv
sources of SO2 emission from the plant.

TABLE 1 - ANNUAL SO2 EMISSIONS - GULF COAST RECYCLING
1983-84 & 1991-96

Calendar Year Hours of SO2 Emission | SO2 Emisston
Operation Rate (Ibs/hr)’ Rate (tons/yr)y
1985 7272 374 1560
1684 7600 374 1421
1983-84 Ave 13905
1983-84 Ave ) Na Na 1430
Plus 39.5 TPY”
1991 7752 261 1014
1992 7756 343 1330
1993 7392 377 1396
1994 7392 334 1249
1995 7704 338 1305
1996 7800 313 1223

Source: Gulf Coast Recveling's AQR Reports to the EPCHC & the FL DEP

1 - Based on EPA Method 6(SO2) Tests - one hour runs per FDEP
instructions in 1982

2-[SO2 Emission Rate (Ibs/hr) x Hours of Operation] / 2000 ibs./ton.

3 - PSD SO2 Significant Net Emission [ncrease level for the SO2
emissions from the new 60 ton blast furnace, per the Florida PSD rule.

TAL 7 AIR /(0597 /(GCR_6QTNLINY /2




Mr, C.H. Fancy, P.E.
May 8, 1997
Page 3

CONCLUSION

The Florida PSD rule is very clear on how to determine if a significant net
emissions increase would occur as of any given date. Agency practice for
both FL DEP and U.S. EPA in Florida has been to used the reported AOR
data when it is available for the air poliutant of concem. Using the
available AOR data and calculating the significant net emissions increase
level as prescribed by the rule results in a value of 1430 ton SO2 per year.

The consent order that required Gulf Coast Recycling to apply for an
after-the-Fact air construction permit resolved any violations that might
have occurred before that time. Since then the plant’s annual SO2
emissions have been below the 1430 level. The company didn’t apply for
a construction permit in 1982-83 because the FL DEP and EPCHC air
staff told the company that it did not need to. The FL DEP Tampa District
Office issued an air operation permit which contained limits on SO2
emissions and hours of operation that the air staff apparently thought
preluded the need for a PSD review. It is not clear to me why they
thought an air construction permit was not needed.

In 1982-83, the company should have applied for a construction permit for
the new 60 ton blast fumace. That construction permit should have
included specific condition that addressed the EPA NSPS limits and any
other SIP limits or requirements that applied to the new furnace, and
should have, at the company’s written request, contained a specific
condition that limited the SO2 emissions from the 60 ton furnace to not
more than 1430 tons per year. That 1s still what needs to be done.

After vou have reviewed and considered this information, I would like to
meet with you to discuss how we need to proceed to resolve this issue as
expeditiously as possible. If there are any other outstanding issues, please
identifv them for me as soon as possible.

Project Manager
Air Quality Services

Tallahassee Office
SS/ssm
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Re: Gulf Coast Recycling, Tampa, FL
After-the-Fact Air Construction Permit Application
Information Requested

{(Jﬂ/ffc

Dear Mr. Fancy:

At our last meeting on the air construction permit application for Gulf
Coast Recycling, you asked me to provide you with :

(1) a clarification of the operation and/or shut down of each of the
two 40 ton lead blast furnaces that were in operation before the
construction of the new 60ton lead blast furnace; and --

(2) the annual SO2 emissions for the plant for 1991-1996 as reported
on the company’s Annual Operating Reports (AORs) that have been
submitted to the Department through the Hillsborough County EPC.

40 TON BLAST FURNACES

Prior to the construction and operation of the new 60 ton blast furnace,
Gulf Coast Recycling operated two 40 ton lead scrap blast furnaces at
their Tampa plant. The two furnaces were vented to the atmosphere by a
common stack and permitted and operated as one emissions unit. One of
the furnaces was designated as the primary furmnace, the other as the
backup furnace. Whenever one of the furnaces was in operation, the other
furnace was down. They were never operated at the same time.

When the new 60 ton blast furnace went into operation, the emissions unit
consisting of the two 40 tons furnaces (primary & backup) were shut
down, and have not been operated since then. The SO2 emissions
reported to the Department for the plant for calender years 1983 & 1984
represents the typical operation of the two furnace emissions unit during
the two year period prior to the startup of the new 60 ton blast furnace.
The AOR SO2 data for the vears 1985-1996 represents the operation of
the new blast furnace during that period, with the old two 40 ton fumaces
emissions unit permanently shutdown.
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Mr. C.H. Fancy, P.E.
May 8 1997
Page 2

1991-96 AOR SO2 DATA

The following table summarizes the annual SO2 emissions for Gulf Coast
Recycling’s lead battery recycling plant, located in Tampa, Hillsborough k' |
County, Florida. The blast furnaces (the former two 40 ton furnace =
emissions unit & the new 60 ton emissions unit have been the only
sources of SO2 emission from the plant.

TABLE 1 - ANNUAL SO2 EMISSIONS - GULF COAST RECYCLING
1983-84 & 1991-96

Calendar Year Hours of SO2 Emission SO2 Emission
Operation Rate (1bs/hr)’ Rate (tons/yr)*
1983 7272 374 1360
1984 7600 374 1421
1983-84 Ave 1390.5
1983-84 Ave Na Na 1430
Plus 39.5 TPY’
1991 7752 261 1014
1992 7756 343 1330
1993 7392 377 1396
1994 7392 334 1249
1995 7704 338 1303
1996 7800 313 1223

Source: Gulf Coast Recyelings AOR Reports to the EPCHC & the FL DEP

1 - Based on EPA Method 6(SO2) Tests - one hour runs per FDEP
instructions in 1982,

2 - [SO2 Emission Rate (Ibs/hr) x Hours of Operation] / 2000 lbs./ton.

3 - PSD SO2 Significant Net Emission Increase level for the SO2
emissions from the new 60 ton blast furnace, per the Florida PSD rule.
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Mr. C.H. Fancy, P.E.
May 8, 1997
Page 3

CONCLUSION

The Florida PSD rule 1s very clear on how to determine if a significant net
emissions increase would occur as of any given date. Agency practice for
both FI. DEP and U.S. EPA in Florida has been to used the reported AOR
data when it is available for the air pollutant of concern. Using the
available AOR data and calculating the significant net emissions increase
level as prescribed by the rule results in a value of 1430 ton SO2 per year.

The consent order that required Gulf Coast Recycling to apply for an
after-the-Fact air construction permit resolved any violations that might

have occurred before that time. Since then the plant’s annual SO2

emissions have been below the 1430 level. The company didn’t apply for —
a construction permit in 1982-83 because the FL. DEP and EPCHC air

staff told the company that it did not need to. The FL. DEP Tampa District
Office issued an air operation permit which contained limits on SO2

emissions and hours of operation that the air staff apparently thought

preluded the need for a PSD review. It is not clear to me why they

thought an air construction permit was not needed.

In 1982-83, the company should have applied for a construction permit for
the new 60 ton blast furnace. That construction permit should have
included specific condition that addressed the EPA NSPS limits and any
other SIP limits or requirements that applied to the new furnace, and
should have, at the company’s written request, contained a specific
condition that limited the SO2 emissions from the 60 ton furnace to not
more than 1430 tons per year. That is still what needs to be done.

After you have reviewed and considered this information, I would like to
meet with you to discuss how we need to proceed to resolve this issue as
expeditiously as possible. If there are any other outstanding issues, please
identify them for me as soon as possible.

Project Manager
Air Quality Services

Tallahassee Office
SS/ssm
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Environmental Protection

Twin Towers Office Building

Lawton Chiles 2600 Blair Stone Road Virginia B. Wetherell
Governor Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400 Secretary
May 6, 1997

CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Mr. Willis M. Kitchen, President
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc.

1901 North 66th Street

Tampa, Florida 33619

RE: Blast Furnace Construction Permit PSD-FL-215 (0570057-002-AC)

Dear Mr. Kitchen:

As a result of recent discussions with staff of the Environmental Protection Commission of Hillsborough
County (EPCHC), the Department is willing to forego requiring the after-the-fact PSD construction permit for
the blast furnace if Gulf Coast Recycling will agree to install the pasie repulping and refiltering equipment
mentioned in M. A. Industries’ letter dated December 4, 1995, in the event that the desulfurization unit does
not consistently achieve at least 75% sulfur removal. This can be handled by way of an amendment to the
Consent Order that Gulf Coast executed with the Environmental Protection Commission of Hillsborough
County on August 28, 1996, and a non-PSD construction permit issued by the EPCHC.

Based on a rough estimate from M. A. Industries, the capital cost of an additional tank, agitator, and
pumps along with a filter press would be about $250,000 contributing toward an incremental annualized cost of
about $20,000. This results in an incremental cost effectiveness of less than $100 per additional annual ton of
sulfur removed, based on an increase from 66% to 77% removal. Since one ton of sulfur generates two tons of
SO2, this is equivalent to $50 per ton of SO2 removed which is well below the Department’s acceptable cost

guidelines for add-on BACT equipment.

By copy of this letter, the Department is requesting that the EPCHC contact you promptly to determine if
this matter can be resolved in this way. [f there are any questions concerning this letter, please contact John

Reynolds or Al Linero at (904)488-1344.

Sincerely,

Howard L. Rhodes, Director
Division of Air Resources Management
HLR/jr

c: L. Campbell, EPCHC
B. Thomas, SWD
B. Beals, EPA Region IV
S. Smallwood, P.E.

“Protect, Conserve and Marage Florida’s Environment and Naturai Resources”

Printed on recycled paper.




MAY 21 '97 1@:11AM GNB TECHNOLOGIES INC

f |GIN|B]

To: John Reynolds
. Florida Department of Environmental Protection

From: Kristen Spangler
" (706)683-7933, phane
+ (706)689-0222, fax
kspangler@gnb.com, e-mail
Date:  4/30/97

Re:  Desulfurization repulping/refiltering costs

The folllowing equipment is associated with our repulping system:

Repulp tanks (2) $161.,655
Repulp agitators (2) 54,372
Repulp pumps (2) 19,585
Cake serape conveyors (2) 129,289
Repulp filirate pumps (2) 11,002
Filter presses (2) w/squeeze system 383,875
Repulp Filtrate tank 24,411

Let me know if you need anythmg else.

P.1-1



Date: 4/26/97 7:04:33 PM

From: Alvaro Linero TAL
Subject: Gulf Recycling and Wheelabrator RRF's
To: John Reynolds TAL
cC: Clair Fancy TAL

John. We met with Steve Smallwood on a number of items on Friday.
One of them was GCR. He contends that GCR could net out of PSD
Review. He believes that EPA's calculation procedure to prove that
PSD applies was erroneocusly performed.

I pointed out that if you took the two years prior to the change
(1983/84) and compared it with potential emissions after the change
that PSD would indeed apply. EPA's procedure of comparing the six
years after the change with the six years before the change (including
a zero year) was more for the purpose of proving (after~the-fact) that
emissions did actually increase and triggered PSD.

He believes that the correct manner was to compare 1983/84 502
emissions with actual S02 emissions in subsequent years. He may call
Brian Beals to discuss it. I told him those guys are reluctant to
talk with consultants and prefer to discuss this stuff with us.

We will need to do the netting ourselves at some point on a
unit-by-unit basis. We also need to know by how much they would have
to reduce 802 emissions today to stay below 1983/84 values. At some
point Clair will have to make a decision whether someone can net out
years later and just pay a penalty for the time they exceeded PSD
trigger levels. There are some guidances on this I am sure.

No decisions were made and you cbviously just need to keep on doing
what you are doing. However we all need to understand exactly what
happened in terms of all the applicable permitting and enforcement
procedures.

On Wheelabrator, he is still stuck on not calling the change a permit
modification. I told him that was our call and our job. I gave him a
copy of the recent permit modification at Wheelabrator Broward RRF's
which were publicly noticed this year. They were to switch to EPA
Method 29 for metals.
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MEMQORANDUM , |
JUN 19198 — T

DATE: _ w“b
SUBJECT: PSD Determinatio? of;Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. ¢

FROM: Brian L. Beals, Chief

Source Evaluatior Uﬁ%t

T0D: Maxrk A. Armentro t,.thief
Noxrthern Compliaqce=Unit

This determination concerns the operations at Gulf Coast/Recycling,
Inc. and is in response to Four memorandum dated April 26, 1591. OQur

determinations with respect| to, PSD are as follows:

stationary

(1) Gulf Coast Recyclhng is classified as a majo
hen

source, as defined in‘CFR “.“5 tharefore,

v D ton blast furnace| the PSD application progessa should have
¥ been initiated. h;s furnace gualified ag
modification as ds fined in CFrrR.51.166, d

¢, a major 20
,4N9\ 0] & to the facr that
\ vy}&' construction woui& re*u’t in a significant net emissions q“”
+ 1

@x.< Ly & increase and potey tldl to emit increase /in pollutants 57,
W WP ® Based on the emissions saminng data fr P 1
e crease in actual S02 emigsions frOm tha el
) Cakhi pre—const:uction © PCSt~CORSLIUCEioN ﬁ195%.
,ﬁ ljﬁ¢? 1979-84, actual S92 emiscions average ‘h”’m
vafe " [7Y hour. After completion of the 60 Toy . ! b
ot : 502 emissions from 1285-90 averaged pounds per hour,

tvel of 7800 hours

> a i .
! Baced on Gulf cQast v annual operat;

1° year, the actqu mmig8iona i =
/“ t f!!’tonb par year]in‘ISJQ -84 to
y -~ 1985-90. The signifxcant rate of —&my

defined as being 40 _ons per year or
—pollutant. j

II
The preconstructign vequirements as outlined {n Section 165
of the Clean Air Xcu should have been met. This would have
included obtuin;n a constxuctxon permit for tha 60 ton
blast furnace prlgr to its fabrication, instead of
obtaining vne 6 J urs, after the fact.

tons per year in
ssions for S02 is .-
- ve_2

(3) Tre source l: clngsifled as a secondary lead smelter and
due to the capected jncreases in pollutants, PSD review

_ would subject ..\ pollutants £nl the- category o review.
S’ This would bLruc L the' scope X 1nc1ude M, Pb, CO, s02,
NCx, eulfuric . ‘1 mist, and hydrogen sulfide.
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(4) Beet Available Contzol Technology (BACT) analysis woul
applicable for any pollutants. subject to PSR review (from
detemnination (3) abéve) which exceed thelr respective
significant em¢aaiqq7:§atem L

{(5) Further investigation is warranted into whether voC
emissions from thEe 60 ton blast furnace exceeds the 40 tons
per year limit for NSR. If. NSR is applicable, then LAER
and emissions offsets would have ta be taken intn
consideration. T

(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 valld construction permit should havae
addressed the operating limitations of kettle #3,
specifically with|reference to the simultaneous operation
of more than two S0~ton kettles. Federally enforceable
permit limits shodld’ have been incorporated into tha
construction permit,, as they were in the eventual operating
permit. According to Gulf Coast, kettle #1 operates
independently; kettle #2 (calcium lead formation) is
dependent upon the dpprations of kettle #3 (lead
softening). The dnly 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
slmultaneocusly. The ‘potential lead emiseions for kettle #3
were 0.874 tons Par year - an amount above the significance
level of 0.6 tons |per year; consequently, a PSD
application was requi#ed~for refining kettle $#3,

Should you have any questions ,-éélense contact either Dennis
Beauregard or Scott Davis at 35?14.
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APR-I§-97-08=43 FROM:GULF COAST RECYCLING

2 \§ TABLE 4
RN GULF COAST RECYCLING
RN ANNUAL OPERATING REPORT SUMMARY PrE
Ty % C ’ _
— e TN e
YEAR | HOUR/YR' | PRODUCTION| COXETPY | TSPLBS/HR | TSPTPY | LEAD |LEAD | sO2 502 TPY L
TPY LBS/HR | TPY | LBS/HR e
1978 | 6,000 8,750 1,800 2.462 7386 135 /| s2s )
1979 No AOR : \[ -
1980 5,208 11,636 1,600 1.260 3.30 318 | | 800 .
1981 6,384 12,500 2,065 1192 3.80 110 351
1982 6,600 12,380 2,500 0.557 1.84 74 244
1983 7,272 14,995 2.559 9030 &7/ 347 |60 oo o
1984 7,560 15,750 2,395 2.559 0720 | 17600 | 66900 | \37a ) |ran A
1985 7,476 No Data NoData | 2.076 1.6 Lissa | 43300 | 312} | Tii68 o
1986 7,610 16,658 2,690 0.450 171 00800 | 0.0304 || 93 \ | 330 !
1987 7,195 24,079 3941 | 0590 2.3 0.0004 | 00370 [[3s3 | [137m
1988 7,195 21,489 3,487 1000 390 | 00000 | o3s00 | (377 | |1470
1989 7,795 23,350 . 3,428 0.681 2,65 00421 | oa600 | 1330 | | 1,37
1990 7,795 23,494 3,370 0.709 271 | oomo | oosoo |ls2ey J1am | T
bs b, ARy /> o
77,44 Ge05 250 II5E "- ﬂ.ig
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GULF COAST RECYCLING, INC.

After-the-Fact Construction Permit Application

PERMITTING HISTQRY

AC-406 - Issued February 2, 1972 for the modification of the dust collection system 10
include an additional bag collector to serve the lead reclaiming area.

AQO-29-399 - Issued.May 17, 1972 for operation of dust collector for sccondary lead smelting
and refining. Expiration date on permit: November 30, 1974.

AQ29-2113 - Issned March 27, 1973 for operation of "dust house stack scrﬁng lead farnace”.
Expiration date on permit: July 1, 1975. |

AO29-2113 - Reissned October 27, 1975 for the operation of a blast furmace with a *°

baghouse. Expiration date on permit: October 27, 1977. '

AO29-12482 - Issued October 20, 1978 for the operation of two blast furnaces with
associated hooding, using a baghouse. Expiration date on permit: September 15, 1983.
This permit was revised on January 30, 1981 to include the operation of the slagging furnace
(See Artachment I).

AC29-18438 - Issued July 6, 1979 for the construction of two baghouses and slagging furnace

(This is the flash agglomeration furnace referred to by EPA as a reverbatory furmace). The
permit was modified November 1, 1979. Construction was to have taken place between
October 31, 1979 and February 28, 1980.

-+ ,/AC29-35694 - Issued Jamuary 6, 1981 for construction of a dust collector for the exhaust

8s8ZrZ

hoods of the and lead tap enclosures of the blast furnace and the slag tap enclosure for
aggimg frqace and for a stack for same. : :

sued Angust 17, 1981 and modified October 27, 1981, for the operation of
e-hoods for the blast and slagging furnaces, all exhansting through 2 baghouse
1 Stack. Expiration date on permit: April 20, 1986.

A029-78246 - Issued January 26, 1984 for the operation of two lead and ope slag furnace.
Expiration date on permit: January 6, 1989.

AQ29-95366 - Issued Jaouary 28, 1985 for the opcration of all furpace operations.
Expiration date on permit: January 9, 1990. This permit and the supporting documentation
allowed for the installation of the 60 ton blast furnace provided that there would not be a
significant increase in hourly SO, emissions over the baseline to be established.
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A029-173310 - Permit issued July 17, 1990, permit amended November 16, 1990, for the
operation of all furnace operations. Expiration date on permit: November 16, 1995.

Letter from Hillsborough County Environmental Protection Commission dated April 9, 1991
Tequiring a construction permit for the blast furnace (See Anachrent IT).

Consent Order dated October 15, 1991 requiring a after-the-fact construction permit to be
submitted in 120 days (See Attachment III).
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BASELINE SULFUR DIOXIDE EMISSION RATE

The baseline SO2 emission rate for the 40 ton blast fumace was established during
1983 with full knowledge and consent of both the Florida Department of Environmental
Regulation and the Environmental Protection Commission of Hillsborough County.

Ina meeting held on September 21, 1983, represcatatives from Gulf Coast Lead met

with the FDER's air permitting staff and the EPC's air permitting staff to discuss the
proposed installation of a 60 tor design capacity blast furnace to be built in order to reduce

worker exposure levels for OSHA purposcs. (See the Memorandum dated September 21,

1983 and November 4, 1983 from Joyce D. Morales-Caramella of Guif Coast Lead 10 the *

file enclosed as Aitachment IV).

FDER had concerns over the actual emission levels from the 40 ton blast furnace.
The latest available test showed an emission rate of 74 pounds of SO2 per hour. The
previous application submitted on the 40 ton biast furnace estimated the SO2 emissions 10
be 59 pounds per hour. FDER assumed thai the increasc in production capacity may have
result in a significant increase in SO2 emission rates which mig,ht trigger PSD permitting.
No action was taken as a result of this meeting. Gulf Coast Recyclmo requcStcd nmc 1o
review the testing h:story of the SO2 emissions and would request anotber meeting thh
FDER and EPC to discuss the SO2 emissions and the proposed 60 top furnace.

A meeting was held on November 4, 1983 at FDER with their air permitting staff
and two representatives from Gulf Coast Recycling (See Attachment IV and V). At the
meeting Guif Coast Recycling reviewed the stack testing history for SO2 which is
summarized in Table 1. The emissions per twenty (20) minute run ranged from 35 Ibs per

hour to 380 Ibs per hour. This significant variably on the SO2 emission rates per run
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concerned both Gulf Coast Recycling and FDER. Gulf Coast Recycling explained to FDER

that the likely cause of the noted variability was due to the cyclic nature of the blas: fumace.‘

operation. Gulf Coast Recycling went on to explain that once every hour the slag was
tapped and during this time the smelting process is halted. The standard EPA Method 6
test for sulfur dioxide requires a twenty (20) minute run. = Since the process takes
approximately one (1) hour to complete it was felt that one (1) hour runs was.more
appropriate in determining the SO2 emissions thana the previously conducted twenty (20)

minute runs. FDER further concluded that the twenty (20) minute SO2 runs were not

representative of the process and therefore the previously conducted test should ot be the *

basis for determining the SO2 baseline emission. Gulf Coast Recycling proposed to conduct
10-12 one hour runs to determine the baseline emissions from the existing 40 tons blast
furnace. FDER agreed at that time that the results would be used to determine Gulf Coast
Recycling's SO2 emission cap.

In a letter dated December $, 1985 to Mr. Jerry Campbell of the Environmental
Protection Commission of Hillsborough County, the dates for this baseline testing were
established to be December 7, 8, and 9, 1983, This letter went on to explain that the twenty
(20) minute test runs previously conducted were not representative due to the cyclic ﬁamre
of the blast furnace and that the blast furnace was charged at least 5 times each hour and
the slag was tapped once each hour, While the slag was being tapped, the smelting process
essentially comes to a halt. In order to determine the sulfur dioxide emissions during the
entire cycle the emission test will be conducted for one hour each. Gulf Coast Lead
Tequested a representative from EPC and FDER come out to witness the test and that these

test results would be used as a basis for the sulfur dioxide emission cap (A copy of this letter
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is included as Attachment VI).
On December 5, 1983 Mr. Jerry Campbell of the Environmental Protection P
Comumission of Hillshorough County inspected the biast furnace in regard 10 the current
renewal application in-house (Sec Attachment VII). i |
On December 7, 1983, Jerry Campbell of Environmental Protection Commission
provided FDER with the County's permitting recommendations on the blast furnace }cncwgl
application (See Aftachment VIII). | . |
On December 7, 8, and 9, 1983 Environmental Engineering Consultants, Ine.

conducted a series of sulfur dioxide tests for Gulf Coast Lead. The propose of the test was

complete copy of the test report is included as Artachment I The following is a

1

{

|

|

I‘ _
to establish the average sulfur dioxide emission rate from the 40 ton blast furnace. A |

i

|

{

|

{

1

r ~ F ;

A%, summary of the test results: - wot 7!/’/ ' C,“/ ¢ E

w ' Spy emiad ?
ﬂ One-Hour Run Number Sulfur Dioxide . '
Pounds Per Hour _

) 1 114, S

2 375 [, :

3 518 L

_4 33“/ i;

5 399 _7'

6 330 u

7 398 }

8 466

9 490 ;

iy 10 . 618

3

L__Average 374 NELETS :

, '\-'\oLou!J hov e 6 gen ;fi"“-’
N\ L
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On January 13, 1984 in an FDER internal memorandum from Jim Estler through Bill
Thomas, P.E. and Dan Williams, PE. to the file, the staef recommendation oa a drafi
operating permit for the two existing lead furnaces was submitted for approval. This
approved memo stated the baseline SO2 emission rate was to be determined bj stack testing

the existing lead furnace for 9 runs. Each test period is to be representative of the

batch/smelt cycle. Reference was also made to the replacement of the 40 t6n ﬁma_cc‘with_‘ N

the 60 ton furnace. Gulf Coast Recycling was to provide FDER with the information on the

proposed furnace replacement and provide an explapation that there would not be an .

increase in emissions. Once this was received, the proposed operating permit would be
amended to reflect the change (Copy of this memo is enclosed as Arachment X).

On Jamuary 26, 1984 FDER issued an operating permit AO29-78246.t0 Gulf Coast
I.cad for the operation of the two lead blast furnaces and one slag furnace (Copy of Permit
is enclosed at Attachment XI). Specific Condition No. § of said permit required Guif Coast
Lead to conduct SO2 emission testing by methods approved by both EPCHC and FDER 'to
establish the actual emission of the source. The test was to be conducted within sixty (60)

days of receipt of permit and clearly stated that at the tiwe that the repoh.was received,

EPCHC a0d FDER would set the SO2 emission standards which would become part of the -...

permit. This condition read as follows:

"5. Within 60 days of receipt of this operating permit, the applicant will have
conducted SO2 emission testing by methods approved by the Hilisborough
County Eavironmental Protection Commission (HCEPC) and the, Florida
Department of Eavironmental Regulation (FDER) to establish the. actual
cmissions from this source. The results of these test shall be reported to the
regulatory agencies listed above in this same period. At that time the
HCEPC and FDER will set an SO2 emission standard which shall become a
part of this permit.”
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In a letter from Guif Coast Lead to Jim Estler of FDER on February 20, 1984, Gulf

Coast Lead notified FDER that they were planning on rebuilding the older of the nwo blast

placed into operation and the old furnace would be partially dismanted and used only as
areserve. The letter stated that the two remaining blast furnaces would never be of:eramd
simultaneously. The new furnace would bave a greater capadty but wbuld be operated
fewer days per year. This letter stated that the following pollution comirol fg;mres_ forthe;
new furnace and its operation were to be as follows:

:(1) " Groups will be aged in the storage pile prior to being fed into the blast
furnace thus decreasing the amount of sulfates fed to the furnace.

(2) “The air velocity in the furnace will be lower, reducing the particulate
loading going into the baghouses.

- (3) : The new furnace will have an oval configuration rather than the present i
N round configuration. Charges will then not tend to build up unevenly in the

furnace thus eliminating hot spots which reduce efficdency and increase

emissions. .

(4) Due to the configuration of the new furnace, charges will also have a

longer resonance time allowing greater quantities of sulfates to become fixed
. in the slag.

Because of the aforemeationed features and operation modifications and-
others, it is estimated that operation of the new blast furpace will not result

in increased sulfur dioxide emissions and any increase in particulate emaissions ™
,will be negligible.

Enclosed with this letter was a copy of the stack test report on ihe 10 test runs

conducted on December 7, 8, and 9, 1983 for SO2. A copy of this letter is enclosed as

Attachment XIL

Ina Hﬂlsboroﬁgh County Environmental Protection Comupission’s conversation

S

a2t
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record dated March 4, 1984, representatives from Gulf Coast Recycling and FDER met with
Jerry Campbell and agreed that the December 7 - 9, 1983 test resulis for SO2 on the
existing blast furnace would be lus.cd to esuablish the baseline at 374 pounds of SO2 per
hour. Gulf Coast Lead stated that they now intend to use the 40 ton blast furnace as a

backup to the 60 ton furnace. The new 60 ton furnace will be. tested within a reasonable

‘period after it comes on line. It was clearly stated that if the SO2 emissions wcr;-g_r_c;g_tg;

than 374 pounds per hour and the significant levels for SO2 in Table 500-2 were niggcrqgi,

then Gulf Coast Lead would be subject to PSD for SO2. The current backup furnace for

the 40 ton unit would be retired and only two furnaces would remain on site. A. copy of this’

gpnv_crsaﬁon records is enclosed as Attachment XTI1. '5’ o o~ f S / a9

In a meceting held on November 1, 1984, representatives from Gulf Coast Lead
discussed with Jerry Campbell EPCHC some issues regarding the blast furnaces and its
permitting requirements. Mr. Campbell's records indicated that the biast furnace would be
subject to NSPS's particulate and opacity regulations (See Atiachment XIV).

In a November 7, 1984 memorandum to file from Joyc; D. Morales further details
of the November 1, 1984 meeting were discussed (See Aitachment XV). Paragraph 2 states
that Jerry Campbell bad spoken to the Brian Beals of EPA and was told that the blast
furnace would be copsidered a new source and while in the meeting Mr. Campbell calied
FDER and confirmed that the biast furnace was indeed a new source. In Paragrapb 3 Mr.
Campbell states that this mew source would not trigger new source review or PSD
requirements. ’

In a letter from Gulf Coast Recycling to Mr. Jerry Campbell of EPCHC dated

November 6, 1984 the highlights of the November Ist meeting was confirmed See

I
l
|
:
}:
Nt
!.
i
i

1
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furnace. The 60 ton capacity furnace installed in 1984 was designated. as the primary

Attachment XVI. The blast furnace would be considered a new source and subject to NSPS

but ihe facility would not be subject to new source review. This letter stating that the blast

furnace SO2 emission cap was 374 pounds per hour and 1459 tops per year.

In an inspection memo dated November 1984 Jerry Campbell of EPCHC inspected
the furnace and established that the 40 ton furnace was still operating and the new 60 toa |
furnace was still nét operating (See Attachment 17).

On December 4, 1984 the EPCHC made recommendations to FDER for xssuance qf_ﬁ 2
an: operating permit for the blast furnace and its asﬁociatcd operation (See Attachment... .
XVI). In recommended Condition No. 5, under the headiog covering blast furnace.”
operation, EPC stated that:

"If the sulfur oxides compliance test for January, 1985, indicates that SO2 -

emission have increased significantly over the 374 pounds per hour baseline - ~ |

established in 12/83, then the permittee shall reapply under-the provisionof e

FAC17-2.500. A significant increase here shall be defined as 102 pounds per "= '

hour over the baseline of 374. That works out to 40 tons per year over-7800" ~
" hours.® -

On January 28, 1985 FDER issued a comprehessive permit (A029-95366) for:the
blast furnace operation (Sec Attachment XIX). The project description on Fage 1 a.l_.‘tq:gq;l.

for.the operation of two secondary lead blast furnaces and 1 flue dust agglomc;_a;igfx

furnace and the 40 ton capacity furnace was designated as the backup furnace. Under
Specific Condition No. LE. the sulfur oxide emissions were limited as follows:

|

“If the sulfur oxides compliance test for January, 1985 indicates that SO2 ;

emissions have increased significantly over the 374 pounds per hour baseline ,
‘established in 12/83, then the permittee shall reapply under the provisions of i
'F.AC. 17-2500. A significant increase here shall be defined as 102 pound I

{

|

per hour over the baseline of 374. That works out 10 40 tons per year over
7800 hours."

]
[
i
i’:
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On July 17, 1990 FDER issued permit no. AQ29-173310 which covered the operation
of the blast furnace and the agglomeration furnace (See Attachment XX). Spedific
Condition No. 8 again address the SO2 emissions and stated:

"8. Sulfur dioxide (SO2) emissions shall not exceed 384.2 pounds per hour:

If testing indicates that SO2 emissions exceed 334.2 (374 Ibs/hr base line +

40 tons/yr., 12/83) then the permittee shall immediately reapply for a new

permit under the provisions of Section 17-2500, FAC"

Condition No. 10 established the method for sulfur oxide testing to be the :v,a:mc as
the methods used in the December 1983 test.

On November 19, 1990, Gulf Coast Recycling received an amended permit No. e
AO29-173310 (See Attachment XXI), Specific Condition 9 and 11, were basicaily the same
as Condition 8 and 10 of the previous permit.

Guif Coast Recycling has complied with the directon from both EPCHC and FDER
during the entire course of the permitting of the 60 ton biast furnace and have remaiged in
compliance with the permit limitations associated with permit A029-173310. The attachc.dA
table summarizes Guif Coast Recycling emissions of SO2 for the years 1978 through 1950.

A review of this table indicates that the hourly emission rates established by the respective

permits were maintained, i
|
|
|
|
i
|
|
i
i
%
|
|
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AFTERB R DESIGN AND CARBON NOXIDE E ION CAL 1

The Orsat method was used to test for CO. Air flow to afterburner from baghouse

|
{
|
|
oE
(data based on Octaber 24, 1991 stack test for particulate): P
l M
20,246 dscfm at 3.56% moisture and 154.55°F i
. |
Drygas = 20,246 dscfm x 60 min/hr x (29/385) Ib/£e «
= 91,501 Ib/hr |
Moisture = [20,246 dscfm/(1-0.0356)] x 0.0356 S

x 60 min/hr x (18/385) Ib/f

= 20965 Ibs/hr

Heat in Gas Stream at 150°F

Dry Gas = 91,501 Ib/br x 16.82 BTU/1b

1539 MMBTU/hr

Moisture = 20965 1b/br x 1071.91 BTU/1b
= 2247 MMBTU/br
Total = 3.79 MMBTU/br

Heat in Gas Stream at 1400°F (90% destruction combuster Eff *)
Dry gas = 91,501 Ibs/hr x 337.06 BTU/hr

= 30.841 MMBTU
Moisture = 20965 Ib/hr x 1699.81 BTU/hr.

= 3564 MMBTU

HeatLosses = 6.0 MMBTU/hr (estimated shell loses at approximately 15%)
Total = 4041 MMBTU/hr
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Heat Required in Afterburner: e

40.41 - 379 = 36.62 MMBTU/hr
Afterburner Fuel Requircincnts:

Natural gas at 1050 BTU/cf

(36.62 MMBTU/hr) / 1050 BTU /et : I
34,876 of/hr (max) . o

Assumes no heat generated by oxidation of VOC or CO in gas stream.

Emissions from the products of combustion:

POLLUTANT EMISSION Ibs/ir | TONS/YR 7| :_

‘ FACTOR (7629 hrs/yr) !

._ (Ibs/MMCF) *
4 TSP 5 0.17 0.67 E
SO2 0.6 0.02 0.08 i
NOx 140 4.88 18.62 ¥
co 35 122 4.66 ‘ g
" | VOC (nonmethane) | 238 0.10 037 ! /

Emission factors from AP-42 Table 1.4-1 for Industrial Boilers

* Design criteria based on "Incineration Systems Selection and Design®, Calvin R Brunner, : J

PE. :

EEN
]
- .

I
;
i-:
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DI ION D APPLICABIL

In order to determine baseline emission rates Guif Coast Recycling proposed 10 run
a scrie;i‘. of stack tests 1o determine the emission rates for niirogen dioxide, carbon monoxde,
volatile organic compounds and sulfuric acid mists. Testing methodology was developed by
Steveﬁson and Associates and the protocol for testing daied October 10, 1991 was submitted
1o EPC and FDER for approval (Sec Attachment XXII). On October 21-25, 1991 and
November 4, 1991 having received no indication ﬁ:at the metbods proposed were fot
acceptable to either EPC, FDER or EPA, the tcs:ing was conducted on the blast furnace
(See Artachment XX and XXIV). A summary of the test results were as follows:

[ Pottutant | Emission Rate (pounds per br) |
! Nitrogen Oxide | 1.98 "
Volatiie Organi¢c Compounds 33.1
_Carbon Monoxide 68332
| Lead \ 006
Sulfur Dioxide 260 |
Sulfuric Acid Mist 0.0
Total Suspended Particulate 0.798
Visible Emissions 0%

The actual emission rates for the 40 ton blast furnace were established by taking the
projected anmual emissions based on 7629 hours per year and factoring the emission rates
by the ratio of the acmal production capacity of 2.1 TPH (based on 1983 and 1984) -vs- 3.0
TPH (based on 1990 production rate) to reflect the increase in capacity of the furnace or
existing test data was used. The SO2 actual emission rate was previously established using
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criteria acceptable to both FDER and EPCHC ar 374 pounds per hour in December 1983,
FDER and EPC have clearly acknowledged and concluded that in their professional
judgement previous data on hourly SO2 emission rates pxidr to the December 1983 tests
were not representative of the actual emissions from the furnace. Therefore after exiensivc
discussions and review of the existing datz, FDER and EPCHC conduded and sill |
concludes that one hour runs vs twenty (20) minutc mins gave a more representative ‘. B

indication of the hourly emissions from this source. - In order to ‘determine a

rcpresentative annual emission rate for the 40 ton furnace, a review of the anmial operating

reports was made (Table 4). As allowed under FDER's PSD regulations, the most !

representative year of data can be used to determine actual emissions. Actual emissions are

defined by Section 17-2.100(3), Florida Administrative Code (FAC) as the following:

"(3) "Actual Emissions” - The actual rate of emission of a pollutant form a |
source as determined in accordance with the following provisions: !

(2) In general, actual emission as of a particular date shall equal the average b
rate, in tons per year, at which the source actually emitted the pollutant i
during a two year period which proceeds the particular date and which is i
representative of the normal operation of the source. The Department may 2
allow the use of a different time period upon a determination that it is more '
representative of the normal operation of the source. Actual emission shall

be calaulated using the source's actual operating hours, production rates and -

types of materials processed, stored, or combusted during the selected time
period

(b) The Department may presume that source specific allowable emission for
4 source are equivalent to the actual emissions of the source provided that,
for any air pollutant that is specifically regulated by the EPA under the Clean

Air Act, such source specific allowable emissions limits are federally
enforceable.

(¢) For a source which has not completed start-up and testing on a particular

date, actual emission shall equal the potential cmissions of the source of that
date.*
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Since the new 60 ton furpace was not brought on line unil late in 1984 (See
Attachment - XVII), Gulf Coast Recycling requests FDER in their PSD applicability
determination look at the yca.rs 1983 and 1984 as a representative year in order to
determine actual anmial emissions. Copies of the 1983 and 1984 AORs are enclosed as

Aftachment XXV and XXVI. We feel this requesi is in line with FDER's current

regulations and with the recent WEPCO" case and EPA's draft New Source Review
Workshop Manual dated October 1990.

The applicant is proposing to install an aftérﬁumcr on the blast furnace to reduce
the CO emissions. This will reduce the carbon monoxide emissions rates below the *
significant emission rate set forth under Table 500-1 (Le. 100 tons per year). Thus the
significance level for CO under PSD will not be triggered. Tables 2 and 3 establishes the ' ;

B estimated emissions, including the product of combustion from the proposed afterburmer.

The other pollutants listed are either not emiited or are not expected to be admitted in

quantities to trigger PSD new source review. e .

s T
T —

-

Gulf Coast Recycling is requesting under this aftcr-thc-lfacr. permit application that \\ i
a federally enforceable permit condition be established to limit the hours of opcmriog “of i
this blast furnace to 7629 bours per year. This is the level at which an increase in SO2
above this proposed federally enforceable baseline would trigger future PSD review.

"Wisconsin Electric Power Company -vs- USEPA, United States Court of Appeals, Seventh
Circuit Nos. 88-3264, 89-1339.
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It should be noted that two existing permitted 40 ton blast furnaces were on site prior
to the installation of the new 60 ton blast furnace (See Attachment 1). Both fumaces were

fully operational and vented to the baghouse and at times would operate alternately. To

date we have not included the actual emissions for the second unit buz here in reserve the /

tight to do so should FDER and/or EPA not approved the baseline determination proposed

by the applicant
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NONATTAINMENT NEW SOURCE REVIEW

The area in which this facility is located is classified nonattainment for 0201‘1: and is
undassified for particulate and lead. The VOC emissions from the existing 40 ton furnace
are estimated to be 85.91 tons per year using the same factors as previously indicated. With
the installation of the after burner to control CO emissions, the projected YOC é:ﬁision
rate is 13.00 tons per year. Since the existing blast furnace was less than 100 TPY it is not
major as defined in Section 17-2.510(2)(d)2.(a), FAC. which siates:

"a. For the affected pollutant, except lcad, the sum of the quantifiable fugitive

emissions and the potential emissions of all sources at the facility which have the -

same "Major Group” Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) Code would be equal
to or greater than 100 tons per year.”

The increase of 40.35 tons per year without the after burner and a negative 72.92
tons per year with the after burmer would not increase the emissions over a hundred tons
per year and thus the modification to a minor facility would not be considered major in
accordance with the new source review procedures established in Section 17-2.510(2)(d)3,
FAC. This provision states:

3. Modification to Minor Fadlities Unless exempted under Rule 17a%.510(2)(&),

(b) or (c), 2 proposed modification to a minor facility shall be subject to the

provisions of Rule 17-2.510(4) only if the modification would be a physical change

which in and of itself would constimte a new major fadility subject to the provisions
of Rule 17-2.510(4) pursuant to Rule 17-2.510(2)(d)2."

A review of the particulate data over the life of the facility has basically indicated 2
decrease in emissions due to improvements in controls and operation/maintenance
procedures. Since there is no inerease in cmissions on an annnal basis from the existing 40

ton to the new 60 ton furnace, nonattainable new source review for particulate would not

be required.
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NEW P N AND

As previously determined by FDER and EPCHC, (See Attachments XIV and XV),
this source is subject to the new source performance standards contained in 40 CFR 60
Subpén L entitled Standards for Performance Secondary Lead Smelters since the new 60
ton furnace was coostructed after the applicability date of June 11, 1973. Pursuant to 40
CFR 60.122 (1) blast furnace shall not discharge to tize atmosphere any gases whid; ;ontain
particulate matter in excess of 0.022 gr/dscf and (2) exhibit 20% épacity or greatcf. Gulf
Coast Recycling has always complied with these emission regulations since startup of this, .

operation whether they have been specifically incorporated as a permit condition or not.
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FEDERAL IMPLEMENTATION PLAN FOR LEAD i

Pursuant to 40 CFR 52.535(C)(1)(i) and (iv) the emissions from the blast furnace '

shall not exceed 1.810 pounds of lead per hour and the visible emissions should not exceed ,

5%. Guif Coast Recycling has and will comply with these emission rcggla:iéns for bt;th thé '
existing 40 ton blast furnace and the new 60 ton biast furnace,

¥

I
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PLI RE REMENT

As indicated above, this new furnace will not trigger either PSD or nonaitainment

b et e Sk i R e |t S 8 e et et

new source review requirements, therefore, the applicable permit regulation should be
Section 17-2.520 entitled Source Not Subject To Preventign of Significant Deterioration or
Nonattainment Requirements.

In order to make the provisions of the after-the-fact construction permit federally |
enforceable, Gulf Coast Recycling requests that the following Specific Conditions be placed‘ A
in the after-the-fact construction permit: ' N

(1) The hours of operation of the blast furnace shall not exceed 7629 hrs/yr.

(2) The sulfur dioxide emission sbail not exceed 374 Ibs/hr and 1426.62 ions per

year. Testing is to be conducted using EPA Method 6 or 8 with one hour rza tme.

(3) Guif Coast Recycling will install an afterburner which will be fired on naturai

gas. A temperature of 1400°F will be maintained for a 05 second retention tzme.
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U. S. EPA's CONCERNS EXP ED IN THEIR _JUNE 19. 1991 ME
In EPA’s memo of June 19, 1991 from Brian L. Beals, Chief Evalaution Unit, to -

Mark A. Armeantrout, Chief Northern Compliance Unit, Subject, PSD Determination on

Guif Coast Recycling Inc. (See Attachment XXVII) we offer the following comments.
Gulf Coast Recycling was a major facility prior to the construction of the new 60 ton
blast furnace. We disagree with the fact that the installation of the furnace triggered -

modification as defined in FDER's PSD regulations. The emission sampling reviewed by

EPA does not reflect the extensive evaluation and determination by FDER and EPC that *~ | |

the SO2 emissions prior to the December 1983 test were not representative. A review of |

the record indicates that the baseline emissions for the 40 ton unit were esiablished at 374 !

pounds per hour and based on the 1983 and 1984 operating hours, the tons per year baseline !
level is established at 1368.8 tons per year. With a federally enforceable limitation on the ?
hours placed as a condition of the permit (ie. 762% hours per year), ithe SO2 emission cap ¥
of 1426,62 toas per year would not trigger the significant level of 40 tons i)cr year.

(2) Guif Coast Recycling relied on the expertise, judgement, and guidance of FDER
and EPCHC in determining the need for construction permitting associated with the [ ',
installation of the new blast furnace. Approval was given by both agencies to install the 60

ton farnace as a permit amendment of the existing operating permit if the baseline emission

- rates set forth in the permit were not exceeded. Gulf Coast Recycling is hereby submitting

an after-the-fact construction permit in order to satisfy this requirement for construction |

permitting and federal enforceability as required by EPA. - '

e

\ (3) We bave reviewed the PSD applicability for particulate matter, lead, carbon

———————

monoxide, sulfur dioxide, sulfuric acid mist, and nitrogen oxide and have found that PSD
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review is not necessary. Emissions of hydrogen sulfide have not been tested, calculated or
evaluated since we have been unable to find test data on the subject matter. Further AP-42

is sileat with respect to emission factors for this pollutant.

.

{4) Best Available Control Technology (BACT) is not required since PSD review has ‘
not been triggered. K
(5) The emission rates for volatile organic compounds were estimated to be 36 tons '5
per year for the existing 40 ton furnace and thus this source was pot considered major. The
increase, with or without the afterburner, are both less than 100 tons per year and therefore ;
according to Section 17-2.510, FAC the increase in emissions in and of itself are less than
100 tons per year. Therefore nonattainment review would not be triggered.
(6) EPA's concern about the 50 ton refining kertle has been addressed in the after- {
J the-fact consiruction permit submitted in 1991 for refining ketile No. 3. An Intent to Issue ‘

was signed on February §, 1992.
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TABLE 1

GULF COAST RECYCLING, INC.
S02 EMISSION TEST SUMMARY DISCUSSED
WITH FDER ON NOVEMBER 4, 1983

TEST DATE

PROCESS RATE .

SO2 EMISSION RATES
e

i JoY
!

2.60 T/

K fir

e

(-

4|W _’)IAI'(U
“»
52¢

7
r’

Per 20 Minute Run
L=

- 33 %
121.04 3op.6v
13028-

9847 ~ 2950 Q
3610 - ! o¥IY

November 2, 1976

N,
2.60 T/hr

3727
3339
23.78

January 19, 1979

32 T/hr

176
172
177

March 26, 1980

433 T/br

255
384
314

. hJa.:marys, 1981

3.77 T/hr

152
295
188

December 3, 1981

3.10 T/hr
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December 13, 1983

329 T/hr
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TABLE 2

GULF COAST RECYCLING, INC
AFTER-THE-FACT APPLICATION

NET INCREASE IN EMISSIONS COMPARED

TO THE PSD EMISSION RATES

-

ges/52

POLLUTANT EXISTING | POTENTIAL NET PSD P
f EMISSIONS | EMISSIONS | EMISSION | SIGNIFICANT | S
(IPY) (TPY) INCREASE EMISSION -D
With ey RATE
Afterbaroer (TPY)
Sulfur dioxide 1386.79 1426.62 5991 40 N
Particulate 925 3n -5.54 25 N
Marter (TSP) I
Particulate 925 374 -5.54 15 N
Marnter (PM10)
" Nitrogen dioxide 5.14 2128 1589 40 "’-- N-
Carbon monoxide 1773.63 26531 -150831 100 N
Volatile 8591 13.00 9N 40 : N
Organic
compounds-
Lead 6.69 0.0229 6.67 0.6 N
r Sulfuric add ¢.0 0.0 0.0 7 N
mist
Total fluorides N/A N/A N/A 3 N
Total rednced N/A N/A N/A 10 {
sulfur
Reduced sulfur N/A N/A N/A 10 N
compounds
1
Hydrogen sulfide No Data No Dara No Data 10
Asbestos N/A N/A N/A 0.007 N
Beryllium N/A N/A N/A 0.0004 N
Mercary N/A NfA N/A 01 N
Vinyl chloridce . N/A N/A N/A 1 N
Beazene N/A NJ/A N/A 0 N
Radioouclides N/A N/A N/A 0 N
Inorganic arsenic 0.0463 0.0152 00310 0 N
~_ = —
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W TABLE 3
< GULF COAST RECYCLING
. PSD APPLICABILITY REVIEW WITH AND WITHOUT AFTERBURNER
m___:
OLLUTANT]| 1991 POTENTIAL | 40TONS | NET AFTERDURNER | NETEMISSION | PSD PSD |'
TESTED | EMISSION | FURNACE| EMISSION | EMISSIONS INCREASE SIGNIFICANT] REVIEW
EMISSION | RATE EMISSION | INCREASE | TONS/YR W/AFTERBRNER | EMISSION * | REQUIRED
RATE TONS/YR | RATE TONS/YR TONS/YR RATE (YES/NO)
o LBS/HR | (7629 . - TONS/YR TONS/YR
o HRS/YR (7416
N HRS/YR)
B 'articulate 0.798 3,04 9,25° -6.21 3.71 -5.54 25 No
m Aatter{TSP)
® rarticulate 0,798 3.04 9.25* -6.21 371 -5.54 15 No
9 Aatter(PM10)
ulfurDioxide | 374** 1,426.62 1,386.79 39,83 1,426.70 39.91 40 No
Jitrogen 1.98 7.55 5.14 241 21.03 15.89 40 No
(g Yioxide '
z .
= “arbon 683,32 2,606.52 1,773.63 £32.90 265.31 -1,508.31 . 100 No
gdonoxida '
2 /olatile 33.1 126.26 85.91 40.35 13.00 ~72.92 10 No
Jrganic
H'\
g_ompounds
S .ead 0.0060 0.0229 6.69%** | .6.6671 0.0229 -6.67 0.6 No
4 sulfuricAcid 0 0 0 0 0 7 No
asﬁst
& Arsenic 0.0040 | 0.0152 0.0463 - -0.0310 0.0152 -0.0310 D No

APR-16-97 ©88:42 FROM
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PACE

1D: 813 622 83688

QPR—IS-S? 98:93 FROM:GULF COAST RECYCLING

L ]
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Based on Average TPY emission rate of 1983 and 1984 (See Table 4).

SO2 Bassline Emission Rate per December 1983 Tests.

Based on 1984 AOR.

Assume 0,5% of particulateemission per EPA-600/2-79-116 dated

June 1979 entitled Evaluationof StationarySource Particulate

Measurement Methods Volume VY, Secondary Lead Smelters (Attachmont XXIX).
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ENGINEERING, INC.

March 28, 1997 BUREAU OF
AIR REGULATION
Mr. John Reynolds
Florida Department of Environmental Protection
2600 Blair Stone Road
Twin Towers Office Building
Tallahassee, Fiorida 32399-2400

RE:  Gulf Coast Recycling, Application No. PSD-FL-215
Dear Mr. Reynolds:

As you requested, this letter is to confirm our telephone conversation of March 24, 1997
concerning the performance of GNB Technologies Inc.’s desulfurization system at their Columbus, Georgia
facility. Based upon approximately four months of data, from October 1996 through January 1997, it
appears that GNB is reducing the sulfur content of their paste material by approximately 89%. It should
be noted that this facility is quite new and is still improving the process units, including the desulfurization
system. GNB maintains that 98 % removal, as indicated in their construction application, is still feasible
and remains their target level.

Despite this information, we continue to believe that desulfurization remains the best alternative
for Gulf Coast Recycling, given its superior economics and lack of environmental impacts. This is
compared to scrubbing’s prohibitive costs and waste stream generation. We believe that this project
warrants the acceptance of desulfurization, even if the emissions reductions are not quite equal to that of
scrubbing. A primary reason for this is the location of Gulf Coast. They are located in an urban area that
is also home to several large power plants that collectively emit in excess of 130,000 lbs of SO,/hr,
compared to Gulf Coast’s proposed 175 lbs/hr.  Any additional reductions from this proposed limit will
result in much higher and burdensome costs to Gulf Coast with very little additional benefit to air quality.
We believe the PSD regulations allow for these considerations.

We hope you will consider this information in your final determination. Please contact me at (770)
395-0464 or George Townsend at Gulf Coast at (813} 626-6151 should you have any questions or require
additional information.

Sincerely,

LAKE ENGINEERING, INC.

Larry G. Carlson, QEP
Air Pollution Compliance Specialist

LGC:slf ec B, Qm(w' S

. (anxphaet N(efe
o George Townsend, Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. P A !
Kristen Spangler, GNB Technologies Inc. 5. é’ﬂlé(ﬁpwcc{| Pé
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SUITE 500, 35 GLENLAKE PARKWAY
ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30328
(770} 395-0464 FAX: (770) 395-0474
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EPC/HC AIR MANAGEMENT Fax:813-272-5605 Mar 18 '97  9:38 P. 02,03

GULF COAST RECYCLING, INC.

“ 1801 NORTH 66th STREET » TAMPA, FLORIDA 33619
j PHOMNE: (B13) 626-6151 FAX: (813) 622-8288

GCR ‘, !

March 14, 1997

Mr. Jerry Campbell

Chief, Air Compliance Section
Fnvirormantal Protection Commission of
Hillsborough County

1418 N, 21st Street

Tampa, :FL 33605

Re: Consent Order N¢. 95-0728S5KWO57

bear Mr. Ccampbell:

The purpose of this letter is to inform you that Gulf Coast
Recycling, Inc. {GCR) has completed the modificatiaons to the
Blast Furnace lead well hood. The modifications included the
redesign of the hood to facilitate a more efficient capture

system.

With the completion of the lead well hood modificatiaon there are
three tasks remaining under the referenced consent arder.

1.} 1Installation of the Battery Recycling System
lw/Desu1furization Equipment - 03/31/97

2.) Final project report - 04/18/97

3.) 1Install Afterburner - 06/23/97
Task number one is complete. The new building is complete and all
of the battery recycling eaquipment and the desulfurizatioh

reactors are installed. Currently the manufacturer’s
representative is conducting a performance check of the equipment




fy

EPC/HC RIR MANAGEMENT Fax:813-272-5605 Mar 18 '97 9:38 P.03-03

Page 2 of 2
Mr. Jerry Campbell
March 14, 1897

and we expect the system to be operational in the very near
future. At this time GCR has purchased the gas train assembly for
the afterburner from MNorth American Manufacturing Company and
have completed preliminary structural design drawings. We have
also jhitiated the afterburner process design and layout

drawings.

Should you have any questions or comments on the above, please
tet me know.

Sincerely, ?

George Townsend
Directaor, Regulatory Affairs

pc: Willis M, Kitchen
William B. Taylor

File:GTA4-480
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%“Jﬁj ~ GULF COAST RECYCLING, INC

“ 1801 NORTH 66th STREET » TAMPA, FLORIDA 33619
GC PHONE: (813) 626-6151 FAX: (813) 622-8368
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Mr. Jerry Campbell

Chief, Air Compliance Section
Environmental Protection Commission of
Hillsborough County

1410.N. 21st Street

Tampa, :FL 33605

Re- Consent Order No. 95-07285Kw057

Dear Mr. Campbell:

The purpose of this letter is to inform you that Gulf Coast

Recycling, Inc. {(GCR) has completed the modificatians to the
Blast Furnace lead well hood. The modifications included the
redesign of the hood to facilitate a more efficient capture

system.

With the completion of the lead well hood modification there are
three tasks remaining under the referenced consent order.

1.} Installatiom of the Battery Recycling System
‘w/Desu1furization Equipment - 03/31/97

\

2.) Final project report - 04/15/97
3.) 1nstall Afterburner - 08/23/97

Task number one is complete. The new building is complete and all
of the battery recycling eauipment and the desulfurization
reactors are installed. Currently the manufacturer’s
representative is conducting a performance check of the equipment
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Page 2 of 2
Mr. Jerry Campbell
March 14, 1997

and we expect the system to be operational in the very near
future. At this time GCR has purchased the gas train assembly for
the afterburner from North American Manufacturing Company and
have completed preliminary structural desigh drawings. We have
also initiated the afterburner process design and layout
dravings.

Should you have any questions or comments on the above, please
let me know. ' :

Sincerely, ?

George townsend
pPirector, Regutatory Affairs

pc: Willis "M, Kitchen
wiliiam B. Taylor

File:GTR4-480
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TR PROTELTIS ADMINISTRATIVE OF'FICES, LECAL &
COMMISSION e itl] IATER MAKAGEMENT DIVISION
L . 17900 - OTH AV,
DOTTIE BERGER TAMPA, FLORIDA, 33605
JOE CHILLURA TRELEPHONE (813) 272-5960
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JIM NORMAN .
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THOMAS SCOTT TELEPHONE (813) 2725530
ED TURANCHIK WASTE MANAGEMENT DIVISION
R TELEPHONE (813) 2725788
EXIXHIEB&LEHREQﬂIl_ WETLANDS MANAGEMENT DIVISION
ROGER P STEWART TELEFHONE (813) 2727104
MEMORANDTUM
DATE: ' February 26, 1997
TO: John Glunn
FROM: Jerry Campbel%fzﬂ

SUBJECT: Modelling of Gulf Coast Recycling (GCR)

Pursuant to ' Rule 62-296.603(3), F.A.C., GCR modelled their
facility'e lead emissions and submitted the results with their lead
RACT permit application in September of 1994. While we have no
documentation in our file that Tallahassee reviewed it, Liz Deken
says she sent a copy to Tom Rogers who approved it. The RACT
permit was eventually issued with the understanding this required
compliance demonstration had been successfully completed.

Enclosed is a diskette which 1lists the modelling results. The
input included point and area sources. We reverified the point
source data and surprisingly it still fits the faclllty (see
attachment #1}. In fact, our recent discussions with Georyge
Townsgend of GCR indicates these stack parameters will not change
significantly even after the installation of the desulfurization
gystem and the afterburner. However, if CAPS' pending BACT
determination for SO, requires greater control erriciency than the
desulfurization can deliver, then additicnal controls would be
hecessary and the blast furnace stack could change. John Reynolds
and Al Linero would probably have the best feel for how that BACT
will turn out.

We also checked the area source calculations used in the model.
Although these are not as precise and require considerable
judgement, the area source estimates appear to be a reasonable
approximation of the unconfined emissions from GCR as it currently
stands. Thus we would not suggest any changes to the area source

input.

An Affirmative Action - Equal Opportunity Empicyer {' brintec on tecyclod paper
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John Glunn
Memorandum
February 26, 1997
Page 2

Unless we are authorized to take credit for the further reductions
required by the MACT, or the blast furnace stack changes because of
the BACT for SO,, or there is a need to rerun the model using an
updated version of ISC; then we recommend that the model run in
1994 be submitted to the EPA as proof that the proposed RACT
program demonstrates compliance for the GCR. Please keep us

advised.
Attachments
cag

cct: Al Linero
George Townsend



EPC/HC RIR MANAGEMENT Fax:813-272-5605

Emigsion
Unit

Blast Furance
Tappinhg
Charging
kefining Area

Slag Processing

Stack
Height
(M)
46
11

20

ATTACHMENT #1

Feb 26 ’Q7  16:32

Gulf Coaat Recycling

Stack Stack stack
Diameter Temperature Velocity
(M) (°K) (M/S)
0.92 338 15.9
0.32 215 22.9
0.56 305 21.4
0.66 303 21.7
0.36 294 14.3

P. 04,04

0.0001

Allowable
Pb Emissions
(g/s)

RACT MACT.

0.1999 0.0174

0.0077 0.0033

0.0229 0.0100

0.0033 0.0144
0.0026
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From: Michael E. Stout M.A. Industries

Questions? Call 770-487-7761 307 Dividend Drive, P.O. Box 2322
Fax 770-487-2710 Peachtree City, GA 30269

To: Mr. John Reynolds

Company: Florida Dept. of Environmental FAX: 904-922-6979

Protection, Bureau of Air
Ph: 904-488-1344

Regulation
Address:
Date: February 3, 1997

Time: 10:04 AM Pages. 1 {including this one)

It was a pleasure to talk with you yesterday. As | rentioned to you, a typical
desulfurization installation will reach between 1-1.5% sulfur in the treated paste.
Rewashing steps can be employed to expose more sulfur units to the soda ash. |
would guess in theory that you could reach 95% removal by a series of rawashin steps.
However, the draw back to this is the cost of large reactors, agitators, motors and extra
sets of filter press units.

We have not done any testing to iry to attain these levels because of the prohibitive
capital cost of the equipment. If a potential customer approached us and asked for
95% sulfur removal. our probable response would be to propoase an additional washing
step but we would not be able to give any guarantees given the fact that we have no
practical experience in reaching these levels.

) wish | couid ba of more help to you in this area. Please let me know if we can be of
any other assistance.

Best Regards,

A A,

Michdel E. Stout
M.A. Industries
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RE: GCR’s December 27 Lewer on  Advanced Desulfurizarion (PSD-FL-213) Al W
- =1 AA U:}%‘ENT

Dear Mr. Kitchen:

During our teleconference last November it was agreed that Gudf Coast Regycling would consult
immediately with desulfurizadon equipment supplicrs and then report the details to us an how advanced
desulfurization technology could be applied at your facility. The December 27 submittal does not indjcate that
tha equipment supplier provided much in the way of new information. Thc generic information pravided
appears to have come solely from sales hiterature, The enclosed letter from M. A, Industries specifying the sulfur
content af the repulpad paste is the same one that is currently in the permit file (over onc year old), 50 it does not
appear tbat much of an investigation was made. Therefore, we will conduot the research and keep you informed

of our findings.

Your letter concluded that repuiping (and refiltering) results in an unjustifiably small inerease i sulfur
removal efficiency of only 0.5 to 1.0%. The M. A. Industries letter states that the paste sulfux couteat is reduced
from 1.5 % (average} to 0.5-1.0%, reflesting a 33 10 66% sulfur content improvement due to repulping. For
example, if 10,500 1b. Pb scrap/hr with 4.5% sulfur (473 Ib. S/hr) enters a 66%-efficient first stage
desulfurization unit, 312 Ib. S/hr will be removedt leaving 161 Ib. S/br going to the furmace at about 1.5% S
content With:a second 66% efficient stage, only 54.7 1b. 5/hr would be going to the firnace, resulting in the
removal of an additional 161 - 54.7 = 106.3 1b, S/hr (about 1% 5 contgat). Owverall sulfur removal efficiency is
thus intreased-from 66% to 88.4% by the addition of the sacond stage, “Sulfur content” is not the same ae

“suifur removal”,
If there are questions regarding the-above, pleasc contact me or John Reynolds at (904) 488-1344.

Sincerely,
(2 éa Jo
AL A, Literg, P. E
L . Administrator
‘ Tt New Source Review Section
AAL/jr
c¢: B. Thomas . SWD
" J. Campbell, EPCHC !
B. Beals, EPA _

S. Smallwood, P.E.

“Frotest, Conserve and Manoge Flarida’s Epvirenment ond Notural Resources™

Printed on recyded paper.




Jan 10 '97

Department of

Twin Towers Office Building
2600 Blair Scone Road

16:44

Environmental Protection

P.02/02

YVirginia B. Wetherell

Chlies
Lagt;l:motee Tallshassee, Florida 32399.2400 | Secretary
January 6, 1997 L
iy S e
CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 3} ggi gy ’i:g:ﬁ iﬁ%
Al e S 5
Mr. Willis M. Kitchen, President bR | W
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. . J.ﬂﬁ 0 33997
1901 North 66th Strest

e Tarids 33419




Department of

Env_ironmental Protection

Twin Towers Office Building

Lawton Chiles 2600 Blair Stone Road Virginiz B. Wetherell
Governor Tallahassee, Fiorida 32399-2400 Secretary
January 6, 1997

CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Mr. Willis M. Kitchen, President
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc.

1901 North 66th Street

Tampa, Florida 33619

RE: GCR’s December 27 Letter on Advanced Desulfurization (PSD-FL-213)

Dear Mr. Kitchen:

During our teleconference last November it was agreed that Gulf Coast Recycling would consult
immediately with desulfurization equipment suppliers and then report the details to us on how advanced
desulfurization technology could be applied at your facility. The December 27 submittal does not indicate that
the equipment supplier provided much in the way of new information. The generic information provided
appears to have come solely from sales literature. The enclosed letter from M. A. Industrics specifving the sulfur
content of the repulped paste is the same ope that is currently in the permit file (over one year old), so it docs not
appear that much of an investigation was made. Therefore, we will conduct the research and keep vou informed
of our findings.

Your letter concluded that repulping (and refiltering) results in an unjustifiably small increase in sulfur
removal efficiency of only 0.5 to 1.0%. The M. A. Industries letter states that the paste sulfur content is reduced
{from 1.5 % (average) to 0.5-]. 0%, reflecting a 33 to 66% sulfur content improvement due to repulping. For
example, if 10,500 Ib. Pb scrap/hr with 4.5% sulfur (473 Ib. S/hr) enters a 66%-cfficient first stage
desulfurization unit, 312 Ib. S/hr will be removed leaving 161 Ib. S/hr going to the furnace at about 1.5% S
content. With a second 66% efficient stage, only 54.7 lb. S/hr would be going to the furnace, resulting in the
removal of an additional 161 - 54.7 = 106.3 1b. S/hr (about 1% S content). Overall sulfur removal efficiency is
tiyus increased from 66% to 88.4% by the addition of the second stage. “Sulfur content” is not the same as

“suifur removal”. -
If there are questions regarding the above, please contact me or John Reymolds at (904) 488-1344,

Sincerely,

(3T e

A. A Linero, P E.
Administrator
New Source Review Section

AALAr

¢: B. Thomas, SWD
J. Campbell, EPCHC
B. Beals, EPA
S. Smallwood, P.E.

“Protec:. Conserve and Manage Floride’s Environment and Natural Resources”

Printed on recycled paper.
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card to you.
# Aftach this form to the front of the mallpiece, or on tha back if space does not.
permit.
®Write “Retun Receipt Requestad® on the mailpiece below the article number,
®The Retum Receipt will show to whom the article was delivered and the date

= Complete items 1 andior 2 for additional services. | also wish to receive the
s Compiste items 3, 4a, and 4b, tollowing services {for an
=Print your name and address on the reverse of this form so that we can retum this extra fee):

1. [0 Addressee's Address
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US Postal Service

Receipt for Certified Mail

No insuiance Coverage Provided.

Do not usa for International Mail {See reverse}
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