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Department of
Environmental Protection

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

November 8, 1995

CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

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

1901 North 66th Street

Tampa, Florida 33619

Re: Completeness Review - Construction Permit Application
PSD-FL-215

Dear Mr. Kitchen:

The Department received your additional submittal regarding the
subject permit application on October 27. Since that submittal may
impact the overall review of the application, the completeness
review period will be extended for 30 days following October 27.
Therefore, if the Department requires any additional information,
an incompleteness letter will be mailed to you by November 24.

If you have any questions, please call me or John Reynolds at
904-488-1344.

Sincerely

2. A. Linero, P.E.
Administrator
New Source Review Section

" AAL/JR/t

CC: L. Deken, EPCHC
W. Thomas, SWD
L. Carlson, Lake Engineering

“Protect, Conserve and Manage Florida’s Environment and Natural Resources”

Printed on recycled paper.
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If a petition is filed, the administrative hearing process is
designed to formulate agency action. Accordingly, the Department’s
final action may be different from the position taken by it in this
intent. Persons whose substantial interests will be affected by
any decision of the Department with regard to the application have
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 receipt of this intent in the
Office of General Counsel at the above address of the Department.
Failure to petition within the allowed time frame constitutes a
waiver of any right such person has to request a hearing under
Section 120.57, F.S., and to participate as a party to this
proceeding. Any subsequent intervention will only be at the
approval of the presiding officer upon motion filed pursuant to
Rule 28-5.207, F.A.C.

The application is available for public inspection during
normal business hours, 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday through
Friday, except legal holidays, at:

Department of Environmental Protection
Bureau of Air Regulation

111 South Magnolia Drive

Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Department of Environmental Protection
Southwest District

8407 Laurel Fair Circle

Tampa, Florida 33619

Environmental Protection Commision
of Hillsborough County

1900 9th Avenue

Tampa, Florida 33605

Any person may send written comments on the proposed action to
Administrator, New Source Review Section, Bureau of Air Regulation,
at the Department’s Tallahassee address. All comments received
within 30 days of the publication of +this notice will be
considered.

Further, a public hearing can be requested by any person(s).
Such requests must be submitted within 30 days of this notice.
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5 }k_, Department of
28 L. Environmental Protection

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

Lawton Chiles
Governor

April 20, 1995

CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Mr. Willis M. Kitchen
President

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

RE: Construction Permit Application for Blast Furnace
AC29-209018/PSD-FL-215

Dear Mr. Kitchen:

The Department has not received a reply to our June 28, 1994,
letter requesting additional information for processing the
referenced permit application. Therefore, the permit will be
denied unless the Department receives the requested information

' by May 26, 1995. If there are any questions, please call Al Linero
or John Reynolds of our staff at 904-488-1344.

’ Sincerely,

CPce 3%@.. 2/

fél C. H. Fancy, P.E.
Chief
Bureau of Air Regulation

CHF/AL/t

cc: W. Thomas, SWD
Beason, OGC

Deken, EPCHC
Harper, EPA
Bunyak, NPS
Carlson, Lake Eng.

AR Ralv)

“Protect. Conserve ond Manags Fleniou's Environment ang iNawral Resources’

Printed on recycled paper.
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Department of
Environmental Protection

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

April 20, 1995

CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Mr. Willis M. Kitchen
President

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

RE: Construction Permit Application for Blast Furnace
AC29-209018/PSD-FL-215

Dear Mr. Kitchen:

The Department has not received a reply to our June 28, 1994,
letter requesting additional information for processing the
referenced permit application. Therefore, the permit will be
denied unless the Department receives the requested information

' by May 26, 1995. If there are any questions, please call Al Linero
or John Reynolds of our staff at 904-488-1344.

Sincerely, .

(P = /.

A c. n. Fancy, P.E.
Chief
Bureau of Air Regulation

CHF/AL/t
cc: W. Thomas, SWD
D. Beason, 0OGC
L. Deken, EPCHC
J. Harper, EPA
J. Bunyak, NPS
L. Carlson, Lake Eng.

Printed on recycled paper.
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- MACFARLANE AUSLEY FERGUSON & MCMULLEN _J,hn R

e
( ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELORS AT LAW
11 MADISON STREET, SUITE 2390 S
P.O. BOX 1531 (2IR 33601)
TAMPA, FLORIDA 33602
227 SOUTH CALHOUN STREET 813y 27“3-4200 FAX (813) 273-4396 ' . 400 CLEVELAND STREET
P.O. BOX 391 (ZIP 32302) 3 P.O. BOX 1669 (ZIP 34617)
TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 3230l CLEARWATER. FLORIDA 34615
(904) 224-9115 FAX (904) B22-7560 EGEQVE ] 441-8966 FAX (8131 442:8470
R . IN REPLY REFER TO:
DEC 13 19
BUREAU OF
December 11, 1995 AR R%GULAHON
illiam B. Taylor, IV

Post Office Box 1531.
Tampa, Florida 33601

VIA FEDERAL EXPRESS

Ms. Virginia Wetherell

Secretary

Florida Department of Environmental Regulation
Twin Towers Office Building

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Florida 32399

Re: Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc.
DEP File No.: PSD-FL-215
AC 29-209018

Dear Ms. Wetherell:

Enclosed for filing is the original and one copy of Gulf Coast
Recycling, Inc.'s Third Request for Extention of Time to File its
formal Petition For Administrative Hearing. Please date stamp the

» copy and return it to my office in the enclosed, self-addressed,
stamped envelope. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Signed in Mr. Taylor's absence
to avoid delay in mailing.

William B. Taylor, IV

WBT : kkb
Enclosu;es
cCc: Mr. Willis Kitchen



STATE OF FLORIDA
{DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

In the Matter of an
Application for permit by: DEP File No. PSD-FL-215
AC 29-209018
_ Hillsborough County
Mr. Willis® Kitchen
President
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc.

THIRD REQUEST FOR EXTENSION OF TIME

TO: Virginia Wetherell, Secretary

Department of Environmental Protection

2600 Blair Stone Road

Twin Towers Building

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400

GULF COAST RECYCLING, INC. ("Gulf Coast"), pursuant to Chapter
17-103.070, F.A.C., hereby requests a third extension of time to
file its formal Petition For Administrative Hearing, and in support
hereof says:

1. Gulf Coast previously requested an extension of time to
file an administrative petition. Since that time Gulf Coast has
been in communication with its consultant retained to advise it
regarding the permit application and to respond to an information
?request submitted by the Department dated November 21, 1995 by A.
A. Linero, P.E., Administrator, New Source Review Section. ,The.
consultant advises that the necessary information should be given
to Gulf Coast by December 24, 1995. It will take approximately two
(2) weeks to review that information and compile a responsive

document. Therefore, an extension until February 1, 1996 is

requested.



Best Available Copy

2. In the event this request for extension is not granted,
then this shgll serve as notice of intent by Gulf Coast to seek a
formal administrative reviewipursuant to Section 120.57, Florida
Statutes.

WHEREFORE, Gulf Coast respectfully requests an extension of
time until February 1, 1996 to file its Petition for Administrative
Hearing, pursuant to Section 120.57, Florida Statutes.

I HEREBY CERTIFY that the original of the foregoing has been
filed, via Federal Express, with Virginia Wetherell, Secretary of i
the Department of Environmental Protection, and copies sent to
Office of General Counsel, Department of Environmental Protection,
2600 Blair Sfone Road, Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400 and tf
C. H. Fancy, P.E., Chief, Bureau of Air Requlation, State ©f
Florida Department of Environmental Protection, 2600 Blair Stone
Road, Tallahassee, Florida 32399, this 11th day of December, 1995.

Respectfully submitted,

W
;

BN .
Y

o N
WILLIAM B TAYLOR IV \ESQ
Fla. Bar No. 144329
SCOTT C. DAVIS, ESQUIRE
Fla. Bar No. 022799
Macfarlane Ausley Ferguson

& McMullen
Post Office Box 1531
Tampa, Florida 33601
(813) 273-4228
Attorney for Petitioner

cc: Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc.

KEB\ * *\ **\WBTMAIN\GCR\ADMINIST.HRG\120-5S7PET.Ex3



United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
1875 Century Boulevard

Atlanta, Georgia 30345 REC EIVED
NOV 28 1995 DEC 4 199

. BUREAU OF
Mr. Clair H. Fancy AR REGU LATION

Chief, Bureau of Air Regulation
Department of Environmental Regulation
Twin Towers Office Building

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Florida 32399

IN REPLY REFER TO:

Dear Mr. Fancy:

We have reviewed the October 10, 1995, letter from Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc., to your office, in
which Gulf Coast addresses concerns we expressed in a July 13, 1994, letter to you. We are pleased
that Gulf Coast has proposed a substantially lower sulfur dioxide emission rate (175 1b/hr instead
of the originally proposed 374 lb/hr), but still have some concems regarding the project. The
enclosed Technical Review Document prepared by our Air Quality Branch in Denver, Colorado,
summarizes these concerns.

We understand that your office has advised Gulf Coast that their application remains incomplete,
-and you have requested additional information to satisfy our concerns.

If you have any further questions, please contact Ms. Ellen Porter of our Air Quality Branch in
Denver at 303/969-2617.

Sincerely yours,

reen K. Clough
egional Director

Fo

Enclosure



Technical Review of the
Additional Information
Submitted October 10, 1995,
by Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc.
Hillsborough County, Florida

by

Air Quality Branch, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Denver, Colorado

On October 10, 1995, Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. (Gulf Coast), submitted responses to concerns expressed in our
July 13, 1994, letter. In that letter, we informed the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) that
Gulf Coast's Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) permit application was incomplete. The application
was for a blast furnace at the Gulf Coast lead-acid battery recycling facility in Tampa, Hillsborough County,
Florida, 75 km south-southeast of Chassahowitzka Wilderness Area (WA). Although the blast furnace was actually
installed in 1984, Gulf Coast did not apply for a PSD permit then. FDEP subsequently informed Gulf Coast that
a PSD review was required, and Gulf Coast submitted an application in 1994.

The following comments summarize our position regarding Gulf Coast's responses to the concerns expressed in
our July 13, 1994, letter.

Best Available Control Technology (BACT)

Our July 13, 1994, letter noted that the best available control technology (BACT) analysis for the project was
incomplete and that similar facilities had achieved substantially lower sulfur dioxide (SO,) emission rates than those
initially proposed by Gulf Coast. We are pleased that Gulf Coast is now proposing a much lower SO, emission
rate: 175 pounds per hour (Ib/hr) instead of 374 Ib/hr. However, Gulf Coast has still not provided adequate
information to determine whether the proposed level of control represents BACT.

Also, Gulf Coast has not adequately addressed our concerns regarding their proposed lead emission rates. Source
testing indicates actual lead emissions are far below the requested emission limit of 0.59 ton per year. We request
that FDEP establish an emission limit more representative of actual rates, as opposed to an artificially high limit.
If FDEP sets a limit of 0.59 ton per year, we agree the Maximum Achievable Control Technology (MACT)
standard procedures for monitoring lead emissions are sufficient to ensure lead emissions do not exceed the PSD
threshold; however, we request that FDEP not wait until the MACT compliance date to require monitoring. The
monitoring procedures must be in place before the MACT compliance date to ensure the 0.59 ton per year emission
limit is enforceable.

Air Quality Modeling Analysis

We noted that although the MESOPUFF 1I air quality modeling analysis predicted that Gulf Coast would not
contribute significantly to exceedances of the Class I SO, 24-hour increment, the analysis was not complete because
it used only one upper air meteorological station. Therefore, we requested that Gulf Coast be required to use two
additional upper air stations to adequately address the wind flow from other sources within the State. Because Gulf
Coast has now proposed a substantially lower SO, emission rate, we will accept the initial modeling analysis (which
- was based on the much higher emission rate of 374 Ib/hr SO,). However, future applicants should use three upper
air stations when evaluating potential impacts to Chassahowitzka WA: Tampa/Ruskin, Florida; West Palm Beach,
Florida; and Waycross, Georgia.



Air Quality Related Values (AQRY) Analysis

We requested a more detailed air quality related values (AQRV) analysis. Gulf Coast replied by stating that
because they do not significantly contribute to any modeled exceedance of the Class I increments, impacts on
AQRVs are insignificant. Please advise Gulf Coast that the AQRYV analysis is independent of the Class I increment
analysis. AQRVs may be affected even though the increment is not exceeded. Because Gulf Coast has reduced
proposed emissions significantly, we will not require them to submit another analysis. However, future applicants
should consult with our office regarding any question of the need for a detailed AQRV analysis.

VISCREEN Analysis

We originally noted that Gulf Coast did not perform a visibility analysis. However, we are now satisfied that Guif
Coast has submitted this analysis, which indicates that the project will have low potential to cause visible plume
impacts at Chassahowitzka WA.

Contact: Ellen Porter
(303) 969-2617



Department of
Environmental Protection

Twin Towers Office Building
Lawton Chiles 2600 Blair Stone Road Virginia B. Wetherell

Governor Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400 Secretary
ovember 21, 1995

CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

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

1901 North 66th Street

Tampa, Florida 33619

Re: Construction Permit Application (PSD-FL-215)
Dear Mr. Kitchen:

Additional information will be required for processing the
revised application. As you know, this permitting action began as
an effort to permit the 1984 replacement of two blast furnaces.
retroactively according to federal PSD requirements, on the
assumption that no major modifications or physical changes were
being made in the interim. Recently, the application was amended
to cover higher production and emission rates and now contains the
newly-proposed desulfurization and afterburner projects. Although
the revised application mentions that a subsequent application will
be filed once a specific system is selected, these projects must
undergo permitting review at this time since Gulf Coast has
proposed emission limits based on.their installation. Thus, the
construction permit must cover these projects as if they were being
installed concurrently with the blast furnace replacement.

i We should also point out that several sections of the revised
' application must be redone. For example, the "internal offset"
approach discussed on page 25 as a way of avoiding ozone
non-attainment new source review puts the "cart before the horse"
since the "offset" from installing the project would be obtained
before the unit undergoes permitting review. The process does not
work that way. The incinerator installation must be the
consequence of the permitting review process rather than vice
versa.

In other words, Gulf Coast’s existing emissions (before
desulfurization and incineration are installed) must determine the
type of review required, and the necessary controls are then
determined based on the rules that apply to the current emission
levels. For this reason, a Lowest Achievable Emission Rate (LAER)
.analysis is required pursuant to F.A.C. Rules 62-212.500(4) (a) and

' 62-212.510 for current VOC emissions in the ozone non-attainment
area. This will mean that the incinerator must be designed to
achieve a LAER emission limit, and that limit is to be determined
by the Department, after being proposed by Gulf Coast.

5

“Protect, Conserve and Manage Florida’s Environment and Natural Resources”

Printed on recycled paper.



Mr. Willis M. Kitchen
November 21, 1995
Page Two

Additional information will also be needed as a result of the
EPA’s 40 CFR 63 Subpart X standards promulgated on June 23, 1995.
Although Gulf Coast will have until June 23, 1997 to comply with
Subpart X requirements, they must be included in the construction
permit at this time since they are presently applicable with two
years for final compliance.

Therefore, the following incompleteness items are requested:

1. The SO2 emission limit proposed by Gulf Coast has been
reduced to 175 lbs/hr from the previous 374 lbs/hr on the basis of
installing desulfurization technology. The 175 lbs/hr estimate is
based on a material balance calculation that assumes 80% of the
feed is recovered as scrap lead that is then desulfurized, leaving
1% of the tonnage as sulfur (primarily in the form of lead sulfate)
that oxidizes to S02 in the furnace, with 20% of that 1% remaining
in the furnace slag. It is not clear how the desulfurization step
enters into this calculation. The 1% sulfur obtained as a result
of the desulfurization step appears to be a rough estimate at best
and may vary considerably. Rather than basing the S02 emission
limit on such broad assumptions, we must rely on actual data from
installations using this technology. The application mentions
three new lead recovery plants that have successfully demonstrated
desulfurization, but does riot identify them or present any data.
To provide the Department with reasonable assurance that the
proposed emission limit has a sound factual basis, please provide
actual data for these three plants from the manufacturer or other

sources as shown below: .
_ Actual S02 Emissions(prh)
Date Desulf. Charge Before After

Plant Location _Instalied Rate Desulf. Desulf. !

- - - - - - w

2. The rationale for the particulate matter analysis (page 22)
is incorrect since new source review applicability depends on a
comparison of the proposed allowable emissions with the actual
emissions averaged over the most recent two year period that is
representative of normal operaticn.. In this case the averaging
period would be the two years prior to the replacement of the two
blast furnaces in 1984. Please revise the application accordingly.

3. As stated earlier, a control strategy must be the result of;
permitting review based on current emissions and not "offsets" from
a control strategy the applicant has proposed prior to permitting
review. Thus, the VOC section must be redone to include a LAER
analysis and a proposed. LAER emission limit. v

-
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4. Please revise the application to cover all applicable
provisions of the 40 CFR 63 Subpart X regulations and indicate a
schedule for compliance by June 23, 1997. ’

5. Please address all concerns discussed and make revisions as
necessary pursuant to the enclosed comments submitted by the
Environmental Protection Commission of Hillsborough County on
November 21, 1995.

6. We need a copy of the S02 Maxi-File comparison programs and
outputs to confirm your modeling results.

If you have any questions, please contact me, John Reynolds, or
Cleve Holladay at 904-488-1344.

Sincerely,
— ;l/?l

A. A. Linero, P.E.
Administrator
New Source Review Section

Enclosure

cc: W. Thomas, SWD
L. Deken, EPCHC
J. Harper, EPA
J. Bunyak, NPS
L. Carlson, Lake Eng.
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John Reynolds

Division of Air Resources Management
Florida Department of Environmental
" Protection

.Twin Towers Office Building

2600 Blair Stone Road.

Tallahassee, FL 32399-2400

Re: Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. (GCR) - PSD Application
Dear Mr. Reynolds: '

I have reviewed the revised application submitted by GCR on October
27, 1995. Based on my review of the material submitted, I have the
following comments:

1. This facility's operations are subject to Rule 62-296.600,
" F.A.C. (Lead RACT) and GCR was required to obtain a federally
enforceable permit to incorporate the applicable provisions.

I am enclosing a copy of the permit for your information. 1In

the revised PSD application they requested an emission
limitation which is substantially different from what is
required in their Lead RACT permit. The Lead RACT rule was

not 1listed in the rule applicability portion of the
application. This rule needs to be taken into account when
establishing the allowables for the blast furnace operation.

2. In the application, the permittee also indicated that blast
furnace operations are not subject to particulate matter RACT
because of the exemption stated in Rule 62-296.700(2)a, F.A.C.
(facility emissions less than 5 1lbs./hr. and 15 tons/yr.).
GCR's blast furnace existing operating permit does have the
RACT exemption included as a specific condition. However,
after the operating permit for the furnace was issued, the
facility was required to obtain a construction permit for
their refining operation. The construction permit was issued
in Tallahassee and a determination was made that the operation
was subject to particulate RACT. The particulate matter

An Affirmative Action - Equal Opportunity Employer LA
" Printed on recycled paper



John Reynolds
November 21, 1995
Page 2

emissions for the refining operation alone are more than 4
lbs./hr. and 12 tons/yr. The furnace operations therefore
can't be exempted using the 5 1lbs./hr. and 15 tons/yr.
facility exemption. This issue needs to be addressed in this
permit.

Also, in the construction permit that was issued to address
the Lead RACT issues and their current operating permit, they
currently charge 88% of the total maximum process rate as lead
scrap. In the revised submittal all of the calculations were
done for the SO, and CO based on charging 80% lead scrap.
There seems to be a change in the ratio of the different
materials charged. If they plan to reduce the lead scrap
charge to 80%, which of the other constituents do they plan to
increase (i.e., limestone, coke, iron, etc.)? If they plan to
continue charging the furnace with the current ratio of lead
scrap and other materials, then they need to revise their
calculations to account for the increased charge (88%).

In a recent compliance test at the facility, GCR reported the
process rate for the SO, test at 6.56 tons/hr. In the current
revised application under review they have requested a maximum
process rate of 6.5 tons/hr. How is GCR going to show
compliance with this limitation and what reasonable assurance
does the Department have that GCR will not exceed that rate?

In the SO, calculations the permittee used an emission factor
of 80 lbs./ton from AP-42 for the blast furnace. Based on the
test data from the facility, the emission rate of S0, has
exceeded the value of 80 lbs./ton. I have attached a table
summarizing the test data from the facility for your use. The
rate of emissions 1is important since we are trying to
establish an appropriate emission limitation and 1level of
reduction.

For your information, Gulf Coast Recycling is currently under
enforcement. There are two open enforcement cases against
GCR. I have attached the Consent Order for one and an NOI for
the more recent case. The NOI addresses two successive
quarterly exceedances of the Lead NAAQS at a monitor located
just north of the facility and process rate exceedance of the
furnace operations. Should you need more information
regarding these cases please let us know. We will be
evaluating additional control measures GCR can undertake to
reduce lead emissions from the facility.
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7.

b)

c)

Also, for your information, the EPC has received a number of
complaints regarding GCR from people working just south of the
facility at the CSX railyard. The complaints are primarily
concerning odors from the operation. The complainants are
reporting a burning and irritating odor. They also indicate
they can also taste it (leaves a taste in their mouth). We
are still investigating these complaints and have verified
some of the complaints. It is undetermined at this point
whether the complaints can be attributed to SO,, SAM, or other
emissions. In order to adequately address this issue we will
be looking for additional control measures from GCR.

The permit application also did not identify MACT as an
applicable rule on page 23. The requirements of this rule
will need to be incorporated into the issued permit.

The revised application that was submitted to the Department
does not indicate whether a search was conducted for recent
RACT/BACT/LAER determinations for SO, emissions from lead
smelting operations. In order to provide the Department with
reasonable assurance that the control technologies evaluated
in the application are the best available, documentation needs
to be provided on similar projects. In addition, the average
cost effectiveness must be provided for each of the control
technologies identified and used in the determination.
Results of this type of analysis should be included in the
BACT analysis in the application.

Pursuant to available guidance material on conducting BACT

determinations (i.e., Draft 1990 version of NSR Workshop
Manual), the average cost effectiveness for each control
technology evaluated must be provided. In addition, the

incremental cost effectiveness must be determined to evaluate
the difference in costs between a control technology and the
next Dbest control technology. No incremental cost
effectiveness numbers were provided in the application.

On page 24 of the application, a table is shown which
identifies results of a search of the RACT/BACT/LAER
Clearinghouse for CO emissions. As stated above, for the
different control technologies, an average cost effectiveness
was not provided. In addition, an incremental cost
effectiveness was not provided for the difference in control
efficiencies (i.e., proposed 90% reduction but table on page
24 shows higher efficiencies).
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10. Also, for you information, we would request that any permit
issued for the blast furnace require emission testing which
demonstrates the control efficiencies for the operation.

Should you have any questions or need more information concerning
these comments please call me at Suncom 543-5530.

Sincerely,
Q/g Defoo
Liz Deken

Chief, Air Toxics Section

bm



S0, Stack Test Summary

so, Production Emissions

Test Date 1bs./hr. tons/hr. lbs. SO,/ton Pb produced
November 1994 337.9 4.11 82.2
November 1993 377.6 2.90 . 130.2
December 1992 341 2.90 117.6
October 1991 260 2.90 89.7
February 1990 326 2.55 127.8
February 1989 339 2.55 132.9
February 1988 377 2.62 143.9
March 1987 353 | 2.47 142.9
February 1986 92 2.63 35

February 1985 313 2.8 111.8
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Department of
Environmental Protection

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

November 8, 1995

CERTIFIED MAIL ~ RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

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

1901 North 66th Street

Tampa, Florida 33619

Re: Completeness Review - Construction Permit Application
PSD-FL-215

Dear Mr. Kitchen:

The Department received your additional submittal regarding the
subject permit application on October 27. Since that submittal may
impact the overall review of the application, the completeness
review period will be extended for 30 days following October 27.
Therefore, if the Department requires any additional information,
an incompleteness letter will be mailed to you by November 24.

If you have any questions, please call me or John Reynolds at
904-488-1344.

Sincere]j:/,//Q
@Q " . __,./\ Pu ""./i I

A. A. Linero, P.E.
Administrator
New Source Review Section

AAL/JR/t

CC: L. Deken, EPCHC
W. Thomas, SWD
L. Carlson, Lake Engineering

“Protect, Conserve and Manage Florida's Environment and Natural Resources™

Printed on recycled paper.
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October 25, 1995 RECEIVED

8.1 27 1995
Mr. C.H. Fancy ‘ BUREAU OF
Chief, Bureau of Air Regulation : . AR REGULATION

Florida Department of Environmental Protection
Twin Towers Office Building

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400

RE: GULF COAST RECYCLING, INC. AC 29-209018, PSD-FL-215
Dear Mr. Fancy:

Enclosed are six identical diskettes containing the results of the refined modeling that was
required in the DEP’s June 28, 1994 letter to Gulf Coast. This letter concerned the
completeness review for the initial PSD application (May 1994) and included comments received
from the various reviewing agencies.

Specifically, the refined modeling was required per item number two on the first page
of the letter. Item number two stated that refined modeling should be performed using a finer
mesh receptor grid centered over any critical receptors identified in the screening phase. Critical
receptors were defined as those receptors where exceedances of the AAQS were predicted when
emissions from all 68 sources were modeled. A finer mesh grid of 100 meter spacing out to a
distance of 500 meters was then placed around those critical receptors. The model was re-run
(at the revised requested SO, emission rate of 175 Ibs/hr) to further determine if Gulf Coast was
significantly contributing to the modeled exceedances at the increased number of receptors. Gulf
Coast would be significantly contributing if emissions from Guif Coast only resulted in impacts
greater than the significant impact levels at the same receptors and for the same averading
periods as the modeled AAQS exceedances.

To accomplish the refined modeling, each Maxi-File (.OVR files), that contained the
values exceeding the respective AAQS minus the background value, from the modeling results
submitted with the revised PSD application (October 1995) were analyzed to locate the critical
receptors (where modeled AAQS exceedances occurred). Please note that no AAQS exceedances

SUITE 500, 35 GLENLAKE PARKWAY
ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30328
(770) 395-0464 FAX: (770) 395-0474



Mr. C. H. Fancy
October 25, 1995
Page 2

were predicted for the 3-hour averaging period for years 1982-85 and the annual averaging
period for 1983. New receptor grids were then centered around the critical receptors to
incorporate the required 1000 m? mesh size. These new data files (. DTA files) were then re-run
using ISCST3.

New Maxi-Files were generated using the same thresholds as before (AAQS minus
background value for modeling all sources and significant impact level for modeling Gulf
Coast’s emissions only). The Maxi-Files for all sources were compared with the Maxi-Files for
Gulf Coast only to determine if there were any instances where the AAQS were being exceeded
at the same time and at the same receptors that the respective significant impact level was also
being exceeded (e.g.:REF83-24.OVR was compared to REFG83-24.0VR, and so on. See below
for file name descriptions.). The results show there are no instances where both the AAQS and
the significant impact levels are being exceeded at the same time and receptors, indicating Gulf
Coast is not significantly contributing to any of the modeled AAQS exceedances.

Following are descriptions of the filename prefixes used for the refined modeling. All
files are included on the diskette and are in zipped format.

REF821-24 * 1982 met data, 24-hour averaging period, run 1 of 2 (large no. of receptors)
REF822-24 .* 1982 met data, 24-hour averaging period, run 2 of 2 (large no. of receptors)
REF83-24 .* 1983 met data, 24-hour averaging period

REF84-24 .* 1984 met data, 24-hour averaging period

REF851-24.* 1985 met data, 24-hour averaging period, run 1 of 2 (large no. of receptors)
REF852-24 * 1985 met data, 24-hour averaging period, run 2 of 2 (large no. of receptors)
REF86-24.* 1986 met data, 24-hour averaging period

REF86-3.* 1986 met data, 3-hour averaging period

REF82-AN.* 1982 met data, annual averaging period

REF84-AN.* 1984 met data, annual averaging period

REF85-AN.* 1985 met data, annual averaging period

REF86-AN.* 1986 met data, annual averaging period

For the Maxi-Files ((OVR), "REFG" was used to denote the file contained exceedances of the respective significant
impact level (Gulf Coast emissions only).

Thank you for your patience regarding the submittal of this additional modeling. This
exercise was very time consuming due to the large degree of data comparison required to
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generate the refined receptor grids and compare the Maxi-Files. If you have any questions
regarding these modeling results or require additional information please contact me at (770)
395-0464.

Sincerely,
LAKE ENGINEERING, INC.

[y & (lom

Larry G. Carlson

Air Pollution Compliance Specialist
LGC:cpc
Attachments

cc:  Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. w/attachment

460.2.1

\460-95\1025fanc. 23}



RBEST AVAILABLE COPY

_ . C)Ul {
GULF COAST RECYCLING, INC. %SLW i

1801 NORTH €6ih STREET « TAMPA, FLORIDA 33618
PHONE: (813) 626-6151 FAX: (813) 622-8388 /o 2.3

October 17, 1995 ()o hn R

Mr. John Glunn

Florida Department of
Envirommental Protection

Twin Towers Office Building

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, FL 32399-2400

Subject: Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc.
Initial Notification
Applicability of 40 CFR 63, Subpart X
NESHAPS from Secondary Lead Smelting

Dear Mr. Glunn:

This notification is being submitted in accordance with the provisions of
40 CFR 63.9(b). regarding the above referenced NESHAPS.

(1) The name and address of the owner or operator:

GulT Coast Recycling. Inc.
1901 N. &66th Street
Tampa, Florida 33619

(i1) The physical location/address of the affected source:

The source is lccated zt the add“oss indiceted ebove in Hit
County. Floridz.

(iii) An identification of the relevant standard. or other requiremernt,
that is the bas1s of the notification and the source’s compliance
date:

The source 1s subject to the recently promuigatad NESHAPS from
Secondary Lead Smelting pursuant to 40 CFR 63, Subpart X and the
Generel Provisions in 40 CFR 63, Subpart A. The source’s compliance
date is June 23, 1°997.

(iv) A brief description of the nature, size, design. and method of
operation of the source, 1nc]ud1ng jts design capacity and an
identification of each point of emission for each hazardous air
poliutant:

aul{ Coast Recycling recycles discarded automoiive and industriai
lead-acid storage batteries. The batteries are crushed and

IOvwd 88€8 ¢<98 £€18:Q1 ONITTIOADIY 1ISVYOD JTNO:HOdd 1v:81 SB-41-100



Mr. John Glunn October 17, 1895
Florida Department of Page 2

Envi

(v)

rommental Protection

mechanically separated into various components. The lead-bearing
components are Ted into a blast furnace for lead recovery. The lead
is reTined Turther and eventually combined with alloving metals in
refining kettles. Finished lead from The kettles is cast into
ingots for shipment. The daily lead production rate of the GCR
facility is about 90 tons.

A Tist of the HAP emission points at the site include the blast
furnace., slag tapping, furnace charging. lead refining and siag
processing. Fugitive emissions result from battery breaking, raw
matgziai storage, smelter building, dross storage and venicle
trafttic.

A statement whether the affected source is a major source or an area
source:

Based on emission datz from reference documents, the GCR Tacility is
a major source of HAPs at the present time. However, EGCLR 1S
expected to become an area source upon tinstallation of 2n
afterburner presently under FDEP air permitting review.

If you have any guesticns, please call Gecrge Townsand or me.

Iovwd

Very truly yours,

-
Css e Sy eSS oA s
g = e
wi.lis M. Kitchen
Jessigens
ZTESIgRTC

J. Koogler. Koocle

<. Campbell, ZPC

888 <9 Cci8-al ONITOA2FY 1I5v9YCID =STND:WOoAd 2 S1

SE-L1-102C



_by_she Administrator in order to meet 1less than 50 percent of the relpvfd.n E
“the compliance demonstration date standard. The owner or operator:
specified in this section or the r¢levant affected source may petition the’
standard. ministrator under paragraph (f)(6)(i1) 6
(5) Approval of request to use alter- this section to substitute the rela.tl
native monitoring method. (i) The Ad- accuracy test in section 7 of Perfo
ministrator will notify the owner or ance Specification 2 with the proo
operator of approval or intention to dures in section 10 if the results o ;
deny approval of the request to use an performance test conducted accordi
alternative monitoring method within to the requirements in §63.7, or oth 21
30 calendar days after receipt of the tests performed following the crite |
original request and within 30 calendar 1in §63.7, demonstrate that the em]ss
days after receipt of any supple- rate of the pollutant of interest in: t.hd
mentary information that is submit- units of the relevant standard is 1
ted. Before disapproving any request to = than 50 percent of the relevant sta,
use an alternative monitoring method, ard. For affected sources subject' w
the Administrator will notify the ap- emission limitations expressed as eo
plicant of the Administrator’s inten- trol efficiency levels, the owner or’ pp-
tion to disapprove the request together erator may petition the Administratof
with— to substitute the relative accuracy t f
(A) Notice of the information and with the procedures in section 10 t
findings on which the intended dis- Performance Specification 2 if the coli-
approval is based; and trol device exhaust emission rate"
(B) Notice of opportunity for the less than 50 percent of the level need
owner or operator to present additional to meet the control efficiency requiro;f
information to the Administrator be- ment. The alternative procedures  d6
fore final action on the request. At the not apply if the CEMS is used contlnu'
time the Administrator notifies the ap- ously to determine compliance.. wi
plicant of his or her intention to dis- the relevant standard.
(i1) Petition to use alternative to' re
will spéecify how much time the owner ative accuracy test. The petition to’ uu)é‘
or operator will have after being noti- an alternative to the relative accurp.é
fied of the intended disapproval to sub- test shall include a detailed description
mit the additional information. of the procedures to be applied, the'l g
(i) The Administrator may establish cation and the procedure for conduo i
general procedures and criteria in a ing the alternative, the concentra.tlo
relevant standard to accomplish the re- or response levels of the alternati
quirements of paragraph (f)(5)(1) of this relative accuracy materials, and.th
gsection. other equipment checks included in the
(ii1) If the Administrator approves alternative procedure(s). The Admir;i‘
the use of an alternative monitoring trator will review the petition for co
method for an affected source under pleteness and applicability. The" Ad
paragraph (f)(5)(1) of this section, the ministrator's determination to approva
owner or operator of such source shall an’alternative will depend on the in?
continue to use the alternative mon- tended use of the CEMS data and'm
itoring method until he or she receives require specifications more stringent’
approval from the Administrator to use than in Performance Specification 2, -
(ii1) Rescission of approval to use alters
by §63.8(D. native to relative accuracy test. The Ad?
(6) Alternative to the relative accuracy ministrator will review the permissio
test. An alternative to the relative ac- - to use an alternative to the CEMS re
curacy test for CEMS specified in a rel- ative accuracy test and may rescind &
evant standard may be requested as such permission if the CEMS data fro
follows: a successful completion of the alters
() Criteria for approval of alternative native relative accuracy procedure 1
procedures. An alternative to the test dicate that the affected source’s emls-
method for determining relative accu- sions are approaching the level of t.he G
racy 18 available for affected sources relevant standard. The criterion for x'e-
with emission rates demonstrated to be viewing the permission is that the col~

approve the request, the Administrator

another monitoring method as allowed

360

* or operator

the standard will

verages calculated from 36 or

easurement other

hour period,

‘maintenance activities

‘}ection of CEMS duta shows that emis- a 15-minute period. Alternatively, an
glons have exceeded 70 percent of the arithmetic or integrated 1-hour aver-
‘relevant; standard for any averaging pe- age of CEMS data may be used. Time
rod, as specified in the relevant stand- periods for averaging are defined in
;rd For affected sources subject to §63.2.
‘emission limitations expressed as con- (3) The data may be recorded in re-
xu'ol efficiency levels, the criterion for duced or nonreduced form (e.g., ppm
;eviewing the permission is that the pollutant and percent O, or ng/J of pol-
collection of CEMS data shows that ex- lutant).
haust emissions have exceeded 70 per- (4) All emission data shall be con-
cent of the level needed to meet the verted into units of the relevant stand-
ntrol efficiency requirement for any ard for reporting purposes using the
averaging period, as specified in the conversion procedures specified in that
relevant standard. The owner or opera- standard. After conversion into units
tor of the affected source shall main- of the relevant standard, the data may
tain records and determine the level of be rounded to the same number of sig-
emissions relative to the criterion for nificant digits as used in that standard
permission to use an alternative for to specify the emission limit (e. £.,
relative accuracy testing. If this cri- rounded to the nearest 1 percent opac-
terion is exceeded, the owuer or opera- ity).
] notify the Administrator (5) Monitoring data recorded during
fiwithin 10 days of such occurrence and periods of unavoldable CMS break-
nclude a description of the nature and downs, out-of-control periods, repairs,
cause of the increased emissions. The maintenance periods, calibration
‘Admimstraton will review the notifica- checks, and zero (low-level) and high-
1t10n and may rescind permission to use level adjustments shall not be included
ffan alternative and require the owner or in any data average computed under
i operator to conduct a relative accuracy this part.
test of the CEMS as specified in section
i 1 of Performance Specification 2.
/1 (8) Reduction of monitoring data. (1) (a) Applicability and general informa-
. of each CMS tion. (1) The requirements in this sec-
ighall reduce the monitoring data as tion apply to owners and operators of
ispecified in this paragraph. In addition,
g each relevant standard
l requirements for

$63.9 Notification requirements.

affected sources that are subject to the

may contain provisions of this part, unless specified
reducing otherwise in a relevant standard.
smonltoring data. When additional re- (2) For affected sources that have
#quirements are specified in a relevant been granted an extension of compli-
‘ identify ance under subpart D of this part, the
: any unnecessary or duplicated require- requirements of this section do not
"ments in this paragraph that the owner apply to those sources while they are
i‘or operator need not comply wiLh
ﬂl, (2) The owner or
:COMS shall reduce all data to 6-minute (3) If any State requires a notice that
) more contains all the information required
‘data points equally spaced over each 6-. in a notification listed in this section,
minute period. Data from CEMS for the owner or operator may send the
than opacity, un- Administrator a copy of the notice sent
58 otherwise specified in Lhe relevant to the State to satisfy the require-
istandard, shall be reduced to l-hour ments of this section for that notifica-
averages computed from four or more tion.
_data points equally spaced over each 1- (4)(i) Before a State has been dele-
except during periods gated the authority to implement and
when calibration, quality assurance, or enforce notification requirements es-
pursuant to tablished under this part, the owner or
provisions of this part are being per- operator of an affected source in such
rormed. During these periods, a valid State subject to such requirements
hourly average shall consist of at least shall submit notifications to the appro-
two data points with each representing priate Regional Office of the EPA (to

operating under such compliance ex-

of each tensions.
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_Lhe attention of the Director of the Di- lowis
vision indicated in the list of the EPA . ;
Reglonal Offices in §63.13).

(i1} After a State has been delegated
the authority to implement and en-
force notification requirements estab-
lished under this part, the owner or op-
erator of an affected source in such
State subject to such requirements
shall submit notifications to the dele-
gated State authority (which may be
the same as the permitting authority).
In additlon, if the delegated {(permit-
ting) authority is the State, the cwner
or operator shall send a copy of each
notification submitted to the State to
the appropriate Regional Office of the
EPA, as specified in paragraph (a)(4)(i)
of this section. The Regional Office
may walve this requirement for any
notifications at its discretion.

(b) Initial notifications. (1}i) The re-
quirements of this paragraph apply to
the owner or operator of an affected
source when such source becomes sub-
ject to a relevant standard.

(II) If an area source that otherwise
would be subject to an emission stand-
ard or other requirement established
under this part if it were a major
source subsequently increases its emis-
slong of hazardous air pollutants {or its
potential to emit hazardous air pollut-
ants) such that the source is a major
source that is subject to the emission
standard or other requirement, such
source shall be subject to the notifica-
tion requirements of this section.

(iii) Affected sources that are re-
quired under this paragraph to submit
an initial notification may use the ap-
plication for approval of construction
or reconstruction under §63.5(d) of this
subpart, if relevant, to fulfill the ini-
tial notification requirements of this
paragraph.

(2) The owner or operator of an af-
fected source that has an initial start-
up before the effective date of a rel-
evant standard under this part shall
notify the Administrator in writing
that the source is subject to the rel-
evant standard. The notification,
which shall be submitted nct later
than 120 calendar days after the effec-
tive date of the relevant standard (or
within 120 calendar days after the
source becomes subject to the relevant

standard), shall provide the fol
information: %

(i) The name and address of /£
OwWner or operator; .

(11) The address (i.e., physical log
tion) of the affected source: "

(11i) An identification of the relevas
standard, or other requirement, that'l
the basis of the notification and
source's compliance date; i

(iv) A brief description of the natumn
size, design, and method of operation’®
the source, including its operating ds
sign capacity and an identification
each point of emission for each hazan
ous alr pollutant, or if a definitive
identification is not yet possible, a p
liminary identification of each point &
emission for each hazardous air polld
ant; and g F

(v) A statement of whether the afs
fected source is a major source or ar
area source. < A

(3) The owner or operator of a new of
reconstructed affected source, or &
source that has been reconstructed
such that it is an affected source, thi#
bhas an initial startup after the effsgs
tive date of a relevant standard undes
this part and for which an application
for approval of censtruction or recon=
struction is not required under §63.5(d)
shall notify the Administrator in writs
ing that the source is subject to thi
relevant standard no later than 120
days after initial startup. The notifi

postmarked with the notification

(4) The owner or operator of a new oF
reconstructed major affected source

reconstruction is  required

formation in writing to the Admini

sl
trator: &

struct a new major affected source, re-
construct a major affected source, of

proval of construction or reconstruc-
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tion shall provide all the information”
required in paragraphs (b)}2)(i) through"

(b}2Xv) of this section. delivered of ttHon. The notification shall be submit-

quired in paragraph (b)(5). T feonstruction  or

ithan the effective date of the relevant

that has an initial startop after the ef-.
fective date of a relevant standard
under this part and for which an applis’
cation for approval of construction of
under
§63.5(d) shall provide the following in-

(1) A notification of intention to con’ N
3 tlon had commenced and initial start-

reconstruct a major source such that
the source becomes a major affected
source with the application for ap-:

i ghall include all the information re-

tion as specified in §63.5(d)(1){); "<

the application for approval of con-
struction or reconstruction may be
used to fulfill the requirements of this
paragraph.

(¢) Request for exrtension of compliance.
If the owner or operator of an affected
source cannot comply with a relevant
standard by the applicable compliance
date for that source, or {f the owner or
operator has installed BACT or tech-
nclogy to meet LAER consistent with
§63.6(1)(5) of this subpart, he/she may
submit to the Administrator (or the
State with an approved permit pro-
gram) a request for an extension of
compliance as specified in §63.6(i)(4)
through §63.6(1)(6).

(d) Notification that source is subject to
special compliance requirements. An
owner or operator of a new source that
Is subject to speclal compliance re-
quirements as specified in §63.6(b)(3)
and §63.6(b)(4) shall notify the Admin-
istrator of hismer compliance obliga-
tions not later than the notification
dates established in paragraph (b) of
this section for new Sources thal are
not subject to the special provisions.

(e) Notification of performance lest.
The owner or operator of an affected
source shall notify the Administrator
In writing of his or her intention to
conduct a performance test al least 60
calendar days before the performance
test is scheduled to begin to allow the
Administrator to review and approve
the site-specific test plan required
under §63.7(c), ‘if requested by the Ad-
ministrator, and to have an observer
present during the test.

(f) Notification of opacity and wvisible
emission observations. The owner or op-
erator of an affected source shall notify
the Administrator in writing of the an-
ticipated date for conducting the opac-
ity or wisible emission observations
specified in §63.6(h)(5), If such observa-
tions are required for the source by a
relevant standard. The notification
shall be submitted with the notifica-
tion of the performance test date, as
specified in paragraph (e) of this sec-
tlon, or if no performance test is re-
quired or visibility or other conditions
prevent the opacity or visible emission
observations from being conducted
concurrently with the initial perform-
ance test required under §63.7, the

owner or operator shall deliver or post-

) A notification of the daute when
pstruction or reconstruction was
mmenced, submitted simultaneously
pih the application for approval of
pstruction or reconstruction, if con-
jmction or reconstruction was com-
penced before the effective date of the
glevant standard;
S(lil) A notification of the date when
pnstruction or reconstruction was
gmmenced, delivered or postmarked
%0t later than 30 days after such date,
construction or reconstruction was
pmmenced after the effective date of
Ba relevant standard;
{iv) A notification of the anticipated
#ats of startup of the source, delivered
postmarked not more than 60 days
or less than 30 days before such date;

b
(v) A notification of the actual date
wf startup of the source, delivered or
postmarked within 15 calendar days
alter that date.

(6) After the effective date of any rel-
ant standard established by the Ad-
ministrator under this part, whether or
ot an approved permit program s ef-
sctive in the State in which an af-
peted source is (or would be) lucated,
3 owner or operator who intends to
ponstruct a new affected source or re-
ponstruct an affected source subject to
puch standard, or reconstruct a source
ach that it becomes an affected source
subject to such standard, shall notify
whe Administrator, In writing, of the
Sntended construction or reconstruc-

#d a8 soon as practicable before the
reconstruction is
planned to commence (but no sooner

standard) if the construction or recon-
ction commences after the effec-
tive date of a relevant standard pro-
mulgated in this part. The notificaticon
ahall be submitted as soon as prac-
ticable before startup but no later than
80 days after the effective date of a rel-
gvant standard promulgated in this
part if the construction or reconstruc-

p had not occurred before the stand-
ard's effective date. The notification

quired for an application for approval
of construction or reconstruction as
mpecified in §63.5(d). For major sources,
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mark the notification not less than 30
days before the opacity or visible emis-
sion observations are scheduled to take
place.

(8) Additional notification requirements
for sources with continuous monitoring
systems. The owner or operator of an af-
fected source required to use a CMS by
a relevant standard shall furnish the
Administrator written notification as
follows:

(1) A notification of the date the CMS :

performance evaluation under §63. 8(e)
i8 scheduled to begin, submitted simul-
taneously with the notification of the
performance test date required under
§63.7(b). If no performance test is re-
quired, or if the requirement to con-
duct a performance test has been
walved for an affected source under
§63.7(h), the owner or operator shall
notify the Administrator in writing of

the date of the performance evaluation -

at least 60 calendar days before the
evaluation is scheduled to begin;

(2) A notification that COMS data re-
sults will be used to determine compli-
ance with the applicable opacity emis-
sion standard .during a performance
test required by §63.7 in lieu of Method
8 or other opacity emissions test meth-
od data, as allowed by §63.6(h)(T)(i1), if
compliance with an opacity emission
standard is required for the source by a
relevant standard. The notification
shall be submitted at least 60 calendar
days before the performance test is
scheduled to begin; ahd

(3) A notification that the criterion
necessary to continue use of an alter-
native to relative accuracy testing, as
provided by §63.8(f)(6), has been ex-
ceeded. The notification shall be deliv-
ered or postmarked not later than 10
days after the occurrence of such
exceedance, and it shall include a de-
scription of the nature and cause of the
increased emissions.

(h) Notification of compliance status. Q)
" The requirements of paragraphs (h)(2)
through (h)(4) of this section apply
when an affected source becomes sub-
ject to a relevant standard.

(2)(1) Before a title V permit has been
issued to the owner or operator of an
affected source, and each time a notifi-
cation of compliance status is required
under this part, the owner or operator
of such source shall submit to the Ad-
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hre the close of business on the 60th
other required) day following the
pletion of any subsequent required

ormance test. If no performance
’ required but opacity or visible
on observations are required to
monstrate compliance with an opac-
f or visible emission standard under
s part, the notification of compli-
. status shall be sent before close of
K ness on the 30th day following the
gipletion of opacity or visible emis-
‘observations,
p) After a title V permit has been is-
to the owner or operator of an af-
source, the owner or operator of
gh source shall comply with all re-
rements for compliance status re-
8 contained in the source’s title V
{t, including reports required
Bder this part. After a title V permit
} been issued to the owner or opera-
%F of an affected source, and each time
Jtotiflcation of compliance status is
iquired under this part, the owner or
rator of such source shall submit
notification of compliance status
the appropriate permitting author-
followlng completion of the rel-
mnt compliance demonstration activ-
3y specified in the relevant standard.
2(4) [Reserved]
(5) If an owner or operator of an af-
ted source submits estimates or pre-
Himinary information in the applica-
im for approval of construction or re-
fonstruction required in §63.5(d) in
ace of the actual emissions data or
ntrol efficiencies required in para-
Egraphs (A)(1)(1)(H) and (d)(2) of §63.5,
Ethe owner or operator shall submit the
etual emissions data and other cor-
¢t information as soon as available
ut no later than with the initial noti-
fication of compliance status required
this section.
8) Advice on a notification of com-
spllance status may be obtained from
the Administrator.
‘(1) Adjustment to time penods or post-
mrk deadlines for submittal and review
o[ required communications. (1)(1) Until
41 adjustment of a time period or post-
mark deadline has been approved by
lhe Administrator under paragraphs
(l)(2) and (1)@3) of this section, the
owner or operator of an affected source
gema.lns strictly subject to the require-
ments of this part.

ministrator a notification of c
ance status, signed by the responh
official who shall certify its acc Iy
attesting to whether the sourdeil
complied with the relevant stap
The notification shall list— : - ua
"(A) The methods that were us
determine compliance; tes i
(B) The results of any perfo
tests, opacity or visible emission
vations, continuous monitoring-
(CMS) performance evaluations!,
other monitoring procedures or’md :
ods that were conducted; e il
(C) The methods that will be uge L
determining continuing complian
including a description of monitéri@
and reporting requirements ! an
methods; il %
(D) The type and quantity of haz
ous air pollutants emitted by
source (or surrogate pollutants if i spe
fied in the relevant standard), repo
in units and averaging times and'{
cordance with the test methods spdéf
fied in the relevant standard; :- S N
(E) An analysis demonstra.tl
whether the affected source is a ma
source or an area source (usingthed
emissions data generated for this nok
fication); oyl
(F) A description of the air pollu o
control equipment (or method) for ea h
emission point, including each cont :
device (or method) for each ha.za.rdons
air pollutant and the control efficleng
(percent) for each control device: (or
method); and
(G) A statement by the owner ¢
erator of the affected existing, new,
reconstructed source as to whether t q
source has complied with the releva
standard or other requirements.
(11) The notification shall be senl:
fore the close of business on the 60t
day following the completion of'
relevant compliance demonstration: a¢
tivity specified in the relevant -stan
ard (unless a different reporting peri
is specified in a relevant standard,-
which case the letter shall be sent b
fore the close of business on the'd
the report of the relevant testlng‘o
monitoring results is required to be‘de"

(ii) An owner or operator shall re-
quest the adjustment provided for in
paragraphs (1)(2) and (1)(3) of this sec-
tion each time he or she wishes to
change an applicable time period or
postmark deadline specified in this
part.

(2) Notwithstanding time periods or
postmark deadlines specified in this
part for the submittal of information
to the Administrator by an owner or
operator, or the review of such infor-
mation by the Administrator, such
time periods or deadlines may be
changed by mutual agreement between
the owner or operator and the Adminis-
trator. An owner or operator who wish-
es to request a change in a time period
or postmark deadline for a particular
requirement shall request the adjust-
ment in writing as soon as practicable
before the subject activity is required
to take place. The owner or operator
shall include in the request whatever
information he or she considers useful
to convince the Administrator that an
adjustment is warranted.

(3) If, in the Administrator's judg-
ment, an owner or operator's request
for an adjustment to a particular time
period or postmark deadline is war-
ranted, the Administrator will approve
the adjustment. The Administrator
will notify - the owner or operator in
writing of approval or disapproval of .
the request for an adjustment within 15
calendar days of receiving sufficient in-
formation to evaluate the request.

(4) If the Administrator is unable to
meet a specified deadline, he or she
will notify the owner or operator of
any significant delay and inform the
owner or operator of the amended
schedule.

() Change in information already pro-
vided. Any change in the information
already provided under this section
shall be provided to the Administrator
in writing within 15 calendar days after
the change.

§63.10 Recordkeeping and reporting
requirements.

(a) Applicability and general informa-
tion. (1) The requirements of this sec- .
tion apply to owners or operators of af-
fected sources who are subject to the
provisions of this part, unless specified
otherwise in a relevant standard.
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o Con N ANyt g T A7 b e s

lations, or the regulations codified in  part pursuant to section 112(h) of 0

this chapter to implement the Federal Act.
title V permit program (42 U.S.C. T7661),

whichever regulations are applicable. methed of sampling and analyzing fo

an alr pollutant that is not a

§63.2 Definiti G
ons. method in this chapter and that }

The terms used in this part are de- been demonstrated to the Administrge
fined in the Act or in this section as tor's satisfaction, using Method 301

{ollows: Appendix A of this part, to produce

Act means the Clean Afr Act (42 Sults adequate for the Administrator
U.8.C. 7401 et seg., as amended by Pub. determination that it may be used #
L. 101-549, 104 Stat. 2309). place of a test method specified in thil

Actugql emissions is defined In subpart Part. ;
D of this part for the purpose of grant- Approved permit program means |
Ing a compliance extension for an early State permit program approved by th
reduction of hazardous air pollutants, Administrator as meeting the req

Administrator means the Adminis- ™Ments of part 70 of this chapter or &

trator of the United States Environ- Federal permit program established

mental Protection Agency or his or her tRis chapter pursuant to title V of thé

authorized representative (e.g., a State ¢t (42 U.S.C. 7661).
that has been delegated the authority Area source means any stationars
to implement the provisions of this Source of hazardous air pollutants th
part). is not a major source as defined in th

Affected source, for the purposes of PArIT. :
this part, means the stationary source, Commenced means, with respect
the group of stationary sources, or the CoOnstruction or reconstruction of a s
portion of a stationary source that [s tlonary source, that an owner or ope

regulated by a relevant standard or tor has underteken a continuous pros
other requirement established pursu- ETam of construction or reconstruction
ant 1o section 112 of the Act. Bach rel- O that an owner or operator has epe
evant standard will define the “af- btered into a contractual obligation to

fected source™ for the purposes of that undertake and complete, within a

standard. The term ‘‘affected source,” Sonable time, a continuous program of

as used in this part, is separate and dis- constraction or reconstruction.
tinct from any other use of that term Compliance date means the date by

in EPA regulations such as those im- Which an affected source is required o

plementing title IV of the Act. Sources bein compliance with a relevant stand

regulated under part 60 or part 6! of ard, limitation, prohibition, or any fed«

this chapter are not affected sources erally enforceable requirement estab
for the purposes of part 63. lished by the Administrator (or a Sta

Alternative emission limitation means WIith an approved permit program) pure

conditions established pursuant to sec- SU&Dt to section 112 of the Act.

tions 112(1)(5) or 112(1)(6) of the Act by Compliance plan means a plan that

the Administrator or by a State with contains all of the following:
an approved permit program. (1) A description of the complians

Alternative emission standard means Status of the affected source with re=
an alternative means of emission limi- S8pect to all appllcable requirements es-
tation that, after notice and oppor- tablished under this part: i
tunity for public comment, has been (2) A description as follows: (i) For
demonstrated by an owner or operator &applicable requirements for which the

to t:he Administrator's satisfaction to source is in compliance, a statemen
achieve a reduction in emissions of any that the source will continue to co
alr pollutant at least equivalent to the pPly with such requirements; L

reduction in emissions of such pollut- (i1) For a i

pplicable requirements tha
ant achieved under a relevant design, the scurce is required to comply wit.ﬁ
equipment, work practice, or oper- by a future date, a statement that the

nH

ational emission standard, or combina- source will 5
: meet such requir
tion thereof, established under this a timely basis: quirements o
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Alternative test method means any

gh requirements on a timely basis;
@) A compliance schedule, as defined clude, but is not lirnited to, continuous
this section; and
{#) A schedule for the submission of ous opacity monitoring systems, con-
{fled progress reports no less fre- tinuous parameter monitoring sys-
gently than every 6 months for af- tems, or other manual or automatic

m-

) Por applicable tequirements tfor ments of this part, used to sample, con-

hich the source is not in compliance, dition (if applicable), analyze, and pro-
| narretive description of how the vide a record of emissions.

e will achieve compliance with Continuous monitoring system (CMS) Is
a comprehensive term that may In-

emission monitoring systems, continu-

d sources required to have a sched- monitoring that {5 used for dem-
of compliance to remedy a viola- onstrating compliance with an appllca-

Jon. ble regulation on a continuous basis as
Compliance schedule means: (1) In the defined by the regulation.

pase of an affected source that is in Continuous opacity monitoring System
gompliance with all applicable require- (COMS) means a continuous monitor-
Bents established under this part, a ing system that measures the opacity
latement that the source will con- of emissions.

pue to comply wilth such require- Continuous parameter monitoring sys-
nts; or tem means the total equipment that
.(2) In the case of an affected source may be required to meet the data ac-

Is required to comply with appli- quisition and avallability requirements

@ble requirements by a future date, a of this part, used to sample, condition
fatement that the source will meet (If applicable), analyze, and provide a
guch requirements on a timely basis record of process or control system pa-
gnd, if required by an applicable re- rameters.

ement, a detalled schedule of the Effective date means: (1) With regard

dates by which each step toward com- to an emission standard established

ce will be reached; or under this part, the date of promulga-

(%) In the case of an affected source tion in the FEDERAL REGISTER of such
pt in compliance with all applicable standard; or
quirements established under this (2) With regard to an alternative

. & schedule of remedial measures, emission limitation or equivalent
uding an enforceable sequence of emission limitation determined by the

‘_tions or operations with milestones Administrator (or a State with an ap-

a schedule for the submission of proved permit program), the date that

ified progress reports, where appli- the alternative emission limitation or
ble, leading to compliance with a rel- equivalent emisslon limitation be-
nt standard, limitation, prohibi- comes effective according to the provi-

ifion, or any federally enforceable re- sions of this part. The effective date of

ement established pursuant to sec- a permit program established wunder

tlon 112 of the Act for which the af- title V of the Act (42 U.S.C. 7661) is de-
ifected source (s not in compliance. termined according to the regulations
This compliance schedule shall resern- in this chapter establishing such pro-
thle and be at least as stringent as that grams.

wontained in any judicial consent de- Emission standard means a national
e or administrutive order to which standard, limitation, prohibltion, or
Fthe source {s subject. Any such sched- other regulation promulgated in a sub-
‘mle of compliance shall be supple- part of this part pursuant to sections
mental to, and shall not sanction non- 112(d), 112{h), or 112(f) of the Act.
gompliance with, the applicable re
‘quirements on which it is based.
Construction means the on-site fab- ified in a relevant standard, whereby
cation, erection, or installation of an an affected source, if allowed under a

affected source.
b Continuous emissiun monitoring system  sion credits by reducing emissions from

Emissions averaging is & way to com-
ply with the emission limitations spec-

subpart of this part, may create emis-

S) means the total equipment specific points to a level below that re-

fthat may Le required to meet the data quired by the relevant standard, and
equisition and availlability require- those credits are used to offset emis-
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sions from points that are not con-

ti'olled to the levelr

trolled to the X equired by the rel-

EPA means the United Sta -
ronmental Protection Agency.tes fnvi
Equivalent emission limitation means
the maximum achievable control tech-
nology emission limitation (MACT
emission limitation) for hazardous air

pollutants that the Administrator (or a

State with an approved permit pro-

gram) determines on a case-by-case

basis, pursuant to section 112(g) or sec-
tion 112(j) of the Act, to be equivalent
to the emission standard that would
apply to an affected source if such
standard had been promulgated by the

Administrator under this part pursuant

t:)cts'ection 112(d) or section 112(h) of the

Ezxcess emissions and continuous mon-

itoring system performance report is a.‘;':-
port that must be submitted periodi-
cally by an affected source in order to
provide data on its compliance with
relevant emission limits, operating pa-
gzmteiters, and the performance of its
o rr;m .nuous parameter monitoring sys-

Eristing source means a
source that is not a new sougge.affected

Federally enforceable means all limi-
tations and conditions that are en-
forceable by the Administrator and
citizens under the Act or that are en-
forceable under other statutes adminis-
tered by the Administrator. Examples
of federally enforceable limitations and
gonditions include, but are not limited

0:

(1) Emission standards, altern
emission standards, alternative :xtr"\ilv;
sion limitations, and equivalent emis-
sion limitations established pursuant
;.g 9(s)ection 112 of the Act as amended in

(2) New source performance stan
established pursuant to section lcﬁr?j‘
the Act, and emission standards estab-
lished pursuant to section 112 of the
Act before it was amended in 1990;

(3) All terms and conditions in a title
V permit, including any provisions
:';hx;,t limit a solurce’s potential to emit,
nless expressly designa .
erally enforceable; gnated as not fed

(4) Limitations and conditions that
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mentation Plan (SIP) or a Fédé
plementation Plan (FIP); ¢
(5) Limitations and conditionk:
are part of a Federal constru¢ :
mit issued under 40 CFR 5221568 6
construction permit issued ; h’d%
lations approved by the EPA'in" b
ance with 40 CFR part 51; !
(6) Limitations and conditio
are part of an operating perm{t:
pursuant to a program approve
EPA into a SIP as meeting thd: B
minimum criteria for Federal 8
ability, including adequate not}
opportunity for EPA and publf
ment prior to issuance of the fi
mit and practicable enforceabilf
(1) Limitations and conditiofi§
State rule or program that ha#
approved by the EPA under 'rs
of this part for the purposes’
menting and enforcing sectionl
8) Individual consent ‘ Agraews
that the EPA has legal authd
LES ¥ty

Fired capital cost means"the
needed to provide all the-fll;;”
components of an existing sourcé

Fugitive emissions means thos
sions from a stationary 'souro

slons are to be considered in detér
ete
ing whether a stationary sourca?)

pollutant listed in or pursuant®
tion 112(b) of the Act. P e,

Issuance of a part 70 pe v
occur, if the State is the perml

quirements of part 70 of this' ghi

oha
and the applicable, approved Statd
mit program. When the EPA is thé}
mitting authority, issuance of a ‘tit}

EPA takes final action on

hazardous air pollutant that is ofim
be emitted by a stationary sogrgg'- h
the Administrator establishes in'oFd
to define a major source under an
pllcal_)le subpart of this part. ' " i

Major source means any stat{ond

source or group of
I p of sta
e part of an approved State Imple- located within a conti?fc?l?sr ya\.rséaoa'.

i

e

ST AVAILABLE COPY

on control that emits or
ntial to emit considering
, in the aggregate, 10 tons per
more of any hazardous air pol-
95 tons per year or more of
mbination of hazardous air pol-
. e Administrator es-
a8 a lesser quantity, or
radionuclides, different criteria
1086 specified in this sentence.
inction means any sudden, infre-
nd not reasonably preventable
f air pollution control equip-
ocess equipment, or a process
rate in & normal or usual man-
allures that are caus
maintenance or careless operat
t malfunctions.
i
means any affected source
onstruction of

ed in part by

nstruction or rec
i {s commenced after the Ad
‘ifirst proposes a relevant emis- -
ndard under this part.

our period, unless otherwise de-
atin an applicable subpart, means
f‘f_GQ-minute period commencing on

the degree to which
. fons reduce the transmission of
AL ind obscure the view of an object
ckground. For continuous
nitoring systéems, opacity
of incident light

‘attenuated by an optical me-

5 the fraction

er or operator means auy person
owns, leases, operates, controls, or
vises a stationary source.

70 permit means any permit is-
renewed, or revised pursuant to
10 of this chapter.

eformance audit means a procedure
lyze blind samples, the content
h is known by the Adminis-
eously with the analy-
samples in

of performance test
1 e of test data

jplér to provide a measur

means the
ct of relative accuracy testing,
tion error testing, and other
{ ts used in validating the
nuous monitoring system data.
means the collection 2 It is technologically and economi-
from the execution of cally feasible for the reconstructed
ly three emission source to meet the relevant standard(s)
te compli- established by the Administrator (or a

ission standard State) pursuant to section 112 of the

t method (usual
it ed to demonstra
' with a relevant em

ag specified in the performance test
section of the relevant standard.
Permit modification means a change to
a title V permit as defined in regula-
tions codified in this chapter to imple-
ment title V of the Act (42 U.S.C. 1661).
Permit program means a comprehen-

- give State operating permit system es-

tablished pursuant to title V of the Act
(42 U.S.C. 7661) and regulations codified
in part 70 of this chapter and applicable
State regulations, or a comprehensive
Federal operating permit system estab-
lished pursuant to title V of the Act
and regulations codified in this chap-
ter. .
Permit revision -means any permit
modification or administrative permit
amendment to a title V permit as de-
fined in regulations codified in this
chapter to implement title V of the Act
(42 U.8.C. 7661).

Permitting authority means: 1) The
State air pollution control agency,
local agency, other State agency, or
other agency authorized by the Admin-
istrator to carry out a permit program
under part 70 of this chapter; or ’

(2) The Administrator, in the case of
EPA-implemented permit programs
under title V of the Act (42 U.8.C. 7661).

Potential to emit means the maximum
capacity of a stationary source to emit
a pollutant under its physical and oper-
ational design. Any physical or oper-
ational limitation on the capacity of
the stationary source to emit a pollut-
ant, including air pollution control
equipment and restrictions on hours of
operation or on the type or amount of
material combusted, stored, or proc-
essed, shall be treated as part of its de-
sign if the limitation or the effect it
would have on emissions is federally
enforceable. ]

Reconstruction means the replace-
ment of components of an affected or a
previously ‘unaffected stationary
source to such an extent that:

(1) The fixed capital cost of the new
components exceeds 50 percent of the
fixed capital cost that would be re-
quired to construct a comparable new
source; and
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Act. Upon reconstruction, an affected
sesurce, or a stationary source that be-
comes an affected source, is subject to
relevant standards for new sources, in-
cluding compliance dates, irrespective
of any change in emissions of hazard-
ous air pollutants from that source.

Regulation promulgation schedule
means the schedule for the promulga-
tion of emission standards under this
part, established by the Administrator
pursuant to section 112(e) of the Act
and published in the FEDERAL REG-
ISTER. .

Relevant standard means:

(1) An emission standard;

(2) An alternative emission standard;

(3) An alternative emission limita-
tion; or

(4) An equivalent emission limitation
established pursuant to section 112 of
the Act that applies to the stationary
source, the group of stationary sources,
or the portion of a stationary source
regulated by such standard or limita-
tion.
A relevant standard may include or
consist of a design, equipment, work
practice, or operational requirement,
or other measure, process, method, sys-
tem, or technique (including prohibi-
tion of emissions) that the Adminis-
trator (or a State) establishes for new
or existing sources to which such
standard or limitation applies. Every
relevant standard established pursuant

to section 112 of the Act includes sub-’

part A of this part and all applicable
appendices of this part or of other
parts of this chapter that are ref-
erenced in that standard. .

Responsible official means one of the
following:

(1) For a corporation: A president,
secretary, treasurer, or vice president
of the corporation in charge of a prin-
cipal business function, or any other
person who performs similar policy or
decision-making functions for the cor-
poration, or a duly authorized rep-
resentative of such person if the rep-
resentative {8 responsible for the over-
all operation of one or more manufac-
turing, production, or operating facili-
ties and either:

(1) The facilities employ more than
250 persons or have gross annual sales
or expenditures exceeding $25 million
(in second quarter 1980 dollars); or
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¥ include methods described in an
ix of this chapter, test methods
orated by reference in this part,
Eethods validated for an application
Biugh procedures in Method 301 of
Bendix A of this part.

EMle V permit means any permit 15-
I ;renewed, or revised pursuant to
ara] or State regulations estab-
to implement title V of the Act
1.8.C. 7661). A title V permit issued
Wi State permitting authority is
Riléd & part 70 permit in this part.
fViible emission means the observa-
%34 of an emission of opacity or opti-
&l sensity above the threshold of vi-

(1) The delegation of auth
such representative is appro
vance by the Administrator. t

(2) For a partnership or sol
etorship: a general partner or the
prietor, respectively. R

(3) For a municipality, State
eral, or other public agency: eit
principal executive officer or raf)
elected official. For the  purposés
this part, a principal executiveto
of a Federal agency includes.-thi i
executive officer having responsibili§
for the overall operations of a princlpal
geographic unit of the agency -(e.gi¥
Regional Administrator of the EPA)

(4) For affected sources (as defined
this part) applying for or subject:;tg!l
title V permit: “responsible.officikliiE
shall have the same meaning as defisi
in part 70 or Federal title V regulati
in this chapter (42 U.S.C. 7661), whiéh
ever is applicable. Y &

Run means one of a series of emiss
or other measurements needed;tof
termine emissions for a representatis
operating period or cycle as speoifl
in this part. L AR

Shutdown means the cessation,of{o}
eration of an affected source for'a
purpose. if'[.‘zl

Siz-minute period means, with res;
to opacity determinations, any one
the 10 equal parts of a 1-hour period;

Standard conditions means a tempe!
ture of 293 K (68° F) and a preasu
101.3 kilopascals (29.92 in. Hg). .,

Startup means the setting in ope i ton ioule
ation of an affected source for any, pursHE —-nrl:gl?
pose. -

State means all non-Federal autho »F_n:;fggmm =10-9 gram
ties, including local agencies, inter P - napometer = 10-9 meter
state associations, and State-wide p
grams, that have delegated authori
to implement: (1) The provisions of t
part and/or (2) the permit program’és
tablished under part 70 of this chapter;

The term State shall have its convens
tional meaning where clear from :ths
context. o

Stationary source means any build ng :
structure, facility, or installationjg
which emits or may emit any air pols
lutant. L

Test method means the validated' pro:
cedure for sampling, preparing, ' -and:
analyzing for an air pollutant specifiéd
in a relevant standard as the perform?
ance test procedure. The test miethod

Units and abbreviations.

U:ed in this part are abbreviations
5 symbols of units of measure. These
¢ defined as follows: .
System International (SI) units of
re:

s degree Kelvin

kilogram

L ‘libér

fl = meter

cubic meter

milligram = 103 gram

£ milliliter = 1073 liter

= millimeter = 103 meter

= megagram = 108 gram = metric

Q) = ohm

ig = microgram = 10~¢ gram
¥ = microliter = 107 ¢ liter
3'(b) Other units of measure:
1 = British thermal unit
degree Celslus (centigrade)
ta] = calorie

= cublic feet per minute
cubic centimeter

ft = cubic feet

=day

f = dry cubic feet

dem = dry cubic meter
dscf = dry cubic feet at standard condi-
tions
dscm = dry cubic meter at standard
conditions
eq = equivalent
op degree Fahrenhelt
ft = feet
ft2 = square feet
ft3 = cublic feet
gal = gallon
gr = grain
g-eq = gram equivalent
g-mole = gram mole
hr = hour
in. = inch
in. H,0 = inches of water
K =1,000
kcal = kilocalorie
1b = pound
1pm = liter per minute
meq = milliequivalent
min = minute Co
MW = molecular weight
0z = ounces Bl
b = ts per on
xp?gbw Sa:a.rts per billion by weight
ppbv = parts per billion by volume
ppm = parts per million
ppmw = parts per million by weight
ppmv = parts per million by volume
psia = pounds per square inch absolute
psig = pounds per square inch gage
°R = degree Rankine
scf = cubic feet at standard conditions
scfh = cublc feet at standard conditions
per hour
secm = cubic meter at standard condi-
tions
sec = second
sq ft = square feet
std = at standard conditions
v/v = volume per volume
yd? = square yards
yr = year
(c) Miscellaneous:

act = actual
avg = average
LD. = inside diameter

M = molar

N = normal

0.D. = outside diameter
% = percent

§63.4 Prohibited activities and cir-
cumvention.
(a) Prohibited activities. (1) No owner
or operator subject to the provisions of
this part shall operate any affected
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est expected calendar-month average
temperature of the stored product may
be used to determine the maximum
true vapor pressure from nomographs
contained in API Bulletin 2517 (incor-
porated by reference—see §60.17), un-
less the Administrator specifically re-
quests that the liquid be sampled, the
actual storage temperature deter-
mined, and the Reid vapor pressure de-
termined from the sample(s).

(ii) The true vapor pressure of each
type of crude oil with a Reid vapor
pressure less than 13.8 kPa or with
physical properties that preclude deter-
mination by the recommended method
is to be determined from available data
and recorded if the estimated maxi-
mum true vapor pressure is greater
than 3.5 kPa.

(3) For other liquids, the vapor pres-
sure:

(i) May be obtained from standard
reference texts, or

(ii) Determined by ASTM Method
D2879-83 (incorporated by reference—
see §60.17); or

(iii) Measured by an appropriate
method approved by the Adminis-
trator; or

(iv) Calculated by an appropriate
method approved by the Adminis-
trator.

(f) The owner or operator of each ves- »

sel storing a waste mixture of indeter-
minate or variable composition shall
be subject to the following require-
ments. )

(1) Prior to the initial filling of the
vessel, the highest maximum true
vapor pressure for the range of antici-
pated liquid compositions to be stored
will be determined using the methods
described in paragraph (e) of this sec-
tion.

(2) For vessels in which the vapor
pressure of the anticipated liquid com-
position is above the cutoff for mon-
itoring but below the cutoff for con-
trols as defined in §60.112b(a), an initial
physical test of the vapor pressure is
required; and a physical test at least
once every 6 months thereafter is re-
quired as determined by the following
methods:

(1) ASTM Method D2879-83 (incor-
porated by reference—see §60.17); or

(1) ASTM Method D323-82 (incor-
porated by reference—see §60.17); or

(ilii) As measured by an appropriate
method as approved by the Adminis-
trator.

(g) The owner or operator cf each
vessel equipped with a closed vent sys-
tem and control device meeting the
specifications of §60.112b is exempt
from the requirements of paragraphs
(c) and (d) of this section.

§60.117b Delegation of authority.

(a) In delegating implementation and
enforcement authority to a State
under section 111(c) of the Act, the au-
thorities contained in paragraph (b) of
this section shall be retained by the
Administrator and not transferred to a
State.

(b) Authorities which will not be del-
egated to States: §§60.111b(f)(4), 60.114b,
60.116b(e)(3)(iii), 60.116b(e)3)({v), and
60.116b(f)(2)(ili).

[52 FR 11429, Apr. 8, 1987, as amnended at 52
FR 22780, June 16, 1987]

Subpart L—Standards of Perform-

ance for Secondary Llead
Smelters

£60.120 Applicability and designation
of affected facility.

(a) The provisions of this subpart are
applicable to the following affected fa-
cilities in secondary lead smelters: Pot
furnaces of more than 250 kg (550 1b)
charging capacity, blast (cupola) fur-
naces, and reverberatory furnaces.

(b) Any facility under paragraph (a)
of this section that commences con-
struction or modification after June 11,
19173, is subject to the requirements of
this subpart.

{42 FR 37937, July 25, 1977}

§60.121 Definitions.

As used in this subpart, all terms not
defined herein ghall have the meaning
given them in the Act and in subpart A
of this part.

(a) Reverberatory furnace includes the
following types of reverberatory fur-
naces: . stationary, rotating, rocking,
and tilting.

(b) Secondary lead smelter means any
facility producing lead from a
leadbearing scrap material by smelting
to the metallic form.
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(¢) Lead means elemental lead or al-
loys in which the predominant compo-
nent is lead. ’

(39 FR 4317, Mar. 8, 1974; 39 FR 13776, Apr. 17.
1974]

§60.122 Standard for particulate mat-
ter.

(&) On and after the date on which
the performance test required to be
conducted by §60.8 is completed, no
owner or operator subject to the provi-
sions of this subpart shall discharge or
cause the discharge into the atmos-
phere from a.-blast (cupola) or rever-

‘peratory furnace any gases which:

(1) Contain particulate matter in ex-
cess of 50 mg/dscm (0.022 gr/dscf).

(2) ‘Exhibit 20 percent opacity or
reater.
® (b) On and after the date on which
the performance test required to be
conducted by §60.8 is completed, no
owner or operator subject to the provi-
sions of this subpart shall discharge or
cause the discharge into the atmos-
phere from any pot furnace any‘ gases
which exhibit 10 percent opacity or
greater.

[39 FR 9317, Mar. 8, 1974,_&8 amended at 40 FR
46259, Oct. 6, 1975] )

§60.123 Test methods and procedures.

(a) In conducting the performance
tests required in §60.8, the owner or op-
erator shall use as reference me};hods
and procedures the test methods in Ap-
pendix A of this part or other mt?t;hods
and procedures as specified in this sec-
tion, except as provided in §60.8(b).

(b) The owner or operator shall. deter-
mine compliance with the particulate
matter standards in §60.122 as follows:

(1) Method 5 shall be used to deter-
mine the particulate matter concentra-
tion during representative periods_ of
furnace operation, including charging
and tapping. The sampling time and
sample volume for each run shall be at
least 60 minutes and 0.90 dscm (31.8
dscf). . )

(2) Method 9 and the procgdures in
§60.11 shall be used to determine opac-
ity. :

[54 FR 66617, Feb. 14, 1989]

subpart M—Standards of Peaiic
ance for Secondary Brass
Bronze Production Plants

$60.130 Applicability and design:
of affected facility.

(a) The provisions of this subpar
applicable to the following affecte
cilities in secondary brass or V)]
production plants: Reverberatory
electric furnaces of 1,000 kg (22051
greater production capacity and
(cupola) furnaces of 250 kg/h .(550
or greater production capacity.
naces from which molten brag
bronze are cast into the shape 0
ished products, such as foundry
naces, are not considered to be aff
facilities. .

(b) Any facility under paragral
of this section that commences
struction or modification after Ju
1973, is subject to the requireme:
this subpart.

(42 FR 37937, July 25, 1977, as amende(
FR 43618, Oct. 30, 1984]

$60.131 Definitions.

As used in this subpart, all tern
defined herein shall have the me
given them in the Act and in subi
of this part.

(a) Brass or bronze means any
alloy containing copper a8 its pre
nant constituent, and lesser arr
of zinc, tin, lead, or other metals.

(b) Reverberatory furnace .1nclud
following types of reverberator
naces: Stationary, rotating, ro
and tilting.

(¢) Electric furnaece means any fi
which uses electricity to produc
50 percent of the heat required
production of refined brass or bro

(d) Blast furnace means any f:
used to recover metal from slag.

[39 FR 9318, Mar. 8, 1974]

$60.132 Standard for particulat
ter.

(a) On and after the date on
the performance. test required
conducted by §60.8 is complet
owner or operator subject to the
sions of this subpart shall disch:
cause the discharge into the
phere from a reverberatory furns
gases which:
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INTEROPFPFTICE MEMORANDIUM

Date: 13-0ct-1995 09:31am EST
From: Elizabeth Deken TPA
DEKEN_ E@GA1EEPIC66
Dept: Hillsborough County
Tel No: 813/272-5530
SUNCOM:
TO: Alvaro Linero TAL ( LINERO AGA1@DER )
Subject: Gulf Coast Recycling
I received your message regarding GCR’s application amendment. I will try to

get any comments I have to John R. as soon as I receive and review the changes.
With regard to the MACT, the standard was promulgated in June of 1995. So the
standard has been out for a while and I know GCR has been aware of that. I also
know that they had a very good idea about how the standard was going to affect
them prior to promulgation because they received the proposal and Joyce M. from
GCR worked through her trade organization on the development of the rule. 1In
other words, GCR was not surprised or unprepared for any requirements from the
MACT when it was promulgated in June. Because the rule has been promulgated for
a few months now, the notification deadline for GCR to inform the Department
that they are subject to the standard is due this month I believe. You should
probably check with Cindy Phillips to get details regarding the MACT and
notification process. I believe we should act on the amendment or changes to
the application as soon as we can and I will work with John R. on any issues
that may arise regarding the application.



INTEROFVFTIUCE MEMORANDUM

Date: 13-0ct-1995 10:21am EST

From: Alvaro Linero TAL
LINERO_A

Dept: Air Resources Management

Tel No:  904/921-9532
SUNCOM: 291-9532

TO: Cindy Phillips TAL ( PHILLIPS_C )
CC: John Reynolds TAL ( REYNOLDS J )
Subject: FWD: Gulf Coast Recycling

Update of MACT applicability to GCR as seen by HCEPC.
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og¢;?€V5 INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM
9
m Date: 11-0ct-1995 04:25pm EST
(:%%“\ From: Alvaro Linero TAL
LINERO A
Dept: Air Resources Management

~ Tel No:  904/921-9532
SUNCOM: 291-9532

TO: See Below
Subject: Gulf Coast Recycling -~ Battery Recycling Facility

We received a revised application from Gulf Coast Recycling who have
been operating for quite some time without a proper PSD permit.

They have continued to operate while replying slowly to our requests for
more information to evaluate their original application. Lately, they claimed
to want to see how proposed EPA MACT rules for this industry turn out. 1I’m not
sure to what extent this is addressed in the new application. 1In any case, they
still keep operating while we have to review a revised project.

We will very shortly send to everyone (including EPA and NPS) a copy of
the revised application. We would appreciate your prompt review and response so
we can send them a completeness letter as soon as possible and so they will get
into compliance as soon as possible.

John Reynolds is coordinating this one. Thanks.

Distribution:

TO: Elizabeth Deken TPA
TO: Jerry N. Campbell TPA
TO: Bill Thomas TPA

DEKEN_E @ Al @ EPIC66 )
CAMPBELL JN @ Al @ EPIC66 )
THOMAS B @ Al @ TPAl )

—~

CC: Clair Fancy TAL ( FANCY C )

CC: John Brown TAL ( BROWN J )

CC: Cindy Phillips TAL ( PHILLIPS C )
(

CC: John Reynolds  TAL REYNOLDS J )
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INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM
Date: 11-Oct-1995 05:17pm EST
From: Alvaro Linero TAL
LINERO_A
Dept: Air Resources Management

Tel No: 904/921-9532
SUNCOM: 291-9532

TO: Doug Beason TAL ( BEASON D )
CC: John Reynolds TAL ( REYNOLDS J )
CC: Clair Fancy TAL ( FANCY C )

Subject: Gulf Coast Recycling

Doug. We received revised application from Gulf Coast. After internal
dlscu551ons we ask that you not issue a final denial at this time. Feel free to
call.. Thanks.

e

LER
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October 11, 1995

Mr. C. H. Fancy

Chief, Bureau of Air Regulation

Florida Department of Environmental Regulation
Twin Towers Office Building

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400

RE: AC 29-209018, PSD-FL-215
Dear Mr. Fancy:

Enclosed are the six copies of Section 6 of the Gulf Coast PSD application as I noted in
the package of binders sent to you on Tuesday, October 10, 1995. Please insert them in the

appropriate section of each binder. Also enclosed is a diskette containing an ELSA version of
Section 6. I apologize for the delay and any inconvenience this may have caused you.

Sincerely,

LAKE ENGINEERING, INC.

//ﬁdawﬁ_

Larry G. Carlson
Air Pollution Compliance Specialist

LGC:shm
Enclosures

460.2.1
\460-95\1011FANC.23L



6.0
APPLICATION FORMS

The next 40 pages consist of the completed DEP application forms.

Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. - Tampa, Florida
Prevention of Significant Deterioration Application - Revised October 1995 49



STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
DIVISION OF AIR RESOURCES MANAGEMENT

APPLICATION FOR AIR PERMIT - LONG FORM

I. APPLICATION INFORMATION

Identification of Facility Addressed in This Application

GULF COAST RECYCLING, INC.
1901 NORTH 66th STREET
TAMPA, FLORIDA 33619

DEP Form No. 62-210.900(1) - Form



Owner/Authorized Representative or Responsible Official

1. Name and Title of Owner/Authorized Representative or Responsible Official :

Name : Willis M. Kitchen
Title : President

2. Owner or Authorized Representative or Responsible Official Mailing Address :

Organization/Firm : Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc.
Street Address : 1901 N. 66th Street
City : Tampa
State: FL Zip Code : 33619-

3. Owner/Authorized Representative or Responsible Official Telephone Numbers :

Telephone : (813)626-6151 Fax: (813)622-8388

4. Owner/Authorized Representative or Responsible Official Statement :

I, the undersigned, am the owner or authonzed representative* of the facility (non-Title V
source) addressed in this Application for Air Permit or the responsible official, as defined in
Chapter 62-213, F.A.C., of the Title V source addressed in this application, whichever is
applicable. | hereby certify, based on information and belief formed after reasonable inquiry,
that the statements made in this application are true, accurate and complete and that, to the
best of my knowledge, any estimates of emissions reported in this application are based
upon reasonable techniques for calculating emissions. Further, | agree to operate and
maintain the air pollutant emissions units and air pollution control equipment descrnbed in
this application so as to comply with all applicable standards for control of air pollutant
emissions found in the statutes of the State of Florida and rules of the Department of
Environmental Protection and revisions thereof. If the purpose of this application is to obtain
an air operation permit or operation permit revision for one or more emissions units which
have undergone construction or modification, | certify that, with the exception of any
changes detailed as part of this application, each such emissions unit has been constructed
or modified in substantial accordance with the information given in the corresponding
application for air construction permit and with all provisions contained in such permit. |
understand that a permit, if granted by the Department, cannot be transferred without
authorization from the Department, and | will promptly notify the Department upon sale or
legal transfer of any permitted emissions unit.

LA D M. M\\mm Oer. \2"‘. (385

Signature Date

* Attach letter of authorization if not currently on file.

DEP Form No. 62-210.900(1) - Form



Scope of Application

Emissions Unit ID Description of Emissions Unit

1,4,6 Blast Furnace

DEP Form No. 62-210.900(1) - Form



Purpose of Application and Category

Category | : All Air Operation Permit Applications Subject to Processing Under Chapter
62-213, F.A.C.

This Application for Air Permit is submitted to obtain :

[ 1lInitial air operation permit under Chapter 62-213, F.A.C., for an existing facility which is
classified as a Title V source.

[ ]Initial air operation permit under Chapter 62-213, F.A.C., for a facility which, upon start up of
one or more newly constructed or modified emissions units addressed in this application,
would become classified as a Title V source.

Current construction permit number :

[ ] Air operation permit renewal under Chapter 62-213, F.A.C., for a Title V source.

Operation permit to be renewed :

[ ]Air operation permit revision for a Title V source to address one or more newly constructed or
modified emissions units addressed in this application.

Current construction permit number :

Operation permit to be revised :

[ ]Air operation permit revision or adminstrative correction for a Title V source to address one or
more proposed new or modified emissions units and to be processed concurrently with the
air construction permit application.

Operation permit to be revised/corrected :

[ ]Airoperation permit revision for a Title V source for reasons other than construction or
modification of an emissions unit.

DEP Form No. 62-210.900(1) - Form



Operation permit to be revised :

Reason for revision :

Category Il : All Air Operation Permit Applications Subject to Processing Under Rule
62-210.300(2)(b), F.A.C.

This Application for Air Permit is submitted to obtain :

[ ] Initial air operation permit under Rule 62-210.300(2)(b), F.A.C., for an existing facility
seeking classification as a synthetic non-Title V source.

Current operation/construction permit number(s) :

[ ]Renewal air operation permit under Fule 62-210.300(2)(b), F.A.C., for a synthetic non-Title V
source.

Operation permit to be renewed :

[ ]Air operation permit revision for a synthetic non-Title V source.

Operation permit to be revised :

Reason for revision :

Category Il : All Air Construction Permit Applications for All Facilities and Emissions Units
This Application for Air Permit is submitted to obtain :

[ X ]Air construction permit to construct or modify one or more emissions units within a facility
(including any facility classified as a Title V source).

Current operation permit number(s), if any :
A029-173310

[ ]Air construction permit to make federally enforceable an assumed restriction on the potential

DEP Form No. 62-210.900(1) - Form



emissions of one or more existing, permitted emissions units.

Current operation permit number(s) :

[ ]Air construction permit for one or more existing, but unpermitted, emissions units.

DEP Form No. 62-210.900(1) - Form



Application Processing Fee

Attached - Amount : NA

Construction/Modification Information

1. Description of Proposed Project or Alterations :

two smaller furnaces.

This document is a revised PSD application for the installation of a 60-ton blast furnace replacing

2. Projected or Actual Date of Commencement of Construction :

11/ 1/84

3. Projected Date of Completion of Construction :

12/ 1/84

DEP Form No. 62-210.900(1) - Form




Professional Engineer Certification

1. Professional Engineer Name : Frank J. Burbach

Registration Number : 42496

2. Professional Engineer Mailing Address :

Organization/Firm : Lake Engineering, Inc.
Street Address : 35 Glenlake Parkway, Suite 500
City : Atlanta
State: GA Zip Code : 30328-

3. Professional Engineer Telephone Numbers :

- Telephone : (770)395-0464 Fax: (770)395-0474

4. Professional Engineer Statement :

I, the undersigned, hereby certified, except as particularly noted herein*, that :
(1) To the best of my knowledge, there is reasonable assurance (a) that the air pollutant
emissions unit(s) and the air pollutant control equipment descnbed in this Application for Air
Permit, when properly operated and maintained, will comply with all applicable standards for
control of air pollutant emissions in the Flonda Statues and rules of the Department of
Environmental Protection; or (b) for any application for a TitleV source air operation permit,
that each emissions unit described in this Application for Air Permit, when properly operated
and maintained, will comply with the applicable requirements identified in the application to
which the unit is subject, except those emissions units for which a compliance schedule is
submitted with this application;
(2) To the best of my knowledge, any emission estimates reported or relied on in this
application are true, accurate, and complete and are either based upon reasonable
techniques available for calculating emissions or, for emission estimates of hazardous air
pollutants not regulated for an emissions unit addressed in this application, based solely
upon the matenals, information and calculations submitted with this application; and
(3) For any application for an air construction permit for one or more proposed new or
modified emissions units, the engineering features of each such emissions unit described in
th/s app//cat/on have been designed or examined by me or individuals under my direct

\\u“ superwsmn and found to be in conformity with sound engineering principles applicable to the

o ..ccr*tm‘/ of em;sszons of the air pollutants charactenzed in this application.
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Application Contact

1. Name and Title of Application Contact :

Name : George Townsend
Title :

2. Application Contact Mailing Address :

Organization/Firm : Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc.
Street Address : 1901 N. 66th Street
City : Tampa
State : FL Zip Code : 33619-

3. Application Contact Telephone Numbers :

Telephone : (813)626-6151 Fax: (813)622-8388

Application Comment

The application fee was submitted with the original submittal in May 1994,
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Il. FACILITY INFORMATION

A. GENERAL FACILITY INFORMATION

Facility Name, Location, and Type

1. Facility Owner or Operator :
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc.

2. Facility Name : Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc.

3. Facility |dentification Number : 0057

4. Facility Location Information :

GULF COAST RECYCLING, INC.
1901 NORTH 66th STREET
TAMPA, FLORIDA 33619

Facility Street Address : 1901 N. 66th Street
City : Tampa
County :  Hillsborough Zip Code : 33619-

5. Facility UTM Coordinates :

Zone: 17 East (km): 364.00 North (km) : 3093.60

6. Facility Latitude/Longitude :

Latitude (DD/MM/SS) : 27 57 43 Longitude (DD/MM/SS) : 82 22 49
7. Governmental 8. Facility Status 9. Relocatable 10. Facility Major
Facility Code : Code : Facility ? Group SIC Code :

0 A N 33

11. Facility Comment :

DEP Form No. 62-210.900(1) - Form



Facility Contact

1. Name and Title of Facility Contact :

Name : George Townsend
Title :

2. Facility Contact Mailing Address :

Organization/Firm :  Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc.
Street Address : 1901 N. 66th Street
City: Tampa
State: FL Zip Code : 33619-

3. Facility Contact Telephone Numbers :

Telephone : (813)626-6151 Fax: (813)622-8388

DEP Form No. 62-210.900(1) - Form



Facility Regulatory Classifications ,

1. Small Business Stationary Source?

N
2. Title V Source? .

Y
3. Synthetic Non-Title V Source?

N
4. Major Source of Pollutants Other than Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAPs)?

Y
5. Synthetic Minor Source of Pollutants Other than HAPs?
: N
6. Major Source of Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAPs)?

N
7. Synthetic Minor Source of HAPs?

Y
8. One or More Emissions Units Subject to NSPS? :

Y
9. One or More Emission Units Subject to NESHAP?

Y
10. Title V Source by EPA Designation?

N

11. Facility Regulatory Classifications Comment :

Although this facility is classified as a Title V source, the scope of this application does not include a
Title V application. Regulatory classifications are after construction being proposed in this application
is complete. '
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D. FACILITY SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION

Supplemental Requirements for All Applications

1. Area Map Showing Facility Location : Figure 1.1
2. Facility Plot Plan : Figure 1.2
3. Process Flow Diagram(s) : Figure 1.3
4. Precautions to Prevent Emissions of Unconfined Particulate Matter : NA

5. Fugitive Emissions |dentification : NA

6. Supplemental Information for Construction Permit Applicatfon : NA
Additional Supplemental Requirements for Category I Applications Only

7. List of Insignificant Activities : NA

8. List of Equipment/Activities Regulated under Title VI : NA

9. Alternative Methods of Operation : NA

10. Alternative Modes of Operation (Emissions Trading) : NA

11. Enhanced Monitoring Plan : NA

12. Risk Management Plan Verification : NA

13. Compliance Report and Plan : NA

14. Compliance Statement (Hard-copy Required) : NA
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lll. EMISSIONS UNIT INFORMATION

A. GENERAL EMISSIONS UNIT INFORMATION

Emissions Unit Information Section 1

Blast Furnace

Type of Emissions Unit Addressed in This Section

[ X ]This Emissions Unit Information Section addresses, as a single emissions unit, a single
process or production unit, or activity, which produces one or more air pollutants and which
has at least one definable emission point (stack or vent).

[ ] This Emissions Unit Information Section addresses, as a single emissions unit, an
individually-regulated emission point (stack or vent) serving a single process or production
unit, or activity, which also has other individually-regulated emission points.

[ ]This Emissions Unit Information Section addresses, as a single emissions unit, a
collectively-regulated group of process or production units and activities which has at least
one definable emission point (stack or vent) but may also produce fugitive emissions only.

[ ]1This Emissions Unit Information Section addresses, as a single emissions unit, one or more
process or production units and activities which produce fugitive emissions only.
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Emissions Unit Information Section 1

Emissions Unit Description and Status

Blast Furnace

1. Description of Emissions Unit Addressed in This Section :

Incinerator Afterburner Temperature :

2. ARMS Identification Number ; 1,4,6
3. Emissions Unit Status 4, Acid Rain Unit? 5. Emissions Unit Major
Code : Group SIC Code :
A N 33
6. Initial Startup Date : 12/ 1/84
7. Long-term Reserve Shutdown Date :
8. -Package Unit :
Manufacturer :

Model Number :
9. Generator Nameplate Rating : . MW
10. Incinerator Information :

Dwell Temperature :
Dwell Time : seconds

11. Emissions Unit Comment :

operations.

This emission unit includes the furnace exhaust (ID 01), tapping (ID 04), and charging (ID 06)
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Emissions Unit Information Section 1

Blast Furnace

Emissions Unit Control Equipment |

1. Description :

Existing baghouse on Furnace Exhaust (ID 01)

Mfr: assembled by Gulf Coast

Model: NA

Cleaning Mechanism: Shaker type

Air-To-Cloth Ratio: 0.63:1

Design Flow: 35,000 acfm (w/prop. afterburner)
Efficiency Rating: 99%

Outlet Temperature: 200 deg. F (w/prop. afterburner)
Pressure Drop: 1-7" H20

Cleaning Cycle Duration: 1 min.

Cleaning Cycle Frequency: 4x/day

Delay Periods: 35 mins.

Bag Material: 10 oz. Acrylic, snow filtration, sateen weave

2. Control Device or Method Code : 17
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Emissions Unit Information Section 1

Blast Furnace

Emissions Unit Control Equipment 2

1. Description :
Existing baghouse on Tapping Hood (ID 04)

Mfr: assembled by Gulf Coast
Model: NA

Cleaning Mechanism: Shaker type
Air-To-Cloth Ratio: 1.45:1

Design Flow: 7,000 acfm
Efficiency Rating: 99%

Outlet Temperature: 100 deg. F
Pressure Drop: 1-4" H20
Cleaning Cycle Duration: 2 mins.
Cleaning Cycle Frequency: 1x/day
Delay Periods: 24 hrs.

Bag Material: 10 oz. Acrylic, snow filtration, sateen weave

2. Control Device or Method Code : 18
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Emissions Unit Information Section |

Blast Furnace

Emissions Unit Control Equipment 3

1. Description :

Existing baghouse on Charging Hood (ID 04)

Mfr; assembled by Gulf Coast
Model: NA

Cleaning Mechanism: Shaker type
Air-To-Cloth Ratio: 1.21:1

Design Flow: 9,000 acfm
Efficiency Rating: 99%

Outlet Temperature: 100 deg. F
Pressure Drop: 1-4" H20
Cleaning Cycle Duration: 2 mins.
Cleaning Cycle Frequency: 1x/day
Delay Periods: 24 hrs.

Bag Material: 10 oz. Acrylic, snow filtration, sateen weave

2. Control Device or Method Code : 18
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Emissions Unit Information Section 1

Blast Furnace

Emissions Unit Control Equipment 4

1. Description :

Proposed Feed Desulfurization System

Mfr.: M.A. Industries, Inc.

Model: M.A. 41
Efficiency Rating: 1% S content of total Pb feed to furnace

(see Appendix O)

2. Control Device or Method Code : 46
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Emissions Unit Information Section 1

Blast Furnace

Emissions Unit Control Equipment 5

1. Description :

Proposed Afterburner on Furnace Exhaust (ID 01)

Mfr.: Not yet selected

Model: Not yet selected

Min. Chamber Temperature: 1400 deg. F
Retention Time: 0.5-2.0 secs.

Efficiency Rating: 90% for CO, 95% for VOCs

2. Control Device or Method Code :

21
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Emissions Unit Information Section

Blast Furnace

Emissions Unit Operating Capacity

1. Maximum Heat Input Rate :

15 mmBtu/hr

2. Maximum Incinerator Rate :

Ib/hr tons/day
3. Maximum Process or Throughput Rate : 13000 |
Units : Ibs/hr
4. Maximum Production Rate : 7900
Units : lbs/hr

5. Operating Capacity Comment :
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Emissions Unit Information Section

Blast Furnace

Emissions Unit Operating Schedule

24 hours/day

52 weeks/year

Requested Maximum Operating Schedule :

7 days/week

8760 hours/year
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B. EMISSIONS UNIT REGULATIONS

Emissions Unit Information Section 1

Blast Furmace

Rule Applicability Analysis

40 CFR Part 60.122, Subpart L (NSPS)
40 CFR Part 52.535

17-2.650 (2)(b)1

17-2.500

17-2.700
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C. EMISSION POINT (STACK/VENT) INFORMATION

Emissions Unit Information Section

Blast Fumace

Emission Point Description and Type :

1

1. Identification of Point on Plot Plan or Flow Diagram : Blast Furnace
2. Emission Point Type Code : 1
3. Descriptions of Emission Points Comprising this Emissions Unit :
Fumaée Exhaust, ID 01, Tapping Hood, ID 04, Charging Hood, ID 06
It will be assﬁmed that all pollutants exhaust through the main furnace exhaust baghouse, ID 01.
4. ID Numbers or Descriptions of Emission Units with this Emission Point in Common :
5. Discharge Type Code : \Y
6. Stack Height : 150 feet
7. Exit Diameter: 3.0 feet
8. Exit Temperature : 200 °F
9. Actual Volumetric Flow Rate : 35000 acfm
10. Percent Water Vapor : 350 %
11. Maximum Dry Standard Flow Rate : 27020 dscfm
12. Nonstack Emission Point Height : feet
13. Emission Point UTM Coordinates :
Zone : 17 East (km) : 364.050 North (km) : 3093.550
14. Emission Point Comment :
The flow rate and temperature given are with the proposed afterbumner.
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D. SEGMENT (PROCESS/FUEL) INFORMATION

Emissions Unit Information Section |

Blast Furnace

Segment Description and Rate : Segment 1

1. Segment Description (Process/Fuel Type and Associated Operating Method/Mode) :

Lead scrap, coke, limestone, iron, and slag charged in furnace (emissions related to tons processed)

2. Source Classification Code (SCC) :

3. SCC Units : Tons Processed

4. Maximum Hourly Rate : 6.500 5. Maximum Annual Rate : 56940

6. Estimated Annual Activity Factor :

|7. Maximum Percent Sulfur : 0.83 8. Maximum Percent Ash: 0.3

9. Million Btu per SCC Unit : 12

10. Segment Comment :

Sulfur content calculated by: lead scrap S content of 1% x 79.2% charge rate + coke S content of
0.58% x 7% charge rate = 0.79% + 0.04% = 0.83%

Ash percent calculated by: Coke ash content of 5.4% x 7% charge rate: 0.38%

Btu per SCC Unit calculated by: 13,000 Btu/lb coke x 2,000 Ibs/ton = 26 mmBtu/ton coke

6.5 tons/hr charge rate x 7% coke = 0.455 tons/hr coke x 26mmBtu/ton coke = 11.83 mmBtu/ton
charge (Btu's assumed only from coke)
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E. POLLUTANT INFORMATION

Emissions Unit Information Section 1

Blast Furnace

Pollutant Potential/Estimated Emissions : Pollutant 1
1. Pollutant Emitted : SO2

2. Total Percent Efficiency of Control : 66.0 %

3. Primary Control Device Code : 046

4. Secondary Control Device Code :

5. Potential Emissions : 520.0000 tb/hour 2277.6000 tonsl/year

6. Synthetically Limited? N

7. Range of Estimated Fugitive/Other Emissions:
to

tons/year

8. Emissions Factor:  80.00000
Units :  Ibs/ton charge
Reference : AP-42

9. Emissions Method Code : 3

10. Calculations of Emissions :

6.5 tons charge/hr (requested) x 80 Ibs SO2/ton charge = 520 Ibs SO2/hr
520 lbs/hr x 8,760 hrs/yr / 2,000 lbs/ton = 2,277.6 tons SO2/yr

11. Pollutant Potential/Estimated Emissions Comment :
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DESCRIPTION
Emissions Unit Information Section 1

Blast Furnace

Pollutant Information Section 1

Allowable Emissions 1

1. Basis for Allowable Emissions Code: OTHER

2. Future Effective Date of Allowable Emissions :

3. Requested Allowable Emissions and Units :

4. Equivalent Allowable Emissions :

175.0000 Ib/hour - 766.5000 tons/year

5. Method of Compliance :

Annual source test with process rate within 10% of max., production records

6. Pollutant Allowable Emissions Comment (Desc. of Related Operating Method/Mode) :

Allowable emissions requested as BACT.
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E. POLLUTANT INFORMATION

Emissions Unit Information Section 1

Blast Furnace

Pollutant Potential/Estimated Emissions : Pollutant 2
1. Pollutant Emitted : PB

2. Total Percent Efficiency of Control : 99.8 %

3. Primary Control Device Code : 017

4. Secondary Control Device Code :

5. Potential Emissions : 2.0900 Ib/hour 9.1500 tons/year

6. Synthetically Limited? N

7. Range of Estimated Fugitive/Other Emissions:
to tons/year

8. Emissions Factor:
Units :
Reference :

9. Emissions Method Code :

10. Calculations of Emissions :

11. Pollutant Potential/Estimated Emissions Comment :

Potential emissions are current permitted levels.
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DESCRIPTION
Emissions Unit Information Section 1

Blast Furnace

Pollutant Information Section 2

Allowable Emissions 1

1. Basis for Allowable Emissions Code : ESCPSD

2. Future Effective Date of Allowable Emissions :

3. Requested Allowable Emissions and Units :

4. Equivalent Allowable Emissions :

0.1340 Ib/hour 0.5900 tons/year

5. Method of Compliance :

Annual source test with process rate within 10% of max., production records

6. Pollutant Allowable Emissions Cornment (Desc. of Related Operating Method/Mode) :
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E. POLLUTANT INFORMATION

Emissions Unit Information Section 1

Blast Furnace

Pollutant Potential/Estimated Emissions : Pollutant 3
1. Pollutant Emitted : PM

2. Total Percent Efficiency of Control : 99.8 %

3. Primary Control Device Code : 017

4. Secondary Control Device Code :

5. Potential Emissions : 3.2000 lb/hour 14.0200 tons/year

6. Synthetically Limited? N

7. Range of Estimated Fugitive/Other Emissions: _
to tons/year

8. Emissions Factor :
Units :
Reference :

(o]

. Emissions Method Code :

10. Calculations of Emissions :

11. Pollutant Potential/Estimated Emissions Comment :

Potential emissions are current permitted levels.
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E. POLLUTANT INFORMATION

Emissions Unit Information Section 1

Blast Furnace

Pollutant Potential/Estimated Emissions : Pollutant 4
1. Pollutant Emitted : CO

2. Total Percent Efficiency of Control : 90.0 %

3. Primary Control Device Code : 021

4. Secondary Control Device Code :

5. Potential Emissions : 683.3200 Ib/hour 2292.9400 tons/year

6. Synthetically Limited? N

7. Range of Estimated Fugitive/Other Emissions:
to tons/year

8. Emissions Factor :
Units :
Reference :

9. Emissions Method Code : 1

10. Calculations of Emissions :

11. Poliutant Potentiai/Estimated Emissions Comment :

Based on October 21 and November 4, 1991 source test.
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DESCRIPTION
Emissions Unit Information Section 1

Blast Furnace

Pollutant iInformation Section 4

Allowable Emissions 1

1. Basis for Allowable Emissions Code: QTHER

2. Future Effective Date of Allowable Emissions :

3. Requested Allowable Emissions and Units :

4, Equivalent Allowable Emissions :

68.3310 Ib/hour 299.2900 tons/year

5. Method of Compliance :

Maintenance of afterburner temperature and residence time.

6. Pollutant Allowable Emissions Comment (Desc. of Related Operating Method/Mode) :

Allowable emissions requested as BACT.
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E. POLLUTANT INFORMATION

Emissions Unit Information Section 1

Blast Furmace

Pollutant Potential/Estimated Emissions : Pollutant 5
1. Pollutant Emitted : NOX
2. Total Percent Efficiency of Control : %

3. Primary Control Device Code :

4. Secondary Control Device Code :

5. Potential Emissions : 1.9800 ib/hour 8.6700 tonsfyear

6. Synthetically Limited? N

7. Range of Estimated Fugitive/Other Emissions:
to tons/year

8. Emissions Factor:
Units :
Reference :

9. Emissions Method Code : 1

10. Calculations of Emissions :

11. Pollutant Potential/Estimated Emissions Comment :

Based on October 21, 1991 source test.
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E. POLLUTANT INFORMATION

Emissions Unit Information Section 1

Blast Furnace

Pollutant Potential/Estimated Emissions : Pollutant 6
1. Pollutant Emitted : voC

2. Total Percent Efficiency of Control : 95.0 %

3. Primary Control Device Code : 021

4. Secondary Control Device Code :

5. Potential Emissions : 33.1010 Ib/hour 144.9799 tonsl/year

6. Synthetically Limited? N

7. Range of Estimated Fugitive/Other Emissions:
' to tons/year

8. Emissions Factor :
Units :
Reference :

9. Emissions Method Code ; 1

10. Calculations of Emissions :

11. Pollutant Potential/Estimated Emissions Comment :

Based on October 21, 1991 source test.
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DESCRIPTION
Emissions Unit Information Section 1

Blast Furnace
Pollutant Information Section 6

Allowable Emissions 1

1. Basis for Allowable Emissions Code: OTHER

2. Future Effective Date of Allowable Emissions :

3. Requested Allowable Emissions and Units :

4. Equivalent Allowable Emissions :

1.6550 Ib/hour 7.2500 tons/year

5. Method of Compliance :

Maintenance of afterburer temperature and residence time.

6. Pollutant Allowable Emissions Comment (Desc. of Related Operating Method/Mode) :

Allowable emissions are a result of the proposed afterburner installation for CO control and for future
MACT compliance.
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F. VISIBLE EMISSIONS INFORMATION

Emissions Unit Information Section 1

Blast Furnace

Visible Emissions Limitation : Visible Emissions Limitation 1

1. Visible Emissions Subtype : VE

2. Basis for Allowable Opacity : RULE

3. Requested Allowable Opacity :
Normal Conditions : %
Exceptional Conditions : %
Maximum Period of Excess Opacity Allowed : min/hour
4. Method of Compliance :
5. Visible Emissions Comment :

40 CFR 52.535 (c)(1)(ii), (iii), and (iv)
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H. PREVENTION OF SIGNIFICANT DETERIORATION (PSD) INCREMENT
TRACKING INFORMATION

Emissions Unit Information Section 1

Blast Furnace

PSD Increment Consumption Determination

1. Increment Conéuming for Particulate Matter or Sulfur Dioxide?

[ X] The emissions unit is undergoing PSD review as part of this application, or has undergone
PSD review previously, for particulate matter or sulfur dioxide. If so, emissions unit consumes
increment.

[ ]The facility addressed in this application is classified as an EPA major source pursuant to
paragraph (c) of the definition of "major source of air pollution" in Chapter 62-213, F.A.C., and
the emissions unit addressed in this section commenced (or will commence) construction after
January 6, 1975. If so, baseline emissions are zero, and emissions unit consumes increment.

[ ]The facility addressed in this application is classified as an EPA major source, and the
emissions unit began initial operation after January 6, 1975, but before December 27, 1977. If
so, baseline emissions are zero, and emissions unit consumes increment.

[ ]For any facility, the emissions unit began (or will begin) initial operation after December 27,
1977. If so, baseline emissions are zero, and emissions unit consumes increment.

[ ]None of the above apply. If so, the baseline emissions of the emissions unit are nonzero. In
such case, additional analysis, beyond the scope of this application, is needed to determine
whether changes in emissions have occurred (or will occur) after the baseline date that may
consume or expand increment. ’
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2. Increment Consuming for Nitrogen Dioxide?

[ ]1The emissions unit addressed in this section is undergoing PSD review as part of this
application, or has undergone PSD review previously, for nitrogen dioxide. If so, emissions
unit consumes increment.

[ ]The facility addressed in this application is classified as an EPA major source pursuant to
paragraph (c) of the definition of "major source of air pollution" in Chapter 62-213, F.A.C., and
the emissions unit addressed in this section commenced (or will commence) construction
after February 8, 1988. If so, baseline emissions are zero, and emissions unit consumes
increment.

[ ]The facility addressed in this application is classified as an EPA major source, and the
emissions unit began initial operation after February 8, 1988, but before March 28, 1988. If
$0, baseline emissions are zero, and emissions unit consumes increment.

[ 1For any facility, the emissions unit began (or will begin) initial operation after March 28, 1988.
If so, baseline emissions are zero, and emissions unit consumes increment.

[ X ] None of the above apply. If so, baseline emissions of the emissions unit are nonzero. In
such case, additional analysis, beyond the scope of this application, is needed to determine
whether changes in emissions have occurred (or will occur) after the baseline date that may
consume or expand increment.

3. Increment Consuming/Expanding Code :

PM : U
SO02: C
NO2 : U

4. Baseline Emissions :

PM: Ib/hour tons/year
SO2: 316.6669 Ib/hour 1387.0000 tons/year
NO2 : ' tons/year

5. PSD Comment :
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I. EMISSIONS UNIT SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION

Emissions Unit Information Section 1

Blast Furnace

Supplemental Requirements for All Applications

1. Process Flow Diagram : Figure 1.3

2. Fuel Analysis or Specification : in Section 6.0
3. Detailed Description of Control Equipment : Appendix O
4. Description of Stack Sampling Facilities : Appendix D
5. Compliance Test Report : | NA

6. Procedures for Startup and Shutdown : NA

7. Operation and Maintenance Plan : NA

8. Supplemental Vlnformation for Construction Permit Application : NA

9. Other Information Required by Rule or Statue : NA

Additional Supplemental Requirements for Cateqgory | Applications Only

10. Alternative Methods of Operations : NA
11. Alterntive Modes of Operatibn (Emissions Trading) : NA
12. Enhanced Monitoring Plan : NA
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l_’\-BS—SS 16:48 FROM:GULF, COAST RECYCLING ID:813+822+83.88 PAGE ?/%

Material Safety Data Sheet U.S. Department of Labor '
May be used to comptly wnh ] Occupational Safety and Health Administration é))
OSHA's Hazard Cammunication Standard, {(Non-Mandatory Form}
- 29 CFR 1910.120q. S:anda.rd musst be Form Approved
consutted for spacific requirements. OMB No. 1218-0072 _
IDENTITY (As Usod on Labei and is) CAS No. 65996—77=-2 | Nomr Blank spaces are not permitted. if any ilem is ot applicabie, or no
*Metallurgical Coke . infarmation s avadabie, the space must be marked (0 indca’e that
Section ) o
Manutacturer’s Nama Emergency Telephone Number — (205) 849-1330
ABC Coke Division, Drummond Co., Inc. Alabama (800) 523-8661 Other (800) 321-4015
Addaress {Number, Street, City, Siste, and ZIP Codv) . Telophona Number for Information
P.0. Box 170189 o Same as above
. . Date Prepared
Birmingham, -Al= 35217 5/7/88
Signature of Praparer {optionaly

Section I — Hazardous Ingredients/ldentity Information

Cnhex Lirruls

Hazardous Components (Specific Cherrecal identity. Conwnon Name(s)) OSHA PEL ACGIH TLV Recommended 9% (oplional)
Carbon ' N/A N/A ' N/A 93 ~ 94
Ash N/a N/A N/A 5 -6
Sulfur N/A N/A N/A 0.5 - 0.6
v
Section Il — Physical/Chemical Characteristics
Point i : -1
Bailing ‘ N/A Specific Gravity (Hzo ) 1.92
Vapor Pressure (mm Hg.) B Meling Poirk o
N/A : N/A
Vapor Density (AIR = 1) : Evapureiion Raie
N/A (Butyl Acetale = 1) N/A
Solubility in Water
NIL
Appearance and Odor .
Irregular dark gray lumps. No distinpguishing odor.
Section IV — Fire and Explosion Hazard Data
Flash Poirq (Method Used) Flarnmable Limits LEL UEL
Ignition temperarure approx. 1,G00°F N/A __N/a
Water
Specal Fre Fighiing Procedures
Cw o None

Unusual Fire and Explosion Hazards
None known

TReproduce locally) :  OSHA 174, Sept 1985



13. Identification of Additional Applicable Requirements : NA

14. Acid Rain Application (Hard-copy Required) :

NA Acid Rain Part - Phase Il (Form No. 62-210.900(1)(a))

NA Repowering Extension Plan (Form No. 62-210.900(1)(a)1.)
NA _ New Unit Exemption (Form No. 62-210.900(1)(a)2.)

NA Retired Unit Exemption (Form No. 62-210.900(1)(a)3.)
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1.0
INTRODUCTION

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

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

The actual startup of the new furnace took place in late 1984. This furnace was first
permitted on January 28, 1985 by permit number A029-95366, later by permit number AO29-
173310 on July 17, 1990, and finally by amended permit number A029-173310 on November
19, 1990 (see Appendix A). This latter permit expires on November 15, 1995. At the time of
the modification it was determined by DEP that no PSD review was réquired. Subsequent
events have, however, determined that a PSD review was applicable and that a full PSD analysis
needs to be performed retroactively (see Appendix B). The history of the exhaustive permitting
process for this modification can be found in the "After-the-Fact Construction Application"
previously submitted on February 10, 1992.

1.1  PROCESS DESCRIPTION

In the battery recycling process, discarded automotive and industrial lead-acid storage
batteries are crushed and mechanically separated into their component fractions. In this process,
the sulfuric acid is drained and neutralized while the plastic casings are segregated and shipped

Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. - Tampa, Florida )
Prevention of Significant Deterioration Application - Revised October 1995 1
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off-site for further processing and eventual resale. The lead-bearing components are then fed
into the blast furnace for lead recovery. The lead is then refined further and eventually
combined with alloying metals in refining kettles to produce finished lead alloys meeting
customer specifications. - Finished lead from the kettles is cast into ingots for shipment and
eventual re-use. The major source of air pollution at the facility is the blast furnace which burns
metallurgical coke in the smelting of lead scrap. Exhaust gases are emitted to the atmosphere
through an existing baghouse and stack. It is this blast furnace which is the subject of this
application. A simplified flow diagram is shown on Figure 1.3.

1.2  PSD APPLICABILITY

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

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

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

Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. - Tampa, Florida
Prevention of Significant Deterioration Application - Revised October 1995 4
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2.0
BEST AVAILABLE
CONTROL TECHNOLOGY REVIEW

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

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

2.1 SULFUR DIOXIDE

The primary source of SO, is from the furnace exhaust where sulfur-containing lead paste
(along with various other material including coke, limestone, and slag) are smelted. Gulf Coast
is currently permitted for a maximum SO, emission rate of 384.2 lbs/hr and 7,800 hours/yr.
This permitted rate has been complied with through operational practices such as enhanced
furnace temperature and column height adjustments and feed separation (controlling the ratio of
high- versus low-sulfur feed material in the furnace charge). However, for control technology
evaluation purposes, the potential to emit for this furnace will be based on the AP-42 emission
factor for reverberatory furnaces of 80 lbs/ton processed. The AP-42 factor for blast furnaces
is 53 Ibs/ton. However, this assumes a blast and reverberatory furnace configuration where the
blast furnace is charged with reverb furnace slag, which already has a reduced sulfur content.

Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. - Tampa, Florida
Prevention of Significant Deterioration Application - Revised October 1995 6



PSD APPLICABILITY FOR NEW BLAST FURNACE

values are in tons/year

8. 1,458.60" 2,277.60 3 1,387.00 890.60 40 YES 1,511.10 766.50 1!
Pb : 0.023 2 0.59 6.69 -6.10 0.6 | NO - 0.00 0.59
i 12.48° 14.02 9.51 4.51 15 NO 0.00 14.02
2,664.95 4 2,992.94 4 1,774.00 1,218.94 100 YES 2,693.65° 299.29
7.72¢ 8.67 ¢ 5.14 3.53 40 NO 0.00 8.67
129.09 * 144,98 ¢ 85.91 59.07 40 | N/IAT 137.73 7.25

' Based on December 1983 baseline determination source test (374 lbs/hr) 374 X %" 15%6
2 Based on October 24, 1991 source test (0.006 Ibsthr)
1 Based on October 24, 1991 source test (0.167 lbs/ton charge)
"‘\\a}y 3{‘“\\& Based on October 21, November 4, 1991 source tests _
) Based on AP“42 uncontrolled erpission factor of 80 lbs/ton and requested production limit of 6.5 tons/hr
8  Based on requested limit of 0.134 1bs/hr
7 Surrounding area classified as non-attainment for ozone (VOCSs), PSD not épplicable
¥ Desulfurization for SO, and afterburner for CO and VOCs
%  Based on a design destruction efficiency of 90%
9 Based on a design destruction efficiency of 95%
! Based on requested allowable emission rate of 175 1bs/hr for 8,760 hrs/yr

2 Does not include products of combustion generated by the afterburner

Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. - Tampa, Florida



‘Gulf Coast’s configuration consists of a blast furnace only. Therefore, the reverb factor of 80
Ibs/ton will be used. This results in potential emissions of:

Ibs SO Ibs SO
- 2 X 6.5 W (requested) = 520 2
ton processed hr hr

Ibs SO.
520 h - X 8,760 s tons SO
! - o =227760 — 2
2,000 2% yr
fon

note:  Gulf Coast requested to increase its allowable annual operating hours to 8,760 hours/yr in the
original PSD application in May 1994 and to increase its allowable process rate by letter dated
August 29, 1995.

The installation of the new blast furnace increased emissions above the 40 tons/yr
significance level for SO, and subsequently made PSD/BACT applicable for this pollutant. As
stated previously, the blast furnace is the primary source of SO, emissions and therefore this
blast furnace will be the focal point of the BACT analysis. This analysis will attempt to discuss
a representative sample of control technologies for SO, removal while evaluating the
environmental, energy, and economic impacts of each.

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

The New Source Performance Standards (NSPS) concerning this industry do not address
SO, emissions due to the variation and cost of controlling them. For purposes of this analysis,
three representative control strategies that have been proven in reducing potential SO, emissions
have been selected for a detailed evaluation: dry lime slurry injection (dry scrubbing), wet
limestone scrubbing (wet scrubbing), and front-end feed desulfurization.

Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. - Tampa, Florida
Prevention of Significant Deterioration Application - Revised October 1995 ) 8



2.1.1 Dry Scrubbing

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

There are some process-related constraints concerning dry scrubbing inherent in Gulf
Coast’s current operation. If a dry scrubber were to precede the metallurgical baghouse, the
sulfate particles would contaminate the lead catch and would also be recycled back into the
furnace, which would increase the potential for increased SO, loading. The only logical solution
is to follow the dry scrubbing system with an additional baghouse including a segregated
hopper/receiving bin. The collected particulates from this secondary baghouse could not be
recycled through the furnace but would likely have to be classified as a hazardous waste and
transported to a certified landfill. Historical control efficiencies for this particular type of
control technology range from 75-95 percent. The following economic impact analysis is based
on an overall removal efficiency of 90 percent.

Economic Impact Analysis (Dry Scrubbing)

Design Parameters:

Flow rate: 24,300 acfm
SO, Emission Rate: 520 Ibs/hr
Temperature: 154°F
Removal Efficiency: 90%
Expected Life of Equipment: 10 years
Capital Investment:
Control Equipment? (delivered): $ 506,250
Site Preparation®/Installation: $ 300,000

Total: $ 806,250
! Quote from Electric Controls & Service Co., Inc., Birmingham, AL
2 Control equipment includes: spray dryer absorber, associated baghouse, reagent and slurry preparation
and handling equipment, solids transfer and recycle equipment, fan/motor, other support
equipment/instrumentation, delivery, etc.
> Installation-includes: engineering design, site preparation, erection, field management, startup, etc.

Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. - Tampa, Florida
Prevention of Significant Deterioration Application - Revised October 1995 9



Annual Costs
Operating Labor and Supervision:
Maintenance and Repairs:
Power and Utilities:
Depreciation @ 10%/yr:
Disposal Cost:

$ 15,000
$ 15,200
$ 129,441
$ 80,625
$ 608,750

Total: $ 849,016

Annualized SO, Removal Calculation

Inlet Emission Rate:
Removal Efficiency:
Total SO, Removed:
Hours of Operation:
Annual Reduction:
Net Annual Cost:
. Net Ann Cost/Ton SO, Removed:
Capital Cost:
Capital Cost/Ton SO, Removed:

520 Ibs/hr

90%

468 Ibs/hr

8,760 hours (requested)
2,050 tons/yr

$ 849,016

$ 414/ton

$ 806,250

$ 393/ton

Control Technology Costing Calculations

1. Cost of Dry Scrubbing Reagent (lime)

88 lbs/hr of lime x $ 75/ton + 2,000 1lbs/ton x 8,760 hrs/yr = $ 28,908/yr

2. Cost of Handling and Disposal of Hazardous Waste ($ 250/ton)
(2,050 tons/yr of SO, removed + 385 tons/yr of lime) x $ 250/ton = $ 608,750/yr

3. Power Requirements for Pollution Control System

Booster Fan/Motor, Process Req., Instrumentation, Air Compressor, etc = 342 hp
342 hp x 745.7 watts/hp + 1000 watts/kW = 255 kWhr
255 kW/hr x $ 0.045/kW x 8,760 hrs/yr = $100,533/yr

Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. - Tampa, Florida

Prevention of Significant Deterioration Application - Revised October 1995
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Product Costs
Avg. annual pounds of lead
produced/sold: 49,415,000 (@ 8,760 hrs/yr)
Annual cost of scrubbing system: $ 849,016
Cost per pound of lead produced: $ 0.0172
Current price received for lead: $ 0.30/1b
Percent of gross income from product
sales spent on scrubber system: 5.73%

The economic impact of this technology is estimated above at $414/ton of SO, removed.
Due to the relatively low throughput of this facility, it is also estimated that 5.73 percent of
gross income from product sales would be spent on the scrubbing system. Based on these costs,
it is recommended that this technology not be considered BACT for this particular application.

Energy Impact Analysis (Dry Scrubbing)

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

Environmental Impact Analysis (Dry Scrubbing)

In conjunction with the additional cost for power, the incremental SO, increase associated
with the power production phase and the solid waste disposal requirements must also be.
considered. To provide the 255 kW needed to operaté this system, it was estimated above that
271.4 additional tons of coal would need to be burned at a typical power generating station in
the area. Assuming a typical coal sulfur content of 1.2 percent would result in a net annual
potential increase in air emissions of 13,027 lbs of SO,/yr.

It was estimated above that approximately 2,435 tons of sulfur-bearing particulates would
be generated each year. These particulates would likely be classified as a hazardous waste and
buried in a certified landfill. The country’s landfills are rapidly nearing capacity, and new ones

Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. - Tampa, Florida
Prevention of Significant Deterioration Application - Revised October 1995 ' 11



are proving to be very difficult to permit, especially those that accept hazardous substances. In
this situation, the scrubbing system is merely a trade-off of pollutants. Air emissions are
reduced while hazardous waste is increased at a cost of reduced landfill space. It is, therefore,
recommended that this technology not be considered as BACT for this project.

A potential benefit from installing a dry scrubbing system is the removal of other
pollutants such as acid gases. However, the final MACT standard for this industry no longer
requires the control of HCI.

2.1.2 Wet Scrubbing

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

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

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

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

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

Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. - Tampa, Florida
Prevention of Significant Deterioration Application - Revised October 1995 ' 12



Economic Impact Analysis (Wet Scrubbing)

Design Parameters:
Flow Rate:
SO, Emission Rate:
Temperature:
Removal Efficiency:
Expected life of equipment:
Capital Investment!:
Control Equipment? (delivered):
Site Preparation/Installation?:

24,300 acfm
520 lbs/hr
154°F

90%

10 years

$ 530,100

570,000
Total: $ 1,100,100

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

Control equipment includes: spray dryer absorber, associated baghouse, reagent and slurry preparation

and handling equipment, solids transfer and recycle equipment, fan/motor, other support

equipment/instrumentation, delivery, etc.

Annual Costs
Operating Labor and Supervision:
Maintenance and Repairs:
Power & Utilities:
Depreciation @ 10%/yr:
Disposal Cost:

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

$ 15,000
$ 20,000
$ 121,430
$ 110,010
$2.178.250

Total: $ 2,444,690

Annualized SO, Removal Calculation

Inlet Emission Rate:

Removal Efficiency:

Total SO, Removed:

Hours of Operation:

Annual Reduction:

Net Annual Cost:

Net Ann Cost/Ton SO, Removed:
Capital Cost:

Capital Cost/Ton SO, Removed:

Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. - Tampa, Florida

520 lbs/hr

0%

468 lbs/hr

8,760 (requested).
2,050 tons/yr

$ 2,444,690

$ 1,193/ton

$ 1,100,100

$ 537/ton

Prevention of Significant Deterioration Application - Revised October 1995 13



Control Technology Costing_Calculations
1. Cost of Wet Scrubbing Reagent (limestone)

174 Ibs/hr of limestone x $ 75/ton < 2,000 Ibs/ton x 8,760 hrs/yr = $ 57,159/yr

2. Cost of Handling and Disposal of Hazardous Waste = $ 250/ton
For every ton of SO, removed, 4.25 tons of sludge are generated
2,050 tons of SO, removed/yr x 4.25 tons of sludge generated = 8,713 tons of sludge/yr
8,713 tons sludge/yr x $250/ton = § 2,178,250/yr

3. Power Requirements for Pollution Control System Booster Fan/Motor, pump/motors, agitators, process
requirements, instrumentation, etc. = 165 hp
Conversion Factor = 745.7 watts/hp
165 hp x 745.7 watts/hp + 1,000 watt/kW = 123 kW/hr
123 kW/hr x $0.045/kW x 8,760 hrs/yr = $48,503/yr

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

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

Product Costs
Avg. annual pounds of lead

produced/sold: 49,415,000 (@ 8,760 hrs/yr)
Annual cost of scrubbing system: $ 2,444,690
Cost per pound of lead produced: $ 0.0495
Current price received for lead: $ 0.30/1b

Percent of gross income from product
sales spent on scrubber system: 16.49%
The economic impact of this technology is estimated above at $1,193/ton of SO,

Guif Coast Recycling, Inc. - Tampa, Florida
Prevention of Significant Deterioration Application - Revised October 1995 14



removed. Due to the relatively low throughput of this facility, it is also estimated that 16.49
percent of gross income from product sales would be spent on the scrubbing system. Based on
these costs, it is recommended that this technology not be considered BACT for this particular
application.

Energy Impact Analysis (Wet Scrubbing)

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

Environmental Impact Analysis (Wet Scrubbing) -

In conjunction with the additional cost for power, the incremental SO, increase associated
with the power production phase and the solid waste disposal requirements must also be
considered. To provide the 123 kW needed to operate this system, it was estimated above that
165 additional tons of coal would need to be burned at a typical power generating station in the
area. Assuming a typical coal sulfur content of 1.2 percent would result in a net annual potential
increase in air emissions of 7,920 lbs of SO,/yr.

It was estimated above that approximately 8,713 tons of sludge would be generated each
year. This sludge would likely be classified as hazardous and then treated, handled, and buried
as such in an appropriate landfill.” The country’s landfills are rapidly hearing capacity and new
ones are proving to be very difficult to permit, especially those that accept hazardous substances.
An additional 15 gallons of wastewater per minute is also required by this technology. As stated
earlier, the sewer line is already operating at capacity and it is unknown at this time when, or
if, the capacity will be increased. It is, therefore, recommended that this technology not be
considered as BACT for this project.

A potential benefit from installing a wet scrubbing system is the removal of other
pollutants such as acid gases. However, the final MACT standard for this industry no longer
requires the control of HCI.

Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. - Tampa, Florida
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2.1.3 Desulfurization

Desulfurization removes the sulfur contained in the furnace feed material before it is fed
into the furnace. The sulfur-bearing paste (lead sulfate) from the batteries is not sent directly
to the smelting furnace, but rather is first chemically reacted with sodium carbonate (soda ash)
to remove most of the sulfur. This reaction results in lead carbonate and sodium sulfate.
Following is the reaction that takes place:

PbSO, + Na,CO, = PbCO, + NaSO,

Manufacturer’s specifications on the proposed system may be found in Appendix O. The
desulfurized paste is then fed into the furnace where as much as a 98% reduction can be realized
in potential sulfur dioxide emissions. Rather than relying on the exclusive use of add-on
pollution control devices, this technology can achieve equivalent reductions in emissions based
on modifications of the conventional lead recovery process through such means as material
separation and desulfurization. Presently, there are three new lead recovery plants operating in
this country which have successfully demonstrated the technological effectiveness of
desulfurization as a viable means of minimizing SO, emissions (including one in Region IV now
being brought on-line). In all cases desulfurization was the accepted control methodology for

SO, emissions and no add-on controls were required.

Gulf Coast is expecting to be able to reduce the sulfur content of the incoming lead scrap
to 1% with the desulfurization system being proposed for installation. This 1% sulfur content
is dependent upon the initial sulfur content entering the system (as with many pollution control
systems the efficiency increases with the inlet concentration of the subject pollutant). Based on
this technology Gulf Coast is requesting an allowable emission rate of 175 lbs/hr. This rate is
based on potential SO, emissions that may be generated from the sulfur that may remain in the
lead scrap after the desulfurization process and from the sulfur content in the coke which is used
as fuel. This requested emission rate is an upper bound of the expected range. Emissions of
SO, will fluctuate somewhat depending on the sulfur content of the incoming feed material which

is also highly variable.

The majority of Gulf Coast’s incoming feed material is spent lead-acid batteries where
most of the sulfur content in the batiery has been transformed from sulfuric acid to lead sulfate.
Since the acid remaining in the batteries is drained upstream of the desulfurization system this
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scenario will produce the upper bound of SO, emissions, since the majority of the sulfur in the

battery is in the form of lead sulfate which is sent to the desulfurization process.

However, a

smaller percentage of the incoming batteries are relatively new defect batteries with most of the
sulfur still being in the form of sulfuric acid. This results in less sulfur being sent to the
desulfurization system and ultimately the furnace. The 175 Ibs/hr is calculated as follows:

From lead scrap:

6.5 fons processed . 5 oo 15 _ 13009 b8 processed . onq pp scrap = 10,400

hr

| g™

From coke:

b rar hr
10,400 25 P scrap g o 104 5 S o fumace 13
hr Aa‘__’--f'?_. ﬁ.._tJ_”- N
; pesatit T 3
lbs §

104 out of furnace

into furnace X (1 - 20%y = 83.20 lb: )
=

83.20 ”’; S out of furnace x 2* = 166.40
3

! * out of furnace
ir

sip = o ns3g 5= 53 2S
hr hr
5.3 Ibf.: & into furnace X (1 - 20%)* = 4.24 Ib; 2l out of furnace
T r
bs S lbs SO,
4.24 ; out of furnace X 2% = §.48 = out of furnace
17

Total from lead scrap and coke:

ibs SO, tbs SO, _Ibs SO,
166.40 ~ + 8.48 =~ = 174.88 -
hr hr hr

lbs Pb scrap
'

This factor takes into account that approximately 20% of the sulfur in the furnace will become

fixed in the slag and will not be transformed into SO, and emitted as gaseous emissions.

One 1b of Sulfur becomes 2 lbs of SO, due to the doubling of molecular weights:

S = 16, O = 8; therefore, SO, = 16 + (8 x2) = 32
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Economic Impact Analysis (Desulfurization)

To quantify the economic impacts of the proposed desulfurization process would prove

to be a difficult task since it is an integral part of the overall battery recycling process. It would

suffice to say that the capital expenditure for this process is substantlal and has been estimated,
since this is an existing plant, at roughly $2 million. However, @would not be justifiable to
assign 100 percent of this expenditure to the traditional cost-benefit analysis as typically required
for BACT determinations. A Wg_g@y estimate_would assign a

approximately $1.7 milliop/ Conservative emissions estimates have shown that approximately
1,511 tons of SO, will be removed on an annual basis. The associated capital cost-per-ton of
SO, removal for this process will be approximately $1,125 per ton.

Design Parameters:

Flow rate: 24,300 acfm
SO, Emission Rate: - 520 lbs/hr
Temperature: 154°F
Removal Efficiency: 66%
Expected Life of Equipment: 10 years
Capital Investment':
Control Equipment® (delivered): $1,400,000
Site Preparation®/Installation: $ 300.000

Total: $1,700,000

Quote from M.A. Industries, Inc., Peachtree City, Georgia
Control equipment includes: feed conveyor, crusher, screening units, elutriator, metals and

rubber/plastic classifiers, recirculation and surge tanks, air conveyor unit, reactor vessels, filter

presses, instrumentation, delivery, etc.

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

Annual Costs
Operating Labor and Supervision: § 32,850

Maintenance and Repairs: $ 15,200
Utilities (elec. & water): $ 145,198
Depreciation @ 10%/yr: $ 170,000
Disposal Cost: 3 0

Total: $ 363,248
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Annualized SO, Removal Calculation

Inlet Emission Rate: 520 Ibsthr %ﬁ
Removal Efficiency: 66 % g ﬁf
Total SO, Removed: 345 Ibs/hr

Hours of Operation: 8,760 hours (requested)
Annual Reduction: 1,511 tons/yr

Net Annual Cost: $ 363,248

Net Ann Cost/Ton SO, Removed: $ 240/ton

Capital Cost: $1,700,000

Capital Cost/Ton SO, Removed:  $1,125/ton

Control Technology Costing Calculations

1. Power Requirements for System
Total connected power = 272 hp
272 hp x 745.7 watts/hf) <+ 1000 watts/kW = 203 kW/hr
203 kW/hr x $ 0.045/kW x 8,760 hrs/yr = $80,023/yr

2. Fresh Water Requirements

62 gallons/min x 60 min/hr x 8,760 hrs/yr x $ 2.00/1000 gals = $ 65,175/yr

Product Costs
Avg. annual pounds of lead
produced/sold: 49,415,000 (@ 8,760 hrs/yr)
Annual cost of system: $ 363,248
Cost per pound of lead produced: $ 0.0074
Current price received for lead:  $ 0.30/1b
Percent of gross income from product
sales spent on scrubber system: 2.45%

The economic impact of this technology is estimated above at $240/ton of SO, removed.
‘Due to the relatively low throughput of this facility, it is also estimated that 2.45 percent of
gross income from product sales would be spent on the desulfurization system. Based on these
~ costs, it is recommended that this technology be considered BACT for this particular application.
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Energy Impact Analysis (Desulfurization)

The total power requirements were addressed in the economic analysis, as far as
determining total annual cost for the operation of the system. It has been shown that the
electrical requirements will be 203 kW or 1.78 million kW/yr. It has been estimated that the
203 kW electrical demand, for this subject system, would require an equivalent heat value of
693,123 Btu/hr or approximately 55 lbs of coal/hr at 12,500 Btu/lb. Although these energy
requirements are higher than for wet scrubbing, the environmental benefits discussed below
outweigh the higher energy requirements.

Environmental Impact Analysis (Desulfurization)

To provide the 203 kW needed to operate this system, it was estimated above that 241
additional tons of coal would need to be burned at a typical power generating station in the area.
Assuming a typical coal sulfur content of 1.2 percent would result in a net annual potential
increase in air emissions of 11,563 lbs of SO,/yr. The environmental benefits from this proposed
control strategy will be such that SO, emissions will be controlled upwards of 67% with no
additional waste stream, liquid or solid, generated as with all scrubbing systems. Due to these
environmental benefits, Gulf Coast is selecting desulfurization as BACT for this project.

2.1.4 Sulfur Dioxide Conclusions

_ The primary function of this recycling facility is to recover lead from spent lead-acid
batteries and then to sell this lead on the open market at a profit. As such point where the
recovery costs equal or exceed the market price for lead, such a facility fails to substantiate its
existence. Based on rough industry estimates, average plant operating costs vary from 16.8 to
19.6 cents per pound of refined lead. The current price of lead is approximately 30 cents per
pound. Just a year and a half ago the average price was 17 cents per pound. It has been
estimated that additional SO, control equipment would add between 1.7 and 5 cents per pound
of refined lead to the proposed operating costs for this facility.

As has been shown in the preceding economic analysis, the economic burden of
additional SO, removal controls would create distinct economic disadvantages for this recycling
facility to compete on the open market. Reasonable cost effectiveness (cost/ton of pollutant
removed) for non-boiler sources (Metals Industry) for non-hazardous situations has been
estimated at $293/ton ("Cost for Control of SO, Emissions," CEP June 1982 pg. 52). The
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scrubbing systems discussed earlier range from $414/ton to $1,193/ton. Desulfurization was
estimated at $240/ton.

This BACT analysis showed dry and wet scrubbing systems are cost prohibitive and raise
additional solid waste disposal problems. With the deletion of the HCI standard from the MACT
standard for this industry a scrubbing system is not needed, further making scrubbing
technologies undesirable. Desulfurization of the raw feed material was, therefore, determined
to be BACT based on its economic, energy, and environmental considerations. Further, with
the addition of the proposed afterburner discussed in section 2.4.3, the blast furnace will be able
to operate at lower temperatures. By operating the furnace at lower temperatures sulfur dioxide
formation will be decreased, thereby further decreasing SO, emissions.

Gulf Coast is the only lead-acid battery recycler remaining in the State of Florida. If
Gulf Coast is required to install cost-prohibitive control technology, it will be placed in an
extremely tight economic situation that could easily result in the facility becoming uneconomical
to operate if an uncontrollable event, such as a slight drop in lead prices, occurs. If this should
happen, the nearest battery recycling facility would be in Columbus, Georgia—approximately
425 miles away. The estimated 1.1 million batteries that Gulf Coast recycles annually would
therefore have to be shipped by truck to the Columbus facility. This would inherently increase
the cost of recycling which would hinder recycling efforts. There is no environmentally
acceptable alternative to recycling spent lead-acid batteries. Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA) land-ban restrictions prohibit their disposal in hazardous waste landfills.
As recycling becomes economically prohibitive, the potential for the public discarding batteries
along roadways, in vacant lots, etc. increases dramatically.

2.2 LEAD

The current blast furnace permit limits lead emissions to 2.09 Ibs/hr and 8.15 tons/yr.
This permitted level was established years ago by assuming the lead levels to be a certain
percentage of total particulates. This facility employs baghouses for particulate control including
control of the blast furnace exhaust. These baghouses' typically operate in excess of 99.5 percent
control efficiency. Since lead is a particulate these baghouses are also very efficient in
controlling lead. A source test performed on October 24, 1991 showed lead levels to be 0.006
Ibs/hr (see Appendix D). Assuming that rate for a full year of 8,760 operational hours would
give 0.0263 tons/yr, well below the 0.6 tons/yr significance level for lead. Therefore, lead
levels from the blast furnace have actually decreased as a result of the modification.
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Gulf Coast is hereby requesting a federally-enforceable, facility-wide permit limit for lead
emissions of 0.59 tons/yr, which correlates to 0.134 Ibs/hr for 8,760 hrs/yr. As mentioned
above, Gulf Coast utilizes baghouses for particulate (and lead) control throughout the facility.
A roof-mounted sprinkler system is also used for ambient dust suppression which minimizes
fugitive emissions of particulates (and lead). Since the 0.59 tons/yr requested limit is below the
significance level for lead, PSD/BACT is not applicable for this pollutant.

Wc,ﬁlowéu‘-*
st eompor with 2 Y achue

Current permitted levels are 3.20 lbs/hr and 12.48 tons/yr, which are based on 7,800
hrs/yr. With the requested 8,760 hrs/yr, the annual emission raf€ correlates o 14.02 ons/yr

2.3 TOTAL PARTICULATES

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

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

20,250 dscfim x 0022 -8°

dscf 6o min min - 382 lbs

7,000 % hr hr

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

24 CARBON MONOXIDE
A source test performed on October 21 and November 4, 1991 showed CO emissions
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from the new blast furnace to be 683.32 Ibs/hr (see Appendix E). With the requested hours of
operation of 8,760 hrs/yr, the annual rate correlates to a maximum 2,993 tons/yr, compared to
the old furnace emission rate of 1,774 tons/yr. This is an increase of 1,219 tons/yr, greater than
the 100 tons/yr significance level and making the furnace applicable to PSD/BACT for this
pollutant.

There are several technologies available to control carbon monoxide emissions. Most
of them fall into one of two categories: incineration or catalytic conversion. Both categories
convert CO to carbon dioxide and water. Incineration techniques employing the combustible
properties of CO burn it while catalytic conversion utilizes a catalyst instead of combustion.
One catalytic conversion technology and two incineration technologies are reviewed in the

following section.
2.4.1 Catalytic Oxidation

This technology utilizes a catalyst bed for the conversion of CO to carbon dioxide and
water instead of a combustion device. Advantages to this system are lower fuel costs and no
additional emissions from the combustion of natural gas. Disadvantages are high initial cost,
cost of new or regenerating the catalyst bed, catalyst disposal problems, and fouling of the
catalyst. Because of the high content of impurities in the gas stream from the furnace, e.g.,
S0O,, lead, particulates, and trace amounts of other metals, fouling of the catalyst would be a
significant problem. It is not believed this technology is being used anywhere in this industry
for controlling carbon monoxide emissions. It is therefore determined for this analysis that this
technology could not be considered BACT.

2.4.2 CO Waste-Heat Boiler

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

2.4.3 Afterburner/Incineration

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

Thermal incineration - 99.5% efficiency Partek Insulations, Inc. BLIS ID AL-0063
Afterburner - 94% efficiency U.S. Gypsum BLIS ID IN-0004
3 stack afterburners - 94% efficiency Lufkin Industries, Inc. BLIS ID TX-0023
Incineration - 98.7% efficiency Vermont Castings BLIS ID VT-0001
Incineration - 1300°F & 0.3 sec Waupaca Foundry #2 BLIS ID WI-0012

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

destruction efficiency curve.
2.4.4 Carbon Monoxide Conclusions

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

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

The October through November 1991 source tests showed NO, emissions to be 1.98
Ibs/hr (see Appendix E). With the requested hours of operation of 8,760 hrs/yr, the annual rate
correlates t0 a maximum 8.67 tons/yr, compared to the old furnace emission rate of 5.14
tons/yr. This is an increase of 3.53 tons/yr, well below the 40 tons/yr significance level. Even
with the additional emissions from the proposed afterburner (20.91 tons/yr) NO, emissions will
remain below the significance level. Therefore, PSD/BACT is not applicable for this pollutant.

2.6 VOLATILE ORGANIC COMPOUNDS

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

VOC emissions have not been addressed in detail specific to this industry. Neither the
EPA BACT/LAER Clearinghouse nor the SCAQMD BACT Guidelines address VOC or reactive LA
organic gases (ROG) from this source type. In addition, the applicable NSPS do not set limits ,!!.LE- ™

- S

-~
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for VOCs. Control technology in other industries varies widely from incinerators and flares to, g% © <+

carbon adsorption znd condensation. Due to the type of organics present, the lack of in-house -*  -i=+
reuse opportunities for collected organics, and lack of storage capacity, recovery techniques are . -
not desirable at Gulf Coast. Of the various destruction technologies being used, flares and other

open-flame combustion systems are not desirable in urban settings.

Afterburner destruction efficiencies for VOCs are typically in the 90-99 percent range.
Therefore, assuming a 95 percent efficiency, VOC emissions with the proposed afterburner
presented earlier (including VOC emissions from the afterburner) are estimated to be 7.67 i
tons/yr. This is 2 90+ percent reduction from the 86 tons/yr from the old furnace. Since the 1 W

Tampa-St. Petersburg area is classified as non-attainment for ozone, of which VOCs are ., >

. - » " . ) ) (VLS g
considered precursors, the non-attainment regulations apply instead of the PSD regulations. This , cw” 00
y . v . , ¥ . \". Lo g
90 percent reduction, obtained by internal offsets. complies with the net decrease provisions in ped°° '
the non-attainment regulations. o550 e
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VOCs are not addressed in the current operating permit for the furnace. Gulf Coast is
currently in the process of accepting bids on afterburner systems. A separate application will

be submitted once a specific system has been selected. -
oo e
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3.0
BASELINE DATA

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

3.1 AMBIENT MONITORING DATA SUMMARY

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

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

3.2 SURROUNDING SOURCE EMISSION INVENTORY

The area surrounding Gulf Coast has a high density of large utility power generating
stations with high sulfur dioxide emissions. The nine largest emitting units collectively emit
over 100,000 Ibs/hr compared to Gulf Coast’s permitted 384.2 lbs/hr.
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4.0
DISPERSION MODELING ANALYSIS

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

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

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

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

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

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

4.1 PROTOCOLS AND RESULTS

The modeling was conducted using EPA-approved methods as outlined in Guideline on
Air Quality Models (Revised, EPA, 1986). The particular models used were the latest versions
of the Industrial Source Complex Short Term model (ISCST3), used for the Class II and FAAQS
SO, analyses, the Class I Level 1 analysis, and the CO screening analysis, and MESOPUFF II
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long-range transport model, used for the Class I Level 2 SO, analysis.

A modeling protocol was submitted to DEP on August 17, 1993 for the SO, analyses (see
Appendix G) and was approved as amended on September 24, 1993 (see Appendix H). The
modeling protocol called for five years of meteorological data to be used for each analysis. The
years 1982-86 were chosen, with the data being collected at the Tampa surface and upper air
station number 12842 for all runs. The Class I analysis also utilized surface met data from
Orlando and Gainsville. Each modeling run calculated SO, impacts for three averaging periods:
3-hour, 24-hour, and annual. For each analysis, the 3-hour and 24-hour standard (or increment)
can be exceeded once per year at each receptor. Therefore, the maximum impact for each
receptor for these averaging periods is the highest second-high value. The annual standard (or
increment) cannot be exceeded. Therefore, the maximum impact for the annual averaging period
for each receptor is the highest value.

The ISCST3 model was run in the regulatory default mode resulting in conservative
impacts. Wet and dry deposition as well as SO, conversion were not used which further
overestimates the impacts. All modeling assumed the blast furnace operates 8,760 hrs/yr. The
Gulf Coast facility is located in a mixed-use area with both industrial facilities and residential
areas located within a 50 km radius. The area is assumed to be rural with flat terrain for
modeling purposes. The model did not calculate building downwash or wake effects due to the
sufficient height of the furnace stack. This resulted in maximum downwind concentrations being
calculated.

Three separate Cartesian receptor grids were used for the FAAQS and Class II analyses.
The first grid placed 441 receptors at 100-meter intervals from Guif Coast out to 1 kilometer.
The second grid 'placed 441 receptors at 1-kilometer intervals from Gulf Coast out to 10
kilometers. The third grid placed 121 receptors at 10-kilometer intervals from Gulf Coast out
to 50 kilometers, for a total of 1,003 receptors. The DEP identified 13 discrete receptors to be
used for the Class I analysis. See Appendix L for these receptor locations.
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4.1.1 Florida Ambient Air Quality Standards (FAAQS) Analysis

The FAAQS analysis compared the modeled impacts of emissions from Gulf Coast and
sixty-eight surrounding sources with the Florida Ambient Air Quality Standards for SO,. A
listing of the 68 sources can be found in Appendix I. Florida’s ambient standards were used
for comparison instead of the federal standards because Florida’s are more stringent for two of
the three averaging periods (24-hour and annual). Background values measured at the Davis
Island monitor, located approximately 8 kilometers (5 miles) WSW from Gulf Coast, were
originally added to the modeled impacts, then compared to the ambient standards. These values
were 304 pg/m3, 3-hour average; 93 pg/m?, 24-hour average; and 21 pg/m?, annual average.

However, due to the location of the monitor in relation to all sources included in this
analysis and the prevailing wind direction (see Figure 4.1 for a Wind Rose for this area) it
appeared as though many of the sources, including Gulf Coast, were already impacting the
monitor. Tampa Electric Company’s (TECO) Hooker’s Point generating station, with a
combined SO, emission rate for all units of over 3,087 lbs/hr, is located between 1.0 and 2.3
miles upwind (predominant wind direction) of the monitor, depending on the exact location of
the monitor on Davis Island. This scenario resulted in those sources’ emissions apparently being
double-counted, once in the model and once in the background values. Since the background
values were required to be added, it was thought the requirement to include all of the 68
surrounding sources identified by DEP into the model was overly burdensome. (A portion of
the receptor grid placed six receptors within 1.2 kilometers of the Davis Island monitor. Due
to the overly conservative requirements discussed above, the model was predicting values, as
close as 400 meters from the Davis Island monitor, that were twice as high as those actually
measured by the monitor.)

By letter dated March 7, 1994 (see Appendix J) DEP recognized this problem and
reconsidered the background values originally chosen. DEP identified another monitor less
likely to be impacted by sources included in the modeling, the TECO Big Bend Road monitor,
number 1800-021-G02. The highest recorded annual value in the last three years at this monitor
is 6 pg/m*®. The EPD stated this value could be used for all three averaging periods. The
ambient impacts with the revised background values added are shown in Table 4.1.
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Table 4.1
FAAQS ANALYSIS RESULTS °

values are in pg/m’

3-hour ! 1300 1300 1277 1071 1018 1269 1404
24-hour ! 365 260 410 287 278 277 299
annual 2 80 60 61 56 61 65 68

Highest second-high modeled impacts
1 Highest first-high modeled impacts
3 Results include background value of 6 ug/m’ for all averaging periods. Value recorded at the

TECO Big Bend Road monitoring station, no. 1800-021-GO02.

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

To prove that Gulf Coast was not contributing to the FAAQS violations, a further
analysis was performed. A determination was made by DEP’s modeling section that each
FAAQS exceedance could be disregarded if the model showed Gulf Coast did not "significantly"
contribute to the exceedance. An exceedance is a violation of the FAAQS for one averaging
period (one year for the annual averaging period, one day for the 24-hour averaging period, and
one 3-hour period for the 3-hour averaging period at any one receptor) for any one of the 1,003
receptors . The SO, significance levels are 25 pug/m?® for the 3-hour averaging period, 5 pg/m?
for the 24-hour averaging period, and 1 pg/m? for the annual averaging period.

The "Maxi-file" output option in ISCST3 was used to create files listing all values that
exceeded the respective FAAQS (eg. 82-24.ovr; 1982 met data, 24-hour averaging period), for
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first PSD source was permitted in the respective area for the respective pollutant (December 27,
1977).

Class I Level 1 modeling using ISCST3 showed slight exceedances of the Class I
increments for the 3-hour and 24-hour averaging periods at the previous emission rate of 374
Ibs/hr.  Since Gulf Coast is located 75 kilometers from the Wildlife Area, exceeding the
accepted limit of 50 kilometers for the ISCST3 model, a long-range transport analysis was
performed by Jim Clary and Associates using the updated MESOPUFF II model and the 374
Ibs/hr emission rate. These Level 2 results are summarized in Table 4.2. The complete
protocol and results summary can be found in Appendix L. Model outputs can be found in
Volume III of the May 1994 application.

Table 4.2
CLASS I INCREMENT ANALYSIS RESULTS !

values are in pg/m?

3-hour 25 21.18

24-hour 5 _ 7.322
annual 2 -0.81

! Highest modeled impacts, 1986 met data

Gulf Coast not significantly contributing

Since Gulf Coast is now requesting an SO, emission limit of 175 Ibs/hr, the Class I Level
1 model was re-run with this lower limit. Overall impacts did not change due to the 137
surrounding sources’ emission rates not changing. There were 321 total exceedances of the 3-
and 24-hour increments out of a possible 213,525 (a 0.15% exceedance rate). The annual
increment was not exceeded. An analysis was then performed to determine if Gulf Coast was
significantly contributing to the exceedances by modeling Gulf Coast’s emissions separately.
Of the 321 total exceedances Gulf Coast was significantly contributing to 11 (a 3% rate).

The next step would be to re-run the MESOPUFF II model at 175 lbs/hr. However,

Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. - Tampa, Florida
Prevention of Significant Deterioration Application - Revised October 1995 34



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

The FAAQS-exceeding files (all sources) for the 3-hour and 24-hour averaging periods
were then compared to the respective significance level-exceeding Maxi-file (Gulf Coast only)
to determine if, at the same receptor and dufing the same averaging period the AAQS were
being exceeded, Gulf Coast was significantly contributing. In other words, they were compared
to see if there were any receptors exceeding the FAAQS (all sources) that were also exceeding
the significance levels (Gulf Coast only) on the same day during the same time period. If there
were any duplications it was determined whether that exceedance was a first-high. If it was, it
was disregarded (since the FAAQS can be exceeded once per year at each receptor, except for
the annual averaging period). If there were any non-first-high duplications, that would mean that
at that receptor on that day (and that time period for the 3-hour averaging period) Gulf Coast
was significantly contributing to the FAAQS exceedance. This analysis showed no duplications,
meaning Gulf Coast was not significantly contributing to any of the FAAQS violations predicted
by the model.

Copies of the FAAQS-exceeding files (all sources) and significance level-exceeding files
(Gulf Coast only), as well as all input and output files, can be found on diskette in Appendix
N. Maxi-files can not be generated for the annual averaging period; therefore, the respective
".Ist" files were used for that averaging period.

4.1.2 Class I Increment Analysis

The Class I increment analysis predicted the consumption by Gulf Coast and all other
surrounding PSD sources of the air quality increments associated with the nearest Class I area.
Gulf Coast is located approximately 75 kilometers (47 miles) SSE from the Chassahowitzka
National Wilderness Area, and was thus required to perform dispersion modeling to determine
the air quality impacts on the area. DEP identified 13 discrete receptors to be used as the
receptor grid and 137 sources to be included in the modeling in addition to Gulf Coast. These
additional sources, listed in Appendix K, were both increment consuming, meaning they were
permitted after the baseline date, and increment expanding, meaning they had shut down since
the baseline date and were thus entered into the model with the appropriate negative emission
rate. The baseline date is that date after the implementation of the PSD regulations when the |
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Table 4.2 shows that the 3-hour and annual increments are not being exceeded at 374 Ibs/hr.
The table also shows that Gulf Coast is not significantly contributing to the 24-hour exceedance,
also using the 374 lbs/hr. Predicted impacts using the requested 175 Ibs/hr for Gulf Coast
would obviously be no higher, and most likely lower, than those using 374 lbs/hr and depicted
in Table 4.2. In review of the previous PSD application, concerns were raised regarding the
previous MESOPUFF II analysis. The "deficiencies" are as follows:

1) Only 1 upper air station was used. It was suggested that two additional stations
(West Palm Beach, FL and Waycross, GA) be incorporated to address the
windflow from other sources.

As shown in Figure 2 of Appendix L of the previous application (copy attached)
the vast majority of sources are located near the Tampa met station. It is felt that
re-running the MESOPUFF II model using upper air stations in Georgia and in
West Palm Beach is not going to influence the sources included in this project

and, therefore, not necessary.

2) The MESOPUFF 1I analysis only used the SO, conversion and dry deposition
options for Gulf Coast impacts, not for the other 137 sources.

This option was used as a conservative factor. The IWAQM allows for SO,
conversion, dry deposition, and wet removal processes. Each of these processes
reduce ambient SO, concentrations. Using the SO, conversion and dry deposition
options for all sources will result in lower impacts. In addition, the use of wet
deposition (which was not used for any sources) will significantly reduce impacts
at long range. Therefore, it is felt that re-running the MESOPUFF II model
using these options is not necessary. '

4.1.3 Class II Increment Analysis

The Class II increment analysis predicted the consumption of the air quality increments
for the project impact area, which is classified as a Class II area, by Gulf Coast and all other
surrounding PSD sources. DEP identified 106 sources to be included in the modeling in addition
to Gulf Coast. These additional sources, listed in Appendix M, were both increment
consuming, meaning they were permitted after the baseline date, and increment expanding,
meaning they had shut down since the baseline date and were thus entered into the model with
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the appropriate negative emission rate. The baseline date is that date after the implementation
of the PSD regulations when the first PSD source was permitted in the respective area for the
respective pollutant (December 27, 1977). These results are shown in Table 4.3. Copies of the
input and output files can be found on diskette in Appendix N.

Table 4.3
CLASS II INCREMENT ANALYSIS RESULTS

3-hour ! 512 262 277 262 251 | 256
24-hour ! 91 64 71 73 51 61
annual 2 20 03 0 0 0 0

' Highest second-high modeled impacts
2 Highest first-high modeled impacts

3 Zero values are actually negative, ISCST3 reports negative values as zero
4.1.4 CO Screening Analysis

A screening model was performed for CO to determine if Gulf Coast exceeded the
significance level of 575 ug/m,, 8-hour averaging period, as outlined in 40 CFR 51.166
(1)(8)(i)(a). If this significance level was exceeded, a refined analysis would have to be done
to include CO emissions from surrounding sources to determine compliance with the FAAQS
and the Class I and II increments. The CO screening analysis used ISCST3 using the same
default values and receptor grids as the SO, modeling. An emission rate of 69.5 lbs/hr was
used, which is the emission rate with the afterburner installed. Even though the 8-hr standard
may be exceeded once per year, the first-high value must be used in the screening analysis for
conservative purposes. The results indicated a predicted maximum impact of 37.2 ug/m?, less
than seven percent of the 575 ug/m? significance level (see Table 4.4). No further analysis is
therefore required. Copies of the input and output files can be found on diskette in Appendix
N. Model outputs can be found in Volume II of the May 1994 application. ‘
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Table 4.4
CO SCREENING ANALYSIS RESULTS !

values are in pg/m’

8-hour 575 37

! Highest second-high modeled impact, 1986 met data

4.2 MODELING SUMMARY

The air dispersion modeling demonstrates that Gulf Coast will not cause or significantly
contribute to a violation of the FAAQS or exceed the allowed increment consumption for all
applicable areas and pollutants. The FAAQS analysis showed that although the model predicted
a few violations of the Florida standards, Gulf Coast did not significantly contribute. The
analysis also showed that this modeling protocol was very conservative, in that it predicted

violations even with Gulf Coast’s emissions excluded.

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

The annual modeling results, which were based on 8,760 hrs/yr, supports Gulf Coast’s
request to increase the allowable operating hours from 7,800 to 8,760 hrs/yr.
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5.0
EFFECTS ON AIR QUALITY
RELATED VALUES (AQRYV)

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

5.1 INDUCED GROWTH IMPACT

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

5.2 IMPACTS ON SOILS AND VEGETATION

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

In general, plants have an inherent, and apparently species-dependent, capacity to absorb,
detoxify, and metabolically incorporate SO,, and may absorb low concentrations of SO, over
long time periods without damage. Thomas et al., for example, exposed alfalfa to SO,
continuously, at 520 ug/m? (0.20 ppm), for eight weeks without adverse effects. It is therefore
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reasonable to expect that either no effects or beneficial effects may be associated with low-level
SO, exposures.

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

biomass than those grown at a location further from the industrial source of sulfur.

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

Extensive efforts have been made to identify and develop certain sensitive plant species
as potential bioindicators of ambient air SO, effects. Perhaps the most extensively examined
plants for this use are the eastern white pine. Table 5.2 indicates the degree of injury of the
white pine at various distances from the Sudbury.Smelters over a ten year period. As the
distance from the smelters increases, the annual exposure concentrations decrease and the degree
of foliable injury also decreases. It was observed that at an annual concentration of 21 ug/m?
very little chronic injury resulted from the exposure. It should be noted here that the maximum
allowable increase for SO'2 in a Class II area under the PSD regulations is 20 pug/m®. The
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SENSITIVITY GROUPI&GS OF VEGETATION DASED ON VISIBLE THJURY AT DIFFERETHT 802 EXPOSURES®
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Blackberry
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Source: Alfler Jones el al., 1974,
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INE DEGREE OF INJURY OF EASTERM WHITE PINE OBSERVED AT VARIOUS DISTANCES FROM TIE SUDBURY SMELTLRS FOR 1953-63
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dispersion modeling results provided in this document show the annual increment impacts for
both the Class I and Class II areas to be negative.

5.3 IMPACTS ON VISIBILITY

"Atmospheric visibility" is a term often used by airport weather observers to connote
visual range, which refers to the farthest distance at which a large, black object can be seen
against the horizon sky in the daytime. Visibility relates to atmospheric clarity and the perceived
characteristics of viewed surroundings, including the contrast and the color of objects and sky.
Pollution affects visibility in two primary Ways: (1) as coherent plumes or haze layers visible
because of their contrast with the background; and (2) as widespread, relatively homogeneous
haze that reduces contrast of viewed targets and reduces visual range. The kind and degree of
effects are determined largely by the distribution and characteristics of atmospheric particulate
matter, which scatters and absorbs light.

For purposes of evaluating the potential effects that Gulf Coast’s emissions may have on
the visibility in the Chassahowitzka National Wilderness Area, EPA’s Workbook for Plume
Visual Impact Screening and Analysis (Revised)" EPA-454/R-92-023 was followed. This
guidance document is designed to assist the user in the evaluation of plume visual impact as
required by the PSD and visibility regulations of the EPA. This document provides guidance on
the assessment of plume visual impacts, including the use of a plume visual impact screening
model (VISCREEN), which was used to calculate the potential visual impacts of a plume of
specified emissions for specific worst-case transport and dispersion conditions. If these
screening calculations, using VISCREEN, demonstrate that during worst-cast meteorological
conditions a plume is either imperceptible or is not likely to be objectionable, further analysis
of plume visual impact would not be required as part of the air quality review of a source.

VISCREEN is a simple plume visibility model. The objective of the model is to calculate
the contrast and the color difference of a plume and its viewing background. Because
VISCREEN is to be used for screening calculations, it was designed to be conservative (i.e., to
overpredict potential plume visual impacts). Therefore, VISCREEN calculates greater plume
visual impacts, for the same input specifications, than more sophisticated models such as
PLUVUE and PLUVUE II. The VISCREEN Level-1 screening analysis determines whether the
plume from Gulf Coast has the potential to be perceptible to untrained observers under
"reasonable worst-case” conditions. This conservatism was achieved by making the following
worst-case assumptions:
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* Worst-case meteorological conditions are assumed: atmospheric stability is extremely
stable (F), wind speed is very low (1 meter per second), and wind direction is such that
it would transport the plume directly perpendicular to the observer. It is assumed these
meteorological conditions persist for 12 hours, after which some additional dispersion is
assumed but the plume is still considered to remain intact;

e The line of sight is horizontal, so that it intersects the most plume material. Non
horizontal lines of sight intersect less plume material because horizontal dispersion of
plumes exceeds vertical dispersion, especially under stable conditions;

* Sun (scattering) angles are such that the forward scatter case (6=10°) yields very bright
plumes because the sun is placed nearly directly in front of the observer. This geometry
would rarely occur in reality. The background scatter case (6=140°) yields the darkest
possible plumes. Thus, the screening calculations are likely to yield the brightest and the
darkest plumes; '

* No multiple scattering occurs. Light scattered into the line of sight from directions other
than directly from the sun tend to slightly decrease the plume contrast for the worst-case
sun angles assumed;

¢ For terrain viewing backgrounds, the terrain is black (the darkest possible) and is located
as close to the observer and the plume as possible. This assumption yields the darkest
possible background against which particulate plumes are likely to be most visible. In
reality, terrain viewing backgrounds (if indeed terrain is behind the plume) would be less
dark and would be located farther from the observer;

® The screening thresholds (AE=2; contrast of 0.05) were selected at the upper bound of
the perceptibility threshold, representing a reasonable estimate for casual observers in the
field;

* Particulate mass median diameters are 0.3 um for background fine particles, 6 um for
background coarse particles, 2 um for plume particulate particles, 0.1 um for plume soot

particles, and 0.5 um for plume primary sulfate particles; and

¢ All emissions of particulate matter from the facility are dispersed in one plume.
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This conservatism was increased in this particular analysis with the following:

* Allowable emissions of particulates and nitrogen oxides were included even though these
emissions did not exceed the PSD thresholds; and

® 100% of the requested 175 lbs/hr of SO, were assumed to be emitted as SO, which has
a much greater affect on visibility. This was done despite the following guidance from
Workbook For Plume Visual Impact Screening and Analysis (Revised). "SO, emissions
are not required as input to VISCREEN. Moreover, the issue of secondary sulfate
formation (SO,) is not treated in VISCREEN because of the limited range of applicability
of a steady state Gaussian dispersion model and because of the uncertainty of estimating
the conversion of SO, to SO, in a coherent plume.

The results of this analysis, which can be found in Tables 5.3-5, summarize the
screening calculations by comparing the criteria levels of the two screening parameters; delta
E-color contrast, and Contrast-total plume contrast against the calculated results. The Level 1
results indicate that the screening criteria were not exceeded. This visibility analysis satisfies
all EPA criteria for Class I areas and demonstrates that the Gulf Coast blast furnace does not
adversely impact visibility in the Chassahowitzka National Wilderness Area.

Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. - Tampa, Florida
Prevention of Significant Deterioration Application - Revised October 1995 44



TABLE 5.3

Visual Effects Screening Analysis for
Source: GULF COAST RECYC.
Class I Area: CHASSAHOWITZKA NWA

* %k Level-1 Screening * ko
Input Emissions for

Particulates 3.20 LB /HR
NOx (as NO2) 1.98 LB /HR
Primary NO2 .00 LB /HR
Soot .00 LB /HR
Primary SO4 262.50 LB /HR

*x*% Default Particle Characteristics Assumed

Transport Scenario Specifications:

Background Ozone: .04 ppm
Background Visual Range: 25.00 km
Source-Observer Distance: 76.00 km

Min. Source-Class I Distance: 76.00 km

Max. Source-Class I Distance: 95.60 km
Plume-Source-Observer Angle: 11.25 degrees
Stability: 6

Wind Speed: 1.00 m/s

RESULTS
Asterisks (*) indicate plume impacts that exceed screening criteria

Maximum Visual impacts INSIDE Class I Area
Screening Criteria ARE NOT Exceeded
Delta E Contrast

Backgrnd Theta Azi Distance Alpha Crit Plume Crit Plume

SKY 10. 84. 76.0 84. 2.00 414 .05 006
SKY 140. 84. 76.0 84. 2.00 .180" .05 -.009
TERRAIN 10. 84. 76.0 84. 2.00 .294 .05 .003
TERRAIN 140. 84. 76.0 84. 2.00 082 .05 003

Maximum Visual Impacts OUTSIDE Class I Area
Screening Criteria ARE NOT Exceeded
Delta E Contrast

Backgrnd Theta Azi Distance Alpha Crit Plume Crit Plume

SKY 10. 75. 73.6 94. 2.00 430 .05 006
SKY 140. 75. 73.6 94. 2.00 187 .05 -.010
TERRAIN 10. 60. 69.5 109. 2.00 389 .05 004
TERRAIN 140. 60. 69.5 109. 2.00 109 .05 004



Sl e . A = A D w d . D D=2=LTA E RESULTS

LINE IOUT/ PHI ALPHA X RP RO PSI CONTRAST DELTA E DELTA E DELTA E DELTA E DELTA E DELTA E DELTA E DELTA E
oF IN THRESHLD THRESHLD PL/SKY THRESHLD PL/SKY THRESHLD PL/TER THRESHLD PL/TER
SIGHT . Best Available co py FORW’'D BACK .FORW’D BACK
1 0 5.0 163.8 23.7 53.0 63.0 0.30 0.05 2.00 0.00 2.00 0.00 2.00 0.01 2.00 0.00
2 0 10.0 158.8 36.4 40.9 54.1 0.44 0.05 2.00 0.02 2.00 0.01 2.00 0.03 2.00 0.01
3 ] 15.0 153.8 44 .5 33.5 47.8 0.57 0.05 2.00 0.06 2.00 0.04 2.00 0.07 2.00 0.02
4 (] 20.0 148.8 50.1 28.6 43.0 0.69 0.05 2.00 O.Ii 2.00 0.06 2.00 0.11 2.00 0.03
5 ] 25.0 143:8 54.3 25.1 39.4 0.80 0.05 2.00 0.16 2.00 0.09 2.00 0.16 2.00 0.05
6 (] 30.0 138.8 57.6 22.5 36.7 0.90 0.05 2.00 0.20 2.00 0.11 2.00 0.21 2.00 0.06
7 ] 35.0 133.8 60.3 20.5 34.5 1.00 0.05 2.00 0.24 2.00 0.13 2.00 0.26 2.00 0.07
8 (] 40.0 128.8 62.6 19.0 32.8 1.09 0.05 2.00 0.28 2.00 0.15 2.00 0.30 2.00 0.09
9 0 45.0 123.8 64.6 17.8 31.5 1.17 0.05 2.00 0.32 2.00 0.16 2.00 0.34 2.00 0.10
10 0 50.0 118.8 66.4 16.9 30.5 1.24 0.05 2,00 0.36 2.00 0.17 2.00 0.37 2.00 0.10
11 ] 55.0 113.8 68.0 16.2 29.8 1.30 0.05 2.00 0.38 2.00 0.18 2.00 0.38 2.00 0.11
12 (] 60.0 108.8 69.5 15.7 29.3 1.35 0.05 2.00 0.40 2.00 0.18 2.00 0.39 2.00 0.11
13 (] 65.0 103.8 70.9 15.3 29.1 1.39 0.05 2.00 0.42 2.00 0.19 2.00 0.39 2.00 0.11
14 0 70.0 98.8 72.3 15.0 29.1 1.42 0.05 2.00 0.43 2.00 0.19 2.00 0.37 2.00 0.10
15 0 75.0 93.8 73.6 14.9 29.3 1.44 0.05 2.00 0.43 2.00 0.19 2.00 0.35 2.00 0.10
16 0 80.0 88.8 74.9 14.8 29.8 1.45 0.05 2.00 0.42 2.00 0.18 2.00 0.32 2.00 0.09
17 1 85.0 83.8 76.2 14.9 30.5 1.45 0.05 2.00 0.41 2.00 0.18 2.00 0.29 2.00 0.08
18 1 90.0 78.8 " 77.5 15.1 31.5 1.43 0.05 2.00 0.39 2.00 0.17 2.00 0.25 2.00 0.07
19 1 95.0 73.8 78.9 15.4 32.8 1.41 0.05 2.00 0.37 2.00 0.17 2.00 0.21 2.00 0.06
20 1 100.0 68.8 80.3 15.9 34.5 1.37 0.05 2.00 0.34 2.00 0.16 2.00 0.16 2.00 0.05
21 1 105.0 63.8 81.9 16.5 36.7 1.32 0.05 2.00 0.31 2.00 0.15 2.00 0.12 2.00 0.03
22 1 110.0 58.8 83.5 17.3 39.4 1.27 0.05 2.00 0.27 2.00 0.13 2.00 0.08 2.00 0.02
23 1 115.0 53.8 85.4 18.4 43.0 1.20 0.05 2.00 0.23 2.00 0.12 2.00 0.05 2.00 0.01
24 1 120.0 48.8 87.5 19.7 47.8 1.13 0.05 2.00 0.19 2.00 0.10 2.00 0.03 2.00 0.01
25 1 125.0 43.8 90.0 21.4 54.1 1.04 0.05 2.00 0.15 2.00 0.08 2.00 0.01 2.00 0.00
26 1 130.0 38.8 93.0 23.7 63.0 0.95 0.05 2.00 0.11 2.00 0.07 2.00 0.00 2.00 0.00
27 ] 135.0 33.8 96.7 26.7 76.0 0.85 0.05 2.00 0.08 2.00 0.05 2.00 0.00 2.00 0.00
28 (] 140.0 28.8 101.6 30.8 96.7 0.74 0.05 . 2,00 0.05 2.00 0.03 2.00 .0.00 2.00 0.00
29 0 145.0 213.8 108.2 36.8 134 .4 0.63 0.05 2.00 0.02 2.00 0.01 2.00 0.00 2.00 0.00
30 0 150.0 18.8 118.2 46.1 222.8 0.51 0.05 2.00 0.01 2.00 0.00 2.00 0.00 2.00 0.00
31 0 155.0 13.8 135.1 62.4 666.8 0.38 0.05 2.00 0.00 2.00 0.00 2.00 0.00 2.00 0.00
32 0 0.1 168.6 1.0 "75.0 75.5 0.05 0.09 5.67 0.00 2.00 0.00 5.67 0.00 2.00 0.00
33 1 84.4 84.4 76.0 14.9 30.4 1.45 0.05 2.00 0.41 2.00 0.18 2.00 0.29 2.00 0.08
34 1 133.6 35.1 95.6 25.8 71.8 0.88 0.05 2.00 0.09 2.00 0.05 2.00 0.00 2.00 0.00



CONTRAST RESULTS CONTRAST RESULTS

LINE our/ PHI CONTRAST GREEN GREEN GREEN GREEN BLUE BLUE BLUE BLUE RED RED RED RED BLUE-RED BLUE-RED
OF . IN THRESHLD CONTRAST DELTA C CONTRAST DELTA C CONTRAST DELTA C CONTRAST DELTA C CONTRAST DELTA C CONTRAST DELTA C RATIO RATIO
SIGHT PL/SKY SKY/TER PL/SKY SKY/TER PL/SKY SKY/TER PL/SKY SKY/TER PL/SKY SKY/TER PL/SKY SKY/TER PL/SKY PL/SKY
FORW'D FORW'D BACK BACK FORW'D FORW’D BACK BACK FORW'’D FORW'D BACK BACK FORW'D BACK
1 0 5.0 0.050 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.000 1.000
2 o] 10.0 0.050 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000  0.000 0.000 0.001 -0.001 0.001 1.000 1.001
3 0 15.0 0.050 0.001 0.000 -0.001 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.002 -0.002 0.002 1.000 1.002
4 0 20.0 0.050 0.002 0.001 -0.002 0.001 0.001 0.000 -0.001 0.000 0.001 0.003 -0.004 0.003 1.000 1.003
5 0 25.0 0.050 0.002 0.001 ~0.004 0.001 0.002 0.000 -0.001 0.000 0.001 0.004 -0.005 0.004 1.001 1.004
6 0 30.0 0.050 0.003 0.002 -0.005 0.002 0.003 0.000 -0.002 0.000 0.001 0.005 -0.006 0.005 1.002 1.004
7 o] 35.0 0.050 0.004 0.002 -0.006 0.002 0.004 0.000 -0.003 0.000 0.001 0.005 -0.007 0.005 1.003 1.004
8 0 40.0 0-.050 0.004 0.003 -0.007 0.003 0.004 0.001 -0.004 0.001 0.001 0.006 -0.008 0.006 1.003 1.004
9 0 45.0 0.050 0.005 0.003 -0.008 0.003 0.005 0.001 -0.005 0.001 0.001 0.007 -0.008 0.007 1.004 1.003
10 0 50.0 0.050 0.005 0.003 -0.008 0.003 0.006 0.001 -0.005 0.001 0.001 0.007 -0.009 0.007 1.005 1.004
11 0 55.0 0.050 0.006 0.004 -0.009 0.004 0.007 0.001 -0.006 0.001 0.001 0.007 -0.002 0.007 1.006 1.003
12 o] 60.0 0.050 0.006 0.004 - -0.009 0.004 0.007 0.001 -0.006 0.001 0.001 0.007 -0.009 0.007 1.006 1.003
13 0 65.0 0.050 0.006 0.004 -0.009 0.004 0.007 0.001 -0.007 0.001 0.001 0.007 -0.009 0.007 1.006 1.002
14 0 70.0 0.050 0.006 0.004 -0.010 0.003 0.008 0.001 -0.007 0.001 0.001 0.007 -0.009 0.007 1.007 1.002
15 0 75.0 0.050 0.006 0.003 -0.010 0.003 0.008 0.001 -0.007 0.001 0.001 0.007 -0.009 0.007 1.007 1.002
16 0 80.0 0.050 0.006 0.003 -0.009 0.003 0.008 0.001 -0.007 0.001 0.001 0.006 -0.009 0.006 1.007 1.002
17 1 85.0 0.050 0.006 0.003 -0.009 0.003 0.007 0.001 -0.007 0.001 0.001 0.006 -0.009 0.005 1.006 1.002
18 1 90.0 0.050 0.006 0.002 -0.009 0.002 0.007 0.001 ~0.006 0.001 0.001 0.005 -0.008 0.005 1.006 1.002
19 1 95.0 0.050 0.005 0.002 f0.008 0.002 0.007 0.000 -0.006 0.000 0.001 0.004 -0.008 0.004 1.006 1.002
20 1 100.0 0.050 0.005 0.001 -0.008 0.001 0.006 0.000 -0.005 0.000 0.001 0.003 -0.008 0.003 1.005 1.003
21 1 105.0 0.050 0.005 0.001 -0.007 0.001 0.005 0.000 -0.005 0.000 0.001 0.003 -0.007 0.003 1.004 1.002
22 1 110.0 0.050 0.004 0.001 ~0.006 0.001 0.005 0.000 -0.004 0.000 0.001 0.002 -0.007 0.002 1.004 1.003
23 1 115.0 0.050 0.004 0.000 -0.006 0.000 0.004 0.000 -0.003 0.000 0.001 0.001 -0.006 0.001 1.003 1.003
24 1 120.0 0.050 0.003 0.000 -0.005 0.000 0.003 0.000 -0.003 0.000 0.001 0.001 -~0.005 0.001 1.002 1.002
25 1 125.0 0.050 0.002 0.000 -0.004 0.000 0.002 0.000 -0.002 0.000 0.001 0.000 -0.004 0.000 1.001 1.002
26 1 130.0 0.050 0.002 0.000 -0.003 0.000 0.001 0.000 -0.001 0.000 0.061 0.000 -0.003 0.000 1.000 1.002
27 0 - 135.0 0.050 0.001 0.000 -0.002 0.000 0.001 0.000 -0.001 0.000 0.000 0.000 -0.002 0.000 1.001 1.001
28 0 140.0 0.050 0.001 0.000 -0.001 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 -0.002 0.000 1.000 1.002
29 0 145.0 0.050 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 -0.001 0.000 1.000 1.001
30 0 150.0 0.050 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.000 1.000
31 0 155.0 0.050 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.000 1.000
32 0 0.1 0.093 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.000 1.000
33 1 84.4 0.050 0.006 0.003 -0.009 0.003 0.007 0.001 -0.007 0.001 0.001 0.006 -0.009 0.006 1.006 1.002
34 1 133.6 0.050 0.001 0.000 -0.002 0.000 0.001 0.000 -0.001 0.000 0.000 0.000 -0.003 0.000 1.001 1.002
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6.0
APPLICATION FORMS

The next 12 pages consist of the completed DEP application forms.

Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. - Tampa, Florida
Prevention of Significant Deterioration Application - Revised October 1995 49



7.0
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The information contained in this document supports the issuance of the Prevention of
Significant Deterioration construction and operating permit for Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc.
located in Tampa, Florida. Air dispersion modeling, along with current operating permits and
ambient monitoring data, have shown that Gulf Coast currently is and will continue to be in
compliance with all applicable local, state, and federal air quality regulations. The BACT
analysis showed that desulfurization of the feed material is the most cost-effective and
environmentally-friendly means of reducing SO, emissions. The modeling analysis showed that
the emission reductions achieved with the desulfurization system are sufficient to ensure that SO,
emissions from Gulf Coast are not exceeding any ambient standards or PSD increments, nor are

they degrading visibility in the nearest Class I area.

Gulf Coast has also committed to installing an afterburner to control VOC and CO
emissions. As mentioned earlier, Gulf Coast is the only lead-acid battery recycler in the state
of Florida. A shutdown of this facility will require the transport of approximately 1.1 million
batteries per year 425 miles to the nearest recycling facility in Columbus, Georgia, thus

increasing mobile-source air emissions to the region.

Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. - Tampa, Florida
Prevention of Significant Deterioration Application - Revised October 1995 62
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Florida Department of Environmental Regulation

Southwest District ® 4520 Oak Fair Boulevard ® Tampa, Florida 33610-7347 @ 813-623-5561

5 S Bob Martinez, Governor Dale Twachtmann, Sccrewury John Shcarer, Assistant Secretary
{'4,' oF FLO‘\O Dr. Richard Garrity, Deputy Assisuant Secretary
A
PERMITTEE: PERMIT/CERTIFICATION
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. Permit No: A929-173310
1901 North 66th Street County: Hillsborough
Tampa, FL 33619 : Amendment Date: 11/19/90

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

This amended permit is issued under the provisions of Chapter 403,
Florida Statutes, and Florida Administrative Code Rules 17-2 & 17-4.
The above named permittee is hereby authorized to perform the work or
operate the facility shown on the application and approved drawing(s),

~plans and other documents, attached hereto or on file with the
department and made a part hereof and specifically described as
follows:

For the operation of a secondary lead blast furnace and a flue dust
agglomeration furnace. At the facility leadbearing scrap materials
(LSM's), coke, 1lime rock, cast iron and slag are loaded into a
skip-hoist and charged into the blast furnace (60 ton capacity). Lead
in the liquid form collects at the base of the blast furnace. 1In this
process lime rock is added to displace the lead in any lead silicate
which might have been formed, while cast iron (iron oxide) binds with
any sulfur to produce iron sulfide thus reducing sulfur dioxide
emissions. The lead is tapped from the blast furnace and cast into
buttons. Emissions generated by the charging (Point 06), the blast
furnace exhaust (Point 01) and the tapping (Point 04) are controlled
by three (3) sets of baghouses which vent separately. Flue dust
collected by the baghouses is conveyed to an agglomeration furnace
fired on natural gas. The blast furnace is subject to the New Source
Performance Standards of 40 CFR 60, Subpart L, Standards of
Performance for Secondary Lead Smelters and the Federal Implementation
Plan contained in 40 CFR 52,535,

Location: 1901 North 66th Street, Tampa

UTM: 17-364.0 E 3093.6 N NEDS NO: 0057 Point ID: 01 - Furnace
Exhaust
04 - Tapping
06 - Charging
Replaces Permit No.: A029-95366

DER Form 17-1.201(5) Page 1 of 5 .

Recycled -;!} FPaper



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

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

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

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

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

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

* . . . . o s

Prior to initiating any actions to increase the capture efficiency
of the system, the permittee shall request written authorization from
the Environmental Protection Commission of Hillsborough County.

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

Source Emissions Limitations

Blast Furnace Charging 0.22 lbs./hr. (0.86 TPY)
Blast Furnace 1.81 lbs./hr. (7.06 TPY)
Blast Furnace Tapping 0.06 lbs./hr. (0.23 TPY)

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

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

charge doors on the blast furnace shall not exceed ten (10) percent
opacity during charging operations.

DER Form 17-1.201(5) Page 2 of 5



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

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS: (continued)

8. Pursuant to 40 CFR 52.535(c) (1) (iv), visible emissions from all
other sources authorized to operate under this permit shall not exceed
five (5) percent opacity.

9. Sulfur dioxide (SO.,) emissions shall not exceed 384.2 pounds per
hour. If testing ind8icates that SO emissions exceed 384.2 (374
1bs./hr. base line + 40 tons/yr., 12/83) than the permittee shall
immediately reapply for a new permit under the provisions of Section
17-2.500, F.A.C.

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

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

* Applies only to the blast furnace emissions.

11. Compliance with the emission limitations of Specific Conditions
Nos. 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8 shall be determined using EPA Methods 1, 2,
3, 4, 6, 9 and 12 contained in 40 CFR 60, Appendix A and adopted by
reference in Section 17-2.700, F.A.C. In the case of the Method 9,

Section 2.5 shall be excluded, pursuant to 40 CFR 52.535(b) (5).; thus
waiving the six minute averaging period and establishing an
instantaneous standard. The annual sulfur oxide test will be

conducted by the same method used in the December, 1983 test. The
minimum requirements for stack sampling facilities, source sampling
and reporting, shall be in accordance with Section 17-2.700, F.A.C.
and 40 CFR 60, Appendix A.

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

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

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

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

C) Baghouse exhaust during blast furnace operation.

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



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

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS: (continued)

14. The visible emission test on the blast furnace tapping shall be
sixty (60) minutes in duration pursuant to Rule 1702. 700(1) (d)1.b.1i.,
F.A.C. Readings shall be taken only during product tapping.

15. The maximum process input rate shall be 4.58 tons per hour of raw
materials. Raw material charging rates on a daily basis shall be
consistent with the following percentages based on the February, 1990
test.

Raw Material Percentage
Lead Scrap and Re-Run Slag 88%"f‘%i
Coke 7% 7
Lime Rock 2.5% -0.11 
Cast Iron 2.5% - vy

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

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

18. Pursuant to 40 CFR 52.535(b)(4), the permittee shall maintain
continuous records of plant process and emission control operations as
necessary to determine continuous compliance. Such records shall
include reports of all process operations and control equipment
operating parameters. Such records shall also include reports of all
types of process upsets and emission control equipment malfunction,
detailing the nature and duration of the upset or malfunction, the
expected effects on emissions, and the corrective actions taken or
planned to avoid recurrences. Such records shall be available at the
plant site for inspection for a period of at least two (2) years.

DER Form 17-1.201(5) Page 4 of 5
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PERMITTEE: PERMIT/CERTIFICATION NO.: A029-173310
Gulf Coast Recycling, PROJECT: Blast Furnace and Agglomeration
Inc. Furnace

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS: (continued)

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

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

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

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

(A) Annual amount of materials and/or fuels utilized.

(B) Annual emissions (note calculation basis).

(C) Any changes in the information contained in the permit
application.

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

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

Originally Issued: July 17, 1990
Amended this /& day of 194/

STATE OF>FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF
ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION
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THMENT - GENERAL CONDITIONS:

rhe terms, conditions, requirements, limitations and restrictions set

n in this permit, are "“permit conditions®™ and are binding and enforceable
a1ant to Sections 403.141, 403.161, 403.727, or 403.859 through 403.861,
1da Statutes. The permittee is placed on notice that the Department will .
2w this permit periodically and may initiate enforcement action for any
ation of these conditions. C e

This permit is valid only for the specific processes and operations

ied for and indicated in the approved drawings or exhibits. Any
thorized deviation from the approved drawings, exhibits, specifications,
onditions of this permit may constitute grounds for revocation and
rcement action by the Department.

as provided in subsections 403.087(6) and 403.722(5), F.S., the issuance
his permit does not convey any vested rights or any exclusive privileges.
her does it authorize any injury to public or private property or any
sion of personal rights, nor any 1nfr1ngement of federal, State, or 1local
or regulations. This permit is not a waiver of or approval of any other
rtment permit that may be required for other aspects of the total project
n are not addressed in this permit.

rhis permit conveys no title to land or water, does not constitute State
gnition or acknowledgement of title, and does not constitute authority for
ase of submerged lands unless herein provided and the necessary title or
2hold interests have been obtained from the State. Only the Trustees of
Internal Improvement Trust Fund may express State opinion as to title.

This permit does not relieve the permittee from liability for harm or

ry to human health or welfare, animal, or plant life, or property caused
1e construction or operation of this permitted source, or from penalties
2fore; nor does it allow the permittee to cause pollution in contravention
lorida Statutes and Department rules, unless specifically authorlzed by an
r from the Department.

rhe permittee shall properly operate and maintain the facility and systems
reatment and control (and related appurtenances) that are installed and
by the permittee to achieve compliance with the conditions of this

1t, are required by Department rules. This provision includes the

ition of backup or auxiliary facilities or similar systems when necessary
chieve compliance with the conditions of the permit and when required by
rtment rules.

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

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

(b) Inspect the facility, equipment, practices, or operations regulated
or required under this permit; and

RAL CONDITIONS-REG Page 1 of 3 05790



BEST AVAILABLE COPY

(c) Sample or monitor any substances or parameters at any lccat:ion
reasonably necessary to assure compliance with this permit or
Department rules.

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

If, for any reason, the permittee does not comply with or will be unable
omply with any condition or limitation specified in this permit, the
iittee shall immediately provide the Department with the following
rrmation:

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

(b) The period of noncompliance, including dates and times; or, if not
corrected, the anticipated time the noncompliance 1is expected to
continue, and steps being taken to reduce, eliminate, and prevent
recurrence of the noncompliance.

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

In accepting this permit, the permittee understands and agrees that all
rds, notes, monitoring data and other information relating to the
truction or operation of this permitted source which are submitted to the
rtment may be used by the Department as evidence in any enforcement case
lving the permitted source arising under the Florida Statutes or

rtment rules, except where such use is prescribed by Sections 403.111 and
73, F.8. 8Such evidence shall only be used to the extent it is consistent
the Florida Rules of Civil Procedure and appropriate evidentiary rules.

The permittee agrees to comply with changes in Department rules and

ida Statutes after a reasonable time for compliance; provided, however,

permittee does not waive any other rights granted by Florida Statutes or
rtment rules.

This permit is transferable only upon Department approval in accordance
Rule 17-4.120 and 17-730.300, Florida Administrative Code, as

icable. The permittee shall be liable for any non-compliance of the
itted activity until the transfer is approved by the Department.

This permit or a copy thereof shall be kept at the work site of the
itted activity.

This permit also constitutes:
( ) Determination of Best Available Control Technology (BACT)
( ) Determination of Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD)

( ) Certification of compliance with State Water Quality Standards
(Section 401, PL 92-500) ‘

() Compliance with New Source Performance Standards

RAL CONDITIONS-REG Page 2 of 3 o
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The permittee shall comply with the following:

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

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

(c) Records of monitoring information shall include:

1. the date, exact place, and time of sampling or measurements;
2. the person responsible for performing the sampling or measurements;
3. the dates analyses were performed;
4. the person responsible for performing the analyses,
5.  the analytical- techniques or methods used;
" 6. the results of such analyses.

vhen requested by the Department, the permittee shall within a reasonable
furnish any information required by law which is needed to determine
liance with the permit. If the permittee becomes aware the relevant facts
not submitted or were incorrect in the permit application or in any

rt to the Department, such facts or information shall be corrected

ptly.

RAL CONDITIONS-REG ‘ Page 3 of 3 05790
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4MFR TEL:1-313-227-2448 Aug 03,93 12:32 No.0OlR P.O2

BEST AVAILABLE COPY

CI'TY OF TAMPA

Sandra W. Freedman., Mayor Pepantnent of Nanliory Sowaern
Ralph f. Moteall, L. 12E.
Direciorn

August 3, 19923

Joyce Morales-Caranela
Gulf Coast Racyecling, Inc,
1901 North &66th Street
Tampa, Florida 33G19

Re: Allocation of capacity for additional wastawater streams at
Gulf Coast Recycling Plant.

Drmar Joyre:s

Due to ather service commitment allocations and capac@ty
limitations in our downstream gravity colleaction system, capaclty
is not presently available in our manifold force main system in
62nd Streat to accept all the additional flowe specifiied in your
May 14, 1993 letter.

We have no plans to upgrade the collection system prior to calendar
year 1998; howaever, somne limited capacity should become available
in approximately two (2) years because one of our prior servicse
commitment allocations is o6nly temporary.

Your laetter mentionsd the need to0 resume oparation of the
groundwater recovery system. Plaase be advised that any flows from
this source will need to ba controlled g6 that our presaent 20 GPM
restriction on the total flow from your plant is not exceeded.

In addition, prior to your resuming operation of the groundwater
recovary system, we will need groundwater samples from your
monitoring wells analyzed to detarmine the level of Molybdenum.
FPA Test Method 246.2 is to be used. Certified test results should
be submitted for cur review at your carliest conveniance.

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

In addition, we rcguest that the analysis of the effluent samples

from your existing pretreatment facilities be axpanded to include
Molybdenum.

Amenics Cit ]
} G6th Floor City 1all Plauza '@ Tampa, Florlda 33602

J,
Priniso nn HeCvticd Paper



AMPH TEL:1-213-223-%44% Aug 03,93 12:33 No.D17 P.NDI

If possibla, thae test resulte should ba includad in the next raport
to John Dalily of our Industrial Waste Division. This will assist
us in the review of your plant’s annual Industrial Wastewater
Discharge Permit Application.

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

Sincerely,

Planning Division

MAS/pa

xc: John Daily
Exacutive
Planning
Engineering

'd ONI “ONITIDAD3Y 1SY0D 4ND 8BEB229E T8 S£:80 £66T-+0-80
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

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

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

These tests were performed to meet compliance test
specifications of Permits Nos.: 1A029-130736/Keel Cast
Baghouse; A029-173310/Furnace Tapping, Furnace Charging and
Blast Furnace; and, AC29-184883/Refining Baghouse; and, to
determine if these sources were operating within the limits
of said permits as per requirements of the Hillsborough
County Environmental Protection Commission and the State of

Florida Department of Environmentai'Regulation.
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2.0 SOURCE DESCRIPTION

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

and discharge systems.

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

located at the same sampling ports.

The blast furnace charging operation is vented through a

double module baghouse.. : -



Exhaust hoods covering the blast furnace, lead and slag taps
and the slag tap from the slag furnace are vented through a
single module baghouse collector and exhaustéangggugh a 13-

inch sguare stack that is 45 feet tall.. This process is

called blast furnace tapping.

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

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

diameter stack that is 25 feet tall.

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

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

The results of the émission testing are presented-in the
following Tables. The average emission rates for all
parameters for all sources were below the allowable rates as
specified in the current operating permits. Therefore, these
sources wer oeprating within the limits of compliance during

the testing on October 21 through October 25, 1991.

The visible emission highest six minute average for all

sources was 0%.

No problems were encountered in accomplishing this

assignment.



TABLE II

TEST SUMMARY - LEAD

GULF COAST RECYCLING -~ BLAST FURNACE

October 24, 1991
RUN LEAD CONCNTRTN |GAS FLOW |[GAS FLOW |(VOLM. AIR|ISOKENET.
NO. |[(LBS/HR) |(GR/DSCF)| (ACFM) (DSCFM) (VMSTD) (%)
1 0.007 }{0.000039 24,335 20,308 40.06 100.41%
2 0.005 (0.000031 24,485 20,321 39.57 99.14%
3 0.007 (0.000039 24,243 20,108 39.17 99.17%
AVG. 0.006 |0.000036 24,354 20,246 39.60 99.57%

PPNV T SN
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Prepared by:
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(904) 335-1889

2839-91-07
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ACEE

AIR CONSULTING
& ENGINEERING, INC.

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

REPORT CERTIFICATION

To the best of my knowiledge, all applicable field and analytical
procedures comply with Florida Department of Environmental Reguiation

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

/644 MBS ﬁed(

Dagmag Neck '

/22 | 4
o/ ’

Date



1.0 INTRODUCTION

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

Florida.

Testing was performed using United States Environmental Protection Agency

(EPA) Method 7E for NO, emission determination, EPA Method 10 for CO and EPA
Method 25A for VOC. The CO, CO2, and O2 tests were repeated by orsat analysis
(EPA Method 3) on November 4, 1991. '

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

Florida.



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

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

(Ilbs/Hr), respectively.

Carbon monoxide testing was repeated by orsat on November 4, 1991, since the
CO analyzer results were off scale during the scheduled testing. CO emission

averaged 8440 ppm or 683.32 Ibs/Hr.

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

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



Table 1

Emission Summary

Blast Furnace Outlet
Gulf Coast Recycling

Tampa,
October 21,

Florida
1991 & November 4,

1991 R

VOC Emissions

Run Flow Rate NOx Emigsions as_propane CO Emissions

Number SCFMD pPpm lbs/Hr Ppm lbs/Hr % Ppm lbs/Hr
1 18676 17.5 2.34 303 38.77 - ——— mee——
2 17974 14.3 1.84 237 2§.18 - ——— e
3 19062 12.8 1.75 240 31.34 - ——— me———
AVERAGE 18571 14.9 1.98 260 33.10 0.844 8440 683.32

lbs/Hr = ppm (2.595 x 10~7) MW (SCFMD) 60

MW NO, = 46
MW C3Hg = 44
MW CO = 28

106 ppm = 100%
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SOUTH COAST AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

Best Available Control Technology (BACT) Guideline

Equipment or Process:

Lead Melting Furnace - Cupola,

Secondary Melting Operations

Equipment Rating: All

ROG NOx

SOox

Revision:

Date:

Cco

PART.

10/07/88

BACT
Technologically Feasible1

| |Afterburner (> 0.3 Sec
| |Retention Time at

l |> 1400 °F)
|

BACT ‘
Achieved in Practice or
Contained in EPA Approved SlP2

|Scrubber and < 1% Sulfur|Afterburner (> 0.3 Sec.
|Retention Time at

|in coke

| |2 1200 °F)

|Baghouse

BACT
For Small BusinessI'3

[1. Scrubber and < 1% 1.
| Sutfur in Coke |
|2. Scrubber |
[3. < 1% sulfur in Coke

Afterburner (> 0.3
Sec. Retention Time
at > 1400 °F)
Afterburner (> 0.3
Sec. Retention Time
at > 1200 °F)

|1. Baghouse
|2. Venturi Scrubber

Alternate Basic Equipment
or Process

|2.
I l

I

|

I

I

|

I
{
I
I
I

I
I
I
|
I
I
|

1. Requires Economic Analysis
2. No Economic Analysis

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

analysis.

Best Available Control Technology Guideline

Lead Melting Furnace - Cupola,

103

Secondary Melting Operations



1901 NORTH 66th STREET « TAMPA, FLORIDA 33619
R PHONE: (813) 626-6151 FAX: (813) 622-8388

2%% ~ GULF COAST RECYCLING, INC.
—

October 10, 1995 .

Mr. C. H. Fancy
Chief, Bureau of Air Regulatlon

Florida Department of Environmental Regulation

Twin Towers Office Building RECE IVE D

2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400 OCT 11 1995
BUREAU OF

RE: AC 29-209018, PSD-FL-215 AIR REGULATION

Dear Mr. Fancy:

Following are Gulf Coast’s responses to the comments received regarding our PSD
application of May 1994. Enclosed are six copies of a revised application incorporating our
proposal to install a feed desulfurization system to reduce SO, emissions and many of the
comments and responses below. As calculated in Section 2.1.3 of the revised application, our
requested SO, emission rate with the desulfurization system is 175 lbs/hr. This 1nformat10n may
be helpful as it is used in responding to several of the comments below.

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION (DEP) COMMENTS

1) DEP requested that all comments received on the PSD application be responded to.
Following are the responses.
2) DEP also requested responses to the EPA PSD determination memo dated June 19, 1991.

Following are the responses to each comment:
2.1) EPA commented that the PSD process should have been initiated when the new
furnace was installed.

A PSD application was deemed not necessary by the DEP at the time of the
modification (1984). The EPA later determined that it was necessary on June 19,
1991 (the determination memo). The DEP then requested a PSD application be
submitted, which was done in May 1994.

2.2) EPA commented that a construction permit application should have been
submitted for the new furnace prior to it installation.



Mr. C. H. Fancy
October 10, 1995

Page 2

2.3)

2.4)

2.5)

2.6)

A construction permit application was submitted on February 10, 1992. The
complete history of this exhaustive process can be found in the construction
application.

EPA commented that due to the expected increased in pollutants, PSD review
would subject all pollutants to review. '

Table 2.1 in the PSD application reviews each pollutant against the PSD
thresholds.

EPA commented that Best Available Control Technology (BACT) analysis would
be applicable for any pollutants subject to PSD review which exceed their
respective significant emissions rate.

As a result of the analysis in Table 21 a BACT analysis was performed for SO,
and CO, which were the only pollutants which exceeded their respective
significant emissions rates.

EPA commented that further investigation is warranted into whether VOC
emissions from the new furnace exceed the 40 tons/yr limit for NSR.

Table 2.1 shows that the potential emissions increase from VOCs does exceed the
40 tons/yr threshold. However, Gulf Coast has committed to installing an
afterburner to reduce CO and VOC emissions. As a result, there will be an
overall decrease in VOC emissions of 78.24 tons/yr.

EPA commented that a construction permit application and a PSD application
should have been required for kettle #3.

AP-42 section 12.11 for the secondary lead industry states "Kettle furnaces for
melting, refining, and alloying are relatively minor emission sources."
Uncontrolled emission factors for particulate matter and lead are 0.03 and 0.01
Ibs/ton, respectively. At a process rate of 2.2 tons/hr (3 of blast rate),
maximum uncontrolled emissions from the new kettle would be 0.29 tons/yr PM
and 0.10 tons/yr Pb. No emission factor for SO, is given. However, it can be
assumed SO, emissions would not exceed the 40 tons/yr threshold. Regarding the
requirement for a state construction application, it is felt that this issue is beyond
the scope of this application.



H. Fancy

October 10, 1995

Mr. C.
Page 3
1)

2)

3)

FISH and WILDLIFE SERVICE (FWS) COMMENTS

Net Emission Increase - FWS commented that they felt baseline emissions used to
determine the net emission increase were not based on the correct years.

All modeling and analyses have been performed using the full allowable emission rate
from the new furnace, not just the increase over the old furnace. That is, it was assumed
there was never a furnace at the facility before the new one was installed. This was done
due to the time lag between the modification and the PSD application and for a degree
of conservatism. Therefore, since the PSD threshold was triggered for SO, and CO and
that modeling and the BACT analyses have been performed using 100% of the emissions,
the actual increase in emissions over the baseline is irrelevant (because they can not be
greater than the emissions from the new furnace).

Best Available Control Technology (BACT)

2.1) FWS commented that only three of the "numerous" technologies available for
controlling SO, emissions were included in the BACT analysis.

It was stated in the application that "nearly twenty different types of flue gas
desulfurization systems have been developed over the years...", not that there
were numerous technologies available. Most technologies fall into either dry or
wet scrubbing, as was stated in the application. Since there are many different
types of scrubbing systems, each with its own minor variations, one wet system
and one dry system were selected for analysis. The two chosen are representative
of all scrubbing systems in removal efficiencies, costs, and environmental
considerations.

2.2) FWS commented that the analysis did not compare emission rates and cost
effectiveness to similar facilities.

Since Gulf Coast is now proposing to install "controls”, it is felt that this concern
may now be alleviated.

2.3) FWS commented that the analysis should discuss the contribution to SO,
emissions from the coke used in the process.

The emission rate calculation has been broken down to show the contribution
from the coke separately.

Facility-wide Lead Emission Cap



Mr. C. H. Fancy
October 10, 1995

Page 4

FWS requested the permit include appropriate enforceable conditions to ensure
that PSD review for lead is not triggered, due to Gulf Coast’s request for a
facility-wide cap of 0.59 tons/yr.

The October 1991 source test showed emissions from the furnace to be 0.006
Ibs/hr, which correlates to 0.03 tons/yr for 8,760 hours per year. This is
approximately only 5% of the requested limit of 0.59 tons/yr. In addition, Gulf
Coast will be subject to the MACT for secondary lead smelters. This will require
Gulf Coast to perform an initial lead source test with monitoring of the baghouse
performance using broken bag detectors. This program will ensure ongoing
compliance (especially with Gulf Coast’s actuals being only 5% of requested

_allowable), alleviating the need to incorporate additional conditions in the permit.

4) Air Quality Modeling Analysis

4.1)

4.2)

FWS commented that the emissions increase discussed above (which was thought
by the FWS to be underestimated) should be revised and then used in revised
modeling.

All previous modeling was performed using the full allowable emission rate from
the furnace, not just the emissions increase over the old furnace. In other words,
the old furnace emissions were not subtracted from the new furnace emissions to
determine the emission rate to incorporate into the model. It was assumed the old
furnace did not exist and the entire emissions from the new furnace modeled as
if it was a new unit, not a replacement. Therefore, the emissions increase is
irrelevant. The revised modeling was based on the requested "controlled" rate
of 175 Ibs/hr.

FWS had the following comments regarding the Class I MESOPUFF II model:

4.2.1) FWS requested that two additional upper air stations (West Palm Beach,
FL and Waycross, GA) be used in addition to the one used in the model
(Tampa/Ruskin).

As shown in Figure 2 of Appendix L of the previous application, the vast
majority of sources are located near the Tampa met station. It is felt that
re-running the MESOPUFF II model using upper air stations in Georgia
and in West Palm Beach would not significantly influence the sources
included in this project and is not, therefore, necessary.

4.2.2) FWS commented that the MESOPUFF II analysis only used the SO,
conversion and dry deposition options for Gulf Coast impacts, not for the
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4.3)

4.4)

other 137 sources.

This option was used as a conservative factor. The IWAQM allows for
SO, conversion, dry deposition, and wet removal processes. Each of
these processes reduce ambient SO, concentrations. Using the SO,
conversion and dry deposition options for all sources would result in lower
impacts. In addition, the use of wet deposition (which was not used for
any sources) would significantly reduce impacts at long range. Therefore,
it is felt that re-running the MESOPUFF II model using these options is
not necessary.

It should be noted that the Level 1 analysis using the ISCST3 model showed a 0.15% exceedance
rate. Of that 0.15%, Gulf Coast significantly contributed to 3% of the exceedances. The Level
2 analysis using the MESOPUFF II model then showed Gulf Coast does not significantly
contribute to any of the modeled exceedances. Also, the MESOPUFF II model was run with the
previous emission rate of 374 lbs/hr, not the 175 Ibs/hr rate now requested. In addition, the 175
and 374 lbs/hr are totals ("controlled” and uncontrolled, respectively) from the new furnace, not
the increase above the old furnace emissions.

FWS commented that no visibility analysis was performed for the initial
application. FWS requested that the EPA model VISCREEN be used to
determine visible impacts on the Class I area.

A Level 1 visibility screening analysis was performed using VISCREEN. Model
results show that all screening criteria are met (See Section 5.3 in the revised
application).

FWS disagreed with the DEP decision to allow the use of an alternate monitoring
station to determine background values to be added to the AAQS modeling
results.

Preliminary modeling showed that the Davis Island monitor was being impacted
by several large utility sources that were also required to be input into the model,
resulting in double-counting of their impacts. It was then requested that an
alternate monitor be allowed that was not already being impacted by sources that
were included in the model. By letter (See Appendix J in the application), DEP
allowed the use of the highest monitored annual value at the TECO Big Bend
monitor as a representative background value for all three averaging periods.
Since this revised modeling (which showed Gulf Coast does not significantly
contribute to any modeled AAQS exceedances) was based on DEP guidance, it
is felt that additional modeling is not justified.
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)

Air Quality Related Values (AQRVs) Analysis

FWS requested that a more detailed analysis be performed on AQRVs in the
Class I area to include potential impacts on soils, wildlife, aquatic resources, and
lichens.

Due to the results of the Class I modeling which showed that Gulf Coast does not
significantly contribute to any modeled exceedance of the Class I increments
(which are not the human health-based ambient air quality standards), it is felt
that impacts on the above mentioned AQRVs are not significant.

HILLSBOROUGH CO. ENVIRON. PROTECT. COMM. (EPC) COMMENTS

1)

EPC commented regarding the correlation of process input rates and SO, emissions.
Specifically, EPC asked how Gulf Coast can assure that the previously requested
emission rate of 374 lbs/hr (with a maximum process rate of 6.0 tons/hr) can be met
when 1988 and 1993 source tests resulted in emissions of 377 Ibs/hr with much lower

- process rates (4.65 and 4.8 tons/hr, respectively.

SO, emissions are not directly correlative to process rates. Emissions are more a

- function of sulfur content of the feed material than weight. - As mentioned previously,

2)

Gulf Coast is proposing to install a feed desulfurization system to lower the sulfur
content of the feed material and, therefore, SO, emissions.

EPC requested additional information on the proposed afterburner as it relates to the
relationship between residence time and destruction efficiencies and how the installation
of the afterburner will affect the baghouse performance.

Final design of the afterburner is not yet complete. However, a residence time of 0.5-
2.0 seconds, as proposed, has been accepted as sufficient to produce destruction
efficiencies as applied for. The SCAQMD BACT guideline in Appendix F of the PSD
application shows BACT for CO from lead melting furnaces to be an afterburner at =0.3
seconds retention time and =1200°F. Also, see Appendix P for an afterburner
destruction efficiency curve. In addition, the industry-wide average afterburner
temperature and residence time is 1300°F and 1.78 seconds, respectively (Secondary
Lead Smelting Background Information Document for Proposed Standards, Volume 1,
Table 3-6; EPA 453/R-94-024b, June 1994).

The afterburner will be located directly downstream of the furnace prior to the existing
cooling loops. The inlet gas temperature to the baghouse will increase approximately
30% to about 200°F, well within the range for the baghouse. The performance of the
baghouse will actually improve due to destruction in the afterburner of hydrocarbon
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3)

4)

S)

6)

residue (some ash remains) that currently is deposited on the bags. Additional air flow
will be created with the afterburner. However, sufficient capacity exists to handle the
increased air flow without modification.

EPC commented that actual emissions from some pollutants were tabulated in Table 2.1
using permitted allowables or maximum emission rates. Actual emissions should be
calculated based on actual production rates, compliance tests, and operating information.

Emissions in column one of Table 2.1 for SO, and PM have been recalculated to reflect
actual emissions.

EPC requested more information regarding how the formation of SO, will be reduced
through the process controls and the installation of the afterburner and how CO formation
will be minimized by incorporating operating parameters.

It is hoped that this concern will be alleviated with the installation of the desulfurization
system and afterburner. However, the operating parameters that were mentioned were
regarding the other combustion sources at the facility, which are not included in this
application. The burner systems are maintained to ensure complete combustion and thus
minimizing CO formation. SO, formation is reduced in a furnace that can be operated
with a cooler top, thus allowing for a taller column in the furnace. This taller column
allows a greater amount of the sulfur to become fixed in-the slag thus reducing SO,
emissions to the atmosphere. However, this will become less of an issue with the
desulfurization system.

EPC requested emissions information for hydrochloric acid (HCl), hydrogen sulfide
(H,S), and sulfuric acid mist (SAM).

Sulfuric acid mist emissions will be greatly reduced due to the desulfurization system
replacing the existing battery saw. In EPA’s Secondary Lead Smelting Background
Information Document for Proposed Standards, Volume 2, Appendix D, Table 1-1, they
estimate HCI emissions from Guif Coast to be less than 200 Ibs/yr. Since there are no
site specific test data, this indicates no concern relative to PSD for HCI. In NESHAP
development, EPA chose not to promulgate HC] standards since emissions have steadily
dropped over the past several years due to virtual elimination of PVC from battery
components.

EPC commented that emissions from tapping and charging should be calculated
separately from the furnace emissions.

AP-42 emission factors for SO, from blast furnaces include emissions from tapping and
charging operations. Also, the desulfurization system will reduce potential SO, emissions
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H. Fancy

October 10, 1995

Page 8

7

8)

from all three operations simultaneously due to its front-end design. This is quite
different than traditional end-of-pipe technologies which would place a scrubber on the
main furnace outlet, leaving the charging and tapping emissions uncontrolled. In
gathering information for the MACT standard for this industry EPA conducted source
tests on various equipment at several sources. These tests included total hydrocarbons
(THC) from Gulf Coast’s charging ventilation system. The test results, presented on
page 3-29 of the Background Information Document mentioned earlier, show that the
average THC emission rate was only 0.014 lbs/hr. This is only a fraction of the 33.10
Ibs/hr from the main furnace outlet (October 21, 1991 source test), indicating very little
metallurgical offgas is pulled into the charging and tapping ventilation systems at Gulf
Coast. Therefore, it is felt that emissions from charging and tapping are negligible and
that calculating emissions from all three operations collectively is prudent.

EPC requested Gulf Coast to address how the federally enforceable limitations on
operations downstream of the blast furnace may be affected by an increase in the
production rates of the blast furnace.

As mentioned earlier, emissions of SO, are more of a function of sulfur content in the
feed material than weight. This sulfur content will be significantly reduced as a result
of this application. CO and VOC emissions will also be reduced. Baghouse efficiencies
do not necessarily increase with increased loadings. In fact, in certain situations
efficiencies increase due to coating of the bags. Therefore, emissions will be unaffected
by an increase in the allowable charge rate. The increase in charge rate to the furnace
does not necessarily correlate to an increase in process rates of the furnace. However,
the process rates of the kettles will continue to be monitored to ensure they do not exceed
allowables. In no way will any applicable NSPS be threatened.

EPC had the following comments regarding the BACT analysis:

8.1) EPC commented that Gulf Coast had indicated previously that the tipping fee for
lime waste disposal was $15/ton and the PSD application used $250/ton. EPC
asked what the latter figure represents and what it was based on.

The $250/ton disposal fee is based on the assumption that scrubber waste would
be classified as hazardous. This assumption was industry as well as EPA
standard until recently. One source within the industry petitioned the EPA to
reclassify the waste depending on its leachability. It was thought that the waste
stream from any scrubber located downstream of the primary control device
(baghouse) would have a relatively minor amount of hazardous constituents
remaining. Although this is generally true, in today’s RCRA Potentially
Responsible Party (PRP) environment few sources would find it beneficial in the
long run to dispose of waste which knowingly contains any amount of a
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8.2)

8.3)

8.4)

8.5)

hazardous material in a non-hazardous landfill for the sake of saving per-unit
costs. It is, therefore, thought that the $250/ton fee is appropriate.

EPC commented that the economic analysis does not take into account the benefit
received by operating the furnace without SO, controls since 1984.

It is felt that this type of cost is beyond the scope of an analysis aimed at
determining the economic impact various control technologies have on Gulf
Coast. The cost benefit suggested is not technology-specific and, therefore,
would not aid in the comparison. This past economic benefit could, however,
reduce the costs of each technology by the same amount. However, this relative
cost reduction is moot since it would not reduce the cost of one technology over
the others and because Gulf Coast is now committed to installing "controls”.

EPC commented that the option of using the dry scrubbing lime containing waste
to treat the waste water on site and then disposing of the filter cake should be
addressed and included in the economic feasibility.

It is felt that this comment will be alleviated by Gulf Coasts’ proposal to install
a feed desulfurization system.

EPC commented that the economic analysis for the scrubbing options should
incorporate the benefits obtained by removal of other regulated air pollutants such
as acid gases or HAPs.

While this is true, the installation of the desulfurization system and afterburner
will also reduce acid gas emissions and organic HAPs, respectively. The existing
baghouses already provide maximum control of metal HAPs. Also, as mentioned
earlier, in EPA’s Secondary Lead Smelting Background Information Document for
Proposed Standards, Volume 2, Appendix D, Table 1-1; EPA 453/R-94-024b,
June 1994, they estimate HCl emissions from Gulf Coast to be less than 200
Ibs/yr. Again, since there are no site specific test data, this indicates no concern
relative to PSD for HCl. In NESHAP development, EPA chose not to
promulgate HCI standards since emissions have steadily dropped over the past
several years due to virtual elimination of PVC from battery components. Page
4-16 of the Background Document states that MACT for organic HAPs from
existing blast furnaces is based on an afterburner at 1300°F. However, the
benefits in question have been incorporated into the environmental impacts of
each system.

EPC commented that Gulf Coast should discuss how economic feasibility is being
determined and what the proposed costs are being compared or evaluated against.
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9)

The proposed costs of the three representative control systems are being compared
against each other in order to rank them according to cost. Economic feasibility
is, therefore, being determined by comparing the costs of each technology and
how they relate to the revenues of Gulf Coast. It would be unjust to compare the
economic impact of these systems on Gulf Coast to the economic impact of these
systems on a facility of different size and configuration, let alone a different
industry.

EPC requested information on how Gulf Coast will provide offsets to alleviate the
modelling exceedance of the 3-hour SO, standard indicated in Table 4.3 of the previous
application. EPC states that neither they or the DEP "is in a position to authorize any
increase in emissions, regardless of the level of significance, when an ambient standard
is being exceeded".

The PSD regulations allow for this extra step in modeling exercises. This extra step
allows the permittee to show that, with the conservatism inherent in the model, that they
are not the cause of the predicted exceedance(s), if any. This conservatism is apparent

_ in the fact that the DEP’s monitors show the area to be in attainment of the AAQS, but

the model shows some impacts above AAQS limits.

In addition, as discussed at length in the application, the surrounding source inventory
that was required to be included in the model was such that the ambient standards were
predicted to be exceeded with Gulf Coast’s emissions set at zero. This means that
without the extra step of determining if Gulf Coast is significantly contributing to these
modelled exceedances, they could not even be allowed for an increase of 0.00001 Ibs/hr.
The implication of a policy not allowing the extra step in the modeling would be that,
even though the Tampa area is classified as an attainment area for permitting purposes,
there would have to be a no-growth policy implemented until a sufficient number of
emission sources were shut down to allow the model not to predict any exceedances.

Also, as stated previously, the emission rate that was used in the model was the total
from the new furnace, not the increase over those from the old furnace. This means that
even if the old furnace emissions were modeled, assuming the new furnace did not emit
at greater amounts (and therefore PSD would not even have been required), the AAQS
would still be predicted to be exceeded. It is, therefore, felt that offsets should not be
required for this application located in an attainment area.

It appears that there is a common issue to many of the comments received. The issue

has its roots in how the emission rates were calculated and how they affected the BACT analyses
and modeling. We will concentrate on SO,. Due to the time lag between the decommissioning
of the old furnace and the submittal of the PSD application it was decided that the full requested
(allowable) emission rate from the new furnace would be used for all analyses and modeling.
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This was in lieu of determining the actual emissions increase over and above emissions from the
old furnace. In other words, it was assumed the old furnace never existed and that Gulf Coast
was applying to increase SO, emissions by the total potential amount emitted from the new
furnace. This was incorporated throughout the application. This underlying issue has the
following ramifications:

1) Concerning the modeling, the emission rate used for Gulf Coast (in both the

' previous and the revised PSD applications) was very conservative. Even with this

rate, the Class I modeling results averaged only 50% of the allowable increments

over all three averaging periods. The AAQS and Class I results each showed a

low percentage of exceedances but that Gulf Coast was not significantly
contributing to those exceedances.

2) Concerning the BACT analysis, by using the higher emission rate, the cost of the
control systems per ton of SO, removed is lower because larger reductions are
realized than with a lower uncontrolled emission rate.

3) Concerning the PSD applicability analysis in Table 2.1 of the previous

: application, several commenters were concerned that the SO, emissions increase
was underestimated. By using the emission rate described above, it has been
guaranteed that the emission rate used throughout the application is greater than
the actual emissions increase. This overestimation is guaranteed by 1) the
increase in emissions from the old furnace to the new furnace can not be greater
than the emissions from the new furnace (unless the old furnace had a negative
emission rate), and 2) the emission rate described above (the 374 and 175 1bs/hr)
is the requested allowable, not the estimated actual.

In summary, great conservativeness -has been incorporated throughout both applications.
This was done to alleviate some uncertainty in the conclusions drawn in the applications should
actual emissions increase closer to allowables. Unfortunately, this conservatism has apparently
instead increased the uncertainty which led to several of the comments that were received. We
have attempted to address all of the comments and hope a few of them are no longer current
given our proposal to install a desulfurization system that will reduce our emissions. We hope
this satisfies all of the requirements of your Completeness Review dated June 28, 1994.

One piece of information which is not included in this package are the final results from
the AAQS modeling. The five years were re-run with the new 175 lbs/hr emission rate with the
same basic results as the previous application: some exceedances were predicted but Gulf Coast
was not significantly contributing. (These results are included in Appendix N of the
application.) Upon further review of the surrounding source inventory some apparent errors
were discovered. There were several large sources included in the inventory who had listed
emission rates ranging from 1,133.36 lbs/hr to 78,965.00 lbs/hr. If these rates are indeed in
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error, it is not known exactly how much of a reduction in the modeled impacts will occur if re-
modeled. However, it is assured the impacts would be no higher than those listed in the revised
application. It is hoped that these rates are in error and that revised modeling will not predict
any AAQS exceedances. Lake Engineering has been in contact with the DEP modeling section
to resolve this issue. :

Again, enclosed are six copies of a revised application that incorporates much of the
comments received and the subsequent responses outlined above. Please note that the revised
application is only one volume. Volume II of the previous application contained the Class II and
AAQS modeling output files. These revised output files, along with the respective revised input
files, are included on diskette only in this application. Volume III of the previous application
contained the Class I modeling output files. Since these modeling results remain unchanged, this
volume is not being re-submitted.

We sincerely appreciate your patience in this project and look forward to the issuance

of a PSD permit. If you have any questions or require additional information please contact me
at (813) 626-6151 or Larry Carlson of Lake Engineering, at (770) 395-0464.

Sincerely,
GULF COAST RECYCLING, INC.
Watls M- Kkl [Lac

Willis M. Kitchen
President

WK:lc
Enclosures
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INTEROFVFICE MEMORANDUM

Date: 09-0ct-1995 12:35pm EST
From: Doug Beason TAL
BEASON D

Dept: Office General Counsel
Tel No: 904/488-9730
S8UNCOM:

TO: John Reynolds TAL ( REYNOLDS J )

TO: Alvaro Linero TAL ( LINERO A")

Subject: Gulf Coast Recycling

I have asked my secretary to prepare an order denying the request’
for an extension of time. I’11 be out of town until 10/11_but if
there 1§*§gmeth1nq I need to know you can_use e-mail. Otherwise,
the denial will be sent out. The applicant alleges Someone with
the DEP agreed to the extension.

Please give me a call if you have any questions.

S 1Y e- el o
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If you have any questions, please call call Carita Sims, Linda Dickey,
Anne Augustine-Parker or John Carmack at (904)488-2996 or SC 278-2996
or the Division of State Employees’ Insurance at 1-800-226-3734.

Thank you.
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INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

Date: 06-0ct-1995 12:28pm EST

From: Alvaro Linero TAL
LINERO A

Dept: Air Resources Management

Tel No: 904/921-9532
SUNCOM: 291-9532

TO: Clair Fancy  TAL ( FANCY_C )
Subject: FWD: Gulf Coast Recycling

Clair. I just wanted you to get a copy of this. We need to talk about
Gulf Coast soon. Thanks.
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INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

Date: 05-0ct-1995 10:03am ES

From: John Reynolds TAL
REYNOLDS J

Dept: Air Resources Manageme

Tel No: (904)488-1344
SUNCOM: 278-1344

TO: Doug Beason TAL ( BEASON D )

CC: Alvaro Linero TAL ( LINERO_A )

Subject: Gulf Coast Recycling

Gulf Coast Recycling called again today regarding the status of
their permit application. It would be appreciated if OGC would
confirm that Gulf Coast must publish the notice of intent to deny

before pursuing the extension of time for filing a petition (see
our E-mail of Oct. 3). We need your response today if possible.
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INTEROFPFICE MEMORANDU UM

Date: 05-0ct-1995 10:03am ES

From: John Reynolds TAL
REYNOLDS J

Dept: Air Resources Manageme

Tel No: (904)488-1344
SUNCOM: 278-1344

TO: Doug Beason TAL ( BEASON_D )

CC: Alvaro Linero TAL ( LINERO_A )

Subject: Gulf Coast Recycling

Gulf Coast Recycling called again today regarding the status of
their permit application. It would be appreciated if OGC would
confirm that Gulf Coast must publish the notice of intent to deny

before pursuing the extension of time for filing a petition (see
our E-mail of Oct. 3). We need your response today if possible.
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INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

Date: 03-0ct-1995 10:14am ES

From: John Reynolds TAL
REYNOLDS J

Dept: Air Resources Manageme

Tel No: (904)488-1344
SUNCOM: 278-1344

TO: Doug Beason TAL ( BEASON_D )
CC: Alvaro Linero TAL ( LINERO A )
Subject: Gulf Coast Recycling

This is to advise OGC that the Bureau of Air Regulation believes:
that Gulf Coast Recycling’s recent request for extension of time
should not be granted for the reasons listed below:

On August 21 we requested OGC’s opinion (via E-Mail) regarding
wording of our proposed Intent to Deny Permit for the subject
company. Hearing no objections from OGC, we issued the Intent on
September 8. On September 29, Gulf Coast filed a request for
extension of time until December 1 to file a petition, stating that
they intend to file a "revised permit" (application), and that
whether or not they file for a hearing will depend on the
Department’s response to their "revised" application.

The "revised" application proposal avoids the issue which is the
failure to submit the additional information required. The
applicant refused to provide information and now seeks to avoid a
permit denial by revising the application at the last moment. The
terms of the Intent to Deny state that the applicant must publish
the Notice of Intent in order to preserve the right to appeal. We
believe that the request for extension of time should be denied
unless Gulf Coast publishes the notice. After denial, they can
file a new application vs. revising the current one.

By the way, they refer to the extension as having been agreed to by
the Department. Their consultant did talk with Clair but he says
he made no agreement nor did anyone else in our Bureau.
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STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION _SEP 29 1995

Bureau of
-, ,A‘". Re Ulat.D
In the Matter of an -;g‘,gn

Application for permit by: : DEP File No. PSD-FL-215
' AC 29-~-209018

Hillsborough County
-Mr. Willis Kitchen

President |
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc.

REQUEST FOR EXTENSION OF TIME

TO: Virginia Wetherell, Secretary
Department of Environmental Protection
2600 Blair Stone Road
Twin Towers Building
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400
GULF COAST RECYCLING, INC. ("Gulf Coast"), pursuant to Chapter

17-103.070, F.A.C., hereby requests an extension of time to file
its formal Petition For Administrative Hearing, and in support

hereof says:

1. Gulf;Coast was issued a Notice of Intent to Deny a PSD
permit.
2. After discussion with DEP representatives, Gulf Coast

will revise its permit to conform to the agreed upon terms.

3. Subject to DEP’s response to the revised permit,'Gulf
Coast asserts that a formal challenge to the Agency action should
not be required and therefore requests an extension of time to file

a §120.57 petition until December 1, 1995.

4. The Florida Department of Environmental Protection
;("DEP"), agrees to this extension request.
5. In the event this request for extension is not granted,

this Motion shall serve as notice of intent by Gulf Coast to seek



a formal administrative review pursuant to Section 120.57, Florida
Statutes.

WHEREFORE, Gulf Coast respectfully requests an extension of
time until December 1, 1995 to file its Petition for Administrative
Hearing, pursuant to Section 120.57, Florida Stétutes.

I HEREBY CERTIFY that the original of the foregoing has been
filed, via Hand Delivery, with Virginia Wetherell, Secretary of the
Department of Environmental Pfotection, and copies sent to Office
of General Counsel, DepartmentAof Environmental Protection, 2600
Blair Stone Road, Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400 and to the C. H.
Fancy, P.E., Chief, Bureau of Air Regulation, State of Florida
Department of Environmental Protection, 2600 Blair Stone Road,
Tallahassee,, Florida 32399, this 28th day of September, 1995.

Respectfully submitted,
—T et B - COD Mt
TIMOTHY B./ELLIOTT

Fla. Bar No. 0210536
WILLIAM B. TAYLOR, IV, ESQUIRE
Fla. Bar No. 144329
Macfarlane Ausley Ferguson
& McMullen
Post Office Box 1531
Tampa, Florida 33601
(813) 273-4228
Attorney for Petitioner

cc: Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc.

KKB\**\**\WBTMAIN\GCR\ADMINIST .HRG\120-57PET.Ext



Department of
Environmental Protection

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

September 8, 1995

CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

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

1901 North 66th Street

Tampa, Florida 33619

Dear Mr. Kitchen:

Enclosed is a copy of the Intent to Deny Permit and Notice of
Intent to Deny Permit pursuant to the construction permit .
application filed by Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc., on May 31, 1994.
The permit will be denied for failure to submit the additional
information requested on June 28, 1994.

If the company intends to remain in operation, a new PSD
application must be submitted within a reasonable time covering
. installation of air pollution control equipment that will meet all
applicable regulations. 1If you have any questions, please contact
our office at 904-488-1344.

Sincerel

cg Fangy, P.E.

Chief
Bureau of Air Regulation

CHF/jrt
Enclosures

. Thomas, SWD

L. Deken, EPCHC

J. Harper, EPA

J. Bunyak, NPS

M. Sappington, Lake Eng.

=

cC:

“Protect, Conserve and Manage Florida’s Environment and Natural Resaurces”

Printed on recycled paper.



STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAIL PROTECTION

CERTIFIED MAIL

In the Matter of an
Application for Permit by: DEP File No. PSD-FL-215
: AC 29-209018
Hillsborough County

Mr. Willis M. Kitchen
President

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

INTENT TO DENY PERMIT

The Department of Environmental Protection (Department) gives
notice of its intent to deny an air construction permit for the
applicant’s facility as detailed in the application specified
above.

The applicant, Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc., applied on May 31,
1994, to the Department for an after-the-fact construction permit
in accordance with federal Prevention of Significant Deterioration
(PSD) regulations for its facility located in Hillsborough County.
The permit is being denied for lack of a timely response to the
Department’s request for additional information submitted in June
1994, '

The Department has permitting jurisdiction under the provisions
of Chapter 403, Florida Statutes (F.S.), and Chapters 62-212 and
62-4, Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.).

Pursuant to Section 403.815, F.S., and Rule 62-103.150, F.A.C.,
to preserve your right of appeal you (the applicant) may publish at
your own expense the enclosed Notice of Intent to Deny Permit. The
notice should 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
publication in a newspaper meeting the requirements of Sections
50.011 and 50.031, F.S., in the county where the activity was to
have taken place. Proof of publication should be mailed to the
Department’s Bureau of Air Regulation, 2600 Blair Stone Road,
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400, within seven days of publication.



The Department will deny the permit unless a petition for an
administrative proceeding (hearing) 1is filed pursuant to the
provisions of Section 120.57, F.S.

A person whose substantial interests are affected by the
Department’s proposed permitting decision may petition for an
administrative proceeding (hearing) in accordance with Section
120.57, F.S. The petition must contain the information set forth
below and must be filed (received) in the Office of General Counsel
of the Department at 2600 Blair Stone Road, Tallahassee, Florida
32399-2400. Petitions filed by the permit applicant and the
parties listed below must be filed within 14 days of receipt of
this intent. Petitions filed by other persons must be filed within
14 days of publication of the public notice or within 14 days of
their receipt of this intent, whichever first occurs. Petitioner
shall mail a copy of the petition to 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 of any right such
person may have to regquest an administrative determination
(hearing) under Section 120.57, F.S.

The Petition shall contain the following information;

(a) The name, address, and telephone number of each petitioner,
the applicant’s name and address, the Department Permit File Number
and the county in which the project is proposed;

(b) A statement of how and when each petitioner recelved notice
of the Department’s action or proposed actionj

(c) A statement of how each petitioner’s substantial interests
are affected by the Department’s action or proposed action;

(d) A statement of the material facts disputed by Petitioner,
if any; '

(e) A statement. of facts which petitioner contends warrant
reversal or modification of the Department’s action or proposed
action;

(f) A statement of which rules or statutes petitioner contends
require reversal or modification of the Department’s action or
proposed action; and,

(g) A statement of the relief sought by petitioner, stating
precisely the action petitioner wants the Department to take with
respect to the Department’s action or proposed action.

If a petition is filed, the administrative hearing process is
designed to formulate agency action. Accordingly, the Department’s
final action may be different from the position taken by it in this
intent. Persons whose substantial interests will be affected by
any decision of the Department with regard to the application have
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 receipt of this intent in the
Office of General Counsel at the above address of the Department.
Failure to petition within the allowed time frame constitutes a
waiver of any right such person has to request a hearing under



Section 120.57, F.S., and to participate as a party to this
proceeding. Any subsequent intervention will only be at the
approval of the presiding officer upon motion filed pursuant to
Rule 28-5.207, F.A.C.

Executed in Tallahassee, Florida.

STATE OF FLORIDA DEPARTMENT
OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

C. H. Fancy, RJE., Chief | ’
Bureau of Air Regulation
2600 Blair Stone Road

Tallahassee, Florida 32399
904-488-1344

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned duly designated deputy clerk hereby certifies
that all coples of this INTENT TO DENY PERMIT ere ma{lﬁd by
certified mail before the close of business on & to
the llsted persons.

Clerk Stamp

FILING AND ACKNOWLEDGMENT

FILED, on this date, pursuant to
§120.52(11), Florida Statutes,
with the designated Department
Clerk, receipt of which is hereby

acknowledged
%/’/7\/ Jﬂ@,m 9-13-95
Clerk Date

Copies furnished to:
Thomas, SWD

Deken, EPCHC

Harper, EPA

Bunyak, NPS
Sappington, Lake Eng.

2auqib =



STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

NOTICE OF INTENT TO DENY PERMIT
PSD-FL-215

The Department of Environmental Protection (Department) gives
notice of its intent to deny an air construction permit to Gulf
Coast Recycling, Inc., 1901 North 66th Street, Tampa, Florida
33619. This company operates a battery recycling facility at that
address. Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc., applied on May 31, 1994, to
the Department for an after-the-fact construction permit in
accordance with federal Prevention of Significant Deterioration
(PSD) regulations for its facility located in Hillsborough County.
The permit is being denied for lack of a timely response to the
Department’s request for additional information submitted in June
1994. R

A person whose substantial interests are affected by the
Department’s proposed permitting decision may petition for an
administrative proceeding (hearing) in accordance with Section
120.57, F.S. The petition must contain the information set forth
below and must be filed (received) in the Office of General Counsel
of the Department at 2600 Blair Stone Road, Tallahassee, Florida
32399-2400. Petitions filed by the permit applicant and the
parties listed below must be filed within 14 days of receipt of
this intent. Petitions filed by other persons must be filed within
14 days of publication of the public notice or within 14 days of
their receipt of this intent, whichever first occurs. Petitioner
shall mail a copy of the petition to 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 of any right such
person may have to request an administrative determination
(hearing) under Section 120.57, F.S.

The Petition shall contain the following information; (a) The
name, address, and telephone number of each petitioner, the
applicant’s name and address, the Department 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 Department’s action
or proposed action; (c) A statement of how each petitioner’s
substantial interests are affected by the Department’s action or
proposed action; (d) A statement of the material facts disputed by
Petitioner, if any; (e) A statement of facts which petitioner
contends warrant reversal or modification of the Department’s
action or proposed action; (f) A statement of which rules or
statutes petitioner contends require reversal or modification of
the Department’s action or proposed action; and, (g) A statement of
the relief sought by petitioner, stating precisely +the action
petitioner wants the Department to take with respect to the
Department’s action or proposed action.



If a petition is filed, the administrative hearing process is
designed to formulate agency action. Accordingly, the Department’s
final action may be different from the position taken by it in this
intent. ©Persons whose substantial interests will be affected by
any decision of the Department with regard to the application have
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 receipt of this intent 1in the
Office of General Counsel at the above address of the Department.
Failure to petition within the allowed time frame constitutes a
waiver of any right such person has to request a hearing under
Section 120.57, F.S., and to participate as a party to this
proceeding. Any subsequent intervention will only be at the
approval of the presiding officer upon motion filed pursuant to
Rule 28-5.207, F.A.C.

The application is available for public inspection during
normal business hours, 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday through
Friday, except legal holidays, at:

Department of Environmental Protection
Bureau of Air Regulation

111 South Magnolia Drive

Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Department of Environmental Protection
Southwest District

8407 Laurel Fair Circle

Tampa, Florida 33619

Environmental Protection Commision
of Hillsborough County

1800 S5th Avenue

Tampa, Florida 33605

Any person may send written comments on the proposed action to
Administrator, New Source Review Section, Bureau of Air Regulation,
at the Department’s Tallahassee address. All comments received
within 30 days of the publication of this notice will be
considered. '

Further, a public hearing can be requested by any person(s).
Such requests must be submitted within 30 days of this notice.
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GULF COAST RECYCLING, INGy

“ : 1901 NORTH 66th STREET « TAMPA, FLORIDA 33619 <<\
GCR PHONE: (813) 626-6151 FAX: (813) 622-8388 (’* 7
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% LW iyel
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August 29, 1995
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Mr. Clair Fancy, Bureau Chief

Florida Department of Environmental Protection
Division of Air Resources Management

Bureau of Air Regulation

2600 Blair Stone Road, Mail Station #5500
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400

Re: Ammendment to Application No. AC29-209018/PSD-FL-215

Dear Mr. Fancy:

Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. (GCR) is requesting an increase in its
allowable Blast Furnace process input (charge) rate from the
current 4.58 tons per hour to 6.5 tons per hour. GCR is not,
however, requesting to increase its allowable emissions from the
furnace. This request is based on past source tests which show
actual emissions to be well below that allowed at a higher
process inhput rate (see November 1 - 3, 1994 source test data).
The table below summarizes the source results and calculates an
emission factor based on charge rates.

| I T | |
| Test | Charge |Emissions | Pb E.F. [Emissions | PM E.F. |
| Date | Rate |[Lbs/Hr. Pb| Lbs/Ton |Lbs/Hr. PM| Lbs/Ton |
| | | ] | | |
| ] | ] i | }
|10/24/91 | 4.78 | 0.006 | 0.00126 | 0.798 | 0.16695]
| | | | | | |
| | I ! | I |
|11/1-3/95 | 6.14 | 0.01 | 0.00163 | 0.16 | 0.02606]
L | | | | | |

Emission Factors (E.F.) calculated by dividing respective Emissions by Charge Rate



Mr. Clair Fancy
August 29, 1995
Page 2 of 3

If the higher lead and particulate matter emission factors are
used (0.00163 1bs/ton and 0.16695 l1bs/ton respectively),
resultant emissions with the increased input rate would be 0.0011
1bs Pb/hr and 1.085 1bs PM/hr:

6.5 tons charged/hr x 0.00163 1bs Pb/ton charged = 0.011 lbs Pb/hr ws. Q.34 |b5/hr‘ purfent  allowable

lowolle
6.5 tons charged/hr x 0.16695 lbs Pi/ton charged = 1.085 lbs PH/hr wvs. 2.1S los[hr  Cuyrcent eflow

The resultant lead emission rate is less that 9% of the allowable
rate of 0.134 1bs/hr which was requested in the facility,s
pending PSD application. GCR is currently permitted for 1.81 lbs
Pb/ hour. The resultant particulate matter emission rate is
approximately 50% of the current permitted rate of 2.15 lbs/hr.
These emission rates indicate that an increase in the blast
furnace process input rate will not result in emissions of lead
and particulate matter that would exceed the current allowable
emission rates. Emission rates of other pollutants will not be
affected by an increase in the process input rate as they are not
directly related by the furnace charge rate. A copy of the
applicable page from the PSD application reflecting the requested
process input rate change is also attached.



Mr. Clair Fancy
August 29, 1995
Page 3 of 3

Should you have any questions or comments concerning the above,
please contact me or George Townsend at (813) 626-6151. You may
also contact Larry G. Carlson, Lake Engineering, Inc., at (770)
395-0464.

Sincerely,

R AN rrm%fﬁixﬁquD
Willis M. Kitchen
President

pc: Larry G. Carlson, Lake Engineering, Inc.
William B. Taylor

¢Ch *

Sw0O

File:GTA4-434 Elo/q
NPS
0. Peann, OGC
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“SECIION»IlIx AIR POLLUTION SOURCES &'CONTROL DEYICES (Other than

.R:w N;térills.and Chemicals Used in your Process, if applicsble:

Incincraﬁp;;)

N Contaminants Utilization L
“| ‘Description Type S Wt Rate - lbs/hr Relate to Flow Diagram::
Lead Scrap Pb, PM, Sulfuf 5,45,55 10,300
Coke PM 100 910
Limestone PM 100 325
Cast Iron PM 100 325
‘Rerun Slag PM 100 1,140
B. Process Rate, if applicable: (See Section V, Item 1)
‘1. Total Process Input Rate (lba/hr): 13,000
2. Product Weight (1lbs/hr): 7,900
C. Airborne Coﬁiaminants Emitted: (Informaéion'ln this table must be submitted for each

(. ", See Table 2.1

emission point, use additional sheets as.ncceasar})

Allowed :
: Emissiond Emission” Allowable? Potential® Relate
Name of . Rate per | Emission Emission to Flow
Contaminant Haximum Actual Rule lbs/hr lbs/yr /y:= Diagranm
;bs/h; T/vre 17-2 ! '
SO2 374.00 1,638.1 N/A _ N/A N/A
Pb 0.13° 0.6 2.09 1b/hrd | 2.09 120,000 60
. | PM 3.20  14.0 0,022 gr/dscF6 3.82 2,800,000 _ 1,400
Co 68.33 299.3 [N/A N/A 5,986,000 2,993
: NO_ }.9& 8.7 N/A N/A N/A
. |voc 1.7 7.25 | N/A N/A 290,000 145

E.

‘3 bEuisaion, if source operated without cohtfq% (See Section V,

5

“i:PS Subpart L

A .
DER Form 17-1,20
Effective Noveab

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

(40 CFR 60.120)

2(1)
er 30, 1982

i
'

e

Pagé

. 3Calculated from operating rate and applicable standard.

‘4 or 12

Item 3).

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




TABLE I

TEST SUMMARY - PARTICULATE

GULF COAST RECYCLING -~ BLAST FURNACE

S

October 24, 1991
RUN |PARTICLT.|CONCNTRTN |GAS FLOW |GAS FLOW |VOLM. AIR|ISOKENET.
NO. |{LBS/HR) |{GR/DSCF){( (ACFM) (DSCFM) | (VMSTD) (%)
1 1.254 |.0072035 24,335 20,308 40.06 100.41%
2 0.679 |.0038992 24,485 20,321 39.57 99.14%:
37| 07462 7|.0026788 | 24,243 20,108 39.17 99,17%
AVG. 0.798 |0.004594 24,354 20,246 39.60 99.57%

A—

el
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TABLE II

TEST SUMMARY - LEAD

GULF COAST RECYCLING - BLAST FURNACE

October 24, 1991
RUN | LEAD |CONCNTRTN|GAS FLOW |GAS FLOW |VOLM. AIR|ISOKENET.
NO. | (LBS/HR) |(GR/DSCF) | (RCFM) (DSCFM) | (VMSTD) (%)
1 0.007 |0.000039 | 24,335 | 20,308 40.06 | 100.41%
9 0.005 |0.000031 24,485 20,321 39.57 |  99.14%
3 0.007 |0.000039 | 24,243 | 20,108 39.17 99.17%
AvG. 0.006 |0.000036 | 24,354 | 20,246 39.60 99.57%
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STATEMENT OF PROCESS WEIGHT RATE
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc.

1901 North 66th Stféet, Tampa, FL 33619

g

P Uem e — e el moee

Operation: Blast Furnace Stack Test Date: 10/24/91
i
Operation § Sampling Time
Start: 0700 ' Start:
End: 0700 o End:
Elapsed Time:_ 24 Hours Idle Time During Cycle:_ 0 Hours

Data On Actual Process Rate During Operation Cycle

! N .
’ MR .

Material: Lead Scrap Rate: 8,000 Lbs/Hr.

Material: Coke : Rate: 640 Lbs/Hr.

Material:_Limestone ‘ Rate: 200 Lbs/Hr.

l. Material: Cast Iron Rate: 275  Lbs/Hr.

B Material: Re-Run Slag i Rate: 445 Lbs/Hr.

! Material: ; Rate: Lbs/Hr.
4%

Total Process Weightﬁgate: 4.78 Tons/Hour
Product: Blast Lead gh
Product Rate: 139,400 Lbs Total 2.90 Tons/Hr.

Signature: i;;;ié% jZZ ézzéﬁa% ' Date: //—/2-7/

Title: Plant Engineer

N




REGULATORY SUMMARY
GULF COAST RECYCLING

NOVEMBER 1-3, 1994
.
NEDS NO. 'EPA . METHOD ACTUAL |ALLOWABLE| PROCESS RATE
PERMIT NO. |METHOD| DESCRIPTION |EMISSION |EMISSION TONS PER HOUR
' | RATE RATE
; ACTUAL | PERMIT
0057
A029-173310 6.14 4.58
1-5 PARTICULATE
BLAST 1bs/hour 0.16 2.15
TAPPING lbs/hour 0.01 0.40
CHARGING 1bs/hour 0.02 0.65
A029-173309 4.65 5
REFINING 1bs/hour 0.12 4.04
A029-173310 6.14 4.58
12 LEAD
BLAST 1lbs/hour 0.01 1.81
TAPPING 1bs/hour 0.00 0.06
CHARGING 1bs/hour 0.00 0.22
A029-173309 : 4.65 5
REFINING 1bs /hour 0.00 0.20
6 S0, :
BLAST 1lbs/Hour 337.9 384.2 6.56 4.58
9 VISIBLE
EMISSIONS
BLAST % Opacity. 0 <5
TAPPING % Opacity 0 <5
CHARGING % Opacity 0 <5
REFINING 0 <5

Ll% Opacity
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GULF COAST RECYCLING, INC.

1901 NORTH 66th STREET « TAMPA, FLORIDA 33619
PHONE: (813) 626-6151 FAX: (813) 622-8388

Qi

GCR

August 28, 1995 RECE\VED

Mr. C. H. Fancy, P.E., Chief otP 199
Bureau of Air Regulation i+ Monitoring
Florida Dept. of Environmental Protection Bm@auoff" rces
2600 Blair Stone Road & Mobite S

Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400
RE: AC29-209018, PSD-FL-215

Dear Mr. Fancy:

Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. (GCR) would like to thank the Department
for the patience and consideration shown the Company in dealing
with the issues of PSD and controls for sulfur dioxide emissions.

Please be advised that the final proposed MACT standard does not
require that the secondary lead industry install scrubbers for HC1
controls, as such, front-end desulfurization was an option GCR was
able to consider for the control of S02 emissions.

GCR has carefully reviewed all of its options and has decided that
front—-end desulfurization is by far the best alternative for its
facility in Tampa, Florida.

The desulfurization equipment will be purchased from MA Industries
in Peachtree, Georgia. The desulfurization project is expected to
cost between $1.5 and $2 million dollars. Additional monies will
be required to construct and install an afterburner, and improve
overall furnace ventilation to minimize fugitive emissions for lead
and particulates.

Following is the anticipated schedule for implementation:

1. December 15, 1995 - Secure financing for desulfurization
project, installation of afterburner and ventilation improvements.
Several options are already under investigation.

2. January 15, 1996 - Place order with MA Industries. (The order
cannot be placed until funds are available since a 25% deposit is
required at the time the order is placed.)



C. H. Fancy
August 28, 1995
Page Two

3. February 15, through July 1, 1996, Construct foundation,
building, supports, etc., as necessary for new equipment.

4. July 15, 1996 - Desulfurization equipment to be delivered to
GCR.

5. October 15, 1996 - Complete installation of MA Industries
equipment.

I trust the information provided responds to the request for
additional information regarding the control of SO2 emissions.
Applications for city building and DEP construction permits will be
prepared and submitted, as necessary, soon after the order is
placed with MA Industries. Drawings necessary to secure said
permits will not be made available to GCR until such time as an
order is placed and the 25% deposit is received by MA Industries.

If you have any questions or require additional information
regarding the desulfurization process selected please do not
hesitate to contact me or George Townsend, at 813/626-6151. If you
desire, Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. would be happy to meet with you
and your staff in Tallahassee.

Sincerely,
GULF COAST RECYCLING, INC.
cS\)@ﬁj\\(\D\Q\Q&,Q_ Qoo s

Joyce Morales-Caramella
v'ronmenta;'& Health Manager

te Qotn Regnotos.
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August 24, 1995

CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

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

1901 North 66th Street

Tampa, Florida 33619

Dear Mr. Kitchen:

Enclosed is a copy of the Intent to Deny Permit and Notice of
Intent to Deny Permit pursuant to the construction permit
application filed by Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc., on May 31, 1994.
The permit must be denied for failure to submit the additional
information requested on June 28, 1994.

If the company intends to remain in operation, a new PSD
application must be submitted within a reasonable time covering
installation of air pollution control equipment that will meet all
applicable regulations. If you have any questions, please contact
our office at 904-488-1344. :

Sincerely,

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

CHF/aal/t
Enclosures

cc: W. Thomas, SWD
L. Deken, EPCHC
J. Harper, EPA
J. Bunyak, NPS
M. Sappington, Lake Eng.



STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

CERTIFIED MATL

In the Matter of an
Application for Permit by: DEP File No. PSD-FL-215
AC 29-209018
Hillsborough County

Mr. Willis M. Kitchen
President

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

INTENT TO DENY PERMIT

The Department of Environmental Protection (Department) gives
notice of its intent to deny an air construction permit for the
applicant’s facility as detailed in the application specified
above.

The applicant, Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc., applied on May 31,
1994, to the Department for an after-the-fact construction permit
in accordance with federal Prevention of Significant Deterioration
(PSD) regulations for its facility located in Hillsborough County.
The permit is being denied for lack of a timely response to the
Department’s request for additional information submitted in June
1994.

The Department has permitting jurisdiction under the provisions
of Chapter 403, Florida Statutes (F.S.), and Chapters 62-212 and
62-4, Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.).

Pursuant to Section 403.815, F.S., and Rule 62-103.150, F.A.C.,
to preserve your right of appeal you (the applicant) may publish at
your own expense the enclosed Notice of Intent to Deny Permit. The
notice should 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
publication in a newspaper meeting the requirements of Sections
50.011 and 50.031, F.S., in the county where the activity was to
have taken place. Proof of publication should be mailed to the
Department’s Bureau of Air Regulation, 2600 Blair Stone Road,
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400, within seven days of publication.



The Department will deny the permit unless a petition for an
administrative proceeding (hearing) is filed pursuant to the
provisions of Section 120.57, F.S.

A person whose substantial interests are affected by the
Department’s proposed permitting decision may petition for an
administrative proceeding (hearing) in accordance with Section
120.57, F.S. The petition must contain the information set forth
below and must be filed (received) in the Office of General Counsel
of the Department at 2600 Blair Stone Road, Tallahassee, Florida
32399-2400. Petitions filed by the permit applicant and the
parties listed below must be filed within 14 days of receipt of
this intent. Petitions filed by other persons must be filed within
14 days of publication of the public notice or within 14 days of
their receipt of this intent, whichever first occurs. Petitioner
shall mail a copy of the petition to 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 of any right such
person may have to request an administrative determination
(hearing) under Section 120.57, F.S.

The Petition shall contain the following information;

(a) The name, address, and telephone number of each petitioner,
the applicant’s name and address, the Department 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 Department’s action or proposed action;

(c) A statement of how each petitioner’s substantial interests
are affected by the Department’s action or proposed action;

(d) A statement of the material facts disputed by Petitioner,
if any; ~
(e) A statement of facts which petitioner contends warrant
reversal or modification of the Department’s action or proposed
action;

(f) A statement of which rules or statutes petitioner contends
require reversal or modification of the Department’s action or
proposed action; and,

(g) A statement of the relief sought by petitioner, stating
precisely the action petitioner wants the Department to take with
respect to the Department’s action or proposed action.

If a petition is filed, the administrative hearing process is
designed to formulate agency action. Accordingly, the Department’s
final action may be different from the position taken by it in this
intent. Persons whose substantial interests will be affected by
any decision of the Department with regard to the application have
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 receipt of this intent in the
Office of General Counsel at the above address of the Department.
Failure to petition within the allowed time frame constitutes a
waiver of any right such person has to request a hearing under



Section 120.57, F.S., and to participate as a party to this
proceeding. Any subsequent intervention will only be at the
approval of the presiding officer upon motion filed pursuant to
Rule 28-5.207, F.A.C.

Executed in Tallahassee, Florida.

STATE OF FLORIDA DEPARTMENT
OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

C. H. Fancy, P.E., Chief
Bureau of Air Regulation
2600 Blair Stone Road
Tallahassee, Florida 32399
904-488-1344

"CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned duly designated deputy clerk hereby certifies
that all copies of this INTENT TO DENY PERMIT were mailed by
certified mail before the close of business on to
the listed persons.

Clerk Stamp

FILING AND ACKNOWLEDGMENT

FILED, on this date, pursuant to
§120.52(11), Florida Statutes,
with the designated Department
Clerk, receipt of which is hereby
acknowledged.

Clerk Date

Copies furnished to:
W. Thomas, SWD .
Deken, EPCHC
Harper, EPA
Bunyak, NPS
Sappington, Lake Eng.

2o



STATE OF FLORIDA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

NOTICE OF INTENT TO DENY PERMIT
PSD-FL-215

The Department of Environmental Protection (Department) gives
notice of its intent to deny an air construction permit to Gulf
Coast Recycling, 1Inc., 1901 North 66th Street, Tampa, Florida
33619. This company operates a battery recycling facility at that
address. Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc., applied on May 31, 1994, to
the Department for an after-the-fact construction permlt in
accordance with federal Prevention of Slgnlflcant Deterioration
(PSD) regulatlons for its facility located in Hillsborough County.
The permit is being denied for lack of a timely response to the
Department’s request for additional information submitted in June
1994.

A person whose substantial interests are affected by the
Department’s proposed permlttlng decision may pet1t10n for an
administrative proceeding (hearing) in accordance with Section
120.57, F.S. The petition must contain the information set forth
below and must be filed (recelved) in the Office of General Counsel
of the Department at 2600 Blair Stone Road, Tallahassee, Florida
32399-2400. Petitions filed by the permlt applicant and the
parties listed below must be filed within 14 days of receipt of
this intent. Petitions filed by other persons must be filed within
14 days of publication of the public notice or within 14 days of
their receipt of this intent, whichever first occurs. Petitioner
shall mail a copy of the petition to 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 of any right such
person may have to request an administrative determination
(hearing) under Section 120.57, F.S.

The Petition shall contain the following information; (a) The
name, address, and telephone number of each petitioner, the
applicant’s name and address, the Department 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 Department’s action
or proposed action; (c) A statement of how each petitioner’s
substantial interests are affected by the Department’s action or
proposed action; (d) A statement of the material facts disputed by
Petitioner, if any; (e) A statement of facts which petitioner
contends warrant reversal or modification of the Department’s
action or proposed action; (f) A statement of which rules or
statutes petitioner contends require reversal or modification of
the Department’s action or proposed action; and, (g) A statement of
the relief sought by petitioner, stating precisely the action
petitioner wants the Department to take with respect to the
Department’s action or proposed action.



If a petition is filed, the administrative hearing process is
designed to formulate agency action. Accordingly, the Department’s
final action may be different from the position taken by it in this
intent. Persons whose substantial interests will be affected by
any decision of the Department with regard to the application have
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 receipt of this intent in the
Office of General Counsel at the above address of the Department.
Failure to petition within the allowed time frame constitutes a
waiver of any right such person has to request a hearing under
Section 120.57, F.S., and to participate as a party to this
proceeding. Any subsequent intervention will only be at the
approval of the presiding officer upon motion filed pursuant to
Rule 28-5.207, F.A.C.

The application 1is available for public inspection during
normal business hours, 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday through
Friday, except legal holidays, at:

Department of Environmental Protection
Bureau of Air Regulation

111 South Magnolia Drive

Tallahassee, Florida 32301

Department of Environmental Protection
Southwest District

8407 Laurel Fair Circle

Tampa, Florida 33619

Environmental Protection Commision
of Hillsborough County

1900 9th Avenue

Tampa, Florida 33605

Any person may send written comments on the proposed action to
Administrator, New Source Review Section, Bureau of Air Regulation,
at the Department’s Tallahassee address. All comments received
within 30 days of the publication of this notice will be
considered.

Further, a public hearing can be requested by any person(s).
Such requests must be submitted within 30 days of this notice.



BEST AVAILABLE COPY :
2O a ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICES, LEGAL &
; MMISSIO] WATER MANAGEMENT DIVISION

' DOTTIE BERGER 1900 - STH AVENUE
- PHYLLIS BUSANSKY TAMPA. FLORIDA 33605
JOE CHILLURA TELEPHONE (813) 272-5960
CHRIS HART FAX (813) 2725157
iggNofﬁﬁﬂx AIR MANAGEMENT DIVISION
SANDRA WILSON TELEPHONE (813) 272.5530
WASTE MANAGEMENT DIVISION
P~ FOR . TELEPHONE (813) 272.5788
WETLANDS MANAGEMENT DIVISION
ROGER P STEWART TELEPHONE (519 2721104
LA .
PERMITTEE: PERMIT/CERTIFICATION R
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. Permit Nc.: AC29-258634 g7
1901 N. 66th Street County: Hillsborough :
Tampa, FL 33619 Expiration Date: 06/15/96
Project: Secondary Lead Smelting
Facility

This permit is issued under the provisicns of Chapter 403, Flerida
Statutes, and Florida Administrative Code Rules 62-209, 62-210, 62-212,
62-272, 62-275, 62-296, 62-297, and 62-4. The above named permittee is
hereby authorized tc perform the work or operate the facility shown on
the application and approved drawing(s), plans, and other dJdocunents,
attached hereto or on file with the EPC and made a part hereof and
specifically described as follows:

For the modification of a secondary 1lead smelting facility to
incorporate reasonably available control technology provisions for lead
emissions. The facility recycles spent automotive and industrial lead
acid batteries to produce lead ingots. Batteries arrive by truck. The
batteries are cut open and the acid is separated in a settling tank. A
tumbler separates the lead battery groups from the casing. The casings
are reduced by a hammermill and then sent into a flotaticn and
separation device. Separated plastics are blown intoc trucks and battery
posts are routed to the refining operation. Lead bearing wuds and
rubber from the separaticn/flotation process are sent to the blast
furnace along with sludge from the acid settling tank.

Battery groups are stored in piles in a partially enclosed structure.
One blast furnace is used for the melting of battery groups and plant
. scrap lead, coke, limerock, cast iron, and re-run slag are charged to
the furnace via a skip hoist with a manually cpened charge door at the
tcp of the furnace. An agglomerating furnace is used to melt flue dust
that 1s collected and fuses the particles tcgether. The fused material
1s subsegquently broken and re-fed to the blast furnace.

Lead and slag are both tapped and collected at the base of the furnace.
Lead 1is tapped to form buttons which are transported to the refining
area. Refining lead includes prcducing soft lead, hard lead, and
calcium lead which is accomplished in three 52-ton kettles all fired
with natural gas. After refining is completed, drosses are removed and
lead is cast into ingots. The dross is returned to the blast furnace.

Slag 1s stored and processed in an enclosed area. The slag 1is crushed
and then mixed with cement to stabilize the slag. The resulting mixture
is used for construction projects at the facility or disposed cf off
site.
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PERMITTEE: . Permit/Certification No.: AC29-258634
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. Project: Secondary Lead Smelting
Facility ~

PROCESS DESCRIPTION: (continued)

. Particulate matter and lead emissions from the blast and agglomerating
furnace are controlled by a 25,000 ACFM ten compartment baghouse
fabricated by Gulf Coast Recycling (GCR) and was modelled after a
Wheelabrator-Frye Dustube Model 126, Series 55 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 emissions are captured
by a hood and vented to a 7,000 ACFM 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 common stack at a design flow rate of 17,000 ACFM. Emissions
from the slag grinder are controlled by a 3,500 ACFM baghouse. Fugitive
emissions of particulate matter and lead from process operations and the
facility grounds are controlled through the use of water sprays,
enclosures, reasonable precautions and specific work practices as
specified in the specific conditions.

Emissions of nitrogen oxides, carbon monoxide, sulfur dioxide, and
volatile organic compounds from the furnace operations are uncontrolled.

Location: 1901 N. 66th 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

: Processing

08 - Facility

Grounds

(including battery
breaking operation)

Replaces Permit No.: AC29-184883, AC29-217704
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PERMITTEE: ) Permit/Certification No.: AC29-258634
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. Project: Secondary Lead Smeltlng

Fac111ty
SPECIFIC CONDITIONS:

1. A part of thls 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 limitations specified in
the application shall be adhered to. The permit holder may also need to
comply with county, municipal, federal, or other state regulations prior
to construction. [Rule 62-4.070(7), F.A.C.]

3. Issuance of this permit does not relieve the permittee from
complying with applicable emission 1limiting standards or other
requirements of Chapters 62-209, 62-210, 62-212, 62-272, 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.]

4. The total emissions from the secondary lead smelting facility shall
not exceed 45 tons of particulate matter and 7.6 tons of lead for any
consecutive twelve month period. Total emissions of other pollutants
emitted by the furnace operation are being addressed in a pending PSD
construction application reference DEP File No. 209018, PSD~FL-215.
[Construction Application dated 09/30/94]

5. Hours of operation shall not exceed 7,800 hours for blast furnace
operation, 6000 hours for refining operation, and 1664 hours for slag
processing operation for any consecutive twelve month period. [AC29-
184883, AC29-217704, and Construction Application dated September 30,
1994 ]

6. The permittee shall not cause, suffer, allow or permit the discharge
of air pollutants which cause or contrlbute to an objectlonable odor.

[Rule 62-296.320, F.A.C.]

~ Emission Limitations

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

7. The permittee shall not allow lead emissions to exceed the
following:

A) 0.010 grains/dscf and 3% opacity for the blast and agglomerating
furnace. [Rule 62-296.603(1) (a), F.A.C.)

B) 0.002 gr/dscf and 3% opacity at the exit of the baghouse for
blast furnace charging. [Rule 62-296.603(1) (b), F.A.C.]

1) 3% opacity from the closed charge doors on the blast
furnace during furnace operation. :
2) 6% opacity from the charge doors on the blast furnace

during charging operations.
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PERMITTEE: Permit/Certification No.: AC29-258634

Gulf coast Recycling, Inc. Project: Secondary Lead Smeltlng
Fac111ty

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS: (continued) -

C) 0.002 gr/dscf and 3% opacity for slag and product tapping for
the blast and agglomerating furnaces at the exit of the
baghouse. [Rule 62-296.603(1) (c), F.A.C.]

D) 1.810 1lbs./hr. and 5% opacity for the blast and agglomeratlng

, furnace. [40 CFR 52.535(c) (1) (i) and (iv)]

E) 0.060 1lbs./hr. and 5% opacity for slag and product tapping from
the blast and agglomerating furnaces. [40 CFR 52.535(c) (1) (i)
and (iv)]

F) 0.220 lbs./hr. and 5% opacity for blast furnace charging at the
exit of the baghouse. [40 CFR 52.535(c) (1) (i), (ii), and (iii)]

1) 5% opacity from closed charge doors during furnace
operation.
2) 10% opacity from charge doors during charging operations.

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

A) 50 mg/dscm (0.022 gr/dscf) and 20% opacity for the blast
furnace. [40 CFR 60.122(a) and Rule 62-296.800, F.A.C.]

B) 0.03 gr/dscf, 5.2 lb/hr, and 20.4 tons per any 12 consecutive
month period for blast furnace.

C) 0.03 gr/dscf, 0.79 lb/hr, and 3.1 tons per any 12 consecutive
month period for the furnace tapping operations. [Rule
62.296.700, FAC] _

D) 0.03 gr/dscf, 2.14 lb/hr, and 8.35 tons per any 12 consecutive
month period for the furnace charging operations. [Rule
62.296.700, FAC]

9. Blast furnace operations may be subject to additional pollutant
emission and operational limitations pending issuance of permit pursuant
to the facility's PSD application submitted reference DEP File No.
208018, PSD-FL-215.

Refining Ogeration (3 natural gas fired 52-ton refining kettles and
associated pigging machines)

10. The permittee shall not allow lead emissions to exceed the
following:

A) 0.0002 gr/dscf and 3% opacity for the refining kettles. [Rule
62-296.603(1) (d), F.A.C.] '

B) 0.400 1lbs./hr. and 5% opacity for three refining kettles [40
CFR 52.535(c) (1) (i) and (ii)]

11: No more than two 52~ton refining kettles shall be operated at a
time. [40 CFR 52-535(c) (1) (vi)]

Page 4 of 12
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PERMITTEE: - Permit/Certification No.: AC29-258634
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. Project: Secondary Lead Smelting

_ Facility
SPECIFIC CONDITIONS: (continued)

12. The refining kettles shall be fired only with natural gas at a
maximum heat input rate of 4.0 MMBTU/hr. per kettle. [AC29-184883]

13. The permittee shall not allow particulate matter emissions from the
lead refining area baghouse to exceed 0.03 gr/dscf, 4.04 pounds/hr. and
12.12 tons per year. [Rule 62-296.700, F.A.C. and AC29-184883]

14. Maximum production from the refining kettles shéll not exceed
30,000 tons/yr. of finished lead. [AC29-184883]

15. Any time that a kettle is being heated 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 is 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) consecutive month period. [AC29-184883]

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

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

A) 3% opacity for the battery cracking operations.

B) 0.0000333 gr/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 conveyor
drop/crusher collectively and the structure housing the
processing operation.

17. Particulate matter emissions from the slag handling and processing
operation shall be less than one ton per year in order to exempt this
operation from particulate RACT. [Rule 62-296.700(2) (c), F.A.C.]

18. 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. [AC29-217704]

Facility

19. Process rates for each specified operation shall not exceed the
following: [Construction Permit AC29-217704, AC29-184883 and

Construction Application dated 09/30/94]
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PERMITTEE: _ - - Permit/Certification No.: AC29-258634
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. Project: Secondary Lead Smelting
' Fac111ty

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS: (continued)

Source ' Proczss _Rate

Blast Furnace L 4.55 tons chalged/hour C

Refining Kettles - ~ 52 tons of lead charged per batch per
' kettle :

Slag Processing 6 tons of slag processed/hr.

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% limerock, and 2.5% cast iron.

Testing Methods and Procedures

T -

20. Test the emissions for the following pollutant(s) within 150 @ays
of receipt of this permit and submit 2 copies of test data to the Air
Compliance Section of the Air Management Division of the Environmental
Protection Commission of Hillsborough County within 45 days of such
testing. Testing procedures shall be consistent with the regquirements

of 40 CFR 60 and Rule 62-297, F.A.C.:

(X) Pb _
(X) PM (X) Opacity

21. Compliance with the emission limitations of Specific Condition Nos.
7, 8, 10, and 16 shall be determined using EPA Methods 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 9,
and 12 contained in 40 CFR 60, Appendix A and adopted by f@ference in
Rule 62-297, F.A.C. The minimum requirements for stack sampling
facilities, source sampling and reporting, shall be in acwnrdance with
Rule 62-297, F.A.C. and 40 CFR 60, Appendix A. In the caseé cf +the
Method 9, Section 2.5 shall be excluded, pursuant to 40 CFR
52.535(b) (5); Thus waiving the six minute averaging period and
"establishing an instantaneous standard as established in Specific
Condition Nos. 7.D., 7.E., 7.F., 8.A., and 10.B.

22. 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) and Rule 62-297-345(1), (2), (3), F.A.C. Source sampling
platforms, platform access, and other associated work areas, whether
permanent or temporary, shall be in accordance with Occupational Safety
and Health Administration standards per 29 CFR 1910, Subparts D and E.

23. Testing of emissions shall be conducted with the source operating
at capacity. Capacity is defined as 90-100% of rated capacity as
specified in Specific Condition No. 19. If it is impracticable to test
at capacity, then the source may be tested at less than capacity; in
this case subsequent source operation is limited to 110% of the test
‘oad until a new test is conducted. Once the unit is so limited, then
.neration: at higher capacities is allowed for no more than fifteen days
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PERMITTEE: Permit/Certification No.: AC29-258634
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. Project: Secondary Lead Smelting
' Facility

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS: (continued)

for purposes of additional compliance testing to regain the rated

capacity in the permit, with prior notification to the EPC. For the
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 and actual operating conditions may invalidate
the test. [Rule 62-4.070(3), F.A.C.]

24. The permittee shall notify the Air Compliance Section of the
Environmental Protection Commission of Hillsborough County at least 15
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.
[Rules 62-297.340(1) (i) and 62-209.500, F.A.C] '

25. Visible emissions test must be conducted in accordance with the
following requirements:

A) The visible emission tests on the lead refining area baghouse
and the building shall be at least thirty (30) minutes in
duration pursuant to Rule 62-297, F.A.C., and shall be conducted
concurrent with one of the Method 12 runs. [Permit No. AC29-
184883]

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 Method 12 runs.

- C) The visible emission tests on the blast furnace charging
operation shall each be thirty (30) minutes 1in duration,
pursuant to Rule 62-297.330, F.A.C. Readings shall be 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
operation (closest potential emission point).

3) Baghouse exhaust during blast furnace operation.

D) The visible emission 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 on the tapping doors.

26. When the Environmental Protection Commission of Hillsborough County
(EPC) after investigation, has good reason (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, 62-272, 62-273, 62-275, 62-296, or 62-297,
F.A.C., or in a permit issued pursuant to those rules is being violated,
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PERMITTEE: ' Permit/Certification No.: AC29-258634

Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. Project: Secondary Lead Smelting
_ : Facility '
SPECIFIC CONDITIONS: (continued)

it may require the owner or operator of the source to conduct compliance
tests which identify the nature and quantity 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.]

Monitoring and Recordkeeping

27. The permittee shall minimize emissions at all times, including
periods of startup, shut down, and malfunction in a manner consistent
with good air pollution control practice. [40 CFR 60.11(d) and Rule 62-
4.070(3), F.A.C.]

28. The permittee shall petition to revise this permit if affected,
within 90 days of any revision to the lead SIP as detailed in 40 CFR
52.535.

29. The permittee shall maintain records of all process control
operating parameters and process upsets. They shall include nature and
duration of upsets and emission control equipment malfunction, a
detailed description of the nature and duration of the upset or
malfunction, the expected effects on emissions and corrective actions
taken or planned to avoid recurrences. Such records shall be available
at the plant site for inspections by the Region IV Administrator of EPA
or its authorized agent for a period of at least two years. [40 CFR
52.535 and 40 CFR 60.7 (b) ]

30. The permittee shall maintain continuous records of plant process
and emission control operations as necessary to determine continuous
compliance. Such records shall include reports of all process
operations and control equipment operating parameters. Such records
shall also include reports of all types of process upsets and emission
control equipment malfunctions detailing the nature and duration of the
upset or malfunction, the expected effects on emissions, and the
corrective actions taken or planned to avoid recurrences. Such records
shall be available at the plant site for inspection for a period of at
least two (2) years. [40 CFR 52.535(b) (4)]

31. No owner or operator of a lead processing operation shall cause,
allow, or permit the emissions of lead, including emissions of lead from
vehicular movement, transportation ' of materials, construction,
alteration, demolition or wrecking, or industrial-related activities
such as loading, unloading, charging, melting, tapping, casting, storing
or handling, unless reasonably available control technology is employed
to control such lead emissions. RACT measures shall include but not be

~limited to the following: [Rule 62-296.601(2), F.A.C. and Construction

Application dated September 30, 1994]
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PERMITTEE: . Permit/Certification No.: AC29-258634
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. Project: Secondary Lead Smelting
Facility

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS: (continued)

A)
B)

C)
D)
E)

F)

G)

H)
I)

J)

K)

L)

M)

All control measures listed in Specific Condition No. 39 of this
permit. ' : .

Modify the. lead well tapping load doors and the duct connection
to decrease the introduction of tramp air.

Install a strip curtain inside of the charging door enclosure to
reduce the area to be evacuated and partially seal off the large
opening of the enclosure where the skip hoist enters.

Maintain blast gate style dampers so that it will be possible to
balance the air flow and maximum capture at pickup point for
furnace operations.

Install and maintain slide gates in the exit of the baghouse
hoppers to prevent the re-entrainment of dust collected in the
screw conveyor on the hygiene baghouses.

Maintain water application system to control fugitive plant
emissions for the slag processing operation, battery breaking
operation, raw material storage, dross wetting, sprinklers along
the south boundary, and remaining sprinkler systems on facility
grounds.

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

Maintain vegetation coverage on at least 10% of the structure-
less area of plant grounds.

Twice daily during plant operation vacuum paved areas using a
HEPA filter equipped vacuum.

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

Close and vegetate old stormwater pond until final use of the
area is determined.”

Eliminate slag transfer with frontend loader through the plant.
Slag will be stored, handled, and processed 1in enclosed
structures.

Use only trained personnel for furnace operations.

Completion pending DEP approval.

32. To show compliance with Specific Condition No. 18, no 1less than
once per month the permittee shall test the slag for lead content prior
to undergoing the slag processing. Lab results shall be maintained for
the most recent two year period. The records shall be made available to
the Environmental Protection Commission of Hillsborough County, state,
or federal air pollution agency upon request. [Rule 62-4.070(3), F.A.C.]

Page 9 of 12



PERMITTEE: Permit/Certification No.: AC29-258634
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. Project: Secondary Lead Smelting
. : Facility

>

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS: (continued)

33. In order to document compliance with the tons per year limitations
of Specific cCondition No. 19, lead and particulate matter emissions
shall be calculated using the methodology outlined in construction
permit AC29-217704. A table summarizing the method is included as
Attachment A. [Rule 62-4.070(3), F.A.C.]

34. The permittee shall maintain daily records on the number of charges
to the blast furnace and the make-up of each charge (i.e., groups, coke,
limerock, etc.) to show compliance with Specific Condition Ne. 19. The
permittee shall also maintain monthly inventory records showing types
and quantities of materials charged to the furnace during the month.
[Rule 62-4.070(3), F.A.C.]

35. The permittee shall adhere to the Operation and Maintenance Plan as
specified in Attachment B of this permit for the control of particulate
matter and lead emissions. The Operation and Maintenance Plan in
Attachment A is an enforceable component of this permit. [Rule 62-
296.700, F.A.C. and Rule 62-296.600(4), F.A.C.]

36. The permittee shall keep the following records for a minimum of two
years and make them available to any representative of the Department or
the Environmental Protection Commission of Hillsborough County on
request: [Rule 62-296.600(5), F.A.C. and 40 CFR 60.7(d)]

A) Records of control equipment operating parameters are detailed
in the Operation and Maintenance Plan in Attachment A of this
permit and monitoring device calibration checks.

B) Maintenance records on the control equipment, including black
light tests, bag replacements, structural repairs, motor
replacements and any adjustments that are made to monitoring
devices. '

C) Records of control system and malfunctions or failures and
corrective actions taken.

37. In order to document compliance with Specific Condition Nos. 4, 5,
and = 14, the permittee shall maintain a record processing operating
hours (hours/day), amount of slag processed (tons/day), and refining
kettles production. These records shall be summarized on a monthly
basis showing total hours and tons for the month for the last twelve
consecutive month period. These records shall be recorded in a
permanent form suitable for inspection by the Department upon request,
and shall be retained for at least a two year period. [AC29-217704 and
Rule 62-4.070(3), F.A.C.]

38. All reasonable precautions shall be taken to prevent and control
generation of unconfined emissions of particulate matter in accordance
with the provision in Rule 62-296.310, F.A.C. These provisions are
applicable to any source, including, but not 1limited to, vehicular
movement, transportation of materials, construction, alterations,
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PERMITTEE: Permit/Certification No.: AC29-258634
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. Project: Secondary Lead Smeltlng
Fac1llty

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS: (continued)

demolition or wrecking, or industrial related activities such as
loading, unloading, storing and handling. Reasonable precautions shall
include, but not be limited to, the following:

- A) Personnel shall ensure that all doors in the slag fixation
building are closed prior to operate the slag processing
equipment and kept closed during operation.

B) Personnel shall ensure that the water spray system for the
receiving hopper, conveyors, kinetic crusher, vibrating sizing
screen, and mixing operations are on and operating prior to
operating the slag process equipment.

C) Slag stored in the bin located in the slag fixation building
shall be wetted while loading into the receiving hopper.

D) Personnel shall ensure the collection hoods on the kinetic
crusher is on and operating prior to beginning the slag
processing.

E) Supervisory inspections shall routinely be conducted during slag
processing operations to ensure all of the above stated
precautions are taken to reduce fugitive generation.

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

40. The permittee shall provide timely notification to the
Environmental Protection Commission of Hillsborough County prior to
implementing any changes that may result in a modification to this
permit pursuant to Rule 62-210.200(39), 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 authorization
before 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 equipment listed on page 1 of this permit.

B) Installation or addition of any equipment which is a source of
air pollution.

41. The permittee shall install, 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
required by Specific Condition No 33. [Rule 62-4.070(3), F.A.C.)

42. The permittee shall propose methods to accurately monitor (within
10 percent) the maximum permitted rates stated in Specific Condition No.
19 and submit the same with the application to operate. [Rule 62-
4.070(3), F.A.C.) )
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PERMITTEE: '~ Permit/Certification No.: AC29-258634
Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. Project: Secondary Lead Smelting
Facility :

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS: (continued)

43. The permittee shall install, 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.] ‘

44. 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 year. [Rule 62-210.370(2), F.A.C.]

45. Submit a completed Title V operating permit application (DEP Form
No. 62-210.900(1)) in gquadruplicate to the Environmental Protection
Commission of Hillsborough County on or before November 15, 1995 or as
specified by rule, along with compliance test results, certification
that requirements of Specific Condition Nos. 32, 41 & 42 have been met,
and an Operation and Maintenance Plan meeting the requirements of 62-
296.700(6), F.A.C. for the furnace operation, tapping operation, and
charging operation.

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION COMMISSIO
HILLSBOROUGH COUNT

Roger4P. Stewart
Executive Director
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August 1, 1995 ’
CERTIFIED MAIL # Z 286 203 801

Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc.

Mr. Willis M. Kitchen, President CASE # 95-0728SKW057
1901 North 66th Street ;
Tampa, Florida 33619

NOTICE OF INTENT TO INITIATE ENFORCEMENT

Dear Mr. Kitchen,

SUBJECT: Facility located at 1901 North 66th Street, Tampa
(514 T29 R19)

The Environmental Protection Act of Hillsborough County, Chapter
84-446, Laws of Florida (Act), and Chapter 403, Florida Statutes,
authorize and empower the Environmental Protection Commission of
Hillsborough County (Commission) to enforce rules and regulations
to protect, control, abate, and prohibit pollution in Hillsborough
County. In this regard, you are hereby informed of the following:

1. Air monitoring data collected at a monitor located
immediately north of the Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. (GCR)
facility indicates that the National Ambient Air Quality
Standard for lead of 1.5 micrograms per cubic meter was
exceeded during the first two calendar quarters of 1995. The
quarterly averages were 4.5 and 2.2 micrograms per cubic
meter, respectively. Commission staff believes that GCR's
lead acid battery recycling operation is the primary source of
ambient 1lead detected at this 1location. Section 62-
272.300(2), F.A.C., and Section 1-3.22.1., Rules of the
Commission, prohibit the operation of a source in such a
manner as to result in the release of an air pollutant into
the atmosphere which causes or contributes to a violation of
an ambient air quallty standard.

2. Results of an annual compliance test conducted by GCR on
November 1-3, 1994, and received by Commission staff on
December 13, 1994, reveal that GCR exceeded the maximum
permitted process input rate during operation of the blast
furnace. The actual process input rate during testing was
between 6.14 and 6.56 tons per hour. Specific Condition No.

irmati ion - i i loyer i’ '
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15 of Permit No. A029-173310 (Permit) prohibits a raw materlal
charging rate in excess of 4.58 tons per hour.

3. Specific Condition No. 19 of the Permlt requlres that GCR
maintain daily and monthly records of raw material input to
the blast furnace consistent with the requirements of Specific
Condition No. 15. Based on its review of GCR's records,
Commission staff believes that GCR's current record keeping
format does not adequately fulfill the requirements of the
Permit.

4. From February 4, 1994 to the present, Commission staff has
received complaints from citizens living or working in areas
adjacent to the GCR facility, alleging a nuisance caused by
objectionable odors from the facility. On June 21, 1995 and
on or about June 28, 1995, Commission staff detected
objectionable odors while inspecting areas adjacent to the GCR

facility. Based on wind direction and inspection of the
surrounding area, staff believes that the source of the odor
is the GCR facility. Section 1-3.22.3., Rules of the

Commission, prohibits the discharge of any pollutant that
causes or contributes to an objectionable odor. Section 16 of
the Act prohibits any emission that causes or reasonably may
be expected to cause a nuisance.

5. In response to the high ambient air lead recordings,
Commission staff took numerous soil samples in the vicinity of
the GCR facility. Several samples exceeded three times the
average background lead concentration and may indicate a
significant release as defined by EPA. A number of the
samples also exceeded the Florida Department of Environmental

Protection's soil cleanup goals for residential and industrial
land uses.

You are here advised the Commission staff believes that the above
facts demonstrate violations of the Act and the Florida
Administrative Code, and we are therefore obligated to pursue
enforcement for correction.

Show cause: Should you believe that the above information is
incorrect or incomplete, you are requested to immediately show
cause by providing us with any additional relevant information
that may indicate that the above is not a violation.

In addition to correction, potential penalties for such violations
include imposition of damages and civil penalties of up to $10,000
per violation. Each day in which the above violations continue or
recur constitutes a separate violation subject to enforcement.



T o o

Willis M. Kitchen
August 1, 1995
Page 3 of 37

Settlement without 1litigation: - Should you wish to settle this -
matter amicably, the Executive Director may be able to enter into
a Consent Order containing mutually agreeable terms. Such an order
normally contains conditions necessary to correct the  violation,
reimbursement of costs, and a settlement to the Pollution Recovery -
Fund. In return, the Executive Dlrector will waive the right to
proceed in court against' you.

In the hope that an amicable resolution of this matter can be
reached, we request that you respond in writing within 10 days of
receipt of this Notice to explain the cause(s) of the above
circumstances. Please include the steps you have taken or propose
to take to prevent a recurrence so that we can better determine
what corrections need to be undertaken. If you would like to meet
with staff to discuss any issue or the requirements for settlement,
please contact Kay Strother at 272-5530.

Please mail or deliver your response or any questions you have to
the Air Management Division, 1410 North 21st Street, Tampa, Florida
33605, to the attention of Kay Strother. We anticipate that this
matter can be resolved through settlement and appreciate your
cooperation in addressing this expeditiously.

Sincerely,

Lo Complitl e,

Iwan Choronenko
Director
Air Management Division

cc: Sara M. Fotopulos, Chief Counsel
Bill Thomas, DEP-SW
William B. Taylor, IV
Joyce Morales-Caramella, Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc.
Sheila Luce, Waste Management Division, EPC
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I.

Project Description ’ ’ .

A,

Applicant:

Gulf Coast Recycling,.Inc.
1901 N. 66th Street
Tampa, FL 33619 '

"Mr. Willis M. Kitchen

President
Engineer:

John B. Koogler, Ph.D., P.E.

P.E. No.: 12925

Koogler & Associates Environmental Services
4014 N.W. 13th Street

Gainesville, FL 32609

Project and Location:

The applicant submitted an application to address the Lead RACT
provisions pursuant to Rule 62-296.600, F.A.C. The operation
has been assigned NEDS Source Classification Code Nos. as shown
in the table below and Standard Industrial Classification Code
3341 (Secondary Smelting/Refining Nonferrous Metals).

Operation SCC No.
Furnace Operations 3-04-004-03

3-90-008-95%

3-04-004-99

Refining Operations 3-04-004-07
3=-04-004-09

: 3-04-004-14
Miscellaneous 3-05-007-12
3-05-007-09

The facility is located at 1901 N. 66th 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-loaded directly to the battery
cutting process area. The batteries are then cut open and the
acid separated in a setting tank. A tumbler separates the lead
battery groups from the casings. The casings are reduced by a
hammermill and then are sent into a floatation and separation
device. Separated plastics are blown into trucks and battery
posts are routed directly to the refining operation. Lead
bearing muds and rubber from the separation/flotation process
are sent to the blast furnace along with sludge from the acid
setting tank.



Battery groups are stored in piles in a partially enclosed
structure. Battery groups for the blast furnace charge are
taken from the older piles. One blast furnace is 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 1is charged via a skip hoist with
automatically opened charge doors at the top of the furnace. An
agglomerating furnace is 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. 1lead is tapped to form buttons. Blast lead buttons
are transported to the refining area. Refining lead includes
soft lead, hard 1lead, and calcium lead. Refining 1is
accomplished in three 50-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 is 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 is
crushed and then mixed with cement to stabilize the slag. The
resulting mixture is used for construction projects at the
facility. '

Particulate matter and lead emissions from the blast and
agglomerating furnace are controlled by a 25,000 ACFM ten
compartment baghouse fabricated by Gulf Coast Recycling (GCR)
and was modelled after a Wheelabrator-Frye Dustube Model 126,
Series 55 shaker baghouse. Particulate matter and 1lead
emissions from the blast furnace charging are captured by a hood
and vented to a 9,000 ACFM two compartment shake type baghouse
fabricated by GCR and also modelled after the Wheelabrator-Frye
Dustube Model 126 baghouse. Particulate matter and 1lead
emissions from the blast and agglomerating furnace tapping
operations are captured by a hood and vented to a 7,000 ACFM 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 NOX,
CO, s0,, and VOC are uncontrolled.

Application Information:
Received on: September 30, 1994

Information Requested: October 28, 1994 and December 29, 1994
Application Complete: January 23, 1995




II.

Rule Applicability

This project is subject to the preconstruction review requirements
of Chapter 403, Florida Statutes, Chapters 62-209, 62-210, 62-212,
62-272, 62- 275 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 is 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 modification under the
requirements of this rule.

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

This project is not subject to the requirements of 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 regquirements of Rule 62-296.310,
General Particulate Emission Limiting Standards, F.A.C., since the
facility's 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,
General Pollutant Emission Limiting Standards, F.A.C., since the
facility's operations could potentially <contribute to an
objectionable odors.

This project is not subject to the requirements of Rule 62-296.500,

‘Reasonably Available Control Techneology (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 nonattainment 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 62-296.800,
Standards of Performance for New Stationary Sources, F.A.C., since
the facility is a secondary lead smelter and there is a category
for this type of operation.

This pro;ect is not subject to the requirements of Rule 62-296.810,

National Emission Standard for Hazardous Air Pollutants, F.A. C.,
since there is not currently a source category for secondary lead
smelters.
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This project is subject to the requlrements of Chapter 84-~-446, Laws
of Florida and Chapter 1-3, Rules of the Environmental Protectlon
Commission of Hillsborough County.

III. Summary of Emissions (see Table 2)

Iv.

Inventory of Title III pollutants is estimated to be more than 25
TPY (> 31.8 TPY) collectively. 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, 62-272, 62-275,
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, 62-272, 62-275,
62-296, and 62-297, F.A.C.

Provosed Adgdency Action:

Pursuant to Section 403.087, Florida Statutes and Rule 62-4.070,
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).
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%Qﬁ ~ GULF COAST RECYCLING, INC.

2“ 1801 NORTH 66th STREET » TAMPA, FLORIDA 33619

GCR : PHONE: (813) 626-6151 FAX: (813) 622-8388

May 5,(1995 | | PFCE/

. . /‘r;'/]yl
Mr. C. H. Fancy, P.E., Chief { @Qf
Bureau of Air Regulation
Florida Dept. of Environmental Protection Air WQM
2600 Blair Stone Road ﬁ@m@ﬁf
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-2400 “ory

RE: AC29-209018, PSD-FL~-215

Dear Mr. Fancy:

This letter is in response to your last correspondence concerning
additional information needed to process Gulf Coast Recycling’s
("GCR") pending PSD application. Please accept the company’s
apology for delaying the response, however, the decision on how to
control sulfur dioxide emissions is a difficult one and it has been
further complicated by EPA’s indecision concerning whether or not
to regulate HC1l emissions from secondary lead smelters.

As indicated in the PSD application, it was determined that
traditional end-of-pipe controls, such as scrubbers, are not
economically feasible for the facility, however, the promulgation
of the MACT standards, as originally proposed, would necessitate
installation of a scrubber. Final MACT standards for the secondary
lead industry will be promulgated shortly, at which time, the
industry will know whether or not HCl will be regulated and hence
whether or not scrubbers will be an absolute requirement.

GCR in the mean time has been investigating technologies which
might be potentially available to enable the company to reduce
sulfur dioxide emissions by reducing sulfur in the raw materials.
The investigation was instigated by comments received from the
various agencies reviewing the PSD application, review of upcoming
regulations, including the federal Title V program, proposed
elimination of HCl from the MACT standards for the secondary lead
industry, and projected production needs. GCR believes that it is
in its best interest, and that of the environment, to investigate
the potential reductions offered by these technologies rather than
focusing on the proposed 374 lbs/hour emission rate in the PSD
application. :

Numerous technologies, both proven and emerging, have been
evaluated. Front-end desulfurization in conjunction with an



Mr. C. H. Fancy
May 5, 1995
Page Two

European lead recovery process is one of the technologies under
consideration. If applicable to the operations at GCR, said
process will enable the company to substantially reduce sulfur
dioxide emissions while remaining economically competitive.

GCR has been working closely with the European manufacturer’s U.S.
partner to apply the technology to our facility. One meeting and
site visit took place and a second meeting will be scheduled upon

receipt of the manufacturer’s proposal. The technology being
considered is just now beginning to make its way into the United
States in related industries. Because it is an emerging

technology, it is taking time to fully evaluate its effectiveness
for our use.

Also being investigated by consultants for GCR, is the potential to
create a sodium sulfate slag by the addition of certain chemicals
to the blast furnace operations. Apparently a similar chemical
addition has been shown to reduce sulfur dioxide emissions from
rotary furnaces.

Gulf Coast Recycling, Inc. is committed to doing its part to
improve the air quality in the Tampa area. As such, the company is
diligently striving to select a "control" technology as soon as
practicable. GCR respectfully requests an additional ninety (90
days in which to submit its choice of control equipment and a
schedule for implementation.

Thank you for your patience and understanding in this very
important issue. If you have any questions feel free to contact me
at 813/626-6151.

Sincerely,

GULF COAST RECYCLING, INC.

Willis M. Kitchen
President

@y S Rissel sWD
L Deken |, EPC He
CPA
NP5 |
N. Beason, O6C
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(e) This amendment (39—9284) becomes
etfective on July 28. 1995. Issued in Kansas
City, Missouri, on June 13, 1995.

Henry A. Armstrong,

Acting Manager, Small Airplane Directorate,
Aircraft Certification Service.

[FR Doc. 95-14870 Filed 6-22-95; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 4310-13-U

- NLRB'S h."-.‘aéqu

~Procedure:

NATIONAL LABCR RELATIONS
BOARD

29 CFR Parts 100 and 102

Miscellanecus Amendmentls

AGENCY: National Labor Relations Board
(NLRB).
ACTION: Miscellaneous amendment rule.

SUMMARY: The National Labor Relations
Board is issuing a miscellanequs
amendments rule to its administrative
regulations to update cross-references
and to change the NLRB's headquarters
ddress.
SFECTIVE DATE: The miscellaneous
mendments are effective June 23, 1995.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Gloria Joseph, Director of
Administration, National Labor _
Relations Board, Room 7108, 1099 14th
Street NW, Washington, DC 20570—
0001, (202-273-3890).
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On July
21, 1964, the Nationa! Labor Relations
Eoard amended its administrative
regulations (539 FR 37157) governing the
standards of conduct and firancial
disclosure requirements of its
employees of the Agency. Mast of those
regulations had been superseded by the
Standards of Ethical Conduct for
Employees of the Executive Branch
lssLjed by the Office of Government
(OGE). The NLRB published the rule to
f‘epeal those portions of the provisions
uat were superseded by the executive
branch-wide standards and to update
cross-references in the current
regulations that continued to be
applicable. Again, on May 5, 1995, the
NLRB published a rule to correct
fm"ndﬂ‘@l'}' instructions 4, and 5, and
?f;adi?r} Instruction 10. (59 FR
e (S)D F}LQISO):J; 21, 1994 amending
-‘-'mendmem::‘?]-' This mls:c:elliganeous
Endate Gds;-r:F:-l-S being published to
£ telerences, and change the
e arters a ¢ i < &
sections from its fnrmefi;?j;ﬁ Z?T;’ 7
PEQGS}'IVania f‘.'-'F_'l";Lie \‘1.11..“ ",.:’ . i \
Sddvess of 1000 1 a5 NW o its curreat
< =t Street NW.

List 2 L
sy of Subjects in 29 CFR Parts 106 and

a
=
a

Administrativ i
‘istrative practice and

Sl el 2 .
Civil nghts; Claims; Equal

employ nertunity; Individuals
with disﬂ i -

Parts 100 and 102 of Title 29 CFR are
amended as follows:

PART 100—ADMINISTRATIVE
REGULATIONS

1. The authority citation for part 100
is revised to read as follows:

Auntherity: Sec. 6, National Labor Relations

Act, as amended (29 U.S.C. 141, 146).

Subpart A is also issued under 5 U.S.C.
7301: 5 U.S.C. app. (Ethics in Government
Act of 1978); E.O. 12674, 3 CFR 1989 Comp..
215, as modified by E.O. 12731, 3 CFR 1830
Comp., p. 306; 5 CFR 2635.105, 2635.403,
2635.802(a), 2635.803; 18 U.5.C. 201 et seq.:
18 U.S.C. 208; 57 FR 56433 (codified at 5
CFR 735).

Subpart B is also issued under the
Inspectar General Act of 1978, as amended
by the Inspector General Act Amendment of
1988, 5 U.S.C. app. 3; 18 U.S.C. 201 et seq.;
5 CFR 735; 42 U.S.C. 2000e-16(a); 29 CFR
1613.2049a) and 29 CFR 1613.216.

Subpart D is also issued under 28 U.S.C.
2672: 28 CFR part 14.

Subpart E is also issued under 29 U.5.C.

794.
§100.502 [Amended]

2.In §100.502, reference
“(§§ 100.601-100.670)" is revised to
read “($§100.501-100.570)".

§100.503 [Amended]
3. In § 100.503, in the definition of
“qualified individual with handicaps™,

in paragraph (4), the reference
“§ 100.640" is revised to read
"§100.540".
§100.549 [Amended]

4.In §100.549, reference '§ 100.150"
is revised to read “§100.550".
§100.550 [Amended]

5.In § 100.550(a)(3) and (b)(2),
reference *'§ 100.650(a)" is revised to
read “§100.550(a)".

§100.560 [Amended]

6. In § 100.560(d) reference
“§100.160" is revised to read
*'§100.560".

PART 102—RULES AND
REGULATIONS, SERIES 8

1. The authority citation for Part 102
continues to read as follows:

Aut*ority: Sec. 6, National Labor Relations

Act, 1= amended (29 U.S.C. 151, 156). Section
102.117 also issued under sec. 552(a)(4)(A) of

the Freedom of Information Act, as amended
{5 U.S.C. 552(a)(4){A)), and section 552a(j)
and (k) of the Privacy Act (5 U.S.C. 552a())
and (k]). Sections 102.143 through 102.155
also issued under sec. 504(c)(1) of the Equal
Access to Justice Act as amended (5 U.S.C.
504(c)(1)).

§102.117 [Amendead]

2.In §102.117(f), (g), and (i) the
address 1717 Pennsylvania Avenue
NW., Washington, DC 20570" is revised
to read 1099 14th Street NW.,
Washington, DC 20570"".

3.1In § 102.117, paragraph (c)(2)(iii)(a),
(5], and (c] is renumbered as paragraph
{c)(2)(ii)(A), (B), and (C).

By direction of the Boart.

National Labor Relations Board,
Tohn I. Toner,
Acting Executive Secretary.
[FR Doc. 95-15352 Filed 6-22-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 7§45-01-M

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY

40 CFR Parts 9 and 63
[AD-FRL-5217-2]
RIN 2060-AE0Q4

National Emission Standards for
Hazardous Air Pcllutants From
Secondary Lead Smelting

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA).
AcTion: Final rule.

sumMaRY: This action promulgates
national emission standards for
hazardous air pollutants (NESHAP) for
pew and existing secondary lead
smelters pursuant to section 112 of the
Clean Air Act (the Act) as amended in
1990. Secondary lead smelters have
been identified by the EPA as significant
emitters of several chemicals identified
in the Act as hazardous air pollutants
(HAP's) including bul not limited to
lead compounds, arsenic compounds,
mﬁ%w Chronic exposure to
arsenic and 1,3-butadiene is associated
with skin, bladder, liver and lung cancer
and other developmental and
reproductive effects. Exposure to lead
compounds results in adverse effects an
the blood, central nervous system and
kidneys, Children are particularly
sensitive and exposure to lead
compounds can also result in reduced
cognitive development and reduced
growth. This rulemaking will affect

secondary lead smelters that use blast,

teverberatory, rotary, or electric_

smelting furnaces to recover lead metal
from scrap lead, primarily from used
lead-acid automotive-type batteries. The
purpose of the final rule is to reduce
HAP emissions from secondary lead
smelting. This rule is estimated ta
reduce emissions, including metal
HAP’s and organic HAF's, by about
1,300 megagrams (1,400 tons) per vear.
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The NESHAP provides protection to the
public by requiring all secondary lead
smelters to meet emission standards
reflecting the application of the
maximum athievable control
technology (MACT). The NESHAP
regulates emissions of lead compounds
and total hydrocarbons [THC's] as
surrogates for metal HAP's and organic
HAP's, respectively. The EPA is also
adding secondary lead smelters that are
area sources to the list of source
categories that are subject to MACT
standards.

EFFECTIVE DATE: June 23, 1995.

ADDRESSES: Docket. Docket No. A-92—
43, containing information considered
by the EPA in development of the
promulgated standards, is available for
public inspection and copying between
8:00 a.m. and 5:30 p.m., Monday
through Friday except for Federal
holidays, at the following address: U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, Air
and Radiation Docket and Information
Center (MC-6102), 401 M Street, SW,
Washington, DC 20460; telephone (202)
260-7548. The docket is located at the
above address in Room M-1500,
Waterside Mall (ground floor). A
reasonable fee may be charged for
copying.
Background Infermation Document. A

background information document (BID)

for the promulgated standards may be vf

obtained from the docket; the U.S. EPA
Library (MD-35), Research Triangle
Park, North Carolina 27711, telephane
(919) 541-2777; or from the National
Technical Information Service, 5285
Port Royal Road, Springfield, Virginia
22161, telephone (703) 487—4650. Please
refer to "“Secondary Lead Smelting—
Background Information for
Promulgated Standards,” (EPA-453/R~
95-008b).

The BID contains a summary of all the
public comments made on the proposed
standards and the EPA’s response to the
comments. It also contains a summary
of the changes made to the standards
since proposal.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Mr.
Phil Mulrine, Metals Group, Emission
Standards Division (MD-13), U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency,
Research Triangle Park, North Carolina
27711; telephone (919) 541-5289.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Judicial Review. Under section
307(b)(1) of the Act, judicial review of
a NESHAP is available only by filing a
petition for review in the U.S. Court of
Appeals for the District of Columbia
Circuit within 60 davs of today’s
publication of this final rule. Under
section 307(b)(2) of the Act, the

requirements that are the subject of
today’s notice may not be challenged
later in civil or criminal proceedings
brought by the EPA to enforce these
requirements.
The information presented in this
preamble is organized as follows:
I. Background
II. Summary
A. Summary of Promulgated Standards
B. Summary of Major Changes Since
Proposal =
C. Summary of Environmental, Energy,
Cost, and Economic Impacts
III. Public Participation
IV. Significant Public Comments and
Responses
A. Adverse Health Effects Finding for Area
Sources
B. Hydrogen Chleride/Chlorine Emission
Standards
C. Metal Hazardous Air Pollutant
Monitoring Requirements
D. Exemption fram Resource Conservation
and Recovery A<t Boiler and Industrial
Furnace Emission Standards
V. Administrative Requirements
A. Docket
B. Executive Order 12866
C. Unfunded Mandates Act
D. Paperwork Reduction Act
E. Regulatory Flexibility Act

1. Background

On July 18, 1992 (57 FR 31576), the
EPA published a list of major and area
“Sources for which NESHAP are to be
promulgated. On December 3, 1993 (58
FR 63341), the EPA published a
schedule for promulgation of those
standards. The secondary lead smelting
source category is included on the list
of major sources and the EPA is
required to establish national emission
standards by May 31, 1995 according to
this schedule. Major sources are those
sources emitting 10 or more tons per
year of any one HAP or 25 or more tons
per year of a combination of HAP’s,

This NESHAP was proposed in the
Federal Register on June 9, 1994 (59 FR
29750). The same notice alsc announced
that the EPA was proposing to add
secondary lead smelters that are area
sources to the list of source categories
that will be subject to national emission
standards. Area sources are those ,
smelters emitting less than 10 tons per
vear of any single HAP and less than 25
tons per year of a combination of HAP’s.
The EPA received 31 letters
commenting on the proposed rule and
proposed area source listing. The EPA
received no requests for a public
hearing. The EPA published a
supplemental notice announcing the
availability of new data regarding the
propased standards for hydrogen
chloride/chlorine (HCI/Cl:) emissions
on April 19, 1995 (60 FR 19556). The

EPA received eight comment letters in
response to the supplemental notice.

II. Summary

A.-Summary of Promulgated Standards

The promulgated rule establishes
standards to limit HAP emissions from
smelting furnaces, refining kettles,
agglomerating furnaces, dryers, and
fugitive dust sources at both major
source and area source secondary lead
smelters. The promulgated rule does not
apply to primary lead smelters, lead
refiners, or lead remelters.

Emission standards promulgated
under section 112 are to be technology-
based and are to reflect the maximum
degree of reduction of HAP emissions
acﬁlevab[e taking into consideration the
cost of achieving the emission -
reduction, any nonair quality health and
environmental impacts and energy
requirements. These standards are
termed MACT standards. Emission

reduction may be accomplished through
application of a variety of measures,
‘methods, or techniques. Emission
standards, however, can be no less
stringent than a minimum baseline or
"oor" for standards set out in the
statute.

For new sources, the standards for a
source category or subcategory cannot
be less stringent than the emission
control that is achieved in practice by
the best controlled similar source. The
standards for existing sources can be
less stringent than standards for new
sources, but they cannot be less
stringent than the average emission
limitation achieved by the best-
performing 12 percent of existing
sources (excluding certain sources
described in section 112(d)(3) of the
Act) for categories and subcategories
with 30 or more sources, or the best-
performing 5 sources for categories and
subcategories with fewer than 30
sources. There are fewer than 30
secondary lead smelters, so the
standards for existing sources are based
on the best-performing 5 sources.

Floor levels of control were
determined for each of the affected
source types under consideration for
regulation. Source types are process
sources, process fugitive sources, and
fugitive dust sources. For process
fugitive sources and fugitive dust
sources, which are similar in character
and emissions potential across all
secondary lead smelters, the entire
population of secondary lead smelters
are considered in determining MACT
floor levels of control. For process
sources, specifically smelting furnaces,
smelters are differentiated and divided
into configurations based on the
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smelting furnace types used at
individual smelters. In all but one case,
floors for existing source MACT and
new source MACT are identified. [n the
one case where existing source MACT is
less stringent than new source MACT,
the determination was made that the
establishment of standards beyond the
existing source floor was unrezsonable.
A complete discussion of the selection
of the MACT and basis of standards for
each source type is presented in the
preamble ta the proposed rule (59 FR
29760; June 9, 1994).

1. Process Emission Sources

Owners and operators of all smelting
furnace types must limit lead compound
emissions, which is a surrcgate for all
metal HAP's, to no more than 2.0
milligrams per dry standard cubic meter
(mg/dscm; 0.00087 grains per dry
standard cubic foot (gr/dscf]). Owners
and operators must limit THC
emissions, which is a surrogate for all
organic HAP's, to varying levels
depending on the smelting furnace tvpe.
No THC limits apply to reverberatory,
rotary, and electric furnaces not
collocated with blast furnaces. .

Owners and operators of collocated
reverberatory and blast furnaces must
comply with a THC limit of 20 parts per
million by volume (ppmv) as propane at
4 percent carbon dioxide (CO2) when
both furnaces are operating. Less
stringent limits apply when the
reverberatory furnace is not operating.
When the reverberatory furnace is not
operating, new blast furnaces collocated
with reverberatory furnaces must
comply with a THC limit of 70 ppmv,
and existing blast furnaces must comply
with a THC limit of 360 ppmv.

Owners and operators of new blast
furnaces located at blast-furnace-only
smelters must comply with a THC limit
of 70 ppmv. Existing blast furnaces
located at blast-furnace-enly smelters
must comply with a THC limit of 360
ppmv. The THC emissions from each
blast furnace charging chute at all
smelters with blast furnaces shall not
exceed 0.20 kilograms per hour (kg/hr;
0.44 pounds per hour {lb/hr)).

Table 2 in the attached regulatory text
summarizes the emission limits for
smelting furnace process sources.

2. Process Fugitive Emission Sources

Owners and operators must comply
Wwith either of two process fugitive
€Mmission control options. Each process
fugitive emission source must be
controlled either by an enciosure-tvpe
hoo;i that is ventilated to a contral
device or must be fully enclosed within
a containment building (within the
meaning of 40 CFR part 265, subpart

DDj that is ventilated to a control
device. Lead compound emissions, as a
surrogate for all metal HAP's, from each
hood or building contral device are
limited to 2.0 mg/dscm (0.00087 gr/
dscf).

Refining kettle enclosure hoods must
have a minimum air velocity into all
hood openings (i.e., face velocity) of 75
meters per minute (m/min; 250 feet per
minute (fpm)), and the enclosure hoods
over drying kiln transition pieces must
have a minimum face velocity of 110 m/
min (350 fpm). All other process
fugitive emission sources (charging
peints, lead and slag taps, and
agglomerating furnaces) with an
enclosure hood must have a minimum
face velocity of 60 m/min {300 fpm). If
a ventilated building is used to control
process fugitive sources, then it must
have a minimum air velocity into the
building through all openings of 75 m/
min (250 fpm).

Table 3 in the attached regulatory text
summarizes the requirements for
process fugitive emission sources.

3. Fugitive Dust Sources

Fugitive dust emissions must be
controlled by the measures specified in
a standard operating procedures (SOP)
manual. The SOP must be developed by
the owner or aperator of each smelter
and submitted to the Administrator for
approval. The SOP must describe the
measures that will be used to control
fugitive dust emissions from plant
roadways: the battery breaking area; the
furnace, refining, and casting areas; and
the materials storage and handling
areas. Acceptable control measures
include either a total enclosure of the
fugitive dust source and ventilation of
the enclosure to a control device, or a
combination of partial enclosures, wet
suppression, and pavement cleaning.
Lead compound emissions, as a
surrogate for all metal HAF's, from
enclosure control devices must be
limited to 2.0 mg/dscm (0.00087 gr/
dscf).

4. Compliance Dates

Compliance for existing sources must
be achieved no later than June 23, 1997,
or upon startup for new or reconstructed
sources.

5. Compliance Test Methods

Compliance with the emission limits
for lead compounds shall be determined
according to EPA Reference Method 12
(40 CFR part 60, appendix A).
Compliance with the THC emission
limsits shall be determined according to
EPA Reference Method 25A (40 CFR
part 60, appendix A). Concentrations of
THC shall be reported in ppmv, as

propane, corrected to 4 percent CO: to
carrect for dilution. Sampling point
locations shall be determined according
to EPA Reference Method 1, and stack
gas conditions shall be determined, as
appropriate, according to EPA Reference
Methods 2, 3, 3B, and 4 (40 CFR part 60,
appendix A).

6. Monitoring Requirements

The rule requires an initial lead
compound emission test to demonstrate
compliance with the lead compound
emission standards. All owners and
operators must also prepare SOP
manuals for the systematic inspection
and maintenance of all baghouses. Each
manual shall also include provisiens for
the diagnosis of problems and a
corrective action plan. In addition, all
baghouses are required to have bag leak
detection systems with alarms to
indicate bag leaks or other causes of
increased emissions. Plans for corrective
action must prescribe procedures to be
followed whenever an alarm is
triggered.

Compliance with the THC emission
standards (except that for blast furnace
charging) will require monitoring either
afterburner or incinerator temperature
or THC concentration. Only an initial
compliance test is required for blast
furnace charging.

7. Notification Requirements

The owner or aperator will be
required to comply with the natification
requirements in the General Provisions
to part 63 (40 CFR part 60, subpart A).
In addition, owners and operators will
be required to submit the fugitive dust
control SOP and the baghouse SOF to
the Administrator for review and
approval.

8. Recordkeeping and Reporting
Requirements

Owners and operators will be
required to comply with the
recordkeeping and reporting
requirements in the General Provisions
to part 63 (40 CFR part 63, subpart A).
In addition, the owners and operators
will be required to maintain records
demonstrating that they have
implemented the requirements of the
fugitive dust control SOP and the
baghouse SOP, including records of all
bag leak detection system alarms and
corrective actions.

B. Summary of Major Changes Made
Since Proposal

Based on public comments received
in response to both the initial notice of
proposal and the supplemental notice,
and other data received since proposal,
the EPA has made several changes to the
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proposed rule. The BID referred to in
~ the ADDRESSES section of this preamble
- contains a complete explanation of the

EPA’s reasons for making each of these -

"changes. A summary of the major
" changes is presented below.

1. Appllcablhty

" The applicability of the rule was
_ clarified by adding a statement that the
rule does not apply to primary lead
smelters, lead reﬁners and lead
remelters.

2 Standards' for Process Sources -

The THC emission limits for blast -
- furnaces collocated with reverberatory.
furnaces were revised to account for

perlods when the reverberatory furnace :

.

_is not operating.
. When the reverberatory furnace is not
- operating, these blast-furnaces will be -

allowed to meet the same THC limits as-

new and existing blast furnaces located
-at blast-furnace-only smelters (70 ppmv
and 360 ppmv, respectively). The
proposed standards required that
'reverberatory/blast furnace facilities -
‘meet a THC emission limit of 20 ppmv’
at all times. The proposed HCl/Cl,
emission standards (and associated.
testing and monitoring requirements) -
are not being promulgated.

3. Standards for Process Fugmve
Sources

The ventilation requlrements for

hoods have been modified; the

" volumetric flow rate requirement for

-refining kettle hoods has been .
withdrawn and the face velocity
requirements for furnace charging and
tapping have been lowered from 110 m/
min (350 fpm) to 90 m/min (300 fpm).
A provision has been added that will

- allow owners and operators to control
process fugitive emission sources by
enclosing them in a building that is
ventilated to a control device, rather .
than having to comply with the -
enclosure hood and face velocity

" requirements at each emission source.

4. Test Methods and Schedule

The annual lead test has been
withdrawn for all sources; only an
initial lead test is now required.
Velometers (anemometers) have been
added as an alternate method for
determining face velocities for process
fugitive hoods and building doorways

5. Monitoring Requ1rements

The proposed rule would have
required a continuous opacity monitor
(COM) and a site-specific opacity limit .
for monitoring lead compound
emissions from process sources. These
requirements have been withdrawn.

Rather than install and operate a COM,
each owner or operator must now

- prepare a baghouse SOP manual that

includes an inspection and maintenance
procedure and a corrective action plan
for all process, process fugitive, and
fugitive dust baghouses. Each baghouse
must also be fitted with a bag leak
detection system with an alarm to
.monitor baghouse performance. An

" alarm signal by itself is not considered

to be a violation of the lead compound
emission limit. To maintain compliance,
the owner or operator must follow the
inspection and maintenance procedure -

- and comply with the requirements of -

the corrective action plan whenever an

- alarm is activated..

There has been no change to the
organic HAP monitoring requirements.
‘The proposed HCI/Cl, monitoring -
‘requirements have been withdrawn.v

- 6. Recordkeeplng and Repomng
Requirements -

The recordkeepmg and reportlng ;
requirements have been revised so they. -
are consistent with the baghouse SOP’
manual in the revised monitoring
requirements. Owners and operators

also will be required to record the date - .. °
. and time of all bag leak detection system
alarm signals, their cause, the corrective"

action taken;"and the timing for such
action. :
The requrrements for THC

" recordkeeping and reporting have been

clarified so that only the 3-hour .
averages that are not in compliance with

" the allowable afterburner or incinerator

temperature, or THC concentration must
be reported, rather than all 3-hour
averages for the entire reporting period.
The recordkeeping and reporting
requirements associated with the HCl/
Cl; emission standards have been_
withdrawn. Finally, the reporting
frequency has been changed to be
consistent with the requirements under
§63.10 of the General Provisions.

C. Summary of Environmental, Health,
Cost, and Economic Impacts

" The final standards will reduce total

" nationwide emissions of both metal

HAP's and organic HAP’s from .
secondary lead smelters by 1,283
megagrams per year (Mg/yr) (1,411 tons/
yr). These reductions include 53 Mg/yr
{58 tons/yr) of metal HAP's and 1,230
Mg/yr (1,353 tons/yr) of organic HAP's.
No reductions in HCI/Cl; emissions are
expected as a direct consequence of the
final rule because of the deletion of HCl/
Cl; emission standards since proposal.
However, emissions of HCI/Cl, are

expected to be essentially eliminated in

any case because of the elimination of
polyvinyl chloride {PVC) plastic as a.

. separator material in batteries. The

rationale for not promulgating HCI/Cl;
emission standards is explained in
section IV(B} of this preamble.

These emission reductions will have
a positive effect on public health. Metal

* HAP emissions from secondary lead

smelting include lead compounds and
arsenic compounds, among others.

" Populations around secondary lead
smelters can be exposed to metal HAP’s
-"through inhalation or through ingestion

of metal HAP’s that have settled on the

- soil in the vicinity of the smelter. -

Exposure to lead compounds occurs -

. through inhalation or ingestion, but the

effects are the same regardless of the

- route of exposure. Chronic exposure to
" lead compounds results in adverse
. effects on the blood, central nervous

system; blood pressure, kidneys, and. .
vitamin D metabolism. Children are.

v partxcularly sensitive and exposure can

also result in reduced cognitive. .
development and reduced growth.

Adverse effects on human reproduction’

have also been reported. Lead .~

“compounds can be persistent in the

environment and have the potential to
accumulate in food chains. :
.Chronic inhalation exposure to
arsenic compounds is strongly
associated with lung cancer and is

- associated with irritation of the skin and

mucous membranes (dermatitis,.
conjunctivitis, pharyngitis, and rhinitis).
Chronic oral exposure has resulted in - -
gastrointestinal effects, anemia,
peripheral nerve damage, skin lesions,
and liver or kidney damage and is-
linked to skin, bladder, liver, and lung
cancer. .
Organic HAP emissions from
secondary lead smelting include 1,3-

. butadiene, among other organic

compounds. The effects of chronic -
exposure to 1,3-butadiene include
increased cardiovascular disease.
Animal studies of chronic exposure to
1,3-butadiene indicate effects on
respiratory and cardiovascular systems
and the liver, as well as developmental
and reproductive effects: Animal studies
have also reported tumors from
inhalation exposure to 1,3-butadiene

- and the EPA has classified 1,3-

butadigne as a probable human
carcinogen.

In addition to the reductions in HAP
air emissions achieved, the final
standards will also achieve reductions
in nationwide emissions of two criteria
polliutants, carbon monoxide and ~
particulate matter. Compliance with the
final standards will reduce emissions of
particulate matter by 135 Mg/yr (149
tons/yr) and those of carbon monoxide
by 80,000 Mg/yr (88,000 tons/yr). '
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No significant adverse secondary air,
water, or solid waste impacts are
anticipated from these standards. The
national annual energy usage due to the
installation of the required control
devices is expected to be 5.0 million
cubic meters per year (180 million cubic
feet per year) of natural gas to operate
afterburners on blast furnaces and
reverberatory/blast furnace smelters.
‘The natural gas consumption estimated
at proposal was 3.7 million cubic meters
(130 million cubic feet per year). The
increase since proposal is due to a
revised analysis of the control
equipment and amount of natural gas
needed to perform gas stream blending
to control organic HAP emissions from
reverberatory/blast furnace smelters. No
other notable eriergy impacts are
expected. -

The implementation of this regulation
is expected to result in a national
annual cost of $2.8 million. This
includes an annualized cost from
installation of control devices of $1.86
million and total monitoring, reporting,
and recordkeeping costs of $0.93
million. At proposal, the estimated
national costs were $2.6 million per
year. The annualized control costs were
estimated to be $890,000 and the annual
costs for monitoring, recordkeeping, and
reporting were $1.7 million, The
annualized control costs have increased
since proposal because the cost estimate
to control organic HAP emissions from
reverberatory/blast furnace smelters was
revised in response to public comments.
The annual monitoring, recordkeeping,
and reporting costs have decreased -~ -
since proposal because the HCI/Cl,
monitoring requirements have been
withdrawn and the final metal HAP

. Monijtoring requirements involve fewer

emission tests and less expensive
Monitoring devices than at proposal.’
The economic impact analysis done at
" Proposal showed that the economic,
impacts from the proposed standard
would be insignificant. The economic
Impact analysis was not revised for
Promulgation because the relatively
small increase in costs is not expected
to have any effect on the conclusions of
€ economic impact analysis.

L Public Participation

On November 17,1992, the EPA
Presented the National Air Pollution

* ~ontrol Techniques Advisory
Ommittee with an overview of the

“A's decision to regulate surrogates in
placzj of regulating individual metal
HAP's and organic HAP’s. -

Prior to proposal of the standards,
Owners and operators of secondary lead
_ Smelters were invited by the EPA to
participate in a meeting to discuss the

results of the EPA’s secondary lead
smelter testing program as well as the
standards being evaluated for proposal.
This meeting was held on October 5, .
1993. The comments submitted
following this meeting were
incorporated into the proposed rule.

The standards were proposed and
published in the Federal Register on
June 9, 1994 (59 FR 29750). The
preamble to the proposed standards
discussed the availability of the BID,
which described-the technical basis and
the impacts of the proposed standards.
Public comments were solicited at the
time of progosal.

To provide interested persons the
opportunity for oral presentation of
data, views, or arguments concerning
the proposed standards, the opportunity
for a public hearing was offered at
proposal; however, no requests for a
hearing were received. The public

. comment period was from June 9, 1994

to August 8, 1994. Thirty-one comment
letters were received. A supplemental
‘notice was published on April 19, 1995
(60 FR 19556) and eight comment letters
were received. The comments were
_carefuliy considered by the
Administrator in formulating the final
- tule. : :

Iv. Signiﬁcént Comments and
Responses a ’

" " The EPA received comment letters on
the proposed standards from owners
and operators of secondary lead
smelters and industry trade
associations, States, equipment vendors,
and environmental groups.-A detailed
discussion of all the comments and the
EPA’s responses can be found in the
promulgation BID, which is referenced
in the ADDRESSES section of this
preamble. The summary of comments

and responses in the BID serves as the . -

basis for the revisions that have been -
made to the standards between proposal
and promulgation. Most of the comment
letters contained multiple comments.
Significant comments and new
information were received on four
topics since proposal: the area source
finding, the standards for process
sources (especially those proposed for
HCI/Cl, emissions), the monitoring
requirements for metal HAP’s, and the
exemption from the Resource R
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA
boiler and industrial furnace (BIF)
emission standards. These comments
and the EPA's responses are
summarized in this preamble.

A. Adverse Health Effects Finding for
-Area Sources - :

Six commenters agreed with the

EPA’s finding that smelters that are area

sources (i.e., those with emissions of
less than 10 tons per year of any one
HAP or 25 tons per year of a :
combination of HAP’s) should be listed
as sources subject to section 112
standards and should be subject to the
same regulations as smelters that are
major sources. Seven commenters
disagreed with the EPA’s decision to
regulate area sources; three of the seven
argued that the risks are insufficient to
warrant regulation under MACT,
standards. After considering all
comments on the subject, the EPA 3
continues to believe that area sources
should be regulated under MACT
standards and i3, therefore, maintaining
its decision to regulate secondary lead
smelters that are area sources under this
final action. ’ T
The decision to list area source

.. smelters to regulate them under the

same standards as major source smelters
is based on the cancer risks from
secondary lead smelter emissions and
noncancer health risks posed by lead
compound emissions. The estimated
annual cancer incidence is 0.1 cases for
all seven smelters predicted to be area
sources. This cancer incidence is due’
primarily to exposure to 1,3-butadiene
and arsenic. The maximum exposed
individual has a cancer risk of 1 in
1,000 and 560,000 individuals are .
estimated to be exposed to a risk greater
than 1 in 1 million. '
Section 112(c)(3) of the Act does not
offer a “bright line” test for the EPA to

* use in making an area source finding.

Instead, the EPA believes that it has .
discretion to consider a range of health
effects endpoints and exposure criteria
in making the requisite finding of a ‘
threat of adverse effects to health or the
_environment. In making area source
listing determinations, the EPA strives
to provide maximun feasible protection
against risks to health from HAP’s by:
(1) Protecting the greatest number of
persons possible to an individual -
lifetime cancer risk level of no higher
than approximately 1 in 1 million and.
(2) limiting to no more than 1 in 10,000
the estimated cancer risk to the
hypothetical maximum exposed
individual. The estimated cancer risks
presented by area source smelters are
consistent with those supporting similar
EPA decisions to regulate other -
-categories of area sources and with the

. EPA’s strategy to implement section 112
- (57 FR 31576, July 16, 1992).

Exposure to lead compounds is also a
concern. It is estimated that 250
individuals in the vicinity of area source
smelters are exposed to ambient lead
levels above the national ambient air
quality standard (NAAQS) for lead of
1.5 micrograms per cubic meter (ug/m3).
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Emissions that result in ambient lead
concentrations below the NAAQS are
also troubling: Ambient lead levels,
particularly in urban areas, may already
represent a substantial portion of the.
lead NAAQS (56 FR 7167, February 21,
1991; 52 FR 16994, May 6, 1987)
(existing substantial ambient
concentrations of lead justify lowering
permissible air emissions for lead from
boilers and industrial furnaces burning
hazardous waste). Estimates indicate
that 300 individuals may be exposed to
ambient lead levels above 1.0 pg/m3

- (two-thirds the current NAAQS) and-
1500 individuals may be exposed to
levels above 0.5 pg/m3 (one-third the-
current NAAQS) due to the area source
smelters. Finally, recent scientific - -
information suggests that lead blood
levels in children lower than previously

" thought may cause adverse health
effects (56 FR 7167, February 21, 1991;
56 FR 26469, June 7, 1991) (establishing
standards for lead in drinking water).

‘Lead is also persistent in the

“environment and individuals,
particularly children, can be exposed
through pathways other than inhalation.
The sites of two former smelters have
required Federal cleanup action under °
the Comprehensive-Environmental
Response, Compensation, and Liability
Act, also known as “Superfund.” Both
sites were contaminated by lead
deposition onto surrounding soil.
Deposition at these sites was caused by
the same types of air emission sources
that will be regulated by this rule.

In short, the EPA finds that secondary
lead smelter area sources pose potential
adverse human health and
environmental threats that justify listing
under section 112(c)(3). The Agency
further finds that MACT standards are -
the most appropriate for these sources.

The EPA considers the cost impacts of
the final rule, includirig the regulation
of area source smelters by MACT
standards, to be reasonable. The
pollutants being regulated are especially
toxic, warranting heightened control.
(cf. S. Rept. 228, 101st Cong., 1st sess:,
173.) The overall cost-effectiveness of
the rule will be about $1,400 per Mg
($1,300 per ton) of HAP reduced. The
EPA’s decision to regulate both major -
and area sources by the same standards
also eliminates the potential for adverse’

" effects on competition within the
industry.

Finally, the EPA believes that
regulating all smelters under the same
regulations is consistent with the

» Agency's responsibilities for achieving
environmental justice under Executive
Order (E.O.) No. 12898. Historically,
some secondary lead smelters have had -
adverse impacts on communities that

are disproportionately represented by
minority and lower income populations.,
Some area source smelters are currently
located in communities that are
disproportionately represented by

_minority and lower income populations.

Therefore, the EPA believes that
regulating all smelters under MACT
standards addresses the ob]ectlves of
E.O. 12898. .

B. Hydrogen Chlonde/Chlorme
Emission Standards

The proposed rule contained emission

. standards and monitoring requirements -

to control HCl and Cl; emissions from
all furnace types. Hydrogen chloride
and Cl, are formed from the combustion
of PVC plastic separators that are found
in some used lead-acid batteries. The
only significant source of HCI/Cl,

_ emissions is from feedstock materials

containing PVC. At proposal, the EPA

believed that many used lead-acid -~ -

batteries contained PVC separators.
Based on the results of tests at several

. smelters, the EPA predicted at proposal

that the addition of soda ash or
limestone fluxing agents to the feed

material could achieve the same level of .

HCI/C], control as an acid gas scrubber,.

" but at a much lower cost. The proposed

emission standards and monitoring )
requirements and the estimated cost .
impacts were based on the use of
fluxing agents.

Several comments were recelved
stating that the feasibility of fluxing as
a control may be overstated and
scrubbers may be necessary in many
cases. Several commenters also asserted
that the proposed HCI/Cl, emission
standards are not needed because PVC
is no longer used as a separator material.
Information obtained by the EPA since

proposal confirms that PVC is no longer -

used as a separator material and the .
proportion of spent batteries with PVC
is expected to decline as these batteries
are removed from service and recycled
(Docket Item IV-D—-34). In 1990, about 1
percent of scrap batteries processed at
lead smelters contained PVC separators.
In 1994, less than 0.1 percent of scrap
batteries contain PVC. The EPA predicts

that by the time existing smelters must

demonstrate compliance with these

“'standards in 1997, batteries containing

PVC will only be present in the scrap
battery inventory in trace amounts,
resulting, at most, in only trivial
amounts of HCl or Cl; air emissions.
Data provided to the EPA since
proposal also indicates that the EPA
may have overstated the feasibility of

fluxing as a control option. At the blast

furnace tested by the EPA, powdered
fluxing agents were mixed with flue
dust in a briquetting machine and the

briquettes were then charged to the
furnace. This smelter is the only facility
handling flux and flue dust in this
manner. After proposal, the operators of
a blast-furnace-only sinelter that
recycled agglomerated flue dust
sponsored an HCI testing program in
which additional flux was added to the
furnace separately in the form of
crushed limestone. The test results -
obtained show that additional fluxing in
this manner achieved no incremental

" reduction in HCI emissions. A

reevaluation of the fluxing issue

‘suggests that flux material must be

mixed with the flue dust, for example

through briquetting, to achieve effective

HCI/Cl, control. Mixing powdered flux

- and the flue dust is necessary to achieve

a close physical association to promote
the chemical reactions that prevent HCl

"and Cl, emissions.

If HCI/Cl, control were stlll requlred
by the rule, those smelters that do not
currently operate a scrubber or combine
flue dust with flux before charging them

. to the furnace would need to install and
operate a scrubber or reconfigure the . -

flue dust handling and flux delivery

.system. The cost impacts of the

proposed HCl/Cl; emission standards,

" therefore, would be substantially greater

than those estimated at proposal.

. However; as noted above, the EPA

predicts that secondary lead smelters
will no longer be-sources of HCl or Clz .

- emissions when the rule takes efiect.
For that reason, the EPA is withdrawing -

the proposed HCI/Cl, emission
standards and associated monitoring

-requirements.

Six commenters agreed with the
EPA’s decision to withdraw the HCI/Cl,
emission standards and associated -
monitoring requirements for this rule.
Two commenters disagreed with EPA’s
decision to withdraw the HCl/Cl,

- emission standards. One argued that

lead-contaminated personal protective
equipment (PPE) that is disposed of in
the smelting furnaces could be a source
of PVC in addition to battery separators.
The other commenter argued for
temporary HCI/Cl, emission standards
for a minimum of 3 to 5 years to confirm
that HCI/Cl; emissions have been -
reduced. _

Data provided by a smelter operator
indicate that less than one ton per vear
of lead-contaminated PPE is disposed of
in the smelting furnace of a large
smelter. Only a fraction of PPE is PVC
and only a fraction of PVC is chlorine
(Docket Item IV-D—47). Therefore, the
potential HCI/CI; emissions attributed

. to PPE dispcsal is minimal. A worse

case estimate of HCl/Cl; emissions due
to PPE disposal indicates maximum

| g
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emissions on the order of a few hundred
pounds per year.

In regard to the issuance of temporary
standards, pending confirmation that
HCI/Cl; emissions have been reduced,
the EPA acknowledges that such an
action would be prudent if the predicted
decline in PVC was uncertain. However,
the EPA is reasonably confident that the
predicted decline in PVC separators in
secondary lead smelter feedstock will
continue and PVC will be present in
only trace quantities by the 1997
effective date of this rule. Therefore, it
is EPA’s judgement that a temporary
HCI/Cl, emission standard is
unnecessary. '

After considering all comments, the
EPA believes the HCI/Cl; emission
standards and associated monitoring -
_requirements should be deleted from the
rule,

C. Metal Hazardous Air Pollutant i
Monitoring Requirements :

The proposed rule would have
required each smelter to install and
operate a COM and establish a site-
specific opacity limit during the initial
lead compound compliance test for
.Process sources. Exceeding this opacity
limit would have constituted a violation
of the lead compound emission” |
standard. For process fugitive and
fugitive dust sources, the proposed rule
required an annual Jead test and a
- baghouse inspection and maintenance

_ plan. ) .

The EPA received many comments
: that. Presented technical arguments -

. 2gainst the proposed metal HAP
monitoring requirements. Several
commenters argued that there is a poor
correlation among lead, particulate
matter, and opacity at low grain
loadnpgs. Therefore, the argument goes,
©OPacity cannot be used as a reliablé
.i‘.’?"gi}le to indicate compliance with a

Umerical lead emission limit. Other -

U

B

o

echnologies ar

dnfl cost effective than COM's for
: e.egxrlxg broken bags in baghouses, .
Partcularly bag leak detection systems

ng @x;l}?qelectric or light gcattering

ad‘Baah.?a(i_v::ln‘t.hese comments and

onfoa information collected from
Ww_d?ﬁl?tghequlpment vendors since

al, 'loeriEPA has' revised the metal

monitori 8 requirements, The final
Jloning provisions require an SOP
Mbgg_l}gg__gg(m;pection and
- maintenance that includes a bag leak

ection system with an alarm a

on system i nda-
Lorective action plan for responding to
ﬂhﬂn& - '€ Same monitoring :
Fea 1ents will apply to all metal

"Fﬂ?s'on, sources that are

commenters recommended that other *
e more reliable, accurate, -

controlled by baghouses (i.e., process,
process fugitive; and fugitive dust
sources). :

The bag leak detection system must be
fully operational prior to the initial lead
compliance test. However, the detection
system will not be used to monitor
compliance with the numerical lead

_emission limit; it will be used to
“monitor baghouse performance and

operating conditions to indicate
baghouse failures. :

The EPA agrees that COM’s cannot be
used to monitor compliance with a
numerical lead compound emission
limit applicable to secondary lead
smelting. Instead, the EPA has
determined that compliance can be
demonstrated and ensured through
well-specified operation and
maintenance procedures as delineated
in this final rule. '

D. Exemption From Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act Boiler
and Industrial Furnace Emission '
Standards '

The EPA proposed to continue the
exemption (40 CFR 266.100(c)) for
RCRA regulation of air emissions from
secondary lead smelters burning

-hazardous wastes solely for metal
* recovery. All commenters agreed that

this is an appropriate approach. As the
EPA stated at proposal, this exemption
is temporary and permanent resolution
can be made at the time of the section”
112(f) residual risk determination.

V. Administrative Reqhiremeﬁls -

" A. Docket

“ The docket is an organized and
complete file of all the information
considered by the EPA in the | g
development of this rulemaking. The
docket is a dynamic file, since material
is added throughout the rulemaking
development. The docket system is -
intended to allow members of the public
and affected industries to readily .
identify and locate documents so that
they can effectively participate in the

" rulemaking process. Along with the

BID's and preambles to the proposed
and promulgated standards, the
contents of the docket will serve as the
official record in case of judicial review

- (section 307(d)(7)(A) of the Act).

B. Executive Order 12866
The Agency must determine whether

- a regulatory action is “significant” and

therefore subject to OMB review and the
requirements of the E.O. 12866, (58 FR
51735, October 4, 1993). The Executive
Order defines “significant regulatory
action” as one that is likely to result in
a rule that may:

(1) Have an annual effect on the
economy -of $100 million or more or
adversely affect in a material way the
economy, a sector of the economy,
productivity, competition, jobs, the -
environment, public health or safety, or
State, local, or tribal governments or

_communities; .

(2) Create a serious inconsistency or

- otherwise interfere with an action taken

or planned by another agency;

@) Materially alter the buc{getary
impact of entitlements, grants, user fees,
or loan programs, or the rights and
obligations of recipients thereof; or

(4] Raise novel legal or policy issues
arising out of legal mandates, the
President’s priorities, or the principles
set forth in the Executive Order.

The EPA has submitted this action to
OMB for review. Changes made in
response to OMB suggestions or.
recommendations have been .
documented in Docket A-92—43 (see the -

- ADDRESSES section of this preamble).
" C. Unfunded Mandates Act

Section 202 of the Unfunded
Mandates Reform Act of 1995
(*Unfunded Mandates Act”) requires

" that the Agency prepare a budgetary

impact statement before promulgating a
rule that includes a Federal mandate

that may result in expenditure by State, .
local, and tribal governments, in
aggregate, or by the private sector, of
$100 million or more in any 1 year.
Section .203.requires the Agency to i
establish a plan for obtaining input from
and informing, educating, and advising
any small governments that may be -
significantly or uniquely affected by the
rule. - R
" Under section 205 of the Unfunded
Mandates Act, the Agency must identify
and consider a reasonable number of -
regulatory alternatives before -

" promulgating a rule for which a

budgetary impact statement must be
prepared. The Agency must select from
those alternatives the least costly, most

_ cost-effective, or least burdensome

alternative that achieves the objectives
of the rule, unless the Agency explains
why this alternative is not selected or
the selection of this alternative is '

inconsistent with law. . . .

. Because this final rule is estimated to
result in the expenditure by State, local,
and tribal governments or the private
sector of significantly less than $100

- million in any 1 year, the Agency has

not prepared a budgetary impact
statement or specifically addressed the
selection of the least costly, most cost-
effective, or least burdensome

. alternative. Because small governments

will not be significantly or uniquely
affected by this rule, the Agency is not
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'requlred to develop a plan w1th regard
to small governments.

. ',.D. Paperwork Reduction Act

- Information collection requirements
associated with this regulation (those
included in 40 CFR part 63, subpart A
and subpart X) have been approved by
the Office of Management and Budget
(OMB) under the provisions of the
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980, 44
“U.S.C. 3501 et seq., and have been
_assigned OMB control number 2060— -
0296. An Information Collection -’
Request (ICR) document has been )
- prepared by the EPA (ICR No. 1686.02) -
to reflect the revised information
_ requirements of the final rule and has
- been submitted to OMB for review. A
copy may be obtained from Sandy .
Farmer, Information Policy Branch, 401
M Street, SW. (2136), Washington, DC
20460, or by calling (202) 260-2740.
The annual industry recordkeeping
and reporting burden and costs averaged
" over the first 3 years for secondary lead
smelters are 11,300 hours and $452,000
per year. This collection of information
is estimated to have an annual
-government recordkeeping and

over the first 3 years. These burden’
estimates include time for reviewing
instructions, searching existing data
. sources, gathering and maintaining the *.
data rieeded, and completing-and

- Send comments regarding the burden
estimate or any other aspects of this
collection of information, including
suggestions for reducing this burden to
Chief, Information Policy Branch {EPA
2136); U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, 401 M Street, SW., Washington,
DC 20460; and to the Office of

“Information and Regulatory Affairs,
Office of Management and Budget,
Washington, DC 20503, marked
“Attention: Desk Officer for the EPA.”

E. Regulatory Flexibility Act

The Regulatory Flexibility Act (or
RFA, Public Law 96-354, September 19,
1980) requires Federal agencies to give
special consideration to the impact of
regulation on small businesses. The
RFA specifies that a regulatory
flexibility analysis must be prepared if
_ ascreening analysis indicates a

regulation will have a significant -
economic impact on a substantial -
number of small entities. For this )
industry, a small entity is defined as one
with 500 or fewer employees A
“substantial number’ ‘of small entities is

generally considered to be more than 20
percent of the small entities in the
-affected industry.

. unavoidable. All of the small entities
-impacted are major sources of HAP’s for

- which the EPA is required to adopt-

. - . MACT standards. Consequently, the
reporting burden averaging 1,600 hours -

- equivalent levels of control. The EPA

"Reporting and recordkeeping

Regulatory impacts are considered
sxgmﬁcant if:

{1} Annual compliance costs increase
total costs of productlon by more than
5 percent;

{2) Annual compllance costs as a )
percent of sales are at least 20 percent .
higher for small entities; .

% 3) Capital cost of compliance
represents a significant portion of '
ca}:ﬂtal available to small entities; or

4) The requirements of the regulation

. are likely to result in closures of small

entltles

The results of the economic
assessment performed at proposal
served as the regulatory flexibility -
analysis and indicated that the rule will
have an economic impact on small

" business entities. The assessment has

not been updated because the impacts- -
on the small entities have not increased
since proposal. However, adverse - - -
economic impacts have been minimized
to the greatest extent possible in this
rulemaking, and those that remain are

that are currently operating and that are -

economic impacts cannot be minimized

. by promulgating less stringent standards
-based on generally achievable control

technology (GACT). The final standards
are based on MACT floor controls, and

ane ! ! . inno'instance did the EPA establish .
reviewing the collection of information. -

standards based on controls more
stringent than the floor. The EPA was

. also able to identify alternatives to add-.

on controls (e.g., work practice controls)
in theeMACT floors that offered

has minimized the impacts associated
with monitoring by adopting a surrogate
pollutant approach and by allowing for

- alternative monitoring strategies when |

available. The impacts on all entities
have been reduced since proposal by.
withdrawing the HCI/Cl; emission

- standards and by revising the metal

HAP monitoring requirements. Finally,
the EPA has minimized the impacts
associated with recordkeeping and.
reporting by promulgating only the.
minimum requirements needed to
document continuous compliance with
the emission limits. .

List of Subjects
40 CFR Part 9

Environmental protection, Reporting
and recordkeeping requirements.

40 CFR Part 63

Air pollution control, Hazar dous
substances, Incorporation by reference,

requirements, Secondary lead smelters.

. 63.550

Dated: May 31, 1995.
Carol M. Browner,
Administrator.

For the reasons set out in the .
‘preamble, title 40, chapter I, of the Code
of Federal Regulatxons is amended as
follows:

PARTg—{AMENDEDi

- 1. The authority citation for part9
continues to read as follows:

Authonty. 7 U.S.C. 135 et seq., 136-136y;
15 U.S.C. 2001, 2003, 2005, 2006, 2601-2671;
21 U.S.C. 331j, 3464, 348; 31 U.S.C. 9701; 33
U.S.C. 1251 et seq., 1311, 1313d, 1314, 1321,
1326, 1330, 1344, 1345 (d) and (e), 1361; E.O.
11735, 38 FR 21243, 3 CFR, 1971-1975 |
Comp. p. 973; 42 U.S.C. 241, 242b, 243, 246,
300f, 300g, 300g~1, 300g—-2, 300g-3, 300g—4,
300g-5, 300g—6, 300j-1, 300j-2, 300j-3, 300j~

. 4, 300j—9, 1857 et seq., 6901-6992k, 7401
| 76714, 7542, 9601-9657, 11023, 11048.

2. Section 9.1 is amended by addmg

 anew entry to the table under the
. indicated headmg to read as follows

§9. 1 omB approvals under the Paperwork

"Reduction Act.

* ‘% L * -%

40 CFR citation ' OMB_ control No.

. . . . .

National Emission Standards for Hazardous
Air Pollutants for Source Categories 3.

63.548-63.550 20600296

.« . . . I

3The ICRs referenced in this section of the

. Table encompass the ap thcable general provi-

R part 63, subpart A, .
which _are not independent mformatlon collec-
tion requuements

sions contained in 40 C

PART 63—[AMENDED]

1. The authority citation for part 63
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 42 U.S.C. 7401 et seq.
2. Part 63 is amended by adding

" subpart X to read as follows:-

Subbért X—National Emission Standards
for Hazardous Air Pollutants From

" Secondary Lead Smelting

Sec.

“63.541 Appllcabllxty

63.542 ‘Definitions.
63.543 Standards for process sources.

. 63.544 Standards for process fugitive

sources. -
63.545 Standards for fugitive dust sources.
63.546 Compliance dates.
63.547 Test methods. ,
63.548 - Monitoring requirements.
63.549 Notification requirements.
Recordkeeping and reporting
requirements. -

i
!
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SUBPART X—NATIONAL EMISSION
STANDARDS FOR HAZARDOUS AIR -
POLLUTANTS FROM SECONDARY
LEAD SMELTING

§63.541 Applicability.

(a) The provisions of this subpart
-apply to the following affected sources
at all secondary lead smelters: blast,

. reverberatory, rotary, and electric
smelting furnaces; refining kettles;
ageclomerating furnaces; dryers; process
fugitive sources: and fugitive dust .
sources. The provisions of this subpart
do not applyto primary lead smelters,.
lead refiners, or lead remelters.

{b) Table 1 of this subpart specifies
the provisions of subpart A that apply
and those that do not apply to owners .~
and operators of secondary lead
smelters subject to this subpart.

TABLE 1.—GENERAL PROVISIONS
APPLICABILITY TO SUBPART X

" Applies
Reference to sub- “Comment
. part X ’
| Yes.
Yes.
Yes.
Yes.
Yes.
5”-s 6 {a), (b), {c), | Yes.
{e), (). (a). ()
and (j). .
53.6 (d) and (h) | No. No opacity limits
. in rule.
63.7 e Yes. '
(X N Yes. .
63.9 (a), (b), (c), | Yes. -
(d). (e), (@), : :
(h)(1-3),
(h)(5-6), and |
(i)-
63.8 (f) and No. No opacity or -
“(h)(a). visible emis-
. sion limits in
subpart X.
€3.10 .. Yes. e
83.11 No. Flares will not
be used to
comply with
the emission
: limits.
63.12 10 63.15 .. | Yes. )

§63.542 Dpefinitions.

Terms used in this subpart are
defined in the Act. in subpart A of this
Pari, orin this section as follows:

28lomerating furnace means a

Mace used to melt into a solid mass

ue dust that is collectt.d from a

aghouse.
. Bag leak detection system means
tc);S;lems that include, but are not limited
o vices using triboelectric, light

taltering, and other effects to monitot

I
eiative or absolute particulate matter
€missions.

Battery breaking area means the plant
location at which lead-acid batteries are
broken, crushed, or disassembled and
separated into components.

‘Blasi furnace means.a smelting
furnace consisting of a vertical cylinder
atop a crucible, into which lead-bearing
charge materials are introduced at the

- top of the furnace and combustion air is

introduced through tuyeres at the
bottom of the cylinder, and that uses
coke as a fuel source and that is -
operated at such a temperature in the

,combustion zone (greater than 980 °C)

that lead compounds are chemically
reduced to elemental lead metal.

Blast furnace charging location means
the physical opening through which raw
materials are introduced into a blast
furnace.

Dryer means a chamber that is heated
and that is used to remove moisture
from lead-bearing materials before they
are charged to a smelting furnace.

“Dryer transition piece means the -
junction between a dryer and the charge
hopper or conveyor, or the junction
between the dryer and the smelting
furnace feed chute or hopper located at
the ends of the dryer.

" Electric furnace means a-smelting
furnace consisting of a vessel into which
reverberatory furnace slag is introduced
and that uses electrical energy to heat
the reverberatory furnace slag to such a
temperature {greater than 980 °C) that
lead compounds are reduced to

- elemental lead metal.

Enclosure hood means a hood that -

“covers a process fugitive emission

source on the top and on all sides, with
openings only for access to introduce or
remove 1naterials to or from the source
and through which an mdl.ced flow of
air is ventilated. :

Fugitive dust source means a
stationary source of hazardous air
pollutant emissions at a secondary lead

* smelter that is not associated with a.

specific process or process fugitive vent

- or stack. Fugitive dust sources include,
" but are not limited to, roadways, storage
‘piles, materials handling transfer points,

materials transport areas, storage areas,

. process areas, and buildings.

_Furnace and refining/casting area |
means any area-of a secondary lead
smelter in which:

{1)-Smelting furnaces are located or

(2) Refining operations occur; or ’

(3) Casting operations occur.

Materials storage and handling area
means any area of a secondary lead
smelter in which lead-bearing materials
(including, but not limited to, broken
baltery components, slag, flue dust, and

-dross) are stored or handled between

process steps including, but not limited
to. areas in which materials are stored

in piles, bins, or tubs, and areas in
which material is pr(,pared for chargmg
to a smelting furnace. .

Partial-enclosure means a structure’
that incorporates walls or partitions on. .
at least three sides or three-quarters of '
the circumference of an area to screen
the material or process equipment
located therein to prevent the
entrainment of particulate matter into -
the air.

Pavement cleaning means the use of
vacuum equipment, water sprays, or a
combination thereof to remove dust or
other accumulated material fromn the
paved areas of a secondary lead smelter.

Plant roadway means any area of a
secondary lead smelter that is subject to
vehicle traffic, including traffic by fork.

" lifts, front-end loaders, or vehicles

carrying whole batteries or cast Jead
ingots. Excluded from this definition are
employee and visitor parking areas,
provided they are not subject to traffic
by vehicles carrying lead- -bearing
materials.

Process fugitive emission source

- means a source of hazardous air

pollutant emissions at a secondary lead
sinelter that is associated with lead
smelting or refining but is not the
primary exhaust stream from a smelting
furnace and is not a fugitive dust source.

_Process fugitive sources include, but are

not limited to, smelting furnace

charging points, smelting furnace lead
and slag taps, refining kettles, ,
agglomeratmg furnaces, and drying Llln )
transition pieces.

Refining kettle means an open-top
vessel that is constructed of cast iron or
steel and is indirectly heated from
below and contains molten lead for the
purpose of refining and alloying the .-

.lead. Included are pot furnaces,
receiving kettles, and holding kettles.

Reverberatory furnace means a

-refractory-lined furnace that uses one or
.more flames to heat the walls and roof
-of the furnace and lead:bearing scrap to

such a temperature (greater than 980 oC}

that lead compounds are chemically

reduced lo elemental lead metal.
Rotary furnace (also known as a rotary

~ reverberatory furnace) means a furnace

consisting of a refractory-lined chamber
that rotates about a horizontal axis and"
that uses one or more flames to heat the
walls of the furnace and lead-bearing

'scrap to such a temperature (greater

than 980 oC) that lead compounds are
chemically reduced to elemental lead
metal.

Secondary lead smelter means any
facility at which lead-bearing scrap
material, primarily but not limited to
lead-acid batteries, is recycled into
elemental lead by smelting.
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Smelting means the chemical
reduction of lead compounds to lead
metal in high-temperature furnaces
including, but not limited to, blast
furnaces, reverberatory furnaces, rotary
furnaces, and electric furnaces.

Total enclosure means a building with
a roof and walls or partitions on all
sides or the entire circumference to
shelter the materials and/or process
equipment located therein to prevent
the entrainment of particulate matter
into the air and with openings only to
allow access and egress for people and
vehicles. )

Vehicle wash means a device for
removing dust and other accumulated
material from the wheels, body, and
underside of a vehicle to prevent the
inadvertent transfer of lead-

contaminated material to another area of _

a secondary lead smelter or to public
roadways.

Wet suppression means the use of
water, water combined with a chemical
surfactant, or a chemical binding agent
to prevent the entrainment of dust into
the air from fugitive dust sources.

§63.543 Standards for process sources,

(a) No cwner or operator of a
secondary lead smelter shall discharge
or cause to be discharged into the
atmosphere from any existing, new, or
reconstructed blast, reverberatory,
rotary, or electric smelting furnace any
gases that contain lead compounds in
excess of 2.0 milligrams of lead per dry
standard cubic meter (0.00087 grains of
lead per dry standard cubic foot).

(b) [Reserved)]

{c) No owner or operator of a
secondary lead smelter with a

collocated blast furnace and
reverberatory furnace shall discharge or
cause to be discharged into the
atmosphere from any existing, new, or
recanstructed blast furnace or
reverberatory furnace any gases that
contain total hydrocarbons in excess of
20 parts per million by volume,
expressed as propane corrected to 4
percent carbon dioxide, except as
allowed under paragraphs (c)(1) and
(e)(2) of this section.

(1) No owner or operator of a
secondary lead smelter with a
collocated blast furnace and
reverberatory furnace shall discharge or
cause to be discharged into the
atmosphere from any existing blast
furnace any gases that contain total
hydrocarbons in excess of 360 parts per
million by volume, expressed as
propane corrected to 4 percent carbon
dioxide, during periods when the
reverberatory furnace is not operating.

{2) No owner or operator of a
secondary lead smelter with a
collocated blast furnace and
reverberatory furnace shall discharge or
cause to be discharged into the
atmosphere from any blast furnace that
commences construction or
reconstruction after June 9, 1994, any
gases that contain total hydrocarbons in
excess of 70 parts per million by
volume, expressed as propane corrected
to 4 percent carbon dioxide, during
periods when the reverberatory furnace
is not operating.

(d) No owner or operator of a
secondary lead smelter with only blast
furnaces shall discharge or cause to be
discharged into the atmosphere from
any existing blast furnace any gases that

contain total hydrocarbons in excess of
360 parts per million by volume,
expressed as propane corrected to 4
percent carbon dioxide.

(g) No owner or operator of a

.secondary lead smelter with only blast

furnaces shall discharge or cause to be
discharged into the atmosphere from
any blast furnace that commences
construction or reconstruction after June
9, 1994, any gases that contain total
hydrocarbons in excess of 70 parts per
million by volume, expressed as
propane corrected to 4 percent carbon
diexide.

(£) If the owner or operator of a blast
furnace or collocated blast and
reverberatory furnace combines the blast
furnace charging process fugitive
emissions with the blast furnace process
emissions and discharges them to the
atmosphere through a common emission
point, then compliance with the
applicable total hydrocarbon
concentration limit under paragraph (c)
of this section shall be determined
downstream from the point at which the
two emission streams are combined.

(g) If the owner or operator of a blast
furnace or a collocated blast and

- reverberatory furnace does not combine

the blast furnace charging process
fugitive emissions with the blast furnace
process emissions and discharges such
emissions to the atmosphere through
separate emission points, then the total
hydrocarbon emission rate for the blast
furnace process fugitive emissions shall
not be greater than 0.20 kilograms per
hour (0.44 pounds per hour).

(h) The standards for process sources
are summarized in table 2.

TABLE 2.—SUMMARY OF STANDARDS FOR PROCESS SOURCES

Furnace configuration

| Lead com-
| pounds (mil-
ligrams per
dry stand-
ard cubic
meter)

Tetal hydrocarbons

Citation

Collccated reverberatory/blast (when beth furnaces 20

operating).

(when reverberatory furnace not operating) .......

Reverberatory, rotary, and electric .....ccceeeeeennn

....... 20

20 parts per million by volume?

2.0 | 360 parts per million by volume ! (existing) ..............
70 parts per million by volume ' (new)2 ...
2.0 | 360 parts per million by volume ' {eXiStinNg) «oococccveee
70 parts per million by volume ' (new)? ..
0.20 kilograms pear hour3 ...
{47 . - TR s et e

1

' Total hydrocarbons emission limits are as propane at 4 percent carbon dioxide to correct for dilution, based on a 3-hour average.

2 New sources include those furnaces that commence construction or reconstruction after June 9, 1984, o
? Applicable to blast furnace charging process fugitive emissions that are not combined with the blast furnace process emissions prior to the
point at which compliance with the total hydrocarbons concentration standard is determined.

§63.544 Standards for process fugitive
Sources.

(a) Each owner or operator of a
secondary lead smelter shall contrel the

process fugitive emission sources listed
in paragraphs (a)(1) through (a){6) of this
section by complying with either
paragraph (b) or (¢} of this section.

(1) Smelting furnace and dryer

charging hoppers, chutes. and skip
hoists;
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(2) Smelting furnace lead taps and
molds;

{3) Smelting furnace slag taps and
molds;

(4) Refining kettles;

(5) Dryer transition pieces; and

[6) Agglomerating furnace product
taps.

{b) All process fugitive emission
sources listed in paragraphs (a)(1)
through (a)(6) of this section shall be
controlled by an enclosure hood
meeting the requirements of paragraphs
(b)(1), (B)(2). or (b)(3) of this section
except those meeting the requirements
of paragraph (c) of this section. All
enclosure hoods shall be ventilated to a
control device that shall not discharge

to the atmosphere any gases that contain

lead compounds in excess of 2.0
milligrams of lead per dry standard
cubic meter (0.00087 grains of lead per
dry standard cubic foot).

(1) All process fugitive enclosure

hoods except those specified for refining

kettles and dryer transition pieces shall

be ventilated to maintain a face velocity
of at least 90 meters per minute (300 feet

per minute) at all hood openings.

(2) Process fugitive enclosure hoods
required for refining kettles in
paragraph (a) of this section shall be
ventilated to maintain a face velocity of
at least 75 meters per minute (250 feet
per minute).

(3) Process fugitive enclosure hoods
required over dryer transition pieces in
paragraph (a) of this section shall be
ventilated to maintain a face velocity of
at least 110 meters per minute (350 feet
per minute).

(c) All process fugitive emission
sources listed in paregraphs (a)(1)
through (a)(8) of this section except
those controlled by hoods meeting the
requirements of paragraphs (b)(1)

through (b)(3) of this section shall be
located in a total enclosure that is
ventilated to achieve an air velocity into
the enclosure at all doorway openings of
not less than 75 meters per minute (250
feet per minute). This enclosure shall be
ventilated to a control device that shall
not discharge to the atmosphere any
gases that contain lead compounds in
excess of 2.0 milligrams of lead per dry
standard cubic meter (0.00087 grains
per dry standard cubic foot).

(d) All dryer emission vents and
agglomerating furnace emission vents
shall be ventilated to a control device
that shall not discharge to the
atmosphere any gases that contain lead
compounds in excess of 2.0 milligrams
of lead per dry standard cubic meter
(D0.00087 grains per dry standard cubic
foot).

(e) The standards for process fugitive
sources are summarized in table 3.

TABLE 3.—SUMMARY OF STANDARDS FOR PROCESS FUGITIVE SOURCES

an:.r?l dé}-
vice lea
compound | G5
ISS]
Fugitive emission source * limit (milli- fadoorway_ Citation
ce velocity
grams. oy (meters/
dry stand- minute)
ard cubic
meter)
Control Option I:
Smelting furnace and dryer charging hoppers, chutes, and skip hoists .....ccu...... 2.0 190 | §63.544(b)
Smelting furnace lead taps and molds 2.0 160 | §63.544(b)
Smelting furnace slag taps and molds .. 2.0 T80 | §63.544(b)
Refining kettles oo 2.0 175 | §63.544(b)
Dryer transition PIECES ..o oceeeceeeeeeeee e reeaesresenenens ’ 2.0 1110 | §63.544(b)
Agglomerating furnace process vents and product taPS .o.ooeeeeecceeeeeeeeeeveeeee e 2.0 190 | §53.544(b)
Control Option Ii:
Enclosed building ventilated 10 @ CONro!l ABVICE vvereeeevevemerevieeececseececieeeeeeeeeearanas 2.0 275 | §83.544(c)
Applicable to Both Control Options:
Dryer and agglomerating furnace emission VENTS ...........oouoeeeeueeoememoreeeeemacacmaeas 2B msmnase §63.544(d)

2B

§83.545 Standards for fugitive dust
sources,

(a) Each owner or operator of a
secondary lead smelter shall prepare
2ad at all times operate according to a
standard aperating procedures manual
that describes in detail the measures
that will be put in place to control
fugitive dust emission sources within

~'€ 2reas of the secondary lead smelter
ed in p -

5% Of this sergo s Phs (2)(1) through (a)(s)

(1) Plant roadwavysg:

(2) Battery brea.’dng area;

(3) Furnace area: ,
(4] Refinin
(3) Mat

area.

Ng and casting area; and
erials storage and handling

. (b) The stan
manual sha|]

dard operating procedures
be submitted to the

Administrator or delegated authority for

review and approval.

(c) The controls specified in the
standard operating procedures manual
shall at a minimum include the
requirements of paragraphs (c](1)
through (c)(3) of this section.

(1) Plant roadways—paving of all
areas subject to vehicle traffic and
pavement cleaning twice per day of
those areas, except on days when
natural precipitation makes cleaning
unnecessary or when sand or a similar
material has been spread on plant
roadways to provide traction on ice or
snaw.

(2) Battery breaking area—partial
enclosure of storage piles, wet
suppression applied to storage piles
with sufficient frequency and quantity

: Enclasure hood face velocity applicable 1o those process fugitive sources not located in an enclosed building ventilated to a control device.
uilding doorway air velocity measured at all doorways that are normally open during operations.

to prevent the formation of dust, and
pavement cleaning twice per day; or
total enclosure of the battery breaking
area in a structure meeting the
requirements of 40 CFR 265.1101(a) and
(c) and ventilation of the enclosure to a
control device.

(3) Furnace area—partial enclosure
and pavement cleaning twice per day; or
total enclosure in a structure meeting
the requirements of 40 CFR 265.1101(a)
and (c) and ventilation of the enclosure
to a control device.

(4) Refining and casting area—partial
enclosure and pavement cleaning twice
per day; or total enclosure in a structure
meeting the requirements of 40 CFR
265.1101(a) and (c) and ventilation of
the enclosure to a control device.
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(5) Materials storage and handling
area—partial enclosure of storage piles,
wet suppression applied to storage piles
with sufficient frequency and quantity
to prevent the formation of dust, vehicle
wash at each exit from the area, and
paving of the area; or total enclosure of
the area in a structure meeting the
requirements of 20 CFR 265.1101(a) and
(c) and ventilation of the enclosure to a
control device and a vehicle wash at
each exit.

(d) The standard operating procedures
manual shall require that daily records
be maintained of all wet suppression,
pavement cleaning, and vehicle washing
activities performed to control fugitive
dust emissions.

(e] No owner or operator of a
secondary lead smelter shall discharge
or cause o be discharged into the
atmosphere from any building or
enclosure ventilation systemn any gases
that contain lead compounds in excess
of 2.0 milligrams of lead per dry
standard cubic meter (0.00087 grains of
lead per dry standard cubic foot).

§68.546 Compliance dates.

(a) Each owner or cperator of an
existing secondary lead smelter shall
achieve compliance with the
requirements of this subpart no later
than June 23, 1997.

(b) Each owner or operatar of a
secondary lead smelter that commences
construction or reconstruction after June
9, 1994, shall achieve compliance with
the requirements of this subpart by June
23, 1995 or upon startup of operations,
whichever is later.

§63.547 Testmethods.

{a) The following test methods in
appendix A of part 60 of this chapter in
paragraphs (a)(1) through (a)(5) of this
section shall be used to determine
compliance with the emission standards
for lead compounds under §§ 63.543(a),
63.544(b), (¢). end (d), and 63.545{e}:

(1) Method 1 shall be used to select
the sampling port location and the
number of traverse points.

(2) Method 2 shall be used to measure
volumetric flow rate.

(3) Method 3 shall be used for gas
analysis to determine the dry molecular
weight of the stack gas.

(4) Method 4 shall be used to
determine moisture content of the stack
gas.

(5) Method 12 shall be used to
determine compliance with the lead
compound emission standards. The
minimum sample volume shall be 0.83
dry standard cubic meters (30 dry
standard cubic feet) and the minimum
sampling time shall be £0 minutes for
each run. Three runs shall be performed

and the average of the three runs shall
be used to determine compliance.

(b) The following test methods in
appendix A of part 60 Iifled in
paragraphs (b)(1) through (b)(5) of this
section shall be used, as specified, to
determine compliance with the
emission standards for total
h\drocarbont; under § 63.543(c), (d). (e),
and (g):

(1) Method 1 shall be used to select
the sampling port location to determine
compliance under § 63.543(c). (d), (e),
and (g).

(2} Method 2 shall be used to measure
volumetric flow rate to determine
compliance under §63.543(g).

(3) The Single Point Integrated
Sampling and Analytical Procedure of
Method 3B shall be used to measure the
carbon dioxide content of the stack
gases to determine compliance under
§63.543(c), (d), and (e).

(4) Method 4 shall be used to measure
moisture content of the stack gases to
determine compliance under
§63.543(c), (d). (e), and (g).

(5) Method 25A shall be used to
measure total hydrocarben emissions to
determine compliance under
§63.543(c), (d], (e), and (g). The
minimum sampling time s'h:ﬂl be 1 hour
for each run. A minimum of three runs
shall be performed. A 1-hour average
total hydrocarbon concentration shall be
determined for each run and the average
of the three 1-hour averages shall be
used to determine compliance. The total
hyvdrocarbon emissions concentrations
for determining compliance under
£63.543(c), [d). and (e) shall be
expressed as propane and shall be
corrected to 4 percent carbon dioxide, as
described in paragraph (c) of this
section.

(c) For the purposes of determining
compliance with the emission limits
under §63.543(c), (d), and (e), the
measured total hvdrocarbon
concentrations shall be corrected to 4
percent carbon dioxide as lisled in
paragraphs (c)(1) through (c)(2) of this
section in the following manner:

(1) If the measured percent carbon
dioxide is greater than 0.4 percent in
each compliance test, the correction
factor shall be determined by using the
following equation:

4.0

Co,

where:

F=correction factor (no units)

COs=percent carbon dioxide measured
using Method 3B, where the
measured carbon dioxide is
than 0.4 percent.

greater

(2) If the measured percent carbon
dioxide is equal to or less than 0.4
percent, then a cerrection factor (F) of
10 shall be used.

{3) The corrected total hydrocarbon
concentration shall be determined by
multiplying the measured total
hydrocarbon concentration by the
correction factor (F) determined for each
compliance test.

{(d) Compliance with the face velocity
requirements under § 63.544(b) and (c)
for process fugitive enclosure hoods
shall be determined by the following
test methods in paragraph (d)(1) or
{d)(2) of this section.

(1) Owners and operators shall
calculate face velocity using the
procedures in paragraphs (d)(1){i)
through (d)(1){iv) of this section.

(i) Method 1 shall be used to select
the sampling port location in the duct
leading from the process fugitive
enclosure hood to the contral device.

(ii) Method 2 shall be used to measure
the volumetric flow rate in the duct
from the process fugitive enclosure
hood to the control device.

(iii) The face area of the hood shall be
determined from measurement of the
hood. If the hood has access doars, then
face area shall be delermined with the
access doors in the full 5 open position.

(iv) Face velocity shall be determined
by dividing the volumetric flow rate
determined in paragraph (d)(1)(ii) of this
section by the total face area for the
hood determined in paragraph (dj(1)(iii)
of this section.

(2) The face velocity shall be
measured directly using the procedures
in paragraphs (d)(2)(i) through {d)(2])(vi]
of this section.

(i) A propeller anemometer or
equivalent device shall be used to
measure hood face velocity.

(i) The propeller of the anemometer
shall be made of a material of uniform
density and shall be properly balanced
to optimize performance.

(iii) When the anemometer is
mounted with the propeller shaft in a
horizontal position, the threshaold
velocity of the anemometer shall not
exceed 15 meters per minute (50 feet per
minute) as determined by a procedure
equivalent to that in Method 14 of
appendix A of part 60.

(iv) The measurement range of the
anemometer shall extend to at least 300
meters per minute {1,000 feet per
minute).

(v) A known relationship shall exist
between the anemometer signal output
and air velocity, and the anemometer
must be equipped with a suitable
readout system.

(vi) Hood face velocity shall be
determined for each hood during

o= G

- ——— g yy—

S —

— g T—



er

Federal Register / Vol. GQ,No.. 121/ Fr‘iday’, June 23, 1995 / Rules and Regulations

32599

normal operation with all access doors
in the open position and by placing the
anemometer in the plane of the hood
opening.

(e) Owners and operators shall -
measure doorway air velocity to
determine compliance with the doorway
velocity requirement for enclosed
buildings in § 63.544(c) using the
procedures in paragraphs {e)(1) and
(e)(2) of this section. .

(1) Owners and operators shall use a
propeller anemometer or equivalent
device meeting the requirements of
paragraphs (d)(2)(ii) through (d)(2)(v) of
this section. .

(2) Doorway air velocity into the .
building shall be determined for each
doorway in the open position during
normal operation by placing the
anemometer in the plane of the doorway
opening. =

§63.548 Monitoring requirements.

(a) Owners and operators of secondary
lead smelters shall prepare, and at all
times operate according to, a standard
operating procedures manual that
describes in detail procedures for
inspection, maintenance, and bag leak
detection and corrective action plans for
all baghouses (fabric filters) that are
used to control process, process fugitive,
or fugitive dust emissions from any
source subject to the lead emission
standards in §§63.543, 63.544, and
63.545, including those used to control’
emissions from building ventilation.

. This provision shall not apply to - ‘

process fugitive sources that are
controlled by wet scrubbers. .
(b) The standard operating procedures -

manual for baghouses required by -
paragraph (a) of this section shall be
submitted to the Administrator or
delegated authority for review and
approval. . : . -

¢) The procedures specified in the .
Standard operating procedures manual
for inspections and routine maintenance
shall, at a minimum, include the
fequirements of paragraphs (c)(1)
through (c)(12) of this section.

1) Daily monitoring of pressure drop
dcross each baghouse cell.

2) Daily visual observation of
baghouse discharge or stack. ,

() Daily visual inspection to ensure
that dust js being removed from

ho ers.
: &? Daily check of compressed air

Supply for pulse-jet baghouses.
{)5% Daily%isuaf inspgclion of isolation
ampers for proper operation.

(6) Daily monitoring of cleaning cycle
0y observing meters or control panel
Instrumentation,

7) Weekly visual inspection of bag

¢'eaning mechanisms for proper
Nctioning. }

(8) Weekly check of bag tension on
reverse air and shaker type baghouses.
(9) Monthly visual inspection of

~ baghouse interior for air feaks.

10) Monthly inspection of bags and
bag connections.

?11) Monthly inspection of fans for-
wear, material buildup, and corrosion.

(12) Continuous operation of a bag
leak detection system.

{(d) The procedures specified in the -
standard operating procedures manual
for maintenance shall, at a minimum, -
include a preventative maintenance
schedule that is consistent with the
baghouse manufacturer’s instructions
for routine and long-term maintenance.

(e) The bag leak detection system
required by paragraph {c)(12) of this
section, shall meet the specifications
and requirements of paragraphs (e)(1)
through (e)(5) of this section.

(1) The bag leak detection system
must be capable of detecting particulate
matter emissions at concentrations of
1.0 milligram per actual cubic meter
(0.00044 grains per actual cubic foot) or
less. :

(2) The bag leak detection system
sensor must provide output of relative
or absolute particulate matter emissions.

(3) The bag leak detection system
must be equipped with an alarm system

“that will alarm when an increase in
_ particulate emissions is detected.

(4) For negative pressure or induced
air baghouses, the bag leak detector
must be installed downstream of the

. baghouse and upstream of any wet acid

gas scrubber. For positive pressure
baghouses, a bag leak detector must be
installed in each baghouse compartment
or cell. Where multiple detectors are
required, the system'’s instrumentation
and alarm may be shared among
detectors. o .
(5) The bag leak detection system-
shall be installed and operated in a
manner consistent with available
guidance from the U.S. Environmental

_Protection Agency or, in the absence of -

such guidance, the manufacturer’s
written specifications and
recommendations for installation,
operation, and calibration of the system.
The calibration of the system shall, ata
minimum, consist of establishing the
relative baseline output level by
adjusting the sensitivity and the
averaging period of the device, and
establishing the alarm set points and the
alarm delay time. The system must be”
fully operational at the time of the .
initial lead compliance test required to
demonstrate compliance with the
applicable lead emission ‘standard under
§§63.543, 63.544, or 63.545. The owner
or operator shall not adjust the
sensitivity, averaging period, alarm set

points, or alarm delay time after the

“initial lead compliance test unless a test

is performed to demonstrate compliance
with the applicable lead emission
standard after the adjustments are made.

(f) The standard operating procedures
manual required by paragraph (a) of this
section shall include a corrective action
plan that specifies the procedures to be
followed in the case of a bag leak . .
detection system alarm. The corrective
action plan shall include, at a '
minimum, the procedures used to
determine and record the time and
cause of the alarm as well as the
corrective actions taken to correct the
control device malfunction or minimize
emissions as specified in paragraphs
(f(1) and (f)(2) of this section.’

(1) The procedures used to determine
the cause of the alarm must be initiated

- within 30 minutes of the alarm.

(2) The cause of the alarm must be
alleviated by taking the necessary
corrective action(s) which may include,
but not be limited to, paragraphs (f)(1)(i)
through (f)(2)(vi) of this section. -

(i) Inspecting the baghouse for air
leaks, torn or broken filter elements, or
any other malfunction that may cause

an increase in emissions.

(ii) Sealing off defective bags or filter
media. . :

(iii) Replacing defective bags or filter .
media, or otherwise repairing th
control device. : )

"(iv) Sealing off a defective baghouse
compartment. .

(v) Cleaning the bag leak detection
system probe, or otherwise repairing the
bag leak detection system. :

(vi) Shutting down the process

“producing the particulate emissions. ", -

'(g) The owner or operator of a
secondary lead smelter that uses a wet
scrubber to control particulate matter

- and metal hazardous air pollutant

emissions from a process fugitive source
shall monitor and record the pressure
drop and water flow rate of the wet -
scrubber during the initial test to
demonstrate compliance with the lead
emission limit under § 63.544(d).

- Thereafter, the owner or operator shall
" monitor and record the pressure drop
.and water flow rate at least once every

hour and shall maintain the pressure
drop and water flow rate no lower than
30 percent below the pressure drop and
water flow rate measured during the
initial compliance test.

(h) The owner or operator of a blast
furnace or collocated reverberatory and
blast furnace subject to the total
hydrocarbon standards in § 63.543(c),
{d), or (e), must comply with the
requirements of either paragraph (h)(1)
or (h)(2) of this section, to demonstrate
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continuous complxanoe:wrth the. totalr:k‘zﬁ 0f‘§ 63. 9 °f ‘

hydrocarbon emjssion ‘standard
(1) Continuous Teriipératil
Monitoring—(3) The owner or
of a blast furnace or a collooat
reverberatory furnace and b]ast
subject to the total hydrocarbon’
emission standards in §63.543(c). (d), o
(¢) shall install, calibratefmaintain; and
continuously operate a device.
. monitor and record the temperature o
the afterburner or the combined blast:
furnace and reveérberatory furnace:
exhaust streams consistent.with th

{44

'.l‘equlrements for connnuous monltonng»,

systems in subpart A, Genera
Provisions.:

(ii) The owner or operator ‘of a blast’~
furnace or a collocated reverberatory. '

* furnace and blast furnace subject to the. -

total hydrocarbon'emission standards
shall monitor and record the
temperature of the afterbumer or the E

- combined blast furnace and *-
reverberatory furnace exhaust streams
every 15 minutes during the total ™
hydrocarbon compliance test and -

. determing an arithmetic average for the

recorded temperature -measurements.

(iii) To remain in compllance with the
standards for total hydrocarbons, the
" owner or operator must maintain an
afterburner or combined exhaust
. temperature such that the average
temperature in any 3-hour period does
not fall more than 28 °C (50 °F) below
the average established in paragraph
(h)(1)(ii) of this section. An average
temperature in any 3-hour period that
falls more than 28 °C (50 °F) below the
average established in paragraph
(h)(1)(ii) of this section, shall constitute
a violation of the applicable emission
" standard for total hydrocarbons under
§63.543(c), (d), or (e).

(2) Continuous Monitoring of Total
Hydrocarbon Emissions—

(i) The owner or operator of a
secondary lead smelter shall install,
operate, and maintain a total
hydrocarbon continuous monitoring
system and comply with all of the
requirements for continuous monitoring
systems found in subpart A, General
Provisions.

(if) Allowing the 3- hour average total
hydrocarbon concentration to exceed -
the applicable total hydrocarbon
emission limit under § 63.543 shall
constitute a violation of the apphcable
emission standard for total
hydrocarbons under § 63. 543(c) (d) or
"~ (e).

§63.549 Notification requirements..

(a) The owner or operator of a
secondary lead smelter shall comply
with all of the notification requirements

(b) The ¢ owrer or operator ofa’.
secondary lead smelter shall submit the
> fugitive' dust control standard operating

~ procedures manual required under -
' §63.545(a) and the standard operating -

procedures manual for baghouses.
: required under § 63.548(a) to the
- Administrator or delegated authority

~along with a notification that the .

smelter is seeking review and approval

. of the these plans and procedures.

"-Owners or operators of existing -
secondary lead smelters shall submlt

secondary lead smelter that commences-
- construction or reconstruction after. June
9, 1994, shall submit this notification no °
later than 180 days before startup of the -
constructed or reconstructed secondary
lead smelter, but no- sooner than June -.
23, 1995 :

§63.550 Recordkeepmg and reportlng
requirements.

(a) Each owner or operator ofa
_secondary lead smelter shall maintain
for a period of 5 years, records of the

- information listed in paragraphs (a)(1)

through (a)(8) of this section.

(1) The results of initial and
subsequent compliance tests for lead:.
compounds and total hydrocarbons.

(2) An identification of the date and
time of all bag leak detection system
alarms, their cause, and an explanation
of the corrective actions taken.

(3) If an owner or operator chooses to
demonstrate continuous compliance
with the total hydrocarbon emission
standards under § 63.543(c), (d), or (e)
by employing the method allowed in

'§63.548(h)(1), the records shall include

the output from the continuous .

_temperature monitor, an identification

of periods when the 3-hour average
temperature fell below the minimum
established under § 63.548(h)(1), and an
explanation of the corrective actions
taken.

(4) If an owner or operator chooses to
demonstrate continuous compliance
with the total hydrocarbon emission
standard under § 63.543(c), (d), or (e) by
employing the method allowed in
§ 63.548(h)(2), the records shall include
the output from the total hydrocarbon
continuous monitoring system, an
identification of the periods when the 3-

" hour average total hydrocarbon

concentration exceeded the applicable
standard and an explanation of the
corrective actions taken.

(5) Records of maintenance,
calibration, or other-procedures required
by this rule for any monitoring system

this notification no later than December
: 23, 1996. The owner or operator of a

. used to demonstrate compliance with an

applicable requirement.
(6) Any recordkeeping required as

. part of the practices described in the

standard operating procedures manual

required under § 63.545(a) for the

control of fugitive dust emissions. .
(7) Any recordkeeping required as
part of the practices described in the

.standard operating procedures manual

for baghouses required under

'§63.548(a).

© (8) Records of the pressure drop and

_ water flowvrate for wet scrubbers used”
_to control metal hazardous air pollutant

emissions from process fugitive sources.
(b) The owner or operator of a
:_secondary lead smelter shall comply
with all of the reporting requirements
“under § 63.10 of the General Provisions.
~The submittal of reports shall be no less '
" frequent than specified under -
§63.10(e)(3) of the General Provisions.

. Once a source reports a violation of the -

standard or excess emissions, the source
shall follow the reporting format

" required under § 63.10(e)(3) until a -

request to reduce reportmg frequency 18

.approved. -

(c) The reports requlred under
paragraph (b) of this section shall -
include the information specified in
paragraphs (c)(1) through (c)(6) of thls
section.

(1) The report shall include records of
all alarms from the bag leak detection
system specified in § 63.548(e).

(2) The report shall include a
description of the procedures taken
following each bag leak detection = .
system alarm pursuant to §63. 548(0(1)
and (2).

(3) The report shall include the -

‘information specified in either

paragraph (c)(3)(i) or (c)(3)(ii) of this
section, consistent with the monitoring
option selected under § 63.548(h).

(i) A record of the temperature
monitor output, in 3-hour block.
averages, for those periods when the

‘temperature monitored pursuant to
~ §63.548(h)(1) fell below the level

established in §63.548(h)(1).

(ii) A record of the total hydrocarbon
concentration, in 3-hour block averages,
for those periods when the total

~ hydrocarbon concentration being .

monitored pursuant to § 63.548(h)(2)

" exceeds the relevant limits established

in §63.543(c), (d), and (e).

(4) The reports required under
paragraph (b) of this section shall
contain a summary of the records
maintained as part of the practices
described in the standard operating

.procedures manual for baghouses
-required under § 63.548(a) including an

explanation of the periods when the
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procedures were not followed and the
corrective actions taken. _

(5) The reports required under
paragraoh (b) of this section shall
contain an identification of the periods
when the pressure drop and water flow
rate of wet scrubbers used to control
process fugitive sources dropped below
the levels established in §63.548(g) and -
an explanation of the corrective actions
taken. . : o

(8) The reports required under
paragraph (b) of this section shall .
contain a summary of the fugitive dust
control measures performed during the
required reporting period, including an
explanation of the periods when the
procedures outlined in the standard-
operating procedures manual pursuant-
to §63.545(a) were not followed and the
corrective actions taken. The reports
shall not contain copies of the daily
records reqnired to demonstrate
compliance with the requirements of the
standard operating procedures manuals
required under §§63.545(a) and
63.548(a). ’

{FR Doc. 95-14908 Filed 6-22-95; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6560-50-P o

40 CFR Part 52
[IA-15-1-6829a; FRL-5210-5)

Approval and Promulgation of
implementation Plans; State of lowa’

AGENCY: Environmental Protection -
Agency (EPA). R

- ACTION: Direct final rule.

SUMMARY: This final action approves the
Sta;e_lmplem_entation Plan (SIP)
Tevision submitted by the state of Iowa.
‘e revision includes special
requirements for nonattainment areas,

~ Compliance and enforcement

information, and adoption of EPA -
definitions. These revisions strengthen
the.SIP with respect to attainment and
Malnterance of established air quality
standards. -
r;f;:;t'g};is action will be effective
adverce o 1995 unless by July 24, 1995
*S€ OF critical comments are

»"DOZTSSiS: Comments may be mailed to
Pmtecl:?ip er D, Hess, Environmental
Mineed Otn Agency, Air Branch, 726 -

i (c:> a Avenue, Kansas City, Kansas

_-S~ac(t)ipoles o_f the cliocuments relevant
° 'Clion are available for public
LJ&GCUon during normal busilrjless
aours at th-e: Environmental Protection'
‘ ?Zn_cy. Air Branch, 725 Minnesota
-B;Anug. Kansa§ City, Kansas 66101; and
‘ Air & Radiation Docket and

Information Center, 401 M Street, SW, -
Washington, DC 20460. . :
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Christopher D. Hess at-(913} 551-7213.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The state
of lowa operates a Federally approved
SIP that implements various -+ -

- requirements of the Clean Air Act (Act)

and the Code of Federal Regulations
(CFR). Since the initial approval of its
SIP in 1972, numerous revisions and
updates have been made in response to
Federal requirements.

In accordance with 40 CFR 51.103,

. the state of lowa has requested approval

of two SIP revisions under the authority
and signature of the Governor’s .
designee, Larry J. Wilson, Director, Iowa

" Department of Natural Resources

(IDNR). Requests were received by the
EPA on October 18, 1994, and January

- 26, 1995. Both of these submittals were

deemed complete in accordance with

the criteria specified in 40 CFR part 51,

appendix V. The state has provided
evidence of the lawful adoption of
regulations, public notice, and public

‘hearing requirements for each submittal.

Rule Revisions

A. Special Requirements for
Nonattainment Areas

- The.state of Iowa currently has one

nonattainment area, in Muscatine for

"SO:. In response to the requirements of

the Act, as amended in 1990, the state .
has adopted the following rules.

~ 1. InTAC 567-22.5 (1), the state
amends its definition of ‘'major
stationary source’’ to conform to the

" requiréements of Part D of the Act. The

Act provides, in general, that a source
which emits, or has the potential to
emit, 100 tons per year or more of a
regulated pollutant is a major source. -
Part D provides lower cutoff levels for
some nonattainment areas, depending
on the classification of the area.
Specifically, in response to the

. following cited sections of the Act, the

state has added the major source
emissions thresholds for the following
pollutants: Ozone precursors (section -
182), ozone precursors in ozone

.. transport regions (section 184), carbon

monoxide (section 186), and PM o
(section 188). . . : -
.. 2. In subrule 22.5(1)"f’(2), the state
also amends the definition of “net
emissions increase” as it relates to. major

sources for nonattainment areas.

- Previously, a net emissions increase was

considered contemporaneous with the
particular change if it occurred between
January 1, 1978, and the date that the
increase from the particular change
occurred. The state now uses a date five
years before construction of the

particular change rather than the fixed
date of January 1, 1978. :

This revision, although not required
as a result of the 1990 Amendments to
the Act, is consistent with the EPA’s
requirements at 40 CFR 51.165(a)(1)(vi}
relating to calculation of net emissions
increases for permitting applicability
purposes. :

3. In subrule 22.5{1)"m,” the state has
expanded its definition of “‘enforceable
permit condition” to include
requirements of Title V operating,

" permits. This recognizes that limitations

in those operating permits will qualify
as federally enforceable restrictions
which can be utilized in determining
source applicability in the state’s
permittin% programs. . - ) N
4. In subrule 22.5(2), the state updates

- its emission offset applicability

provisions to conform with the
requirements of the 1990 Amendments.
In particular: o

a. The reference to 40 CFR 81.316 is
updated to include amendments
through March 10, 1994, pertaining to
particulate matter nonattainment areas.

" b. In this same subrule, the state
deletes the provision that previously
allowed the director to relieve an
applicant from the obligation of
continuing to implement offset
requirements of a nonattainment
construction permit if an areais .
subsequently redesignated attainment or
unclassified. This measure is necessary
to help ensure maintenance of the air
quality standards after-an area is -
redesignated to attainment. ,

" ¢. The state deletes the reference to
secondary standard particulate matter
nonattainment areas. This reflects the
fact that the current particulate matter
standards are the same for the primary -
and secondary standards. .

d. The state adds a requirement for
offsets in sulfur dioxide (SOz)
nonattainment areas.in subrule 22.5(2)b.
As discussed in more detail below, EPA
has determined that this addition '
strengthens the SIP and is therefore

approvable.

e. The state also deletes subrule
22.5(2)c which previously provided a
“loophole” for sources in secondary

- particulate matter nonattainment areas

to claim that offsets were not reasonably
available. This action strengthens the -
SIP by requiring sources to achieve
offsets that conform with the Act.

f.Due to the new 22.5(2)band
deletion of 22.5(2)c, the former 22.5(2)
d, e, and fbecome 22.5(2) ¢, d, and e.

5. Rule 22.5(3) previously allowed a
source in a secondary particulate matter
nonattainment area to submit proposals
for emission offsets or a demonstration
that offsets were not reasonably



